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INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes discussions and outcomes of the Synthesis Workshop of the International Union of Forest Research Organizations (IUFRO) Task Force on the Forest Science-Policy Interface.  The Synthesis Workshop took place on June 28 – 30, 2004 at the Swiss Federal Institute for Forest, Snow and Landscape Research (WSL).

IUFRO established the Task Force on the Forest Science-Policy Interface (Task Force) in 1998 in recognition of the opportunity and responsibility of the forest research community to better inform forest policy deliberations.  The goal of the Task Force is to explore strategies and mechanisms for improving communication between forest scientists and policy-makers so as to ensure that sound science is considered in the formulation of forest policies and on-the-ground forest management practices.

The Synthesis Workshop built on the results of three regional workshops (Americas (2001); Asia-Pacific (2002); Europe, Africa and the Middle East (2003)) that explored the forest science-policy interface through a critical evaluation of 58 case studies of key forest policy and management debates.  The Synthesis Workshop brought together twenty-seven leading forest scientists and researchers from around the world to:

· Synthesize findings from the case studies and identify recurring themes, 

· Identify and refine key messages for improving interactions between the forest research community and both policy-makers and society at large, and 

· Develop advice to scientists, research teams, and larger research organizations to improve and make more effective the partnerships among researchers, policy-makers and society, which is the ultimate beneficiary of forestry research.

This report contains a non-attributional summary of the discussions that took place at the Workshop.  See Appendix A for a list of the participants and Appendix B for a copy of the Workshop schedule.

The Workshop was convened by the IUFRO Task Force on Science-Policy Interface and sponsored by the USDA Forest Service – Research & Development and WSL.  The Workshop was facilitated by Meridian Institute, a non-profit organization based in the United States.

WORKSHOP and Summary STRUCTURE

Workshop 

Prior to the Workshop, participants received copies of the regional workshop summaries, the case studies and an overview document containing a summary of major lessons learned and issues raised during the three regional workshops.  These documents provided the starting point for the discussions.  The overview document organized these lessons and issues in the context of relationships and communication issues at various levels within and between the research community, the policy-making community, and stakeholders/civil society as a key set of issues.  The document described a framework that focused on four sets of relationships: researchers and forest research organizations; researchers and policy-makers; researchers and stakeholders; and policy-makers and stakeholders (see the diagram below).
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To help organize the discussions, this framework was applied to the Workshop schedule.  During four half-day sessions, participants considered the key issues and lessons from the case studies and regional workshops in the context of each of the four relationships and attempted to identify gaps, as well as develop guidelines or recommendations that would help ensure that sound science is considered in the formulation of forest policies.  Each half-day session began with an overview of the broad theme under consideration provided by two Workshop participants who had been asked to prepare a brief presentation prior to the Synthesis Workshop.  Following the overview presentations, the group divided into two smaller groups (Breakout Groups 1 and 2) for in-depth discussion.  Each session concluded with a report back from the breakout groups and discussion of the results of the two breakout groups.  On the final day of the Workshop, participants discussed a new framework for organizing the outcomes of the Workshop, and identified next steps for developing the final products of the Task Force.

Summary 
The summary contains a non-attributional description of the highlights of discussion that took place at the Workshop.  Every effort was made to represent the content of the discussion accurately.  Areas of agreement were noted and issues on which there were different perspectives carefully characterized. 
The summary follows the structure of the Workshop and is organized around the discussion on each of the four half-day sessions on the sets of relationships described above.  Each of these four sections begins with a description of the highlights of plenary presentations and discussion.  PowerPoint presentations are referenced for additional details.  The description of each plenary session is followed by summaries of the discussion which took place on the same topic in each of two breakout groups.  Included in the summary of each breakout group discussion is a list of the participants, the facilitator, and the note taker.  The concepts of guidance and/or specific suggestions for guidance language developed by each breakout group to help ensure that sound science is considered in the formulation of forest policy and forest management practices is presented in bold italicized text.  The summary then captures discussion from the final day of the Workshop, and includes the highlights of the discussion on a new framework for organizing the outcomes of the Workshop, and next steps for developing the final products of the Task Force, including an outline of draft guidance for consideration.  The summary is completed with a series of attachments.

OPENING COMMENTS AND PRESENTATIONS

Five individuals made comments or presentations at the start of the Workshop.  Richard Guldin, Chair of the Task Force, welcomed participants and introduced the speakers.  Mario Broggi, Director of WSL, also welcomed participants and provided an overview of the history, structure, profile and focus of WSL.  More information on WSL can be found at: http://www.wsl.ch/.

Risto Seppälä of the Finnish Forest Research Institute (METLA) and President of IUFRO provided the keynote presentation.  Dr. Seppälä drew on his personal experience as a researcher of the science-policy interface to make suggestions for improving the interface between science and policy.  He identified several common problems, including:

· Researchers do not work on relevant problems, researchers draw conclusions from the past.  Decision-making should be proactive.

· Research takes too much time.

· Research should be more holistic and multi/interdisciplinary.

· Knowledge is power: the results of research may present a threat to those in established power positions.

· There are communication challenges that result from differences in language or terminology, the culture of science versus decision-making, and expectations.  For example, researchers focus on facts while decision-makers emphasize values. 

Dr. Seppälä provided a number of suggestions for improving the science-policy interface.   His suggestions included:

· Involve users of scientific information in the research.

· Sell but do not oversell research results to research users and colleagues.

· Work more in multidisciplinary teams.

· Include qualitative information as well as personal knowledge and expertise in research.

Dr. Seppälä’s PowerPoint slides are included in Appendix C of this report.

Dr. Daniela Krumland and Dr. Franz Schmithüsen followed Dr. Seppälä’s keynote presentation with two special presentations.  Dr. Krumland of the University of Göttingen, Germany and member of the IUFRO Task Force “Public Relations in Forest Science” (PR Task Force) presented information on the work of the PR Task Force.  The PR Task Force focuses on how to best communicate forest science to the public.  In addition to conducting research about forest science communication, the PR Task Force is developing a manual for forest science PR and a training program for PR managers in research institutions.  The PR Task Force is planning to present its results at the IUFRO World Congress 2005 in Brisbane, Australia.  Dr. Krumland emphasized the important overlap between the two task forces in the area of communication between scientists and stakeholders.  Dr. Krumland’s PowerPoint slides are included in Appendix C.

Dr. Schmithüsen of ETH Zentrum, Switzerland, provided information on IUFRO Research Group 6.13, Forest Law and Environmental Legislation, which promotes exchange of information and reviews forest law and environmental legislation in the world.  One of the research group’s activities was a comparative analysis of forest laws in twelve sub-Saharan African countries.  This comparative analysis resulted in information that is directly relevant to the science-policy interface, for instance the important role of laws and regulations to guide and change behavior.  Dr. Schmithüsen’s PowerPoint slides are included in Appendix C of this report.

Session 1. Researchers and Research Institutions

The first session focused on the role of researchers and research institutions in informing policy.  Mike Spilsbury of CIFOR, Indonesia and Eric Teissier du Cros of INRA, France provided a brief summary of the key issues identified during the three regional workshops.  They suggested the following key lessons from the regional workshops:

· Passive dissemination of scientific information is generally ineffective for achieving policy influence.

· Science organizations must make targeted efforts to become part of policy processes, early and frequent involvement builds relationships, trust and creates opportunity for science dialogues to be included (’First mover advantage’).

· Scientists must act as ‘champions’ or ‘policy change entrepreneurs’ consistently highlighting key issues and providing the research and analysis to support their policy-oriented views.

· Research must meet a particular ‘policy demand’ and be designed to inform debate.

· Findings should be delivered in an ‘action-oriented’ format and in a timely fashion.

· Research organizations must reward scientists for success in uptake / adoption (policy influence) not just count publications.

The presenters drew an important distinction between how research projects are managed and how research institutions are managed to enhance the impact of science on policy.  They added that international and regional forest research networks could play a powerful role in disseminating research results and linking researchers with policy-makers and stakeholders.  For more details, refer to the PowerPoint slides in Appendix C.

Before breaking into smaller groups, participants mentioned that policy-makers are a diverse group of people operating in interrelated systems (ecosystems, economic systems and social systems) at local, national, and international levels.  In the course of the discussions, participants also pointed out that research organizations are a diverse group that includes universities, federal, state and provincial government agencies, NGOs with research functions, forest industry, international organizations, etc.  Conditions for individual researchers may be different depending on whether the individual works for, for instance, a government agency or a university.

A participant suggested that information and knowledge management play a key role in improving the science-policy interface.  Another mentioned that different incentives and reward systems are needed to encourage scientists to communicate with decision-makers.  These themes were further discussed during the breakout group discussions.

A recurring topic during the Workshop, first raised in the breakout session on researchers and research institutions, was whether scientists aim to influence policy.  Many participants felt that scientists should not advocate for specific policy options, but that they inform policy by generating relevant scientific information and policy options.  Furthermore, science is one of several sources of information policy-makers may take into account when they make decisions.  Inform may be a more appropriate word to use than influence.

Breakout Group 1

Participants: Jeffery Burley, José Campos, Christian Gamborg, Jean-Claude Gregoire, Richard Guldin, Rodney Keenan, Peter Mayer, Charley Peterson, Eklabya Sharma, Eric Teissier du Cros, Cathy Wang, Rex Raimond (facilitator), Gerda Wolfrum (notetaker)

The group agreed that the language in the overview paper (provided to participants in advance of the Workshop) and the overview presentation by Spilsbury and Teissier du Cros offered a good starting point for developing guidance to researchers and research institutions.  Participants discussed several issues in greater depth and raised additional issues that had seen only limited coverage.

Institutions that are interested in ensuring that sound science be considered in the formulation of forest policies should make informing policy part of their mission and mandate, and develop the necessary structure to achieve their mission.

Institutions have to make a conscious decision that they want to inform policy.  This is a pre-condition to ensuring that sound science is considered in the formulation of forest policies.  An institution’s decision to inform policy will have a range of consequences with regards to its institutional structure and practices, including:

· Human Resources: The institution will want to hire and train staff that have an interest in and understanding of policy processes, and that have the skills necessary to work with policy-makers and other stakeholders.  Institutions will have to change their human resources management practices to create evaluation and performance measures as well as incentives to build an institutional culture that encourages scientists and researchers to inform policy.  This will require a culture change in many existing institutions.

· Communications and Extension: To inform policy, research institutions should emphasize their roles as information and knowledge managers and should enhance their communication skills.  Researchers can act as knowledge brokers by communicating scientific information through their connections to policy and decision-makers.  Networks and partnerships can enhance effective communication aimed at informing policy.

The breakout group discussed whether it might be possible to measure the performance of an institution and individual scientists that have set a goal to inform policy.  Due to the complexity and diversity of policy processes it may be difficult to identify cause-and-effect relationships, but it might be possible to measure impact over time.  Informing policy is an ongoing process that requires timely and frequent involvement during an extended period of time.  Researchers have to build relationships and trust with policy and decision makers.  They should look for and create opportunities to include sound science into policy dialogues.

A participant suggested that IUFRO should use its influence to convince the scientific body of the importance of informing policy.  IUFRO should focus on incentives and explain what scientists and their institutions stand to gain from informing policy (e.g., personal satisfaction of meeting critical needs and seeing positive change).

A participant cautioned that not all scientists may be interested in informing policy, and that young scientists may be more interested in pursuing a scientific career by writing and publishing scientific papers.  Science organizations may need a process to encourage young scientists to participate in the policy process.

Forest research institutions should be independent, neutral, and unbiased in order to be more effective in spanning the boundaries between science and policy.

Participants thought that this guidance statement is generally true, but they noted the tension between the desire to be independent, neutral and unbiased and appearing to be closely associated with certain policy-makers and/or stakeholders as a result of close collaboration on policy issues.  Some independence may be lost when a scientist or research institution “owns” and “sells” scientific information to influence policies, and stakeholders may feel that the researcher is not unbiased or neutral.  To address this potential loss of independence and neutrality, institutions should try to be transparent about biases and values that play a part in developing their research programs and that may influence research outcomes.

Trust and credibility are the accumulated perceptions of many people over long periods of time.  Trust and credibility play an important role between researchers/research institutions and policy-makers and stakeholders.  However, trust and credibility are also important for relationships between researchers and between researchers and research institutions. The research community can be distrustful, for instance as a result of competition and fear of intellectual property being misused.  It is important to build effective scientific networks to facilitate collaboration and build trust and credibility.

Interdisciplinary research is needed to understand and deal with complex forest resource management issues.  Traditional ecological knowledge should be integrated in research, especially in regions where people’s dependence on forests and forest goods and services is great.

Participants agreed that forestry is inherently a multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary field of study that requires collaboration by natural and social scientists as well as scientists trained in interdisciplinary studies.
  Forestry includes the study of complex ecosystems and social systems and their interactions at local, landscape and other levels.  This complexity requires in depth scientific knowledge as well as systems approaches. Participants noted that donors increasingly require interdisciplinary, collaborative approaches to forest science.  Participants felt that the scientific community as a whole should build interdisciplinary research capacity, but needs are different in developing countries than they are in developed countries.

One participant raised the distinction between interdisciplinary research as a set of behaviours and interdisciplinary research as a result of training.  Behaviour – The challenge for scientists is to behave in a way that allows mutual enhancement of individual skills, thus leading to truly interdisciplinary work.  Training – People need in-depth scientific training and should be trained to apply what they know in an interdisciplinary environment.
Participants discussed issues related to forest science and interdisciplinary training and skills in some depth.  There seems to be a lack of people coming into the forest science profession.  Participants discussed the balance between the need to train good scientists and the need to enhance understanding of complex systems.  In order to find this balance, one participant proposed that in the progression “training – early research – later research – research application”, inter-disciplinarity could be introduced in a gradual fashion.  He suggested that researchers should receive in-depth training in their field of science, and increasingly learn about and work with experts in other sciences.  Research institutions should facilitate this gradual process of introducing new skills into teams.  This may also require that university professors be trained to teach an interdisciplinary approach to scientific research.
Research organizations may need to adapt their structures to promote interdisciplinary work.  For instance, the organization might move from individual performance evaluations to team evaluations.

Participants suggested that there is a clear link between the language in the overview document regarding “forest science in the context of broader environmental and socio-economic issues and policy concerns”, and “the importance and relevance of interdisciplinary research.”  A participant suggested that the language on these two issues could be combined to form the following guidance statement.

Continuous innovation and adaptive management in science programs are critical to retaining relevancy to policy processes.
Participants suggested that the language in the overview document regarding “continuous innovation and adaptive management in science programs are critical to retaining relevancy to policy processes” could be combined with the language related to “scientific organizations are more influential in policy discussions when they have flexible and resilient programs that combine a long-term vision with delivering relevant results in the short-term and when they emphasize the importance of interdisciplinary research.”
Participants generally thought that the issues discussed applied to less developed areas as well as developed countries, but that the Task Force products should capture cultural differences.  Participants suggested that IUFRO could look for ways to help developing countries move more quickly to where they would have the capacity to effectively inform policy-makers.  Some participants pointed out that IUFRO’s Special Program for Developing Countries (SPDC) has done a lot in this field and could help research institutions in developing countries communicate better with policy-makers.

Breakout Group 2

Participants:  Mike Dudley, Jo Ellen Force, Hans Heinimann, Eeva Hellstrom, Denise Ingram, John Innes, Don Koo Lee, Daniela Krumland, Kathleen McGinley, John Parrotta, Michael Pregernig, Risto Seppala, Mike Spilsbury, Sarah Walen (facilitator), Renate Prüller (notetaker)

The group drew on the information in the overview paper and the presentation for their discussion.  As a starting point, they considered whether and how the major lessons and issues identified in the overview paper could apply as guidelines for future research.  With some modifications and additions, the group generally felt the ideas represented in the paper and the presentations provided a sound basis from which to develop guidelines.

Participants began their discussion by reflecting on the importance of leadership and personality in achieving policy influence – both aspects of this relationship interface which some felt were underrepresented.  Leadership, for example in championing key research, is critical to influencing policy.  Equally as important in some cases, is the personality of the individual championing research and innovative ideas.  Encouraging leadership in research – and thus achieving a greater impact of research on policy – could be enhanced by applying performance measures and creating research incentives.  Stronger leaders in research could be developed by including in their training some understanding of administration and how research funds are awarded.
Continuous innovation and adaptive management in science programs are critical to retaining relevancy to policy processes - One individual commented on the difficulties they saw for a research organization in applying a guideline encouraging “continuous innovation”.  Researchers coming into an organization have their own experience and background directing their research interests and a specific organizational requirement for innovation does not always jibe with those interests.  A way to encourage continuous innovation would be through sabbaticals.  

To some the term “innovation” correlated too strongly with the potential for risk – something policy-makers try to minimize when implementing policy.  Emphasis should be placed instead on the broader understanding that it is important for research to maintain relevance to policy.  Relevance will be informed, in part, by stakeholder input and feedback.

“Adaptive management” was viewed as jargon familiar to scientists in English speaking countries but is not necessarily a familiar term to scientists in other countries or to policy-makers.  The point is that there needs to be evaluation and a feedback loop to help inform the need for research to be adapted periodically.  How the guidelines are ultimately phrased will depend on the intended audience.  It was clarified that the primary audience for the guidelines is the research community, including the IUFRO Board (supra-research organization) and research institutions.  Future audiences might include policy-makers.  The guideline should ultimately be phrased in commonly understood language and it needs to embrace the learning that comes from failure.  

The connection between “continuous innovation and adaptive management” and “retaining relevancy to policy processes” was not clear to many participants.  In some cases, science does not need to be policy-relevant.  At the same time, particularly in the context of this discussion, some felt it was important not to lose the importance of innovation as well as the relevance to policy.  

The group agreed to modify this guidance concept to read:
Adaptation and evaluation of applied science programs is critical to retaining relevance to policy processes.  

Forest science in the context of broader environmental and socio-economic issues and policy concerns and the importance and relevance of interdisciplinary research - The question was raised about whether the guidance concepts of “forest science in the context of broader environmental and socio-economic issues and policy concerns” and “the importance and relevance of interdisciplinary research” could and should be combined into one concept.  One participant cautioned against dropping either concept to preserve the initial intent developed from more detailed discussion at preceding workshops.  As a specific example, the concept beginning, “forest science in the context…” originated from a discussion at the second workshop in India on food security and environmental issues and was designed to incorporate the landscape dimension. 

Again, the term “interdisciplinary” was considered to be jargon needing definition, relaying the need for coordination between different scientific disciplines in related research.  Expanding on the context further, the group felt it was also important to be more explicit in the guidance concept about the broader environmental and socio-economic issues of concern.  Terms discussed which did not fully characterise the desired concept included, “transdisciplinary”, “multidisciplinary”, and “cross-sectoral”.  The group proposed the following modified language combining these two guidance concepts: 

Many of the problems of relevance to policy-makers are complex, embracing broader environmental and socio-economic issues addressed through interdisciplinary and cross-sectoral research.  

The role of traditional forest knowledge - It was observed that traditional forest knowledge is important and has a role to play in policy and science.  In general, traditional forest knowledge needs to be considered more.  The importance of considering indigenous knowledge in sustainable forest management was singled out in the discussions at the second (India) and third workshops (Denmark).  The group agreed that scientists have a key role in bridging the gap between traditional knowledge and modern forest science.  The group proposed the following language to more adequately characterize the intent of the initial concept and provide more direction for potential guidance language:  

Traditional knowledge has an important role to play in both policy and science of sustainable forest management.  Scientists have a role in bridging the gap between traditional knowledge and modern forest science.

Capacity building - While the need for capacity building is particularly acute in developing countries, it is also needed at different levels in developed countries.  Capacity building means different things to different people – some viewing it as an investment in enhancing and developing in-house capacity to perform research, while others interpreted the meaning from the description in the overview document to be “development assistance”.  If the latter, the guidance would more aptly address the relationship interface between researchers and policy-makers - possibly suggesting the establishment of a “research gate -keeper” - and should be deleted.  The group suggested the following clarification on the initial guidance concept.  [Not all participants were comfortable with the term “in-house” so it is represented in brackets.]: 

Research institutions should invest to build [in-house] capacity to deliver/communicate science or science messages.  This need is particularly great in developing countries.

Forest research institutions that are seen as independent, neutral, and unbiased are more effective in spanning the boundaries between science and policy than research institutions that lack these characteristics.

This guidance concept begins to address how organizational independence and research approach influence organizational credibility and trust in the research and policy arenas.  It does not adequately characterize the importance of the relationships within a research organization and the credibility among and between colleagues.

One participant observed that sometimes having a bias (versus neutrality) enables an organization to be more effective at influencing policy outcomes.  For example, some of the Right or Left wing think tanks have more influence than other research organizations.  The group proposed the following modified language to clarify this guideline concept:  

To span boundaries between science and policy, forest research institutions that are independent, neutral, and unbiased are more credible.  

The group was supportive of this guidance concept;

Scientific organizations are more influential in policy discussions when they have flexible and resilient programs that combine a long-term vision with delivering relevant results in the short-term and when they emphasize the importance of interdisciplinary research.

However, they agreed that it would be helpful to refine and clarify the language.  Among their observations was the fact that researchers as well as research institutions are potentially influential in policy discussions.  The term “interdisciplinary” was viewed as jargon that does not add value to the concept.  In general, the guidance concept should be simple and straightforward, integrating the importance of flexible and resilient programs that deliver relevant results.  After some discussion, the group agreed to rephrase this guidance concept to read: 

Scientific researchers and organizations are more influential in policy discussions when they lead flexible and resilient programs that combine long-term vision with delivering relevant results in the short-term. 

The group spent some time at the end of their discussion reflecting on how the guidelines developed from the Workshop might influence or be used in other settings through other established networks.  For instance, there is the potential for IUFRO to have influence on forestry issues by bringing scientists together like the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) does on climate issues.  [It was noted that the IPCC is not only a network for sharing information, but it also has institutional backing, performs assessments and produces reports.]  The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) Subsidiary Body might be another model to consider.

To evaluate how the outcomes from the Workshop could be best applied, it is important first to define the product or products from the Workshop and then identify the audiences receiving the product(s).  Potential audiences include the United Nations Forum on Forest (UNFF) 5, the FAO Council on Forestry Meeting (COFO), IUFRO’s SPDC, and various Ministers.

Plenary Discussion

During the discussion following the reports from the breakout sessions, participants emphasized the importance of inter-scientist relations to effectively inform policy: when many scientists reach the same conclusions their conclusions will be more convincing to policy-makers and stakeholders.  This raises the importance of networks that bring scientists from different institutions together to work on the same problem.  Participants mentioned the IPCC and the CBD Subsidiary Body as examples of scientists collaborating in networks, reaching consensus, and influencing international policy.  However, they also pointed out that, in the case of the IPCC, the importance of the issue created political interest and generated support for scientists to be involved in these collaborative activities.

Session 2. Research/Stakeholder Relationship

Jeffery Burley of the University of Oxford, UK and José Campos of CATIE, Costa Rica, provided an overview of issues and lessons regarding the relationship between researchers and stakeholders based on the regional workshop reports, case studies and the overview document.  Among other topics, they discussed the tension between competition in research and the need to collaborate in order to address complex issues related to multiple-use forestry.  They discussed the role of researchers in generating policy options and informing policy through research that is relevant to policy issues and by creating feedbacks between policy-makers, stakeholders and researchers.  In order to be policy-relevant, research should be responsive to stakeholders’ needs, use innovative methodologies, and be interdisciplinary.  Knowledge and information management and communication are key issues for the scientific community in effectively working with stakeholders.  The presenters provided a list of stakeholder categories, as well as discussion points and annotations to their presentation.  Their PowerPoint slides and notes are provided in Appendix C.

Throughout the Workshop, participants struggled with the notion of stakeholder.  Some limited the notion to people affected by policy or making decisions within the constraints established by policies.  Several participants suggested that the term “customer” or “client” is very similar to this concept of stakeholder.  Participants also referred to communities (communities of place and communities of interest) that have an interest or stake in the natural and social systems being studied and/or regulated.  Others used the term stakeholder more broadly and included, for instance, government officials, ministers and members of parliament.  This broader concept would include groups that are also considered policy-makers and caused a participant to stress the importance of politics and the political process as a key area where stakeholders and policy-makers interact.  A participant suggested that the Task Force might look to theoretical definitions of stakeholders (e.g., definitions by Habermas).  Participants referred to land managers as an important group for policy implementation, but largely excluded them from their discussions.  Despite these different concepts, participants developed meaningful guidance regarding the interactions between researchers and stakeholders.

Participants noted the important role of the media in communicating scientific information to stakeholders and influencing policy-makers.  They identified the media as a key group of stakeholders.

Breakout Group 1

Participants: Jeffery Burley, Christian Gamborg, Richard Guldin, Hans Heinimann, John Innes, Rodney Keenan, Daniela Krumland, Peter Mayer, Kathleen McGinley, John Parrotta, Charles Peterson, Mike Spilsbury, Cathy Wang, Rex Raimond (facilitator), Gerda Wolfrum (notetaker)

The breakout group made several general comments related to the policy context in which interactions between researchers and stakeholders might take place.  The group discussed the need to consider a range of policy types that have an impact on forest management.  These include “hard law” (formal legislation) and “soft law,” such as policies, practices, certification standards, etc.  Soft law generally requires fewer procedural steps to change.  In addition to hard and soft law, researchers should consider the importance of attitudes and behaviours in determining how people act in relation to forest management.  For instance, new laws or policies may be difficult to implement if they are not supported by community attitudes.  These distinctions between types of rules and policies come into play when working at different scales.  For instance, international rules are of a different nature than regional or local rules.

Participants also discussed the process that leads to policy development.  They mentioned that policy-making starts with agenda setting long before a law is enacted.  Scientists should make use of opportunities to contribute to agenda setting.  Scientists can position themselves as “knowledge brokers” to be consulted by stakeholders and policy-makers working on a specific forest management issue.  Scientists can further contribute to agenda setting by writing articles for newspapers and contributing to policy narratives that challenge or add to conventional wisdom on a particular topic.

Research institutions that have mechanisms to respond to stakeholder needs will be more effective.  Institutions should build understanding of stakeholder and community values and the context of those values of the stakeholders and communities with which researchers work.

Participants stressed the need for on-going, two-way communication with stakeholders.  Researchers should listen to stakeholders and learn about their needs and priorities.  If researchers integrate community priorities in their research, they have a better chance that stakeholders will accept and support the research outcomes.  Similarly, understanding stakeholder values will help researchers understand the underlying drivers of community behavior and attitudes.  Through interactions with stakeholders, scientists can identify real problems, investigate potential solutions and use the information generated to influence policy.
On-going, two-way communication is more than just listening.  Scientists should provide feedback to stakeholders about how their input contributes to research and what the scientists are learning through their research.  Horizontal interaction between researchers and stakeholders should help stakeholders better understand the policy implications of research results.  Participants mentioned “operational networks” (networks in which scientists, research institutions, stakeholders, policy-makers and donors work on a shared mission and vision) as a mechanism to facilitate on-going, horizontal communication.  They also suggested that the adaptive management loop should be part of a continuous process of feedback and communication to effectively inform stakeholders and effectively influence policy.

Participants pointed out that processes that require ongoing communications and interactions between researchers and stakeholders can be time-consuming and expensive.  Such processes may be sustainable if mandated by legislation and provided government funding.  They may be much harder for individual university scientists to set up and maintain.

Researchers and research institutions should inform policy-makers about the nature of their stakeholders and the potential impacts that policy options may have on those stakeholders. 

Researchers can play an important role in informing policy-makers about the nature of the community, local knowledge, the local resource base, etc.  Scientists can gather information on community needs, values, attitudes and knowledge to help policy-makers better understand the communities with which they are working.  Forest scientists play a crucial role in distilling available knowledge for policy-makers.  Scientists can act as facilitators for dialogue between stakeholders and policy-makers and can offer a forum for discussions between those groups.  In addition to enhancing understanding of stakeholder groups, scientists should study the implications of policy options and policy decisions on the stakeholders and communities involved.

Researchers should communicate with their stakeholders.  Communication should be well-timed and should take place on a regular basis.  Communication strategies should focus on targeting the messages and the communication method to the audience.  Partnerships among scientists, policy-makers and stakeholders should be considered as effective venues for communication.

The breakout group devoted considerable time to discussing effective communication with stakeholders as well as policy-makers.  Participants pointed out that there is considerable overlap and synergy with the IUFRO PR Task Force.  They suggested that the Task Force take the outcomes of the work by the PR Task Force and identify relevant materials regarding communication between scientists and stakeholders.

To communicate effectively, scientists should consider a number of aspects, including: why do you want to communicate with stakeholders; what should you communicate; who should you communicate to; how to communicate; when to communicate; and communication by whom?  It may not always be necessary for the scientists to communicate.  Instead, they can rely on professional public relations staff.  However, in many cases scientists should communicate directly with media or other stakeholders, and it may be helpful if they have access to communication and public relations training.

Participants suggested that, in addition to stakeholders as recipients of information, stakeholders can act as intermediaries to pass scientific information on to policy-makers.  Scientists should consider this as an option.  A specific group of stakeholders in this regard are the media.  The media are an important channel for communicating with other stakeholders, but they can also be influential with policy-makers.  Journalists and scientists should work together and learn from each other, for instance through fellowship programs in which a journalist is placed at a research institution.  Some participants pointed at the difficulty of getting forest science information in the media.  Forest research often yields information in a gradual, step-wise approach.  Spectacular breakthroughs are not very common.  Participants mentioned that the media, but also policy and other decision-makers, are mostly interested in learning about the impact a research finding will have on people on the ground.  Researchers need to make those interpretations, but should do so with care because these interpretations will be colored by the scientist’s values and it might seem as if the scientist is advocating for a certain policy option.  Some participants felt that scientists (if permitted by law and/or institutional policy) can be advocates for policy change, but need to be transparent about their values and biases.  Others felt that this might go too far, but that scientists could advocate for incorporation of science in policy.

Depending on the issue, stakeholders may include groups of people that differ considerably from one another (e.g., environmental NGOs, private industries, local communities, etc.).  Scientists should keep in mind that effective messages and communication channels are different depending on the stakeholder group.  Scientists should develop specific communication strategies aimed at different target audiences.  Communication strategies should provide a link between values of stakeholders and science-based arguments.

Breakout Group 2

Participants:  Jose J. Campos, Mike Dudley, Jo Ellen Force, Jean-Claude Gregoire, Eeva Hellstrom, Denise Ingram, Don Koo Lee, Michael Pregernig, Franz Schmithüsen, Risto Seppala, Eklabya Sharma, Eric Teissier du Cros, Sarah Walen (facilitator), Renate Prüller (notetaker)

Participants reflected on the definition of stakeholder before turning to their discussion on research-stakeholder interactions.  One individual noted that it is difficult to characterize stakeholders as a generic group, particularly in a way that offers dimension and contrast to input on forest policy from stakeholders from the policy arena.  To simplify the concept of stakeholder, one could view them as “stakeholders in policy” and “stakeholders in research and research strategy.”  Alternatively, as outlined in Burley’s and Campos’s list, characterizing stakeholders by interest sector provides an appropriate level of organization and distinction (e.g., inter-governmental organizations, international non-governmental organizations (NGO), national governmental organizations, national NGOs, and local institutions and forest-dependent people).

The basis of forest policy is shifting from a technical to a community focus.  In general, there is a greater emphasis on forest access and the equitable distribution of benefits.  It is not yet clear what impact this will have on-the-ground - what this will mean in terms of forest management practices.  In India, for instance, forest management is evolving to “joint” forest management.  As a result of this shift, where stakeholders informing policy development in the past were largely from the technical community, representation has shifted to include a more diverse set of stakeholders including communities.  

One individual referred to the triangle of relationships used as the framework organizing the discussion at this Workshop.  She noted that there is a distinction between implementers of research and policy from those, like farmers and communities, who are influenced by their implementation.  There is a difference between research delivery and decision-making.  Someone else commented that anyone with an interest in the interface is a stakeholder so it is advisable to identify generic stakeholder groups which might include: interested citizens; small and large land owners; forest corporate sectors and forest services; communities of interest and location; governmental organizations and NGOs; as well as others.  Another individual suggested that stakeholders include researchers, institutions, and communities.

The media was considered by some to be a stakeholder.  It was viewed as a driver of policy.  For example, through influence from the media regarding illegal logging, priority was given to the use of science in policy formulation. 

Drawing on these diverse observations, one participant suggested that the guidelines developed from this Workshop be presented as a “menu of options”, preceded by a definition of the different stakeholder categories to help the user determine which guidelines are relevant to their circumstances.

The group then shifted its discussion to guidelines.  Participants felt that, while the concepts were not worded like guidelines, the ideas represented in the paper and the presentations provided a sound basis from which to develop guidelines.  Additional details from their discussion follow.

A clear focus on stakeholder (particularly local community) needs enhances effectiveness of forest research and its influence on policy-makers.

For the focus on stakeholder needs to be effective it is necessary to add social scientists to the stakeholder group to help resolve and define who the stakeholders are.  In the final outcome, the stakeholder issue is the most challenging.  Forest managers implement forest policy and are the real decision-makers of policies for forests.  They should be included in the triangle of relationships as stakeholders.

The role of traditional forest knowledge
 and the values that people – both influential individuals and communities – ascribe to science and the scientific process are important determinants of whether science is seen as a credible and useful basis for improving the quality of policies.

Participants confirmed the value of traditional forest knowledge, and recognized the importance of better integrating it into modern traditional knowledge.  Some participants felt there was a close connection between it and the sixth guidance concept, “the values that people...ascribe to science...”  They proposed that these concepts be combined.  To some, the role of traditional forest knowledge was embodied in the sixth concept which suggests the importance of the participation of the local community in providing input to researchers.  

Others felt that the ideas captured in these two concepts were distinct and they should not be combined.  The third concept focuses on non-timber products and what the developing world knows about the traditional use of these products.  It represents an avenue for research that builds on traditional knowledge.  In the sixth concept there is one paragraph referencing traditional knowledge, but the focus is on other values ascribed to the scientific process.  

Some participants noted that concept five, people’s values about forests and the forests they protect, manage, and use, should be considered both in planning and implementing research as well as in policy-making
, addressed values broadly and effectively.  The fifth concept could adequately cover the content of concept three, and the sixth concept could be preserved as it is.      

Additional Concepts/Guidelines

Informed by the preceding discussion, participants proposed the following additional concepts/guidelines:

· Assessing the key stakeholders who may influence policy is important.  It is important to assess, identify and understand the stakeholder community that is interested in and influenced by the area of policy.  The stakeholder base changes so the task of assessment is complex and needs to be continuous.
· Take advantage of opportunities for interaction of stakeholders where policies are being developed or evaluated.

· To be effective, prepare a communication strategy that will work with specific stakeholder groups.  Because of the breadth and diversity of stakeholder groups affected by forest policy, it is essential to prepare a strategy that will meet the particular challenges and needs of each stakeholder group.  One size does not fit all.
· Scientists and science can play a role in mediating conflicts between stakeholders by providing information and advising to contribute to the solution of the conflict.  Scientists play a critical role in developing and translating scientific information that informs stakeholder contribution to the policy development and implementation process.
· Make available the resources to foster the use of science in policy.

Plenary Discussion

Reflecting on the breakout group discussions, a participant distinguished direct and indirect communication to inform policies.  In indirect communication, a scientist identifies and works with an intermediary to raise policy issues and options with policy-makers.  If a scientist does not have access to a policy-maker, the scientist could identify a person who has credibility with policy-makers and try to develop a strategic alliance with the intermediary.  In general, strategic alliances can be effective mechanisms to inform policy issues.  By seeking alliances with organizations or individuals whose missions are aligned with their own, scientists can build momentum and leverage through networking and sharing information regarding specific policy issues.

Another participant suggested that scientists who seek to influence political decisions might seek intermediaries among influential political constituencies.  Constituencies often have established channels to articulate interests in the political arena.  In many countries, constituencies and policy-makers interact through elections, and several participants felt that forest issues are often not critical issues during elections.  

In general, scientists and institutions should be alert to what is happening in the world in order to identify opportunities for informing policy.  The Task Force might consider examples outside forest policy of scientists working effectively with stakeholders and policy-makers.  For instance, Taiwan’s response to the outbreak of SARS provides an example of scientists, stakeholders and policymakers using an opportunity to work closely together to develop a science-based policy response to a public concern.  Taiwan was successful at developing a coherent policy and informing people about what they should do to prevent getting sick.

Information is a powerful tool in putting an issue on the policy agenda and addressing unequal distributions of power.  Scientists have an important role to play in distilling the vast amount of knowledge on forests and presenting it in a way that stakeholders and policy-makers can understand.  Scientists should consider various methods for distributing information.  For instance, metaphors and stories can be effective means for sharing policy-relevant information.  Scientists should assess how their scientific arguments can add to existing metaphors and stories.  IUFRO research groups have been working on State-of-Knowledge Reports (SKRs), which could be useful and powerful tools for informing stakeholders and policy-makers.  Participants felt that forest scientists should work more with political scientists to generate information about effective policies and about how to effectively inform policy through policy analysis.

In order to identify obstacles to change, scientists should be aware of informal rules and community attitudes that operate within the policy realm.  Such informal rules may be difficult to change.  Another obstacle to change may be found in government spending on policy implementation.  Lack of funding can prevent the effective implementation of policy.

Most participants agreed that scientists should generate policy options, but should not be advocates for specific policy options.  Scientists, however, could advocate for science-based policy-making.  Even if it is not the scientist’s job to make policy or influence policies and politics directly, they should understand how policy processes function so they can generate information that is policy-relevant.  A participant suggested that different policy processes offer different types of opportunities for scientists.  For instance, scientists can be directly involved in developing soft law policies, such as certification standards.  In international processes, however, scientists can participate in scientific bodies that inform international treaty implementation.
Session 3. Research/Policy Relationship

Peter Mayer of IUFRO Headquarters in Austria and Don Koo Lee of Seoul National University in Korea presented an overview summary of key issues related to the relationship between researchers and policy-makers.  They identified several common themes from the overview document, regional workshop summaries and case studies:

· Researchers should understand policy making processes and address risks associated with engagement in policy processes regarding credibility of science.

· Researchers should build credibility by conducting research with objectivity, integrity and credibility and incorporating integrated and adaptive approaches in research.

· Collaboration with policymakers and stakeholders is critical for building trust and broad support (“ownership”) for research results.

· Effective communication requires that researchers provide their research results in understandable terms to policy-makers and other end-users.  Effective communication of research results requires knowing the target audience, using different communication skills and channels to reach target audiences and understanding the importance of (two-way) communication.

· Scientists should consider their role as “knowledge brokers.”  Mechanisms to transfer information should be targeted and may include personal contact between researchers and policy-makers, for instance through joint field trips.

The presenters raised several additional issues regarding capacity building for research and policy in developing countries, conducting policy-relevant research to reduce poverty, improve livelihoods and accelerate development, and providing scientific information for sustainable development policies.  Their PowerPoint slides are provided in Appendix C.

Breakout Group 1

Participants: Mike Dudley, Christian Gamborg, Eeva Hellstrom, Daniela Krumland, Don Koo Lee, Kathleen McGinley, John Parrotta, Charles Peterson, Risto Seppala, Eklabya Sharma, Mike Spilsbury, Cathy Wang, Rex Raimond (facilitator), Gerda Wolfrum (notetaker)

The group focused their discussion on identifying gaps in the materials provided in advance of the Workshop.

As a general issue, participants noted that several groups and perspectives are often underrepresented in policy-making dialogues.  For instance, women are marginalized in many venues at all scales—should IUFRO establish a Task Force on Women in Research?  In international forest related policy debates, you see little science from developing countries that has an impact.  Balanced representation in policy debates by people affected by a problem is an important issue.

Researchers who decide to engage in policy processes should be aware of the associated risks in order to successfully operate in the science-policy interface.

Participants noted the tension between building credibility through sound research and the desire to engage in policy processes.  Engaging in a policy process could lead to the perception of bias.  Generally, participants felt that researchers should inform policy-makers about policy options and the impacts of those options.  If researchers become advocates for certain policy options, they could become isolated from the scientific community.  In addition, their actions will have an impact (positive or negative) on the standing of the scientific community in the eyes of the public.  For example, researchers might reduce trust with policymakers and stakeholders when they get heavily involved in policy debates and provide conflicting interpretations of data.  Scientific uncertainty will always exist, but researchers can deal with this uncertainty in different ways.

Participants suggested that guidelines could be developed that help researchers draw a boundary between “informing” and “advocating.”  Scientists should be clear about the guidelines they use and the role they play, so that a mutual understanding exists between scientists, policymakers and stakeholders about the role the scientist plays in a particular policy process.  Honesty and integrity are key attributes to preserve credibility while participating in the policy process.  Research institutions also have a role to play in working with their scientists to establish clear guidelines on the roles individual scientists can play in policy processes.  Participants suggested that the Task Force might look at guidelines used by researchers in U.S. government agencies for examples of such guidelines.

A participant also pointed to the risk of censorship, intended or unintended, by policymakers who modify or cherry-pick information from research institutions.  Again, scientists need to be aware of this risk and should know how to react.

Another risk would consist of optimizing one relationship, for instance with policy-makers, resulting in harming a relationship with another group that perceive the researcher as being closely allied with their adversary.

Scientists should communicate—timely and often, matching the means and message to the audience—with stakeholders and policy-makers.

Several participants suggested the importance of demonstration projects as effective means to initiate two-way communication with policy-makers.  Demonstrations of best practices or visits to model forest, for instance, can be a good means of communication.

Two-way communication also presumes that policy-makers have an interest in making informed policy decisions.  Scientists can play a role in creating such an interest through engaging interactions with policy-makers.  Scientists can serve policy-makers also in a more general way by producing synthesis information.

Researchers should evaluate the impact of science on policy and policy implementation.

Forest research should study the impact it has on policy.  In many cases, researchers might not be able to notice an immediate impact, but over time researchers might be able to see differences.  Some organizations are beginning to look at how their science is influencing policy.  CIFOR, for example, is looking at references made by policy-makers to unpublished manuscripts as an indicator of policy influence.  Researchers should take credit for success.  The case studies provide some examples of science successfully influencing policy.

Researchers should consider the role of science in policy implementation as well as policy development. 

Science can play an important role in guiding the implementation of policy decisions.  Scientists can help gather information about the impacts of policy implementation through monitoring and evaluation.  Scientists can help design protocols for monitoring and evaluation, and can help integrate science into the implementation process.

Scientists who understand the policy process and how it differs from the scientific method will be more effective at the science-policy interface.

The group suggested that researchers should understand the policy process and identify opportunities for participation in the process.  Many countries are trying to make policy processes more transparent.  The research community should take advantage of this development.  Participants cautioned, however, that policy processes are not uniform and can deviate from rules and mandates.  It is hard to fully understand policy processes.  Researchers should be flexible and should be prepared to engage in the policymaking process when an unexpected opportunity to provide information arises.  Understanding the policy process will depend on ongoing engagement.

Participants pointed out that scientists not only respond to information needs from policy-makers, but also help set policy priorities through the information they generate.

The group suggested several venues that offer opportunities to get involved at the international level (e.g., IUFRO, United Nations Forum on Forest (UNFF), CBD, Collaborative Partnership on Forests).  They suggested that engagement requires knowledge of who is who at the international level.

Partnerships and effective communication among scientists, policy-makers and the public are critical.  Researchers should make use of informal mechanisms to bring science-based information to bear on policy issues.
Participants suggested that researchers should develop interpersonal channels to communicate with policy-makers.  The nature of such channels and how they can be used effectively will depend on the socio-political context.  For instance, in some cases it might be beneficial to develop personal relations with a policy-maker.  In other cases, it might be more effective to rely on an intermediary who has the ear of a key policy-maker.  Participants raised the issue of political power changes and their effect on government staff changes.  They suggested that it is important to build networks of diverse contacts and use those networks responsibly.

In addition to informal interpersonal interactions, websites, e-mail lists and listserves (e.g., CIFOR’s POLEX) can offer informal mechanisms to provide information to policy-makers.

Breakout Group 2

Participants:  Jeff Burley, Jose J. Campos, Jo Ellen Force, Jean-Claude Gregoire, Richard Guldin, Hans Heinimann, Denise Ingram, John Innes, Rod Keenan, Peter Mayer, Michael Pregernig, Risto Seppala, Eric Teissier du Cros, Sarah Walen (facilitator), Renate Prüller (notetaker)

Participants in Group 2 agreed to focus their discussion on identifying gaps in the overview document and other materials provided for the Workshop.  As a general note, participants identified the need to integrate policy-makers to inform this and future related discussions.

Relevance of research - If scientists want to have an impact on policy it is important for them to assess what research is relevant.  As an example, poverty reduction is a critical issue requiring additional understanding and research.  In the assessment of whether poverty reduction represents relevant forest research, it is also important for the researcher to understand what their role is in the effort and what the roles of others are in achieving poverty reduction (e.g., the role of government, etc.)

Relevant policy domains and policy-makers - It is important for scientists and researchers to understand more about policy organizations, including what kind of policy organization they are (e.g., governmental, NGO, industry, etc.), what their policy focus is, who the key policy-makers are and whether and how they may yield power in the policy-making arena (e.g., in British Columbia, industry had a monopoly on policy formulation).  With greater understanding, the researcher can and perhaps should more readily identify relevant policy domains where research may be important or needed.  A proposed guideline might be for researchers to:  

Identify the relevant policy domains.
By understanding more about policy domains, researchers can also identify other relevant policy domains and establish and/or tap into cross-sectoral policy networks.  This may lead to interdisciplinary research involving socio-economic and other institutions.  A proposed guideline is:
Orchestrate and insure appropriate interplay between disciplinary research and people in policy (identify strategic contacts and alliances). 

Understanding who the key policy-makers are and defining what their role is, is also essential to developing a better understanding of how the policy arena works and the role researchers and science can play in that arena.  A proposed guideline is:  

Address relevant policy-makers.

In the context of this discussion, the group also recognized that there may be an opportunity to enhance the interface between the 8 Divisions within IUFRO to address common issues from different perspectives with benefits to all.  As an example, Division 6 integrates policy people with disciplinary research in some of their research.  

This discussion raised the question:  To what extent might modern research groups associate policy people with actual research?

Role of technology - Participants observed that the role of technology was not fully characterised in the background materials, particularly when research is applied at the community level in ways that may influence the quality of life.  One participant noted that any technology would require an impact assessment as implied in the fifth guidance concept, the need for policy research, including organizational issues and impact assessment.
  However, it was suggested that the concept implicit in the fifth guidance concept be made more explicit and added to the first guideline, scientists who understand the policy process and how it differs from the scientific method will be more effective at the science-policy interface
, as well. 

Case study in Canada - As a way of providing the basis for several guidelines, John Innes described a case study by the Prime Ministry of Canada, on Great Apes.  Information on the population trends of the Great Ape indicated that their population was declining.  To achieve policy support, researchers got the attention of policy makers by being strategic about how they characterized the problem – in this case they characterized the problem as “biodiversity conservation”.  To achieve funding, the researchers identified and gained the support of key individuals who had influence in critical decision-making levels of government, and timed their contact to match with key government funding cycles.  A substantial amount of funding was achieved, the project began, and the role of the researcher in policy formulation had limited duration.  The lessons learned from this experience are as follows:

· You can not do research that will have bearing on policy alone.  You need strategic partners.

· Think big – because policy-makers are not interested in little issues.

· As a scientist, expect that your role in the policy process will be strategic and temporary.  Be prepared to let go when the policy process takes over.

Addressing the “BIG” questions - The discussion on the Great Apes case study raised a series of issues:  Should IUFRO focus on “big” questions (Great Apes, global climate change, acid rain, etc.)?  If so, what should IUFRO’s role be?  Can IUFRO be proactive and anticipatory in order to identify issues that have world-wide implications?  Are individual IUFRO Units equipped to contribute to the identification of big research issues?

In their consideration of these questions, participants noted that IUFRO has a substantial, solid pool of research information and resources which could help it to react and be responsive to identifying big questions.  If IUFRO chooses to address the big questions, it will require anticipating the issues and thinking on a lager scale.  It will involve other areas of interest and research, including political science, interest and advocacy groups.  A proposed guideline for IUFRO is:

Find good research that supports and is relevant to big issues which may have political implications. 

Some participants expressed reserve about letting politics influence the direction of scientific research.  Policy science might provide a way to evaluate the source of the research issues, illuminating who defines the issue/what the issue is/and why the issue was raised.  Scientists could also play a role in identifying the big issues.  As an example, scientists played a key role in identifying and addressing the threat of invasive species.  

A potential guideline is:
Scientists should anticipate relevant issues and contribute research and information to inform policy when data are lacking and inhibiting political awareness about the issues.

Playing a role in identifying emerging research issues - Research institutions and policy-makers need to find a way to work together to identify emerging issues of mutual interest – a process similar to “futuring” or “forsighting”.  One way to do this would be to form a collaborative group of scientists and policy-makers who would work together to assess what is know about the issue and balance the risk against the potential for mutual gain.  A potential guideline to address this need is:

Effective teams of scientists and policy-makers are a good way of achieving mutual interests (policy, research, funding, etc.) 

Approaching the interface between science and policy - Recognize that the interface between policy and research is complex or “fuzzy” and the knowledge exchange is not a linear process.  Instead, it is iterative and will require a series of steps.

For scientists working with policy-makers, it is important to understand that policy-makers do not like surprises.  To more effectively blend policy and science needs, researchers might introduce potential research ideas to policy-makers in ways that allow the policy-maker to later sponsor and support the research. 

In addition, when approaching a policy-maker with a problem, propose a solution as well. 

Characterization of collaboration and partnership - Some participants expressed reserve about the extent to which researchers and scientists interface with policy-makers, noting that it was important to maintain a boundary to preserve the independence and objectivity of the research.  In this regard, there is a need to clarify the definition of the terms “collaboration” and “partnership” in any guidance language.  

Increasing the capacity to learn - Successful research organizations and researchers recognize the importance of learning and have developed the capacity to learn.  A proposed guideline is:  

Scientists and science organizations should develop feedback and other learning mechanisms to continuously improve the impact on policy.

Scientists and researchers can help policy-makers understand the application of science to policy by developing models for use in policy organizations that are designed to bring science into the policy process.  This could be achieved through agency research and development groups or collaborative research teams. 

Plenary Discussion

Following the report back from the two breakout groups, participants discussed two sets of related issues: the nature of interpersonal and inter-institutional relationships; and representation of the scientific community in policy venues.

A participant suggested that trust is built over time and contributes to credibility of a researcher in the policy community.  Relationships based on trust often begin as person-to-person relationships.  Can they be transformed over time into institution-to-institution relationships?  Should such inter-institutional relationships be developed, so that organizations no longer rely on specific individuals?  Some participants had good experiences with inter-institutional relationships and suggested that they can be developed through, for instance, exchanges, fellowships, secondments, and shared briefings.  Participants felt that, although developing trust relationships depends largely on trust that builds between individuals, institutional credibility and track record also play a role.  For instance, if a policy-maker wants to involve scientists in order to add credibility to the policy process, the credibility of the institution is crucial.  Credibility of the institution, in turn, depends on the credibility of the individuals that work at the institution. One participant pointed out that the flip-side of building trust relationships between researchers and policy-makers is the danger that these relations appear so close that the researchers may loose credibility (neutrality) in the perception of others.

An ongoing debate in the scientific community is who represents science in policy discussions.  This topic has often been discussed in IUFRO.  Often, when IUFRO is asked to send representatives to a policy meeting, they send a scientist who gives his/her opinion rather that the IUFRO position.  Generally, IUFRO does not offer broad position statements, but may offer suggestions on specific policy issues through its task forces and SKRs.

Session 4. Policy/Stakeholder Relationship

Denise Ingram of the USDA Forest Service, US and Christian Gamborg of KVL, Denmark introduced the session by drawing lessons from the background materials and adding several observations for discussion.  The presenters suggested that the relationship between policy-makers and stakeholders is a critical relationship.  They raised a number of questions, including: How does policy decision-making work and what role does the stakeholder-policymaker interface play?  How does the stakeholder-policy interface work?

They mentioned that this interface deals with negotiations between stakeholders and policy-makers.  Interests, values and needs are underlying drivers of policy negotiations.  Policy is often intended to change stakeholder behaviour.  For policy instruments to be effective, they should motivate stakeholders to adjust behaviour in agreement with forest policy objectives.  They mentioned the importance of partnerships and effective communication among policy-makers and stakeholders and suggested that ongoing multi-stakeholder processes that bring government representatives and non-governmental organizations together in focused dialogues about the future of forests are very valuable in building trust and knowledge essential for developing and implementing effective policies.  A copy of the presenters’ PowerPoint presentation is provided in Appendix C.

Breakout Group 1

Participants: Jo Ellen Force, Jean Claude Gregoire, Richard Guldin, Hans Heinimann, Eeva Hellstrom, Denise Ingram, Rodney Keenan, Daniela Krumland, Don Koo Lee, Kathleen McGinley, Risto Seppala, Eklabya Sharma, Eric Teissier du Cros, Rex Raimond (facilitator), Gerda Wolfrum (notetaker)

The group took a short time at the start of the breakout session to discuss the stakeholder concept.  They reiterated that the stakeholder concept includes a broad range of groups and individuals and that policy-makers can be included in this group.  Government agencies often benefit from policies and thus become stakeholders.  Some distinguished policy-makers from other stakeholders based on the fact that policy-makers have some (legally mandated) power that other stakeholders don’t have.  Participants also explored whether “decision-makers” are a subset of stakeholders.  Some suggested that in addition to public policies, private organizations set policies that involve decisions affecting forests and people.  Scientists may not always know if they are communicating with a policy-maker or decision-maker.  Participants mentioned that the judiciary and military can be influential actors and should be included in the concept of stakeholders.  One participant suggested that the Task Force could use a theoretical definition, instead of trying to define policy-makers and stakeholders.  For instance, Habermas’ distinguishes between central actors and actors from the periphery.  Central actors would include government, judiciary, and political parties.  Actors from the periphery would include science organisations, media, etc.

Scientists should study a range of policy options, including market-based and incentive approaches as well as regulatory approaches, to foster policy implementation.  Research programs should include economic and social sciences and economic and social considerations.
Scientists, stakeholders and policy-makers should consider different types of policies to identify which one will work best to achieve specific objectives under certain conditions.  Scientists should provide information that will help make the best decision.  Policy options include regulation as well as market-based approaches.

In considering policy options, one should also consider possible conflicting objectives and power positions of stakeholders.  For instance, different groups may use a forest for different purposes (e.g., hunters, owners, hikers, etc.).  The interest groups may have varying degrees of influence with policy-makers (e.g., hunters who pay for hunting licenses may have more influence than hikers who don’t pay access fees).  Scientists can illuminate these types of interests and power relationships to provide information that will help stakeholders and policy-makers make decisions in the face of competing objectives.

Another aspect that may influence what policy option might work best, is the motivation of those who are responsible for implementing a policy.  In order to develop good policy, stakeholder needs should be considered in identifying the problem and appropriate policy options.  One participant suggested that researchers should use the concepts of collaborative learning and shared mental models to align values and design and control collaborative processes among stakeholders.

Researchers should consider the political arena as a key element of the interface between stakeholders and policy-makers.

In democratic systems key interactions between policy-makers and stakeholders take place in the context of the political process.  Researchers should pay attention to how the political process influences policy-making and how science can contribute to the political process.  Researchers should keep in mind that science is only one source of information used by politicians and stakeholders.  These groups may also rely on ideas and experience rather than scientific findings.

Next Steps

Participants suggested that one of the products produced by the Task Force on the science-policy Interface should include a “toolbox” that describes a range of policy options, under what conditions they could be applied, and how they affect people (e.g., informally via power relationships or formally by providing information.  Participants suggested that this information might already be available in political science literature.

Two participants suggested that the Task Force should involve stakeholders and policy-makers during the Task Force session at the IUFRO World Congress 2005 in Brisbane, Australia.

Breakout Group 2

Participants:  Jeff Burley, Jose J. Campos, Mike Dudley, Christian Gamborg, Denise Ingram, John Innes, Peter Mayer, John Parrotta, Charley Peterson, Michael Pregernig, Franz Schmithusen, Mike Spilsbury, Sarah Walen (facilitator), Renate Prüller (notetaker)

The group began the discussion with reflections on the variation between stakeholder-policy interactions in different countries, cultures, and societies.  These interactions vary for a number of reasons.  

One participant observed that the stakeholder-policy interface is influenced at the national level by policy decision-makers and policy-makers – all of whom are viewed as stakeholders in the process.  Another participant commented that there are two levels of decision-makers: governments trying to implement forest policy; and land use decision-makers who are influenced by forest management decisions.  The emphasis is on stakeholders who are land use decision-makers (government or not) and others theoretically operating at the policy levels.  Input from all of these stakeholders is important to researchers.  A third model was that of the World Bank which purportedly “changed the dynamics” of the way it works in forest policy and management.  Its approach is characterized as a “melting pot of policy and decisions”.  A recent review of Indonesian forest policy indicated that the seven Ministers all had an effect on forest policy in that country.  

A participant observed the importance of the relative influence of different stakeholders.  In many countries, the influence has shifted away from traditional stakeholders. However, if the focus is only on traditional stakeholders, influence may be lost.

The group then focused on identifying the gaps in the guideline concepts presented in the overview document and the presentation.

Market-based and incentive approaches work better than regulatory approaches to foster policy implementation, therefore, research programs should include economic and social sciences and researchers should include economic and social considerations in their studies.

One individual cautioned against using language in this guideline suggesting that market-based and incentive approaches were definitively better than regulatory approached.  There may be more of a balance between market, incentive and regulatory approaches.  A possible solution would be to delete the section of the guideline making this reference.

The group identified two primary concepts in this guideline: one referring to the comparison between market, incentive and regulatory approaches; and the second suggesting that research programs include economic and social sciences and economic and social considerations in research studies.  While there was some reserve about the first phrase, most participants felt both concepts were important to preserve in the guideline.  Several participants noted that the success of forest certification (FSC and other frameworks) represented a prime example of how market-based and incentive approaches resulted in effective forest management changes on-the-ground.  While it was important not to limit the type of market and incentive programs, many in the group felt it was important for the guideline to be specific enough to send a clear message.


Another individual expressed caution about referencing criteria and indicators as a framework for measuring forest sustainability because the framework is not necessarily a “driving force” in Europe or within FAO.  Furthermore, they commented that while certification is important, it is only one example of a market force.  This individual also recognized as a gap in this guideline, identification of a specific role for researchers from the economic and social side of the equation.  Others noted that this gap may be adequately addressed in the other two guideline concepts presented in the overview document.

One participant observed that, based on a study in Finland, another important missing aspect of this guideline is access to financial and other technical services.  They proposed the following additional guideline language:

Access to adequate knowledge in technical and financial services facilitates policy implementation.

The group discussed the second and third guidelines for this relationship presented in the overview document together.  The guidelines are, people’s values about forests and the forests they protect, manage, and use, should be considered both in planning and implementing research as well as in policy-making, and the values that people – both influential individuals and communities- hold regarding the protection, management, and use of forests are important determinants of whether policies are seen as credible and a useful basis for improving the quality of people’s lives.

Minimum standard - It is important to include in the guidance a minimum standard of behaviour because of the diversity of stakeholders and decision-makers in the forest.  There should also be a general understanding of policy-making and reference to a thorough policy analysis is missing.

Value of forests - The group discussed the difficulties with “valuing” forests.  They asked how the value of forests is assessed.  Do we assign cultural value?  Economic value?  Recreation and other use value?  What values are not accounted for?  It was observed that each country has a system for assessing the value of forests, some of which are similar and others of which differ.  There are both scientific and political components of the value assessment. 

How forests are valued relates to who needs the information and for what purpose.  Often, for policy-makers and politicians, the focus is on the economic value of forests.  Some other ways in which the value of forests has been assessed include measures of energy use, water use, crop yield, and in terms of best management practices.  In Canada, for example, the Canadian Model Forest Program involved ranking the forests in each Province based on best management practices.

One individual observed that there was no information on cost benefit analysis of forests.  There are different ways to do a cost benefit analysis including an assessment of sustainability and other factors.  This group could help with a proposal for a more equitable distribution of cost benefits.

Stakeholder involvement - One participant observed that the power of different stakeholders in the forest policy process varies and is fluid.  They felt it was important for researchers to educate themselves on stakeholder alliances to look for opportunities to inform the process with science.  Another individual felt that researchers should look for new research alliances to help broaden the influence of science on policy development.  A third individual cautioned that this level of effort is costly on many fronts, and should be factored into research capacity considerations.

Impact of research on policy – It is important to be careful about designing research programs for different countries.  Make sure the research matches the country needs and has value in that country.  Integrated research projects have had positive effects on policy-makers in Britain because they have demonstrated benefits from the resulting management changes.

Plenary Discussion

In reflecting on the breakout group discussions, participants reaffirmed the importance of improving the process of cooperation and collaboration among researchers, policy-makers and stakeholder groups.  One participant mentioned the contribution that cognitive science can make to improve collaboration.  Another mentioned that people are also engaged in competition (the direct opposite of collaboration).  Participants also mentioned the importance of identifying power issues and relationships between stakeholders and policy-makers.

Regarding developing countries, participants mentioned that property rights are an important issue that affects how forests are used.  To help developing countries advance, they might make greater use of well-defined forest evaluation mechanisms.

In a general observation, a participant observed that a major gulf still exists between researchers and policy-makers.  The Task Force is trying to bridge that gulf, but not everyone may be ready (or willing) to cross the gulf.  The Task Force should help and encourage scientists to implement the Task Force results.

A FRAMEWORK FOR ORGANIZING GUIDANCE STATEMENTS

Following the fourth session on the final day, Eeva Hellstrom of the Finnish Forest Association and member of the Task Force on the Science-Policy Interface, presented a framework to organize and communicate a set of guidance statements.  Even though the content of each guidance statement is based on theory and studies of specific experiences, the presentation should be a practical one.  The draft framework presented by Dr. Hellstrom consisted of four topics:

A. In conducting research, address questions that are relevant to policy issues (Research Substance).

B. Conduct research in a communicative and collaborative manner (Relations).

C. Understand, serve and engage in policy processes (Process).

D. Create organizational capacity and culture that enables and encourages the science-policy interface (Institution / Structure).

For a copy of the framework that was handed out to Workshop participants and includes a first cut at grouping guidance statements, see Appendix D.  In this framework, guidance under sections A, B and C would be aimed at researchers and D at research institutions.  Pieces of the framework, however, may be adapted to develop separate guidance documents targeted to researchers and other stakeholders who are interested in more effectively integrating science into policy-making processes.  The guidance developed by the Task Force will consist of a number of statements on issues that, depending on the conditions under which one works, should be addressed to develop effective strategies and practices for better integrating science in policy making processes.  Each guidance statement will be followed by a brief description and explanation of the statement, and should include a practical example (i.e., a success story) drawn from the case studies.  Participants emphasized that not all guidance statements will be relevant to everyone at all times—users will be encouraged to pick and choose the statements that are most relevant to them.

During the discussion of the framework, participants discussed the addition of a guidance statement on lobbying.  Scientists should work together to ensure that sound science is considered in the formulation of policy (i.e., scientists should not lobby for specific policy options, but for science-based policies).  IUFRO has played and can play this role at the international level.  At national or regional levels, scientists can create temporary strategic alliances to enhance political leverage.  To create strategic alliances and effectively lobby policy-makers, you need leaders that: inform, involve, invite, and ignite.  Scientists may need help from organizations that understand policy-making bodies and can help identify opportunities to influence their processes.

NEXT STEPS

During the final session of the Workshop, participants suggested the potential target audiences and identified a range of products they would like to see the Task Force produce.  Participants also provided input on communication channels and a timeline for development of the Task Force products.

Task Force Products and Target Audiences

The priority target audience for Task Force products are the bodies and members of IUFRO, including the Board and President, Units, member organizations and their scientists, as well as the participants in the IUFRO World Congress 2005.  Many of the products will be targeted to these groups.  In addition, participants felt that it would be critical to develop a product that informs policy-makers of the outcomes of the Task Force.

The Task Force may also develop products targeted at scientists who do not work in IUFRO member institutions, future generations of scientists, research managers and managers of research funds, publishers, and other stakeholders.

The Task Force should develop different products and communication strategies targeted for different audiences.  However, each audience should have ready access to the information targeted to other audiences, so they may learn about each other’s needs and priorities.

Guidance Document – The guidance document will be organized according to the framework presented by Dr. Hellstrom.  The document will consist of guiding statements followed by a brief description of the statement as well as a practical example (i.e., a success story) drawn from the case studies.  The guidance document will draw from the Workshop summary and background materials.  Participants suggested that the Task Force also look at lessons from other sectors that address the issues related to improving the science-policy interface.  
The guidance document may also draw from the structure and content of the manual that is being developed by the Public Relations Task Force.  For example, the PR manual will include examples that briefly describe approaches that have worked well.  Dr. Keenan will take the lead in reviewing the case studies to identify examples that can be included in the guidance document.  He will receive assistance from other participants and Task Force members.

Participants commented that the guidance document should recognize cultural differences.  Eric Teissier du Cros will take the lead in testing the draft document with IUFRO Research Units to solicit their input regarding the level of appropriateness and usefulness of guidance statements for the issues and conditions under which they operate.

Executive Summary and Policy Brief – The Task Force should develop a short Executive Summary that provides a quick overview and summary of the Task Force outcomes.  The summary can be used as a starting point for a Policy Brief to brief the IUFRO Board and President.

Brochure / Flyer – Participants suggested that the Task Force produce a stand-alone brochure with a clear description of guidance statements and some practical examples.  The brochure could be structured as a code of conduct for forest scientists.  This brochure could be converted into a flyer that can be distributed at the IUFRO World Congress 2005 in Brisbane, Australia.
Website and PowerPoint Slides – Participants suggested that the Task Force develop a website containing with easily accessible information on Task Force outcomes.  The website should include a downloadable PowerPoint document that can be used by Workshop participants to make presentations on Task Force outcomes.  Participants requested that the website and the PowerPoint slides be developed in multiple languages and that translations take regional conditions into account.

These products are related and have priority over other products that will require additional work and could be developed at a later date.  Other products include a manual with practical advice on how to implement the advice contained in the guidance document.  Participants also identified the need for capacity building tools, possibly in the form of self-training materials (e.g., CATIE has developed computer-based self-instruction modules).  Participants felt that SPDC can play a role in capacity building.

Several participants asked that IUFRO develop a mechanism to support the implementation of guidance developed by the Task Force on an ongoing basis.

Communication Methods and Channels

Participants emphasized that communication channels may be different from the target audience, but that the ultimate recipients of the information should feel that they are being addressed personally and encouraged to change their behaviour to improve the science-policy interface.

Participants identified several key venues that provide near-term opportunities to reach out to target audiences.  They include:

· Presentation at the IUFRO World Congress 2005 in Brisbane – Participants suggested that the World Congress session include policy-makers and stakeholder representatives.

· Presentation at FAO Council on Forestry Meeting (COFO) – Peter Mayer and Denise Ingram will develop a draft statement for approval by the IUFRO Executive Board and presentation to COFO.

· Publication in CIFOR listserve POLEX.

· Publication in journals/special issues (e.g., Unasylva, CIFOR News, etc.)

Other opportunities to reach out to target audiences include presentation at the fifth meeting of the UN Forum on Forests, presentations to other policy forums such as the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR), and working with forestry education institutions and national institutions to communicate the Task Force outcomes.

Participants also suggested that they could ask their ministers to convey brief messages to endorse a motion or declaration by IUFRO on the science-policy interface.  This approach worked well when the European Forest Genetic Resources Programme (EUFORGEN) proposed a scientific motion at a conference of the Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe (MCPFE).

Timeline

	DUE DATE
	TASK
	COORDINATOR(S)

	July 2004 
	Draft Workshop report (also start of the “guidance document”) for review by S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators
	Meridian Institute will produce a comprehensive Workshop report

	
	Begin to organize IUFRO World Congress session on S/P Interface
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	
	Contact FAO regarding the possibility of presenting Task Force information at COFO
	Peter Mayer with help from Denise Ingram 



	August 2004
	Draft Policy Brief (guidance framework with additional synthesis)
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	September 2004 

(September 3)
	Finalize speaker list for World Congress session
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators



	(September 3)
	Finalize Congress session abstracts
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	(September 15)
	Send draft policy brief to IUFRO Board 
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	
	Circulate draft Workshop report / green paper to Workshop participants for comments (part of a CD that will also contain background papers)
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators 



	
	Contact selected individuals to help identify examples from case studies to be used as illustrations of guidance statements
	Rod Keenan and Eeva Hellstrom

	
	Prepare several sentences on S/P Interface to be included in a COFO declaration and begin to organize COFO side event
	Peter Mayer with help from Denise Ingram

	October 2004

(October – November)
	Test “green paper’ with IUFRO units
	Eric Teissier du Cros to send paper to a set of responsive units

	(30 day comment period)
	Workshop participants comments on draft “green paper” due 
	Workshop participants

	(October 04 – February 05)
	Draft communications plan
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators and PR Task Force

	
	Design website structure
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	November 2004

	Revise “green paper” and policy brief
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	December 2004
	Begin website development 
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	January 2005
	Confirm which Task Force representatives participate in COFO 
	Peter Mayer with help from Denise Ingram 

	February 2005


	Develop design and lay-out of green paper and executive summary
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	March 2005
	Develop Executive Summary 
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	(March 14-18)
	Present Executive Summary / Statement at COFO meeting
	Peter Mayer with help from Denise Ingram and S/P Interface Task Force representatives

	April 2005
	Review draft World Congress papers
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	May 2005
	Print and publish Task Force Report


	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	
	Finish upgrading website
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	June 2005
	Publicize TF outcomes
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators and PR Task Force

	August 2005
	IUFRO World Congress, Brisbane
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators

	September 2005
	Finalize Congress papers for publication
	S/P Interface Task Force Coordinators


CONCLUSION AND Synthesis 

Meridian Institute developed the following synthesis of guidance statements based on the discussions during the Synthesis Workshop.  This synthesis applies the framework presented by Eeva Hellstrom, and draws on statements from the overview document as well as the presentations and discussions at the Workshop.  The following synthesis is intended as a starting point for developing the draft guidance document to be developed by the Task Force.  The following set of statements may be modified and expanded.  Each statement may be followed by a brief explanation and success stories.  These expanded materials will provide the basis for the range of products to be developed by the Task Force.

PRELIMINARY DRAFT GUIDANCE 

Improving Communication between Forest Scientists and Policy-Makers 

to Ensure that Sound Science is Considered 

in the Formulation of Forest Policies 

A.
In conducting research, researchers should address questions that are relevant to policy issues (Research Substance)


Focus on Values

1. People’s values about forests and the forests they protect, manage, and use, should be considered in planning and implementing research as well as in policy making. 

2. Researchers and policy-makers should understand people’s values and the context of those values.

Focus on Needs

3. A clear focus on stakeholder (particularly local community) needs enhances effectiveness of forest research and its influence on policy-makers.

Engage Policy-Makers

4. Think ‘big’ in order to engage policy-makers because they are not as interested in small scale issues.

5. Researchers and research institutions should inform policy-makers about the nature of their stakeholders and the potential impacts that policy options may have on those stakeholders.

Conduct Interdisciplinary Research

6. Interdisciplinary research is needed to understand and deal with complex forest resource management issues.  Traditional ecological knowledge should be integrated in research, especially in regions where people’s dependence on forests and forest goods and services is great.

7. Research programs should include environmental and socio-economic considerations.  In addition to natural sciences, it should involve social and economic sciences to study the impacts of forest policies and generate appropriate policy options.

8. In generating policy options, scientists should consider a range of possible policies, including market-based and incentive approaches as well as regulatory approaches, to foster policy implementation.  Researchers should assess the impacts of different policy options and assess which options might best achieve the desired results.

9. Researchers should consider the role of science in policy implementation as well as policy development.

Look to the Future

10. Assess the relevance of research to make sure it addresses the issue(s) of concern.  Anticipate future critical issues in the scope of research activities.

11. Scientific organizations should create flexible and resilient programs that combine a long-term vision with delivering relevant results in the short-term.  This will make them more influential in policy discussions.

B.
Conduct research in a communicative and collaborative manner (Relations)


Communicate

1. Researchers should communicate with policy-makers and stakeholders.  Communication should be well-timed and should take place on a regular basis.  Communication strategies should focus on targeting the messages and the communication method to the audience.

2. Partnerships among scientists, policy-makers and stakeholders should be considered as effective venues for communication. Researchers should make use of informal mechanisms to bring science-based information to bear on policy issues.

3. Researchers should assess the key stakeholders who may influence the areas of policy (continuous assessment).

4. Researchers should use informal relationships to create channels for informing policy.

Synthesize Knowledge and Identify Values Ascribed to Science

5. Forest scientists (both biophysical and social) should provide a bridge between communities and policy-makers in the evaluation of traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) and the “translation” of TEK into “modern” scientific language that may be more readily understood and accepted by policy-makers.

6. Researchers should be aware of the values that people—both influential individuals and communities—ascribe to science and the scientific process, since these values are important determinants of whether science is seen as credible and a useful basis for improving the quality of policies.

7. Researchers and institutions should inform policy-makers of the nature of stakeholders and the impact of policy on stakeholders.

Create Partnerships

8. Forest scientists need to develop a better understanding of policy development and implementation processes. Forest policy research can help to ensure that all the policy components (in terms of content and process, from goal-setting to design of strategic elements and activity planning), are fully balanced and robust, consistent, and mutually reinforcing.

9. Partnerships are critical to enhance effective communication among scientists, policy-makers and the public.  Collaboration is an especially effective way to build trust and influence policy.  To work effectively in the science-policy interface, scientists must understand the interests of policy-makers and their constituents.  

10. Networks – ‘we cannot do it alone’.  You can not do research that will have bearing on policy alone.  You need strategic partners.
11. Identify and clarify the domains for which policies are relevant.  It is important for scientists and researchers to understand more about the policy arena.  With greater understanding, the researcher can identify relevant policy domains where research may be important or needed.  By understanding more about policy domains, researchers can also identify other relevant policy domains and establish and/or tap into cross-sectoral policy networks.  This may lead to interdisciplinary research involving socio-economic and other institutions.  
C.
Understand, serve and engage in policy processes (Process)


Understand Policy Processes

1. Scientists who understand the policy process and how it differs from the scientific method will be more effective at the science-policy interface. 

2. Researchers should conduct policy research and evaluate policies and their implementation.  Policy research, including organizational issues and impact assessment, can help researchers and their institutions increase the development of sound forest policies and improved forest resource management and utilization.  For example, forest research organizations that enjoy a degree of autonomy from forest management implementation agencies are less constrained in communication of advice to policy-makers.

3. Researchers should study the political arena in order to understand the interface between stakeholders and policy-makers.

Serve Policy Processes

4. Researchers should promote understanding of the value of science in guiding policy decisions.  They should serve policy processes by producing synthesized information and define the role of scientists when involved in the policy process.

5. The values that people ascribe to science and the scientific process are important.  How scientific results are disseminated is a key part of influencing policy.  While peer review is a necessary precursor to effective information dissemination, it is not sufficient.  Targeted, tailored, translations of results must be prepared to reach policy-makers.

Engage in Policy Processes

6. Researchers who decide to engage in policy processes should be aware of the associated risks and trade-offs in order to successfully operate in the science-policy interface.

7. Increase mutual understanding of the role of scientists in policy making processes (be aware of the boundaries between “informing” and “advocating”).

8. Take advantage of opportunities for interactions with stakeholders where policies are being developed or evaluated.

Facilitate Relations between Stakeholders and Policy-Makers

9. Communication with stakeholders and policy-makers should be two-way and include continuous feedback loops.

10. Researchers and institutions should have mechanisms to respond to and anticipate stakeholder and policy-maker needs.

11. Scientists can play a role in mediating conflicts between stakeholders by providing information and advising on potential solutions to conflicts.

D.
Create organizational capacity and culture that enables and encourages the 
science-policy interface (Institution / Structure)

Institutions that want to ensure that sound science be considered in the formulation of forest policies should include this objective in their mission and mandate.  These institutions should develop the necessary structure to achieve their mission.

Capacity Building

1. Resources are needed in developing countries for information technologies, human resource development and institutional capacity building.  Developed countries have a role and responsibility in providing development assistance to help these countries move faster towards where they can effectively integrate science in policy-making processes.

2. Make available the resources to implement and foster the integration of science in policy.

3. Research institutions should create incentive structures to reward researchers / project teams for effectively informing policy processes.

4. Researchers should evaluate the impact of science on policy and policy implementation.

Innovation and Adaptive Management

5. Continuous innovation and adaptive management in science programs are critical to retaining relevancy to policy processes.

6. Scientific organizations are more influential in policy discussions when they have flexible and resilient programs that combine a long-term vision with delivering relevant results in the short-term and when they emphasize the importance of interdisciplinary research.

Maintain Independence and Neutrality

7. Forest research institutions that are seen as independent, neutral, and unbiased are more effective in spanning the boundaries between science and policy than research institutions that lack these characteristics.

8. The values that people—both influential individuals and communities—ascribe to science and the scientific process are important determinants of whether science is seen as credible and a useful basis for improving the quality of policies.

Assess Future Critical Research Issues

9. Form a group that is responsible for identifying future critical research issues.  Research institutions and policy-makers need to find a way to work together to identify emerging issues of mutual interest – a process similar to “futuring” or “forsighting”.  One way to do this would be to form a collaborative group of scientists and policy-makers who would work together to assess what is know about the issue and balance the risk against the potential for mutual gain.  
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Icebreaker [Hotel Leuen, Birmensdorferstr. 56, 8142 Uitikon-Waldegg (close to WSL)]

Monday, June 28, 2004
WSL

08.00h
Registration
 



09.00h
Opening session (Engler Room)



  Welcome and introductions:
Mario Broggi (Director, WSL)



  Keynote presentation:

Risto Seppälä (President, IUFRO)


  Special presentation

Daniela Krumland (IUFRO Public Relations Task Force)

  Special presentation

Franz Schmithüsen (ETH Zentrum)


10.30h
Coffee break


11.00h
Workshop overview & Orientation


Richard Guldin (Task Force Coordinator)







Sarah Walen & Rex Raimond (Meridian Institute)


12.30h
Lunch (WSL)

13.30h
Session 1. Research Scientists & Institutions (Engler Room)
13.30h
Overview of issues & lessons from regional workshops – Mike Spilsbury (CIFOR, Indonesia) and Eric Teissier du Cros (INRA, France)

13.45h
Breakout session (Engler Room & Flury Room) – Focussing on the relationship that is the theme of the breakout session, two sub-groups discuss the following topics:

· What are the common themes/lessons learned for the relationship between forest research scientists, both as individuals and as research teams, and between scientists and research science organizations?

· Do these common themes/lessons learned suggest a recommendation?  What is the recommendation?  

· Who does the recommendation apply to (e.g., researchers in international organizations, universities, government agencies, others)?  

· What geographic scale (e.g., international, regional, national, local) does the recommendation apply to?

· What specific information should the recommendation contain to be most helpful to researchers (e.g., specific examples)?

· Does the recommendation apply to other relationships discussed in subsequent sessions?

15.30h
Coffee break 

15.45h
Discussion session (full group) (Engler Room)

17.00h
End of session 1


18.00h
Dinner
(at WSL)

Tuesday, June 29, 2004


09.00h
Session 2. Research/Stakeholder Relationships (Engler Room)

09.00h
Overview of issues & lessons from regional workshops – Jeff Burley (U. Oxford, UK) and Jose Campos Arce (CATIE, Costa Rica)

09.15h
Breakout session (Engler Room & Flury Room) – Focussing on the relationship that is the theme of the breakout session, two sub-groups discuss the following topics:

· What are the common themes/lessons learned for the relationship between forest researcher scientists and stakeholders, both as individuals and as organizations?

· Do these common themes/lessons learned suggest a recommendation?  What is the recommendation?  

· Who does the recommendation apply to (e.g., researchers in international organizations, universities, government agencies, others)?  

· What geographic scale (e.g., international, regional, national, local) does the recommendation apply to?

· What specific information should the recommendation contain to be most helpful to researchers (e.g., specific examples)?

· Does the recommendation apply to other relationships discussed in preceding or subsequent sessions?

10.30h
Coffee break 

10.45h
Discussion session (full group) (Engler Room)


12.30h
Lunch (WSL)

13.30h
Session 3. Research/Policy Relationships (Engler Room)
13.30h
Overview of issues & lessons from regional workshops – Peter Mayer (IUFRO, Austria) and Don Koo Lee (Seoul National University, Korea)

13.45h
Breakout session (Engler Room & Flury Room) – Focussing on the relationship that is the theme of the breakout session, two sub-groups discuss the following topics:

· What are the common themes/lessons learned for the relationship between forest researcher scientists and policy-makers?

· Do these common themes/lessons learned suggest a recommendation?  What is the recommendation?  

· Who does the recommendation apply to (e.g., researchers in international organizations, universities, government agencies, others)?  

· What geographic scale (e.g., international, regional, national, local) does the recommendation apply to?

· What specific information should the recommendation contain to be most helpful to researchers (e.g., specific examples)?

· Does the recommendation apply to other relationships discussed in preceding or subsequent sessions?

15.30h
Coffee break 

15.45h
Discussion session (full group) (Engler Room)

17.00h
End of session 3.


19.00h
Farewell Dinner [at Hotel Leuen, Birmensdorferstr. 56, 8142 Uitikon-Waldegg (close to WSL)]

Wednesday, June 30, 2004


09.00h
Session 4. Stakeholder/Policy Relationships (Engler Room)

09.00h
Opening comments and agenda review

09.10h
Overview of issues & lessons from regional workshops – Christian Gamborg (KVL, Denmark) and Denise Ingram (USDA Forest Service, USA)

09.30h
Breakout session (Engler Room & Flury Room)

· What are the common themes/lessons learned for the relationship between stakeholders (both individuals and groups) and policymakers?

· What are the gaps in the database?  How might we characterize these gaps as a guideline?

· Does the guideline apply to other relationships discussed in preceding sessions?

10.30h
Coffee break 

10.45h
Roundtable reflections (full group) (Engler Room)

11.15h
Presentation and discussion on a possible “new framework” (full group) (Engler Room)

· Does the new framework help?

· Does the framework address our needs – is anything missing?


12.30h
Lunch (WSL)

14.00h
Products and Packaging

· Physical products (documents)

· Distribution – how and under what circumstances (e.g., World Congress)

15.00h
Break

15.15h
Timeline and Steps Forward

· Calendar

· Additional projects and actions

16.15h
Closing Remarks – Richard Guldin, Task Force Coordinator

16.30h
End of Workshop
Appendix C:  PowerPoint & other documents for Presentations

[PowerPoint presentations are not included in this draft in order to keep the electronic document to a manageable size for review and comment by Workshop participants.  The PowerPoint presentations will be included in the final report]

Supporting Documentation for Session 2.  Research/Stakeholder Relationships

Jeff Burley and Jose J. Campos Arce

Discussion points for break-out groups on Research/Stakeholder interface

Range of stakeholders

Range of sciences, levels, inter-disciplinarity; science is not in a vacuum, and does not make policy

Scientists to learn inter-disciplinary interaction

Scientists to learn to present their findings at different levels, audiences and media

Scientists to find, interpret and present existing information, including traditional knowledge, to create evidence basis of policy decisions

Scientists learn to work with stakeholders in action – research at varying levels

Initial Recommendations

Scientist’s and Institution’s Needs

Training in public relations

Training and encouragement to publish research results in various forms and for a

Participation in round table discussions with stakeholders

Guidance on selection of appropriate research topics

Encouragement to establish collaborative partnerships

Recognition of inter-disciplinary work in their peer gradings  

Requirements from Policy-Makers

Recognize value of science in guiding/evaluating possible policy decisions

Recognize need to incorporate all stakeholders in discussion, planning and                    implementation of research and its application

Ensure continued appropriate resources for relevant research

Requirements from forest-dependent stakeholders

Willingness to join open discussion

Clearly state case for benefits sought

Recognize competing benefits sought by others

Appreciate potential value of research

Support research programme and ensure security of personnel, research facilities and experiments

IUFRO Task Force on the Science-Policy Interface

Synthesis Workshop, Birmensdorf, Switzerland, 28 – 30 June 2004

Annotations for Burley/Campos PowerPoint Presentation

The RDA Continuum. Research should not be conducted in a vacuum or to satisfy the researcher’s own objectives. It forms part of the continuum from pure and applied research to development and practical/political implementation. 

The variety of science. There is no single concept of science. In addition to the difference between pure and applied science, it incorporates broad categories of subjects (socio-economic and biophysical research); further, it may be conducted in a range of institutions by scientists with a range of competence; finally its intended application may be at global, regional, national or local level. For any combination of these there is an urgent need to establish and demons rate the credibility of science and scientists to the public and policy-makers.

Competition and collaboration in research. Mankind is inherently competitive and, in research, competition may occur between individual scientists, institutions and countries for political, economic and personal reasons. However, collaboration is frequently seen as mutually valuable at all these levels, particularly at the pre-commercial stage of research and development. (See Burley, J. 1997.  Collaboration versus competition in forestry research and development.  Invited paper, New Zealand Forest Research Institute’s 50th jubilee international forest research conference, 3-4 April 1997, Rotorua, New Zealand.  International Forestry Review 1(4), 1999, 207-214.)

Scientists’ role. Scientists do not wish to make policy. Their role is to obtain information that facilitates decision-making by policy-makers and to inform them of the likely results of a given policy.

Multiple-use forestry. Almost everywhere now forests are needed to supply a range of economic, environmental and social benefits. Some of these are difficult to evaluate economically and/or politically and many of them may interact or compete. Research is asked to examine the interactions and determine methods of their evaluation.

Research relevance. In the light of the above points, research must be relevant to the needs of all stakeholders.

Feed-back to research. Research is not conducted by scientists for scientists and it is not a fixed programme entity. There must be continuous participation of all stakeholders and feedback to the scientists so that they can adjust research activities and interpret results relevantly.

Stakeholders. A vast number of individuals and institutions have legitimate interest in and demands on forests and therefore these interests must inform both policy and research. The have differeing levels of interest, commitment, organization, financial support and political influence.

Flexibility and innovation. Science has to be responsive to the variety and changing nature of stakeholders’ needs. Scientists are not all inventors and many use existing techniques or approaches to problems whereas new approaches and concepts are required. The most effective scientists and science are those who can adjust their historical approaches to current problems within the policy framework.

Inter-disciplinarity.  The multiple and interacting nature of the demands placed on forests and the variety of stakeholders’ problems require the interaction of scientist from both socio-economic and biophysical disciplines. These traditionally have different educational and experiential backgrounds and use different approaches to a given problem. Scientists from different disciplines must be encouraged to understand each other’s methods and seek ways of working together to solve problems. 

Existing knowledge. For many policy-related problems relevant information already exists in libraries, databases, office files and the heads of scientists or managers. Even more relevant information may exist in the heads and cultures of human populations dependent on the forest. Modern international information systems (such as the Global Forest Information System led by IUFRO) provide access to much published information but there is a pressing need to gather, store and disseminate traditional ecological and managerial knowledge about forests. 

Communication methods.  The forestry profession has yet to come to terms with the demands for evidence-based decisions that are now highlighted in the medical profession. This requires the interpretation of existing and new information in ways that policy-makers, research administrators, the media and the public can understand. Scientists need training and encouragement in modern techniques for communicating their results to the varied stakeholders.

Key interface issues. See Annex 2 of background document.

Discussion points for break-out group discussions. 

The range of stakeholders

The range of sciences, levels, inter-disciplinarity, applicability; 

Science is not in a vacuum, and does not make policy

Scientists to learn inter-disciplinary interaction

Scientists to find, interpret and present existing information, including traditional knowledge, to create the evidence basis of policy decisions

Scientists to learn to present their findings at different levels, audiences and media

Stakeholders

The ministers, directors, managers and other personnel of the following institutions and individual forest-dependent people:-

Inter-governmental organizations

International policy dialogues e.g. CBD, UNFF

International organizations, e.g. FAO, ITTO

International research institutions, e.g. CIFOR, ICRAF

International universities, e.g. UNU
Multilateral development banks, e.g. WB, ADB

Information providers, e.g. CABI, IISD

International non-governmental organizations

Environmental organizations, e.g. WRI, WWF

Research organizations, e.g. IUFRO

Sector organizations, e.g. WBCSD

National governmental organizations
Government departments

National research institutions 

National universities 

Bilateral donor agencies

Teaching and extension services

National non-governmental organizations
Private universities

Sector organizations, e.g. forest industry, private forest owners 
Research and consultancy organizations that operate at international levels or provide
expertise of international significance
Representatives of civil society, e.g. NGOs and political grassroots organizations 

Charitable foundations, trusts and individual benefactors

Media including public and scientific

Local institutions and forest-dependent people

Local governance organizations, e.g. District Councils

Local NGOs, e.g. women’s groups, tree-planting initiatives

Local policy processes, e.g. round table discussions of community resources
Community leaders, teachers, extension agents
Private sector interests, e.g. hunter-gatherers, private forest owners

Tourists

Benefactors

JB 14 June 2004
Appendix D: Framework for Guidance Documents
Eeva Hellstrom of the Finnish Forest Association and member of the IUFRO Task Force on the Science-Policy Interface presented the following framework on June 30, 2004 for discussion by the Synthesis Workshop.  Please visit the section in the main body of this report “A Framework for Organizing Guidance Statements” for a summary of the Workshop discussions on this framework.
Brief characterization of future guidance documents: 

· A set of guidance documents will be directed at researchers and others who are interested in more effectively integrating science in policy-making processes.  

· “Guidance” refers to a number of issues that, depending on the conditions under which one works, should help shape strategies and practices for better integrating science in policy making processes. 

· Not all elements of the guidance will be relevant to everyone at all times—users should pick and choose the elements that are most relevant to them.  

A.
In conducting research, address questions that are relevant to policy issues 
(Research Substance)

1. Understand the values and the context of those values of the communities in which researchers/institutions operate (2.5; 4.2) 

2. Institutions need to understand the values and the context of those values

3. Focus on stakeholder needs (2.2) 

4. Think ‘big’ in order to engage policy-makers

5. Complex issues require interdisciplinary approaches (1.3)

6. Market-based approaches work best – incentive questions (4.1)

7. Environmental and socio-economic questions (1.2)

8. Assess the relevance of the research to make sure it addresses the issue(s) of concern.  Anticipate future critical issues in the scope of research activities.

9. Develop a long-term vision, but combine it with projects that create short-term results (1.6)

B.
Conduct research in a communicative and collaborative manner (Relations)

1. Appropriate communicate early, often and timely (2.1, 3.3)

2. Assess the key stakeholders who may influence the areas of policy (continuous assessment)

3. Prepare communication strategies that will work with specific stakeholder groups

4. Traditional knowledge (1.4, 2.3, 2.6, 4.3)

5. Partnerships (2.4)

6. Collaboration (3.4, 3.6)

7. Networks – ‘we cannot do it alone’

8. Use informal relationships to create channels for informing policy

9. Identify and clarify the domains for which policies are relevant

10. Researchers and institutions can inform policy-makers of the nature of stakeholders and the impact of policy on the stakeholder

C.
Understand, serve and engage in policy processes (Process)

1. Conduct policy research and evaluation (3.5)

2. Evaluate policy implementation

3. Understand policy processes (3.1)

4. Promote understanding of the value of science in guiding policy decisions (serve policy processes by producing synthesized information; define the role of scientists when involved in the policy process)

5. Be willing to engage in the policy process but understand the risks and trade-offs associated with engagement (3.2)

6. Increase mutual understanding of the role of scientists in policy making processes (boundaries between “informing” and “advocating”)

7. Take advantage of opportunities for interactions with stakeholders where policies are being developed or evaluated

8. Understand values ascribed to science (2.6)

9. Target distribution of research results (3.7)

10. Communication with stakeholders and policy-makers should be two-way and include continuous feedback loops 

11. Researchers and institutions should have mechanisms to respond to and anticipate stakeholder and policy-maker needs

12. Scientists can play a role in mediating conflicts between stakeholders by providing information and advising on potential solutions to conflicts

D.
Create organizational capacity and culture that enables and encourages the science-
policy interface (Institution / Structure)

Guidance directed at researchers and research institutions that have a mandate/mission to effectively inform and impact policy-making processes.

1. Capacity building  (1.5)

2. Make available the resources to implement and foster the integration of science in policy

3. Create incentive structures for researchers / project teams

4. Evaluation and adaptation in science programs (1.1)

5. Long term vision / short term results (1.6)

6. Credibility (1.7, 2.6)

7. Form a group that is responsible for identifying future critical research issues














































� For purpose of discussion, the group referred to “multidisciplinary“ as multiple disciplines existing together in a team, whereas “interdisciplinary“ was referred to as the deliberate, targeted collaboration of skills.


� Guideline concept # 2 in overview document under Research-Stakeholder interactions


� Guideline concept # 3 in overview document under Research-Stakeholder interactions.


� Guideline concept # 6 in overview document under Research-Stakeholder interactions.


� Guideline concept # 5 in overview document under Research-Stakeholder interactions.


� Guidance concept # 5 in overview document under Research-Policy interactions.


� Guideline concept # 1 in overview document under Research-Policy interactions.
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