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Monday, September 27 
 
Morning  
07:00 Travel to Orvieto from Rome 
10:00 Arrival in Orvieto, Hotel Check – in 
10:30 
onwards 

Registration, Palazzo dei Sette, Orvieto  

11:00 Opening session 
• HE Romualdo Bettini, Italian Ambassador to the UN in Rome 
• Dr. Stefano Mocio, Mayor of Orvieto 
• Dr. ssa Loriana Stella, Vice-President of Terni Province 
• Chief, Forest Policy and Institutions Service, (FONP),   

 Forestry Department FAO         Break 
 Key note addresses: 

• Prof. Giuseppe Scarascia Mugnozza, Director Istituto di Biologia 
Agroambientale e Forestale (IBAF), Consiglio Naziona le delle Ricerche 
(CNR), Italy 

• Prof. James Johnson, Chair International Union of Forest Research 
Organisations, Forest Extension working party 

• Dr. Ester Zulberti, Chief Extension, Education and Communication 
Service (SDRE) & Christine Holding Anyonge, Forestry Officer 
(Extension), Forestry Policy and Institutions Service, Forestry 
Department, FAO 

13:00 – 
14.00 

Lunch 

Afternoon Learning processes and collective action in forestry extension 
Moderator: Jim Johnson 

14.00 Reed A. Scott (USA): 
Strategic Relationships: Cooperation, Collaboration and Partnerships for 
Success 

14:20 Gonzalez-Miranda (Puerto Rico):  
Puerto Rico´s Extension Service Urban Forestry/Arboriculture 

14:40 Hubbard, William (USA):  
Communities of Interest: Working Across Stakeholder/Agency Boundaries to 
Develop Effective Forestry Education programs in the Southern United States 

15:00 Shanley, Patricia (CIFOR - Brazil): 
Transforming Forest Research and Extension for Rural and Urban Relevance  
in the Brazilian Amazon 

15:20 Break 



 
 Moderator: Wild - Eck 
15:50 Thompson, Jakob (FAO/SDRE-Cambodia): 

Communication for Development and multi stakeholder involvement in forestry 
extension 

16:10 Wolter-McCord, Faren (USA): 
A Collaborative Ecosystem Stewardship Approach to Private Lands 
Conservation 

16:30 Wu, Shuirong (China):  
Extension Strategies in the Sloping Land Conversion Program in China: An 
Analysis of their Strengths and Limitations 

16:50 LeBrun- Ruff , Anne (Canada):  
A new approach to Forest Extension in New Brunswick, Canada 

17:10 Break 
Early 
evening 

 Balancing public good and private interest in small scale forestry - 
(Biodiversity, ecological and environment ) 
Moderator: Fiorella Villani, CNR-IBAF 

17:30 Primmer, Eeva Finland:  
Biodiversity Integration to Forest Services in Finland: Policy Implications 

17:50 Kant, Promode (India): 
Public Interest Litigation Helps Extend Scientific Harvesting To Forests Owned 
by Tribes in India: An Ecological, Equity and Legal Analysis 

18:10 Smith, Ed (USA):   
A Collaborative Approach to Wildfire Threat Reduction in Nevada 

18:30 Nketiah, K.S. (Ghana): 
Bridging Science and Society to Conserve Ghana´s Rain Forest 

18:50 Close for the day 
20:00 Group Dinner 
  
 
 
Tuesday, September 28 
 
Morning Small forest landowners (non industrial private owners) - information and 

organizational needs  
Moderator: Roland Beck 

08:30 Mizaraite, Diana (Lithuania):  
Forestry Extension for Private Forest Owners in Lithuania 

08:50 Raae, Karsten (Denmark):  
It is all about sharing interest 

09:10 Wild-Eck, Stephan (Switzerland): 
The Growing Spectrum of Interests Among Private Forest Owners as a 
Challenge for Extension Services  Insights from a Survey on Private Forest 
Owners in Switzerland 

09:30 McGill, Dave (USA):  
Information Transfer During the Timber Transaction Process in West Virginia, 
USA 

09:50 Lengyel, Attila (CEPF/Hungary):  
Extension Activities for Small-Scale Private Forest Owners in CEE Countries    

10:10 Break 
 Moderator: Karsten Raae 



10:40 Beck, Roland (Germany):  
Enhancing the Acceptance and Adoption of “new” Harvesting Technology 
through Multiple Partner Involvement. A Case Study from Bavaria, Germany 

11:00 Creighton Janean, Baumgartner, David (USA) 
Extension Education for Family-Forest Owners in an Urbanizing Environment 

11:20 Pagliarino, Elena (Italy): 
Participation and Communication in Forestry Training: The Case Study of 
Chestnut Fruit Filière in Southern Italy 

11:40 Hughes, Glenn (USA): 
Research and Extension Effort Targeting Underserved Forest Landowners in the 
South Central United States   

12:00 Tietje, William (USA):  
The University of California Integrated Hardwood Range Management 
Program: Addressing Oak Woodland Conservation Through Research and 
Education 

12:20 – 
13:20 

Lunch 

Afternoon Experiences in the application of techniques approaches, tools and methods 
extension communication 
Moderator: Scott Reed 

13:20 Johnson, James E. (USA): 
Communicating with Forest Owners: A Web-Based Distance Education 
Approach 

13:40 Moore Susan E. (USA): 
Knowledge Transfer and Attitude Adjustment through Experimental Learning: 
The North Carolina Sustainable Fore try Teachers´ Tour 

14:00 Borgschulte, Michael (Germany): 
Co-orientation as a Basis for Communication Strategies. 

14:20 Oslejis, Juris (Latvia): 
Transfer of Communication Skills from DFRI (Denmark) to LSFRI "Silava" 
(Latvia) and Involvement of New Partners from Baltic States into Nordic Forest 
Extension Network 

14:40 Laessig, R. (Switzerland):  
Waldwissen.net: A joint internet-based information and communication 
platform on forest knowledge in the alpine region 

15:00 Break 
 Moderator: Kwabena Nketiah 
15:20 Begus, Jurij, Breznikar, Andrej (Slovenia): 

Analysis of different communication channels and its characteristics in forestry 
extension in Slovenia 

15:40 Hou Yuanzhao (China): 
Communication Strategies Adopted in the ITTO Demonstration Project of 
Sustainable Management of Tropical Forest in Hainan: an Evaluation of their 
Comparative Effectiveness 

16:00 Strnad, Renee (USA):  
Increasing Fire Education for Youth and Adults: The BLM-PLT Fire Education 
Initiative in North Carolina 

16:20 Simon-Brown, Viviane (USA):  
Collaboration Framework: Building and Sustaining Positive Change 

16:40 Break 
Early Agroforestry : Extension and communication experiences (Italy) 



evening Moderator: Jurij Begus  
17:00 Pisanelli, Andrea (Italy): 

Farmers´ awareness of Silvoarable Agroforestry systems: Perception and 
Interest in Italy 

17:20 Paris, Pierluigi (Italy): 
Agroforestry systems as an alternative to pure forest plantations for timber 
production on arable lands in Italy  

17:40 Cami, Sebastiano (Consortium Atena, Italy): 
The farmers’ opportunities within the European Policy framework 

18:00 Briefing on logistics of next day field excursion and close of the day 
20:00 Dinner: own choice 
  
 
 
 
Wednesday, September 29 
 
All day Excursion (including dinner) 
Morning Chestnut forest management for fruit and timber production 
Afternoon Monte Rufeno Regional Park: public forest for multipurpose aims 
 
 
 
Thursday, September 30 
 
Morning  
08:30 Feedback on field trip: Participant Rapporteur 
 Agroforestry : Extension and communication experiences (International) 

Moderator: Mizaraite 
08:50 Linyunga, Kenneth (ICRAF - Mozambique): Accelerating Agroforestry 

Adoption: A Case of Mozambique 
09:10 Cannata F. et al.: Research Activity and Spreading about Agroforestry in China  
09:30 Mannigel, Elke (Germany/Brazil):  

Participatory Monitoring of Agroecological Practices Implemented in the 
Buffer Zone of private Reserve Mata do Sossego in the Scope of the Doces 
Matas Project in Minas Gerais Brazil 

09:50 MacClinchy, Wendy (UNOPS- Afghanistan): 
Greening Afghanistan: Restoring Severely Degraded Natural Resources through 
Livelihoods 

10:10 Break 
10:30 – 
12:30 

Themed Group Discussions / Rotational Brainstorming Session  
Round 1, 2, 3 

12:30 -
13:30 

Lunch 

Afternoon  
13:30-
15:00  

Themed Group Discussions / Rotational Brainstorming Session  
Round 4 and final round: market place 

15:00 End of session / Departure for Rome 
16:09 Departure Train Orvieto to Rome 
17:20 Arrival in Rome 



20:00 Group Dinner in Rome 
Friday, October 1st 
 
Morning: Iran Room, FAO Headquarters, Rome 

Chair: Director FON  
09:00 Introductory remarks: Mr. Michael Martin, Director Forestry Policy and 

Information Division, FON, FAO 
09:15 FAO and IUFRO collaboration: Oudara Souvannavong, Senior Forestry Officier 

(Research) Forestry Department, FAO 
09:30 Synthesis and perspectives of the meeting: Giuseppe Scarascia Mugnozza, 

Director IBAF, CNR, Italy 
10:10 Overview of IUFRO meeting:  Jim Johnson, Chair IUFRO Working Party 
10:30 Break 
10:45 Introduction to theme presentations: Roland Beck, Deputy Chair IUFRO Forestry 

Extension, and Christine Holding Anyonge FAO 
10:50 Learning processes and collective action in forestry extension 
11:10 Small forest landowners ( non – industrial private owners) – information 

and organizational needs  
11:30 Experiences in the application of techniques approaches, tools and methods 

of extension communication 
Agroforestry: Extension and communication experiences 

11:50 Balancing public good and private interest  in small - scale forestry 
12.10 Official closure 
12:30 Lunch 
14:00 Farewell: Flag Room 
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Co-orientation as a Basis for Communication Strategies 
 

by 
 

Michael Borgschulte 
Institute of Forest Utilization and Work Science, Albert -Ludwigs-University, 

Werderring 6, 79085 Freiburg, Germany 
Tel: +49 761 203-3790, Fax +49 761 203-3763, E-mail michael.borgschulte@fobawi.uni-freiburg.de, 

http://www.forst.uni-freiburg.de/fobawi 
 

Abstract 
 
Social, technical and environmental issues have prompted environmental groups, citizens and political leaders to 
start making changes. Some central issues in this process are conservation, improvement of biodiversity as well as 
environmental education and sustainable management. Since various stakeholders may have different views on these 
complex issues, it is important that those working with communication strategies for multiple partner involvement 
are able to understand the underlying complexity of stakeholder relationships. 
 
This paper introduces the “co-orientation” model as a unifying framework for identifying the states of relationships 
between stakeholders in a communication process. For a communication strategy to be effective it should be based 
on an accurate assessment of the communicating parties’ knowledge about each other’s perceptions of the issue 
under consideration. 
 
Sustainability is a complex concept. Consequently, it is common for stakeholders to have differing definitions of it 
and also to have inaccurate perceptions about others’ definitions. The co-orientation model provides guidance for 
improving communications and stakeholder relationships By identifying different co-orientation states of the 
communicating parties. The implications for the development of effective communication strategies are discussed in 
this paper. 
 
Keywords  
 
Co-orientation, Communication Relationships, Communication Strategies, Sustainable Development 
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1. Introduction 
 
Communicating Complex Issues  
 
In their attempts to meet increasingly demanding environmental performance expectations from a critical group of 
external stakeholders, organizations are faced with many challenging tasks. Some of these tasks may be 
characterized as “technical” in that they require the application of new technologies to address particular problem 
areas. In many cases, such environmental improvements are incremental efficiency improvements and come about as 
a part of the organization’s plan of process improvements using the latest available technology. Communicating 
these types of environmental initiatives is relatively unproblematic. The organization has the technical knowledge 
and it informs the stakeholders about the costs and benefits. The results can be objectively assessed by outside 
parties. 
 
Those cases in which there are no generally agreed upon standards for measurement, or where there is considerable 
discussion about the fundamental issues involved, represent another class of environmental challenges. From the 
organization’s perspective, communications that relate to this type of environmental issue is considerably more 
difficult. Consequently, the type of communications chosen by the firm under such conditions is different than that 
used in the case of efficiency improvements. 
 
Co-orientation to Sustainable Forest Management in the Chain-of-Custody 
 
In 1999 the Norwegian forest industry was involved in a long-term program (Borgschulte et al. 2000) that falls under 
the description of the second case. At issue was the development of sustainable forest management practices. One 
initiative to reach this goal was certification in the chain -of-custody. Forest certification is a system for identifying 
well-managed forestland with the goal of sustainability (Upton et al. 1995). Certification may not have a direct 
impact on achieving sustainable management, but it can have a valuable indirect effect (Castañeda et al. 2001). To 
carry an “ecolabel” a product must have documentation that shows it comes from a certified forest. This information 
trail from the forest owner through the various processes and the distribution stages is called the chain-of-custody.  
 
The confounding factor in this communication problem is that the concept of “sustainable development” can be 
interpreted in a number of different ways, depending upon the stakeholder group. Additionally, since one cannot 
assume that one stakeholder’s definition will be accepted by others, there should be a mutual learning component 
(Grunig et al. 1984) built into the communication strategy. This requires that the forest industry see the 
communication process as an ongoing, dynamic process.  
 
According to Plato (Bohm 1990) the skills necessary for achieving a desirable and ethically preferable style of 
communication have their roots in dialogue. Dialogue is defined by Senge et al. (1994) as a sustained collective 
inquiry into the processes, assumptions and certainties that comprise everyday experiences. It has been proposed that 
communication that seeks mutual understanding is two-way (Grunig et al. 1984). The key element in Grunig and 
Hunt’s (1984) symmetrical two-way communication model is feedback activity. They emphasize that feedback is in 
the form of dialogue. It carries with it the potential that the stakeholder groups will influence the organization as 
much as the organization influences the stakeholder groups. An effective communication requires the 
communicating parties to have an accurate picture of each other’s perceptions of the issues under consideration.  
 
In the next section, the co-orientation model is presented as such a framework. The third section links co-orientaion 
states and communication activities and emphasizes the importance of learning in an effective communication 
strategy. The last section describes the results gained in the long-term Norwegian program and specifies 
recommendations towards an effective communication strategy regarding sustainable development. 
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2. Co-orientational Framework 
 
The Co-orientation Model 
 
Newcomb (1953) originally developed the co-orientation model as a tool for relational analysis of dyadic pairs. This 
simple, yet insightful, model consists of two communicators, A and B, and their “co-orientation” toward some 
“object of communication”, X (Figure 1). The object of communication can be an actual physical object, an event, an 
activity, an attitude, or a behavior. Each communicator, A and B, has a simultaneous co-orientation towards her or 
his communication partner and towards the object of communication. 
 

A B

X

 
Figure 1: Newcomb’s A-B-X co-orientation model (1953) 

 
Newcomb (1953) identified four basic components of this relation system: 

- A’s attitude toward X; and A’s attraction to B; 
- B’s attitude toward X; and B’s attraction to A. 

 
McLeod and Chaffee’s (1973) co-orientation model (Figure 2) builds on Newcomb’s paradigm. The co-orientation 
model assumes that each actor in the co -orientation pair has two set of cognitions: a “self-perception” of a particular 
object or attributes of the object, and an “other-perception” of what the other person thinks about the object or its 
attributes. Comparison of these four sets of cognitions yield five relationships, indicated by arrows in Figure 2. 
According to McLeod and Chaffee (1973) these five measures identified by the co-orientation model generates three 
basic kinds of communication states: Congruency, Agreement and Accuracy. 
 

Co-orientation Model

Organization’s 
perception of 

Stakeholder A’s 
views

Organization’s 
perception of 

Stakeholder A’s 
views

Stakeholder A’s 
definition 

and evaluation of 
an issue

Stakeholder A’s 
definition 

and evaluation of 
an issue

Stakeholder A’s 
perception of 

organization’s views

Stakeholder A’s 
perception of 

organization’s views

Organization’s 
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Organization’s 
definition
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UNDERSTANDING
AGREEMENT

ACCURACY

CONGRUENCYCONGRUENCY

 
Figure 2: Co-orientation model (McLeod & Chaffee 1973) 
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Communication Relationships in the Co-orientation Model 
 
Congruency is not a true interpersonal variable from the objective social system point of view since it is an indicator 
of the degree of similarity between person’s own cognitions and her/his perception of the other person’s cognitions. 
The point is that the effect of communication may be either to increase or decrease congruency, depending on its 
initial level and the actual state of the system. Congruency tends to be more important in the early stages of 
interpersonal processes and consequently has been useful as an independent variable in developing communication 
theory (e.g., Pearce et al. 1972). 
 
The degree of similarity, or cognitive overlap, between the co-orientations of the “organization’s definition” and the 
“stakeholders’ definition” is called “agreement”. To the extent that the organization and the stakeholder group have 
the same summary evaluations of objects there is agreement. McLeod et al. (1972) argued that agreement is not a 
satisfactory criterion for communication. It can be argued that personal values, the products of many kinds of 
individual experiences and constraints, are unlikely to be changed sufficiently by communication alone to produce 
complete agreement. 
 
Accuracy is the extent to which one participant’s estimate of the other’s cognitions matches what the other 
participant really does think, seems an ideal criterion for communication. A key assumption underlying the co-
orientation model is that a person’s behavior is not based simply upon a private cognitive construction of the 
person’s own world, but also a function of the perception of the co-orientation held by others around the person and 
of the orientation to them. This assumption serves as an important basis of this study because the forest industries are 
likely to design their services based not only on their own cognitions, but also on their perceptions of their end 
consumers’ cognition. 
 
Co-orientation states in the Co-orientation Model 
 
By including many individual simultaneously oriented to issues of mutual concern and interest, the interpersonal co-
orientation model can be extended to large social groupings. The co-orientational concept of public opinion in 
communities and society casts public opinion as the product of both “individual perceptions on an issue” and “their 
perceptions of what significant others think about the same issue”. 
 
Social scientists recognized the need to take into account perceptions of agreement in addition to actual agreement. 
Scheff (1967), for example, argued that perceptions of agreement can be independent of actual agreement and that 
perceptions of agreement more likely affect public behavior than does actual agreement. Those involved in issues of 
public debate often do not know the state of actual agreement, and are operating instead on their perceptions of 
agreement. A number of combinations of co-orientation states between communicating parties are possible (Table 1) 
and each can be expected to have different implications for an effective communication strategy. 
 

Table 1: Co -orientation states (Scheff 1967, Dozier et al. 1992) 
Co-orientation state Scheff (1967) Dozier et al. (1992) 
Monolithic consensus 
or true consensus 

Communicators can have similar 
understandings of the same communication 
rules and accurately perceive that this is the 
case.  (Monolithic consensus) 

The parties know they share an agreement on 
their evaluation of an issue. (True consensus) 

Pluralistic ignorance 
or false conflict 

They can have similar understandings but 
perceive that they do not. (Pluralistic 
ignorance) 

The parties believe that they disagree on an 
issue when in fact, they agree. (False conflict) 

Dissensus Communicators can have dissimilar 
understandings of what the communication 
rules are and accurately perceive that this is 
the case. 

The parties hold conflicting views and are 
aware of their differences. 

False consensus They can have dissimilar understandings of 
the rules but believe that they do not. 

The organization believes that the stakeholders 
agree with them on a particular issue, or the 
stakeholder group mistakenly believes that the 
organization holds the same view that they do. 
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Consensus is a complex social phenomenon that can be described using the co-orientational model. In this way, the 
state of true consensus (Figure 3a) represents a high level of actual agreement recognized as such by those involved. 
Dissensus (Figure 3a) exists when a high level of actual disagreement are accurately perceived as such. 
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Figure 3: Co-orientation states: (3a) True consensus and (3b) Dissensus 

 
Public opinion based on inaccurate perceptions of agreement is more troublesome in communication relationships. 
After extended interaction, two or more persons may simply agree or disagree. At least they know where each other 
stand on the issue. The same cannot be said about situations based on inaccurate perceptions of each other’s views. 
False consensus (Figure 4a) exists when there is actual disagreement but the majority of those who are involved 
think they agree. False conflict (Figure 4a) represents the state of public opinion in which the majority perceives little 
agreement but, in fact, there is widespread agreement. 
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Figure 4: Co -orientation state: (4a) False consensus and (4b) False conflict 

 
When those involved do not accurately recognize the state of actual agreement, they act on the basis of their 
inaccurate perceptions. However, instead of trying to increase the accuracy of cross perceptions in communication 
relationships, most communication efforts attempt to influence levels of agreement. But according to Scheff (1967), 
actual agreement can exist independent of perceptions of agreement. In the context of public relation, the nature of 
the relationship between the organization and its public can be threatened by different definitions and inaccurate 
perceptions, not a disagreement over the issue itself (Cutlip et al. 1994). None of these situations call for 
communication designed to change the level of agreement-disagreement on the issue. Communication that helps to 
create shared definitions and increased accuracy improves the organization-public relationship and makes each side’s 
dealing with the other more appropriate. 
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3. Towards Sustainability Communication through Co-orientation 
 
Co-orientation State and Communication Activities 
The co-orientation model was developed originally by Newcomb 1953 and further developed by McLeod and 
Chaffee in 1973. It was later adapted for public relations by Broom (1977) and Grunig et al. (1984). This extension 
made it possible to reconceptualize the traditional approach to public relations by focusing on two -way relationship 
variables: 

- Communication (dialogue or mutual exposure); 
- Understanding (shared cognitions); 
- Agreement (shared attitudes); and 
- Complementary behavior. 

 
In addition, the accuracy variable in the co-orientation model made it possible to identify gaps between, for example, 
the organization’s perception of the stakeholders’ evaluation and the stakeholders’ self-evaluation. The discrepancies 
between stakeholders on the accuracy variable indicate potential misunderstandings regarding the issue that cause 
difficulties in the communication relationship. 
 
The co-orientational approach helps identifying the three co-orientation-states, dissensus, false consens us and false 
conflict, that call for more sophisticated communication strategies. A dissensus on sustainable development will need 
more than only provision of information. Moving from the state of dissensus to the state of true consensus requires 
an exchange of information from both sides. In this case, one-way communication may help as a minimum to 
provide information. Increased congruency needs an improved level of learning between the forest industry and their 
stakeholders by maintaining a high level of accuracy through two-way communication. 
 
In the case of “false consensus” and “false conflict", however, communication strategies were developed on the basis 
of inaccurate perceptions of the other’s views. Being in the state of “false consensus” or “false conflict” requires 
increased accuracy the one communicating party toward the other’s view of the issue under consideration. Accuracy 
can be achievable through communication activities that support reflection on the other’s point of view. In a two -way 
commu nication model practitioners both seek information from and give information to communication partners. 
 
Learning is an Imperative  
 
A key aspect of the co-orientation model is that information is exchanged and the major result of communication is 
that a greater knowledge of another’s cognitions is achieved. Communication should lead to changes in cognitions by 
both the organization and the public toward the issue, thus increasing accuracy. As mentioned earlier, a number of 
combinations of co-orientation states and communication relationships between the communicating parties are 
possible and each can be expected to have different implications for an appropriate communication strategy. Only in 
the co-orientation state corresponding to “true consensus” do we claim that there is an optimal communication 
strategy. This state is characterized by high agreement, congruency and accuracy. The communicating parties are of 
like mind in that they have a common understanding of the issue and know that they do. Communication in this 
situation will be of different nature then in the other co-orientation states. 
 
 In reality, the relationship between the communication parties, as they are the organizations and their relevant 
stakeholders, are dynamic and characterized by learning. The key element in Grunig et al.’s (1984) symmetrical two-
way communication model is the feedback activity. They caution that feedback is in the form of dialogue. Dialogue 
can be defined as “a sustained collective inquiry in to processes, assumptions and certainties that comprise everyday 
experiences (Isaacs 1993, p. 25)”. Dialogue presents a unique opportunity for the forest industries to learn. It also 
carries the possibility of the stakeholder being able to influence the organization as much as the organization can 
influence the stakeholder. Birkin et al. (1997) identify four levels of stakeholder involvement in the organizational 
decision-making process: no communication, one-way communication (information on request), two -way 
communication (proactive information) and dialogue. An effective communication strategy seeks to find a balance 
between inquiry and advocacy. According to Harrison et al. (1994), stakeholder management includes 
communicating, negotiating and contracting, managing relationships and motivating them to response to the 
organization in ways that benefits it. 
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4. Conclusion and Recommendations  
 
Sustainability communications should improve the relationship between the organization and its public by not only 
changing what people know and how they feel about sustainable development issues and each other, but by 
increasing the accuracy of their perceptions of each other’s views. Sustainability communications requires a 
systematic and long-term approach in which all the communication activities are directed toward achieving an 
increased understanding about the issue between the organization and its relevant stakeholders. 
 
Results of the evaluation of the Norwegian long-term program in 1999 have shown that a sample of forest owners in 
Norway and end-users in Germany were in the following co-orientation states with respect to the sustainable 
development issue (Borgschulte 2002): 

- The two communicating parties, according to the co-orientation model, were in the actual state of dissensus 
regarding the social responsibility dimension. This means both saw the issue of social responsibility 
differently and they also knew that they did. 

- Regarding the environmental dimension, the forest owner group was in the state of a false consensus. 
Therefore, this respondent group perceived agreement even though the communicating parties saw the issue 
differently. 

- In the case of the organizational dimension, the two communicating parties were in the state of false 
conflict. There was actual agreement on the organizational dimension; however, both parties perceived no 
agreement. 

 
There is little literature available on how to integrate communications with strategy development and implementation 
work. The co-orientation model presents a powerful tool to indicate the actual state of relationship, but it is limited to 
a snap shot and is not a process or strategy. Much work has been done on the topic “what to communicate”, but there 
is still a lack of research on how to implement communication on sustainable development. 
 
Therefore, an effective communication strategy depends on developing internal and external strategies to improve 
the short -term accuracy of each side’s views of the other perceptions as well as to increase the long-term level of 
agreement. A successful strategy has to improve the transparency and credibility of the communication parties and 
thus leads to improved stakeholders’ understanding of sustainable development in the society. Creating shared 
definitions and increased accuracy by effective communication strategies improve the organization-public 
relationship and makes each side’s dealing with the other more appropriate. This can activate the willingness for 
critical dialogue. Building on feedback activities – the communication parties extend their learning activities to 
enable the integration of all stakeholder groups in the communication activity. The communication parties have to 
learn that an effective communication strategy includes communicating, negotiating and contracting, managing 
relationships and motivating the stakeholder to response to the issue under consideration in ways that benefits it. 
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ABSTRACT 
 
Forestry extension in Slovenia uses different communication channels to reach forest owners as a main target 
group. The most important communication channels, used at Slovenia Forest Service extension activities, are 
individual contacts with forest owners, field courses and workshops, demonstrations, printed materials and 
articles in newspapers. Forms of extension are determined with educational or extension objectives, but they also 
depend on forest owners’ characteristics and on forester’s communication capacity. Analysis of these two 
depending factors and their influence on extension models is given in the article. Forestry service foresters as 
main performers of extension activities have to be trained in order to find the appropriate communication 
strategy for those activities. Administrative tasks and legal procedures, which are prescribed in Forest act, are 
also a part of forestry service foresters’ work. They influence on contacts with forest owners and can represent a 
great danger to efficient extension work. Evaluation of realized extension programmes and cooperative (together 
with forest owners) building of new ones is the right strategy for improvement of Slovenian extension efforts.  
 
Key words: forestry extension, communication channels, forest owners 
 
1. Introduction 
 
Use of different communication channels is the most important tool in forestry extension. Term “communication 
channel” has a variety of usages in extension practice and can be used to describe wider or narrower part of 
extension work. Sometimes “communication channel” can represent an extension method or an extension 
approach. Since this paper deals with communication characteristics of forestry extension, communication 
channels will be understood at this point as a tool or form to pass information from source to recipient with the 
intention of getting feedback from the recipient (OMOSA 1998).  
 
Communication is the core of any extension programme, because without good communication information 
cannot reach people, who may benefit from it. In this paper we want to analyse today’s extension practise in 
forestry of Slovenia from the communication point of view. Our attempt was to find basic factors, which 
influence the prevailing communication channels, the barriers in those channels and how the effectiveness of 
extension efforts can be improved. 
 
The present analysis is limited to Slovenia Forest Service as the paramount organization in extension activities in 
Slovenia and to forest owners as a target group. This will help us to describe the present situation accurately and 
to find, on the basis of field experience, precise directions for future improvement of forestry extension. 
 
2. Basic characteristics of forestry extension in Slovenia 
 
The present state of forestry extension activities in Slovenia is a result of different factors the most important 
among them being the general state of forests and forestry, historical influences, legislative grounds in 
organizational characteristics of Slovene Forestry.  
 
Slovenia is one of most forested countries in Europe and has a very rich forestry tradition. First forest 
management plans were made at the end of 18 century (GOLOB 1997). The vulnerability of forests were the 
reason why the principles of close to nature and sustainable forestry were introduced into forestry praxis more 
than 100 years ago with acts like the use of  “control method”, selection forestry and preservation of virgin 
forests. Clear cutting as a form of management was prohibited after the Second World War. 
 



Forest owners experienced quite a pressure in the socialist period after Word War II. About 20% of private 
forests were nationalised. Forest owners were forced to become co-operatives of forest management enterprises 
and they were obliged to sell timber to the state. Forest management plans prescribed all harvesting and 
silvicultural activities in forests and forest owners had to carry out those activities. They were not able to make 
their own decisions about the management of their forests. All these pressures resulted in strained relationship 
between forester and forest owner (GOLOB 1997).  
 
Forest act in 1993 completely changed official relation towards private property rights. They are now fully 
respected. Nevertheless, the Forest act restricts the use of private forest property to the extent that "the rights of 
ownership to forest shall be exercised in such a manner as ensures their ecological, social, and productive 
functions.  The owner of a forest must therefore (a) manage the forest in accordance with regulations, 
management plans and administrative acts issued on the basis of this act; (b) allow free access to and movement 
in the forest to others; and, (c) allow bee-keeping, hunting and the recreational gathering of fruits, herbal plants, 
mushrooms and wild animals in accordance with regulations."  
 
Forest management plans are made by Slovenian Forest Service (SFS) for all forests irrespective of ownership.  
All forests must be managed respecting the limitations and guidelines of these plans.  Owners of forests, 
however, have the right to, and are encouraged to, participate in preparation of forest management and wildlife 
management plans.  Their needs, proposals and requests will be respected as far as possible, consistent with 
ecosystem limitations and legal restrictions.  
 
An important feature of the Forest Act is the provision that forest owners can only utilize their forests after 
obtaining an administrative order, issued by the Slovenian Forest Service (SFS), on the basis of a silvicultural 
plan, and after prior consultation and joint selection (e.g. the forester together with the landowner) of trees for 
possible felling. 
 
Special emphasis in the Forest act is set to multi-functional management of forests and to the use of close to 
nature principles of forest management, in order to ensure that all functions of forests (economical, social and 
ecological) are fulfilled harmoniously. The preservation of natural biodiversity is among the most important 
goals of forest management.  
 
With the Forest Act from 1993 public forestry service was set with the establishment of Slovenia Forest Service 
(SFS). The general purpose of SFS is care for all forests in Slovenia. Forestry extension tasks were specially 
devoted to SFS among main tasks, which are: monitoring the state and development of forests, making forest 
management and silvicultural plans, deciding on administrative matters as a public authority, overseeing 
operational activities in the forest that are co-financed from the budget and, last but not least, educating and 
advising forest owners.  
 
Beside the SFS, forestry extension activities are a legal obligation also of the Slovenian Agriculture and Forestry 
Chamber. Extension service, which is a part of that Chamber, has a long tradition and a lot of experience in 
agricultural extension, but its role in forestry extension is still very limited.  
 
Forestry extension can be found also in activities of other governmental and non-governmental organizations 
such as Ministries and their agencies, Secondary Forestry School, Slovenia Forest Institute and Association of 
Forestry Societies. But in comparison with SFS extension work they play only a minor role.   
 
3. Communication channel as the main extension tool 
 
Communication channels are the means by which information is transmitted from source to recipient. Channels 
of communication are ways of presenting messages so that they can be seen, heard, touched, smelled, tasted and 
experienced (definition by VILLAGE FORESTRY TRAINING MANUAL 2001) In our case we are focusing on 
a SFS forester as the relevant source of information about forestry issues in Slovenia and a forest owner as the 
recipient.  
 
Main purposes of sharing information in the extension process are benefits that both sides gain in such dialogue. 
The importance of two-way dialogue cannot be over-emphasized. On one side it is expected that given 
information will help forest owners to solve their problems with adequate forestry knowledge and skills. On the 
other hand it is extremely important, that views and opinions of forest owners are relayed back to decision 
makers, who frame the design, role and tasks of forest extension service. Without a reverse flow of information, 
foresters involved in extension will never know, why promising extension programmes failed to meet their goals.  



 
Available information has to be reshaped in communication process in a form the target audience can 
understand, examine critically and incorporate into their regular practice. They have to benefit from applying 
these new ideas. When designing the communication process we have to be oriented towards these benefits as 
the final aim of information transfer.  
 
Barriers, which limit the flow of information trough communication channel, often occur in communication 
process. They can be a result of suspiciousness, past bad experience, lack of pre-knowledge on receiver side of 
communication channel or a result of poor forester communication capacity.   
 
4. Methods  
 
Analysis of different commu nication channels used in forestry extension for forest owners in Slovenia was 
carried out on the basis of 

- Series of workshops with district foresters about efficiency of their contacts with forest owners; 
- Some data from situation analysis for the purpose of FAO supported Technical Cooperation Programme 

about participatory forestry capacity building in year 2000; 
- Systematic field observations, supervision and evaluation of SFS extension activities in past five years; 
- And on statistical records about yearly extension events in SFS, gathered in Annual Reports of SFS.   

 
5. Results and discussion 
 
5.1 What determines the use of different communication channels at SFS forestry extension for forest 
owners in Slovenia? 
 
Use of different communication channels in SFS forestry extension practice for forest owners in Slovenia depend 
on three main factors: 

- On forestry extension goals, defined on the basis of forest owner needs; 
- On the structure of administrative tasks that SFS have to fulfil on the basis of forest legislation; 
- On human resources involved in the extension process;  
- And on characteristics of forestry extension target groups. 

 
The general frame for extension activities is defined in the Forest Development Programme of Slovenia (FDP). 
Long-term goals, which pertain to the type of extension programmes to be developed, are (GOLOB 1996):  
• The preservation and sustainability of forests with regard for biological diversity and all ecological, social, and 
production functions, including the promotion of ecologically sound and humane technologies for extracting 
timber with an emphasis on worker safety;  
• The conservation of the natural environment and the ecological balance of the landscape;  
• The preservation of the habitation and cultivation of the countryside and the improvement of the quality of life 
in rural areas, including:  a) respect for the principle that the forest is a part of the farm and that the farm must be 
treated integrally; b) respect for the reliance of the farmer on wood and other goods and sources of revenue from 
the forest, c) promotion of comprehensive development of the countryside and supplementary activities on 
farms, and d) ongoing education and training of forest proprietors (especially farmers) for safe and high-quality 
forest work. 
In addition of these long-term goals for forest management in Slovenia, guidelines by which they should be 
carried out were adopted.  These are:  
• Programmes for developing skills and educating forest owners have to be fully developed; More attention must 
be paid to advising forest owners who do forest work themselves; 
• The implementation of work in forests has to be adapted to the ecological sensitivity of forest ecosystems, to 
the ecological and social functions of forests, to health conditions of forests, to the biological rhythm of forests, 
to forest wildlife, and to the abilities and qualifications to different types of forest owners. 
 
In the spirit of those general directions, education programmes for forest owners should be devised according to 
their needs, their current knowledge, their readiness and level of equipment for forest work, and other factors, 
which influence the contents of an education programme.   
 
District foresters involved in extension activities have a variety of administrative tasks, based on current forestry 
legislation. They are required to enforce forestry regulation and issue administrative orders on which basis forest 
owners can only utilise their forests.  
 



The importance of these duties from an extension perspective lies in the fact that every owner must contact the 
forester before beginning work, what gives to forester an opportunity to pass a great deal of information to the 
forest owner. For extension purposes already established contacts are very commonly used, which reduces costs 
and working time consumption. Foresters can also easily find areas of forestry activities, where demand for 
information is high and some extension activities are required. But on the other hand this connection of 
administrative and extension tasks can be a barrier towards more positive and co-operative attitude of forest 
owners. They are often afraid of some negative legal consequences of their actions. 
 
The third factor of influence, which we mentioned in the beginning, is human resources, which are needed for 
implementation of SFS extension programme. SFS staff involved in extension activities can be found along the 
entire hierarchical tree of the SFS organisation. The SFS has central headquarters, 14 regional units, 93 local 
units and 408 districts. The central unit coordinates the functioning of the SFS in entire Slovenia.  The central 
unit is comprised of five professional forestry departments. Every department is responsible for coordinating 
forestry extension with regional units in its field of specialisation and the Department for Development of Rural 
areas and for Relations with Forest Owners and Public deals with extension methodological and strategic 
planning.  Regional units of the SFS represent a link between the central unit and local units as the lowest 
organisational level.  
 
The employees of local units have direct contact with forest owners as well as other forest users and directly deal 
with extension activities. Most involved are district foresters. Their formal education has to be higher education 
(secondary forestry school + 2 years of University studies). Their average responsibility is 2500 ha of forests and 
1000 forest owners. Forestry engineers who have broad ecological and forest management related knowledge 
guide them. The higher levels of organisation of the SFS act to support the extension work of District Foresters.   
 
Formal forestry education of SFS staff involved in extension activities is high, but we are facing a lack of 
communicational skills in a more and more entangled environment of extension programmes. In the past five 
years a lot of efforts were put into education of SFS foresters on the field of communication, participatory 
techniques, conflict management and theory of extension. Capacity building started at the end of the nineties 
with communicational workshops for district foresters, which included all SFS field foresters (over 400). 
The next step was FAO Technical Cooperation Programme on Capacity Building for Support to Private Forest 
Owners and Public Partic ipation in year 2000, which set grounds for continuous education in the past four years 
of SFS staff on that field with internal core group of trainers (11 persons). This group of trainers carried out 
several educational programmes, partly also as a TCP follow-up activity. The target groups were district 
foresters, forest management planning consultants, heads of local units and silviculturists from the local level of 
SFS. We were able to include a great deal of SFS staff, who dealt with extension activities and work with people 
in general. The main educational topics were better communication with forest owners, effective performing of a 
public debate, effective meeting with forest owners, participatory methods in foresters’ work, conflict 
management, education of adults and about motivating people.     
 
Last but not least, we come to the forest as a main target group of extension activities. Their number today in 
Slovenia exceeds 310 000. The average size of forest estate is 2,6 ha. Almost 90% of forest owners have forest 
property smaller than 5 hectares. They can be divided according to the size and structure of their forest property 
on small- and larger-estate owners. Both can be farmers, semi-farmers and non-farmers. They can also be skilled 
enough to carry out forest work by themselves or they have to hire someone to work for them in their forest. All 
these groups require different extension approaches and the use of different communication channels because of 
their diverse needs, knowledge, attachment to forest, dependence on income from forest production and personal 
(character) characteristics.  
 
Many psychological analyses describe differences between people from different parts of Slovenia. Some 
theories say, that huge diversity of landscapes and natural ecosystems in Slovenia also influence on peoples’ 
characters and their openness an willingness for communication. People from alpine narrow valleys are more 
closed than those from flatlands of Pannonian lowland. A skilled extensionist will incorporate all these 
specialities into communicational design of his extension activities. 
 
At this point we have to mention also a barrier in communication with forest owners in many cases, which is a 
consequence of bad experience with respect to private property rights and forestry authorities in the former 
socialist regime. Most forest owners are older, so that this historical memory is still alive. The difference in 
attitude can be seen when communicating with younger generations of forest owners. 
 



5.2 What are the most commonly used communication channels? 
 
The realized communication channels for extension purposes in Slovenia are a result of the above-mentioned 
factors. Importance of different communication channels will be presented on the basis of data from Situation 
Analysis, carried out for FAO technical cooperation programme in Slovenia, entitled: Capacity Building for 
Support to Private Forest Owners and Public Participation. Results are presented in tables No. 1 and No. 2. Data 
collection was carried out with questionnaires.  
 
Table No. 1: Opinion of forest owners (n=51), about importance of different communication channels for 
transfer of different forestry topics (% of answers which describe a single communication channel as important 
for a certain topic (scores 1-4 out of 10)) 
 

Communication channel 
Extension 

topics 
Individ.  
contacts  

Training 
courses  Meetings 

Leaflets, 
publicat. 

News-
papers 

Excur-
sions Notices 

Radio 
media 

TV 
media 

Silviculture 78 57 26 26 8 6 2 0 0 
Harvesting 57 53 22 12 12 6 2 0 0 

Wood market 35 29 24 20 18 10 10 8 6 
Forest 
protection 67 35 27 26 20 14 14 14 8 
professional 
skills  53 35 24 22 16 14 10 8 6 
forest 
equipment 45 37 24 14 14 14 12 6 2 

subsidising 63 22 20 14 12 8 8 6 4 
nature 
protection 41 30 20 18 14 12 12 10 8 

compensations 53 18 14 12 10 10 8 8 6 
organizational 
skills  41 27 16 10 10 8 2 2 0 

Average value 53 34 21 17 13 10 8 6 4 
 
Table No. 2: Opinion of extension foresters (n=70), about importance of different communication channels for 
transfer of different forestry topics to forest owners (% of answers which describe a single communication 
channel as important for a certain topic (scores 1-4 out of 10)) 
 

Communication channel 
Extension 

topics 
Individ.  
contacts  

Training 
courses  Meetings 

Leaflets, 
publicat. 

News-
papers 

Excur-
sions Notices 

Radio 
media 

TV 
media 

Silviculture 96 83 42 56 27 23 8 14 10 

Harvesting 92 86 35 69 25 17 7 15 10 
Wood market 78 25 30 14 42 1 23 28 14 
Forest 
protection 87 52 37 64 37 6 24 28 18 
professional 
skills  80 76 30 65 32 10 4 24 14 
forest 
equipment 75 80 34 62 23 15 11 10 14 
subsidising 92 45 38 47 42 3 13 27 13 
nature 
protection 76 31 20 56 47 13 6 35 22 

compensations 65 20 18 23 38 1 7 22 10 
organizational 
skills  63 46 24 28 24 8 6 18 8 

Average value 80 54 31 48 34 10 11 22 13 
 



Individual contacts predominate for all topics, according to the opinion of both groups – forest owners and 
foresters. Training courses and meetings are also important communication channels and in some cases also 
leaflets. Foresters overestimate, in comparison with forest owners, the importance of newspaper articles and 
leaflets, especially in connections with harvesting and nature protection issues.   
 
5.3 Some characteristics of the most important communication channels 
 
5.3.1 Individual contacts 
Individual contacts between district foresters and forest owners are the most important way of communicating 
for extension purposes in Slovenia. They are believed to be among the most effective ways to facilitate learning 
process and to transfer information to forest owners.  They have a variety of forms: home visits, meetings in 
forest owners’ forests, telephone calls, informal contacts in public, etc… 
 
Dialogue district foresters - forest owner is, as mentioned previously, prescribed legally prior to almo st all 
measures in the forest. The use of such dialogue for extension activities is very important for the final result of 
forest management in private forests. The effect of foresters’ work in private owned forests is valued in the 
amount of timber marked for felling, in the amount of realized silvicultural work and protection measures, in the 
amount of subsidy payments for forestry work meeting appropriate criteria, etc. To achieve these goals district 
foresters have to equip forest owners with proper knowledge and skills to motivate them for actions and to carry 
out forest work properly, safely and effectively.  
 
In year 2003 SFS district foresters issued almost 65.000 administrative orders to forest owners. Considering 
administrative orders, issued to state Fund and average number of contacts in a process of issuing administrative 
orders, we can estimate the number of individual district foresters - forest owner contacts with possible extension 
content to the number of 100.000.  
 
Types of information transferred at individual contacts are very diverse and include silvicultural, ecological, 
technical, economical and marketing aspects of forest work.   
 
The quality and effectiveness of the dialogue district foresters - forest owner depend on motivation and 
communication skills on both sides. Individual contacts have to be pre – prepared: the main communication goal 
has to be set, all the necessary information have to be gathered, characteristics of the forest owner have to be 
considered and upon that strategy information transfer has to be set and all possible barriers in communication 
have to be foreseen.  Individual contacts are extension programmes in small. They have almost similar structure 
as national extension programmes. 
 
Good preparation and self-confident behaviour of the forester build forest owner’s confidence and influence on 
his motivation. The motivation profile of forest owner, what is important for him, is an essential data for 
successful transfer of information. This motivation profile can be assessed with right questions. Open questions 
are also important for encouragement of two-way communication in which very important suggestions for the 
district forester and his future acts  may occur.  
 
Analysis of barriers that district foresters feel at their individual contacts with forest owners pointed out low 
motivation of forest owners, statements like: “FO have not done what they promise”, “FO are unable to 
communicate”, “FO have different interests than foresters”, weak feedback from FO and to much bureaucracy at 
foresters work. All those problems, found mostly on the forest owner’s site, can be really solved with proper 
shift of forester’s behaviour in communication process.  
 
A combination of regulatory duties and extension activities can also have a negative influence on district 
foresters - forest owner communication.  We want to diminish that influence with active participatory decision-
making process at the planning stage of forest management. Cooperation of forest owners in all important 
decisions about their forest reduces their suspiciousness and rises their motivation. Legal and ecological frames 
of forest production are not so narrow that foresters can not find a place for forest owner’s needs and wishes in 
between (in most cases).  
 
To support successful communication at individual contacts SFS takes care for long term involvement of district 
foresters in the same area, which rises their acquaintance with local conditions and history of forests and offers 
district foresters possibilities to develop personal connections with forest owners. On the other hand, it has been 
observed that for the development of district foresters - forest owner relations it is better that the district forester 



is not a member of the local community. In many cases conflicts between members can have a negative 
influence on the forester’s professional work. 
 
The fact that access to information is free of charge and that district foresters are easily accessible also has a 
positive impact on individual contacts. District foresters are all equipped with service mobile phones. They 
respond on forest owner requests in 7 -14 days.   
 
5.3.2 Training courses 
 
In 2003 SFS organised, alone or in cooperation with outer organisations, 159 courses with 3037 participants. 
Themes of these courses were safe work in forests (prevailing), bucking, maintenance of chainsaw, tending, 
forest protection, maintenance of forest roads, etc…  
 
Training courses can be a very efficient way of information transfer in extension practice if certain approaches 
are used and important facts are respected. 
 
A large number of forest owners in Slovenia do not allow a possibility for all to participate on training courses, 
so target groups must be carefully selected according to their motivation for change, to their previous knowledge 
and to effect new information will have on their every day forestry practice and on forest. Rationalisation 
demands, that SFS organise courses where forest owners are highly motivated for changes, with serious lack of 
knowledge and many problems in forests. 
 
Topics selected for training courses must exactly address the interests of a group that will attend. It is very 
important to include participants in defining educational objectives, because it clarifies aims and rises motivation 
of participants. 
 
All activities before a training course must ensure the participation of forest owners at the course, awake their 
curiosity and motivation. They have to be aware, what they can expect from the course and what will their 
contribution be, in the sense of time, efforts and money. Training courses are generally free, but in some cases 
small payment is required – it has very good effect on forest owner’s attitude toward training course.   
 
Didactical design of a training course is crucial for its success. SFS is facing lack of that knowledge. In some 
cases training courses are designed and realised in cooperation with other educational organisations such as 
Secondary Forestry School.  
An important part of a training course is practical work in connection with general truth known well to all 
extensionists (“ tell me …  and I will forget, show me … and I will remember and then forget, engage me … and 
I will remember”). We are trying hard to bring practical work to all SFS courses, but we are aware that it 
complicates the organisation, rises costs and often causes safety problems.  
 
Evaluation of a training course and feedback from participants is important not only for correction of future 
educations but also for participants’ opinion about the course. Knowledge that their opinion is important in some 
context also positively influence on the relation towards that context. And with positive attitude towards new 
knowledge is a half way towards the general aim, which is not only knowledge but action. 
 
5.3.3 Meetings with forest owners 
 
Meetings with forest owners are a common practice of the SFS in all cases when we want 

- To introduce and discuss new practices, which are not present in certain environment: 
- To create a favorable attitude toward main problems in forestry  
- To gain support for solving those problems.  

 
Last year meetings with forest owners were organized to mobilize people against bark beetle, to discus forest 
management plans, to discuss about possibilities of biomass usage, to asses situation on a field of forest 
technology, etc….   
 
Meetings have to be prepared and managed by experienced facilitators. SFS is building its core group of 
facilitators in all regional units with permanent education. SFS experiences from meetings are systematically 
collected and built into everyday practice.   
 
 



The first hard task for organizers of a meeting is how to get people to the meeting. The best assurances for a full 
room are properly presented benefits of the meeting and repeated invitations in certain time periods prior to the 
meeting. 
A plan of the meeting is a necessity and has to be prepared according to the meeting objective and to the 
characteristics of participants. It offers a possibility for proper time management with respect to participants’ 
time. 
 
A strong emphasis has to be made on objectives of the meeting in the beginning (without rising unrealistic 
expectations), on programme of the meeting and on the role of participants. 
 
Forest owners have more trust if local people facilitate a meeting. Local language should be used and local 
customs respected. 
 
We have to be preparing for different conflicts during the meeting and for difficult people. Proper strategy to 
avoid conflicts should be provided.  
 
All-important decisions have to be summa rized, recorded and at the end presented to the participants.  
Numerous participatory methods can really ease a facilitator’s work at the meetings and raise efficiency of the 
group work. They also offer possibility to express their opinion to people who normally don’t speak on such 
occasions. 
 
5.3.4 Leaflets and publications 
 
Leaflets and publications belong to non-verbal and mass communication channels. They are used to reach a large 
number of people quickly and often at a low cost.  
 
Leaflets are used in SFS extension activities to represent concise and single items such as tending of young 
stands, felling of trees, behaviour in forests, etc. 
 
We use leaflets for follow-up activities after courses and meetings in order to help participants stay in touch with 
topics, discussed at that event. They are also available at fairs and demonstrations. 
 
Leaflets require accurate and competent basic information, proper presentation of that information and attractive 
design. SFS usually prepares text; professional designers accomplish design tasks.  
 
Publications are short booklets with professional, forestry content. In past few years SFS published by itself and 
in cooperation with others different booklets: Safety and health at forest work, Care for forests, Tending of 
young forests, Safe work with chainsaw, Safe work with tractor, etc …  
 
5.3.5 Articles in newspapers 
 
SFS extension efforts are supported with articles in newspapers. Articles are prepared by different foresters on 
the field, who have high professional knowledge, practical experience and who are familiar with the attitude of 
forest owners toward the problem, they are dealing with. A combination of these capacities is the best guarantee 
for a short, professionally correct, simple and readable article. 
 
Contents of articles are usually connected with actual problems of forest management. Since SFS has an 
agreement with several magazines and newspapers regarding publishing articles for forestry education purposes, 
it can very quickly respond to all new needs for accurate forestry information. 
 
5.3.6 Comparison of different communication channels   
 
Comparison of different communication channels (table No. 3) has been done with respect to costs per contact, 
possibility of two-way communication, adaptability to individual characteristics of forest owners and complexity 
of needed communicational skills.  
 
All channels have their positive and negative sides. Their suitability for relevant information and target group 
depends on available resources for extension work (human, material, funds), on expected results and on time 
limits. Differentiation of communication channels according to the content of information transfer has already 
been presented in tables 1 and 2.  



 
 
Table No. 3: Comparison of different characteris tics of communication channels  
 

 
Costs per forest 
owner 

Possibility of two -
way communication 

Adaptability to 
personal 
characteristics 

Relative complexity 
of required 
communicational 
skills  

Individual contacts high high high high 
Training courses  high medium medium medium 
Meetings medium high medium high 
Leaflets, publications low low low low  
Newspaper arcticles low low low low 
 
 
Individual contacts can be very efficient if we have properly trained staff, especially if we consider, that they are 
already there because of SFS administrative tasks, which have to be done anyway. That also diminishes their 
costs for extension purposes. On training courses, with publications and newspaper articles a great amount of 
information can be transferred to a large group of people but feedback and their adaptability is rather small.   
 
6. Conclusion 
 
As a conclusion we want to assess briefly the possibilities of future development and improvement of 
effectiveness of different communication channels in SFS extension practice. A variety of influence factors, 
mentioned in this paper already determine some characteristics of used communication channels. From the SFS 
standpoint - legal grounds, present state of forests, forest property structure, economical situation and personal 
characteristics of forest owners have to be taken as facts. Our possibility to change and to improve our extension 
efforts has to be found in organisational and professional areas. 
 
A quick analysis of current extension practise shows that strengthening of SFS extension activities surely include 
these three areas:  

- Improving of feedback information assessment and its incorporation into planning phase of extension 
activities,  

- Continuous improvement of communicational skills and integrity of SFS staff,  
- Capacity building for participatory management of relations with forest owners as well as other 

stakeholders in Slovenian forestry.  
 
Communicational potential, ability to promptly solve problems in relation with forest owners and effective 
educational approach are goals of integral human resources development in extension practice. Main shifts that 
we want to make and that we expect from our foresters are towards  

- Goals instead of problems; 
- Achievements instead of mistakes 
- Opportunities instead of limitations and  
- Partnership instead of only collaboration.    

 
When we are able to completely set ourselves to above mentioned priorities, we will know that we are close to 
not only excellent extension but also to the best forest management practice. 
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History of Forest Regulation in Washington 
 
Forest management in Washington State has long been a point of controversy between conservationists and 
landowners (Irwin 1992).  Conflict has often centered on the externalities created when forests are managed for 
resource extraction, such as timber.  Such externalities include water pollution, soil erosion, habitat destruction, and 
threats to endangered species.  The public continues to demand that these costs be taken into consideration (Brunson 
1993).  There exists a perception by many that public resources are being exploited in a non-sustainable way.   In 
1974, the Washington State legislature passed the Forest Practice Act 1, with the intent of improving environmental 
conditions by regulating forest practices such as road building, harvesting methods, and the use of chemicals.  In 
response to the public’s demand for a healthier environment, the state legislature declared “that the forest land 
resources are among the most valuable of all resources in the state; that a viable forest products industry is of prime 
importance to the state’s economy; that it is in the public interest for public and private commercial forest lands to 
be managed consistent with sound policies of natural resource protection; that coincident with maintenance of a 
viable forest products industry, it is important to afford protection to forest soils, fisheries, wildlife, water quantity 
and quality, air quality, recreation, and scenic beauty” (RCW 76.09.010).   In 1975, Washington State developed the 
first set of Forest Practice Rules 2.  They have been amended over 13 times.  The most recent significant 
modifications occurred in May 1999 with the passage of the Forest and Fish legislation 3 a regulatory response to 
the federal listing of the Upper Columbia River spring run Chinook salmon as endangered.   

 
The “New” Forest Landowner 

 
Washington State’s Forest Practice Rules are some of the most stringent in the United States, especially with the 
recent addition of the Forest and Fish legislation.  These regulations specifically target critical fish habitat along 
60,000 miles of streams on 10 million acres o f non-federal forestlands in Washington State, and stipulate wider 
riparian buffers and restricted timber harvest to established outer zones of the riparian area.   The majority of these 
streams occur on private forestland.  In response to increasing regulations, many industrial forest owners are selling 
their commercial tree farms at an increasing rate (Bennett, personal communication), replacing thousands of acres of 
contiguous forest with residential development lots ranging from 5 to 20 acres.  Urban residents seeking amenity-
based lifestyles away from the crime and crowding of the cities and suburbs often purchase these parcels.  In 
addition, higher wages are creating more opportunities for urban expansion into rural and natural areas, which places 
conflicting pressures on private landowners to sell their forestland into residential development (Sims 2000).  
Although many non-industrial forest landowners in Washington State indicate that the eventual selling of their 
forestland for development is not a major reason for land ownership (Creighton et al. 2002) it is expected that 
development pressures may intensify as real wages and housing prices increase (Sims 2000).   
 
Rural communities are growing; resulting in an increase in new forest landowners with smaller-sized forest parcels, 
and changing the face private forest landowners in Washington (Creighton 2004).     Recent studies suggest that 
these new landowners are different than traditional family tree farmers.  The newer, more urbanized landowners are 
less interested in harvesting timber, they have fewer familial ties to their land, and are employed in a business 
outside of forestryunlike the more traditional landowner who has a higher interest in timber management, own 
larger acreages, and have longer ownership tenure (WA-DNR 2002).  There is rising concern among natural 
resource educators that this new group of landowners may not identify themselves as part of the traditional forest 
owner community, and therefore is not within the purview of the current educational and assistance programs.  This 
oversight may have repercussions for the long-term health of the region’s forests.   Little is know about how these 
new landowners define themselves with respect to the traditional moniker of “tree farmer”.  There is speculation that 
urban and small-scale forest owners have a more preservationist perspective of their land than a utilitarian one.   
Natural resource managers and educators across the U.S. believe that these fundamental differences among 
landowners may hinder any attempts at wide-scale forest conservation, and that the lack of any shared experience 
will polarize the greater landowner community.  The concern is that the new landowner may be either unprepared, 
or unwilling, to effectively debate and formulate policies addressing sustainable renewable natural resources, 
especially if economic considerations are not at the forefront. 
 
                                                 
1 Forest Practices Act RCW. 76.13 
2 Forest Practices Rules WAC. 222 
3 Forest and Fish Report ESHP 2091 
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Washington forest landowner community 
 
The definition of community has  long been a point of debate in sociology (Luloff and Krannich 2002).   Wilkinson 
(1991) maintains that specific conditions must exist before the designation of community can be applied.  These 
conditions include local community autonomy, i.e. the capacity for all individuals to meet their survival needs 
within the same locale, the existence of an integrated network of interactions from which social well-being is 
generated and maintained, and the “self-improvement of a shared life”, towards which members collectively work.    
Others contend that community is primarily a social system originating from a community that has complete local 
autonomy, yet over time this “local autonomy gives way to increased dependence on external organizations and 
authorities” (Warren 1978).  Despite these differences Wilkinson and Warren include a shared, delineated territory 
or geographical location as an essential characteristic of community, without which a social organization cannot be 
considered a true community, although it  may have community-like characteristics.  Schmalenbach (1961) on the 
other hand, argues that community transcends face-to-face interaction, and exists whether we are aware of it or not.  
Once the natural bond between people is recognized we experience an emotional communionor bundthat 
provides a platform for social interaction.   
 
One feature of community that is common to most perspectives is that of community action or agency.  Wilkinson 
maintains that this particular community field “gives substance to the ecological, cultural, organizational, and social 
psychological aspects” of a community, and that interaction is the “core property of the community, one without 
which community, as defined from virtually any sociological perspective, could not exist” (Wilkinson 1991, pg 3).    
Historically, humans built communities around natural resources, such as water (Barham 2001) or timber (Russell 
and Harris 2001).  These communities were rural and isolated; thus giving rise to an autonomy  from which 
community agency could develop (Russell and Harris 2001).  However, as populations grew and communities 
continued to develop and expand, the autonomous nature of communities changed as economic opportunities arose 
outside of their initial boundaries (Warren 1978; Freudenberg and Gramling 1998).  This increasing reliance on 
outside markets, and visa versa, moved many rural communities into an increasingly complex network of national 
and international relationships. It  became difficult for many of these communities to sustain their autonomous nature  
and sense of agency.  
 
In Washington State it is becoming  more difficult to delineate a rural community from an urban one especially in 
the rapidly developing western part of the state.  Washington is the first state in the nation to have an urban area, the 
Puget Sound area of western Washington, targeted for an endangered species listing (Sims 2000).  This brought 
natural resource conservation, traditionally a rural issue in Washington State, into the backyard of the urban 
community.  Soon, clashes over cultural traditions and long-term environmental quality became bundled up in the 
issue of private forestland management.  As more land-use restrictions were put in place, more forest owners 
parceled and sold their lands, and rural residential development exploded (Bennett, personal communication).  
Urban communities began seeking out the amenities of rural lands as a means of improving their quality of life 
(Phillips 2000).  As people moved from the cities out into the rural areas, suddenly the new residents were voicing 
concern over how the forests in which they now lived were being managed.  The traditional rural forest landowners 
were suddenly faced with a frightening prospect: the potential loss of their properties and, in some cases, their 
livelihoods.  As one forest landowner said, “Over protection is killing us!”  (WA-DNR 2002). 
 
Family forest landowners in Washington State may not fit into the traditional community paradigm of Wilkinson 
and Warren, yet their collective actions can have a profound ecological impact on the rest of society, especially as 
landscapes become increasingly parceled.  From an ecological perspective, fragmentation increases the spread of 
noxious weeds, which threatens agricultural areas; wildli fe-human conflicts increase as habitat becomes limiting and 
animals are forced to move into the urban areas; issues of water quality and availability become more urgent as 
supply declines yet demand stays high.  But there are social and economic ramifications as well as biological: loss of 
economic viability in natural resource-extraction industries, loss of jobs, reduction in the overall quality of life as 
resources become more scarce, etc.  Private forest landowners may not have shared experiences, but they do have a 
shared life. They collectively control resources necessary for the rest of society to experience social well-being 
clean water and air, forest products, regional economic viability, and healthy wildlife populations.  Perhaps the 
community characteristic of the “self-improvement of a shared life” to which Wilkinson refers, should, for the 
family-forest landowner, transcend geographical location.   
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The Rhetoric of the Forest Landowner 
 
In Environmental Sociology: A Social Constructionist Perspective , John Hannigan remarks that social construction 
theory recognizes the influence of social, political, and cultural processes on society’s definitions of environmental 
risks and problems.  When opposing groups reach “mutually irreconcilable sets of conditions about problems and 
solutions,” each side makes contradictory claims, and environmental problems ensue (Hannigan 1999).  These 
opposing claims contain rhetoric that helps define their respective positions to a greater public.  To illustrate this, we 
use the preliminary findings of an ongoing qualitative study of Washington State landowners in a rapidly urbanizing 
environment, and the results of a 2002 mail survey of Washington State family forest owners attitudes regarding 
environmental regulations.  The narratives reported are from person to person interviews conducted from March 
through August in 2004, and from open-ended comments assembled from the 2002 survey. 
 
The first set of narratives represent traditional Washington forest landowners, defined previously. The rhetoric used 
by this group of interviewees demonizes both government and environmental organizations:   

 
“Is the govt. going to take AWAY what is mine? The h*!# with the greenies!” 

 
“We need less government control of private property not more. Keep the environmental (preservation) 
industry away from regulating private land.” 

 
 “My major concern is the excessive restrictions and requirements that reduce or eliminate the incentive 
to be a tree farmer. With all the rules and restrictions it is very difficult to convince my children and 
grandchildren that they should continue the operation of the tree farm.” 

 
“I’ve kind of decided that the whole environmental thing…it’s not about species, it’s not about the 
environment, it’s no different than socialism or communism.  It’s about people control.” 

 
“The last ten years of activity by the environmental “communist” has caused me to lose interest in the 
tree farm. I will be encouraging my daughter not to waste her time on such a long term view that  is 
shattered by people too clever by half.” 

 
The newer forest landowners use a decidedly different rhetoric: 
 

“Forest management needs to pay more attention to ecological values, water and 
fish and less on wood production” 

 
“The land will always be there, but the owners will change.  We own the right to do something with the 
land for a time.  But ownership doesn’t mean that we can abuse it.” 
 

“There are  fish-bearing streams on the property. I want to keep these areas untouched.  I tend to think that we 
need them [riparian regulations] and they [DNR] need to maintain them.” 
 
“We are willing to put in as much sweat equity into our woods as needed.  We want good habitat and 
aesthetic values, such as hiking trails, etc. “ 
 
“Our forest land is our home and home to many forms of wildlife … that deserve protection. I have a 
forestry plan but don't intend to harvest. We have no roads into our forest yet…We support any laws that 
preserve wildlife habitat and continued forest land use.” 

  
“Just for the record, I would rather have the environmentalists have the upper hand because nobody else 
is going to protect these forests, nobody else is going to worry about indicator species, nobody else is 
going to go out and fight for those things.” 

 
Each group seems to have constructed the realities of their forests on very different ideologies.  Similar negative 
experiences with government regulation shaped the anti-government narratives, and this was clearly illustrated in the 
claims made by this group.  The second group of narratives, though more eco-centric in scope, made claims similar 
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to those of the first group, although the shared experiences were diametrically opposed.  The first group took issue 
most strongly with government regulations, often charging the environmental community with equal blame.  The 
second group indicated support for the regulations and the environmental community, and even expressed concern 
that the regulations might not be tough enough.  Both groups identified the environmental community as being the 
driver of the regulations.  Do these differences in rhetoric put the eco-centered landowner at a disadvantage with 
regards to available assistance and education opportunities?  Are they less likely to participate because of 
preconceived notions of tradit ional timber focused programming? Resource managers hold many myths regarding 
private forest landowners that color the way agencies develop their landowner programs.  Many forestry consultants, 
both state and private, characterize forest landowners as being timber oriented, anti-environmentalists, and anti-
government (Jones et al. 1995).  Although the narratives presented in this essay suggest that there are some 
landowners who feel this way, it is clear that not all landowners have had the same negative experiences.  
 
Washington State is experiencing dramatic reductions in the amount of forestland resources available.  A major 
objective for natural resource professionals is to encourage family-forest landowners to keep their lands in forest.  
Currently, there are a variety of programs available for family-forest owners seeking information and educational 
opportunities to help them better manage their forests.  However, recent studies in Washington State indicate that 
only a certain segment of the entire landowner community is taking advantage of these programs (Baumgartner et al. 
2003).  Larger landowners with longer ownership tenures were more likely to use the available education and 
assistance programs.  This same group was also more likely to participate in the active management of their forests, 
with an understanding of the land’s multi-use poten tial (Baumgartner et al. 2003).  The differences illustrated 
through the landowner narratives may be indicative of an overall culture clash of ideologies that carries over into 
program use, and non-use.  Some extension educators expressed concern that the current programs are perceived as 
being too timber focused, and that no alternative management programs exist for small urban landowners —such as 
managing exclusively for songbirds, or recreation, or mushrooms: 

 
 “Not all people think of their forests as tree farms, but we [educators]  assume  that everyone who 
comes to [these forestry education classes] has a tree farm.” 
      - WSU Extension forester 
 

However, there are some examples of a movement towards a sharing of values by participants in forestry 
education courses, who originally held disparate viewpoints on forestry: 

 
“You’ve got two ends of the [environmental]  spectrum; green and brown.  Usually what happens in a 
forestry course is the people on the far ends of the spectrum come to the middle.”   

- DNR Stewardship forester 
 

“When someone is really interested in ecosystems, productive forests, water quality  there’s definitely 
a shift towards more active management [as opposed to away from it]”. 

- WSU Extension forester 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
In his discussion on the environmental self and a sense of place , James Cantrill (1998) suggests “that people assign 
value to the places in which they live, work and play, and that these values facilitate the emotional and symbolic 
identification they have for a particular area”.  The sense of place is a construct of the place-based theory, which 
builds its  foundation on the human tendency towards territoriality—that all organisms naturally move towards those 
things that are perceived as good or safe, and away from things assumed bad or dangerous (Hannon 1994).  This 
theory assumes that some form of territoriality is present in all human cultures, especially with respect to a 
community’s relationship with ecological, social, and cultural aspects of the environment.  Therefore, a sense of 
place and the associated values are closely linked to identity.  Social psychologis t, Terrell Northrup remarked: 
“Identity is defined as an abiding sense of the self and of the relationship of the self to the world.  It is a system of 
beliefs or a way of construing the world that makes life predictable rather than random” and that “intense conflict 
begins when individuals become threatened” (in Susskind and Field, 155).  Over time, these conflicts become 
steeped in personal beliefs and deeply held values.  Needless to say, these kinds of conflicts are extremely difficult 
to remedy.  The closer a group of divergent viewpoints can come to having a shared vision, the better the chances 
for consensus. 
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Whether the majority of new “green” landowners consider themselves a part of a larger group that includes 
traditional tree farmers, is unknown.  The preliminary data presented here suggests that forestry education may serve 
as an equalizer of sorts; providing the opportunity for forest landowners with  fundamentally different objectives and 
viewpoints on forestry the ability to develop a shared vision, as detailed by Susskind and Field (1996), or a sense of 
community agency described by Wilkinson.  This agency may translate into the emotional communion that 
Schmalenbach (1961) said is the precursor to a platform of interaction, which is community.  Regardless of the 
emotional communion that may arise from a shared experience, such as a forestry education course, the controversy 
surrounding increasing regulations in Washington State may be a fundamental “deal breaker” for the future of 
family forests.  If the majority of the new forest owners show no opposition to land-use restrictions, will the 
regulatory climate become so harsh that it will drive out other members of the community?  People with a strong 
sense of place are more likely to be involved in environmental advocacy and activism, and express strong reactions 
to environmental policies ( Hannon 1994, Cantrill 1998).  These responses are generally based on self-interests, often 
reflected in the “not in my backyard” attitude, as we saw with the traditional forest owner group.  We suggest that 
this is a characteristic shared by both of the landowner groups, and needs to be considered when designing education 
programs.  Most landowners  feel strongly connected to their forests and place high value on the privacy they 
receive from living in a rural setting (Creighton et al. 2002), although they may not always appreciate the 
significance of their forest within the larger landscape, no matter how small the parcel: 

  
“Landowners  are certainly aware of the increasing fragmentation and development, but they don’t 
buy land with the hopes of reducing the fragmentation; they own land for purely selfish reasons.” 
      -WSU Extension forester 

 
While Washington State forestry educators recognize the uniqueness of each family forest landowner, it is equally 
important to provide landowners the opportunity to appreciate their membership within this  larger forest-owning 
community.  This  may have positive impacts towards maintaining forestry resources throughout the state.     
 

“Now we may be attracting a different subset of the population that go into these [forest 
management] classes but the one thing I’ve noticed is that they come in as 25 or 30 individuals and 
they leave feeling like part of a group.”          

 - WSU Extension forester   
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