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17 Innovation in EU Forestries:
a Science—-Policy Dialogue

Filip Aggestam® and Gerhard Weiss

Abstract

This chapter analyses a cross-secloral discussion forum — a scicnce—policy dinlogue — held at the final
conference of COST Action 151, The design of the [orwn was as a moderaled fishbowl discussion
with inviled discussants and the audience. The aim was (o discuss the problem siluation and possible
strategios for policy improvements among researchers and policy practice. The discussants included pol-
icy makers and slakeholders from research paolicy, forestry, forest industry and rogional development. The
discussion forum was video recorded. This enabled e extraction and review of all major issues raised
throughoul the discussion, and (he transcription of parls of particular importance. The main questions
were directed al the success and gaps of current policies and which policy improvements are needed in
order Lo support innovalions in the sector and for rural development. These quostions were discussed for
territorial goods and services, and for the wood value chains, Resulls suggest a necd for improving tho
interface between rescarch and practice. Support for innovation should move away from project-based
supporl (v long-term cooperalion and collaboralive learning, and from a focus on research Lo the support
ol the whole innovation process and better interaction of all parts of the innovation system, Policy meas-
ures need to define characteristics and address different types of micro-, small and medinm-sized enter
prises (SMEs) such as innovative front-runners and/or traditional fiems. For the forest sector, it is also
relevant that rural development policy considers all sectors that interact in the landscape, is mulli-layerec
and stimulales connectivity and integration at and helween the apprapriate levels,

17.1 Introduction cross-secloral discussion and a science—policy
dialopgue on how better to coordinate policies
for an innovative lorest sector, concerning
territorial poods and services of forests as well

as the wood value chains.

This chapter presents a summary ol discus-
sions held al the I'inal Conference of COST
Action E51 = The role of policy in European
forest-based innovalion: bridging sectoral and
lerrilorial approaches — in Brussels, Belgium, Jimiisd

Tl

on 1 June 2010. The objectives of the confer-
ence were lo present resulls [rom the Action
E51, and derive conclusions and  policy
recommendations for integrated innovation
support in forestry and the forest-based sec-
lor." The conference also aimed al initiating a

" Corresponding author.
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A forum for a science—policy
dialogue

As the conlerence had the ambition (o
not only present the research results but
also Lo stimulate a lively exchange between

©CAB International 2011. Innovation in Forestry:
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research and practice, it gave ample room
for inputs from policy makers and stake-
holders. In the first session on the problem
situation and knowledge demands, keynote
speakers presented the perspectives [rom
research policy, integraled rural develop-
ment and the forest industry. Then the main
results from the COST Action were pre-
sented related to the field of territorial goods
and services and lo the wood value chains.
This concluded with a classical plenary
discussion.

The afternoon was then dedicated to the
moderated science—policy dialogue. The
design of the forum was a fishbowl discus-
sion with invited discussants and the audi-
ence. Discussants and the audience [rom
policy practice and research were allowed to
take a seat in the discussion circle at any
point. The invited discussants included pol-
icy makers and stakeholders from different
sectors. Policy makers in the conference rep-
resented the European Commission (DG RTD,
DG ENT and DG AGRI) and the Austrian
MinistryofAgriculture, Forestry, Environment
and Water Management. Stakeholder organi-
zalions included the Foresl-Based Seclor
TechnologyPlatform (FTP), Forest Association
of Portugal, Confederation of European Forest
Ownmers (CEPF), Union of Foresters of
Southern Europe (USSE) and European
Network Rural Development (ENRD).

The discussion forum was divided into
two successive rounds of 1h each, dedicated
to the two major themes of the Action: wood
value chains and lerritorial goods and serv-
ices. The first round asked what policies are
required for an integrated wood value chain
management. The second round focused on
integrated rural development. Both rounds
concerned policies aimed at supporting
innovation in the many [iclds related to for-
estry and the forest sector. It was of inlerest
to explore practical experiences and discuss
gaps in current policy measures; how cur-
rent policy instruments could be improved;
and at what level (e.g. EU or national level)
and/or who (public—private) should become
active for a better support of innovation in
these seclors. The cross-sectoral discussion
forum is available to view online (http://
www.boku.ac.at/coste51).

17.1.2 Aim and method of this chapter

The aim of this chapter is to analyse views
presented by the participants of the discus-
sion forum at the Final Conference of COST
Action E51; the invited discussants are
given at the end of the chapter.

Since the discussion forum was video
recorded, it was possible to: (i) extract and
review all the major points brought up dur-
ing the discussion; and (ii) transcribe parts
of particular importance. The qualitative
method aimed to distil the most important
issues that are related to the topic of innova-
tion in the forest sector and rural develop-
ment, and to compare the views of the
represented groups.

Theresults are presented under a number
of headings that appeared to be cenlral to the
participants in regard to innovation support
in the sector.

17.2 Resulis

17.2.1 Policies: how effective are they
for SMEs?

The COST Action E51 cross-sectoral discus-
sion forum opened up with a discourse
related to policy measures affecting innova-
tion among micro-, small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) in the forest scctor.
Below follows a brief summary of some fac-
tors that were considered to be restricting
the impact of innovation policy.

The first problem that was raised con-
cerned the understanding of what types of
SMEs should be targeted by the policy meas-
ures. Current policies apply a definition of
SMEs thal is too general. In the discussion,
an important distinction was made between
traditional SMEs and innovative front-
runners, the argument being that while
policy measures often cater to innovative
front-runners, having an impact on (or gain-
ing access to) traditional SMEs can be much
more difficult. Policy measures for innovation
in the forest sector thus need to address and
define characleristics inherent in the type of
SME that they aim to influence or support.
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The effectiveness of policy measures
that are aimed al stimulating innovation
often suffers from having only a short-term
impact. There was a general consensus that,
while direct engagement of SMEs in research
is (and can be) successtul, the impact of
measures is most often not long-term and
only effective while funds are available.
One obstacle is that innovation supporl
measures are often project based and do not
focus so much on the innovalion process
itsell. Innovation policy may accordingly
gain more by orienling its support to the
whole innovation process rather than just to
research. In addition o engaging SMLs
through projects, innovation policy instru-
menls should go beyond short-lerm collabo-
ration with a view to establishing a
systematic and conlinuous collaboration.

A factor that restricts the impact of
innovation policy is linked to access to
SMEs (e.g. at a local and/or regional level).
[t was stated that it may be more resource-
effective to simply focus on SMEs (hat
themsclves would be interested in enhanc-
ing their innovalive performance, such as
front-runners. Allernatively, policy meas-
ures need to involve existing or creating
new intermediary agents that have the
capacity to connect exlernal organizations
with local and/or regional SMIs. One exam-
ple was the Forest Technology Platforms
(FTP)? Innovation Task Force direct engage-
ment of wood clusters, meaning that they
proaclively engaged and involved forest
enterprises at a local and regional level
through cluster organizations. This is par-
ticularly important for SMEs that would
otherwise not have the capacities lo engage
in innovative activities by themselves (e.g.
traditional SMEs in the lorest seclor).

In summary, the key issues raised con-
cern the necessily to deline the type of
SME and instruments a policy measure
should utilize. Linked to this need, policy
measures should ensure that the effects
are not only episodic but rather continu-
ous and long term. This could be accom-
plished by providing more process support
rather than having project-based innova-
tion support. Depending on the aim of the
measure, SMEs neced to be engaged and

integrated at a local and regional level,
Etfectively, regional and national adminis-
trations need to adopt innovation practices
that aim to get as close as possible to the
SMEs’ base (e.g. local level) to gain access
and have an impact. In this process, inter-
mediary organizations play an important
role in facilitaling communication and
cooperalion among the various actors in
the innovation systems,

17.2.2 Context specific: are there
regional differences?

‘There is not one solution or one shot for all.
That is very important! It needs to be cus-
tomized Lo the groups or even for the regions
or local arcas where the SMEs are located
and operating,” This stalement from the dis-
cussion highlights the importance of tailor-
ing innovation policy Lo the context in which
it will be applied. Ditferent types of owner-
ship structures, fragmentation and varying
interests in the forest define needs (e.g. the
need for knowledge and/or access to a wood
market], which in turn influence the degree
of participation in the wood market, Policy
measures and instruments should reflect
these different local and regional contexts
and problems across Burope,

It was further emphasized that SMEs
do not necessarily need to engage in more
research, but rather need more local and/or
regional cooperation. The point high-
lighted was that policy measures need to
focus more on the regions, not only at the
EU and nalional level (both in terms of
innovation support and cooperation).
Coupled to this call for integrating SMEs at
all levels, the need to extract learning from
other regions was also stressed. While it
was repeatedly noled that it is context-
specific factors that determine the type of
policy measures that should be applied,
these factors cannot be defined without the
exchange of ideas and ‘good practices’
across Burope. There is the need for a
framework in which we can define these
conlext-specilic factors and that fosters
a collaborative learning approach.
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17.2.3 Research—practice relations

Research versus practice

There is a gap in terms of the questions
asked (or priorities) and the flow of dynam-
ics in practice versus rescarch. The differing
interests and modes of operation were
brought up as a major barrier to innovation
and cooperation. For instance, SMEs most
often do not see the relevance of questions
pursued in research (‘ivory tower of
research’), or the long timescale and limited
reward for public research projects make
them lose interest. In contrast to large enter-
prises thal have more resources (¢.g. central
research and development labs), these prob-
lems are particularly linked to SMEs in
which innovation and research are usually
less structured and ad hoc. The ‘reality’ that
confronts SMEs in terms of priorities (e.q.
growth) and available resources (e.g. time
and [linances] is simply too different from
that of larger enterprises and the research
communily.

At the EU level, it was additionally
noted that the administrative burden asso-
ciated with participaling in public projects
prevents SMEs from participating. The
procedures and practices used in many
tenders still have the effect of disadvantag-
ing SMEs over larger enterprises. As argued
by one discussant, ‘reducing the red tape’
and simplifying the procedures could
speed up participation by industry and
SMEs in particular. Stimulating SME-
friendly practices should be a priority and,
as stated previously, one way of achieving
this may be through policy measures that
provide more process support through
national and regional administrative bod-
ies. It was also noted that intermediary
agencies (e.g. clusters) may provide a
wider, more varied and holistic approach
to supporling the innovation process. In
policy terms, intermediaries may improve
connectivity within a system (e.g. connect-
ing actors and sectors) as well as create
new possibilities and dynamics within a
system. This may contribute to establish-
ing more long-term collaboration between
SMEs and research organizations.

Perhaps most importantly, the access to
knowledge was vocalized by several discus-
sants as a barrier to innovation. At one level,
this relates to the translation of research
results inlo a common and easily under-
stood language: the ‘message needs to be
simple, clear and focused’. At the other level,
it relates to the facilitation of knowledge. It is
not enough only to produce research results,
and not cnough to provide access — research
findings also need to be brought to the mar-
ket. Knowledge needs to be wrapped in an
attractive package, as stated, ‘we need to
make our results sexy’. SMEs (or the wider
audience outside a given project consor-
tium) need o bereached. It was, for instance,
suggested that participatory learning proc-
esses could be utilized to disseminate
knowledge and to generate an inlerest in
collaborative research projects.

Communication and interaction

Failure to communicate and inleract across
the wood value chain can cause a range of
problems. This was related to mistrust and
missing confidence in the value chain.
There is, in some cases, simply no trust
between producers and industry, particu-
larly the confidence between fragmented
forest owners and induslry was considered
important. Mistrust similarly conslitutes an
obstacle for collaboration between research
and practice. It is plausible that inslitutions
(or intermediary agencies) could address
this failure in communication, both between
participants of the value chains and between
industry and research. This could, for
instance, be achieved by inviting local
organizations to engage SMLs (also cross-
sectoral), lo allow producers and industry
to ‘get to know each other’. This may not
only result in improved communication
and inferaction, but if successful, the
increased utilization of local resources.
Linked to the difficulties surrounding
communication and interaction, it was
argued that the forest sector often represents
a closed and traditional sector. Tt is a sector
that is not prone to innovation and is not
likely to engage in cross-sectoral coopera-
tion, but to foster an innovative sector it is
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essenlial that it rcaches out and interacts
with other disciplines and scctors at all
levels (EU, regional, national and local).
The forest sector should look across ils
boundaries to account for the full value
chain (e.g. [rom forests lo recreation lo pub-
lic health policy), as well as to evaluate and
compare the impact of other policy fields
across FEurope (e.g. national differences in
energy policy). The role of research in this
should be to collect and review relevant
cases and to disseminate any lindings 1o
lorest owners. urthermore, as slated by one
discussant, to ‘see il [the foresl owners)
have any ideas, or to compare their business
with businesses in other regions’, stressing
the need for research to proactively pursuc
participatory and collaborative learning
and exchange with practice. This need (o
communicate and engage other sectors was
also linked to the forest sectors’ lobbying
aclivities. Arguments were made that the
forest sector needs to make its lobbying
more appealing.

17.2.4 What policies are necessary for
an innovative forest sector?

The discussanls were asked what they
consider necessary for an innovative forest
sector. Three topics were raised: the first was
linancing, the second concerned public valu-
ation and the third rclated to the establish-
ment of a framework for a landscape policy.
Regarding monetary policy, besides the
general lack of funds available to support
innovation in the forest sector, the issue was
how funds could be allocated more effec-
tively. It was previously mentioned that
policy measures should focus more on pro-
viding process support. Al the institutional
level, this means that support measures for
innovation need to move away from the
project level and aim to provide more long-
term support. This does not mean that tradi-
tional subsidics should be abandoned bul
that additional institutional support meas-
ures for small owners and companies be
added 10 the repertoire of tools. One exam-
ple that was brought up was the Leader

initiative,” designed to help rural actors
consider the long-term polential of their
region. Il represents an institutional struc-
ture that provides a platform for participa-
tion and exchange among rural actors and
that could also facilitate access and transla-
lion of new research lindings. Accordingly,
it is not sullicient only to provide more
funding, policy needs to look beyond the
provision of subsidies and episodic project
support. As staled, ‘to stimulate the almos-
phere for innovation, and also mobilize the
emolional part and conviction of innovative
leaders [...] vou need to stimulate thal
they become passionate about something.
Otherwise it will not work.” This could, for
example, be achieved through outreach and
training programmes aimed at providing
new lools, techniques and methods that
boosl local capacities and confidence and
that reflect the needs of the innovation
challenges in the piven context,

Indirectly linked to the financial viabil-
ily of the forest sector is the need o make
society value ecosystem functions and ter-
ritorial services, and o lind measures and
mechanisms that would enable this valua-
tion. It was noted that public valuations
mostly envelop services (e.g. biodiversity)
and not goods (e.g. lirewood), regardless of
whether people are from an urban or rural
arca. This is combined with an unwilling-
ness to pay for services (considered a public
good) and associated with the public having
a limited perspective on how the forest
functions. As oxpressed, ‘Society is not
ready lo value territorial services. We talk a
lot about them, but society is used to public
goods and is not willing to do more than
provide subsidies.” There is cssentially a
conflict belween what the public value and
what they are willing to pay for. This calls
for a clear policy framework and govern-
menl initiative to assist in the application of
monelary value to ecosyslem [unctions and
terrilorial services.

The need for a policy framework con-
cerned with public valuation was discussed
in terms of the range of sectors that have
an interest in, and an cffect on, Luropean
forosts. Tt was argued that several sectors
in ellect meet in the landscape (e.g. rural
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development,  agriculture, forestry  and
energy), which in turn causes conflicts over
the limited resources available in he land-
scape (one example being the conflict between
the bio-energy sector and the wood industry
over the use of forest resources). This suggests
the need for a ‘landscape policy’ that can be
utilized as an instrument to streamline other
sectors (Fig. 17.1). Developing a policy frame-
work for the landscape could furthermore be
useful in the process of making the public
value territorial services.

Communication and interaction

The process of streamlining policies (hat
compete in the landscape is inherenlly
linked to communication and interaction
between individual actors, industries and/
or sectors. It was argued that cooperation is
key within this context, especially when
considering innovation in the rural environ-
ment, parlicularly as il is often the local and
human polential that often drive innovation
in the forest scctor. It was suggested that
this should be addressed via rural develop-
ment policy and small-scale efforts target-
ing the human potential present at the local
and regional level.

The need to molivate cooperation is also
reflected in the need for networking to enable
public policy. However, it was stressed that
networking is not sufficient if it only occurs

Landscape policy

Forestry

Fig. 17.1. Defining a landscape policy.

in a lop-down fashion but requires a signifi-
cant boltom-up element to be successtul.

Enabling creativity — enabling innovation

Despite efforts characterized by public pol-
icy, innovation in the forest seclor often
occurs sporadically and in instances where
we find a local concentration of innately
creative and engaged people that in lurn
stimulate and feed into rural development.
This questions the importance ol an institu-
tional framework that encourages innova-
tive activities. While initiatives such as
Leader were highlighted as important in
this context, the discussants stressed that
the forest sector needs to involve itself more.
Involvement in this case is defined as the
creation ol an enabling environment that
stimulates bottom-up efforts.

Enabling conditions were not specified
further as they were presumed to be context
specific and, more imporlantly, there is a
need for more research to deline what con-
stitutes enabling conditions. They do none
the less relate to conditions that help Lo ena-
ble people. both inside and outside the for-
est sector, lo be creative and take initiative.
Further, policy measures need to make
sense (e.g. accounting for regional specific
conditions), be ‘user friendly” and aim to
integrate other seclors,

Rural development

Central to policies for an innovative [orest
sector is rural development, but despile its
importance, il was consistently argued that
we do not have a truly rural policy vet,
principally as rural development is still
very agro-centric. The forest sector is, as
stated by one parlicipant, ‘lost in the mid-
dle ol agricultural policy’. It was empha-
sized thal we need to move beyond this
point to embrace forestry in rural develop-
ment. [L was even argued that we need Lo
‘embrace the whole rural economy and the
value chains therein’. Rural development
policy should in essence help to create jobs
in the landscape and generale income by
taking the local context and profitability
into account.
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Aside from the need to incorporate
more foresi-related issues in rural develop-
ment, it was indicated that multiple goals
and services should be a central element
when considering the rural economy. There
is currently an absence of conditions that
would allow alternative sources of revenue
to come through. It is in this case not a
matter of expanding subsidies, bul it is
important lo recognize that other goods and
services can generate an income.

Connected to the debate on multiple
goals and services, it was furlther discussed
whether there is room for legitimizing the
payment of environmental services within
the conlext of the EU Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP). Given the ongoing discourse as
regards the revision of the CAP, it was areued
there might be some room to incorporate
multiple gnals and services. One stated: ‘it
seems o me much easier to legitimate pay-
ments for environmental services than it is to
legitimale single farm payments under Pillar 1.
Within the scope of this discussion, however,
it was slressed that the forest sector, as a
whole, needs to be more vocal and raise these
issues at the EU level to have an impact.

17.2.5 Who should become active?

When asked to define who should become
active, the first issues thal were brought up
concern the fact that public policy is not
enough to create an innovalive forest sector;
rather, identifying the motivation that drives
innovation is key. This brings us back to the
previous issue of generating enabling condi-
lions (at the local and/or regional level). At
one level, it is thus relevant that the research
community takes an active role and focuses
more attention on characterizing and
defining these enabling conditions in more
detail and to facilitate the access lo this
knowledge.

At the level of the slate, to enable the
development of a system for the payment of
environmental goods and services requires
initiative by Member Slates or the EU to
develop a clear policy framework. Tt is, for
instance, relatively easy lo charge for goods

(e.g. picking mushrooms), but there are few
cases of payments made for services (e.g.
biodiversity). This needs to be coupled with
initiatives by the state as well as the market
to develop [rameworks (e.g. commercial
nelworks) that enable forest owners to
access these future markets.

On the whole, il is consequently not
enough to only have a top-down approach,
and neither is it sufficient to only have a
bottom-up approach; both are in fact needed.
From the top down, there is the need for lead-
ership and policies that enable an innovation
friendly environment, creale markets and
provide services. However, this would be for
naught if there were no innovative people
that would take up these opportunitics and
push new ideas forward from the bottom up.

17.3 Conclusion

17.3.1 Defining a landscape approach

and system integration

The call for a ‘landscape policy’ can essen-
tially be equaled Lo the need for a balanced
and authentic approach to integrated rural
development. However, this cannot be accom-
plished unless:

° we develop a policy framework that
truly envelops the complete landscape
as well as streamline and integrate all
the sectors therein;

e we confront the current view on the role
of the forest — this relates to the multi-
ple goals and services that should be
parl of the rural economy (e.g. environ-
mental services should be incorporated
more strongly into the Common
Agricultural Policy);

* we enforce a more level playing field
between the sectors that inleract in the
landscape — this requires that we move
away from the currently agro-centric
focus in rural development policy; and

e all the actors and sectors that compose
the rural economy need to communicate,
network and cooperale more actively at
all levels, from the local, regional,
national and EU level (Fig. 17.2).
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Rural economy

Fig. 17.2. A‘landscape approach’ to integrated
rural development policy.

Connectivity in Fig. 17.2 envelops such
factors as cooperation, networking and the
flow of knowledge between actors within
the various sectors. Figure 17.2 aims to
illustrate that rural development policy
needs to consider the complete landscape
and all relevant sectors (there are certainly
more than the three given as an illustra-
tion), be multi-layered, and slimulate con-
nectivity and integration al (and/or
between) the appropriate levels. In broad
terms, this may help to encourage more
involvemenl, build confidence and improve
research, education and training.

17.3.2 Research-practice

When considering policies and instru-
ments for innovation in the forest sector, it
becomes clear that there is a need to
improve the interface belween research
and practice. The setting of priorities and
establishment of collaborative efforts
should be more strategic and tactical in
terms of catering lo the needs of practice.
It was argued that increased communica-
tion, cooperation and networking is vital
in this conlexl, particularly when consid-
ering innovalion in the rural environment.

This is coupled with a need Lo reach a
wider audience with recent scientific find-
ings (e.g. outside the immediate project
consortium). It was suggested thal this
could be accomplished through instru-
ments, such as participatory learning
processes that facililale access 1o know-
ledge. There was also a consistent demand
for better project management practices
(e.g. at the EU level) for projects to reduce
the administrative burden for SMEs.
Stimulating SME-Iriendly practlices should
be a priority.

17.3.3 Policy measures

Inherent 1o the need for considering the
complete landscape, policy measures need
to be layered and tailored to target specific
types of forest owners or businesses. Thus,
policy measures need to address and define
characteristics for the type of landowners
and SMLUs that they aim to influence.
Support for innovation should further move
away from project-based support lo the sup-
port of the whole innovation process with
an emphasis on long-term cooperation. This
would also require that issues related to
mistrusi (e.g. belween managers and owners)
are addressed.

In addition, there is the need to develop
a ‘cosl-benefit’ framework that can help
policy makers decide when and where it is
worthwhile to invest in measures such as
cooperalion or wood mobilizalion. This
relates to, [or instance, the motivation
underlying forest ownership (e.g. non-profit
oriented forest owners) and the potential
impact associaled with different policy
measures for the context in which they
would be applied.

Finally, it was repeatedly argued that
what is currently lacking in innovation
practice are policies that create enabling
structures Lhat allow people to pursuc inno-
vative ideas (allowing for a bottom-up
approach) and that truly stimulate creativ-
ity. In this context, it was also slressed
that the forest sector should not be afraid of
pursuing bold new ideas.
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