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Abstract:  

MOTIVE investigates and develops AFM-strategies for climate change and land-use change 

under variability and uncertainty based on simulation and optimization techniques 

complemented by a bottom-up approach in which the social part of the system is addressed. 

This report presents a survey addressed to forest owners sampled in Portugal, Germany, and 

Sweden. Preliminary results indicate substantial differences in attitudes between the areas. 

This calls for different solutions in different areas. 
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1. Introduction 
 

The dynamics and behaviour of a social-ecological system is uncertain and difficult to predict. 

These are the challenging circumstances under which management decision are always made. 

When faced with changing conditions the challenge of good decision-making gets even 

bigger. MOTIVE investigates and develops Adaptive Forest Management (AFM)-strategies 

that address climate change and land-use change while recognizing variability and 

uncertainty.  

 

Not only is the changing climate affecting the environmental conditions for forestry in the 

form of changing temperature, precipitation, storms, etc., it is also affecting forestry in the 

form of new expectations from the surrounding society. In connection with climate change we 

often distinguish between mitigation and adaptation. Apart from the obvious need to adapt to 

the changing climate, forestry also faces new expectations from the society in the form of 

contributions to the mitigation of climate change. To meet these expectations and make use of 

the new opportunities they present for the forest owners, some adaptation of the forest 

management will be necessary. This means that not just the changing climate, but also the 

expectations on forestry to play a role in the mitigation process, calls for adaptations. To a 

large extent this means increased opportunities for forest owners, but also challenges. The 

challenges are partly made up by conflicting demands. Both the society and the forest owners 

already want the forest to deliver a whole range of different kinds of goods and services. 

Climate change mitigation is one more thing on an already long list of often conflicting 

services and entities we want from the forest. The big challenge is thus twofold: Climate 

change mitigation has to be added to the list of conflicting demands on the forest, and the 

different demands have to be fulfilled in a changing climate. 

 

Since we do not have any previous experience of the impacts of the changes that we are 

facing, relying on past experience alone does not provide enough support to decision- and 

policymaking. To this end, simulation and optimization techniques are being used to develop 

AFM-strategies in MOTIVE. In this “top-down” (Figure 1.1) approach several scenarios of 

world development determine different greenhouse gas emissions that serve as input to a 

chain of models that in turn are used to provide adaptive management solutions to meet the 

predefined goals for different types of stakeholders.  In the most recent IPCC report (IPCC, 

2007) the human capital is recognized as an important component of the capacity to adapt to 

climate change (e.g. Grothman & Patt, 2005; O’Brien & Wolf, 2010). As shown by Blennow 

& Persson (2009), the beliefs and desires held by decision makers are indeed crucial 

components of the capacity to adapt. Thus, the decision-makers are expected to strongly 

influence the success of the implementation of the AFM-strategies developed in MOTIVE. 
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Therefore, to be relevant the AFM-strategies provided by MOTIVE need to be compatible 

with the beliefs and desires held by the decision-makers. Furthermore, the concept of adaptive 

management implies that learning is taking place continuously (Holling, 1978).  In MOTIVE, 

the “top-down” approach is complemented with a “bottom up” approach (Dessai & Hulme, 

2003) (Figure 1.1). In this bottom-up approach the adaptive capacity of the social part of the 

system is addressed. Compared to Figure 1, MOTIVE directly investigates the beliefs and 

desires held by the decision makers in European forestry and their sources of learning, rather 

than relying on indicators of adaptive capacity only. 

 

 
Figure 1.1. Top-down and bottom-up approaches to inform decision-making and policy formation. (From Dessai 

& Hulme, 2003.) 

 

This is the second official report of work package 5 “Evaluating and selecting good adaptive 

forest management strategies” lead by UCPH. It is a direct result of task 5.4: “A report on 

stakeholder approaches to and views on ways and options for handling uncertainty and 

change”, lead by SLU and carried out in collaboration with FVA and ISA. The task includes 

assessment of stakeholder attitudes to climate change, risks associated with climate change, 

and also to forest values and different ways of taking measure to adapt forestry to climate 

change. Furthermore, different ways of learning about climate change and options for 

adaptation is also investigated. In WP5.4 the investigation is especially aimed at individual 

private forest owners who make up a large and important stakeholder group. In the European 

Union we have 16 million mostly small-scale, private forest owners, owning 60% of the forest 
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acreage.1 Information on the attitude among forest owners in three different European 

countries along a south-north gradient – Portugal, Germany and Sweden – has been collected 

in a mail survey. The questionnaire included questions related to climate change, and of what 

the forest owners are prepared to do in order to adapt to the changes, including the societal 

demands for climate change mitigation. In this report we give some examples of results to 

supply an indication of what considerations affect the attitudes of the forest owners to 

different kinds of adaptation. 

 

 

2. Materials and Methods 

 

2.1. Case study areas  

 

Questionnaires were sent to forest owners in Portugal, Germany, and Sweden. The case study 

areas are chosen to represent a south-north gradient through Europe, and also to represent 

forest owners who work under different forest policies. Questionnaires were sent to one area 

in Portugal (Chamusca) and one area in Germany (Black forest), whereas in Sweden 

questionnaires were sent to forest owners in three different areas across the country to cover 

also a latitudinal gradient within Sweden. In this report we compare responses from one area 

in Sweden (Kronoberg) with responses from forest owners in Germany and Portugal. These 

three areas have all experienced  recent climate related disasters (fire in the case of 

Chamusca,and storms in the case of Black forest and Kronoberg). 

 

                                                 
1 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/fore/characteristics/index_en.htm 
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Figure 2.1. The three study areas are situated along a south-north gradient: Chamusca (Portugal), Black forest 

(Germany), Kronoberg (Sweden). 
 

 

2.1.1. Portugal, Chamusca forest  

 

Chamusca County is a rural region located in the center of Portugal. It covers a total of 74,599 

ha. Its edafo-hydrological characteristics distinguish two main regions: Campo and Charneca. 

Agriculture prevails in Campo, while agro-forestry and forestry are predominant in Charneca.  

Forest and Shrubs together represent almost 80% of Chamusca area, according to 2007 land 

use. Forests occupy 51% of the area. The main species are cork oak, eucalyptus, maritime 

pine and stone pine. These species appear in pure and mixed stands, with the larger area 

corresponding to stands of cork oak followed by eucalyptus, having both an important area of 

new plantations.  

One of the biggest industries in the area is the pulp and paper industry with self-owned and 

rented forest areas.  

The Chamusca County has very heterogeneous land-uses (Figure 2.1). Due to the land use, 

low population density and extreme weather conditions during the summer months (with high 

temperatures and very low precipitation levels) forest fires are common in Charneca. The 
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large encroachment of fires experienced in Portugal in 2003 consumed more than 20 103 ha of 

the county, thus affecting the majority of the landowners, in some cases with integral fire 

losses. 

 

 
Figure 2.2. Chamusca county land-use distribution. 

 

The forestland properties are spread among several landowners. This county is characterised 

by the heterogeneity and dispersion of the 2,263 landowners. Only 40 landowners hold 72% 

of the county in large scale properties (>500 ha), contrary to the majority of the landowners 

whose properties have less than 1 ha (Table 2.1). 
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Table 2.1. Landowner distribution by size of holding in Chamusca county. 
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The Chamusca forestland management decisions are complex to map, and emerge from a 

stakeholder’s interactions and interdependencies network. The main decisions are undertaken 

by forestland owners acting individually, grouped into Forest Owners Associations. 

ACHAR – “Associação dos Agricultores de Charneca” started in 1989 and is the main forest 

owner association. The association is responsible for the management of several areas for 

forest intervention (ZIF), with more than 50% of joint forest owners (Table 2.2). 

 
Table 2.2  Fraction of joint forest owners in Charneca. 
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2.1.2. Germany, Black forest 

 

This Black Forest (Schwarzwald) case study includes the urban district of Baden-Baden and 

the rural district of Rastatt. Out of a total area of 83,000 ha, 46,852 ha consists of forest land.  

Spruce (17,155 ha) and Beech (6,833 ha) are the predominant species, followed by silver fir, 

pine, Douglas fir, oak and other broadleaves. At higher altitudes, forest conversion towards 

beech is continuing but mid-size spruce is economically more valuable when harvested. Fig. 

2.2 gives an overview of the land use categories in the area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 
Fig. 2.2.  Land use categories in the case study area Rastatt/Baden-Baden 
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Ownership of the case study forests is divided between the communities (60%), State (24%) 

and private owners (16%). The county (rural district) of Rastatt includes one State Forest 

Enterprise (9,900ha) and around 30 community forests with overall 21,600ha.  

 

Private forests in the county of Rastatt cover an area of 6,700 ha, of which 5,450 ha are 

managed as a cooperative forest called “Murgschifferschaft”. This old German cooperative 

accrued from a forest owner cooperative dating back to the 15th century. The former central 

activity of the cooperative was the timber trade using the river “Murg”, an affluent of the 

Rhine, as the major means of transport (“Schifferschaft” can be translated as “shipping 

company”). Today, the Murgschifferschaft is run as a cooperative with 100,000 shares 

(“Forstrechte” – forest rights), from which 55% are owned by the State of Baden-

Wuerttemberg. The goal of the cooperative is to achieve the maximum sustainable yield of 

valuable timber and benefit. The financial surplus of the cooperative is distributed among the 

shareholders on a yearly basis.  

 

As the number of private forest owners in the case study area is rather limited, we extended 

the area for the survey to the whole Black Forest and neighboring counties. Table 2.3 shows a 

list of the counties in Baden-Wuerttemberg for which we got addresses from the address-

database of the “Forstkammer Baden-Württemberg”, the association of the non-state forest 

owners in Baden-Württemberg.  

 

Table 2.3. Counties in Baden-Wuerttemberg with forest areas in the Black Forest - part of the survey within 

MOTIVE.  
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2.1.3 Sweden, the county of Kronoberg  

 

Kronoberg County in southern Sweden is situated at the transition zone between the boreal 

forest zone of northern Europe and the mid-Europe deciduous forest zone (Figure 2.3).  Out of 

a total of 845,000 ha, 645,000 ha is productive forest land (SFA, 2009). Most of the forest 

consists of Norway spruce and Scots pine but also birch and other deciduous species are 

present. The forest is among the most productive in Sweden with an average site quality of 

8.8 m3/ha and year. The forest terrain is rich in heritage and nature values, many of which are 

dependent on the land-use and management activities. The deciduous forest is productive, 

holds high nature values and is important for recreation for its owners as well as for the 

general public. The forest is mainly owned by private individuals but the Right of Public 

Access allows public access to the land, regardless of ownership.2 Kronoberg County was the 

county in which the most extensive wind damage occurred in a major wind damage event on 

8 January, 2005, when damage occurred on 14.1% of its forest acreage (SFA 2006). 

 

 
Figure 2.3. Kronoberg County in southern Sweden. 

 

Between the 1950s and early 1990s the main objective of the Swedish forestry policy was 

production of timber and wood in a silviculture system of even-aged forest stands with clear-

felling as the primary means of harvesting (Ekelund & Hamilton 2001). Through the 1993 

revision of the Forestry Act, the objective of maintaining biodiversity took equal priority with 

production objectives. Other public interests are also taken into account in the management of 

the forest. In the revision, regulations requiring private forest owners to deliver high quantities 

of timber and wood at low costs to the forest industry were relaxed (Stjernquist 2001). To a 

larger extent than before the revision, owners are able to influence the management of their 

                                                 
2 The Right to Public Access is constituted in Chapter 2. § 18 Constitution Act. The details are partly constituted 
in different laws, primarily the environmental code, and partly a matter of common law. 
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forests. The clear-felling silviculture system is applied on almost all productive forest land. 

However, according to current regulations planting or measures for natural regeneration must 

have been completed by the end of the third year after felling or when agricultural land falls 

into disuse (SFS 1979:429). Regeneration felling must not be carried out until the forest has 

reached a certain age. Forest certification systems have been developed to promote 

responsible use of forests. Owners wishing to follow the rules may certify their forestry on a 

voluntary basis. In Sweden a vast majority of the productive forest land is certified 

(www.pefc.se; www.fsc-sverige.org). 

 

The Right of Public Access is part of the Swedish constitution and allows the general public 

to roam the land and to pick wild berries, mushrooms and flowers (not protected by the 

species protection law), regardless of land ownership (Bengtsson 2004). Approximately 50% 

of the 22.7 million ha of Swedish forest is owned by private individuals (SFA 2009). Swedish 

individual private forest owners on average get approximately 12 % of the household income 

from their forestry (Mattsson et al. 2003), which indicates that they also have other 

motivations for owning a forest than merely the financial return. In Kronoberg County 79% of 

the productive forest land is owned by 13 696 private individuals (SFA 2009) (Figure 2.4), of 

whom 37 % are females and 63% are males. Altogether, they own 11 643 management units. 

Sixty-four percent of these are locally owned, 29 % are owned by non-residents and 8 % 

partly by non-residents (SFA 2009).  With few exceptions, the size of each land holding range 

from a few ha to a thousand ha.  

 
Figure 2.4. Fraction of Kronoberg county forest land owned by different owner categories in 2008 (SFA, 2009). 

 

 

The forest provides a wide range of services to its owners as well as to the general public. The 

harvested forest provides raw material for the forestry industry and is used for timber, 
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pulpwood and forest bio-fuel. The forest landscapes of Kronoberg County are important for 

recreation and activities such as berry and mushroom picking (Sandell & Sörlin 2008). 

Hunting rights belong to the land-owner, and can be leased out. The forest grower culture has 

been characterized by Törnqvist (1995) as a rural type of self-employer lifestyle. At the heart 

of the lifestyle lies a high priority for independence. According to Hugosson & Ingmarsson 

(2004) the services from the forest to land-owners may be classified into production of game, 

berries, mushrooms and forest grazing, nature-, culture-, water- and soil conservation, 

emotional ties, upholding of forestry tradition, challenge of silviculture, aesthetics, financial 

return and liquidity, and tax planning.  

 

 

2.2. Methods  

 

A questionnaire with 76 questions (some of the questions are further divided into sub-

questions) was compiled. The questions were originally written in English, and then translated 

into German, Portuguese and Swedish. We wanted the questions to be in the native language 

of the respondent for two reasons. One reason was that we wanted to avoid a situation where 

some of the respondents did not answer because of the language barrier. This would have 

brought down the total number of respondents, and it would also have a selection effect in that 

it would have favored respondents with better language skills, which in turn might imply a 

bias in favor of respondents with higher education. The result would thus not be 

representative for the whole population we wanted to reach. The other reason why we wanted 

the questions to be in the native language of the respondents was that we saw it as important 

that all respondents as far as possible understood the questions in the same way. We believe 

that we can increase the probability for that if the translations are performed by a small group 

of people who were also involved in formulating the questions and the aims of the 

investigation, rather than if each respondent makes his/her own translation of the questions. 

An English version of the questionnaire is added to this report (Appendix 1). 

 

The Portuguese version of the questionnaire was sent out in April 2010 to a total of 253 forest 

owners in the Chamusca region. The respondents were found through “Associação dos 

Agricultores de Charneca” (ACHAR), which is the main forest owner association in this area. 

As a reminder to respond to the questionnaire, the forest owners were contacted personally by 

mid-May. The response rate was 27 percent. 

 

The German version of the questionnaire was sent out on 22nd of February 2010 to a total of 

652 forest owners in the Black forest region. The respondents were found through the 

Forstkammer Baden-Württemberg, an association of non-state forest owners. Two reminders 

were sent to all recipients of the questionnaire on 3rd of March and 24th of March 2010. The 

response rate was 65 percent. 
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The Swedish version of the questionnaire was sent on 1 March 2010 to a total of 3,353 

owners of small forest holdings in three study areas in Sweden. The respondents were 

sampled among forest owners acting as contact persons towards Swedish authorities for their 

holding in the Swedish forest data register. Each holding is of a size that corresponded to a 

taxation value of at least 20,000 EUR in 2008. 1,000 forest owners were randomly sampled 

by the Swedish Forest Agency in each of the three Swedish study areas: The northern counties 

of Västerbottens län and Västernorrlands län (in the boreal bio-climatic zone), the southern 

counties of Kronobergs län, Jönköpings län, and Kalmar län (currently mainly in the hemi 

boreal bio-climatic zone), and the southernmost study area including the counties of Hallands 

län, Blekinge län, and Skåne (mainly in the nemoral bio-climatic zone). An additional sample 

was made of 353 individuals among forest owners in the county of Kronobergs län. In the 

northern Swedish study area, the threshold minimum taxation value of 20,000 EUR 

corresponded to approximately 20 ha of productive forest land, and in the two southern study 

areas this taxation value corresponded to approximately 5 ha of productive forest land, based 

on data from the Swedish Forest Agency (SFA, 2009). In the investigation reported here, a 

subset of 683 respondents from the county Kronobergs län in the southern study area was 

used. Two reminders were sent out. The first reminder was sent out 10 Mars, the second 

reminder was sent out 23 Mars. The response rate from the Swedish forest owners was 53 

percent. 

 

For the analysis presented in this report, we chose to use a subset of the Swedish respondents 

made up of forest owners in Kronobergs län who are also members of a forest owners 

association. The reasons for choosing this particular subset were: 1. The area was hit by a 

weather related disaster in the form of extensive storm damage to the forest in 2005. This is 

important with respect to some of the questions dealing with how personal experiences of 

weather disasters affect the attitudes of the forest owners. 2. The respondents from Germany 

and Portugal were found by using address lists from forest owner associations. Berlin et al. 

(2006) have showed that Swedish forest owners who are members of forest owner 

associations value some services differently than those who are not members. This is 

important to the investigation, and in order to make the results from the different areas 

comparable we therefore needed to make the same selection among the Swedish forest 

owners. 

 

The answers from all three areas have then been digitalized for statistical analysis. The 

digitalized answers have been quality checked by comparing a sample of 16 randomly chosen 

sub-questions (thereby covering 20% of the questions and 5% of the sub-questions) in every 

tenth digitalized questionnaire to the paper originals. No systematic errors were spotted. 

 

In those cases the answer options were given in the form of an interval scale and not as a set 

of discrete options (boxes), different respondents have chosen different degrees of precision. 
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We found three different strategies: One group of respondents systematically placed their 

answers at the 10-degree marks on the scale. Another group chose to put their marks either at 

one of the end points, in the middle, or between the middle and one of the end points (thus 

using a scale with five degrees dividing the scale into four equidistant intervals). The last 

group made use of the possibility to put marks anywhere on the scale including between the 

10-degree marks. In order not to infer any false sense of precision we chose to transform all 

answers to questions where the answer options were in the form of scales to fit the strategy 

with least precision, i.e. the one with only five degrees (4 intervals). 

 

We did not use the answers where someone else (according to their answers to question 76, 

see Appendix 1) than the intended respondent answered the questionnaires. 

 

In this report we present results from 4 questions in the questionnaire for all three areas to 

supply an indication of what considerations affect the attitudes of the forest owners to 

different kinds of adaptation (Table 2.2). 

 
Table 2.2. Sub-set of questions in the questionnaire (Appendix 1) used in this report.  
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3. Results 
 

3.1. Perceptions of risks and climate change  

 
A majority of the respondents in all of the three areas taken together (66.5%) answered “Yes, 

definitely” or “Yes, perhaps” to the question “Do you think that the climate is changing to 

such an extent that it substantially will affect your forest?” (Figure 3.1). The largest 

proportion of the respondents was found in the “maybe”-sections (i.e. who answered “yes, 

perhaps” or “No, probably not”). The percentage of respondents who answered “No, 

definitely not” and thus expressed a high degree of certainty that the climate is not changing 

to such an extent that it will affect their forest turned out to be as low as 1.7%. 

 

 
Figure 3.1 Question 30: “Do you think that the climate is changing to such an extent that it substantially will 

affect your forest?” Distribution of answers from Chamusca, Black forest and Kronoberg (n=744). 

 

In the Chamusca area the confidence that the climate is changing to such an extent that it 

affects the forest, is very high (Figure 3.2). 93.1% answered ”Yes certainly” or ”Yes, 

perhaps” to this question, while only 1.7% answered ”No, probably not” or “No, definitely 

not”. The confidence that the climate will change to such an extent that it will affect the forest 

seems to be higher in Chamusca than in the  Black forest where 72.5% answered ”Yes 

certainly” or ”Yes, perhaps”, and especially in relation to Kronoberg where 54.5% answered 

”Yes certainly” or ”Yes, perhaps” (Figure 3.3). This is still a majority, but a much smaller 

majority than the 93.1% in Chamusca, and the 72.5% in the Black forest. 

 

Those who felt certain in Chamusca were in majority (Figure 3.2). 65.5% answered ”Yes 

certainly” or “No, definitely not”, while those who expressed a larger degree of uncertainty, 

i.e. the percentage of respondents who answered ”Yes, perhaps” or ”No, probably not” were 

much lower, 29.3%. This is also different from Black forest were 54.6% belonged to the more 
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cautious category (Figure 3.3), and to Kronoberg with 68.2% in this category (Figure 3.4). To 

find explanations for this south-north gradient is outside the scope of the investigation.  

 

 
Figure 3.2. Question 30: “Do you think that the climate is changing to such an extent that it substantially will 

affect your forest?” Distribution of answers from Chamusca (n=58). 

 

 

 
Figure 3.3. Question 30: “Do you think that the climate is changing to such an extent that it substantially will 

affect your forest?” Distribution of answers from Black forest (n=374). 
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Figure 3.4. Question 30: “Do you think that the climate is changing to such an extent that it substantially will 

affect your forest?” Distribution of answers from Kronoberg (n=312). 

 

 

3.2. Experiences from earlier serious events  

 

The percentage (46.3%) of respondents who answered “Yes, definitely” or “Yes, perhaps” to 

the question “Have you experienced any extreme weather conditions that you interpret as 

caused by a long-term and global climate change?” was higher than the percentage (37.3%) 

who answered ”No, probably not” or “No definitely not” (Figure 3.5), which indicates that 

personal experiences has an effect on the belief. However, 53% of the respondents express 

uncertainty by answering ”Yes, perhaps” or ”No, probably not”, contrary to the 30.6% who 

seem more certain by answering ”Yes certainly” or “No, definitely not”. This question also 

has a higher fraction of respondents that answers “Don’t know” (16.4%) compared to 

question 30 (11.3%, Figure 3.1). This indicates that the average respondent does not want to 

rely too much on their personal experiences as indicators of climate change. 

 

The respondents from Kronoberg appear to be less prone to connect their own experiences to 

a long term global climate change than those from Black forest and those from Chamusca 

(Figures 3.6 – 3.8). 28.8% of the respondents from Kronoberg answer ”Yes certainly” or 

”Yes, perhaps” compared to 57.6% of the respondents from Black forest, and 67.9% of the 

Chamusca respondents. 
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Figure 3.5. Question 37: “Have you experienced any extreme weather conditions that you interpret as caused by 

a long-term and global climate change?” Distribution of answers from Chamusca, Black forest and Kronoberg 

(n=730). 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3.6. Question 37: “Have you experienced any extreme weather conditions that you interpret as caused by 

a long-term and global climate change?” Distribution of answers from Chamusca (n=56). 
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Figure 3.7. Question 37: “Have you experienced any extreme weather conditions that you interpret as caused by 

a long-term and global climate change?” Distribution of answers from Black forest (n=368). 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3.8. Question 37: “Have you experienced any extreme weather conditions that you interpret as caused by 

a long-term and global climate change?” Distribution of answers from Kronoberg (n=306). 

 

 

There appears to be differences also in certainty. From Kronoberg, only 14.4% of the 

respondents answered ”Yes certainly” or “No, definitely not”, while the respondents from 

Chamusca and from Black forest were more certain with 39.3% and 42.3%, respectively. 

Kronoberg also had the highest rate of respondents who answered “Don’t know” to this 

question with 21.2%, compared to 14.3% for Chamusca and 12.8% for Black forest. 
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3.3. Forest owners’ beliefs regarding demand for forest biofuel 

 
The questionnaire also contained questions regarding other beliefs than the belief in whether 
the climate is changing in such a way that it affects the forest. One such question was: “Do 
you think that the strong demand for biofuel (from forest products) will be persistent over the 
next 10 years?” To this question 93% of the respondents answered “Definitely yes” or 
“Probably yes”. Only 2% answered “Probably not” or “Definitely not” (Figure 3.9). It is thus 
quite clear that there is a strong belief in a steady or increased demand for forest biofuel. 
 

 
Figure 3.9. Question 66: “Do you think that the strong demand for biofuel (from forest products) will be 

persistent over the next 10 years?” Distribution of answers from Chamusca, Black forest and Kronoberg 

(n=734). 

 

The “yes”-group is in majority in all three areas though there is a difference in how large the 

majority is (Figures 3.10-3.12). The respondents from Chamusca are the least convinced with 

67% “yes” and a relatively large degree of “Do not know” (25%). The respondents from 

Black forest have the highest percentage of “yes” with 96%. Kronoberg is not far behind on 

93%, though the “yes”-sayers from Kronoberg seem somewhat less certain (68% “Definitely 

yes” versus 25% “Probably yes”) compared to the respondents from Black forest (80% versus 

16%). 
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Figure 3.10. Question 66: “Do you think that the strong demand for biofuel (from forest products) will be 

persistent over the next 10 years?” Distribution of answers from Chamusca (n=56). 

 

 
Figure 3.11. Question 66: “Do you think that the strong demand for biofuel (from forest products) will be 

persistent over the next 10 years?” Distribution of answers from Black forest (n=369). 

 

 
Figure 3.12. Question 66: “Do you think that the strong demand for biofuel (from forest products) will be 

persistent over the next 10 years?” Distribution of answers from Kronoberg (n=309). 
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3.4. Forest owners’ views and land use change  

 

About the same percentage of respondents answered ”Yes definitely” or ”Yes, perhaps” 

(44.7%), as who answered ”No, probably not” or “Definitely not” (47.5%) to the question 

“Would you be willing to change your land-use to counteract climate changes? If that is the 

case, how?” Sub-question 40h: “Grow forest on grazing land” (Figure 3.9). We should also 

note however that only a small part of the respondents (10.3%) was definitely prepared to 

make this land use change, while about a third of the respondents (34.4%) might consider it. 

Among those who are negative it is the opposite pattern, in that the percentage of respondents 

who are definitely against (26.6%) is higher than the percentage that is probably against this 

land use change (20.9%). 

 

 
Figure 3.13. Question 40: “Would you be willing to change your land-use to counteract climate changes? If that 

is the case, how?” Sub-question 40h: “Grow forest on grazing land” Distribution of answers from Chamusca, 

Black forest and Kronoberg (n=680).3 

 

 

In all three areas those definitely in favor are in minority (Figures 3.14 – 3.16). In Black forest 

the most frequent answer was “Definitely not” (34.2%), but only slightly ahead of ”Yes, 

perhaps” (32.7%). In the other two areas ”Yes, perhaps” was the most frequent answer 

(45.1% for Chamusca, and 34.5% for Kronoberg). Kronoberg appear to differ from the others 

by the high percentage of respondents who answered ”Probably not” (32.4%). 

 

 

                                                 
3 For this question the ”Don’t know” answer should not be seen as the mid-point on the scale since it is an 
epistemic statement while the other alternative answers to this question are value statements. We have therefore 
placed it at the side and not in the center as with the previous questions. 
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Figure 3.14. Question 40: “Would you be willing to change your land-use to counteract climate changes? If that 

is the case, how??” Sub-question 40h: “Grow forest on grazing land” Distribution of answers from Chamusca 

(n=51). 

 

 

 
Figure 3.15. Question 40: “Would you be willing to change your land-use to counteract climate changes? If that 

is the case, how??” Sub-question 40h: “Grow forest on grazing land” Distribution of answers from Black forest 

(n=339). 
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Figure 3.16. Question 40: “Would you be willing to change your land-use to counteract climate changes? If that 

is the case, how??” Sub-question 40h: “Grow forest on grazing land” Distribution of answers from Kronoberg 

(n=306).
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4. Discussion and conclusion 

 

One important result of the investigation is that a majority of the private forest owners in the 

three areas believe with some confidence that the climate is changing to such an extent that it 

will affect their forest (Figure 3.1 – 3.4). Very few forest owners are definitely convinced that 

the climate is not changing to such an extent that it is affecting their forest. On the other hand, 

we also found a large degree of uncertainty. Only in the Chamusca region did we find a clear 

majority who were definitely convinced that the climate is changing to such an extent that it 

affects their forest (Figure 3.2). In Kronoberg and Black forest, the largest percentage of 

respondents were found in the ”Yes, perhaps”-section (Figures 3.3 and 3.4). 

 

The result from the question regarding perception of risks and climate change appear to differ 

somewhat from the results regarding how the respondents interpret personal experiences 

(Figures 3.5 – 3.8). Here too, a larger percentage of respondents are found in the “yes”-

sections than in the “no”-sections though the difference is not as big here as for the previous 

question. The “maybe”-sections made up the majority in both this and the previous question. 

The “No, definitely not”-category is the smallest one for both questions, but it is still 

noticeably bigger in the latter question. 

 

Among the questions asked about what the private forest owners in the three chosen areas are 

willing to do in order to mitigate climate change, one was about whether they were willing to 

convert pastoral land into forest (Table 2.2). Here the largest percentage was found in the 

”Yes, perhaps”-category (Figures 3.9 – 3.12). However, the respondents were distributed 

quite evenly between the “yes”- and the “no”-sections, with a slight majority in the “no”-

sections. The “no”-sayers also seemed to be more certain than the “yes”-sayers. 

 

When looking at how the answers differed between the countries, we can note that Kronoberg 

rather saliently differ from the other two areas, in all questions but the one on the persistence 

of a bio-fuel demand, by having a lower percentage of respondents answering ”Yes certainly” 

compared to the two other areas (Figures 3.1 – 3.12). We do not know the reason for the 

deviation among the Kronoberg respondents but for the purpose of our investigation it is 

enough to conclude that climate change plays a smaller role in their expectation regarding 

their forest than is the case among forest owners in Black forest and Chamusca. This implies 

that decision support for climate change mitigation is perceived of as less relevant to forest 

owners in the Kronoberg area than to forest owners in the Chamusca and Black forest areas. 

On the other hand, the results indicate that individual private forest owners in all areas, in 

particular in the Black forest and Kronoberg areas, potentially could be motivated to take 

adaptive measures to meet a long-term demand on forest bio-fuel raw material. 
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The results so far indicate that further statistical analysis of these and the other questions will 

reveal interesting conclusions of relevance for the investigation and that clearly illustrate the 

relevance of addressing stakeholder beliefs and desires for the construction of relevant 

decision support for European forestry. 
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Executive summary 

 

MOTIVE investigates and develops Adaptive Forest Management (AFM)-strategies that 

address climate change and land-use change while recognizing variability and uncertainty. An 

approach to develop AFM strategies based on simulation and optimization techniques is 

complemented by a bottom-up approach in which the adaptive capacity of the social part of 

the system is addressed. In this bottom-up approach an assessment of stakeholder attitudes to 

climate change, risks associated with climate change, and also to forest values and different 

ways of taking measure to adapt forestry to climate change is made. Furthermore, different 

ways of learning about climate change and options for adaptation are investigated. The results 

will be essential to provide AFM strategies that are relevant to the decision makers. Hence, 

they will improve opportunities to design strategies that will be used. 

In the European Union 16 million mostly small-scale, private forest owners, own 60% of the 

forest acreage. This report presents some examples of results of a questionnaire study 

addressed to private individual forest owners sampled along a latitudinal gradient in one area 

in each of the countries Portugal, Germany, and Sweden. The results have been selected to 

supply an indication of what considerations affect the attitudes of the forest owners to 

different kinds of adaptation. Preliminary results indicate that 

• a majority of the respondents believe that the climate is changing to such a degree that 

it affects their forestry though they also show a high degree of uncertainty, 

• those respondents who connect recent experiences of catastrophic events to climate 

change are in majority over those who do not make this connection, though this 

majority is not absolute, 

• a large majority of the respondents believe in a continued strong demand for forest 

biofuel,  

• about as many respondents are willing to consider converting grazing land into forest 

land as those who are unwilling, and 

• substantial differences in attitudes between forest owners in the three areas. These 

differences call for different solutions to provide effective AFM strategies for the 

different areas. 

 
This report is produced under grant number FP7 226544, Models for adaptive forest 
management. 
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Appendix (Questionnaire) 



1
"

"

Fi r st  a  f ew  q u est ion s ab ou t  y ou  an d  y ou r  p r op er t y  
 

 

 

1 . My  an sw er s con cer n s t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t *  in  t h e m u n icip a l i t y  o f  

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

 

*  Enter the definit ion of a m anagem ent  unit  for Germ any/ Portugal here!  

 

 

2 . W h at  i s t h e acr eag e o f  y ou r  m an agem en t  u n i t ? 

 

Approxim ately _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  hectares 

 

 

3 . W h at  i s t h e acr eag e o f  lan d  f o r  d i f f er en t  lan d  u ses on  y ou r  m an ag em en t  u n i t ? 

 

̌ Forest  land _  Approxim ately _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  hectares 

 

̌ Grazing land _  Approxim ately _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  hectares 

 

̌ Crop land _  Approximately _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  hectares 

 

̌ Other land use, what? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  approxim ately _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  hectares 

 

 

4 . Do  y ou  f ar m  a l l  o f  t h e g r azin g  lan d  an d  f ar m  lan d  y ou r sel f ? 
 

̌ Yes 

̌ No _  Approximately _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  hectares of grazing land is leased out  

 

_  Approximately _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  hectares of crop land is leased out  

 

_  Approximately _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  hectares are not  m anaged act ively 

 

 

5 . Ar e y ou  t h e so le ow n er  o f  t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t  o r  d o  y ou  ow n  i t  t og et h er  w i t h  o t h er  

p er son s? 

 

̌ I  am  the sole owner of the m anagem ent 

̌ I  own the m anagem ent  unit  together with other persons 

 

_  We are _ _ _ _ _ _  owners ( including m yself)  

 

 

 

6 . W h at  y ear  d id  y ou  b ecom e t h e ow n er / j o in t  ow n er  o f  t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t ? 

 

Year _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

 

 

7 . How  d id  y ou  b ecom e t h e ow n er  o f  t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t ? 

 

̌ Heritage or gift  

̌ Bought  it  from  a fam ily m em ber or relat ive 

̌ Bought  it  from  another person/ organizat ion/ company 

 

 



2
"

"

 

8 . Do  y ou  l i v e on  t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ Yes 

̌ Yes, but  I  am  planning to m ove from the m anagem ent  unit  

̌ No 

̌ No, but  I  am  planning to m ove to the m anagem ent  unit  

 

I f  y ou  an sw er ed  n o , h ow  f ar  i s i t  b et w een  t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t  an d  y ou r  h om e? 

 

Approxim ately ______ kilometers 

 

 

 

9 . W h at  k in d  o f  r e la t ion sh ip  d id  y ou  h av e t o  f o r est  an d  f o r est r y  w h en  y ou  g r ew  u p ? 

 

̌ I  grew up on the m anagem ent  unit  

̌ I  spent  a lot  of t im e on the m anagem ent  unit  during m y childhood 

̌ I  worked on the m anagem ent  unit  

̌ I  worked on another m anagem ent  unit  

̌ I  lived on another m anagem ent  unit  

̌ I  lived on the count ryside or in a sm all town that  had connect ions to forest ry 

̌ I  lived on the count ryside or in a small town that  had no connect ions to forest ry 

̌ I  lived in a city or bigger town that  had connect ions to forest ry 

̌ I  lived in a city or bigger town without  connect ions to forest ry 

 

 

 

1 0 . How  o f t en  d o  y ou  v isi t  t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t  on  av er ag e? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ More than 3 t im es per week ̌ 2-4 t imes per year 

̌ 1-3 t imes per week  ̌ 1-2 t imes per year 

̌ 1-2 t im es per m onth  ̌ Less than one t im e per year 

 

 

 

1 1 . How  is t h e r esp on sib i l i t y  m ain ly  d ist r ib u t ed  w h en  i t  com es t o  d ecision s r eg ar d in g  t h e 

f o r est r y  on  t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ I  am  m aking the decisions alone 

̌ My husband/ wife is m aking the decisions alone 

̌ My husband/ wife and I  are making the decisions together 

̌ A person (outside the household)  is m aking the decisions alone 

̌ A person (outside the household)  and I  are m aking the decisions together 

̌ Husband/ wife and another person are m aking the decisions together 
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1 2 . W h o  d o  y ou  t h in k  w i l l  t ak e ov er  t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t  in  t h e f u t u r e? 
 

(m ark with one cross)  
 

̌ My own children 

̌ Another close relat ive 

̌ Another person than a relat ive 

̌ No opinion/ it  is not  relevant  r ight  now 

 

 

1 3 . Do  y ou  car r y  ou t  an y  f o r est r y  oper at ion s ( p r e- com m er cia l  t h in n in g , t h in n in g , 

h ar v est in g  et c.)  b y  y ou r sel f  on  y ou r  m an ag em en t  u n i t ? 
 

̌ Yes _  Approximately _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  workdays per year 

 

̌ No, but  a fam ily member/ relat ive does _  Approxim ately _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  workdays per year 
 

̌ No, I  hire a forest  com pany/ contractor for all forest ry operat ions 

 

 

1 4 . How  lar g e sh ar e o f  t h e f o r est  acr eag e o f  y ou r  m an ag em en t  u n i t  i s  con i f er s an d  

b r oad leav es, r esp ect iv e ly ? 

 

 

100 %  conifers 

0 %  broadleaves 

50 %  conifers 

50 %  broadleaves 

0 %  conifers 

100 %  broadleaves 

 

 
 

 

 

1 5 . How  d o  y ou  w ish  t h at  t h e f o r est  on  y ou r  m an ag em en t  u n i t  w i l l  d ev elop  in  t h e f u t u r e? 

 

̌ More spruce forest    ̌ More pine forest  

̌ More m ixed forest    ̌ More broadleaved forest  

̌ More exot ic t ree species (exam ples…) ̌ Larger departm ents ( forest  stands)  

̌ Sm aller departments ( forest  stands) ̌ No change 

 

̌ Other, how? ___________________________ 

 

 

1 6 . I f  y ou  w ish  t o  ch an g e t h e t r ee sp ecies com p osi t ion  on  y ou r  m an ag em en t  u n i t , w h at  i s 

t h e m ain  r eason ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ Yes, because of expected clim ate change effects 

̌ Yes, because of new goals with m y/ our forest ry 

̌ Yes, because I  think that  the wood m arket  will change 

̌ Yes, because I  think a different  composit ion will seize the growing opportunit ies bet ter  

̌ Yes, because I  think that  m y private financial situat ion will change 

̌ No, because I  am  sat isfied with the t ree species com posit ion on m y m anagem ent  unit  
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̌ No, because it  is not  possible to change the current  t ree species com posit ion (by pract ical 

reasons)  

̌ No, because I  do not  have enough knowledge about  what  t ree species I  can change to 

 

̌ Other reason:  __________________________________ 

A f ew  q u est ion s ab ou t  r i sk s an d  cl im at e ch an g e 
 

 

1 7 . W h at  i s t h e r i sk  o f  f in an cia l  con seq u en ces f o r  y ou  an d  y ou r  h ou seh o ld  b ecau se o f  t h e 

f o l low in g  ev en t s? 

 

(m ark with one cross for each event )  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 8 . How  cer t a in  w er e y ou  w h en  y ou  assessed  t h e r i sk s in  q u est ion  1 7 ? 

 

(m ark with one cross for each event )  

Ev en t s  

 

No 

risk 

Low 

r isk 

High 

r isk 

Very high 

r isk 

 

Root  rot  dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Bark beet le dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Pine weevil dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Browsing dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Storm  dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Frost  dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
I ncreased logging costs because 

of absence of ground frost  ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Snow dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Drought  damages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Flooding damages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Forest  fire dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
I ncreased com pet it ion from  

ground vegetat ion 
̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Reduced revenues from  forest ry ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
I ncreasing interest  rates ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
I ncreasing property taxes ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Ev en t s  

 
Certain 

 

Fair ly 

certain 

 

Fair ly 

uncertain 

 

Uncertain 

 

Root  rot  dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Bark beet le dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Pine weevil dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Browsing dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Storm  dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Frost  dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
I ncreased logging costs because 

of absence of ground frost  ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Snow dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Drought  damages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Flooding damages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Forest  fire dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
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1 9 . Ran k  on ly  f i v e ( 5 )  o f  t h e f o l low in g  r i sk s f r om  1  t o  5 , w h er e 1  i s t h e r i sk  t h at  y ou  ar e 

w i l l i n g  t o  p ay  t h e h ig h est  am ou n t  t o  r ed u ce ( b y  f o r  ex am p le m od i f ied  m an ag em en t  o r  

in su r an ce)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 0 . Do  y ou  t ak e an y  act ion s t od ay  sp eci f i ca l l y  in  o r d er  t o  r ed u ce t h e r i sk s b elow ? 

 

(m ark with one cross for each event )  

I ncreased com pet it ion from  

ground vegetat ion ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Reduced revenues from  forest ry ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
I ncreasing interest  rates ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
I ncreasing property taxes ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

 

Root  rot  dam ages 

 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

 

Drought  damages 

 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

Bark beet le dam ages 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

Flooding damages 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

Pine weevil dam ages 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

Forest  fire dam ages 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

Browsing dam ages 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

I ncreased com pet it ion from  ground 

vegetat ion 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

Storm  dam ages 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

Reduced revenues from  forest ry 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

Frost  dam ages 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

I ncreasing interest  rates 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

I ncreased logging costs 

because of absence of 

ground frost  

 

_ _ _ _  

 

I ncreasing property pr ices 

 

_ _ _ _  

 

Snow dam ages 

 

_ _ _ _  

 
  

Ev en t s  

 

No Do not  

know 

 

Yes I f yes, how? 

 

Root  rot  dam ages 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Bark beet le dam ages 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Pine weevil dam ages 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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Now , w e w ou ld  l i k e t o  ask  y ou  som e q u est ion s r e la t in g  t o  t h e st o r m / f i r e  

o f  y ear  XXXX 

 

 

2 1 . How  lar g e w as t h e st an d in g  v o lu m e on  t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t  b ef o r e  t h e st o r m / f i r e  

( d at e) ? 

 

(State the num ber of cubicm etres)  

 

 

__________ m³ sk __________ m³ fub 

 

 

2 2 . How  m an y  cu b icm et r es o f  w ood  w as d am ag ed  on  t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t  in  t h e 

st o r m / f i r e  ( d at e) ? 

 

(State the num ber of cubicm etres)  

 

 

__________ m³ sk __________ m³ fub 

 

 

 

2 3 . How  h as t h e st o r m s/ f i r es ( d at e)  d u r in g  r ecen t  y ear s a f f ect ed  y ou r  r e la t ion sh ip  

t ow ar d s ow n in g  f o r est ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ I  will cont inue to own forest  in the future 

̌ I  will sell m y m anagem ent  unit  within 10 years because of other reasons than the 

storms/ fires. 

̌ Because of the storm s/ fires, I  will sell the m anagem ent  unit  within 1 year. 

̌ Because of the storm s/ fires, I  will sell the m anagem ent  unit  within 10 years. 

̌ I  do not  know/ I  have not  decided 

 

Browsing dam ages 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Storm  dam ages 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Frost  dam ages 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
I ncreased logging costs because 

of absence of ground frost  

 

̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Snow dam ages 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Drought  damages 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Flooding damages 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Forest  fire dam ages 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
I ncreased com pet it ion from  

ground vegetat ion 

 

̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Reduced revenues from  forest ry 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
I ncreasing interest  rates 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
I ncreasing property taxes 

 
̌ ̌ ̌ 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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2 4 . W as y ou r  f o r est  in su r ed  ag ain st  st o r m / f i r e  d am ag e at  t h e t im e o f  t h e  st o r m / f i r e  

( d at e) ? 

 

̌ Yes ̌ No 

 

 

2 5 . I s y ou r  f o r est  in su r ed  ag ain st  st o r m / f i r e  d am ag e t od ay ? 

 

̌ Yes ̌ No_ Why not  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ________________ 

 

 

2 6 . I f  y ou r  f o r est  w as in su r ed , w h at  ar e y ou r  ex p er ien ces f r om  t h e in su r an ce af t er  t h e 

st o r m / f i r e  ( d at e) ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ I  was not  affected by the storm / fire 

̌ I  was affected, but  I  have not  t r ied to get  com pensat ion from  the insurance 

̌ I  was affected and I  have posit ive experiences from  the insurance 

̌ I  was affected and have neither posit ive, nor negat ive experiences from  the insurance 

̌ I  was affected and have negat ive experiences from  the insurance 

 

 

2 7 . How  aw ar e w er e y ou  o f  t h e r i sk  f o r  d am ag es b y  st o r m / f i r e  b ef o r e  t h e st o r m / f i r e  

( d at e)  an d  h ow  aw ar e ar e y ou  t od ay ? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 8 . W er e an y  sp eci f i c f o r est r y  op er at ion s car r ied  ou t  b ef o r e  t h e st o r m / f i r e  t o  r ed u ce t h e 

r i sk  o f  d am ag es f r om  st o r m / f i r e? Do  y ou  car r y  ou t  an y  sp eci f i c op er at ion s n ow , a f t er  

t h e st o r m / f i r e? 

 

(m ark with one cross per row)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 9 . W ou ld  y ou  l i k e t o  ch an g e y ou r  f o r est  m an ag em en t  d u e t o  r ecen t  st o r m / f i r e  d am ag es in  

“ t h e case st u d y  ar ea”  ( ex am p le, d at e) ? 

 

̌ No change 

̌ I  would like to convert  grazing land/ crop land to forest  land 

̌ I  would like to convert  forest  land to grazing land/ crop land 

̌ I  would like to focus m ore on gam e m anagem ent  rather than t im ber product ion 

 Not  aware 

at  all 

   Very m uch 

aware 

 

Before the storm / fire ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Today ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

 Yes No 

 

Before the storm / fire ̌ ̌ 
Today ̌ ̌ 
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̌ I  would like to focus m ore on nature conservat ion rather than t im ber product ion 

̌ I  would like to focus m ore on t im ber product ion rather than gam e m anagem ent  

̌ I  would like to focus m ore on t im ber product ion rather than nature conservat ion 

 

̌ Other, what? ___________________________ 

 

 

 

3 0 . Do  y ou  t h in k  t h at  t h e cl im at e is ch an g in g  t o  su ch  an  ex t en t  t h at  i t  su b st an t ia l l y  w i l l  

a f f ect  y ou r  f o r est ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ Yes, certainly ̌ No, probably not  

̌ Yes, perhaps ̌ No, definitely not  ̌ I  do not  know 

 

 

 

3 1 . Has t h e cl im at e ch an g e d eb at e a f f ect ed  y ou r  f o r est  m an ag em en t ? 
 

̌ Yes ̌ No 

 

 

 

 

3 2 . I f  y ou  an sw er ed  y es t o  q u est ion  3 1 , in  w h at  w ay s h av e y ou  ad ap t ed  y ou r  f o r est  

m an ag em en t ? 

 

̌ I  have increased the share of broadleaves on my m anagement  unit  

̌ I  have increased the share of conifers on m y managem ent  unit  

̌ I  have increased the share of m ixed forest  on m y m anagem ent  unit  

̌ I  m ake sure to get  the t im ber out  early from  the forest  while the ground is st ill frozen 

̌ I  m anage for m ore variat ion in stand st ructure, stand age, and silvicultural t reatm ents 

̌ I  have increased/ int roduced new (exot ic)  t ree species 

 

̌ Other:  ______________________________________________ 

 

 

3 3 . I f  y ou  an sw er ed  n o  t o  q u est ion  3 1 , w h at  i s t h e m ain  r eason ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ I  have not  thought  about  clim ate change and m y own forest  m anagem ent  

̌ I  do not  believe that  the clim ate is changing 

̌ I  do not  know how to m odify my forest  m anagem ent  

̌ I  do not  know how the clim ate is changing 

̌ There is too m uch uncertainty as to whether the clim ate is changing 

̌ There is too m uch uncertainty about  how the climate is changing 

̌ Too m uch uncertainty about  what  m anagem ent  m easures reduce negat ive consequences of 

clim ate change 

̌ Too m uch uncertainty about  what  m anagem ent  m easures increase posit ive effects of clim ate 

change 
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3 4 . W h at  i s y ou r  m ain  sou r ce o f  in f o r m at ion  ab ou t  cl im at e ch an g e? 

 

̌ My forest ry advisor (exam ple of forest ry advisors)  

̌ Relat ives, neighbors or fr iends 

̌ The form er owner of m y m anagem ent  unit  

̌ The owner of a neighboring m anagem ent  unit  

̌ The owner of a m anagem ent  unit  that  has m any sim ilarit ies with my m anagem ent  unit  

̌ Books, journals, TV, radio, internet  etc. 

 

 

 

3 5 . Do  y ou  t h in k  t h e cl im at e ch an g es w i l l  a f f ect  t h e f in an cia l  si t u at ion  in  y ou r  f o r est r y ? 

 

 

Very 

negat ively 

Som ewhat  

negat ively 

Not  at  all Som ewhat  

posit ively 

Very 

posit ively 

 

 
 

 

 

3 6 . How  cer t a in  w er e y ou  w h en  y ou  an sw er ed  q u est ion  3 5 ? 

 

 

Uncertain    Certain 

 

 
 

3 7 . Hav e y ou  ex p er ien ced  an y  ex t r em e w eat h er  con d i t ion s t h at  y ou  in t er p r et  as cau sed  b y  

a lon g - t er m  an d  g lob al  cl im at e ch an g e? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ Yes, certainly _ How? ____________________________ 

 

̌ Yes, perhaps _ How? ____________________________ 

̌ No, probably not  

̌ No, definitely not  

̌ Do not  know 

 

 

 

3 8 . Do  y ou  an d  y ou r  f o r est r y  ad v iso r  d iscu ss m an ag em en t  op t ion s t h at  cou ld :  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 9 . How  d o  y ou  b el iev e cl im at e ch an g e af f ect s t h e r i sk  o f  f in an cia l  con seq u en ces f o r  y ou  

an d  y ou r  h ou seh o ld  b ecau se o f  t h e ev en t s l i st ed  b elow ? 

 

(m ark with one cross for each event )  

 Yes No 

Reduce the negat ive effects of clim ate change 

 
 

̌ ̌ 

I ncrease the benefits from the posit ive effects of 

clim ate change 
 

̌ ̌ 
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4 0 . W ou ld  y ou  b e w i l l i n g  t o  ch an g e y ou r  lan d - u se t o  cou n t er act  cl im at e ch an g es? I f  t h at  i s 

t h e case, h ow ? 

 

(m ark with one cross on each row)  

 

 

Ev en t s  

 

Much 

lower r isk 

than today 

 

Som ewhat

lower r isk 

than 

today 

The same 

r isk as 

today 

 

Som ewhat

higher r isk 

than 

today 

Much 

higher r isk 

than 

today 

 

Root  rot  dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Bark beet le dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Pine weevil dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Browsing dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Storm  dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Frost  dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
I ncreased logging costs because 

of absence of ground frost  
̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Snow dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Drought  damages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Flooding damages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
Forest  fire dam ages ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
I ncreased com pet it ion from  

ground vegetat ion ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Reduced revenues from  forest ry ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
I ncreasing interest  rates ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
I ncreasing property taxes ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
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4 1 . How  w ou ld  y ou  r eact  i f  u p  t o  t h r ee w in d  p ow er  p lan t s w er e est ab l i sh ed  on  n eig h b or in g  

m an ag em en t  u n i t s? 

 

 

Very 

posit ive 

Neut ral Very 

negat ive 

 

 
 

 

 

 

4 2 . How  w ou ld  y ou  r eact  i f  m or e t h an  t h r ee w in d  p ow er  p lan t s w er e est ab l i sh ed  on  

n eig h b or in g  m an ag em en t  u n i t s? 

 

 

Very 

posit ive 

Neut ral Very 

negat ive 

 

 Yes 

definitely 

Yes 

perhaps 

Probably 

not  

Definitely 

not  

Do not  

know 

Receive subsidies from  the governm ent  

for convert ing unforested land to forest  

land in order to store m ore carbon 

 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Receive paym ents from  com panies for 

convert ing unforested land to forest  land 

in order to com pensate for  their 

em issions of carbon dioxide 

 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Receive subsidies from  the governm ent  

for fert ilizing forest  land in order to store 

m ore carbon 

 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Receive paym ents from  com panies for 

fert ilizing forest  land in order to 

com pensate for their em issions of 

carbon dioxide 

 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Get t ing paid to provide land for 

establishm ent  of wind power plants 

 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Establish wind power plants myself on 

m y own land 

 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Modify forest  m anagem ent  to store 

m ore carbon even if it  would affect  

biodiversity negat ively 

 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Grow forest  on grazing land 

 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Grow forest  on crop land 

 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Use grazing land for som e other purpose 

 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Use crop land for som e other purpose 

 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 
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A f ew  q u est ion s ab ou t  ex t en sion  ser v ices 
 

 

4 3 . Do  y ou  con su l t  a  f o r est r y  ad v iso r  ( ex am p le o f  f o r est r y  adv iso r s) ? 

 

̌ Yes ̌ No 

 

 

 

4 4 . I f  y ou  an sw er ed  y es t o  q u est ion  4 3 , w h ich  o r g an izat ion  d o  y ou  u su al ly  en g ag e? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ Forest  Agency (or equivalent )  

̌ Forest  owners associat ion 

̌ Exam ple of an im portant  com pany in the region 

 

̌ Other organizat ion:  _______________________ 

 

 

 

4 5 . I f  y ou  an sw er ed  n o  t o  qu est ion  4 3 , w h y  n o t ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ I  do not  know whom  to contact  

̌ I  do not  need to contact  an advisor 

 

̌ Other reasons:  ________________________ 

 

 

 

4 6 . Do  y ou  d iscu ss r i sk s ( su ch  as t h ose m en t ion ed  in  q u est ion  3 9 )  in  f o r est r y  w i t h  a  

f o r est r y  adv iso r ? 

 

̌ Yes ̌ No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 7 . Hav e y ou  g o t t en  ad v ice o r  h av e y ou  g iv en  ad v ice ab ou t  an y  o f  t h e f o l low in g  r i sk s? 

 

(m ark with one cross for each event )  

 

Ev en t s  

 

Got ten advice from  

an advisor 

Gave advice to 

another forest  
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owner 

 

Root  rot  dam ages ̌ ̌ 
Bark beet le dam ages ̌ ̌ 
Pine weevil dam ages ̌ ̌ 
Browsing dam ages ̌ ̌ 
Storm  dam ages ̌ ̌ 
Frost  dam ages ̌ ̌ 
I ncreased logging costs because of 

absence of ground frost  
̌ ̌ 

Snow dam ages ̌ ̌ 
Drought  damages ̌ ̌ 
Flooding damages ̌ ̌ 
Forest  fire dam ages ̌ ̌ 
I ncreased com pet it ion from  ground 

vegetat ion 
̌ ̌ 

Reduced revenues from  forest ry ̌ ̌ 
I ncreasing interest  rates ̌ ̌ 
I ncreasing property taxes ̌ ̌ 
 

Other:  _________________________ 

 

̌
 

̌ 

 

 

4 8 . Do  y ou  t h in k  t h at  y ou r  f o r est r y  ad v iso r  k n ow s en ou g h  t o  g iv e y ou  ad v ice ab ou t  t h e 

r i sk s in  t h e p r ev iou s q u est ion ? 

 

̌ Yes 

̌ Yes, for som e of the m ent ioned r isks, but  not  for:  ________________________ 

̌ No 

 

 

4 9 . W as y ou r  f o r est r y  ad v iso r  y ou r  m ain  sou r ce o f  in f o r m at ion / ad v ice r eg ar d in g  t h e r i sk  o f  

d am ag es b y  st o r m / f i r e  d u r in g  a 5 - y ear  p er iod  b ef o r e  t h e st o r m / f i r e  ( d at e –  d at e) ? 

 

̌ Yes ̌ No ̌ I  do not  have any forest ry advisor 

 

 

5 0 . I f  y ou  h av e an sw er ed  y es t o  q u est ion  4 9 , d id  y ou  y ou r sel f  b r in g  u p  t h e q u est ion ? 
 

̌ Yes ̌ No 

 

 

5 1 . I f  y ou  h av e an sw er ed  n o  t o  q u est ion  4 9 , w h o / w h at  w as y ou r  m ain  sou r ce o f  

in f o r m at ion  d u r in g  t h at  p er iod ? 

 

̌ Relat ives, neighbors or fr iends 

̌ The form er owner of m y m anagem ent  unit  

̌ The owner of a neighboring m anagem ent  unit  

̌ The owner of a m anagem ent  unit  that  has m any sim ilarit ies with my m anagem ent  unit  

̌ Books, journals, TV, radio, internet  etc. 

5 2 . I f  y ou r  m ain  sou r ce o f  in f o r m at ion  in  q u est ion  5 1  w as an o t h er  p er son , d id  y ou  y ou r sel f  

b r in g  u p  t h e q u est ion ? 
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̌ Yes ̌ No 

 

 

5 3 . I f  y ou r  m ain  sou r ce o f  in f o r m at ion  in  q u est ion  5 1  w as an o t h er  p er son , h ow  d o  y ou  

t h in k  t h is p er son  h as ga in ed  h is/ h er  k n ow ledg e ab ou t  f o r est r y ? 

 

̌ Lit t le or no knowledge about  forest ry 

̌ Experiences from  older generat ions or from  own work 

̌ Books, journals and m agazines about  forest ry (specialist  literature)  

̌ Courses and m eet ings 

̌ Forest ry educat ion of 1 year or m ore 

̌ Do not  know 

 

 

 

A f ew  q u est ion s ab ou t  t h e si t u a t ion  af t er  t h e st o r m / f i r e  ( d at e)  

 

 

5 4 . Hav e y ou , a f t er  t h e st o r m / f i r e  ( d at e)  g o t t en  con cr et e ad v ice b y  y ou r  f o r est r y  adv iso r  

r eg ar d in g  t h e r i sk  o f  d am ag es b y  st o r m / f i r e? 

 

̌ Yes ̌ No ̌ I  have no advisor 

 

 

5 5 . I f  y ou  h av e an sw er ed  y es t o  q u est ion  5 4 , d id  y ou  y ou r sel f  b r in g  u p  t h e q u est ion ? 

 

̌ Yes ̌ No 

 

 

5 6 . I f  y ou  h av e an sw er ed  n o  t o  q u est ion  5 4 , w h o / w h at  w as y ou r  m ain  sou r ce o f  

in f o r m at ion  r eg ar d in g  t h e r i sk  o f  d am ag es b y  st o r m / f i r e  sin ce t h e st o r m / f i r e  ( dat e) ? 

 

̌ Relat ives, neighbors or fr iends 

̌ The form er owner of m y m anagem ent  unit  

̌ The owner of a neighboring m anagem ent  unit  

̌ The owner of a m anagem ent  unit  that  has m any sim ilarit ies with my m anagem ent  unit  

̌ Books, journals, TV, radio, internet  etc. 

 

 

5 7 . I f  y ou r  m ain  sou r ce o f  in f o r m at ion  in  q u est ion  5 6  w as an o t h er  p er son , d id  y ou  y ou r sel f  

b r in g  u p  t h e q u est ion ? 
 

̌ Yes ̌ No 

 

 

5 8 . I f  y ou r  m ain  sou r ce o f  in f o r m at ion  in  q u est ion  5 6  w as an o t h er  p er son , h ow  d o  y ou  

t h in k  t h is p er son  h as ga in ed  h is/ h er  k n ow ledg e ab ou t  f o r est r y ? 

 

̌ Lit t le or no knowledge about  forest ry 

̌ Experiences from  older generat ions or from  own work 

̌ Books, journals and m agazines about  forest ry (specialist  literature)  

̌ Courses and m eet ings 

̌ Forest ry educat ion of 1 year or m ore 

̌ Do not  know 
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5 9 . Hav e y ou  g iv en  ad v ice t o  an y  o t h er  f o r est  ow n er  r eg ar d in g  t h e r i sk  f o r  st o r m / f i r e  

d am ag es af t er  t h e st o r m / f i r e  ( d at e) ? 
 

̌ Yes ̌ No 

 

 

6 0 . How  h as t h e st o r m / f i r e  d am ag es in  ( d at e)  a f f ect ed  y ou  em ot ion al l y ? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6 1 . Ar e y ou  w or r ied  ab ou t  y ou r  p r iv at e h ou seh o ld  econ om y  becau se o f  t h e ( st o r m / f i r e)  

d am ag es af t er  t h e st o r m / f i r e  ( d at e) ? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6 2 . Do  y ou  t h in k  t h at  t h e so l id ar i t y  in  t h e v i l lag e/ t ow n  w h er e t h e m an ag em en t  u n i t  i s 

locat ed  h as ch an g ed  af t er  t h e st o r m / f i r e  ( d at e) ? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6 3 . Man y  Eu r op ean  cou n t r ies h av e g iv en  u p  clear - cu t  f o r est r y  in  f av o r  o f  con t in u ou s cov er  

f o r est r y  w i t h ou t  clear - cu t  ar eas. W ou ld  y ou  b e p r ep ar ed  t o  con v er t  t o  con t in u ou s cov er  

f o r est r y ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ Yes, certainly ̌ No, scarcely 

̌ Yes, perhaps ̌ No, definitely not  ̌ Do not  know 

 

 

6 4 . W h at  w ou ld  y ou  d o  i f  y ou  h ad  t o  m ak e a v er y  im p or t an t  d ecision  r eg ar d in g  y ou r  f o r est  

m an ag em en t ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ I  would ask for advice from  the form er owner of m y m anagem ent  unit  

̌ I  would ask for advice from  an owner of a neighboring m anagem ent  unit  

̌ I  would ask for advice from  an owner that  has a m anagem ent  unit  sim ilar to m ine 

̌ I  would ask m y forest ry advisor (exam ples of forest  advisors)  

̌ I  would do like I  always have done 

̌ I  would assess what  the future m ay bring and base m y decision on that  

 

_ What  would that  assessm ent  be based on? 

 

   _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Very negat ive 

  

Not  at  all 

  

Very posit ive 

 

 

Very worried 

  

No change 

  

Not  worr ied 

 

 

Decreased 

  

No change 

  

I ncreased 
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Som e q u est ion s ab ou t  d i f f er en t  v a lu es in  t h e f o r est  

 

 

6 5 . Th is q u est ion  is ab ou t  h ow  y ou  as a f o r est  ow n er  v a lu e d i f f er en t  asp ect s o f  t h e f o r est  

an d  f o r est  ow n er sh ip . Please in d ica t e h o w  m u ch  v a lu e y ou  assig n  t o  each  asp ect . 

 

0 = n o  v a lu e, 1 0 = v er y  h ig h  v a lu e 

 

 

a . I n  w h ich  w ay s an d  t o  w h at  d eg r ee d oes y ou r  f o r est  h av e v a lu e f o r  y ou  as a  r esou r ce 

f o r  t im b er  p r od u ct ion ? (0= no value, 10= very high value)  

 

_____ The financial gain from  selling the t imber 

 

_____ Having access to your own t imber 

 

_____ The m oney I  save by not  having to buy t im ber 

 

_____ The things I  const ruct  from  the t im ber 

 

_____ Cont r ibut ing to the society by providing t imber 

 

_____ Cont r ibut ing to the count ry’s (nat ional)  finances 

 

_____ Other values:  __________________________________ 

 

 

 

b . I n  w h ich  w ay s an d  t o  w h at  d eg r ee d oes y ou r  f o r est  h av e v a lu e f o r  y ou  as a  r esou r ce 

f o r  p r od u ct ion  o f  p u lp w ood ? (0= no value, 10= very high value)  

 

_____ The financial gain from  selling the pulpwood 

 

_____ Cont r ibut ing to the count ry’s (nat ional)  finances 

 

_____ Cont r ibut ing to the access to paper for books/ newspapers/ m agazines/ etc. in the society 

 

_____ Other values:  __________________________________ 

 

c. I n  w h ich  w ay s an d  t o  w h at  d eg r ee d oes y ou r  f o r est  h av e v a lu e f o r  y ou  as a  r esou r ce 

f o r  b io  en er g y  p r od u ct ion  ( in clu d in g  f i r ew ood ) ? (0= no value, 10= very high value)  

 

_____ The financial gain from  selling the raw material 

 

_____ The financial gain from  producing and selling my own bioenergy 

 

_____ The m oney I  save from  not  having to by form  other suppliers 

 

_____ The m oney I  save by not  having to buy raw m aterial for bioenergy 

 

_____ The m oney I  save by not  having to buy raw m aterial for bioenergy 

 

_____ The cont r ibut ion of bio energy to the count ry’s nat ional finances 

 

_____ The cont r ibut ion of bio energy to decreased use of fossil fuels 

 

_____ Other values:  __________________________________ 
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d . I n  w h ich  w ay s an d  t o  w h at  d eg r ee d oes y ou r  f o r est  h av e v a lu e f o r  y ou  as a p lace f o r  

t ak in g  w alk s? (0= no value, 10= very high value)  

 

_____ I mproved health 

 

_____ I mproved physical fitness 

 

_____ Relaxat ion 

 

_____ The sounds of the forest  

 

_____ Absence of disturbing sounds 

 

_____ Absence of disturbing im pressions 

 

_____ Absence of other people 

 

_____ I  appreciate the walking as such 

 

_____ Being present  in the forest  

 

_____ The feeling of being in my own forest  

 

_____ Helps me think 

 

_____ Meet ing the anim als of the forest  

 

_____ Get t ing inspirat ion for art ist ic creat ion 

 

_____ Finding mot ives for art ist ic creat ion 

 

_____ Experiencing the beauty of the forest  

 

_____ Fresh air 

 

_____ Cont r ibut ing to the public access to areas for recreat ion 

 

_____ Cont r ibut ing to public health 

 

_____ Giving the public opportunit ies to get  in contact  with nature 

 

_____ Other values:  __________________________________ 

 

e . I n  w h ich  w ay s an d  t o  w h at  d eg r ee d oes y ou r  f o r est  h av e v a lu e f o r  y ou  as a p lace f o r  

h u n t in g ? (0= no value, 10= very high value)  

 

_____ Relaxat ion 

 

_____ Excitement  

 

_____ The good fellowship within the hunt ing group 

 

_____ Cont r ibut ing to the count ry’s (nat ional)  finances 

 

_____ Meat  for m y own consum pt ion 

 

_____ My own financial gain from  selling m eat  

 

_____ Being able to eat  m eat  from  m y own forest  

 

_____ My own financial gain from  leasing hunt ing rights 

 



1 8
"

"

_____ I  appreciate the hunt ing as such 

 

_____ Being present  in the forest  

 

_____ Meet ing the anim als in the forest  

 

_____ Experiencing the beauty of the forest  

 

_____ Fresh air 

 

_____ Helps me think 

 

_____ Other values:  __________________________________ 

 

 

f .  I n  w h ich  w ay s an d  t o  w h at  d eg r ee d oes y ou r  f o r est  h av e v a lu e f o r  y ou  as a p lace f o r  

p ick in g  b er r ies an d  m u sh r oom s? (0= no value, 10= very high value)  

 

_____ Relaxat ion 

 

_____ Health promot ion 

 

_____ A way of spending t ime with the rest  of the fam ily 

 

_____ Berr ies/ m ushroom  for m y own consum pt ion 

 

_____ The m oney I  save by not  having to buy berr ies/ m ushroom  

 

_____ The financial gain I  get  from  selling the berr ies/ m ushroom  

 

_____ Cont r ibut ing to the count ry’s econom y 

 

_____ The sat isfact ion from  eat ing berr ies/ m ushroom  from  m y own forest  

 

_____ Feels safer to eat  berr ies/ m ushroom  from  m y own forest  

 

_____ Appreciates the picking as such 

 

_____ Being present  in the forest  

 

_____ Meet ing the anim als in the forest  

 

_____ Experiencing the beauty of the forest  

 

_____ Fresh air 

 

_____ Helps me think 

 

_____ Other values:  __________________________________ 
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g . I n  w h ich  w ay s an d  t o  w h at  d eg r ee d oes y ou r  f o r est  h av e v a lu e f o r  y ou  as a p lace f o r  

t ou r ism ? (0= no value, 10= very high value)  

 

_____ My own financial gain from  eco tourism  

 

_____ Cont r ibutes to the count ry’s (nat ional)  finances by providing a place for eco tourism  

 

_____ Makes it  possible for local people to make a liv ing by eco tourism  

 

_____ Providing recreat ion opportunit ies for the public 

 

_____ Cont r ibut ing to public health 

 

_____ Providing the public with opportunit ies to get  in contact  with nature 

 

_____ Cont r ibut ing to increase people’s appreciat ion of the values of the forest  

 

_____ Feel the pride that  people want  to visit  my forest  

 

_____ Other values:  __________________________________ 

 

 

h . I n  w h ich  w ay s an d  t o  w h at  d eg r ee d oes t h e ow n in g , ad m in ist r a t ion  an d  m an ag em en t  

o f  y ou r  f o r est  h av e v a lu e f o r  y ou ? (0= no value, 10= very high value)  

 

_____ My own financial gain from  the forest  

 

_____ Cont r ibutes to the count ry’s (nat ional)  finances 

 

_____ The possibilit y to choose silvicultural t reatm ents based on m y own m ot ives 

 

_____ The possibilit y to m anage the forest ry business based on m y own m ot ives 

 

_____ The sat isfact ion of working in the forest  

 

_____ The sat isfact ion of working with forest  economy/ adm inist rat ion 

 

_____ The sat isfact ion of seeing the result  of m y work 

 

_____ Working with forest ry is good for my physical health 

 

_____ Working with forest ry is good for m y m ental health 

 

_____ Appreciates variat ion in my work 

 

_____ Appreciates working outdoors 

 

_____ Appreciates to be m y own boss 

 

_____ Maintain fam ily t radit ions 

 

_____ Wants to get  interest  from  previously m ade investm ents 

 

_____ Wish to do som ething that  will last  after m y life t im e 

 

_____ The status it  gives me in the society 

 

_____ Financial security for my children 

 

_____ Ability to provide a secure environm ent  for br inging up m y children 

 

_____ I nfluencing my own and fam ily’s local environment  
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_____ Other values:  __________________________________ 

 

 

i . I n  w h ich  w ay s an d  t o  w h ich  d eg r ee d oes y ou r  f o r est  h av e v a lu e f o r  y ou  as a p r ov id er  

o f  on e o r  m or e o f  t h e f o l low in g  ser v ices:  clean  w at er , p r o t ect ion  ag ain st  so i l  er osion  

an d  p r o t ect ion  ag ain st  a i r  p o l lu t ion ? (0= no value, 10= very high value)  

 

_____ The financial gain I  get  from  subsidies for providing one or m ore of these services 

 

_____ What  one or m ore of these services give back to m y forest  

 

_____ The cont r ibut ion of one or m ore of these services to my agriculture/ other business:  … 

 

_____ The cont r ibut ion of one or m ore of these services to the surrounding society 

 

_____ The cont r ibut ion of one or m ore of these services to the future wellbeing of future 

generat ions in general 

 

_____ The cont r ibut ion of one or m ore of these services to the future wellbeing of m y own 

children 

 

_____ The cont r ibut ion of one or m ore of these services to the ecosystem  as such 

independent ly of what  they cont r ibute to hum anity 

 

_____ Other values:  __________________________________ 

 

 

j .  I n  w h ich  w ay s an d  t o  w h at  d eg r ee d oes y ou r  f o r est  h av e v a lu e f o r  y ou  as a h ab i t a t  f o r  

an im als an d  p lan t s? (0= no value, 10= very high value)  

 

_____ The biodiversity of the forest  

 

_____ The forest  as a home for a part icular species that  I  value, viz ________________ 

 

_____ The knowledge that  the species lives on my property 

 

_____ The knowledge that  the species exists at  all 

 

_____ The possibilit y to see/ hear an individual of that  species 

 

_____ Concern for the individuals of the species 

 

_____ The possibility to hunt / collect  individuals of the species 

 

_____ The possibilit y to show the species to others on m y property 

 

_____ The cont r ibut ion the species has to the stabilit y of the forest  ecosystem 

 

_____ The cont r ibut ion of the species to the economy of the forest  (pest  cont rol,  etc.)  

 

_____ Other values:  __________________________________ 
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k . I n  w h ich  w ay s an d  t o  w h at  d eg r ee d oes y ou r  f o r est  h av e v a lu e f o r  y ou  as a car b on  

sin k ? (0= no value, 10= very high value)  

 

_____ I ts cont r ibut ion to counteract  climate change 

 

_____ The value it  provides my children by m it igat ing climate change 

 

_____ The financial gain I  m ight  get  from  com panies paying m e to com pensate for their 

em issions 

 

_____ The financial gain I  m ight  get  from  governm ent  subsidies for keeping forest  as a carbon 

sink 

 

_____ Other values:  __________________________________ 

 

 

6 6 . Do  y ou  t h in k  t h at  t h e st r on g  d em an d  f o r  b io f u el  ( f r om  f o r est  p r od u ct s)  w i l l  b e 

p er sist en t  ov er  t h e n ex t  1 0  y ear s? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ Definitely yes   ̌ Probably yes   ̌ Probably not    ̌ Definitely not    ̌ Do not  know 

 

 

6 7 . W ou ld  y ou  b e w i l l i n g  t o  in cr ease y ou r  acr eag e o f  f o r est  lan d  ( i f  y ou  h av e t h e 

p ossib i l i t y )  t o  m eet  t h e p ossib ly  in cr easin g  d em an d  f o r  b io f u el  b y :  

 

(m ark with one cross on each row)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6 8 . Assum e that  you have during several years invested t im e and m oney to keep the forest  on your 

property well m anaged for t im ber product ion.  Assum e furtherm ore that  you can im prove the 

financial return by convert ing to product ion of raw material for bio- fuel product ion. 

 

I s i t  m or e l i k e ly  t h at  y ou  w ou ld  con t in u e m an ag e t h e f o r est  f o r  t im b er  p r od u ct ion  in  

t h e f o r est  st an d s t h at  y ou  h av e st ar t ed  t o  m an ag e f o r  t im b er  p r odu ct ion , o r  t h at  y ou  

w ou ld  con v er t  t o  p r od u ct ion  o f  r aw  m at er ia l  f o r  b io - f u el  p r od u ct ion ? 

 

(m ark with one cross on the scale)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Definitely 

yes 

Probably 

yes 

Probably 

not  

Definitely 

not  

Do not  

know 

Growing forest  on 

grazing land 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Growing forest  on 

crop land 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Growing forest  on 

other land 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Convert  forest  land 

to energy crop 

product ion 
 

̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ ̌ 

Most  likely that  I  

would cont inue 

m anage the forest  

stands for t im ber 

product ion 

 

 

Most  likely I  would 

convert  also these forest  

stands to product ion of 

raw m aterial for bio- fuel 

product ion 
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Som e q u est ion  ab ou t  y ou  an d  y ou r  h ou seh o ld  

 

 

6 9 . W h en  w er e y ou  b o r n ? 

 

19___ 
 

 

7 0 . Gen d er ? 
 

̌ Wom an   ̌ Man 

 

 

7 1 . W h at  ed u cat ion s d o  y ou  h av e? 

 

̌ Elem entary school or equivalent  

̌ High school or equivalent  

̌ University or equivalent  

̌ Professional educat ion or equivalent  

 

 

7 2 . How  h av e y ou  g a in ed  y ou r  k n ow led g e ab ou t  f o r est r y ? 

 

̌ Lit t le or no knowledge about  forest ry 

̌ Experiences from  older generat ions or from  own work 

̌ Books, journals and m agazines about  forest ry (specialist  literature)  

̌ Courses and m eet ings 

̌ Forest ry educat ion of 1 year or m ore 

̌ Do not  know 

 

 

7 3 . W h at  w as t h e t o t a l  d isp osab le in com e af t er  t ax es in  y ou r  h ou seh o ld  d u r in g  2 0 0 9 ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  

 

̌ 0 – 199 999 SEK          ̌ 200 000 – 399 999 SEK          ̌ 400 000 or m ore 

 

 

7 4 . How  lar g e sh ar e o f  t h e h ou seh o ld ’s in com e ( d u r in g  2 0 0 9 )  cam e f r om  t h e m an ag em en t  

u n i t ? 

 

(m ark with one cross)  
 

̌ Less than 5 %  ̌ 16-25 %   ̌ 51-75%  

̌ 6-15 %  ̌ 26-50%   ̌ 76-100%  

 

 

7 5 . Ar e y ou  a m em b er  o f  an y  o f  t h e f o l low in g  o r g an izat ion s? 

 

 

̌ Forest  owners associat ion or equivalent  

̌ Farm ers associat ion or equivalent  

̌ I  am  not  a m em ber of any forest  organizat ion 
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7 6 . I f  t h e q u est ion n ai r e w as ad d r essed  t o  som eon e e lse t h an  y ou , an d  y ou  h av e f i l led  i t  in , 

p lease st a t e t h e g en d er  an d  ag e h er e o r  t h e p er son  t h at  t h e  q u est ion n ai r e w as 

ad d r essed  t o . 
 

̌ Wom an ̌ Man 

 

Birthyear:  19___  

 

 

 

 

 

 

I f  y ou  w an t  t o  com m en t  o r  ad d  som et h in g  y ou  can  d o  t h at  h er e:  
 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Th an k  y ou  f o r  y ou r  p ar t i cip at ion  in  t h e su r v ey !  


