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ABSTRACT

This dissertation explorgsatterns of institutional change in the Russiaegbsector
and examines the process of nascency and develomhbath formal and informal
institutions. It argues that development of the dRars forest sector has been path-
dependent and significantly influenced by informastitutions, which the recent
reform carried out by the state also failed to $famm. Using the case study of the
forest sector, the dissertation (1) identifies majovers of post-Soviet institutional
change, and (2) compares different patterns of@gé@articularly state forest reform
and non-state ‘private modernisation’ projects)e Thesis explores opportunities for
institutional path-creation in the Russian forestter and concludes that the major
drivers of change in today’s Russian forest seater i) local ecological agency, and
i) the changing global (political, economic, idegical) environment. It is argued that
roots of the problems of the recent forest reforenith the lack of agency within
(mostly federal) state structures and local comuesni

The dissertation argues that although non-statendoof governance (such as
certification and model forests) have proved tanme powerful and effective than
state initiatives in overcoming ‘path-dependentstitutional embeddedness, their
ultimate results are severely limited by and higigpendent on evolution of state
agencies and more generally on the nature of oalships between state authorities

and society.

At the conceptual level, the research adopts tkétutional (NIE) framework and
combines it with classical sociological literatuf@n the problem of structure vs
agency), as well as with a historical perspectpath{-dependence vs path-creation).
Moreover, it emphasizes the importance of ecoldgttmension of analysis for

understanding societal change.

As for its policy relevance, the research challentiee recently popular and overly
optimistic view on the role of civil society and metate governance in institutional
modernisation. It encourages policy makers to stodional history and to build

upon existing initiatives taking into account thatlpdependent environment and
informal institutional embeddedness of implemengegjects.
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‘Have a look at hundreds and thousands of questionserning our domestic and
everyday routine — what a pandemic looseness, whettled views, what a lack of
habit at work! Russia is being deforested by lardioand peasants with such a
frenzy. One can be certain that this timber is dolda tenth of its price, will the
supply last long enough? Our children will hardg/drown up when there will be ten
times less wood in the market. What is going tppem then? Maybe the day of
doom. And in the meanwhile, just try to mentiontailing forest destruction rights
and what will you hear? On the one hand, there balthe state and national
necessity, and on the other hand infringement opgnty rights, i.e. two opposite
ideas... Someone has made a joke in a modern lliiv@na that every cloud has a
silver lining and that if one destroys all Russfarests, there will be at least one
benefit, namely that corporal punishment with tbd will be finally abolished, for
district courts will have nothing to whip guilty @gants with. This is certainly a good
consolation, but hard to believe, though: everndré will be no forests at all, there
will always be enough rods for whipping anyway —eowill import those from
abroad.” (Dostoyevsky, 1989: 253)

‘Government is still the only European in Russ{Rushkin, 1836)



INTRODUCTION

Historical Context

Reform of the forest sector is currently high oe #genda in the Russian domestic
policy. The scale of ever more aggravating problaasbecome apparent not only to
NGOs and companies, but also the Government. Tasons for change in the
Russian forest policy are of an economic, politiead, to a far lesser extent,

environmental nature.

Russia is the most forest-rich country with abob¥%2of world forest resources and
over 200 years history of forest management. HowdRassia uses under one quarter
of its forest resource potential today. Most ofemsible forests are deeply exhausted
as a result of intensive exploitation in the twetiticentury (Odintsov, 2007: 157-
160).

The serious economic issues are the low compeids® and low efficiency of the
forest sector. The average forest revenue for abe aneter of timber is five to ten
times lower than in developed forest countries (RRbspkin, 2008b: 3-12). The
amount of harvested timber from one hectar of tecesered land is 0.2 cubic meters
in Russia, whereas in developed countries the sadieator is 16 times higher
(Odintsov, 2007: 162). As a result of inefficienseuof forest resources, Russia
accounts for only 3% of world production of commak¢imber. The value of forest
sector products (per one cubic meter of harvesteber) amounts to 1.8 thousand

rubles, which is three to five times less thanenealoped forest countries (Ibid.: 168).

Russia’s timber industry focuses, to a great extentraw-material export: 26% of
harvested wood is exported as raw timber, wheré8s iS processed by industry and
18% is used by local population and on social néBdshchupkin, 2008a: 12). Since
the 1990s, Russia has become substantial net iempoftpaper. Forests are not
reproduced sufficiently. Due to excessive loggingd ainappropriate forest
management, the area of mature and overmaturet§odesreased by 66.1 million
hectars during the last 30 years (the total stackalbout 870 million hectars)
(Alekseyev, 2008: 6). The level of illegal loggiaghounts to 10-15% (Roshchupkin,
2008b: 3-12; Kotlobay et al, 2007: 4). In some oegi of Russia (the Caucasus and



the Far East), illegal logging is estimated at B97(Environmental Management in
Russia..., 2004: 34).

These problems have kept down the sector’s rolthéneconomic development of
Russia, which contrasts with its enormous potehiiieh country where forests cover
45% of the total area (Roshchupkin, 2008a: 1). 3ihare of the forest industry of
Russian GDP is less than 2%. The forest industogyres under 3% of the total
industrial output of Russid

Apart from economic issues, there is a challengersure environmentally- and
society-friendly development. It was only in thesed half of the nineteenth century
that timber began to be looked upon as a marketatemodity in Russia. Before
then, forests had been looked upon more as pakiods and localities for the
gathering of honey, firewood etc. After the emaatign of serfs in 1861, landowners
began a policy of reckless forest exploitation idew to cover their losses caused by
the reform (Miller, 1967: 274). Traditionally, Russ forests have been an important
part of everyday life and environment — rather tlaagquantified source of national

income.

The forest sector has traditionally provided sigaifit employment. Most industrial
forestry settlements reached the peak of their ldpugent in the 1970-1980s. Since
the 1990s, forestry communities have been incrgbsithallenged by administrative
reforms combined with market transformations (Saalwat Jarvela, 2007: 10). In the

1990s, the Russian forest sector directly accoufdaeaver two million employees

! See IIASA analysis of the Russian forest sect@blems (financial, personnel, juridicial, social,
technical, and environmental); papers by Carls2@0(), Carlsson, Lundgren, Olsson (2000), Nilsson
(2000), Nilsson and Shvidenko (1997), Shvidenkd®@0Piipponen (1999).

2 n 1987, the share of forestry, mechanical woatigtry, and the pulp and paper industry was seventh
of all sectors in Russia with 5.62% of total indistoutput (Nilsson and Shvidenko, 1997: 33). By
1993, domestic production of wood products (thgoubf logs, lumber, plywood, reconstituted wood
boards, and pulp and paper products in roundwooivagnt) had plunged to 57 percent of its 1989
level (Russia: Forest Policy During Transition, 7993).

% However, these issues may have remained in tteoshi it were not for the political will of federa
authorities (e.g. speeches of V. Putin in 2002 20@6, Putin’s visit to leskhozes in Petrozavodsk,
followed by organisation of the Council for Devetognt of the Forest Complex under the Government
of the Russian Federation, 2007).



(Nilsson and Shvidenko, 1997: 34). Since the diggm of the USSR, the number of
employees in the forest sector has been steadiledsing, caused by a drastic fall in
production, as well as by a massive technical upgyd the sector (Shvidenko, 2003).
In 2006, the number of employees in the forest strgusector was almost 800
thousand. Due to the ongoing forest sector refdinere has been a decreasing trend
since then (Odintsov, 2007: 168).

One of the reasons for the high social significamtéethe forest sector is that
companies in the Soviet forest sector were not gasttral institutions providing

employment, producing goods and services, but @ifered a large variety of social

assets and social infrastructure for their emplsyaed often the local population
(Nilsson and Shvidenko, 1997: 34). Since the Rn&trld War, the state acquired
large areas of forest reserves to meet the natinoreasing need for timber products.
It was state policy to establish forestry settleteerin such settlements, wood
procurement was the primary source of livelihood feost people. However, in

contrast with its role in the bigger centres, thates never played a large role in
helping to develop rural communities. Throughow thstory of many settlements,
timber companies organized electricity, telephosises, the water system and the
road network. (Jarveld, Soédor, and Tarasov, 200#iab responsibility for its

workers has become an important part of compamiesk. Since the 1990s, the
responsibility for providing social infrastructueend social welfare has passed from
the former state enterprises to local municipajti@hich are still often too weak to
take full responsibility. So, today, companied $idve to compensate for what public

policy fails to provide (Sodor and Jarvela, 2006). 1

Since the early 1990s, the Russian forest seckbbean undergoing a transition from
a top-down control-and-command system to a markeh@mny. The structure of the
forest sector was affected by privatisation of fheest industry, liberalisation of
prices and the gradual opening of borders to iatéwnal trade. However, the Russian
forest management and utilisation system has itgted lot of elements of the Soviet
system. The state is the owner of forest land issiliand forestry planning is
administered by the state (state companies fosfarenagement lesoustroitelnye

predpriyatiyg.

* Forest Code of the Russian Federation 2006, Arfcl



The post-1991 liberalisation of the economy causag heated debates about forest
ownership in Russia. Different legal frameworks Matde take different stands
towards forest property rights. The Russian legaitesn and in particular forest
legislation have traditionally been designed acogydo the German civil law pattern,
and the trend towards a big role of the state wayg strengthened in the Soviet
period. However, due to changing political situasi@nd power relations, these issues

have re-emerged on the agenda.

In the post-Soviet era, it is not only the stata ihitiates change. Private companies,
NGOs, as well as supra-governmental organisatians Btarted to play a noticeable
role and introduce new institutions of corporatspansibility, forest certification,
model forests, foreign forest management praceresvisions of sustainability. The
results of both state and non-state activities diatereforming the forest sector are

debatable and yet to be seen.

It is this tight connection of the forest sectorttwother areas of socio-economic,
political and cultural life that makes it necesstryexplore the nature and patterns of

societal transformation if one is to understanchges in the forest sector.
Theoretical Context

Since institutional changes in the forest secteriaextricably linked to the general
socio-economic and political trends in Ru3siis valuable to provide the context of
theories of societal change. These are theoriechwloften under the general
framework of ‘agency and structure’, consider thieraction of individuals, different
social groups, and the state. The role of thes@emnin the process of societal change
is analysed using different analytical frameworl&me emphasize the role of
individual action (Weber), others focus on econo(Marx), ideological (Durkheim),
political, power and discursive (Habermas; Bourdieoucault) structures that shape

individual action. Some later theories tend to gné¢e these two perspectives on

® Such as the Big Bang reforms implemented in thky 4990s on the advice of Harvard and Chicago
economists, which included radical price liberdlma and mass privatisation at a ‘breathtaking pace
(Boycko, Shleifer, Vishny et al, 1993: 180) witrethim of depoliticising the economy — the model
promoted by Boycko, Shleifer, Vishny, Sachs etsade( e.g. Boycko, Shleifer, Vishny et al, 1993;
Murphy, Shleifer and Vishny, 1992).



agency-structure relations (Granovetter; Beckerhdtey and Snyder; Hodgson).
However, the ‘structure-agency’ paradigm of majoesdférn sociological models, if
taken alone, due to its ahistoricity and generalignnot provide explanations for
complex interaction of agency and structure. Heree nstitutional framework is
applied. Theories that analyse change specifigaltgrms of institutions usually work
either with the concept of path dependence (Na200%); Ostrom (2000); Pierson
(2000); Greener (2005)) or path creation (Crouct &arrell (2004); Ebbinghaus
(2005); Schneiberg (2006)). The concept of patheddpnce identifies the sources of
persistent ineffective institutions. The path deeatperspective helps to go beyond

deterministic conclusions.

The above mentioned theories are based on seygyadaches. Within the political
economy approach, the focus is on power relatidpelitical and economic actors in
society. Herein, some theories advocate a speolel of the state as a pool of
resources and a possible driver of change (Cha8fy(2002); Evans, Rueschemeyer
and Skocpol (1985); other theories promote the grgwnportance and potential of
non-state governance (Leach and Scoones (1999);2B0&ards and Hulme (1995,
1999); Edwards (2001); Clark (2001); Scott (1990)a and Jeffery (2001); Agrawal
and Gibson (1999); Cashore, Auld, Bernstein and $dew (2007)). These theories
address the questions: Where do the structurahdbestto institutional change come
from? Who initiates the process of institutionalomation and why?

Despite its power, the institutional perspectiven® necessarily able to provide
insights into interaction of humans and nature, ohé¢éhe major reasons being the
highly economistic and individualistic nature of myarecent institutional studies
(e.g., the New Institutional Economics). Environt@napproaches (e.g., human
ecology and political ecology) recognise the ineatole link between the social and
the natural in the process of institutional change.

The above mentioned frameworks of embedded agestimic{ure vs agency) and path
dependence (or path creation) are useful for utm®isg the ongoing processes in
the Russian forest sector. However, to my knowletlgese concepts have not been

used to analyse forest reforms in Russia yet.



Perceptions of the Russian case sometimes difféhanwWest and in Russia itself.
Therefore, it is necessary to compare Western amgsiBn views on institutional
change. We believe that a comprehensive analystseeafocio-economic and political
reality in Russia that encompassed the above nmrexttiapproaches may contribute to
a clear understanding of the challenges of modatioiz that the forest sector is

facing today.
Research Question

The main research question of the thesis is: Hosvvalny do institutions change in

the Russian forest sector?

This question is answered by examining the prooéstevelopment of formal and
informal institutions, with a specific focus on hamstitutional innovations come into
being, what prevents certain institutions from amgninto being, and what makes
certain factors determinant for particular trajeiet® of development in the forest

sector.

In order to address the main research questios, shidy aims to provide a
comprehensive description of major social, econprpaitical and environmental
processes in the Russian forest sector today asudt of both the state forest reform
and various actions of non-state actors, as wellamsanalysis of obstacles to
institutional change. We consider in separate @estithe following parallel
processes: 1) forest reform carried out by theestatce 2000 2) model forests and
3) voluntary forest certification — the latter t@dvanced mostly by NGOs and private
companies. The first two chapters provide the cpiuz and analytical framework
and refer to the relevant sociological and indtneal theories. The research question
is placed within the regional and historical contdfajor development patterns of the

Russian forest sector are set out. The discussamesnfrom general sociological and

® On the 1% of May 2000, the President of the Russian Federa#i. V. Putin signed the decrée
867, which dissolved the Federal Forestry ServiBesleskhoz) and the State Committee for
Environmental Protection, and delegated their flonstto the Ministry of Natural Resources of Russia
According to the Decree of the President of thesikuns Federation of May 12th 2008 724, the
Ministry of Natural Resource of the Russian Fedenatvas transformed into the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Ecology of the Russian Federationtr@oof Specially Protected Natural Areas of

federal importance was delegated to the Ministry.



institutional analysis of structure, agency anduratenvironment to the Russian case
and the case of forestry in particular — historyha&f Russian forestry and state-society
interaction (as a larger context for studying femedevelopment).

In chapters five through seven, the recent insbimal development is studied; data

collected during fieldwork in different parts of &ia is presented and analysed.



CHAPTER ONE: LOCATING ENVIRONMENT IN SOCIOLOGICAL
THEORY

To understand how institutions change in the Ruskieest sector, one needs to turn
to theories of societal change. There are two itapbmpoints one should make here.
First, society provides a broader socio-economit pwlitical context for changes in
the forest sector. Development of the forest sastolosely linked to social, political
and economic changes in the country. The latteriatern, predetermined, to a great
extent, by the nature of interaction between irdligi and society. Traditional
sociology is able to provide deep insights intoiemmental issues and problems of
natural resource management, for it helps undetstarman behaviour and the
incentives behind it. The analysis below startdwitassical sociology and different
approaches to the opposition ‘individual—environthemhere, roughly speaking, the

individual stands for agency and the environmenstfaucture.

Second, the interplay of human actors and the kesiaronment is necessary but not
sufficient, due to its anthropocentrism, to fullkp&in changing interactions between
humans and nature (Hardin, 1998: 683). One needsiake a move from the
‘sociology of environment’ to ‘environmental so@gly’ and include nature into the
system ‘individual-environment’. One needs to ulsssical sociology as a platform
and move further from environment in a strictly istagical sense to environment as
‘ecology’ (Guha and Martinez-Alier, 1997: 22). Thetion of environment needs to
be extended to include both the social and theralabomponents. The ‘individual—
social environment’ framework of analysis needdeoreplaced by the ‘individual—-
social environment—natural environment’ paradigor $tudies that link issues of
society and forestry see e.g. Leach (2008); Faitlaea Leach (1997); Leach, Mearns
and Scoones (1999); Sivaramakrishnan (1995); Eeker6l992); Johnson and
Forsyth (2002)). This ‘societal-environmental deti€ is a complex one, for nature
appears both as an ‘actor’ shaping social enviroiraed individuals and also as
‘environment’, which is being affected by individsaand social norms. Individual,
nature and society co-evolve and present interctkpdrparts of one whole. Analysis
of changing nature resource management has toiteke€onsideration the fact that
physical environment, social organisation and imblial behaviour interact in a

reciprocal way.



In the chapter below, we shall follow how traditbrsociology (within different
schools of thought) reflects on issues of struciamd agency and also how it is
elaborated to encompass societal-environmentalioe$ta Authors and schools are
discussed in the following order: We start with M&feber, Karl Marx and Emile
Durkheim - as the fathers of modern social thoughind then move on to later
theories of Pierre Bourdieu, Juergen Habermas archeé¥l Foucault. Lastly, we
consider theories that attempted to integrate #rspectives of the above mentioned

researchers.

1.1 ‘Methodological Individualism’

One of the most prominent social theorists who easfded the dichotomy ‘society-
individual’ and discussed the degree of and linuteg to individual freedom and
ability to have one’s own motives and make indepehdecisions, was Max Weber.
Max Weber introduced the framework ointerpretative understanding or
‘methodological individualismWithin this framework, an individual is regarded
part of various social systems and collectivitisgch as states, state bureaucracy,
associations, business corporations, foundatiaigs, I this sense, Weber certainly

admits the existence of social structure:

‘The subjective interpretation of action must takeecount of a
fundamentally important fact. These concepts diective entities ... have a
meaning in the mind of individual persons, parttycd something actually
existing, partly as something with normative auittyor.. Such ideas have a
powerful, often a decisive, causal influence on dharse of action of real
individuals.” (Weber, 1978: 14)

An individual is opposed to social collectivitieeyd Weber's emphasis is rather on
individuals. The above mentioned collective soeiatities are regarded amodes of

organisation and outcomes that result frompdrticular acts of individual persohs

‘Action in the sense of subjectively understandaislentation of behaviour
exists only as the behaviour of one or more indigichuman beings. ... both
for sociology in the present tense and for histtig, object of cognition is
the subjective meaning-complex of action.” (Weld&78: 13)

10



Individuals are considered as the only agents tibm¢Weber,1968: 13). Society is
regarded as a process of human interaction, whereah beings act in a maximising

behaviour.

Weber’s perspective was applied later on by rebeascto different areas of societal
development and had a particularly significant iotpan environmental sociology
and studies of societal change as related to natesaurces. Raymond Murphy
(1994, 2002) established a neo-Weberian envirorethentiology (ecology of social
action), which represented drend away from systems sociology to human-agency
sociology (Murphy, 1994: 688).

‘Environmental problems created by humans constit@ poignant
illustration of spontaneous human actors uninteally unleashing
dynamic processes that trap them, namely, themsysigocesses of nature.’
(Murphy, 2002: 74)

Following Weber, Murphy admits the causal significa of non-social factors for
social processes and gives an important placecteative voluntary action in
determining outcomégMurphy, 2002: 73). Murphy extends Weber’s theofysocial
action to analyse cultural change in relation teiremmental problems.

According to Weber,dction is social insofar as its subjective mearntakes account
of the behaviour of others and is thereby orienteis coursé(Weber, 1978: 4).

‘Social action ... may be oriented to the pastsené or expected future
behaviour of others ... The others may be indiMiga@asons, and may be
known to the actor as such, or may constitute dafinite plurality and may

be entirely unknown as individuals’. (Weber, 19Z8)

Murphy elaborates on this definition of social antand uses it to explain the turn of

societal thinking towards environment:

‘In practice, however, the needs of future generatihave not been taken
into account in this generation’s own consumptidhose needs have not
promoted saving, in particular of the environméytthe present generation.

Up to now, humans have been oriented only to ptesmah past humans. ...
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Social action does not have to be oriented oniyntoediate others in space

or in time. It can also be oriented to future osher(Murphy, 2002: 87-88)

Another interpretation of Weber’s work in relatitm natural environment has been
offered by Melissa Leach, lan Scoones and JameleKeEhey argue that Weberian
perspective on society provides an insight intataxgy weaknesses and difficulties of
natural resource management. They argue that ainegsence Weberian approach,
should be applied to make the community-based alatasource management more

effective.

‘Actors involved in the policy process — whetheeldirlevel extension
workers or senior officials in ministries — are 3@ have a degree of
discretion and choice in their actions, althougtirtactions are perceived as
occurring within socially embedded networks andwal settings.” (Keeley
and Scoones, 2003: 34)

They criticise structural and functionalist approe€ and emphasizactors, action
and agency Communities are considered g®0ople who actively monitor, interpret
and shape the world around thgralthough they are constrained by structuressul
and norms around them. Actors are believed to hhgepotential to change the
system and perhaps, in time, remake new rlesach, Mearns and Scoones, 1999:
230-231). It is argued that in order to improve ocmmity-based natural resource
management, policies should move awéprh generalized community supgort
towards far more explicit partiality and recognising differential interests of
individual actors (Ibid: 241).

While the Weberian framework serves to study thée rof individuals, the
structuralist approach brings to light the conteixaction and limitations of agency.

1.2. Structuralism

Materialist Structuralism

Karl Marx employs a structuralist approach and pans emphasis on the social
environment of individuals and socio-economic gt as a source of
transformation. Relations of production are arguedconstitute the economic
structure of society, the real foundation, on whigkes a legal and political
12



superstructure and to which correspond definitenferof social consciousnéss
(Marx, 2003: 425). For Marx, economic structureso€iety, material production and
material conditions the social being predetermine the nature of individuals and
their actions (theconsciousness of mgnSocial life is considered to be nothing else

but a material production process (Marx, 1977, 2003

‘... iIf it is man as already living in some form other of society ... then it
IS necessary to begin by describing the specifaraitter of this social man,
that is the character of the community in which lhes because its
production — the process that enables him to ea@nliving — already

possesses a certain social character.” (Marx, 28083

Marx leaves no room for human agency and argudsritisviduals are by no means
free to choose a particular form of their socidat rather énter into definite
relations that are indispensable and independenhef will' (Marx, 2003: 425). The
structure, i.e. socio-economic system of materiabdpction, determines all.
According to Maryx, it is not individuals but sociEbhsses (wage-labourers, capitalists
and landlords (Marx, 2003: 386, 544)) that exist:

‘The individual and isolated hunter or fisher .eldngs to the insipid

illusions of the eighteenth century.’” (Marx, 20880)

The social reality, as interpreted by Marx, is @otsum of individual wills and
personalities, but rather a primarily economicatite with institutions that constrain,

shape and predetermine individual human interestsrecentives.

The place of nature in the Marxist work is not a@mbiguous one. On the one hand,
Marx describes nature as something to be apprepriay men and as merely a means
of production and satisfaction of men’s needs (Man03: 383, 629-630).

‘That man’s physical and intellectual life deperaisnature merely means
that nature depends on itself, for man is a parhatfre. ... Life itself

appears merely as a means to life.” (Marx, 20020@9

On the other hand, Marx recognises the inextricdiple and material exchange

between nature and human beings, dependence comasture:
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‘The worker can create nothing without nature,gbasuous exterior world.
It is the matter in which his labour realizes itsel which it is active, out of

which and through which it produces.’ (Marx, 2083)

Hence, the relationships between environmentaliefuahd Marx’s work are diverse.
At one extreme, there are environmental sociolegigio agree that Marx’s thought
is anti-ecological and indistinguishable from Sovjgactice and ideology and
exploitation of nature and distance themselves fidanxism. Murphy (1994) points
to the ecological problems of socialist countrieshe 1950s to 1980s as evidence for
the fact that the essence of Marxism has beenisinegard of the environment and a

posture of dominion over the natural world.

At another side of the spectrum, environmental dogists have an affinity to
Marxism. It is caused partly by the fact that eammental sociology and Marxism
both tend to be critical of prevailing capitalisistitutions and social arrangements.
Partly, it is caused by the circumstance that Bmeworks are materialist — they
both emphasize that understanding of human lifaiireg uncovering of material
substratum of societies (Dunlap, Buttel, DickenalgR002). Another uniting factor is
that Marx placed alienation of the worker not ofrttym the product of one’s labour
and from the act of production inside labour, bisbalienation from nature, at the
centre of his theory (Marx, 2003: 90; Dickens innlap, Buttel and Dickens et al,
2002). Capitalism divided practical knowledge (udihg knowledge of nature) from
abstract knowledge, placing the latter in the haofdscientists and managers and,
thus, marginalising popular knowledge (Dickens imp, Buttel and Dickens et al,
2002).

Moreover, Marx stands as a significant contribuimrecological perspective. An
article focussing on Marx’ ecological contributiamd advocating the relevance of
Marxist theory for environmental sociology was weit by Foster (1999). Foster
argued that Marx’ views [fistorical-environmental-materialisintook into account
the coevolution andnetabolic relatiohof nature and human society and that Marx’s
theory of metabolic rift offered important foundats for environmental sociology:

‘Neglected but crucial elements within Marx’s sdctheory offer firm

foundations for the development of a strong envirental sociology. [In

his later work, Marx] provided his systematic treaht of such issues as
14



soil fertility, organic recycling and sustainahylit and in which we find the
larger conceptual framework, emphasizing the médimboft between

human production and its natural conditions.’” (Egst999: 370)

Foster sought to demonstrate that Marx providegaaverful analysis of the main
ecological crisis of his daynamely the problem of soil fertility within caglist
agriculture, the antagonism of town and countryd #ime necessity of ecological

sustainability.
Idealist Structuralism

Similarly to materialist structuralists, Emile Dindim also accepts the opposition
‘individual—-society’. For Durkheim, the dichotomy structure and agency reflects
the dualism of human nature and its social conustidcHowever, unlike materialist
structuralists, Durkheim regards human beings asbcial beings and differentiates
between two aspects of their psychic life: the peas (human body with its passions
and egoistic tendencies); and the impersonal (jdegeas of morality and concepts
shared with a plurality of people and obligatorimposed by society upon the
individual) (Durkheim, 2005: 36 - 39). For Durkheimociety is a reality ‘sui

generis’, which, due to its collective nature, bharacteristics that are different from

those of individuals that constitute this society:

‘As the association is formed it gives birth to pbmena which do not
derive directly from the nature of the associatednents. ... Social facts are
in a sense independent of individuals and extetiwomndividual minds.’
(Durkheim, 1974: 94-96)

Durkheim emphasizes that society is more than tine af its parts and has its own
nature and interests, which may differ from intesesf individuals that constitute the
society. He develops an argument that social facés not reducible merely to

individuals or their psychology.

At the same time, Durkheim acknowledges thatividuals are the only active
elements(Durkheim, 2005: 35) in social life and that anlividual is an autonomous
centre of activity(Durkheim, 1972: 195). Durkheim views the histaili development

of human society from traditional to modern as acpss of individuatiori, i.e.
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gradual development of individual rights, ideas,d apersonality (lbid: 195).
Nevertheless, individual action continues to bacdtired by the social environment:
the consciousness of individuals af social origini; it is penetrated and produced by
the society (Durkheim, 2005: 35). Theohscience collectivels not completely
eradicated, but rather transforms into other idesalsh as thecult of the individudl
The individual remainsin some respect himself the product of the sthiethe state
institutes rights of the individual (Durkheim, 197126).

Emile Durkheim brings the political aspect of stalestructure (‘political society’

and the state) into the debate. According to Durkhen important factor of the
individual-society interaction is the political rege and the form of government,
namely whether thegovernment consciousnéssisolated from or close to the rest of

the society:

‘The closer communication becomes between the govent consciousness
and the rest of society, and the more this conscess expands and the
more things it takes in, the more democratic theratter of the society will
be.” (Durkheim,1986: 59)

Durkheim’s understanding of sociology and his notod ‘social fact§ whereby the

determining cause of a social fact must be soughdoreg antecedent social facts
(Durkheim, 1982: 134-135) (and hence the impliddsa to relate social reality to
any other factors, be it individual consciousneasbio-physical phenomena), put his
work in opposition to environmental sociology. Diekmian sociology contributed

rather to a socio-cultural deterministic approach.

Nevertheless, some researchers regard the viewBudfheim as insightful for
explaining human-natural relations. Thus, Durkhesimtheory found further
development in the work of William R. Catton, oné the most influential
Durkheimian environmental sociologists, and Fredekl. Buttel, who argued that
Durkheim’s work (in particular, Division of laboun Society) to a great extent
provided basis for macrosociological analysis @& thlationships between societies
and their natural environment (Catton and Dunl&¥,8] Dunlap, Buttel, Dickens et
al, 2002).
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‘Constructivist Structuralism’

Pierre Bourdieu proposes not so much an economipotitical (as Marx and
Durkheim do), but rather an anthropological perSpemn society and constructs a

theory of social space.

‘The social world can be represented as a spadé geveral dimensions)
constructed on the basis of principles of diffel@ian or distribution

constituted by the set of properties active witktie social universe in
question, i.e. capable of conferring strength, powighin that universe ....
Agents and groups of agents are thus defined by thktive positions

within that space.’ (Bourdieu, 1985: 723-724)

He distances himself from Marxism and insists thfare has to be a break with the
economism that leads one to reduce the social, feeldulti-dimensional space, solely
to the economic field, to the relations of econopnaxuction (Bourdieu, 1985: 723).
Bourdieu argues it is not social classes that ekist rather social space, in which
agents are distributed according to their econoamd cultural capital (Bourdieu,
1989: 21).

Bourdieu argues that reality should be understamcbnly as substances (individuals
and groups), but also as, often unseen, relatiBosirflieu, 1989: 15). He defines
social groups on the basis of their habitus, whighlike social positions and
practices, cannot be observed directly. Habitasasrtain fogic of practicé which is
learned by actors unconsciously and guides theurdubehaviour. For Bourdieu,
agents are self-interested, strategic actors wbastruct their vision of the world
but under structural constraints (Bourdieu, 1988). He considers the ‘structure-
agency dichotomy in a dialectical way, where both elersehaive equal weight.
Objective structures form the basis for subjecte@resentations of agents, and at the
same time, subjective representatiomaust also be taken into consideration
particularly if one wants to account for the dadiruggles, individual and collective,
which purport to transform or to preserve thesaistures (Bourdieu, 1989: 15).

Bourdieu refers to his work asconstructivist structuralisimor ‘structuralist

constructivisrh and shows that external structures are interedli;m the mental
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structures of agents and, hence, in their behavighereas interactions of actors are

externalised into the social relationships in ile&lf(Bourdieu, 1989: 14).

Bourdieu analyses the process of social changermst of symbolic powér(i.e. the
power of world-making through words) anglymbolic strugglés Differences in the
‘symbolic capitdlof actors form a basis fosymbolic strugglés‘ both the individual
struggles of everyday life and the collective, migad struggles of political life
These are struggles for theréduction and imposition of the legitimate visiohnthe
social world (Bourdieu, 1989: 22; Bourdieu, 1985: 723). Obieetrelations of
power reproduce themselves in relations of symbptiwer (Bourdieu, 1989: 21).
The problem of social reproduction is placed atftrefront of Bourdieu’s research.
Agents act in order to reproduce existing struguf®o, a social change would imply
not only change of the objective ‘structure’, blgoachange in actors’ habitus, their

cultural capital, behaviour preferences and wayshith power is produced.

Bourdieu’s approach to the structure-agency problevas later employed to the
study of mankind—nature interaction. Thus, Paul Blaghlin (2001) made an effort to

develop a framework that would integrate structagency and environment.

‘An ecology of social action’ ‘merges organizatibe&ology and resource
mobilization theory’s insights into structure-eroriment interactions with
constructivists’ attention to agency, language,tural and power. The
concept of a socially constructed adaptive landsdapput forward as a
central metaphor for linking the ecological and stouctivist traditions.’

(McLaughlin, 2001: 12)

Whilst analysing theco-evolving cultural understandings, organisatiof@ms, and
resource constraints(McLaughlin, 2001: 24), the author aimed to merte
structuralist tradition of Marx and Durkheim withet subjectivist paradigm of Max
Weber.

James Keeley and lan Scoones (2003) draw on Bausdibeory of practice and
agency to study environmental policy change. Theject the more structural
frameworks traditional for political economy litéwee with its focus on interest
groups and policy communitiés(Keeley and Scoones, 2003: 31). They argue that
‘expressions of agency through repeated practice raaylt in both intended and
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unintended outcomegKeeley and Scoones, 2003: 34). The latter hasouse
implications for policy-making, for it questions ethpossibility of predictable,

rational and linearly planned intervention or pagtienaking (Ibid: 34).

Bourdieu’s theory of practice and symbolic powerswaso applied to studies of
conflicts around natural resources (see e.g. Sivakashnan (1995) on Indian
colonial forestry). The notions of symbolic struggind symbolic power served as
tools to explain the dialectical relationships betw cultural constructions of nature
and historical circumstances in which human agemés placed; drticulation of

hegemonic and counter-hegemonic discoursésforests (official discourse and
discourse of resistance) (Sivaramakrishnan, 198%: i@lations of power and how
they lead to creation of different systems of megsiand certain ideologies, as well

as how these ideologies are then turned imégémonic structurés

While structuralism deals with limitations of indtiwal agency, several other major
theories (as elaborated below) draw attentionecctbse interrelation of structure and

agency.

1.3Theory of ‘Communicative Action’

A new, political step in the subjectivism—objecsivi, or structure—agency debate
found reflection in the writings of Juergen HabesmBabermas rejects the above
mentioned dichotomies andonceives of society simultaneously as a systenasiad
lifeworld” (Habermas, 1989: 165-166). The structure is regmeed by the state, and
the lifeworld is what Habermas calls thpublic spherg or a ‘sphere of non-
governmental opinion makihga ‘sphere of private individuals assembled into a
public body, a space for critical discussion open to every(itabermas, 1974: 52).
‘The public sphere as a sphere which mediates batamgety and the state, in which
the public organizes itself as the bearer of puldfmnion... makes possible the
democratic control of state activities (Ibid: 5The state and the public sphere do not
overlap, but rather confront one another (lbid:.4B)e public sphere is a way to
counterbalance the state power through mass medifee critical discourse.

Habermas puts an emphasis on the human factoradisdar a transformation of the
very nature of power in society. He insists thatvgo should be acquired through
‘communicative actidr{Habermas 1974; 1975), in conditions when prooegsihave
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been made public. At the centre of analysis arecihrecepts of anindividual's
competence in speech and actjordeal speech situatiomnd rationality (Habermas,
1975: 294). Habermas proposes communicative aamonself-governance as a non-
oppressive method of social change instead of uéenls and class struggle. This
mode of social change is only possible if instdn§ do not manipulate the individual,

but rather are shaped by open public discussion.

It is noted that the very concepts of public spi{asea space outside of control of the
state) and public opinion emerged only in the X\¢ééhtury. This culture replaced the
previous European form of publicity: representatioh authority performed by
monarchs and nobility (Habermas, 2005: 7; Habernigs/4: 50). Habermas
emphasizes how certain historical conditions (d#fé stages of capitalist
development) can trigger formation of the new disme public sphere, where
communicating citizens are engaged in a ration#ital discourse, and, thus, change

the role and potential of individual.

However, certain conditions can result in detetioraand distortion of the public
sphere in an industrially advanced mass democradlye form of the social welfare
state: commercialisation of mass media, consumenmssive attitude, blurring of
boundaries between private and publimytual infiltration of public and private
spheré (Habermas, 2005: 141)), the lifeworld and theteys Habermas admits that
today the public sphere is weak, and the struétupeedominant. The outcome of the
battle between structure vs individual agentetiveen critical publicity and one that
is merely staged for manipulative purpdgdétabermas, 2005: 235)) is unknown yet.

Habermas’ critical theory and his defence of thengetent and independently
thinking individual has been a basis and inspirafiar a whole civil society debate
later on, as well as numerous studies of demoaadythe relationship between state
and society. The latter discussion about societystate finds significant elaboration

in the works of Mark Granovetter and Gary Becker.

Granovetter, the ‘father’ of the social embeddedramscept, stresses the importance
of finding an appropriate middle ground between wxeme views on drivers of
human behaviour, namely rationality and freedomde€ision-making on the one

hand and embeddedness of decisions within sodaiaeships on the other.
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‘Actors do not behave or decide as atoms outsidec#l context, nor do
they adhere slavishly to a script written for thdmg the particular
intersection of social categories that they happeoccupy. Their attempts
at purposive action are instead embedded in cancoeigoing systems of

social relations.” (Granovetter, 1985: 487)

Along the same lines, Becker notes that the conoé@n independent, rationally
thinking individual can be useful for the analyaisthe micro level, whereas macro
analysis of group behaviour should take into actéiomtations of the rational choice
and structural factors, such dschnologies and other determinants of opportusijtie
equilibrium in market and non-market situationsddaws, norms, and traditiohs
(Becker, 1993: 402). Herewith, Becker emphasizersé crucial factors for the
analysis of institutional development: individua a relatively independent agent;
available technological and material resources:episting formal and informal

institutions that are already in place; and curesr@nomic situation.

The theory of communicative action has been extehsiapplied to the studies of
environmental policy and development; authors (sge Skollerhorn 1998; Mathews
1996) have argued about which political regimes raost adequate for addressing
environmental issues, and many of them agree tleahocracy in some fofrs ‘our

best hope for true environmental sustainabiliiathews, 1996).

Habermas’ work has been criticised by ‘green’ pudit theorists for its
anthropocentricity andinstrumental rationality (see e.g., Eckersley 1990, 1992,
2004). Robyn Eckersley draws attention to the apbecentric / ecocentric cleavage
within emancipatory thought (Eckersley, 1992: 22} and urges to put emphasis on
the natural world not in instrumental sense2(; as the medium for human labour, the
ground of human activity, and the means of hum#rrealization), but as a value in
itself (Eckersley, 1990: 740).

Eckersley (2004) builds on the work of Habermas explores how the democratic
constitutional state could be transformed in wéngd thaintain an optimal relationship
among civil society, the state and the public sphé&rckersley regards ecological
crisis of the modern world as arisis of participation (Eckersley, 1992: 179) She
insists on a socially and ecologically inclusivepegach to democratic decision
making, or acritical political ecology (Eckersley, 2004).
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1.4 ‘Power Analytics’

Michel Foucault proposes a different frameworknalgsing the nature of society and
its dynamics. Foucault suggests that the analymsild be not in terms of structure
versus agency, but focussing on the notion of ppwsdrich explains the close
interrelation of structure and agency, as well aschmanisms of reproduction of
structure. The exercise of power is defined aswag in which certain actions may
structure the field of other possible actiofiSoucault, 1982: 208). Power is analysed
‘as something which circulates, or rather as sonmgttwhich only functions in the
form of a chaih ‘it is never localised here or there, never in arggge hands, never
appropriated as a commodity or piece of weafielly, Foucault, Habermas, 1994:
36). It is conceptualised as a network that is eewted in society and traverses all
layers of society and all situations of communmatiPower relationships represent,

in a way, societal structure, which defines pdditi@conomic and institutional layout.

‘Power is employed and exercised through a nethitganisation. And not
only do individuals circulate between its threatley are always in the
position of simulatneously undergoing and exerggwower. They are not
only its inert or consenting target; they are alsvajso the elements of its
articulation. In other words, individuals are thehicles of power, not its

points of application.’ (Ibid: 36)

This means that power relations (as structure)eslhagors’ ability to choose between
alternative types of behaviour. Importantly, pougeconsidered to be not so much a
repressive and censoring force, but rather a ptogumechanism, which produces

discourse, desire and knowledgeeuth power/knowledd€Foucault, 1975).

At the same time, Foucault stresses the agencghwiroduces and maintains these
structures of power. It is micro-powers that arereised in daily life and run through
the whole societal body, rather than power of stgiparatuses, ideologies or any
other forms of power. Foucault believes one masthew the model of Leviathan in
the study of poweér(Kelly, Foucault, Habermas, 1994. 40), since pow& not
localised in the state (Foucault, 1975). Hencegruher for societal changes to take
place mechanisms of powesutside, below and alongsidine state apparatus must

change first of all (Foucault, 1975).
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Foucauldian theory has found reflection in latardsts of environmental policies.
Thus, James Keeley and lan Scoones use Foucantitepts of discourse and power
and consider environmental policy making as a ds&ea phenomenon, and

individuals as subjects of policy making.

‘Interests are socially constructed; political dat$é look different
depending upon where you stand and they changeisasudses shift.
Likewise, actors’ agency makes sense only withm ¢bntext of broader

narratives and frames of reference.” (Keeley arab8es, 200339)

They argue for a more inclusive environmental pohtaking process, which would
give more weight to marginalised voices and malar tiscourses and narratives

more powerful (Keeley and Scoones, 20039).

Political ecology has seen a significant influenéd-oucauldian thought. Thus, Tim
Forsyth (2003) formulated a new agenda for politieaology on the basis of

Foucault’s social analysis and his concepts ofalisse, knowledge and power.

‘Ecological discourses form important structurireytes for environmental
politics, as well as opposition between state, etgciand economy.’
(Forsyth, 2003: 271)

Forsyth called for more attention to the connectanpolitics and environmental
‘truths, to the hidden politics within the scientific discourseseablogy (Ibid: 271).
He argued that agteater public participation in the formulation @nvironmental
sciencé rather than simply the access to scieheeuld help separate politics from
environmental reality, and to understand how dissesl of environmental
degradation are influenced (lbid: 271, 278-279).

1.5 Integrative Approaches and a ‘Resource Model’

The recent literature aims to integrate the abaeseudsed approaches (objectivist and
subjectivist). Researchers tend to unite in the#jeation of the dualism
‘methodological individualism’ vs ‘methodologicalokectivism’ as reductionist
approaches (e.g. see for an overview Hodgson, 2004)
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‘What is required is a framework within which tharisformation of both
individuals and structures can be explained. .eifTbo-evolution must be

examined, without conflating one into another.’ ideon, 2004: 39)

However, in practice, it is not a simple thing to. dMahoney and Snyder (1999)
address the conceptual difficulties of achievingyathesis of the ‘voluntarist’ (with

emphasis on choices and strategies of key actacs)st&ructural’ (with emphasis on
class, sector, world-systemic political economyidess) perspectives.

‘An integrative approach should employ the methodmal and theoretical
building blocks of both. Integrative approaches @deéned by use of both
subjective evaluations of actors and objective ¢and as primary causal
variables; a focus on temporally proximate and remdactors; a
methodological concern with case-specific and ganeauses of regime
change; and an emphasis on multi-level explanatibas span micro and
macro levels of analysis.” (Mahoney & Snyder, 198@:11)

It is argued, however, that integrative modelsrofeel to specify the causal weight of
agential and structural variables and therefqoavilege agency and structure
indiscriminately (Mahoney & Snyder, 1999: 21; 24). Besides, inége models

often rely on acorrelational modélof causality.

‘In a correlational model, explanation is achievgdshowing an event to be
a type of occurrence associated or regularly caepbwith specified factors,

conditions, or state of affairs...” (Mahoney & Snyde999: 23)

Instead of the agency- or structure-focused moddihoney and Snyder offer a
‘resource modé&lwherein structures are considered as resouncgéshaman agency
as the capacity to appropriate and potentially trarmsfostructural resources in a
self-conscious, reflexive manhévahoney & Snyder, 1999: 24-25). This framework
highlights that structure simultaneously enablemdu agency (by providing tools
actors use to pursue their goals) and constraingahuagency (iot by obstructing,
but by making available a finite repertoire of tedbr action), ‘by delimiting the
range of possible projecjs(Mahoney & Snyder, 1999: 24-25). In the resource
model, structure and the available range of toals be potentially modified and
improved (lbid: 25). It is emphasized that actors able to choose how to use
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structural resources and potentially improve theseurcesih response to changing
situations (Ibid: 25).

A ‘resource’ approach is also taken by the RusBlamosibirsk sociological school
(e.g., Shabanova, 2006): institutions in a soc&ty regarded as a result of agents’
activities, who have 1) different interests, andd#jerent volume and structure of
resources (limitations). So, actors are consider@das homogenous or equal, but
rather as subjects who differ according to resaisailable to them. The resources
may include: economic (such as income, savingsfepstmnal qualifications, etc),
political (ability to influence the change of fortdagal rules, choice of state policies,
etc), administrative (favourable attitude of statkcials who issue licences, impose
bans, make decisions on preferences, governmerttacts) carry out audits, etc),
coercive (formal and informal, such as opportusitie use resources of the Ministry
of Internal Affairs, or private protection agengiesltural (business ethics, inclination
to innovations, responsibility, working culturegé awareness, value of economic
activities for the population, etc), and social ddwill, image in a non-business

community, inclusion into professional associatiand social networks).

This ‘resource’ model represents a generalisatioprevious writings. Thus, as we
have shown above, Becker (1993) argues basicalgdime. The model of Mahoney
and Snyder is better formulated. It highlights tleée of all the technological,

economic, social, political factors and institutdrenvironment as resources. And
importantly, this model acknowledges the ability mfman actors, although being
affected by those resources, to purposefully tansthose.

Conclusion

The debate about the mode of societal change asgi@at extent a debate about the
opposition of an acting individual and environméot structure of the world one
lives in). The debate starts with a rough dichotoindividual-society’, where
individual stands for agency, whereas society @teststand for structure that
constrains agency. The ‘voluntarist’ position (Wghe that collectivities and social
structure result from individual action. The ‘sttw@l’ position is that economic
structure and mode of production (Marx), socialljaed ideas and beliefs

(Durkheim), practices and habitus (Bourdieu), statéd political regime (Habermas),
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power relations and discourses (Foucault) deternmderidual behaviour. Later on,
the debate develops to combine these approachesffendn integrative perspective
on agency-structure interdependence (Granovetteckdd; Mahoney and Snyder;
Hodgson). One arrives at the notion of relativelgependent agency: on the one
hand, the range of possible behaviour patternctoisis shaped and constrained by
the available ‘structural’ resources; on the othand, actors are able to modify and
improve those political, economic, cultural, teclugical, etc resources. Structure and
agency co-evolve. The question ‘How do structurel @gency co-evolve?’ is,
however, left to further studies.

Elements of social thinking such as the conceptsdividual’, ‘society’, ‘practice’,
‘action’, ‘discourse’, ‘social space’, ‘power’, elave been predominant in the area of
environment, including research into developmentshe forest sector. We believe
that an integrative approach, which combines miara macro-levels of analysis, has
a potential for providing insights into societarisformation. Therefore, we attempt
to analyse the core elements of structure (incudhe state, political and socio-
economic practices, power relations and structarthe level of ‘mentality’), and
identify sources of potential agency (e.g. amongsh-state actors), i.e. how
individuals and organisations become engines ohghaand how these affect the
dynamics of structure in the forest sector in Rassi
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CHAPTER TWO: INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE AND NATURAL RESO URCE
MANAGEMENT

2.1 Why Institutions?

Societal change cannot be explained merely in tesfistructure versus agency’.

This framework leaves unattended some big questi@areely: How do structure and

agency interact and co-evolve? Under what conditido agents have an incentive
and are capable of changing the existing strucuoceimprove its performance? What
particular individuals or groups, among all membefsa society, are in a better
position to change structure and how do they gettimat position? We need a better
definition and deeper understanding of structuosy it emerges from interactions of
individuals and through what mechanisms it afféetsnan behaviour. This is where
an institutional, multidisciplinary perspective mpsovide valuable insights. See, for
instance Baland and Platteau (1997) and Ostrom0j2@ho address the potential of
agency and attempt to identify key factors thaeectffthe likelihood of successful

collective actiof.

Over the last three decades, the institutionalpgsetsve has been developing mostly
within a framework of the new institutional econami(NIE). The NIE research has
mainly focussed on two issues: the determinantsoofetal structure (‘institutions’,
i.e. formal and informal rules that shape humanabigtur) (Williamson, 2000) and
impact of institutions (via property rights (Alchiscand Demsetz, 1973; Libecap,
1994) and transaction costs (Coase, 1937)) on eaiongerformance and well-being
(Alston, 2008).

In relation to natural resource use and environm&atry Libecap’s work on the

institutions of property rights has been very igfitial® Libecap examines how

" Elinor Ostrom (2000) challenges the view of Man@ison (2001) and defends the ability and
propensity of actors to cooperate in certain instinal, cultural and biophysical contexts. Theutess

of Ostrom’s institutional studies, unlike purelywstture-agency research, have important practical
policy implications: ‘Increasing the authority efdividuals to devise their own rules may well régul
processes that allow social norms to evolve antetheincrease the probability of individuals better
solving collective action problems.’ (Ostrom, 20064)

8 In theoretical and empirical literature, four mairoperty rights regimes are discussed in relation

natural resource management: no property (opersggammon property; state property; and private
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different property rights are contracted for, htwyt define the key actors and impact
on the performance of an economy and resource EBsst, ‘property rights
institutions structure incentives for economic bebar. Second, by allocating
decision making authority, the prevailing properights arrangement determines
who are the actors in the economic systénbecap, 1994: 10). In this respect, two
issues should be mentioned. First, Libecap cornsigdawate, voluntary solutions to

environmental and natural resource issues:

‘The analytical framework is a very microorientedeo It focuses on the
political bargaining or contracting underlying thstablishment of change of
property institutions, and it examines the motiaad political power of the

various parties involved.’ (Libecap, 1994: 10)

In this sense, Libecap, similarly to other NIE @sbers (see e.g., Williamson, 2000;
Menard and Shirley, 2008), employs an individuaisipproach and puts human
actors with their incentives, intentions, boundetionality, ‘capacity for conscious
foresight (Williamson, 2000: 601), opportunistic behaviounental models and
different aspects of cognition at the centre okaesh. The impact of institutions on
agency has been left largely unregarded. As it rightly noted, although the
NIE scientists claim to adhere to individualist heds, methodological
individualism is never actually achieve@Hodgson, 2004: 22), forthe strict and
narrow methodological individualist has a problerh motentially infinite regress:
attempts to explain each emergent layer of ingbihst always rely on previous
institutions and rulés which also need to be explained by previousituisbns (lbid:
21).

The second issue that needs to be emphasisedaggindrto Libecap’s and a number

of other NIE studies is their strong focus on ecomnwoconcepts and perspectives. The

property (for an overview see e.g., Kissling-Nafléisang, 2001). There is no consensus on any
property system per se as a better one than tlee mhulative systems: the choice of property regim
must be based on the characteristics of the naesalirce under consideration (see e.g. a diseussio
Bromley 1990). What researchers do agree on isntpertance of secure and well-defined property
rights, no matter what they are (e.g. Deacon, 18889on and Mueller, 2003; Libecap, 1994; Anderson
and Libecap, 2005; Deacon and Mueller, 2006).
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NIE researchers analyse institutions and theirrdet@ants mostly by the tools of
economic theory and such concepts as efficiencydestdbution (Williamson, 2000:
595 - 611). The NIE does not abandon the neocksseonomic theory, and works
around scarcity and competition (Menard and Shirl2§08). In the words of
Williamson (2000), the NIE has been primarily camesl with economics of property
rights / positive political theory (‘formal ruled the game’), as well as transaction
cost economics (‘play of the game’). It is also m@dnnected to the neoclassical
economics / agency theory. However, it leaves Hoezial embeddedness levef
social analysis very underdeveloped and consideas igiven (Williamson, 2000).
The ‘social embeddedness levebmprises informal rules of the game, customs,
religion, traditional power relations etc. The nplitity of institutional relations that
people are engaged in at any time has not yet ta&en into account by institutional
economists properly. As Bowles and Gintis (1993)uar social science should go
back from economics to ‘political economy’. The leas emphasize that recent
studies have focused on thifficulties involved in policing and enforcing thetual
process of market exchang®owles and Gintis, 1993: 83). Howevethére is no
market, for example, in the quality of work for m@scupations. Similarly, there is no
market in the non-observable risk-taking behaviair managers. Williamson’s
assertion that the institutions emerging from a petitive process will be efficient or
‘transaction cost minimizing’ is equally unsustaite (Bowles and Gintis, 1993:
97). Similarly, Hodgson (2001) argues that it ig naly ‘provisioning institution's
(i.e. those directly related to the production, distributiongquisition and protection
of the means of everyday lifgiodgson, 2001308)) that matter and define human
agency, but alsaculture’ and other factorg(Ibid: 309).

‘Individuals act out their lives in a multiplicitgf overlapping institutions,

perhaps conforming to pervasive cultural attribigedgson, 2001308)

These issues have only started to be addressedstaoyidns, social scientists and
some institutionalists, such as DiMaggio (1997) a(gsis of culture and its

implication for logics of action), Coleman (198Putnam (2004) and Dasgupta and
Serageldin (2001) (studies of social capital, doceaworks and trust); Bowles and

® ‘Culture refers to traits that are prevalent in antiee group or community; while institutions are

systems of rules that can span multiple, or dividiévidual, cultural groups.(Hodgson, 2001297)
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Gintis (1992), Leach, Mearns and Scoones (1998)¢ts of power relations among
economic agents, how power affects the meaningsiftutions for different actors;
and the role of political philosophy in analysingpepomic relationships); Nee and
Ingram (2001) (analysis of social networks andrthele in production of norms).
These institutions, which have been mostly negtette the NIE, define, to a great

extent, the level and quality of agency and calecaction in society.

Importantly, the narrow focus of new institutioséé on economics makes them
overlook a number of issues related to the interaaif humans and nature. As it has
rightly been pointed out,efficiency is consistent with a variety of economic

transactions that are ethically unacceptdl{iBromley, 1985: 793).

For the above mentioned reasons, it is clear ttatNiE framework can be used as a
basis for further studies of social change, howeitereeds to be strengthened with a
comprehensive research of social, cultural, palitend historical (path-dependent)
‘embeddedness’ of human agency. The NIE needs ltev adpace for ecological

concepts and perspective.

The institutional perspective is particularly redet to the study of forest management
(see e.g. the studies of Bromley (1985); DeaconMueller (2006), who explore the
significance of political-economic institutions fdifferent types of human behaviour
in the area of natural resource fseGibson, McKean and Ostrom (2000), who
analyse the ways local institutions modify the efffef factors thought to be the
driving forces of deforestatidf), and especially so in the case of Russia. Since
reforms of the forest sector have not been suadessf far, one needs to find a

leverage to improve the situation. One needs tcerstand the causes of failures,

19 Deacon and Mueller (2006) examine two cases ohtims that both used to be rich in forest
resources — Norway and Nigeria — to demonstrateeffext of different systems of governance on
resource use. They relate institutions of propeghts, rule of law, democratic representationtjoall
stability etc to behaviour of economic and politiGectors (e.g. rent-seeking, violent conflicts,
inclination to conserve resources etc) and, coresgttyy to different outcomes for natural resource
management (e.g. underprovision of public goodste¥al resource management) and their condition.
1 ‘Rare is the market, technological, demographicitisal factor that affects individuals without firs
being filtered by local institutions ... The variat of local institutions ... discourages the vidvat
template forest policies are likely to work whermpased on a country as a whol@Gibson, McKean
and Ostrom, 2000: 4 -5)
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whether it is about lack of agency (e.g., low legtlpeople’s activity or deficit of

leadership) or about some structural and instit@iohindrances (e.g., excess of
natural resources; location of resources; availablhnology; current economic
situation; structure of the state machine; tradgicof forest use; existing forest
management institutions etc). It is important tentify major sources of agency,
whether these lie with the state, central governmeagional governments,

bureaucracy, individuals, corporate sector, fobasted industry, contractors,
communities, the judiciary, non-governmental orgahons, conservationists,

academics, or any other stakeholders.

It is essential to identify decisive structuraltingional factors. Structural factors that
may possibly determine the range of choices aMaildab individuals and the
respective transformation of forest managementtitisins are varied and multi-
level. It is not only about factors mentioned abhdwethe Russian case, particularly in
the light of the radical political transformation$ the last twenty years, significant
attention has also to be given to the bearing bfigoon forest resource management
and development of resource management institutibhe question of the state is
particularly relevant to Russia, sindbée state was organized there before society,
and it is the state that has organized soci¢Burkheim, 1986: 60-61). Political
regime and distribution of power between individyadtate, and different societal
groups shape particular forms of forest managenuagree of public participation,

etc.

2.2Western Political Economy Perspective
2.2.1 Path-Dependence Theory

The questions we shall ultimately be looking atrig study are the following: what

factors influence institutional change Why do ineffective institutions persist?

In the previous chapter, we referred to the soembeddedness concept, as well as
the structure - agency debate. In the next twa@estlet us examine ‘structure’ in

more detail, namely the role played by socio-ecanprpolitical and cultural

12 For an overview of such studies see, for exanfikiner, 2004.
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resources. Path-dependelictneory serves as a counter to those forms of enimno
theory which posit that interactions between ecanoalty rational actors will lead to
efficient outcomes (North 2005; Pierson 2000) aravigdes explanation of the widely
observed phenomenon of persisting suboptimal agfficrent patterns of behaviour.

A classical definition of institutions belongs tmiylas North, namely institutions as
‘rules of the game in a sociefNorth, 2005). North (2005) explains the occugen

and persistence of ineffective institutions throughk ratio of benefits to costs and
changing relative prices of preferences. North’'sasl were later elaborated in
numerous path dependence studies (for an overuvnglvceticism see lan Greener,
2005; Ebbinghaus, 2005). It was demonstrated (BadeBednar (2006)) that it is not
only the set of past institutional choices that terat but also the order in which

institutions arose.

The role of path dependence in societal developrastbeen widely elaborated by
the prominent institutional economist Geoffrey Hsdg (2001). He addressdhé
problem of historical and geographical specificiifodgson, 200124), which limits
the explanatory power of general social theoriesdd$on insists thattHere are
different types of socio-economic system, in hisabtime and geographic spacnd
‘substantially different socio-economic phenomeng neguire theories that are in
some respects differerftbid: 354).

The path dependence theory is blamed for potentiing highly deterministic and
unable to offer guidance as to how changes of gagendence may be modelled
(Crouch and Farrell, 2004: 11) to explabounded innovation(Thelen, 2003). The
research agenda has changed, and issues of patiorerghifted the focus from path
dependence. Path dependence theory in itself addreseither the question of

endogenous capacity for change, nor of how patkemdgnt development trajectories

13 The concept of path dependence was originakyl us describe technological change - how the
initial choice of technologies limits future opt®rand innovations (Rosenberg, 1994). However,
organisational and social path dependence havbaw®t sufficiently elaborated yet. The NIE scholars
have stressed the importance of treating technmdbgind organisational innovation in a combined

manner (Williamson, 2000).
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interact with exogenously changing environmentso(€h and Farrell, 2004: 5-6;
Ebbinghaus, 2005).

Therefore, the traditional theory of institutionadth dependence is extended. It is
argued that paths may be broken by actors in #if#arts to respond to changed
circumstances. The idea of hidden or dormant ateres within repertoires already
available to actors is put forward (Crouch and &lgr2004}*. Sources of institutional
change include not onlyekogenous shocks or the transposition of logicossr
national systemsbut also endogenous resources. Established pathsttered with
elements of alternative economic orders and abaedomr partly realised
institutional project§ which represent resources for endogenous tramsftion and
off-path organization (Schneiberg, 2006). Thersuficient historical evidence that
alternative paths and fundamental instistutionahgformation within a short time
frame are possible (Schienstock, 2007; Crouch ancel, 2004).

The theory of path dependence has been appliedetaase of Russian post-Soviet
economic development by Hedlund (2005), who argined history particularly

matters in the Russian case. He demonstrateshbaiobts of post-1990 economic
problems should be sought not only in the Sovistesy, but also in Tsarist history. It
is the path-dependence paradigm that can bridge gdqe between the New

Institutional Economics and empirical studies @& gost-Soviet Russia.

Path-dependence approach has been applied to Isstusli@s of forest management
(Mueller and Alston, 2007). However, this approaes been used only sporadically
on Russian material. To my knowledge, there arearmprehensive studies of path

dependence in the Russian forest sector.
2.2.2 The Role of the State

In order to understand what resources for institl transformation are available,
one needs to examine potential agents of changéhelrpost-Soviet period, when

1 For similar research and conclusions see GarudKardoe (2001) (In: Path Dependence and
Creation) and their model of entrepreneurs as eddxkgbath creatorsthey reject the conventional
idea of entrepreneurs and innovators as completeiginal, even exogenous forces; entrepreneurs
develop along the paths provided by history, btérapt mindfully to depart from’i{in: Crouch and
Farrell, 2004: 20).

33



Russian society plunged into liberalisation andcewied freedom of speech and a
market economy, there arose a new powerful layactdrs, namely non-state actors.
However, due to a strong path dependence of Ruse@aty and overwhelming role

of the state in the pre-1917 and Soviet Russiaptisgion of state agencies remained
strong. This prompts one to consider Western ssualmut the role of state and non-

state actors in institutional development.

In his seminal workWhither Socialism Joseph Stiglitz (1994) addressed the
relationship of market and state in the societytigalarly in transitional economies.
He studied thefailures of the neoclassical mod¢$tiglitz, 1994: 197) and pointed
out that the optimal ratio of market to the stadeieas depending on the institutional
set-up and is strongly related to the informatiadeficiencies in the society.

It is argued that the state and non-market poliioa economic phenomena, although
being largely disregarded by the recent scientiigearct, have a great impact on
institutional diversity in societal systems. Thiew has been advocated by H.-J.
Chang who proposed the ‘institutionalist politie@onomy’ (IPE) approach as an

alternative to the neo-liberal theory of the maiked the state.

‘The Neo-Liberal economists have found it diffictitt admit that there are
many ways for the state to intervene other thaouidin taxes / subsidies and
public ownership ... The international differendesthe mode of state

intervention is a major source of [institutionalyersity’ (Chang, 1997: 27)

Institutionalist political economy rejects the asqtion of market primacy, brings the
political aspect back into economics and applies ghlitical economy logic to the
analysis of the market and the state. Besidets &lso an institutionalist approach, it
emphasizes the temporal priority of institutiongromdividuals, and sees institutions
as not simply constraining individual behaviour,tlalso as being ‘constitutive of
individual motivations (Chang, 2002: 557). Thus, the IPE allows us tdawba

deeper insight into complex market—state—institutioelations and into the

institutional diversity of capitalism.

15 For an overview of theories of the state seehily(1997).
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The state is perceived not only as a complex elemietstructure’, or resource, but
also as an actor (Skocpol, 1985, 2008; Nordling@81). The state is thedntinuous
administrative, legal, bureaucratic and coercivesteyns that attempt not only to
structure relationships between civil society andblgc authority in a polity but also
to structure many crucial relationships within tisociety as well(Skocpol in Evans,
Rueschemeyer and Skocpol, 1985: 7). Skocpol pumgafd two analytical strategies
for bringing the state back in to a prominent platehe studies of socio-political

change:

‘On the one hand, states may be viewed as orgamsathrough which
official collectivities may pursue distinctive gsal On the other hand,
states may be viewed more macroscopically as oandfipns of
organization and action that influence the meanargs methods of politics
for all groups and classes in society’. (Evans,dgbemeyer and Skocpol,
1985: 28)

The first approach has been developed by the barai politics literature (Allison
and Halperin, 1972), which looks at functions aigldnies of different state agencies;
how policy emerges from contests between diffeparts of the state, micro-level
trade-offs and heterogeneity of bureaucraciesirtstance, Lipsky (1983) emphasises
the critical role of street-level bureaucractyi.e. ‘public service workers who interact
directly with citizens in the course of their jgbis the policy process. These ‘street-
level' bureaucrats have a great impact on peopiees, for it is them who make
many redistributive and allocative decisions, wheereise wide discretion in
decisions about citizens and who have relative remtty from organisational
authority. They interpret or ignore instructionsgall with overlapping and
contradictory directives, and take the initiatimeareas where there might be a policy
vacuum (Lipsky, 1983).

The second approach to analysis of the state lsctefl in the theory of state
autonomy and state capacity (Skocpol, 1985). Statetonomy stands for a high
degree insulation of state structures from speaficietal pressures, as well as

16 Whereby the state is understood as a ‘set of @rg#ons through which collectivities of officials
may be able to formulate and implement distincttrategies or policies’ (Evans, Rueschemeyer and
Skocpol, 1985: 20-21).

35



furthering the nation’s general interests. Diffdrgovernmental systems may have
‘“‘stronger’ or ‘weaker’ tendencies towards autonormostate actioh (Evans,
Rueschemeyer and Skocpol, 1985: 14). Howewsgte autonomy is not a fixed
structural feature of any governmental system. dh ccome and do(Evans,
Rueschemeyer and Skocpol, 1985: 14).

The notion of state capacity is used to signify ahdity of the state to change the
behaviour, and oppose the demands of non-statesaet® well as to pursue specific

kinds of policies:

‘There is no reason to assume a priori that théepatof strength and
weaknesses will be the same for all policies. Cagesmay be unable to
alter the structure of its medical system but be &b construct an efficient
transportation network, while another can dealtnedly easy with getting

its citizens around but cannot get their illenesseged.” (Evans,

Rueschemeyer and Skocpol, 1985: 17)

Overall, social science regards the state bothnasnagersonal structure (i.e. as a
resource to be used by actors) and as a sepatatevdwse tools and power over
other agents may vary. Understanding these asp#ctstate—society—individual

interrelation is crucial for identifying paths efstitutional change.
2.2.3 The Role of Civil Society

The nature and role of civil society has been dnth@® most debated since the work
of Juergen Habermas (1964, 1975) on the democrptiblic sphere and
communicative action; the work of Robert Dahl (1p&nh pluralism in policy
making, as well as studies of the social capitatesil980s (for an overview see
Putnam, 2004).

Recent studies have been inspired by global chaoigdse boundaries between the
state, civil society and international organisasioas well as emerging opportunities
for multi-level governance andylobal citizenship (Berkhout, Leach and Scoones,
2003: 26; Edwards, Hulme and Wallace, 1999: 119).

Among the most well-known advocates of the civitisty movement are Michael
Edwards and David Hulme. They see an enormous faitdor NGOs: Society
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matters, social institutions count, and citizenskena crucial difference to the health
of the polity and to economic succefsdwards, 2001: 1). It is believed that civil
society can countervailtie expanding influence of markets and the dedinin
authority of statés the power may shift from workers to consumels erosion of
national boundaries and development of informateshnology are providing more
opportunities for cooperation of civic organisasofEdwards, Hulme and Wallace,
1999: 119).

It is emphasized, however, that NGOs themselved bisadically reformed. Civil
society is characterised by dependance on donarshair subjective preferences as
to who to support (‘picking winners’); poor levef oooperation and trust among
NGOs because of competition for resources; lowt ttascivic groups in the local
context, as they are associated with foreign istereand poor accountability
(Edwards, 2001: 3-4; Edwards and Hulme, 1995: 224k, 2001: 25-26).

Another direction of civil society research is asated with the name of James Scott
and his work on domination and resistance. Unligeidogists before him, Scott
focuses on what he callmfrapolitics of subordinate groufps a wide variety of low-
profile forms of resistance that dare not speaktheir own nameg the ‘hidden
discourses(Scott, 1990: 19), i.e. not on visible forms afuggle, through political
campaigns, NGOs, demonstrations, rebellions, maskantonflicts, etc, but rather on
resistance without protest and without organisation daily and often unseen
struggles, which ardike infrared rays, beyond the visible end of thectrum (lbid:
183). Scott uses the terrhidden transcrigtto characterisediscourse that takes
place ‘offstage’, beyond direct observation by pdwélers. The hidden transcript is
thus derivative in the sense that it consists ob¢hoffstage speeches, gestures, and
practices that confirm, contradict, or inflect whappears in the public transcript
(Ibid: 4). Scott shows that power relations in &isty are more complex than one
might think and thatHidden transcripts(which contain critique of powelbehind the
back of the dominaftare produced not only by the weak but also byvexdul
groups (Scott, 1990: xii).

2.2.4 Non-State Governance for Natural Resourcedgament

Civil society and various forms of multi-level gowance are particularly fiercely
debated in relation to environmental issues andrabtresource management. In
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contrast to the state-centred perspective, neacalilibeories of non-state local and
global environmental governance have emerged (égipcalisationt theory of
Hempel, 1995).

Non-state governance systems appeared largely asesponse of leading
environmental groups to the ‘crisis of global gmaerce’, ‘crisis of public
accountability’ and the failure of the world’s gemements to reach or implement an
agreement on global conventions, such as a bindiloppal forest convention
(Humphreys, 2006). The new governance mechanismdich non-state actors are
central are believed to deliver better resultsaailitating institutional change and

sustainable forest management.

‘NGOs and business are producing new rules thahareadopted by public
authorities as public standards. In some respéutsstate is now a taker,
rather than the maker, of standards.' (Humphre3@6:2215)

These non-state forms of governance can be roufivilyed into three kinds: those of
civil society including local community-level govemnce, transnational community
governance, and business-driven forms of governasweh as forest management

certification schemes.

Debates about the potential of state versus nde-sators in forest resource
management are ongoing. However, recently theredbban a distinct trend towards
favouring community forest management regimes asttbim-up strategies in many
contexts (see e.g., Pagdee, Kim and Daugherty,; ®i@6t and Larson, 2005). This
new perspective on efficient natural resource meamemt emerged on the
international political agenda in the 1990s. It b#empted to replace the ‘formerly
dominant conception of environmetal managementtaskamological process best left
to professionals’ (Zimmermann and Schmithuesen22@08). This trend was, to a
great extent, set by the Rio Declaration of 1992 e Aarhus Convention of 1998,
which promoted a participatory approach to envirental decision-making. This
trend in natural resource management reflects fheading worldwide belief in

democracy as a precondition for sustainable devabop.
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Participatory Resource Management

There is an increasing understanding that sust&rgdyvelopmentshould be based
on local level solutions derived from communitytiatives (Leach, Mearns and
Scoones, 1999: 225). The new ‘participation’ pagadis largely based on Weberian
subjectivism and belief that individual actors arapable and ‘knowledgeab)eble

to devise their own strategies (Geiser, 2001: Z@p-down projects, it is argued,
‘have limited potential for transforming existingtigans of social interaction and
resource use, because they do not relate adequaielgcal priorities (Vira and
Jeffery, 2001: 1). Community and participation-lths@tural resource management
schemes are often preferred by theorists, sincg thenefit from traditional
knowledge of the resourcand ‘existing social structurégVira and Jeffery, 2001:
1).

‘It is becoming increasingly clear that local commities both filter and
ignore the central government’'s rules. They alsd #ueir own rules,
generating local institutions — rules-in-use — gatterns of activity that can
diverge widely from legislators’ and bureaucratgpectations.” (Gibson,
McKean and Ostrom, 2000: 3)

There is an extensive body of evidence that indiaisl voluntarily organise
themselves in order to create and enforce rulgégtiotect natural resources (Bromley
and Feeney, 1992). This idea that natural resauaneagement may be more effective
if one holds negotations between different paréied if decisions are made at the
lowest appropriate level resulted in a major poltegnd of decentralisation and
devolving control over natural resources from gaweent agencies to user groups
since late 1980s. The participatory framework ofeliepoment has been promoted by
multilateral and bilateral donors in their interans with national governments (Vira
and Jeffery, 2001: 1). Many governments have implged programmes (termed
community-based resource management or joint mamage etc) that shifted
responsibility and authority from state to non-goweental bodies (for an overview
see e.g. Meinzen-Dick and Knox, 1999).

Practical realisation of community-based naturakomece management has
encountered several difficulties, which is relatedhe complexity of the very notion
of community and how communities function in realit
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First, the concept of community is poorly defined folicy makers. Community
stands for asmall spatial unit as well as alomogeneous social structurand
‘shared norm's(Agrawal and Gibson, 1999: 629-649). In realtgmmunities are not
homogenous entitiesgénder, caste, wealth, age, origins and other aspetsocial
identity divide and crosscut so-called ‘communlipundaries (Leach, Mearns and
Scoones, 1999: 230). Besides, every community fierdnt hence the idea of the
possibility of a universal theory of the commonsl applicability of same policies to
different contexts is rejected (Agrawal and Chhaf@06: 164; Vira and Jeffery,
2001: 4).

Communities develop in a non-linear way. Both dogral ecological history plays a
role in their current dynamics (Leach, Mearns anddfes, 1999: 230-232). Success
of non-state governance schemes may require cepr@conditions, such as the
existence of certain institutions or charactersstié the community itself (Meinzen-
Dick and Knox, 1999; Gibson, McKean and Ostrom,®00

Some researchers now take a very cautious staratdevparticipatory approaches to
natural resource management. It is argued thatdheept of participatory resource
management can be abused in practice (Geiser, 28).1Certain actors may use the
concept of participation and sustainability as al to ‘reinforce their claims over
resources(Vira and Jeffery, 2001: 5-6).

A second weakness of participatory approaches toralaresource managament is
related to the fact thaparticipatory strategies are embedded in a widetwaek of
social, political and economic procességira and Jeffery, 2001: 12). This implies
that the adoption of participation involves changes in e$tdied practices, and this
may not be possible without supporting changestla¢rolevels within the systém
(Vira and Jeffery, 2001: 12). Single agencies may simply be able to confront
established political and socio-economic structunegheir own. Political feasibility
and chances of an institutional change are high iontases where elites are likely to
gain from that change (Conroy et al, 2001: 176)isTéuggests an important
implication for natural resource management, nantbly necessity to carefully
consider power relations between actors. Existattepns of power relationships may
reproduce themselves, despite adopting the paatanip rhetoric (Vira and Jeffery,
2001: 16).
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Limitations of community-only management schemekerane consider joint natural
resource management regimes, where responsibiily casts are shared between
different actors, including local communities andts agencies (Leach, Mearns and
Scoones, 1999: 237).

Non-State Market-Driven Governance

In relation to non-state business-driven formsafegnance, particularly in the forest
sector, a non-state market-driven (NSMD) governatiemory has been recently
developed by Cashore, Auld, Bernstein and NewsoMa University with Errol
Meidinger (2002a, 20002b), and Maria Tysiachniotkhe CISR (St. Petersburg,
Russia). They elaborated how NSMD governance isndisfrom other forms of
private and public authorit{. In the forest sector, NSMD governance is margfést

by different forest certification schemes.

Forest certification is believed to be able to cengate for a number of omissions of
the state governance, since it offers mechanismgréwide the following: 1)
inclusiveness of a broad range of stakeholdersamdsird development; 2) strength of
environmental and social standards; 3) qualityunfitng [and thus an instrument for
effective control and a compliance mechanism]; #add supply side participation

and demand side penetration (Gulbrandsen, 2004: 83)

A number of concerns have been raised recentlyy byghose promoting the NSMD
theory. Non-state governance has proved to havewts serious limitations and to

pose some threats. Neoliberal policies, througlegidation and increased private

" “The most critical feature is that governments dbareate or require adherence to these rules... A
second feature of NSMD governance is that its tingiins constitute governing arenas in which
adaptation, inclusion and learning occur over tiared across a wide range of stakeholders.... A third
key feature is that these systems govern the isdoiamain’ — requiring profit-maximizing firms to
undertake costly reforms that they otherwise wawdtlpursue. That is, they pursue prescriptive ‘hard
law’, albeit in the private sphere. This distindugs NSMD systems from other arenas of private
authority, such as business coordination over tetdgical coordination, which can be explained by
profit-seeking behaviour... Another key featureNMD governance is the existence of verification
procedures designed to ensure that the regulatdiyeactually meets the stated standards... This
distinguishes NSMD systems from many forms of catpaocial responsibility initiatives that require

limited or no outside monitoring({Cashore, Auld, Bernstein and McDermott, 20071-162)
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sector investment in forests, are argued to hawvetribated to deforestation
(Humphreys, 2006: 214-216). Among dangers thataratp social responsibility and
voluntary certification schemes pose is their po#énincentive to subordinate
environmental sustainability to profit (despiteith@bility to contribute to standard-

raising) - commodification of naturéLemos and Agrawal, 2006: 312).

Disempowered groups continue to have little oppotyuto participate in

governance:

‘In a world of weak states, deterritorialized anti@and concentrated power,
corporate interests and multilateral organizatioas control and reframe
environmental action as a means to legitimize thedel of development’

(Ibid: 314).

The ability of certification systems to address ety problems of the forest sector
(where governments have proved ineffective) is gjsestioned by Cashore, Egan,
Auld, and Newsom (2007); Cashore, Auld, Bernsteid ®McDermott (2007). Such
systems, although having somewhat raised forestageament standards, have thus
far failed to address some of the most pressingpansistent forestry issues. The real
implementation and realization of a number of atpet forest certification vary

across regions and local contexts (Gulbrandsen}: ZR).

This makes researchers return to the idea of areggin of a broader range of state
functions and establishment of powerful publiclyc@amtable bodies that would

regulate forest use jointly with non-state actarsthe common good (Humphreys,
2006: 234-235). Such schemes as certification dowook other than in conjunction

with traditional approaches, that is, public poli(@ashore, Auld, Bernstein and
McDermott, 2007).

The bottom line of many recent multi-partner goarre studies isThe state is dead,
long live the staté!(e.g., Agrawal and Lemos, 2007). Along with theevitably
increasing weight of non-state actors, a strongwaeltfunctioning state is essential
to define property rights, reduce externalitiesd do provide infrastructure and
legislation to ensure greater competition as welfraer access to information (Ibid:
43-45).
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The complexity and multiscalar character of mangsping environmental problems
does not allow for a one-plane (either state orketqusolution to existing issues. It is
emerging hybrid modes of environmental governana¥oss state—market—
community spheres, such as comanagement [betwatnastd community], public-
private partnerships [between state and marketyi social-private partnerships
[between community and market] that promise positieng-term outcomes for
natural and social systems. The question of patiesitate versus non-state (or rather,

joint state and non-state) contribution to sustalm&rest management remains open.

Despite the fact that the above mentioned instihati theories have offered many
insights into societal change, they are anthropiiceand, therefore, cannot explain
many natural environment-related issues. In ordarrnderstand the development of
the forest sector, one needs to turn to an envieotah perspective of analysis as

well.

2.3 Western Environmental Perspective

2.3.1 Environmental Sociology

It is sometimes argued (e.g., Buttel, 2002; Gr@€K)2) that classical sociological
tradition immediately engages with issues relatethé relationship between modern
societies and natural environments they inhabid, #merefore, is most valuable for
guiding investigations of environmental problemsod¥l prominent environmental
sociology scholars of the late XXth century haverbstrongly influenced by classical
sociological theory. Indeedenvironmental problems are, after all, people pevbs,
for humans cause the problems, are affected byetpesblems and are ultimately
responsible for creating solutions to thef@unlap, Buttel, Dickens et al, 2002: viii).
In this general sense, sociology contributes teteebunderstanding of human-natural

relationships.

However, overall, major sociological theories hdweused on other concepts and
conflicts, such as social class, power, indussadion, democracy, bureaucracy and
so on. Except in separate papers (Gross, 2002)plegical theory has failed to

appreciate the role of the natural environmenti€dgan relation to ecology began to
be comprehensively studied only in the 1970s, wdwmologists started to recognise
the importance of environmental issues and intiatessearch related to the natural
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environment. Thertew ecological paradigmemerged (Catton and Dunlap 1978,
1980), which criticised previous sociological sagdfor their human-exemptionalist
paradigm, i.e. the idea that humans are exempt tl@mnatural laws by means of
technology, societal organisation, culture, andlosthh. The new, ecological, direction
of thought intended to stress the importance af@iogical direction to analysis and
combine it with other disciplines, such as politiead economic sociology, and
demography. Researchers began to realise thagitieeddedness of human society in
nature’ and that ‘ecosystem-dependence is cruaaluhderstanding social action
(Murphy, 1994: 691). One started to explore issoleenvironmental movements,
environmental policy formation, politics and powereciprocal impacts of
environment and society, local environmental knalgk systems, etc. The claim of
this new sociology was thatality is both a social construction and a constran of
nature (Murphy, 1994: 704).

‘Humans construct their sense of reality and thenlerstanding of it. They
exert an effect on nature by manipulating it accggdo their goals, and in
the process unleash unexpected forces of naturen@ndforms of social-

natural interaction, which affect social actioMurphy, 1994: 704)
2.3.2 Human Ecology

One of the most significant conceptual shifts @& ihstitutional paradigm in the 20th
century was the shift to human ecology (since ®20%) and political ecology (since
the 1970s). The importance of including physicaliemmental and biological

variables into societal models was realised. Tharakconcept of human ecology
framework is ‘tragedy of the commons’, the conceptoduced by Garret Hardin.

Hardin argued that the only solution of the problemgrowing population and

concomitant overuse of natural resources fismddamental extension of morality

(Hardin, 1968: 1243) and institutional transforraatiwhich would have to inevitably
limit individual freedom. In Hardin’s words, humatology is a ‘conservative’ and
‘subversive’ science: it aims to conserve natueslources, which is often possible
only through destruction of traditions, politicalaptices or social privileges (Hardin,
1985: 469).

‘A ‘managed commons’ describes either socialisnther privatism of free
enterprise. Either one may work, either one maly fahe devil is in the
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details’. But with an unmanaged commons, you cagefoabout the devil:
As overuse of resources reduced carrying capadiiyy is inevitable.’
(Hardin, 1998: 683)

Hardin emphasizes that one has to move away freimamaged commons’ and
look into possible ways to organise ‘managed conshdtuman ecology is about
human and natural interaction and mutual influerttés about better ways to
live in balance with the environmeéifHardin, 1998: 683) in a very broad sense.
Hence, the human ecological shift in institutiosélidies called for an even
broader interdisciplinary synthesis and for intéigra of ecology,
environmentalism, health care, economics, populastudies, law, political
science, ethics, geography, psychology, and sapyolo

After Hardin, human ecology framework has beenaiaied by a number of schools
and academics (e.g. the International Forestry iess and Institutions (IFRI)
Research Network; University of Alberta; etc). Aymficant contribution has been
made by Elinor Ostrom. Ostrom argues that therebmmo universal conclusions
about the tragedy of the commons, and that the gggheommons can be successful.
She addresses the problem through a study of a wdindersity of institutional
arrangements that individuals have used to overctragedy of the commons
scenarios (Becker and Ostrom, 1995; Gibson, MckaahOstrom, 2000).

The focal point of Ostrom’s and her colleaguesdgtis the interaction of natural
resources and communities at the local level. langued that microinstitutional
solutions and indigenous voices atbe’ remedy for renewable-resource scarcities
(Gibson, McKean and Ostrom, 2000: 57). Ostrom ersigka the needtd shift
attention away from market- or state-oriented pebcas the only two alternatives to

achieve development or environmental conservaibrd: 57).

The emergence and performance of forest institatairthe local level are analysed as
a function of two sets of factors. The first sefers to the attributes of a resource,
such as feasible improvement; indicators; predittgbspatial location, terrain, and

extent (lbid: 230-233). Thus, for a common propedgime to become successful,

‘the boundaries of the resource must be cl@ard: 44).
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The second set of prerequisites refers to attribute the users of the resource
including salience; common understanding; discorate; trust and reciprocity;
autonomy; prior organizational experience; localkership; the size of the group and
the heterogeneity of users (lbid: 230-233). Userdrito havethe right, or at least no
interference with their attempt, to organize... [artd] modify their use rules over
time (lbid: 43-51).

The Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD)aRrework of Ostrom aims to
offer a unifying approach for analyzing instituttdnchange. Ostrom seeks tdig
below the immense diversity of regularized sociractions in markets, hierarchies,
families, sports, legislatures, elections, and otsguations to identify universal
building blocks used in crafting all such structdrsituations (Ostrom, 2005: 5-6).
These universal components of the situations huataéors face are believed to be
organized in many layers. In order to analyse thesdtilevel complex systems,
Ostrom suggests using Koestler's (1973) concephefholon: hested part-whole
units of analysis(Ostrom, 2005: 11), and analyses the holon ‘acacena’ with two

other holons in it: ‘participants’ and an ‘actiatuation’.

However, Ostrom enquires not only into the univiesamponents of all social
systems, but also into thdéeper structure in the grammar of institutiopaad ‘the
types of rules used to create structu(®strom, 2005: 8). It is suggested that
institutional changes occumithin a meta set of rules at a collective choiae o
constitutional level(Becker and Ostrom, 1995: 123-124).

‘The meta set of rules may assign different adwgedato various
participants in the rule-changing process. Thosth \the most voice in
collective-choice processes may refuse to suppatiamge if they do not
benefit themselves from the change in rules.’ {IB3-124)

This means that in order to explain institutionahiege, one needs to analyse the
distributional effects of proposed rules and hoesth effects relate to the meta
rules used for making and changing rules. Factuas firedetermine institutional
development are: the relations between the commuiiindividuals involved
(‘participants’ with their interests and intentipnshe natural resource and the

meta rules for changing rules (‘action situations’)
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2.3.3 Political Ecology

Another framework for analyzing the society-natnexus, termed ‘political ecology’
goes back to the 1970s and neo-Marxism. Similarlgitman ecology, contemporary
political ecology looks at the interchanges betweature and local culture, the
symbolic and the materiakhe relations between the human society, viewéd Ino-
cultural-political complexity, and a significantyumanizetf nature (Greenberg and
Park, 1994: 1). However, it places a bigger emshasi power, political economy,
state, corporate and transnational actors anditifeience on environmental policies,
conflicts and ideologies. Political ecology is mea&m substitute classical political
economy (Guha and Martinez-Alier, 1997: 22). MargrAlier studies ecological
distribution conflicts and environmental movements in relation to inéional
development (Martinez-Alier, 2002: 17 ff). He pladde environmental struggles of
the poor against multinational corporations atftheis of attention and disproves a
common belief that the poor are not concerned eifthironmental issues. Political
economy ftransforms and is transformed by individuals andun& Nature and
society are both socially constructed to significdegrees, yet both are determined to
some extent by what may be glossed as systemdik&raints that are neither
deliberate nor inadvertant products of human pumesactivity (Greenberg and
Park, 1994: 1).

Besides, political ecology attempts to focus batlthe local and the global. Its future
is seen as local ethnographies of natureadjusted in accordance with the

globalisation effects (Biersack and Greenberg, 2006

Along the lines of major current theories of sagiethange, political ecology attends
not only to constraints of structure but also tdeterminacies of agency and events
(Biersack and Greenberg, 2006: 4-5). It blendsghtsi from studies of culture,
history, power relations and nature, but also lsaw®m for spontaneous individual

action.

A significant contribution to political ecology hagen made by Arturo Escobar. His

work ‘acknowledges the constructedness of nature whggesiing steps to weave

3 The term ‘humanized nature’ is used to highlighitt it is the ‘by-product of human

conceptualizations, activities and regulationsefBack and Greenberg, 2006: 4-5).
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together the cultural and the biological on constivist grounds(Escobar, 1999: 1).
Escobar argues that nature has to be understobdalsoan independenbiblogical

body and also as constructed by humangraduct of culturé(lbid: 2-3).

‘Nature is differently experienced according to ‘sn&ocial position... it is
differently produced by different groups or in éifént historical periods.’
(Ibid: 5)

Within this framework, Escobar analyses consermatb biological diversity as a
cultural and political discourse, which has beeapgd recently by such new social
actors as NGOs and local ethnic movements (Escal298: 53-54). Escobar
differentiates between three major regimes of matwhich coexist, overlap and co-
produce each other in societiesrganic naturé of communities, ¢apitalist naturé

of plantations andtéchno-natureof biodiversity and biotechnology researchers and

entrepreneurs (Ibid: 5-15).

Despite the fact that political ecology has gengrdcused on capitalism as the

reason of environmental degradation and the opposif society and NGOs against

industrial or state interests (along Habermasiaesl, it has also provided a deeper
analysis of a broad range of discourses and tbhenptex relationships.

The above mentioned theories and frameworks hame thesigned ‘in the West'. One
can rightfully argue how much of this is based omsférn history, way of thinking

and reality. How many of these concepts and thigatetonstructions are applicable
to the Russian case and how much do they really évgblain issues in the Russian
forest sector, where major Russian ideas, discewséd reforms come from? In order
to have a fuller picture, one needs to take intoswteration theories of societal

change, as well as human-nature interaction praticRussia.

2.4 Russian Perspectives

One may enquire whether theories created in thet Was adequately describe
developments in Russia, especially in the lighthef heavy Soviet legacy and the
radical post-1991 transformations. We believe ihégessary to present an ‘insider’
perspective on the recent, ongoing and futuretutginal changes. In particular, it
appears worth examining institutions that have caméhe forefront now, over 15

years after the reform.
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In this chapter, we shall consider two types ofd&s of institutional change in
Russia. The first type of works deals with struatulimitations and factors of
institutional transformation. The second type afitsmto formulate mechanisms of
institutional dynamics and construct models thatuded agency as one of decisive

variables.

In the 1990s, difficulties of economic reforms em@ged Russian researchers to
revive the work of Douglas North on institutionshel path-dependence theory has
been constantly elaborated since then. The queStiby are inefficient institutions
sustainable?’ has been applied to the post-Sowetldpment and answered in
different ways. One of the most influential consepas been then'stitutional lock-

in’ (i.e. persistent inefficient norms of behavioatg. corruption), introduced and
developed on the Russian material by Victor Poleio (Polterovich, 1999). While
drawing on ideas of D. North and W. Arthur, Poliech explains entrenchment of
such institutions through the concept of twusts of institutional transformatiband
several mechanisms, such as effect of coordinatieffect of coupling,
‘sopryazheniye and cultural inertia (Polterovich, 1999: 8-1D0verall, Polterovich
differentiates between three groups of factors thiitience institutional emergence
and development: ‘fundamental’ (available resour@esl technology; macro-
economic characteristics of the system), ‘orgaimsat’ (laws and instructions that
are in force) and ‘societal’ (expectations and esigypes of social interaction)
(Polterovich, 1999: 6). All these factors are dfustural’ nature and do not provide

much insight into path creation processes.

Factors that limit institutional change and limibats of such changes have been
analysed in the framework formulated in the ea@@@s by Svetlana Kirdina of the
Novosibirsk sociological school - the institutiomahtrices theory. It is mainly based
on structural functionalism and evolutionary theqgugradigms. The theory of
institutional matrices mostly refers to the thesrgg¢ K. Polanyi, D. North, K. Marx,
and East-West cultural opposition. According todiia, an institutional matrix is a
system / an aggregation of interrelated ‘basidtunsbns’ in the areas of economics,
politics, and ideology (socially important ideasdavalues) (Kirdina, 2001, 2008).
Society is represented as a structure, or systehngrewpolitical, economic and

ideological spheres support and determine one anotfihe importance of
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consideration of intrinsic connectedness of the lefflamd its parts is emphasized for

any change efforts.

On the basis of historical observations and emgdiresearch, Kirdina put forward a
hypothesis about two types of institutional masiceamely X-matrices and Y-
matrices. An X-matrix is formed by institutions mddistributive economy, unitary
political order and communitarian ideology with teority of ‘We’ over ‘I'. An Y-

matrix is formed by institutions of market econorfgderative political order and the

ideology of subsidiarity, i.e. the priority of ‘Bver ‘We’.

‘In real-life societies, X- and Y-matrices interaaith one of them
permanently prevailing. Dominant institutions ofettprevailing matrix
define the nature of society and serve as the frarieof performance for

complementary institutions from the other matr{Kirdina, 2008: 3)

According to Kirdina’'s classification, institutiord the redistributive economy in the
X-matrix include: ‘supreme conditional ownership&distribution (accummulation,
coordination, distribution) as a means to trangfeods; cooperation as the main
mechanism of interaction between economic agemgjayed labor as the basis of
the labour system; and cost limitation as an dffeness index in the economy.
Parallel institions in the market economy of themétrix are: private ownership;
exchange (buying - selling); competition; contréadtour; and profit maximization
(Kirdina, 2008: 4). Political institutions of theniary political order include:
administrative division of the state; the goverrearfand decision-making) system
being a vertical hierarchical authority with thentte on the top; interactions for
decision making taking the form of a general assgmabd unanimity; governing
positions are filled by appointment; and the fee#bmechanism in the society is
appeals to higher levels of hierarchical authorfigain, parallel institutions of the
federative political order of the Y-matrix are: &dtive structure; self-government
and subsidiarity; multi-party system and democratajority; election; and law suits
(Kirdina, 2008: 4). In the ideological sphere tipposites are: driver of social actions:
collectivism vs individualism; normative understargl of the social structure:
egalitarianism vs stratification; prevailing sociallues: order vs freedom. Russia is

assumed to have the X-matrix as a dominant one.
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In our opinion, while analysing the structure oé tRussian society in a systematic
manner, this theory is very useful for understagdinterrelationships between
institutions in the Russian society. We find thalgsis of interdependent political,
economic and ideological spheres quite helpful. E\av, the institutional matrices
theory is to a great extent deterministic. It hetpsinderstand why certain institutions
persist in the Russian society. However, this thé®wvery general when it comes to
the most difficult question, namely how to changetain institutions. Kirdina argues
that the type of institutional matrixonly determines a “passage” of the social
evolution, it does not eliminate the processes efmanent modernization of the
institutional environment, which are both spontameand controllable in character
(Kirdina, 2001).

Olga Bessonova proposed another structural-evolamo theory of institutional

development in Russia, namely the theoryratdatok, or ‘deal-out economy’.

‘Russian economy of the Soviet period was not a@gpecbof the interruption
in the natural development towards the market, aorexperiment in
planning, but it was a logical result of the evmoary development of

economic relationships in Russia.” (Bessonova, 1994

Bessonova argues that economic relationships irsiRuthe Soviet Union and the
post-Soviet Russia have certain common specifitufea. Bessonova does not refer
to Western theories or concepts, such as non-magkehomy, quasi-market
economy, or bureaucratic market, to explain thesks specificity. Instead, she
applies concepts borrowed from the original Russiiscourse and language.
According to her theory, the Russian economic systean economy of the razdatok
type and has its own development laws and a ceitatitutional system. The
‘institutional core of the razdatok economy consists of the institusi of razdachd
(deal-out / give-away / gifts from the rulerydacha (tribute to the ruler / treasury,
gavel), bbshchestvenno-sluzhebnaya sobstvehrfostnmunal service/duty-related
property), and the institution of ‘administrativeonaplaints’ @dministrativnaya
zhalobg. The mechanisms o$dacha-razdachHaare contrasted with the mechanisms
of ‘buy and sell’ (Bessonova, 2008: 112).

Complaints are seen as a mechanism replacing ite negulation of the economy, a
form of feedback in the razdatok economy. Thaitical number of certain
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complaints serves as a basis for decision-making aboutidigion of resources. The
related phenomena are the dependant’'s psycholodytten ‘give me’ syndrome
(Bessonova, 1994: 40-41).

The concept of sluzhebniy trud(service work) (introduced by Bessonova), i.e. a
form of labour / work that is obligatory, is cordgtad with the contract labour. Such
institutions determine the structure of societyjolihis divided into $luzhilye lyudi
(people in state service, state officials and amji} and podatnoye naseleniy@ax

paying population), the latter providing means eggburces for the former (lbid: 43).

Bessonova argues that institutions of non-razdatolexist with (replace or
complement) razdatok institutions, aride complex interaction of these two types of
relationships manifests itself either in coflict; partnership of the two, or one
becomes a shadow of the oth@bid: 46). In the razdatok economy, there idl sti
some room for institutions of market trade and geventrepreneurship, however only
in the area that is not covered by the state mameagg or in situations when razdatok
institutions are in crisis (Bessonova, 2008: 128)1Bessonova divides the Russian
history and the history of the Russian razdatoknenwoy into institutional cycles,
which consist of main and transition periods. Dgrthe ‘main’ periods, institutions
of the razdatok economy function in a balanced vilaying ‘transition’ periods, the

institutions of private property and commodity-mgmelations become prevalent.

Perhaps somewhat unexpectedly, there appears @ostreng link between the IAD
framework of Ostrom and the theories of institutibmatrices and razdatok economy
of Kirdina and Bessonova. All three frameworks magpé to identify basic,
fundamental institutions in the society, which,tle words of Kleiner (2004), form
the ‘nstitutional gene pool of the econonfileiner, 2004: 113°. These institutions
will be historically and culturally predetermineddaform a core structure (including

core elements and core rules), upon which furth&itutional development occurs.

% This concept appears close to Bourdieu’s notiohafifitusas ‘embodied history’. ‘The habitus [...]
ensures the active presence of past experiencash,wieposited in each organism in the form of
schemes of perception, thought and action, tengueyantee the ‘correctness’ of practices and their
constancy over time, more reliably than all formales and explicit norms.” (Bourdieu in

Contemporary Sociological Theory, 2005: 278)
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While Ostrom is looking for underlying universality behaviour patterns, attempts
‘to find a way of expressing the most basic rules ¢fenerate action situationand

to ‘illustrate that the generic rules used to consétatmarket come from the same set
of generic rules used to constitute a legislatuaehierarchy, a self-organised
resource governance system, or any of a wide dtyeos situations (Ostrom, 2005:
185), Kirdina and Bessonova also search for gemales that determine the overall

institutional picture, although in only one parteny national (Russian) context.

Another feature that is common for these framewaskshat they work with the
institutional set-up of societies or even facttrat tdetermine the institutional genesis.
However, they do not offer any models that elalestabn exact mechanisms of
institutional dynamics. Both theories remain withihe limits of structural

determinism.

A dynamic model, which emphasizes not only strietbut also the role of agency in
the process of institutional change, was offered\gdimir Gel’'man. Gel'man
analysed the politics of informal institution build in Russia and demonstrated his
model on the case of institutions of electoral gnaace. ‘What are the determinants
for the dominance of informal institutions in comigorary Russian society?’ is the
guestion asked by many researchers. While the atmevdioned theories refer to the
structural explanations for the dominance of infaknmstitutions in the Russian
politics and economy, Gel’'man goes further and esghat it is not onlythe legacy
of the pastor ‘revolutionary breakdowrwhich led to the decline of rule enforcement
because of reduced or total lack of state capd@sl’'man, 2004: 1022). Structural
factors, as well as characteristics of the statedkness’ of the state, degree of state
autonomy, and state capacity), are recognised tmpertant, although not sufficient,

part of the explanations of the persistence andimgmse of informal institutions.

‘Actor-oriented analysis of the politics of institon building in Russia
might be a valuable addition to studies of struadtéactors in the dominance
of informal institutions. This analysis might beskd on the framework of
historical institutionalism (Steinmo and Thelen, 928 which is
concentrated not on path dependency but on ‘critjcactures’ of
institutional changes and their limits. The ‘legaxfythe past’ is considered

here as one but not the only ‘point of departune’tbe path-contingent
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chain of interrelated causes and consequences stitutron building.
Somewhat similar explanatory models have been umsstudies of regime
change (Karl, 1990), including post-communist pcdit(Johnson, 2001,
Gel'man, Ryzhenkov and Brie, 2003).’ (Gel'man, 200@25-1026)

The process of institutional change is described aslicy cycle, where a political
system moves from one equilibrium, via disequililma caused by exogenous
factors, to another. Actors’ behaviour is deterrdify their interests, ideologies (in
the broad sense of ‘cognitive schemes’), and uaiceyt (which causes information
deficit and undermines rational actions). Strudttaetors have an indirect impact on
institution building. The ‘legacy of the past’ twme degree influences actors’
ideologies, while a low degree of state autonomy contributes policy
implementation, especially in the case of the sekeaise of sanctiohgGel’'man,
2004: 1035 - 1036).

Having analysed why institutional changes of th@@and early 2000s in Russia
caused the dominance of informal institutions, @ah makes assumptions

concerning possible future institutional developtr@rRussian politics.

‘It is too early to say to what extent informal iistions may contribute to
the stability of Russia’s political regime or unaéne it. But if one focuses
exclusively on Russia’s domestic political enviramh (as yet, the

international impact on it is relatively negligiblat is unclear what the
potential sources of a possible movement towardtleeof law will be. The

constellation of political actors, their interestsd ideologies, as well as
restoration (even though partial) of state capaicitjRussia, is unlikely to

prompt such a move. Thus, ‘informal institutionatisn’ deserves to be
viewed not as a temporary ‘defect’ of post-Soviemdcracy (in the sense
of deviation from the ‘right’ way of developmentytorather as a long-term

principal feature of Russia’s political regime.’d@nan, 2004: 1036)

Gel'mantalks about thegrincipal featuresof the Russian institutional set-up that
will not be overcome in the foreseeable future, #masin a way returns to the

structuralist framework.
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The theories considered above belong to the palliiconomy paradigm. It would be
wrong, however, to assume that the environmentedpeetive was absent in the
Russian social thought. One of the most importargsian thinkers of the early 20th
century, Vladimir Vernadsky, developed a theortre biosphere, which advocated
the inextricable mutual connection of human beiagdg natural environment. He
termed this unity of all life forms on the Earth @ ‘living material’ (‘zhivoe

veshchestvly of which the mankind is just one part. All Ing bodies are mutually
connected with their material and energy envirorinterough nutrition and breath.
Moreover, Vernadsky regarded history, social movas@and world wars as &ig

geological and not only historical procé¢¥ernadsky, 1993).

However, Vernadsky noted the growing impact of hona&tivity on the natural
environment. He described this process as the ftnanation of biosphere into
noosphere, i.e. the world of the negebtlogical force— the human mind (Vernadsky,
1944).

‘The face of the Earth — the biosphere — is beingstitally changed
chemically by human beings consciously and, mainipconsiously.
Mankind changes the physical and chemical surfaédand and water.’
(Vernadsky, 1944)

According to Vernadsky, in the new world, where klugnan mind will be dominant,
there will be two distinctive processes. The finsévitable process will be the
progress driven by purposeful human mind and toansdtion of the mankind from
heterotrophic into autotrophic beings, i.e. humamgs will learn to produce food
artificially rather than from living organisms. Tisecond process that should take
place is the growing importance of preservatiomhef natural environment for future
generations (Vernadsky, 1944, 1993).

What reflection did the teaching of Vernadsky findhe Soviet time? In the USSR,
the nature—people relationship was dominated bylib®ourse of economic progress
and taming / subjugation and colonization of natufde prevailing type of
development was an extensive and resource-intensateire was supposed to serve
the political and economic goals of the state (@khrprirody Rossii, 2003: 14). The
Soviet state considered nature on the one handnasnamy, something wild,
senseless and alien, something to be rebuilt inrdaace with the new collective
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needs of the Soviet society, and on the other harigtorehouse’ of natural resources
that can be used without limit (Bolotova, 2006; @kia prirody Rossii, 2003: 14).
This transformation of nature was supposed toceflee transformation of the Soviet
people: While changing nature, the man changes himé§glaxim Gor’ky, 1930 in:
Bolotova, 2006).

Therefore, the discourse of nature—local commutriggltional practices was almost
non-existent. This has certainly had a significampact on the people-nature

interaction in Russia today.

One has to draw attention to a caveat here thaggtron of natural resources did not
contradict the Soviet ideology and was therefotewadd to the extent it did not
obstruct extensive development of the Soviet ecogn@g@khrana prirody Rossii,
2003: 14-15). Conservation became a priority ofi&oforest management after the
war. From 1949 to 1973, class | foréStgrew from 2% to 48% of the total forest
area, while industrially exploitable forests shrdrdm almost 98% to just over 50%.
After 1973, class | protected forests grew by ob¥% (Eikeland, Eythorsson and
lvanova, 2004: 288). Since 1975, environmentalgmtodn and rational use of natural
resources have been a separate section in thepkdatef the economic development
of the country (Somov, 1976: 2). There was a strdisgourse of a complex use of
forest resources and thepréservation of the ecological balance of forest
biogeocenoségSomov, 1976: 7). The Soviet Union had a unigystem of strict
reserves, created specifically for protection ofurel ecosystems and where even
recreation facilities were not allowed. The scigntand ideological basis for such a
system of strict reserves was created as earlgfasebthe Revolution (see Shtil'mark,
1996). In 1951, this system was drastically cuethi(88 reserves out of 128 in the
USSR were closed) due to the extensive type ofldpreent and growing demand
for timber and other natural resources (Okhranagyi Rossii, 2003: 17).

Conclusion

The Western perspective on institutional transfdiomacan be described as two

broad general conceptual paradigms that complee&ett other. The first one is a

% Class | areas were protected for the purposenufstzape conservation and for climatic reasons. In

these areas, only selective sanitary cutting wiasvat.
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political economy paradigm, which embraces debatesut various socio-political
and economic factors shaping the processes ofutishial path dependence and path
creation. Major debates are concerned with the oblstate and non-state actors as
sources of institutional change and transformatbmatural resource management.
Due to weaknesses of both purely state and markdels of institutional change and
natural resource management, hybrid models havedaignificant support recently.
Recent experience in natural resource managemerldwde has a number of

complex implications for successful environmenégjimes.

The second paradigm brings nature (environmentaablas) in and embraces the
human ecology and political ecology approaches. €hgironmental paradigm
examines the mutual interdependence of the sondhltlee natural in the process of
institutional change at the local, national andbglolevels. The environmental
paradigm is in some sense an extension of the ficditical economy paradigm and

appears more suited to address issues of naturercesmanagement.

As to the Russian perspectives on institutionahgkea many studies that look at the
post-Soviet development are structurally deterrtimiand path-dependence based.
They give significant attention to the role andunatof the state. They examine
structural factors that have made the post-Soxagistormation process very painful
or not successful at all. ‘Positively’ inclined dies with an emphasis on agency and
possible ways of path creation (the ones that eadladle) are also sceptical of the

possibility of change in the near future.

Despite the fact that Russia is a country of unigatural resource endowment,
historical circumstances prevented the environneltaction of institutional studies
from developing into any significant school of tighti yet. One mostly explores
relations between individual, societal groups arfte tRussian state. It is
administrative, political and economic, rather thaatural, resources that are
generally perceived as relevant for institutionavelopment in the Russian context at

the moment.

Russian perspective on natural resource manageamndnnstitutional change (e.g. the
concept of a ‘deal-out economy’) appears very nmtstic, which strongly contrasts

to ecological thinking of a number of Western sdhooThe following chapters will
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attempt to trace this feature through the histdriroessian forestry and identify how

this mode of national thinking affects current depenent of the forest sector.

In order to find the answer to our research questibow and why do institutions
change in the Russian forest sector? - the ideasepted above need to be further
tested on the Russian material. In the followingpthrs, we shall juxtapose Russian
practices with Western ideas about institutionaveltgpment. What potential do
market institutions have in the Russian context@ they able to replace the state?
Are the current problems of the forest sector calmsethe ‘excessive’ intervention of
the state or by its poor capability or by somethatge? How do market and state
institutions interact? How much room is there fartgipatory forest management?
Are ‘liberal’ institutions transplanted to the Ris#ss forest sector in the post-Soviet
period identical to the ones in the Western wonNdat implications does their
implementation on the Russian ground have? Whaimajer drivers of institutional

change and innovation in the Russian forest sector?

The above review of institutional theories providestarting point for understanding
the nature of the Russian state, its relation ¢oRhssian society and development of

nature resource management.
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CHAPTER THREE: INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN RUSSIA:
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

‘Russia is the most stateless, the most anarchictopin the world. The Russian

nation is the most apolitical nation that could ere@ven organise its own country...

The Russian soul wants a sacred sociality, anasethby-God authority... State

authority has always been extrinsic, not intririsithe statelesRussian nation; it was

not created from within [the society], but sortcaime from the outside.’ (Berdyaev,
2004: 274)

3.1 Conceptualising the Russian State

Pre-1917 and Soviet Studies of the State: Persmectrom Within

It is useful to locate interaction between societ@lkeholders and the state in the

forest sector by placing it in a larger analysishef Russian state.

As early as in 1884, Georgy Plekhanov was warnivag the socialist revolution in
Russia may lead to a political deformity similar to the i@&se or Peruvian empire,
i.e. to a renewed Tsarist despotism with a comnhumiderlining’, for ‘the rule of the
people is possible only when the people is disapedienough in the autocracy of the
Tsars (Plekhanov, 1884: 306).

In 1919, in his lecture ‘On the state’, Vladimirrie defined the state as special
apparatus for systematic violence and subjectionpebple to violence as a
consequence of the disintegration of society insses and exploitation of one
person by another (Lenin, 1984: 480).

‘The state is a machine for oppression of one digsanother... The form of
this machine varies. In the slave-owning staterethss a monarchy,

aristocratic republic or even a democratic repulglienin, 1984: 483-484).

As the quote shows, Lenin associated the state exifthoitation and class struggle.
Therefore, he argued, the proletariat had to takayathe state machine from the
capitalists, in order to then use it ascadgel and ‘slam any kind of exploitation
(Ibid: 484).
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‘And when there will be no more possibilities forpéoitation in the world
and no more land owners or owners of factoriesly then shall we scrap
this machine. Then, there will be no state andxpbostation.’ (Lenin, 1984:
491)

So, the new, post-1917 state was proclaimed aitothle class struggle, in order to

build a socialist, i.e. class-less, society later.

Several years later, in 1936, Joseph Stalin anmealicat the Soviet society had
become society without antagonistic classeand that there were two mutually
friendly classes, namely the class of workers d@ddass of peasants (as well as a
secondary layer of intelligentsia), and state mansant of society (ictatorship)
belonged to the working class. Under such socidémrthe role of the socialist state
was said to consist in administrative-economic,tary (defence from the capitalist

environment) and cultural-educational functionsalit 1936).
Around the same time, in 1930s, Leon Trotsky wrote:

‘Under no other regime than the Soviet regime dicehucracy achieve such
degree of independence from the ruling class... €@maot but admit that it
[the Soviet bureaucracy] is more than bureaucrtidg.the only and in the

full sense of the word privileged and ruling layarthe Soviet society.’

(Trotsky, 1937)

Trotsky considered the Soviet society to be difieleom any other society. This
society was dominated not by workers or peasantsby bureaucrats, whose power
had particularly grown in the Soviet years.

In 1922, Pitirim Sorokin wrote:

‘The October Revolution set its task as destructibthe social pyramid of
inequality (both in terms of property and rightaglaannihilation of the class
of exploiters and thus the class of exploited. Aviaat did we get? - A
simple rearrangement. At the beginning of the netwoh, the old

bourgeoisie, aristocracy and privileged-ruling lsy@ere removed from the

upper levels of the pyramid. And vice versa, offtediindividual ‘dwellers
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of the social underground’ from below to the tap.But has the pyramid
itself disappeared? Not at all.” (Sorokin, 1994) 19

Thus, Sorokin suggests that the society that edobfter 1917 was a heirarchical
society, with a strong social differentiation andsimilar structure to the one that

existed before.

In 1937, Nikolay Berdyaev wrote that the new Sobteaucracy had become a new
privileged class, who could exploit the popular sessand was stronger than the
Tsarist bureaucracy (Berdyaev, 1990). This sociesatl was not new to Russia and
built on the previous, pre-1917, trends of develepinBerdyaev emphasized that by
the end of the 19th century, Russia had become adds Wwith a strong
bureaucracy and a very thin and fragile culturalyé; ‘ classes have always been
weak in Russia and subordinated to the state, thiese even built by the state
authority (Berdyaev, 1918: 231-232).

This view advocated by Sorokin and Berdyaev, narttedly the state bureaucracy was
the dominant class in the Soviet society, was foretdally different from the
Marxist standpoint, which persisted from the 19808l the late 1980s as the official
concept of the social structure of the country wad based on the three-part formula
of Stalin (working class, the peasants and the lpsomtelligentsia) (Baitin, 1973;
Shevtsov, 1971).

‘State power is the social force of the dominaisssl(of the whole society
in a developed socialist society). Only the avadlitybof such force allows
the latter to gain a foothold in the society asomphant class. The force
itself — the state power — is inevitably the highesngle-ruling and
absolute.” (Shevtsov, 1971: 13)

The state was considered a servant of the domahasg, with the potential to become
the servant of the whole society. It was also racegl as the only legitimate

authority and having a power monopoly in the sgciet

Pre-1917 and Soviet Studies: Perspectives fromi@aits

Karl Wittfogel develops a theory of an orientallgsphotic state and describes post-
Mongol pre-1917 Russia as anarginal Oriental society (Wittfogel, 1957: 5).
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Wittfogel describes the course of Russian histery\&sternisation prior to 1917 and
anti-Westernisation thereafter. He insists on tba-Buropean, Tatar, character of
Russian political traditiott and refers to the Soviet state as industry-based system
of general (state) slaverjWwittfogel, 1957: 438-441).

Maurice Dobb argued that the Russian state waSptiogluct of a class system, and
was in fact the instrument of the class which at plarticular time was the ruling
class (Dobb, 1928: 29).

‘There would tend to crystallise a bureaucratic itedtollar’ caste, greedy
of privilege, tinged with superiority and tendirgreproduce in its dealings
with the mass of the workers the old relation betwmaster and servant...’
(Dobb, 1928: 29-30)

Dobb noted that the strengthening bureaucrapparatus transformed into an
oppressive societal layer that pursued its own amds in this respect, did not differ

much from its predecessor rulingaste.

Voline explored the nature of the Bolshevik statetlhe 1920s and wanted to
‘transform the economic and social bases of soaigtiyout having recourse to a
political state, to a government, or to a dictatapsof any sort(Voline, 1954: 7). In
his opinion, the Bolshevist state was nopeofetarian’ or ‘workers’ and peasants’

state, but totalitarian.

The ‘primary concern of the Bolshevik party in power wasationalize all
the activity and all the life in Russi@/oline, 1954: 189-190).

The state wasthe only real owneiwof all the riches of the countrywhereas the
worker was & modern slave who could be punished or rewarded by tleed’ — in
accordance with worker’'s behaviour (lbid: 192, 197The immense powerful

bureaucracy was created — to support Statmjdol, its ‘Tsar’ (Ibid.: 190).

% This view was disputed by a number of researchrs, Arnold Toynbee (1948) did not agree with
Wittfogel and maintained that Russian conceptsByhntine origins. In Richard Pipes’ view (1995),

the Russian political tradition was Hellenistic.
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The work of Richard Pipes shows that Muscovy détefrom every state in Europe in
that there was no concept of private property insblwy, and that everything was
regarded as the property of the Grand Duke. Thg organised social groups who
could stand up against the state and challengeow®r monopoly were nobility and
bureaucracy (Pipes, 1995: 137), becaliseenforcing the patrimonial principle, i.e.
by effectively asserting its claim to all the t&sry of the realm as property and all its
inhabitants as servants, the crown prevented thdton of pockets of independent
wealth or power (Ibid: 249). The situation persisted in the Sawviears, when

Russia’s officialdom only grew in numbers, and tpatrimonial system remained

immune from pressures from below (lbid: 112, 281).

‘While repeating the essentials of the West Europeeriodicity, the
Russian economy was more state-bound at everyfdtestages... It is the
extent of state involvement that made it differéwoim Western Europe.’
(Shanin, 1985: 124-127)

In his work, Shanin shows that before the RevolutRussia went through the stages
of economic policy similar to Western European ofmasrcantilism, liberalism and
neo-protectionism), but with a particularly sigoént extent of state power and state
economy. (lbid: 124-127)

Barrington Moore analyses the nature of the Sostiate and notes that support of
popular masses or societal consensus waedinitely not crucidl for the Soviet
‘totalitarian dictatorship (Moore, 1966: 2).

‘For about the past twenty years Soviet society besn one enormous
bureaucracy. The state has swallowed society. Tétewour of nearly
every adult male during his working hours is heawktermined by his

place within this bureaucracy...’ (Ibid: 2)

The society has beebureaucratisef] organised and subsumed by the state and its
‘all-embracing administrative systéfibid: 3):
‘The peasant, the soldier, the worker, the aréiag the scientist play their

roles in accordance with a web of decisions thamately originate in, or
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are approved by, the Presidium (formerly the Pofitl, the highest organ

of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.’

The Party Presidium became a major aindispensableinstrument of connecting
actions of Soviet citizens with one another. Thei&cstate had a threefold system of
control: the Party, the instruments of violence, and theeS@apparatus (lbid: 8).
Instruments of violence included secret police #mel military forces. The Soviet
apparatus composed three elements: ministries #&tering economic activities;
agencies that checked up on the economic perfomnahother ministries; and the
hierarchy of soviets. These tools were used by Sbeiet state tb enforce its
decisions and to focus the energies of the Sowjatlption in the desired directions
(Ibid: 8).

‘The Soviet system of centralisation is continudilgeding its opposite in
the form of groups within it that become involveda network of protective
evasions. These groups build walls around themselliat are at least
temporarily impervious to Moscow’s demands.’(Modt866: 21)

So, the state system and society are in a statendlict. The state system puts steep
demandson its servants which causes individuals to unite in alternaty@ups for
protection. At the same time, the state regimegeslthis tendency and trige ‘sow
suspicion among the populaticend ‘to destroy all social bonds except the ones that
it has itself created in order to destroy all independent foci of powaend to
manipulate the population. Statganised terrorresults in the partial atomisation

of Soviet society ‘the break-up of friendship groupirigand ‘the isolation of the
individual (lbid: 158).

Even peasants, who traditionally, through revoltsl aipheavals, were able of
influencing the state and exercising leverage ategbolicies, andprovided part of
the impetus behind a series of reforms that weamsfiorming Tsarist socigty
became powerless after the Revolution (lbid: 72).the 1930s, the economic
independence of the peasant was destroyed... povgbiafte all the major economic
decisions was secured by the dictatorsfiipid: 73). At the same time, possibilities

of manipulating the state system and Soviet soeiete rather unevenly distributed
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among individuals and depended not just on themsgmality, but also on their

position within the system (Ibid: 162).

State organisation and the state’s relationshighéointernational environment and
domestic forces are the focus of Theda Skocpoldyars (1997, 1999, 2008). She
considers the state asautonomous poweér,an ‘administrative and coercive
machinery embedded in a militarised internationtdtes system(Skocpol, 1999:
292). She argues that the most striking featurethef Soviet state wasthe
predominance of a Party-state complex ever so ntargfer and more dynamically
powerful within society than the tsarist regime haden (lbid: 226). State
administrative apparatus was constantly expandingl dalso capable of
accomplishing more in societthan the Tsarist autocra€lpid: 227). The reason for
this was that the Communist reginsaught to link the executive at the centre closely
with the massésand to integrate all people into the Party-staystem through
representative and mass-membership organisatiand) as local soviets, trade
unions, cooperatives, etc; whereas under the Tsamal groups (zemstvos, the
Church, local communities) were isolated from, etresugh subordinated to the state
(Ibid: 229). On the one hand, the Soviet state fea®ally very inclusive and had
strong ties with its society members. On the otha&nd, the state subsumed the

society, in order to totally control it.

The Soviet state madexXtraordinary use of ‘administratively organised coercion
and terror as techniques for ruling its citizengddor purging and controlling its own
official cadres (Skocpol, 1999: 230). Since the 1930s, the Sowgitem was
‘pronouncedly inegalitarian and some administrative officials becangivileged
and authoritarian (Ibid: 229). The tomestic eliteused the state apparatus and
applied terror againstother part$ of society (Ibid: 231). This made the state
‘partially autonomouswithin society, although stillstronger and more autonomous
compared to the old regime state. (Ibid: 284, 285)

‘In sum, the Soviet system that crystallised atéP8 was at once more
formally equalitarian and popularly inclusive andoma rank-ridden,

effectively authoritarian, and coercive than thergpvolutionary absolutist
and aristocratic system.’ (Skocpol, 1999: 230-231)
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The population, peasants and workers wareré directly incorporated into national
politics and state-run projectsAt the same time, the Revolution strengthenesl th
state and made itmore centralised, bureaucratic, and autonomouslyegrul at
home and abroddlbid: 285).

Joel Migdal (2001) also explores the process dgéstaciety interaction. However, he
comes to the conclusion that the interaction ofietat groups and the state ia °
continuing process of transformatiofMigdal, 2001: 57), where both the state and
society are constantlypecoming (Ibid: 57) and change their structure, goals, and
rules. The separation between state and societypticomplete. State and society
interpenetrate, mutually constitute one other awrdhfa mélange in which multiple
sets of rules struggle for predominahe&d social control (Ibid: 57). To emphasize

this interrelation, Migdal uses the terstdte in society(Ibid: 42).

Despite the states’ endeavours idefining collective consciousnésand the
‘reinvention of society(lbid: 262), states areoften severely constrained by their
domestic environments from achieving an independesrdering of society They
are hemmed in - indeed transformédxy the societies in which they operate and their

internal forces (lbid: 56).

Not only internal elements of the society, but atfobal factors outside of the state’s
control limit the state and workt6 thwart or modify the emergence of a state-drawn
collective consciousnégqsbid: 262). Various social formations, includihgthnic and
other sub-national groups, civil society, the glbleonomy, and so on... have
established authority, or at least have tried. tbid: 263) These struggles and
engagement of the state with society have beersfoaning both society and the
state (lbid: 56; 263). Moreover, they have leddontending coalitions that have cut
across both and blurred the lines between théilmd: 263). It is within these

dynamic institutional arrangements that Migdal ¢ders the Soviet state:

‘Nowhere, not even in Stalin’s Soviet Union, hasoeiesy with its own
authority disappeared entirely(Ibid: 260)
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The Soviet state was unable to exercise the nagesdiience on societal groups in

order to create a centralized and integrated societ
Conceptualising the New Russian State

The post-Soviet Russian state is characterisedasgdy a low degree ofstate
autonomy (or ‘state capturg (Gel’'man, 2004; Libman, 2004), i.e. the demaimat
line between public authority and private businessery blurred. Relationships
between state and non-state actors are selectfaeddyev, 2006: 95-96). The state is
privately used as a coercive tool and administeatesource in the struggle between

different business and power groups. (Libman, 2@@tharov, 2005)

‘Intervention of the state in the economy is stdtried out by civil servants
on behalf of the state, however ever more oftertfersake of their private
selfish interests. The derelict administrative autly is used as an initial
condition for the purchase of property rights areirt consequent
redistribution.” (Gredin, 2003: 3)

Functioning of the state machine is largely shapethe conflict of interests that state
officials find themselves in. The legal system aadthority of the state are
‘privatized (Gredin, 2003; Afanasyev, 2006), araptured (Libman, 2004). The key
role in capturing the state belongs to civil setsarespecially siloviki' (security
officials) (Volkov and Privalov, 2008: 8} Civil servants and politicians start to
control businesses in order to individually apprater profits — the situation also
referred to asbusiness captutéLibman, 2004)*

Dynkin (2004: 64) notes that as a result of his&drcircumstances, there are only two
forces capable of acting as agents of modernisdtioRussia: the state and big
business. And since there is no hope for any aibenrs to become motor of change,
it is necessary to harmonize interests of big essirand the state as the only potential

agents of modernisation in Russia.

2 The Russian case is referred to msmenklatura capitalisim(Sakwa, 2007: 314) obureaucratic
capitalismi (Volkov and Privalov, 2008: 3).

% For more studies about poor state capacity arte sggpture in Russian regions today see e.g. Sutela
(2005), Shlapentokh (2003).
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Unlike in the Soviet studies mentioned above, tlst{i991 Russian state is
characterised as weak, inefficient and failing were practically non-existent in a
number of socio-economic spheres, hence causingsttieagthening of informal
institutions, growth of importance of personal cections, social networks and
clientelism (Afanasyev, 2006: 121-122). As a gutramnd a producing state, the
Russian state failed. Its authoristretches only to some administrative and coercive
actions and attacks on certain economic age(®edin, 2003: 3). Despite quite
common statist, paternalistic thinking of many Raiss, the strong state is substituted
by a patronage system witlvéak institutional bracegAfanasyev, 2006: 106).

‘Feudalism and ‘patrimonialism have re-emerged as terms to describe the new
Russian state. (Ericson, 2000; Afanasyev, 2006;dkaiyeva, 2006) It is argued that
the way technology is organized in the post-SoRessia has a systemic structure
that is reminiscent of the feudal system. Thus,sRuss argued to have a strong
hierarchical structure of society, based pearsonal allegiance and patronage, ties of
trust and reciprocity ‘personal loyalty supported by a sworn oath withipsmcal
responsibilitie§ and where superiors hold juridicial and economghts and the
responsibility to provide justice, protection and other public goods to their
subordinates(Ericson, 2000: 6). The rights and privileges highly correlated with

the position within the hierarchy.

The State as a ‘Feeding Bow!’

Despite often being inefficient, the state tend®eodominant over its people which
helps explain the dearth of public participatioivicc responsibility, and economic

independence. Within the path dependence framewakdratyeva (2006) analyses
the common attitude to state authorities and p@mdrsuggests that many institutions
and practices in Russia can be explained througtctimcept of the authorities as a
‘feeding bowl The ‘feeding function of authorities, it is argued, has beetidive in

many respects under the Tsarist and Soviet redfmiess argued that relationships

24 During the Tsarist period, the feeding functioraathorities would manifest itself in a gift frometh
Tsar at the dining table, or allocation of landydar and other resources at the pleasure of tkee. rul
(Kondratyeva, 2006: 34, 38) Such ‘feeding’ pradtieeere stable at least until the late 19th century.
The stability of such practices is associated witheral specific features of the Russian histoyryadk

of mechanisms in the society that would allow styt$eparticipation in state affairs; deficit of law
based state bodies 2) low productivity of agriadtand poverty of the population; 3) mixture of
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between people in Russia are special, in thlhimembers of the community are in a
way family members and dependent on the head dfiaheehold® (Kondratyeva,
2006: 160). And it is themastet who distributes social resources between differen
layers of society to a great extent on the basipestonal or family connections
(Kondratyeva, 2006: 161). This model of state—dgaielationships precluded several
institutions and practices from developing in Rassiuch as public participation in

formulation of state policies, civic responsibilignd economic independence.
‘Power-Property’

The phenomenon of state capture has been desdnbatail by Nureev (2006) by
means of the conceppéwer-property?®. Nureev was the first post-Soviet researcher
to draw a parallel between the oriental despoti8sian method of production) and

socialism (Nureev, 1976, 1990) Power-property is understood as a phenomenon

administrative and judicial service until 1864;s€rfdom as a source traditional practices of pagen
and personal dependency (Kondratyeva, 2006: 594%);

As to the Soviet period, the feeding function ofhemities was reflected in the existence of special
shops and canteens for state officials, especifty higher party and state officials, separate
distribution of deficit goods between governmenficials, and within social classes (e.g. accogdin
to their ‘contribution to the industrialization’hjdden privileges, and so on (Kondratyeva, 200®)11
In fact, at least after Stalin’s death, the ‘fegdiand’ belonged not so much to an individual rutbeit

to various groups of bureaucrats (Kondratyeva, 2068).

After 1960s, the same model of relationships spmeatkly in the economy outside the Kremlin -
among companies. In order to attract the best humsources, companies started to offer significant
social packages: big companies would have their dwtels, hospitals, sanatoria etc for their
employees (Kondratyeva, 2006: 154).

% patrimonial state in Weberian terms

% The term was coined by Vasilyev (1982) and elateoray Semyonov (1980).

2" During the Soviet years, there were two discussipout the Asiatic mode of production, one of
which took place in the late 1920s to early 1930%] the second in 1960s to early 1970s. Both
discussions were forcibly interrupted, for suchcdisions could provide a key to understanding the
Soviet regime (for an overview of these discussises Semyonov, 1993). The official view was
expressed by Nikiforov in 19703wittfogel in a libellous way extrapolates his carsibns about the
oriental despotism on socialist countries, on thates sector in modern developing countriés...
(Nikiforov, 1975: 186)

Comparative studies on the similarity of the solechlSoviet socialism and the Asiatic mode of
production were carried out by such Russian auther¥asilyev (1994), Nureev (2001), Semyonov
(1993), Shafarevich (1974), Shkaratan (1991, 20@@y Gaidar (1997). The similarity of these
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that ariseswhen official functions are monopolised in the stciand when power
and domination are based not on private propertysash but on a high position in
the traditional hierarchy and prestig€Nureev, 2006: 1). These official functions,
which are then monopolised, include functions stribution of the national product;
exchange; conditions of production (infrastructymeduction experience, knowledge
etc); control and management of production. Monisptibn of these functions is

later reinforced by ownership of resources.

Nureev traces the development of the institutmmwer-propertythroughout Russian
history and shows a strong path dependence of tissié state in this regard. The
Russian political and economic system has seenstifuggle of two institutional
property systems: power-property and private prypédajor differences of power-
property from private property include the followin property is public and
employment-related; civil servants are main powadérs; the system of incentives
is based on administrative coercion and contrdhémathan individual incentives to
increase personal welfare); the main mechanismgroperty rights transfer are
reciprocal exchange and redistributive exchangidrahan free market exchange);
property rights are intentionally blurred, poorpesified by civil servants in order to

receive rent and as a basis for corruption; a nmolerof the law and courts.

Further analysis of close ties between power aongesty in the Russian society was
carried out by Radayev and Shkaratan (1991), whioalthe social order in Russia as
‘etatcratism (power of the state), the main feature of whick the total
bureaucratisation of state institutions who usurpedperty — with an absolute
absence of civil society. Shkaratan (2000, 2004hatestrates that thisetatcratic
social order, based on power-property, being preédant in the Soviet time, persists
in the post-Soviet Russia as well. The socialedéhtiation does not have a class
character, but is determined by ranks of the pdwerarchy. The power-property
relations only acquired a private property shell, but remainedessence the same
(Shkaratan, 2004: 3). In the course of reforms, lbieeaucracy retained their

controlling position in power and transformed intpper quasi-bourgeoisi€lbid: 5).

societies have become a common place in the literatow, however there are still questions abaeait th
nature of such similarity (see e.g. Pimenov, 1999). For an overview of these discussions about
affinity of the Soviet and Asiatic despotic regingee Pimenov (1999) and Semyonov (1993).
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So, in the post-Soviet Russia, society transformtaa different form of bureaucratic

guasi-capitalism, but remained intact.

Similar analysis of thepower elitée has been made with regard to the post-World War
Il United States by C. Wright Mills. Thus, Mills tem the tendency of business and
government to become more intricately and deeplglied with each otheand the
increasing impossibility of separating these twalmes from one another (Mills, 1956:
274).

‘The power elite has been shaped by the coincidefdaterest between
those who control the major means of production thode who control the
newly enlarged means of violence.’ (Ibid: 276)

There is no genuine civil service of skill and integrity, indepment of vested
interests — under a weakened and formiatlemocratic system (lbid: 276). Power,
wealth, and c¢elebrity have been accumulated in thetrategic command posts of the

social structure(lbid: 4).

The relationship between state and society hasnhe@owidely discussed issue in the
post-Soviet Russia. Tatyana Zaslavskagaplains difficulties of post-Soviet reforms
through the nature of relationship between statboaities/elites and society. The
reformative potential of a society is determinadstfand foremost, by attitudes and
actions of elites (including the upper layer oftstaureaucracy) (Zaslavskaya, 2001:
16). It results in the low likelihood of liberal-®cratic transformation and

development of the rule of law in Russia. Actorgeiiasted in realisation of these
scenarios are mostly at thmitro- and meso-levélsf society and therefore exercise
no significant influence on the choice of the tctgey, whereas high-level

bureaucracy is mostly interested in authoritariemnservative-statist or oligarchic

scenarios of development (Zaslavskaya and Shaba2®@.: 22-23). There is no

% One of the key Soviet and Russian sociologistsyelsas the founder of the influential Novosibirsk

Sociological School

71



social macro-subject interested and powerful enough to carry out deratdc

reforms. The ruling elite are not used to havirdigogue with the society).

‘No polity has been created that is a reflectionso€iety and that could
adapt political structures to changing social ngegsating preconditions for

evolutionary institutional change.’ (Zon, 2007: 5)

The society is regarded as strongly opposed tcsthie. Social institutions do not
come into being as a result of constant societistaeraction, and therefore do not

meet society’s demands.

Mezhuev (2000), Pivovarov and Fursov (2001) anallysegap between the state and
society through a generalised concept of powery Bhew that state authorities have
been'the only socially significant subject of the Rasssystern They define Russian
authorities asrhonosubjectand ‘remoteé (monosub’ektnost i distantsionngstThey
trace the roots of this system back to the Tartan®dl Yoke and argue that it was
the Horde that imposed the principf®tver is everything, population is nothirmnto
Russia. (Pivovarov and Fursov, 2001: 50) They arthae¢ in Russia, there is no
society pbshhestvp(in the sense of community with diverse interesisyond the
authorities — there is only the peoplalod) — a faceless, homogenous and voiceless
ethnic or confessional (faith based) community (Me=z/, 2000: 82).

‘The law, which embodies the idea of a contracspite the seeming and
ostentatious homage to it, has not become an asigtiio the boundless
power..."” (Mezhuev, 2000: 83)

At the same time, Kordonsky (2007) argues thatetieno opposition of society and
state in Russia. Conflicts in the Russian societyrat between society and the state,
but between estates / classes of the corporatie §ESB against police, prosecutor’s

office against finance officials, academia agaamstrch etc).

In Russia, there is no society in the traditionalitigal-science meaning: Russian

society is formed by the state. The whole politicaktive society is made up of the

2 For more analysis of post-Soviet reforms in thghtli of society-authorities confrontation see
Shelokhaev, 2000; Diligensky, 2000.
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remnants of the old apparatus. There are no otbemuwnities, other than those
formed by the previous apparatus. There is onlivih society that is artificial in the
sense that NGOs are totally dependent on foreigdifig. These communities, a civil
society based on the remnants of Soviet structaeresgrant-society, are not
sustainable without the state but rather subsumetédstate (Kordonsky, 2007).

Similarly, Kosova (2008) refers to the Russianestas penetrating all spheres of
social life and, thus, crowding out civil societthere arises simply no need for
horizontal partnership links. If one defines cisdciety as a developed network of
formal institutions that limit natural expansion atithorities and does not allow
dominance of authorities over society, then ther@a civil society in Russia, for

there are no formal universal means that coulderes civil servant from realising

any decision he sees as proper. The only forcecthdd do that is the authority above
that civil servant. In other words, all means o§trieting the expansion of the

authorities lie within the authorities themselvesthe modern Russian society, the
main principle of social interaction is not coogema or search of compromise, but

power / coercive politicss{lovoe davlenig

‘A simple Russian individual continues to existain atomised social space,
where he is face to face with the authorities —hauit a supporting or
protecting collection of horizontal links. And, orghould note, he is
comfortable like this and does not want to chamgesituation. He does not
need horizontal partnership links. He is quite lyappth the ‘vertical of

power’ (vlastnaya vertikal)’ (Kosova, 2008).

An alternative view on the post-Soviet society basn expressed by Ruth Mandel
and Caroline Humphrey (2002), who stress the diyeasid significance ofsocially-
constituted practicefMandel and Humphrey, 2002: 4) and timearket in everyday
life’ (Ibid: 1). ‘Market’ is regarded as a newegime of poweér(lbid: 13), which has
come to largely replace state institutions (Ibid). 9heir study takes an
anthropological approach and exploréke’ ways people now engage with their
market replacements, and deal with the gaps whereetare no replacemeni@bid:
10).
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The Rule of Law

The nature of the Russian state is often explaihexigh dominance of informal ties
and poor law enforcement urirule of law (Gel’'man, 2004) fegal nihilismi (Zon,
2007), and ¢ynicism about laiv(Kurkchiyan, 2003). Kathryn Hendley refers to the
‘dualistic legal state(Hendley, 2006): formal and informal normativessyms run
parallel to each other; formal law is not completetelevant, but its relevance is
confined to certain segments of the market; reetwsformal law is only one of
available options (Pistor, 1999; Hendley, 2006, 0C0Formal law is enforced
selectively, i.e. the government uses formal sanstin an instrumental manner to
reward loyal actors or punish disloyal ones (Pahey®02). This situation finds
reflection in the popular Russian proverbs ‘Lawlike a shaft of a cart, it points
wherever you turn it to’ 4Zakon chto dyshlo — kuda povernut, tuda i vyshlo
(Afanasyev, 2006: 120); ‘Law does not *have andffebut *is applied* gakon ne
deystvuet, a primenyayet3y®aneyah, 2002: 158).

These characteristics of the state are strongbrrelated with persistence of such
informal institutions as clientelism; ‘statist’ pdylogy, i.e. the habit to blame
authorities for all failures; deficit of social atggd, trust and public institutions

(Ledeneva, 1998; Afanasyev, 2006); and low demandaiv among consumers of
the public good (Solomon, 1997; Gibson, 2003).

‘Both law and law-enforcement agencies are greefield a skepticism that
has been bred for decades — if not for centurieby-the experience that
extralegal motives often influence decision malang that law is chiefly an

instrument of those in power...” (Pistor, 1999)

Due to a distrust of formal law, Russiangely much more on informal
mechanisms — individual networks of trust, relationships, iyate security

services, and so on (Ibid).

The discrepancy between legal and everyday norswdtsein the situation where
reference to law is problematic in the eyes of @ctReference to law becomes not a
common way to resolve conflicts, but rather thé tasthod to punish an infringer of

informal conventions. The law, being excessivelyese, becomes not a framework
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for interaction, but a resource of one party (Pahe002: 156 — 157; Hendley, 2002:
144).

A strong system of informal institutions that dot redways correspond to formal
institutions causes conflicts of legal culturesRnssia and is considered the main
obstacle to reforms in Russia (Bocharov, 2005 Hrgued (Ibid: 185) that Russian
laws that guarantee private property rights doaootespond to traditional legal ideas
and are therefore not perceived by majority of plopulation as legitimate, hence
making the state afiminal staté. At the same time, someriminal’ practices, such

as corruption, represent deep traditional praccgsnorms in Russia.

Similarly, Kordonsky (2007) emphasises the necgssitinalyse Russian society and
state through the prism of informal institutionsdaambandon some usual Western
conceptions as inadequate for explaining Russialitye Thus, Kordonsky refers to
the concept of civil society and argues that catiety in Russia is veryhusual
There are few organised, institutionalised formgigfl society in Russia. Far more
popular is an alternative form of civil society, maly that of blat (favours),
corruption and connectionsutside of the statand ‘in opposition to the state and its
modernisation attemptgKordonsky, 2007: 2). This form of civil society a reaction
of the population to numerous radical reforms idtrced by the state, an effort to

neutralise them and adapt to them.

The prevalence of informal institutions over thendal institutions in Russia, or
‘informal institutionalisatioh (O’Donnell, 1996), encouraged researchers to
acknowledge the specificabnormal (Rosefielde, 2005) nature of the Russian
society and to abandon orthodoxy in their analystsitiqgue and policy
recommendations (O’Donnell, 1996; Hedlund, 19993 {Rosefielde, 2005). At the
same time, it is maintained that in order tm ‘the legal system of direct political
influencé, one needs to first and foremost redefine thati@hship between the state
and the law (Pistor, 1999).
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3.2 The Forest Sector in Historical Perspecti\?g
Law Making and Enforcement

‘Throughout the 19 century, there were numerous forestry and forest
management experiments. One would create and gestostantly change
principles, install opposite systems — one aftentlaer... We have tested in
practice everything we invented ourselves and e¢heny ready-made we
received from the West (Zhudra, 1875: 1-6)

Zhudra describes the law-making process as indensjsunsystematic and radical.
He believes that thisabsence of the systeand ‘contradictory arrangementsaused

‘unsatisfactory result®f Russian forestry. (lbid: 5)

‘Everyone who often deals with the current Fordéatuse, knows well the
utmost irregularity in the way it is organised,veall as the fact that few of
statute’s articles are still valid: most of thenvédeen repealed, others —
changed, complemented; the rest, though still wihted, lost their

significance.’ (Forest Journal, 1871. Issue 1: 79)

‘I had a forest on Sheksna. lllegal felling was stant, forest guards would
be tied together and would witness the logging0Q0,trees were cut, |
asked for 580 roubles, the court adjudged 260 emjl2.5 roubles were
collected. | sold my estate, as | could not protec{Forest Journal, 1879,
Book 4: 209)

This anonymous entry indicates how illegal fellwgs a considerable problem. The
concerned individual was able to get a court judgrgnfor illegal felling on the land
but collection of the dues as well as preventioriuather felling continued to be an

obstacle so the individual sold its estate.

30 This chapter draws heavily on the Forest Jourrthlefirst forestry periodical in Russia (published
by St. Petersburg Forest Society (initially unds Ministry of State Property) since 1833) and the
most influential forestry journal in the $@entury.
31 Zhudra / Forest Journal, 1875, Issue 16: 1-6
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Other anonymous participants of the forest seaanpdain that fines are heavy, but
never levietf?, ‘only every tenth violator is caught, if anyone Bt3 i.e. despite the

severity of the law, forest violators tend to remanpunished.

‘It turned out that all those scientific terms, Bugs ‘increment thinnings’,
‘dark and light cutting areas’, etc just cleverlasked theft — robbery, theft
and fraud... Forest management lost every credit, r@tidnal forestry

began to stand for minimum opportunity for abusetiie@ master himself...

All economic measures and arrangements would igecesnce, nature, and
experience, but aim at protecting forest from ftees inclination to steal.’

(Yegorov, 1915: 1021-1022)

The quote from Yegorov indicates that illegal fejliwas carried out by foresters, i.e.
by people appointed by the state to protect thestorThis situation shaped forest
legislation, namely predetermined introduction é&fac cutting as a predominant
felling method (since clear cuttings are easiexdotrol than increment thinnings), as

well as ideas about rational forestry.

‘My brothers have 60 thousand desy&tiof forest, but they do not know
how to protect it... Now guards have to walk in tisdgecause one requires
at least two (sic!) witnesses. The law is flawedtaesquires proof of forest
crimes.’ (Forest Journal, 1879, Book 4: 210)

This, also anonymous, source expresses concern platection of private forests.
He notes that cases of illegal logging are hardate to court, because the law

requires steadfast proof of forest violations, whgdifficult to provide.

Landlords often considered forestmynprofitablé, and therefore forests were often

sold or converted into plough lafid

%2 Forest Journal, 1879, Book 4: 209

% Forest Journal, 1879, Book 4: 201

% One desyatin used to be a land square measuremieetual to 1.09 hectares
% Journal of Ministry of State Properties, 1864,uay: 113
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‘As long as our economy was based not so much ploiation of natural
forces, but more on exploitation of human labolwugh land and fields —
even the worst ones — were bound to look more tiverghan forests, where
one could not apply free labour a lot.” (Journal Mfnistry of State
Properties, 1864, January: 113)

Other reasons that caused landlords to fell forasts treat them without due care
included: inability to use forests as a pledge &bise it is impossible to accurately
evaluate the vast forests and because it is diffitu control the way they are
managetf®) and consequent shortage of credit for privatedbowner¥’; traditional
Russian rural institutions, such as overlappingfiefd strips €herespolositsg’.
Among legislative shortcomings that provoked wood felliawy important role was

played by taxation system.

‘Rational forestry can be afforded only by rich plEp who have free
capital; and such forest husbandry is run as aitgharlt is necessary to
encourage forestry through taxation system, andenaknore lucrative.’
(Forest Journal, 1895. Issue 4: 522, 524)

Land and forest taxes varied between differentoregyi Sometimes they were forestry
supportive, but in most cases forest-destructiigsesplough land and forest land
were often taxed at the same F3tevhereas return rates on bank capital were over

three times higher than return rates on foreStry.
State, Society, Interactions

Some traits of the interaction between the statesacietal groups in the $&entury

found reflection in the issue of forest protectmd illegal felling. Peasant forests

% Forest Journal, 1879, Book 4: 219

3" Forest Journal, 1879, Book 4: 219; Works of théhIXIl-Russian Congress, 1879: 36

% Forest Journal, 1879, Book 4: 204-207; Abstrantsnfthe Works of the Commission.../ Forest
Journal. Book 1. 1879: 16-34

% Forest Journal, 1879, Book 4: 203

0 Forest Journal, 1895. Issue 4: 522-524
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used to be cut illegallyaimost entirely by peasants of the same commuritaésown

the forests™,

One of the reasons that peasants cut wood wasrsgaseemployment and lack of
skills that could be used during winter (i.e., whbare was no agricultural wofk)
The government failed to encourage other craftsiadastries so peasants wouddit

wood themselves and sell firewood, or sell it anstump to lumberm&h.

Peasant forests were guarded by forest rangem® ‘were elected among state
peasants for the period of three yedibid: 115), i.e. the forest ranger had to protec
the forest from the people who hired him and onmwh@ depended — as an employee

and as a member of the community.

‘Incidents of theft and arson are very frequerfpraster was killed in broad
daylight and in the middle of the village, the dmals were not found,
although everyone knows them...’” (Forest Journal 918060k 4: 202)

Both examples show how it was society, not theesthat sanctioned theft and
tolerated impunity of forest violators. Several m®s indicate that peasant®‘not
consider wood felling as thefand therefore support their fellow villagéfsLocal
communities and the state considered forest prppaghts differently. The local
population was convinced that forest wast' grown by the landlord, but by G4d
and should belong to everyorf®@ So, any logging restrictions could also cause
cutting ‘out of spité&

‘Plots are ruthlessly cut, without any need or py@ind timber is either sold
almost for free or stays to rot.” (Forest Jourddl79, Book 2: 114-116)

“1 Journal of the Ministry of State Properties. FBart1864, September. St. Petersburg, 1864: 6-7

“2 Forest Journal, 1879, Book 2: 114-116; Forestrllpui879, Book 7: 416-419; Forest Journal, 1879,
Book 4: 204-207

* Forest Journal, 1879, Book 2: 114-116

“4 Forest Journal, 1879, Book 4: 202; Forest Joufi@19, Book 7: 418

> Forest Journal, 1879, Book 4: 202

“ Forest Journal, 1879, Book 2: 114-116
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The population considered state bodies and judiciaits as powerless anghable to

do anything against wood fellii.

‘A forester, in the eyes of peasants, is a pungslparson, arenemy with

whom they are in the continuous state of war. Ameements of forest
administration that are sent to the volost’ adntiaigon, are neatly filed
together or put on the walls, where, surely, no ceeds them.” (Forest
Journal, 1879, Book 2: 114-116)

We see how peasant communities and foresters weaaesiate of conflict with each
other, and that the local peasant population ighostate forest policies and

instructions.

An anonymous source suggests that peasants wengersMadedthat this or that
forest land is under state control for their ownogo and that state forest
management bodies were natthoritative in peasants’ eyed-orest Journal, 1879,
Book 2: 116-117).

The above evidence suggests that the rule of lasvweay weak in the f9century
forest sector, and interaction between state amdstaie actors was to a great extent

shaped by informal institutions.

Problems of the forest sector caused debates &m@st property rights. Some state
officials in pre-1917 Russia supported private prop rights and said that the
government should not take drastic measures thghtntionstrain private property
rights*® Other participants of the forest sector expresbeit concern that private

forests were in adesolate condition(Anon. In: Forest Journal, 1879, Book 4: 204)
and were destroyed by the owners themselyason. In: Forest Journal, 1879, Book
4: 205). Private forestry is said to be pursuing ¢oal of maximum profit, i.e. far

from the goal of state forestfy’

*" Forest Journal, 1879, Book 4: 209

“8 Abstracts from the Works of the Commission.../ Focksurnal. Book 1. 1879: 20; Forest Journal.
1871, Issue 1: 41

9 Kuznetsov / Forest Journal, 1917. Issue 9-10: 658
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‘Once the owner dies, the experienced forestereleathere is a lack of
money, and nothing is there anymore from the ame-tforest that was
nurtured with care during many dozens of years artagom memory.’

(Kuznetsov / Forest Journal, 1917. Issue 9-10: 658)

Kuznetsov argues that private forestry may suffemffinancial constraints, lack of
expert knowledge and to baccidental, ‘not notable for particular sustainability,

continuity or consistenctylbid: 658).

In a special survey carried out among forestersnfr@rious regions, a frequent
answer to the question of whether peasants treestfothat they were allotted with
care, wasThey have already cut and sold almost everythifigprest Journal, 1879,
Book 4: 214)

‘Hardly 30 years have passed since the experinfegivmg forests to state
owned peasants, where they were allotted abounsenméon desyatins of
forest. Most part of these forests were destroyhdrtly thereafter.’
(Kuznetsov / Forest Journal, 1917. Issue 9-10: 657)

Kuznetsov indicates his disappointment with theultessof the Emancipation reform
of 1861, after which peasants were granted thet righbuy the land that they

previously worked on, but used it wastefully.

There is evidenc® that peasants were willing to buy out forest lavidch was not
always the case with plough land, because, unllkagh land*, they would gain
immediate and total control over forests and wooutd depend on administration
anymore. However, right after the emancipation,eoecery state intervention in the
exploitation of peasant forest ceased, and peabactane in this regard totally free,

they preferred to immediately fell the wood, atskegartly.

In response to this it was argued that since tbblpms were fundamental and rooted
in the very socio-economic system of the countryere local community and private

bodies could not cope with common interest issmesasures should be radical,

% Journal of the Ministry of State Properties. Btt1864, September: 5
*1 As they would not be able to buy the whole lanat pkt once, administrative control would be there

for a long time, i.e. peasants saw no differencéHfem before and after ransom.
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namely all forests should be put under governmemtesteeship? However, there
was no univocal conclusion on this issue. As theme no substantial evidence that it

was the property rights structure that unambiguocalised forest mismanagement.

3.3 Analytical Framework

After the previous chapters explored the interactelationship between structure and
agency, nature and society; the specificity ofessaiciety interaction in the Russian
case; and pointed out how past paths of developmeyt restrict opportunities of
future change, this section presents an analyticanework for analysis of

institutional change in the Russian forest sedtayure 1).

This analytical framework accounts for economiclitipal, social, environmental,

cultural, and historical factors affecting institutal change in the Russian forest
sector. The process of institutional change in Russian forest sector is analysed
through the prism of state-society interaction. Higure 1 shows major links and
interconnections between stakeholders of the faestor, who constitute state and
society. Some obvious legal links (e.g. betweetedtadies) have been omitted. The
arrows between each pair of actors indicate thétyaho influence each other’s

behaviour.

The Russian state is a complex body, which consisfederal, regional and local
governments and forest management organs, which enagpay not enter into
conflicts and clashes with each other. It also ergasses state companies, which
may differ in certain respects (policies, practiaede and power) from their private

counterparts.

The society is made up of local communities ant/iattgroups, domestic and global
non-governmental organizations, domestic and glpbahte companies.

52 Zhudra / Forest Journal, 1876, Issue 3: 6-7; Pamem/ Forest Journal. 1895, Issue 2: 117-120;
Kuznetsov / Forest Journal, 1917. Issue 9-10: &8/-6
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Institutional change of the forest sector occurdhat intersection of state—society
interactions. However, it is also influenced bytler three big sets of factors (which
also affect society and state): 1) past practibesdry of society, state, and forestry
practice in the country); 2) global social envire@mh (including global forest
management practices, beliefs and demands of ttmlgtommunity, etc); and 3)

global natural environment (global forest resouyces

All elements of Figure 1 (except ‘Past practice’ayrbe considered, under certain
circumstances, as agency or structure. For instalomal community (with its
particular customs and common practices) may litm& spectrum of state forest
policy measures (and thus act as structure). As#imee time, local community may
play the role of an agent and drive the change, (Bgugpugh campaigns, active interest
in forest management, etc). Similarly, state bodiey stimulate or, on the contrary,
stifle the development of NGOs or timber companfsough legislation, state
programmes, budgets, administrative tools, eta)kd.ibetween other actors can be
described in a comparable way. The nature of dctii@togue and interaction with
each other, mechanisms of feedback and coopergtiedetermine the path of

institutional change in the forest sector.
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Figure 1.Analytical Framework for Analysis of Institution&lhange in the Russian

Forest Sector

Society [¢—|Past Practice———— State
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Source: Author’'s own compilation based on the tbecal literature reviewed above
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Conclusion

This chapter discussed Russian forestry in hisitbpgerspective, and the effect of past
practices on the state and non-state participainteeoforest sector today (the top
elements of Figure 1). It analysed major issuethefRussian forestry in the second
half of the 18' century. It revealed that there were two main [molatic areas: 1)
legislation and law enforcement, and 2) relatioesMeen social groups, as well as
between society and the state. Existing legislatiamilst being inconsistent,
contradictory, unsystematic and ignoring major gptes of sustainable forest use,
did not provide a necessary ground for adequatesfoprotection. The taxation
system made forestry unprofitable in comparisorotteer economic activities and
caused forest felling, and caused a perceptiommsts, as something valueless and

not worth preserving.

Poor law enforcement was related to the naturéabé-ssociety interaction. There was
a conflict between society’s needs (e.g. employjnemd the state’s policies. This led
to open conflicts between civil servants / statedters and local communities (over
the issue of illegal felling). Locally elected feterangers, whilst being supportive of
and dependent on their community and at the same being obliged to protect the

forest, found themselves in a situation of the kcindf interests.

Some conflicts between state and society were dabgedifferent views on forest
ownership and rights of forest use. Moreover, twal population did not necessarily
consider state bodies as legitimate or powerfuj #rerefore could ignore state
regulations. Forest law violations were caused Hmthstate policies and by the

attitudes of local communities.

Issues of the Russian forestry were located intwider context of state-society
interaction. It is important to separate the steden society - as two major types of
actors - when studying Russian forestry (in Figlyestate and non-state actors are
indicated on the opposite sides). Russian and \Webteratures on the nature of the
Tsarist, Soviet and post-Soviet Russian state weMiewed. The chapter revealed the
special nature of the Russian society, state astbrlgi The Soviet / Russian state is
widely regarded as a central element in the irgtital system: an apparatus of

violence and coercion, with a dominating role aettestureaucracy.
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Some major arguments about relations of state acidty were reviewed. The Soviet
state is seen by researchers as opposing the ysosidisuming and shaping the
society, as being relatively autonomous from theietg, or submerged into society
and constantly co-evolving with it.

The Russian state has undergone certain changewsy dbe period of its existence:
the extent of its autonomy and capacity is belieteethave been changing with the
rise and decline of the Soviet regime.

The role of power distribution and elites in refamgnstate and society was discussed.
Some arguments were presented about particuladygstties between power and
property as a characteristic feature of the Russtate and as a crucial concept
(power-property) for understanding the class stmactand developments in the

society.

Different analytical perspectives on the Russiastestvere presented: state as a
complex actor; and state as a resource that is bgedctors for personal ends

(‘privatised state’, ‘feeding bowl’, etc).

Russian researchers tend to put a lot of emphasith® path-dependence of the
Russian socio-economic and political developmeiier& is a tendency to explain

problems of the modern Russia through long-ladtiadjtions and social practices.

The discussed features of the emerging post-Sosiate included ‘informal
institutionalisation’, ‘unrule of law’, as well astricate and selective relationships

between state and non-state actors.

The Russian state and society may be specific éntmugiake their analysis through
the prism of Western conceptual frameworks not faéland, therefore, calling for

new approaches and analytical apparatus.
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CHAPTER FOUR: METHODOLOGY

This chapter aims to outline the methodology ofttiesis and discuss its limitations.
First, general methodological considerations atérmad. Second, the involvement of
the researcher herself is explored. Third, thearedestrategy and approach, including
the inter-disciplinarity of the thesis, are dis@tsThe main stages of the research

project and the employed research techniques asepied.

4.1 Methodological Considerations

The nature of my research question (How and whyindtitutions change in the
Russian forest sector?) predetermined my choicenethodological approach and
techniques. The two main research questions ofththsis are ‘How and why do
institutions change in the Russian forest sectior®rder to answer these questions, |
need to examine the process of and developmemtrofal and informal institutions,
as well as factors that prevent certain institigioom coming into being and what
makes certain factors determinant for particulajettories of development in the
forest sector. Qualitative studies are particuladjuable for research that delves in
depth into complex processes (of which societat@sses and innovative processes
are examples), exploration of interaction betweelicigs and practices, research of
informal or unstructured linkages and processesommunities, research on real as
opposed to stated organisational goals, and rdséarevhich relevant variables have
yet to be identified. (Marshall and Rossman, 2@H: All of these have to be dealt
with in my research. This research is mostly exgitmy and descriptive, where a
great role is played by the context, setting, pgrdints’ interpretation and experiences
- an area where qualitative research methods dreved to have a potential to
capture more (Marshall and Rossman, 2006: 54). ifiteation of the study is to aim
at a comprehensive analysis of the phenomenonrstfutional change in the Russian
forest sector, instead of simple correlational estegnts with a limited list of pre-
defined variables. A number of concepts and phenantigat | deal with are difficult
to quantify or precisely measure (such as chanatity of the state, interactions
between stakeholders, informal relations in theetgcetc). In this study, | listen to
voices of different stakeholders in the Russiamgbisector and analyse their vision
and interpretation of the situation. Hence, quelita techniques appear more

appropriate.
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‘Those of us who aim to understand and documergrstiunderstandings
choose qualitative interviewing because it provideswith a means for
exploring the points of view of our research sutgewhile granting these
points of view the culturally honored status oflitga (Miller and Glassner,
2004: 127)

Qualitative studies intend to provide not so mubjective, pure pictures, or mirror
reflection, of the social world obtainedr a sterilised context that positivists strive
for’ (Miller and Glassner, 2004: 125-126), but rathercess to the meanings people

attribute to their experiences and social wotlflbid: 126).

‘Qualitative researchers stress the socially cocgtd nature of reality, the
intimate relationship between the researcher andt whstudied, and the
situational constraints that shape inquiry. Sucteaechers emphasize the
value-laden nature of inquiry. They seek answerguestions that stress
how social experience is created and given meaning.contrast,
quantitative studies emphasize the measurementaaatysis of causal
relationships between variables, not processegpoRemts of such studies
claim that their work is done from within a valued framework.” (Denzin
and Lincoln, 2003: 13)

At the same time, one should not go too far inssirgy the social constructedness of
reality. In this respect, | join Miller and Glassn@004) in their belief that it is
possible to learn about the social world beyondinkerview in analyses of interview
data (Miller and Glassner, 2004: 126).

All of this justifies my choice in favour of quadtive research methods. What also
attracted me was that due to its focus on discowgrglitative research allows for a
significant flexibility of research design. Quatitee studies encompass a wide array
of interpretive activities and methodological prees, which include semiotics,
narrative, content, discourse, archival and phoneanialysis, even statistics, tables,
graphs, etc. (Denzin and Lincoln, 2003: 9; Milleak 2004: 326) The combination of

different methods of data collection was necestagxplore my research question.

88



4.2 Positionality of the Researcher

| realised that the researcher’s position withia groject, namely the simultaneous
status of the insider and of the outsider, affectgdability to engage with people |
interviewed or observed, as well as to interpret ¢btained data. My position also
had a direct bearing on responses that | was gi@nthe one hand, my being
Russian and having spent most of my life in Russ&de my research in certain
respects easier (such as communicating with iree/@es in their native language,
obtaining access to certain sites and respondestablishing research and working
relationships with participants of the forest secamd interpreting data). In the recent
years, there has been a trend within socioldgymove from an understanding of
social life through structures and systems to angng appreciation of contingencies
and uncertainties, coupled with a growing senseufural diversity (Featherstone
and Lash, 1999: 1). As Scott Lash argues, commknaivledge is hermeneutic
knowledge and the latter is only possible wherktiever is in the same world as and
‘dwells among’ the things and other human beingssethtruth she seeks. Community
does not involve chronic problematization of thgndier, but is instead rooted in
shared meanings and routine background practi(®eck, Giddens, and Lash, 1994:
157).

My Russian identity was important for gaining enintfo some physical spaces
(Russian old-style private companies, state org#ioiss, academic institutions), as
well as the cultural and discursive space (undedstg their world views and implicit

and ‘between the lines’ statements). Very ofteterinewees were more open and
direct with me than with foreign researchers (whietitnessed on several occasions
when | first talked face to face to interviewees dater on approached them as

member of a mixed group of Russian and foreignaresers).

On the other hand, | am a student at a Westerretsity and, hence, often perceived
as someone ‘from a different system’ and, therefoagsing suspicion. In some
situations, my part-time collaboration with a Rasshon-state research institute also
caused certain distrust between interviewees arsglfny
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It is also necessary to make a reservation thatenprocess of data collection and
analysis, | was guided by my intuition, based oevmus knowledge about history,

culture and societal processes in Russia and igituiait the Russian forest sector.

| tried to avoid two main types of threats to valid- researcher’s bias and the effect
of the researcher on the individuals studieggctivity) (Maxwell, 2004: 108). |
understand that my research has been influencethyoywn preconceptions and
paradigms. As Geertz put it (Geertz, 1973: @hat we call our data are really our
own constructions of other people’s constructiohsvbat they and their compatriots
are up to. | was trying to reduce the potential impact of riews on respondents’
answers (at the preparatory stage, while desigmtegviews and in the course of
interviews themselves). Similarly, caution was taket to over-interpret the data or
to offer any pre-determined conclusions. Howevedid not strive to completely
eliminate my personal influence on the outcomeéhefdtudy, but rather to make sure |

am honest about my position.

‘Qualitative research is not primarily concernedhagliminating variance
between researchers in the values and expectdtiegsring to the study,
but with understanding how a particular researshevalues and
expectations influence the conduct and conclusidrike study.” (Maxwell,
2004: 108)

Qualitative researchers seem to agree timderviews are not neutral tools of data
gathering, but active interactions between twortare) people leading to negotiated,
contextually based resultg-ontana and Frey, 2003: 62).

‘Each interview context is one of interaction armdation; the result is as
much a product of this social dynamic as it is@dpict of accurate accounts
and replies.’ (Ibid: 64)

The interactive nature of all interviews was simyjlaemphasized by Holstein and
Gubrium (2004: 140), Miller and Glassner (2004:)135

During my research, | acted not only as an intevereor an observer, but also
became an observing participant. | took part in eekvong training seminar and

round tables on the forest certification and sustale forestry practices in the North-
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West of Russia (organized for logging companie@articipated in a working group
carried out in Petrozavodsk as part of the prooésseating a new Model Forest in
the Republic of Karelia (with participants from tipeivate sector, state agencies,
academia, local population, and NGOs). In Summé720participated in consulting
projects for Segezha pulp-and-paper plant and $osa. In May - September 2007,
| was involved in organization of public hearinggarding forestry issues in Segezha,
Valday and Opol'ye. So, | was actively engaged ardly in understanding ongoing

changes in the forest sector, but also in implemgrhem.

4.3 Research Strategy and Approach

4.3.1 Inter-disciplinarity of research

Research for this dissertation is inter-disciphndfirst, institutional analysis lies at
the intersection of economics, political econonuljties, law, sociology, psychology,
history and possibly other disciplines. This istjgatarly true for studies related to
natural resources and forestry, for forests exisi @develop in political, legal,
economical, demographical and social surroundingd are exposed to human
influence in many different ways (Ernst (2000); Hskizuka (2007)). Forest-related
problems are very complex both in ecological andiadaerms. The necessity of
interdisciplinary approach to forest-related isstes been demonstrated by e.g.
Marcin (1995); Walters, Sabogal, Snook, and AlméR05); Berkes, Folke, Colding
(2000).

Second, my project is meant to encompass studiesiroént and earlier trends of
development and, hence, requires different teclasighat would allow analysis of
phenomena of ‘today’ and ‘yesterday’. In order ¢trieve complete (or at least as
complete and comprehensive as possible) informatioout ongoing processes, it
appears necessary to employ not only analysis dfewrtexts (as in the case of
historical analysis), but also more interactionatinods. So, several approaches were
blended, including archival and comparative his@ri analysis, participant

observation, interviews, and textual analysis.

However, the trend of interdisciplinary work is rate that could be found in Russian
studies of the forest sector. | have found no othedies applying my methodological
approach to the Russian context and to the isssegly. There have been individual
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studies — either providing historical reviews (sputov, 1991, 2002) or studies of a
narrow range of current problems (e.g. Tysiachni@®03, 2006, 2007, 2008).

However, | have not encountered any studies tmaea@ito provide a broader picture
and blend several approaches.

4.3.2 Main stages of the research

Archives

In the study, | refer to primary and secondary sesirof information. Secondary
sources (including specialised literature, currpatiodical literature, and on-line
resources) added historical depth to my analysi$ would have been otherwise

unattainable given the limited time-frame of mye@a<h.

There were two major parts to my research relatedadllection and analysis of
primary sources. The first stage was gatheringaaradysis of historical data. During
the first four months of my fieldwork, | was conding research on the historical
development of the Russian Forest sector — mamlghe archives of the National
Library of Russia (St. Petersburg) and the librafyhe St. Petersburg State Forest-
Technical Academy (founded in 1803 and later beogntie biggest library of forest
literature world-wide). The sources studied werestiyoprimary sources of the

second half of the 19th century and early 20thuagnt

The second part of my research was focused onogoi@ry situation and the main
tools were interviews and participant observatibhis part of research consisted of
four major steps, which were sometimes made cotisebu and sometimes

simultaneously: selecting sites and participanssaldishing research relationships

with participants of the forest sector, data caitet and data analysis.

Sampling and Selection of Sites and Participants

The study required a multi-sited and multi-vocalprgach. Being ‘multi-vocal’

implied that care was taken to listen to and regres broad range of views from
those interviewed. Based on the depth and breddiiierviews conducted, not every
detail could be incorporated. However, careful aepeated coding of interviews

aimed to ensure that principle themes were repteddairly.

92



(a) Sampling

The sampling in my research wasifposivé or ‘theoretical (Robson, 2002: 193).
Purposeful, or theoretical, sampling implies thateptial sites and respondents were
considered and compared in terms of informatiorould be able to obtain and its
utility for the goals of my project and theoreticanstructions (Strauss and Corbin,
1998; Glaser and Strauss, 1977). Thus, four magagaphic areas were decided
upon: Moscow (where several key NGOs are basedetersburg (due to its major
libraries with archives, forest research institnsipas well as headquarters of several
major business players in the timber sector), thwtiNWest (European part of
Russia) and the Far East of Russia (Asian partussR) (as regions of particular
importance in terms of endowment with forest resesrand scale of forest industry
operations, as well as two cases of different hissoand different forestry traditions,
economic development, proximity to different maskeatistance to Moscow, natural-
physical characteristics, etc). The title of thissértation points to an examination of
forest sector in ‘Russia’. However, regions of Raisare most diverse and the
material presented here cannot speak for all gdrtise country and all stakeholders
of the forest sector. Conducting more case studiesher regions would most likely
have complicated the picture. However, the analysre does not claim to provide a
complete picture, but rather to provide an exanonabf the key ongoing process and
identify some key points. So, why did | choose &hegions?

(b) North-West Fieldwork

North-West Russia includes the Republics of Karahd Komi and the Archangel,
Leningrad, Murmansk, Novgorod, Vologda and Pskola§tiregions). In addition to
these regions, the official Federal District of Novest Russia includes the City of
St.Petersburg, Kaliningrad Oblast and Nenets Autows Okrug. Russian units of
regional administration are Republic, Federal CiBhlast (region), Autonomous
Oblast, Autonomous Okrug (district), and Krai (dd), which all have the equal
status of a constituent entity of the Russian Fadesr. The North-West Federal
District has a very intensively operating forestustry sector and ranks first in Russia
according to production of wood products. The Rarsdllorth-West accounts for the
production of 30% of Russian sawnwood, 40% of plgd;cabout 40% of commercial
timber, 50% of cardboard, and 60% of paper (Sokd@605).
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The research was carried out in the Republic oekarand Leningrad Oblast. The
Republic of Karelia is one of the leading foregjioas in the European part of Russia.
According to official statistics as of 1998, thealoarea of the forest fund in Karelia
amounted to 82% of the Republic’s territory, inchglland covered by forest (63%
of Republic’s territory). Forest industry provid89% of the income of Karelian

budget (Opyonyshev, 2001).

In the Leningrad Oblast, the share of the pulp-papler and woodworking industry in
the overall industrial production of the Leningragion amounts to 12.4%. Thanks to
its forest resources, the province is one of tlaglitegy zones in the North-West of
Russia in forest harvesting, woodworking and timlexport (Government of

Leningrad Oblast...).
(c) Far East Fieldwork

The Far-Eastern Federal District comprises ninevipoes, namely the Republic of
Sakha, Primorsky Krai, Khabarovsk Krai, Amur Objasamchatka Krai, Magadan
Oblast, Sakhalin Oblast, Jewish Autonomous Oblast Chukotka Autonomous
Okrug. According to Russian forest standards, tlagonty of Russian Far Eastern
provinces are classified as well-forested regi@tse(ngauz, 2000: 134). The Russian

Far East has long been regarded by Russian augiscag a timber resource base.

In the Far Eastern part of Russia, | visited andisd two regions that appeared most
significant for the forest sector and where regidimaber production is concentrated,
namely Khabarovsk Krai and Primorsky Krai. KhabatoKrai is the third most
important region of Russia and the most importagian in the Far Eastern Federal
District according to its production of commerctahber. Most of this timber is
exported. | was also attracted to this region leydhanging trends in the timber trade.
For instance, whereas in 1998, 79% of exported dimimas sold to Japan and only
about 7% to China; in 2006, 28% was sold to Japand % to China. This has a big
impact on the forest sector inside Russia, for @@ of the Krai's timber products
are exported, and predominant item of export isxdounprocessed wood (95-97%).
About 18 thousand people are employed in the faestor of Khabarovsk Krai. The
forest sector contributes about 20% to currencyiegs of the Krai (Official website
of the Government of the Khabarovsk Krai (a)). Bhare of the forest sector in the
total volume of industrial production of the Kranaunts to about 13%; its share in
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the Krai's revenue from industry being about 10% Z006) (Official website of the

Government of the Khabarovsk Krai (b)).

The situation in the forest sector of Primorsky iKiain many respects similar to
Khabarovsk Krai. Despite its significant potentidle forest sector of the Krai is in a
condition of crisis and contributes only about 78&cthe Krai’'s total volume of
production (2003) (The Programme of DevelopmenthefForest Industry Complex
of Primorsky Krai..., 2004: 85). It is the fourtArg§est source of revenue for the
regional budget (The Programme of Development efRbrest Industry Complex of
Primorsky Krai..., 2004: 89). The structure of tlegion’s forest sector is similar to
that of Khabarovsk Krai: most of timber produceauf fifths of all timber products)
is exported as round wood (84% of exported foresdycts in 2003) to Asian
markets. About 14 thousand people are officiallypkayed in the forest sector of the
Krai, i.e. about 9% of the population (The Prograemoh Development of the Forest
Industry Complex of Primorsky Krai..., 2004: 17).

The geography of my research covered big citiesnsp small villages and forest
settlements. In order to reach interviewees, |toaavel by air (ten-hour flights), by
train and by car. Long travel distances precludezl from carrying out multiple
rounds of interviews with the same stakeholderse @bographical factor was also
responsible for curtailing the list of potentialtarviewees (in numbers and
geographically). Some respondents were hardly aties particularly during the
winter period, for instance in remote forest sat#ats and leskhozes, which one
could reach only by car and only under favourabéativer conditions (due to lack of
good roads). In certain cases, | did not have aah#o visit forest settlements and
see the situation ‘on the ground’ with my own ey@sg., at the Tikhvinsky
kompleksny lespromkhoz the staff of the companygsedl to take me to forest
settlements on their lease when they were visitimagse for public hearings and

consultations, which may be telling in itself).
(d) Selection

There were two major ways in which individual resgents were chosen. Effort was
made to select respondents in a purposeful wayenBat respondents were usually
directors of organisations or directors of someadgpents within those organisations.
However, other candidates were also considered evtibey had significant
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experience and expertise. | believe that the datleated is representative of the
ongoing processes in the forest sector not so nhedause of the quantity of
interviews, but rather because an attempt was rmatidk to some key figures in the
sector, who dispose of trustworthy information.

Where purposeful selection was not possible, redgais and sites within the above
mentioned regions were selected randomly, basetthemprinciple of ‘convenience’
selection (consideration of costs, convenienceesg;dncluding distances, availability
for an interview, agreement to meet for an intewidn a number of cases, selection
of interviewees in advance was impossible duedddlvsed’ nature of many Russian
companies and also lack of publicly available infation about them online.
Sometimes, selection was made on the spot, onaeéd access to the site through
snowball sampling, building a network of acquaices and following their
recommendations on who could be useful to talkiteere was a situation, however,
when this approach did not work. In one of leskisok®isited, the director of the
leskhoz (Tikhvinsky), who | had interviewed, suggésthat | should not talk to
anyone else at the leskhoz, fap‘one would describe things better than he didl,
thus, attempted to stop me from contacting otheleri@l respondents in that

organisation.

| realise that random selection is most effectiad galid in qualitative studies with
large sample sizes. However, this technique isjasdied for small-scale qualitative
studies where it is important to avoid any kindaforitism in selecting interviewees
and particularly in a situation of restricted accés interviewees at all. (Maxwell,
2004: 88-89)

Appendix A includes a list of locations and respemtd, in order to reference

individual comments.

Establishing research relationships with participsuof the forest sector

(a) Self-presentation

An important question for me was to decide on haomete to introduce and present
myself and my research to potential intervieweesy hshould be perceived by them,

and what kind of relationship | should establistoider to gain their trust and achieve
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the maximum result for my study and also to make ghat respondents gained,
where possible, from our communication. For examiyte return, | sometimes

answered their questions e.g. about how one caly appCambridge, etc. Some
respondents were very happy to give an interviewr, ihformation that they

considered relevant would become spread and mad&rkrio a non-Russian
community, which may, in turn, excercise some iafice on the situation in Russia.
Ethical issues of my research were considered. rirdats were told that

confidentiality would be maintained, and if they dmose their name would not be
mentioned in the thesis.

All of the above differed from one situation to #mer and depended on a number of
factors: professional background and position ef tsspondent, whether they work
for a state or a private organisation, whethes iaiRussian or a foreign company,
their age, their ideological views, how | met théahether | was introduced to them
by someone else), their experience with interviasir interest in my research, etc.
For instance, if a respondent was much older thgsetfy of a Soviet ‘school’ and
very nationalistically minded, | would introduce s&jf as an alumni of St. Petersburg
State University or as a researcher at a Russgamareh centre (which | was indeed at
the time of the interview), but would skip the ‘Clandge’ part of my CV. The reason
was that on some occasions, ‘inadvertently, theareber's presentational self may
be misrepresented’ (Fontana and Frey, 2003: 78: ‘@ambridge’ part of my
biography made me perceived as a spy (who studiesforeign scholarship and left
the country) or at least as someone unfriendlyespondents’ eyes, which created a
certain barrier in our conversation and lowered léwel of trust. However, in most
cases, it was not necessary and my studies andrchsattracted the interest of

interviewees.

Sometimes, even though | defined myself as a stufilem a foreign or Russian

university or as a researcher from a Russian relseastitute, people assumed that |
was there to represent a bigger organisation witertain capacity (perhaps to help
them?), so they would start complain to me aboeir issues (e.g. a situation in the
Leningrad Oblast). There was also a situation whead a feeling that | was taken for
a controller or an inspector when | gained access branch of a company through
their head office and when introducing myself | haday that | was directed to them

from their Moscow office (although | was also vesigar about my research and

97



where | come from) — otherwise my chances of ggtimerviews in that branch
would have been very slim. | encountered the sactess problem in some state
organisations: people would refuse to talk to miess1| was sent to them from a
higher ranking organisation or official. Becauseha false identification of myself as
an inspector or a controller, some respondents \aém@d and very cautious to
disclose information of certain sort (for instante,discuss contradictions between
Russian legislation and international standardsgat® of Russian legislation in
general; or ‘politics’ (e.g., my interview at théivinsky kompleksny lespromkhoz).
And even if not taken for an inspector, | was €dimetimes perceived as someone
from ‘outside’ the company, so respondents triedatoid certain topics during
conversation, in order not to create a negativeyer@ their organisation (e.g. even in
the St.Petersburg office of UPM). For this reassome respondents requested that
the interview were neither audio-recorded, nor reed in writing. Thus, interviewees
at the press office of Segezha pulp-and-paper plaahiat the Tikhvinsky kompleksny
lespromkhoz asked to not only switch off the audicerder, but also to put it away.
A number of respondents felt uncomfortable at ighatf an audio-recorder and did
not want to share information on certain topics| &mwk notes in handwriting.

(b) Access

There were two main ways to gain access to sites ragpondents: by directly
contacting them by email and / or phone calls @negoing directly to their office, if

no relevant information about employees and themtacts was available, or if
potential respondents travel a lot (e.g. to loggsitgs) or are ‘busy’, which makes
pre-arranged meetings problematic); or through someelse. The first method
worked with NGOs, some academic institutions antescompanies. My meetings
with directors were pre-arranged, whereas my tadtc lower-ranking interviewees

was often different: | would often just come toaifice and find out on the spot who
is available for a conversation. This is why a gpoaous modifying of interview

guestions was often necessary: depending on tipendsnt’s position, occupation,
background, knowledge of certain areas, experi@mt¢be sector (e.g., whether they
worked during the Soviet time as well or only aft@00) etc. In my experience, there
was a distinct difference between some Russianfamign respondents (first and
foremost, representatives of the private sectolow willing they were to engage in

a dialogue and discuss existing problems and atsflin the sector (some Russian
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respondents being more reluctant). This certairdgl Bn impact on the sample of
interviews, for instance, Western companies gelyeagpear more open for contact

and their representatives are easier to access fimterview.

However, this approach was bound to fail in casa alimber of state organisations
and some employees of some private companiesnSach situations | either tried to
persist or referred to someone inside those orghors or someone working in those
organisations for help. Thus, | succeeded in a casg&wedwood company, whose
employee and a potential respondent was most agiutd enter any conversation or
meet without preliminary agreed and approved (ke réspondent) list of questions
(via email). Had I sent the list of my questiotisyas very likely to have resulted in
formal and very short answers carrying no relewafiormation for the study. | failed

in a case when several respondents from state iseg@ms, e.g., Forestry Agency for
Leningrad Oblast and the city of St.Petersburg,ewetuctant to enter any kind of
conversation at all (the responses | was giveruded such as ‘everyone is busy’,
‘everyone is on holiday, there is no one to talky¢a’, and ‘I do not know anything

about the Forest Code’.

The first thing | did when | came to Russia for freldwork in 2007 was to contact
research institutions who were actively engagestudies of the Russian forest sector
and within them to find ‘an insider, a member of tiroup studied, who is willing to
be an informant and act as a guide and a transbditoultural mores and, at times,
jargon or language’ (Fontana and Frey, 2003: 7Wo Tajor organisations in this
respect were the St. Petersburg State Forest-TadhAcademy (which I then, having
met with a lack of interest in collaboration, mgstisited for their unique specialised
library, rather than cooperation) and Centre fadejpendent Social Research (St.
Petersburg). This approach (e.g. in some cases( lsbme preliminary information
about possible respondents, their willingness tareshinformation, possible

ideological inclinations, etc) helped me to sameetiand avoid certain mistakes.

Some parts of my fieldwork were carried out witlgammisational support of members
of the Centre for Independent Social Research é&irfburg) — they helped me to
establish some contacts and arrange some fieldi#pgezha pulp-and-paper plant
(where an employee of the plant had to requestakday-entry passes for me), a trip

to a remote forest settlement Valday (in Kareligdrticipation in several public
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hearings; participation in a working group abowt tlew model forest ‘Segozerye’
(privatel, state and NGO sectors, as well as lactvists and academia), which took

place in Petrozavodsk (Karelia).

Sometimes in conjunction with other researcheroaated with the Centre for
Independent Social Research, | interviewed sewavdl servants and companies in
the Far East of Russia (through the director of M@&0O BROC), several private
companies in St. Petersburg (through a friend wasgnally knew them). Some
people, however, who | approached (a situationpnivaate commercial company and
a state organisation) refused to provide contaftramation of people who could

potentially agree to give an interview.
Data collection

In order to reduce the risk of my conclusions fteg only certain biases or
limitations of a specific source or method, | aiménl realise the so called
‘triangulation of data collection methddsvhich allows for multiple perspectives and
a broader picture (Maxwell, 2004: 93; Marshall &wmssman, 2006: 54). | combined
various primary sources of information, substaatatwith relevant secondary
literature. Primary sources included archival mater as well as ‘live’ interaction

with participants of the forest sector.

In the beginning, my approach to data collectiors wat completely structured, but
quite flexible - it developed and was revised gsdgressed further in my research.
This allowed me to focus on particular phenomend, design my own, individually
tailored combination of methods. Thus,tdaded generalizability and comparability
for internal validity and contextual understandirflylaxwell, 2004: 80 - 81), which is

particularly useful for examination of processdsvant for my project.

Two main methods of data collection in the fieldrevga) interview and (b)

participant observation.
(@) Interviews

| chose interviewing as the main primary sourcedaffla for my project because it
allows us to generate useful information about lived experieand its meanings

(Denzin and Lincoln, 2003: 47-48). | was interestadhearing different stories,
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personal views and perceptions that would uncaviermal institutions and patterns
of social dynamics. Moreover, interviews appearedast suitable tool for carrying
out an in-depth analysis, which would allow to plgsidentify issues that are not
registered in official records, as well as somdga@d existing problems. The aim was
not to capture already known precise data or tda@gxgertain phenomena within
preestablished categories, but rather to attempintderstand the complex behaviour
of members of society without imposing any a prategorisation that may limit the
field of inquiry (Miller and Glassner, 2004: 125). To these emaigrview questions
were organised into semi-structured in-depth inésvg, most questions being open-

ended.

There were two types of interviews: face-to-facene(orespondent and one
interviewer) and group interviews (one responderd aeveral (five) interviewers,
who took turns in asking questions). Group intemagevere carried out where it was
impossible for me to gain access to intervieweesnon own — either due to
geographical remotedness or the unwillingness @fréispondents to engage in face-
to-face discussions. Some interviews were formdhers less formal. Some
interviews started in a formal setting but towatlle end of the conversation the
respondent would relax and talk in a much morerméd and open manner. With
several interviewees, interviews were conductedersgvtimes and in different
conditions (e.g., venue, number of people preseming the interview, different
features of the audience present at the intervet®y, Where possible, | tried to make
sure to conduct one-to-one interviews before thmugrinterviews with the same
respondents. This approach turned out very usé&fulpne-to-one interviews were,
naturally, less formal and respondents were moen@nd provided more unofficial
information, as well as shared their personal @pisimore eagerly. The discourse
produced in a group context would be different frdra one produced in a private
one-to-one conversation, however both may be egualld. Moreover, during some
group interviews, non-Russian researchers wereeptesvhich constrained the
respondents even more, as they omitted detailseim tesponses and some of them
(e.g. state officials) tried to provide more pagtinformation or to demonstrate their

competence and successes.

Due to access restrictions, no pilot interviews eveonducted. However, questions

were slightly modified (their order and phrasinfigaseveral interviewing sessions.

101



Interviews were conducted with representativesitiérgnt groups and stakeholders
of the Russian forest sector, namely the privatdosglogging companies, wood-
processing companies, timber industry associatiomsditing and consulting
companies — international and Russian companiés)niérviewees), public sector
(local and regional administration, regional mined, local forest management units)
(10 interviewees), NGOs (17 interviewees), reseanshitutions (10 interviewees),
local population, including indigenous populati@® (interviewees-informants, some
of these interviews very short), activists and caigpers (2 interviewees). | gained
access to those in a position of power and invoiwethe formulation of regional
policies. | interviewed people who play a crucialerin organising and are leaders of
the environmental movement in Russia. | also spakie major players of the timber

industry.
Process of Questioning

Having considered the debate ‘opamded questions versus closed questigresidy,
1994. 126 ff), | chose the former, as this toolegrs more appropriate for answering
the research question. | believe that in orderndeustand the nature and causes of
ongoing institutional processes, one needs to niseinthe level of delimitation
inherent to question-posing and to focus on tmednings that the respondents
themselves assigto events (Foddy, 1994: 126).

The format for interview questions adhered to pples of simplicity and concrete

language (Foddy, 1994: 41). The phrasing usedanrtterviews changed depending
on the individual (educational, professional, sbdackground, and status). The
interview-questions were written originally in Rigss For some interviewees, who
felt more confident speaking English, they werendtated into English (e.g. some
representatives of foreign companies working inda)s For a sample questionnaire

see Appendix B.

Being semi-structured, interviews varied a lot mwhtheir pre-planned design was
realised. With some respondents, | followed my iprelary order of questions,
modifying them according to the situation, respanereplies and the flow of
conversation. Usually, having introduced myselfjduld begin with questions about
the interviewee, their experience in the sectoriarttiat particular organisation, their
work and responsibilities. After that, | would agkneral questions and gradually
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move on to more specific ones, while also askingstjans that helped me make sure

| understood the respondent’s words correctly.

The fact that my interviews were in-depth meant therticipants’ perspectives on
events mattered for me, and | tried to expladew general topics to help uncover
the participant’s views but otherwise respect hdwe tparticipant frames and

structures the responsddlarshall and Rossman, 2006: 102).

‘This method, in fact, is based on an assumptiodmental to qualitative
research: The participant’'s perspective on the @memon of interest
should unfold as the participant views it (the em&spective), not as the
researcher views it (the etic perspective).” (Malkshnd Rossman, 2006:
102)

Questioning was systematised to a degree thatevpsred by a multi-site and multi-
respondent nature of study.

With some other respondents, | was asked to expigirarea of interest and list my
guestions at the very beginning of the conversatafter which they produced a
monologue (with some more questions afterwardsgreds | remained silent during
most of their speech to allow respondents to spmadnly without interruption.
During such interviews, points of greatest inten@suld emerge. These interviews
provided a wealth of information, confirming theaioh that verbal data has become
‘the keystone of contemporary social sciefieeddy, 1994: 11).

However, | recognise that verbal data may be agdinmreliable or invalid. In some
of my interviews (of rivalling and competing forsaurces parties (an NGO and a
private logging company)), there were contradici@ven with factual information.

On another occasion, a non-state participant offtihest sector accused an NGO

(who I also interviewed) of providing false infortiaa.

Moreover, there is always a threat that intervieway generate not ‘authentic
accounts of subjective experience’, but rather tiepes ‘of familiar cultural tales’
(Miller and Glassner, 2004: 125). Research paditip, at least to some extent, draw
on the harratives that come out of the social worlds auhmem (Miller and
Glassner, 2004: 134).
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It has also been argued that interviews are sgdiahtions with their own agendas,
and verbal responses may be giveot to communicate reality but rather to influence
the interviewer (Bulmer and Warwick, 1983: 38). There were morsenwhen | felt

that responses of interviewees were directed atasiea foreign student: some
respondents expressed their wish to get their rgesaaross to the international

community via me.

It also has to be noted that although | hoped Itlyadsking open-ended questions, |
would receive answers based on respondents’ owrldwews and conceptual
frameworks, it may not have always been the calse.symbolic interactionist theory
predicts that, instead, respondents will negotsathared definition of the situation
with the researcher (Foddy, 1994: 19-21). The rebea is not neutral, but an active
participant in creating and negotiating the intewiresponses (Silverman, 2004: 95).
In other words, even though | was attempting to ewsihnd the respondents’
paradigms, these paradigms were influenced by nbgraation. It is recognised
(Foddy, 1994: 21) that respondents will look faned to contextualise questions. So,
it proved difficult to strike a balance betweenigading what kind of information was
required for my research and avoiding suggestiMearting questions. For instance, it
is possible that some interviewees read my questaout their relations and
cooperation with state bodies as an invitationriticise state officials.

The degree of outspokenness of interviewees ddferdot and depended on the
individual state of mind; the degree of opennestheforganisation they represent; on
their culture (e.g., whether they are Russian mgifmers); on how burning and acute

the discussed issues are for them, etc.
(b) Observation

‘Observation is used to discover complex interaxgtion a natural social
setting. Even in studies using in-depth interviewbservation plays an
important role as the researcher notes the intepsés body language and
affect in addition to her words.” (Marshall and Raosn, 2006: 98-99)

Throughout my fieldtrip, | systematically took nstabout my interactions, recorded
all events, behaviour of participants of the forssttor, and my understanding of
these, which | later used while analysing the dMareover, | was not only an
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observer but also, to some extent, a participasesier. Participant observation
‘demands firsthand involvement in the social worltbsen for study. ... This
immersion offers the researcher the opportunitylgarn directly from his own
experience(Marshall and Rossman, 2006: 100).

| tried to get involved immediately in the relevacdntext, culture and ongoing
processes as much as | could and through my inv@wue to gain an intuitive
understanding of what was going on and to undelstdre meaning of my
observations and collected data (DeWalt and De\VX@Qa2).

| observed (while also being involved in their argation) public hearings regarding
forestry issues in Valdayes, Segezha, and Opol'ye.

| participated in the process of implementatiorhaf forest certification of the Forest
Stewardship Council (FSC) (e.g., at the Segezha-audl-paper plant and Stora
Enso), being involved in consulting projects foerth | observed cooperation of
private companies with NGOs (e.g., Investlesprord #re Centre for Independent
Social Research; Stora Enso and the Centre forpémtkent Social Research). |
participated in the joint writing of a handbook abdhe social aspect of forest
certification (as an assistant with the NGO). Ikqumart in a week-long training

seminar and round tables on the forest certificaind sustainable forestry practices

in the North-West of Russia (organized for loggoognpanies).

| participated in a working group carried out intl@eavodsk as part of the process of
creating a new Model Forest ‘Segozerye’ in the Répuwf Karelia (with participants

from the private sector, state agencies, acadéowial, population and NGOSs).

As part of my participant observation, | was albteao collect a significant amount
of documentary evidence, such as non-publishedr¢etietween private companies

and state bodies.

Data analysis

In my research, | worked with a relatively small sedata and put it to repeated and
in-depth, line-by-line scrutinizing. This approaeguired a significant time input, but
helped identify major themes at the initial stageanalysis (Ryan and Bernard,
2003b) and allowed for a detailed inspection ofemat later on.
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The fact that almost all interviews were held ire tRussian language made
transcribing and interpretation easier for me,rhatint extra translation work. Neither
transcribing nor translating were merely technigetivities: both entail judgement
and interpretatioh (Marshall and Rossman, 2006: 110). Several Rosglaases for
which there is no direct English equivalent or keyds were left in brackets during
translation. It is possible that in the Englishnsiation, some nuances of meanings

were lost, however, | believe that | conveyed tbseace of repondents’ messages.

Data analysis and data collection were conductesedio each other. Analysis started
immediately after finishing the first interview.ulsed two types of complementary
strategies of analysis. The first one is the ‘catesgng strategy’ of analysis: such
analysis ‘fractures’ the initial data into discresgegments and re-sorts it into
categories. At the same time, part of analysis made according to the ‘connecting
strategy’, aimed at understanding data in conteidsing a connecting strategy, |
looked for relationships that connect statements and eveiithin a context into a

coherent whole (Maxwell, 2004: 98). Connecting analysis helpsderstand

particular individuals, their views, and situatiqidaxwell, 2004: 99).

For analysis, | coded all my data according to gmer themes. Themes were
identified before (on the basis of a literatureieevand secondary sources), during,
and after data collection (induced from collectennpry data). Techniques used in
the coding process included linguistic analysig.(emetaphors, repetitions etc) and
analysis of the explicit and implicit content. lealsthe software ‘Evernote’ to organise
my notes and transcribed interviews into a codebaod, thus, reduced the data
(Ryan and Bernard, 2003a: 276).

| recognise that my approach to data analysis atetpretation of semi-structured
interviews has its limitations. The very formataof interview ‘fractures’ and cuts the
stories being told, so, in my analysis | have apoofunity to analyse only a part of
the story. Moreover,the research commits further fractures as well. Théing,
categorisation, and typologising of stories resultelling only parts of stories, rather
than presenting them in their ‘wholenégiller and Glassner, 2004: 127-128). | do
not claim to ground my analysis in ‘ideal’ textey the available data is bound to be

incomplete in its representation of the worldvieamsl experiences of interviewees.
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The next chapters will analyse the interviews catell in order to discover the

nature of and reasons for recent institutional tigraent in the Russian forest sector.
Conclusion

In order to answer the research question, the ghesiploys qualitative study
techniqgues. The research is mostly exploratory aedcriptive, therefore no
hypotheses are offered at the beginning.

The results of my studies have been affected byduaf position an insider and the
outsider to the studied reality. This had a certiaipact on my ability to engage with
people | interviewed, as well interpretation of tiega.

The undertaken research is inter-disciplinary. Hpproach was deemed appropriate
because the analysis covered institutions, in @4di, institutions related to natural
resources, which affect many aspects of humanNMfeeover, my project juxtaposes
phenomena from different periods of history, whieliso predetermined the
combination of techniques. The study of historicaest management documents in
the archives and in-depth interviews of major foxestakeholders in the field
(European and Far Eastern parts of Russia) wele d##n as necessary in order to
provide a comprehensive picture of institutionabmpes in the Russian forestry

sector.
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CHAPTER FIVE: FOREST SECTOR REFORM - TRENDS AND
INNOVATIONS

5.1 Introduction

After explaining the theoretical and analyticalnfiavork, as well as the methodology
of this research, chapters five to seven of thsselitation present the results of
interviews used to identify and analyse major psses of institutional change in the
Russian forest sector. The novelty of this questine lies in its attempt to provide a
broad picture of changes in the sector and to podea co-existing state and non-state
induced processes, identify their major driverstatles and consequences, as well as
complex interactions between actors and their effecthe aggregate outcome — the
institutional set-up of the forest sector. Chapitex explores the tools, process, costs
and consequences of the state forest reform. Qhsigteurns to the non-state agency
and looks at model forests and voluntary foredtfagtion. Chapter seven focuses on
different aspects and challenges of interactionvbeh state and non-state actors in

the sector.

The state is a major player in the Russian forestos. Forest land is owned by the
state in RussfA Forestry planning is administered by the stateo(igh state
companies for forest managementiesoustroitelnye predpriyatiya Prior to the
reform, the main state bodies of forest managemere leskhozes (until 2005,
leskhozes functioned under three federal ministriéddinistry of Natural Resources,
Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of Defense). &8t Russian forests (over 90%)
were managed by leskhozes of the Ministry of NatResources. Leskhozes had a
double role in the system of forest managementti@none hand, leskhozes were
state administration responsible for organizatibrfopest use, forest management,
forest regeneration, forest protection and intévacof state forest bodies with the
local population. On the other hand, leskhozes i@est users and had the right to
carry out logging operations (selection fellimgkki promezhutochnogo polzovanjya
and other types of felling) in order to provide dimg for forestry works
(lesokhozyaystvennye meropriyajiyand upkeep of their staff. The system of state

forest management is being reformed at the moment.

3 Forest Code of the Russian Federation 2006, Ar8cl
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Apart from state participants in the forest secttirere are private logging,
woodworking and wood processing companies, whoeldagest plots, and NGOs,
who have started to play a noticeable role sinc@04%nd have been trying to
exercise influence on forestry practices and dtatst policy.

As outlined in Chapter Three of this thesis, depalent of the Russian forest sector
is shaped to a great extent by two groups of facttaw (legislation and its

enforcement) and relationships and conflicts betweaticipants of the sector (state
and society; different social groups). The currsittiation in the forest sector is

described by interviewees below.

‘Grey’ and ‘black’ sectors of the economy are siigant... Even if control

exists, it is on paper only.’ (N)

The quote indicates the interviewee’s concern apoot law enforcement, legal and
guasi-legal practices in the forest sector. Otkgrasentatives of the sector also note
that there has never been anything according to' @y and that forged documents,
violations of law during logging operations, firfalling operations carried out under
the guise of cleaning cutting, tax evasion and icralization of small and medium
business in the forest sector are common (P, N).

‘They would pay to everyone — fiscal bodies, pqlideresters, local
administration... Every police chief has their ownettes’ brigade. The
forest has already been divided up.’ (P)

The quote indicates large-scale corruptsord criminalisation of regional and local
state agencies. It shows how actors abuse theiepand use the state as a tool in

private interests and as an illegal source of negen

Forests are said to lackifozyain (responsible owner and manager) (N). Law-makers
and high-level officials in the Federal Governmarg consideredricompeterit(N),

‘far from practicé (P); historically ‘self isolated and ignorant of forestry
developments in other countries (N). Forest managéndeas and approaches of
civil servants (e.g., how and where logging opereatiand reforestation should be
organised, etc) are said to be outdaded unable to face the emerging challenges,

such as forest fires, forest regeneration, ettNjP,
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‘In Russia, there are a lot of talented people, thatsystem is inefficient,

because it is always only one person who is rigRY.’

Authoritarian management culture and lack of demucrpractices are believed to

cause poor development of the forest sector.

The issue of environmental and economic sustaitalmbncerns the interviewees.
They argue that it is necessary to curb extensorest use (large-scale pioneer
harvesting of virgin forests) (N, A). According tepresentatives of the private sector,
principles of sustainable forest use are often edbuduring logging operations:
undergrowth and soil are damaged; extensive felBncarried out beyond permitted
logging boundaries; there are non-timber dumpshenforest (e.g., old equipment)
(P). Issues of concern include biodiversity conagon (P, N, A); destruction of
valuable low-disturbed forests (P, N); deterionataf forest quality (development of
wastelands, soil deterioration; significant poaanskts; coniferous species are often
replaced by deciduous species as a consequenadlingy foperations) (A, N, S).
Accessible forests are diminishing in Russia, mdy an the North-Western, but also
in the Eastern part of the country. A crisis of ign supply, in its turn, causes

pressure on High Conservation Value and protedtiests (N, S, P).

There is still a great need for technological ananagerial modernization of the
sector, equipment falls apart with tremendous spe€H). Because of poor
infrastructure(a legacy of the Soviet periodjompanies are unable to reach the
planned annual cut in accessible forests atatt to intrude into valuable protective
forests (P).

‘There are no processing facilities, but at the esanme the annual
calculated cut for aspen is quite significant ir ttegion, which makes

logging operations not profitable.’ (S)

The quote indicates that availabtember processing facilities are considered
insufficient. Lack of processing facilities causassderutilization of logging sites,

which is a reason of the sector’s low profitability

‘Today, the return on one hectar [of forest laredy0 dollars in Russia and
380 dollars abroad’. (P)
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Non-timber forest-related economic sectors (suchoassm; non-timber forest
products (ginseng, pine nuts, etc); ecosystem @syialternative energy
technologies, complex use of timber (bark, tres.tip, biofuel, bark as fertiliser,
etc) are said to be underdeveloped (N, P).

Degradation oforestry science since 1990s is manifested in dlok bf funding for
research institutions; brain drain from the sebirause of increasing unemployment
and underpayment in forestry science and forestryos in general and declining
status of forestry and foresters (N). Destructibsawentific institutions brings grave
consequences for the sector as a whatentinuity in forestry is violatéd(A);
‘trustworthy data about forests is lackin@N). Methods of calculating the annual
allowable cut are outdated (dating back to the $93@hich causes discrepancy

between forest quality on paper and in reality RN,

There is a lack of qualified labour force in theet, only drunkards are left in
villages (P), which is partly caused by outward drain afatified labour from

forestry since 1990s (N).

Due to commercialization of the sector and dimimghsocial guarantees from the
state since 1990s, the situation with local ecolagg local community welfare has
deteriorated. Forest settlements see an increagsevierty, unemployment, drug and

alcohol abuse, and very low income.

‘Hunting, fishing etc industries were massively eleped in the Soviet
time. Villages were full of people, everyone madeoney. Timber

harvesting was twice as much [in the Soviet tim@y

Local infrastructure, roads and housing in forestlesments are in decay. In the
Soviet time, there used to be seasonal delivery of vegetablel. mantenance
works were paid for...The lespromkhoz had a housimgtcuction plan. In order to
fulfil this plan, we had resources and cement segpl. (P).

Concerns are raised with regard to the supplyreiMbod for the local community;
the forest as a recreational facility (as a placga for a walk, to pick mushrooms and

berries) and amenities (quality of water) (P).
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The concerns of forest sector stakeholders todayery similar to those in the 19

century (briefly discussed in Chapter three): stwrtings of the legislation, illegal
and excessive felling, low profitability of timbardustry, conflicting interests of and
lack of understanding between state authoritiesadner participants of the sector. In
addition to these issues, today's forest sectoreeapces additional, post-1991

problems, such as degradation of forestry science.
Incentives for Reform

All interviews reflected awareness of the needeform the forest sector. One of the
reasons is said to be the developing market ecormmdythe consequent need for
modernization, asthe Forest Code of 1997 worked well then, but ntarke

relationships do not stand sti(|S).

At the same time, it is noted thato one carried oufoutreach / explanatoryyork
with participants of the forest sector about thalgaf the ongoing reformno one
explained why the reform was start¢i). So, interviewees express their personal

vision of the incentives and aims of the reform.

‘Our present authorities are concerned, first aockrhost, with revenue
from every resource available in the country...to enfikests bring revenue

comparable with oil and gas...” (N)

The above quoted NGO representative believes thagjar incentive of state
reformers is to raise returns of the forest setticthe federal budget (revenue).

Another incentive is said to be cost reductiontlfier federal budget (N; S; P).

‘The whole reform is about property redistributierto make companies

insolvent and buy them.’ (N)

The quote indicates that private interests are 8ebe a decisive factor in state forest
policy. Some other interviewees argue that a mggal of the reform has been to
enable the use of forest land for real estate dpweént and construction purposes (P,
N), ‘forest land seizure and consequent site developriintThe new Forest Code
is said to have been lobbied by big timber commniéosely associated with civil

servants (P).
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Civil servants are believed to individually beneftom the reform through
distribution of budget means among state agendiesA{); corruption (P); their
involvement in private business and deals with dotand (N, P). The state forest
policy is regarded as institutionalised lawlessna@$®e forest reform initiated by the
state is seen as legitimisation of informal andsgag illegal practices. Informal
institutions are considered to be dominant in theta, and the long-term principal
feature of Russia’s political regime termed by (@ah, 2004) as ihformal

institutionalisation plays a crucial role in the ideology and reali@atof reform.

Interviewees emphasize the fact that the reforrals® meant to serve interests of
particular governmental bodies and federal autiesritlt is a common perception
(among representatives of industry and NGOs) th#tagities seek to redistribute
forest management responsibilities, shiuffle off the burdenN) (of looking after

forests and forestry works, as well as social isspeviding jobs for numerous forest

sector workers) onto business and regional autesiiP).

Several NGO representatives expressed the opihaintiie goals of forestry reform
were political in nature, or at least closely retato politics and such processes as
presidential elections, elections for the State Bumvhich affected deadlines for
formulation of laws and by-laws and their conteM. (

Similarly to the Soviet tradition, nature tendd®regarded as a tool towards political
and economic ends. This path-dependent ideologyi¢pkarly common among civil
servants) of the exploitation of forest resouraaseconomic and political purposes

has shaped the ongoing forest reform.

5.2 Tools of the Forest Reform

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, there wikree main forest laws passed in
Russia, which consequently replaced one anothemdations of Forest Legislation
1993, Forest Code 1997, and Forest Code 2006.
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Box 1. Major Post-Soviet Forestry Laws

1993, March| Foundations of Forest

6th Legislation of the Russian

Federation N4613-1
1997, Forest Code of the RussiamAmended twelve times.
January 29th Federation N 22- FZ
2006, Forest Code of the RussiamAdopted in 2006 and took effect in 2007. The Code
December | Federation N 201-FZ makes provisions for a number of important innawvagi
4th in the system of forest management, such as:

- transfer of powers / delegation of authority for
forest management to the regional level (Chapter
9 Article 83);
- separation of forest management bodies [nto
‘administrative’ and ‘economic’ structures;
- distribution of government contracts for foresiry
works through tenders or auctions (Chapter 1
Artcile19; Chapter 5 Article 70);
- maximal facilitation to real estate development
on forest land (Chapter 1 Article 21; Chaptef 2
Article 41 (compare with FC 1997 Chapter 17
Article 123)).

Source: Author’'s own compilation based on legas astlisted in the bibliography

Apart from the Forest Code itself, there are furtteee laws that have determined
the norms of the transition period. These laws #re:law ‘On the enactment of the
new Forest Code’, which was passed together wihngw Code; another law that
introduced amendments to the Law on Enactmenteintw Code (passed in mid-
2007); and the old Forest Code, some provisionshaéh were valid until 2009. For
purposes of the reform, various tools have beetiegbpMajor tools are discussed
below: legal, financial and administrative tooldhigh include adoption of the new
Forest Code and by-laws, further developmemt addbauctions, introduction of high
priority investment projects, new contracting fardst lease, forest planning and
surveying, new regulations for timber trade, defiegaof powers from federal centre
to regions, reorganisation of nature protectiomages and forest guard, separation of
administrative and economic functions of state bsdiand replacement of felling

licences with felling declarations.
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5.2.1 Legislation

In addition to the Forest Code, there is a largadybaf laws and regulations. One of
the reasons for this is that by-laws, accompany@gglations and instructions tend to
have significantly more practical importance thawd proper in Russia. Wording of
laws is usually ambiguous and vague. In order tetstand and apply major laws,
one requires further explanations. Therefore, nomseexplanatory legal acts need to
be passed (rules, instructions, orders, etc). djydies in full to the forest legislation.

A representative of a leading NGO (N) noted thatisation of the new Forest Code
requires adoption of about seventy different leayzb at federal level (42 additional
documents are either directly mentioned in the téxihe Code, or imply that there
has to be additional regulation), as well as sévergional documents in each
constituent entity of the Russian Federation. Besithere are provisions in the Code
that cannot work on their own despite having n@nesfice to other departmental or
governmental regulations. The latter regulationsturn, tend to have gaps as well,
which makes them inapplicable and require furth@r-making. It is noted, however,

that the reform has reduced the number of reguistio

‘Once, we tried to estimate how many different natire acts, regulations,
rules, etc relate to the activity of a concreteectior of leskhoz. The figure
we received was — depending on the region and @msithation — between
six and ten thousand printed pages. It is likelgt tthe figure will be
between one and two thousands now.’ (N)

Despite introduced changes, there are numerougomabout the quality of the new
legislation. Representatives of the private andgavernmental sectors argue that the
new law is inconsisterit ‘ self-contradictory and ‘unprofessionally written(P, N).
The Code suggestaseasures that are believed to tmo‘simplisti¢ to solve complex
problems of the forest sector (P). One turnsa®Russian recipés(such as high
export fees), instead of looking for regional sming (A). The law is blamed for
being too general, declarative and, therefore,appiicable. It is said not to provide
any concrete mechanisms of enforcement of the reems) and is believed — in this
sense — to resemble documents (or in fact contimgéradition) of the Soviet time (P,
N). Norms of the new legislation are argued to lague, blurred and to have
numerous exceptions, contradictions and factuaakes.
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‘The most well-known ridiculous example was how evernment of the
Russian Federation approved the list of tree spewith a cutting ban for
the whole territory of Russia... On the one hand, baaned felling of
Sakhalin fir (pihta sahalinskaya), a tree thathis main timber resource of
wood industry on Sakhalin Island. And on the othand, the list of tree

species that were banned for felling containedhexdaceous plants.’ (N)

Other examples of legal inconsistencies includesaghen the new Forest Code and

other regulative documents used different termigpléor crucial forestry concepts

(A).

The reform of state forest management and changemture protection agencies
were contradictory. Along with liquidation of theedferal Agency for Environmental
Protection Goskomekologiyain 2000, the Government supported the idea of NGO
to create a public forest councdhishchestvenny lesnoy sqQvet 2004. On the one
hand, there has been a trend for diminishing puditicipation, whereas on the other
hand, the state has supported creation of additionstitutions for public
participation. The direction of each particular mfpa is said to be quite arbitrary and

depend on particular people in office (N).
Another case was provided by an NGO in the Far:East

‘From this year onwards, Russian legislation alldiws felling of cedar. It
has been banned since 1990. Now, the state wamisrease the efficiency
of the forest sector... That is, on the one hand, poeides opportunities
for conservation of natural areas, but on the oliaerd, one created a green
corridor for timber industry, e.g. through abserwfe auctions for big

investors.” (N)

Inconsistency of the newly adopted legislation (acwhsequent difficulties of
implementation) is partly explained by constantnges of staff (e.g. members of the
working group for designing the Forest Code), amdtiness of the law-making
process (N). Among possible reasons for hastinéseeolaw-making interviewees
refer to: the red tape (time being spent on bunediecformalities related to selection
of executing officers, acquiring endorsements, attj consequent lack of time for
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the actual law-making; and political factors (updogrelections, the need to report on

the work completed during the year, etc) (N).

Inconsistency of legislation has been exacerbateth® timing of reforms. Despite
hastiness of the legislative process, there haen lelays in law making at the
federal level (P). New regulations often arrive tlade, or there are (timewise)
discrepancies in the law adoption process. Foratasrof the game are changing very
slowly, the process of change 180 spun out, despite attempts of lawmakers toycarr
it out as quickly as possibl€N). Often, it is the federal level that slowsvdo the
process, as regions cannot develop their legisiatiostrategies before the federal

legislation is in place (P).

Leningrad Oblast, i.e. the region with the moseémsive forest use in Russia, was, by
mistake, not included into the list of regions teceive subventions for forest
management. Since there had been no subventiofsthmtlaw (on the federal
budget) was amended several months after its amgptegional authorities were
unable to execute their functions. So, forest mamamnt was carried out on the basis
of old pre-reform documents, which were not valny anore, by forest management
bodies (the pre-reform Forestry Agency of Lening&last) that had no legal right
to fulfil those functions (N). This case shows tleats are observed only to a certain
degree. Legislative attempts of the state are densil asvain', ‘ very unprofessional
and chaoti¢ which do affect life to some extent, but not weignificantly (N). In
reality, laws tend to have a tentative role. EMeaough some ideas of reform may be
quite radical, they stumble over implementationbbgms and therefore result in no
significant positive change on the ground. Statéicpowhere even state forest
management is not legal, but rather tentative, ddsulitates development of a
neglectful attitude to the law, impair law obedierand orderliness. This shows how a
poorly designed or hastily implemented state potowntributes to development of
certain informal rules and practices and, thuscéf the whole institutional system in

the long run.

117



Lack of experts or professionalism of reform-makeranifested itself in that the
reforms have been radicaind have not sufficiently taken into account famest

tradition in Russia?

‘If one looks at the new Code and conducts evengauistic analysis, one
will easily see that it was written by people fewrh forestry. There are so
many new terms there... There has to be a good rdasogjecting the old

terminology. Continuity is most crucial. Reformsvhato be consistent.

They have to go not a revolutionary way, but ragtep by step.’” (P)

The quote shows the interviewee’s disapproval efréidicalism of reforms and of
the fact that continuity of the Russian forestrgdition has been broken. He

argues that reformers should have chosen the émaduy path of modernisation.

Revolutionary measures contradict the path-depenidestitutional structure of
the Russian forest sector. This means that enteehdhstitutions of the
‘prevailing matrix (Kirdina, 2008: 3) may nullify the effects of tlheform, as the
institutional matrix to a significant extent pretelenines the path of the social
evolution. For evidence of path-dependency of thag of reforms (revolution
instead of evolution) see chapter three (3.1) isfdissertation.

a) Forest Auctions

An important ‘market’ and ‘commercialisation’ sid# the reform has been the
introduction of auction (instead of tender) as ti@n mechanism of forest resource

distribution.

‘Before the new Forest Code, the system of forestallowed allocation of

forest plots for lease on the basis of results tdraler, or for a short-term

** |In addition to interviews, there is more eviderwe the quality and likely consequences of the
current reform. Thus, the Accounts Chamber of thesin Federation published a report (Report ‘On
the results of...") about the inspection of how efifeely one uses forest fund of scientific-

experimental (research) leskhozes of St. Petersl@tage Forest-Technical Academy. The main
conclusion was that the new Forest Code, whileidiging research leskhozes as bodies of forest

management, is likely to affect the educational msgarch processes very negatively.
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lease (i.e. where one simply cuts it all down — #rat’s it), or auctions, or

through the ‘system of direct decisions’ made bgaexive authorities.” (S)

In the new Forest Code, the Chapter ‘Foundatiorfsrest husbandry organisatioh’
(it was present in the Forest Code 1997) is abdestead, there are such new
chapters as ‘Agreement of purchase and sale o$tfoaage™, ‘Auctioning the right
to make a lease contract for forest plots in stat®unicipal ownership, or the right to
make a purchase and sale contract for forest rahge’

The system of direct decisions was applied to afitical organisations, local
populations, and budget organisations in ruralsavéao received timber for minimal
rates. According to the new system, there are recddecisions. During tenders, the
lessor evaluated a number of different aspecthetompany, including such factors
as whether they had certification, created addiligobs, supported kindergartens or
not, etc (P). Sothe price would often play the last ro(&). Now, the basis of forest
resource distribution is purely monetarit is who gives more money that matters
now (S). This change runs counter to several otheemetrends in the sector. For
instance, in some regions, prior to reform, theseduto be a practice to take into
account company's environmental and social poljciasd voluntary forest
certification during forest tenders (S). This praetdiscontinued when tenders were
revoked. So, small local forest users (often susmssof Soviet lespromkhozes), who
tend to carry the heaviest burden of social infretire and support forest settlements
(which also makes them less efficient than comsawi¢h less social responsibilities)
are bound to loose auctions to bigger (and moieigft) companies. The transition
to auctions as the only instrument of forest ledis&ibution jeopardizes these small
and local companies and makes the local populdid are dependent on these

companies) pay the highest price for the reform.

The reform is an attempt to make state-busineatiaakhips more transparent. At the

same time, it causes environmental and social enoblin the sector, for these issues

5 ‘Osnovy organizatsii lesnogo hozyaystva’

%5 ‘Dogovor kupli-prodazhi lesnyh nasazhdeniy’
> ‘Auktsiony po prodazhe prava na zaklyuchenie dogav arendy lesnogo uchastka,
nahodyashchegosya v gosudarstvennoy ili munitsijyabobstvennosti, libo prava na zaklyuchenie

dogovora kupli-prodazhi lesnyh nasazhdeniy’
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are submerged by monetary interests (N). This ahamdpelieved to be particularly
noticeable in the Far Eastern regions, where thekehas relatively insensitive to
environmental issues, and where state measures pateatially the only crucial
driver of sustainable development (S).

This demonstrates that institutional developmenttha Russian forest sector is
inconsistent and non-linear. Some institutionst $taemerge (e.g. certification gained
some official acknowledgement of state authoritib& state has, to some extent,
started to facilitate sustainable and environmégnfakendly forestry), but then their

growth is knocked back by the growth of new insiitas (in this case, auctions).

b) High Priority Investment Projects

The new forest legislation changed the balance dmtvwmarket’ and ‘administrative’
mechanisms in granting access rights to foresuress. One of the state’s tools is the
newly introduced mechanism of high priority investrh projects. Federal and
regional executive authorities can refer to prgewith investment of 300 million
roubles and more as high priority investment prsjeim accordance with the
established procedure. Where a project is givenstawis ‘high priority investment
project’, the investor can receive a forest plothwa respective allowed volume of
timber harvesting for half the minimum price setthg Government of the Russian
Federation for all other users (and some other flisnes well). Besides this, big

investors will be able to receive discounts on gtage price (S, N).

Big timber businesses can receive significant bendéincluding access to forest
resources for half of the minimal (non-market) gyidy virtue of administrative
decisions, which is an obvious demonstration of teelistributive economy
(Besssonova, 2006; Kirdina, 2008; et al). At themsdime, small and medium-size
timber businesses, which play a major role in thedfave of forest villages and
settlements, cannot receive such benefits andlimeated forest leases according to
auction results. Institutions of the free marke¢ ambedded in a fundamentally
different, strongly entrenched system of path-ddpanhinstitutions that are based on

civil servants as dominant decision-makers.
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c¢) Contracting for Forest Lease

A significant number of developments relate to ¢hanging relations between state
and private companies artbe re-execution of all forest lease contractie new
Forest Code imposes some important new obligatiomsforest lease holders,
covering all forestry activity, forest regeneratidine protection and some other areas
(Forest Code 2006, Chapter 3 Articles 53, 55; Girapt Articles 62, 64). Earlier,
forest regeneration of cutover areas, care of stafide security etc, was the
responsibility of state forestry bodies, includilepsed forests (Forest Code 1997
Chapter 11 Article 91; Chapter 12; Part [l ChapleArticle 18). For example,
according to the forest lease contract betweenldbsor Federal State Institution
‘Sosnovetskiy leskhoz’ and the leasee joint stookgany Segezha pulp-and-paper
plant as of 15 May 2006, the following forestryigities were imposed on the lessee:
forest regeneration, including planting and sowaofgthe forest, additional forest
plantation, tending of forest plantations, prepgarabf soil, improvement felling in
young forests, arrangement and maintenance of alimeits, cutting compartment

lines, setting up information and anti-fire boards.

The reform is described by interviewees as trangfaresponsibility for the whole
cycle of forestry works onto lease holders, alonthwwotentially less regulation on
the side of the state. The state has withdrawmabeu of its functions and roles from
the sector, giving more room to marKetces. It is private leaseholders who now
have to not only harvest timber, but also preparest management plans, carry out
preparatory works in the forests, thinning cutvpde forest fire control, etc, that is
carry out profitable as well loss-making operatid®. Therefore, private sector
representatives regard these changes as delegdtiadditional burdens to private

companies rather than improvement of state forastagement (P).

All previously made lease contracts had to be Hmburg compliance with the new
Forest Code, and they were given two years in otdedo this (until 1 January
2009¥2. A leading NGO representative assessed the prafessexecution of lease

contracts in the following way (N):

%8 Federal Law on the Enactment of the Forest CodeeoRussian Federation, Article 4.2
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‘The procedure for bringing contracts in compliaméth the new Code was
defined as late as in December 2006. In theorig ielatively simple. In
practice, however, there can be certain corruptebated problems.
Depending on circumstances, re-execution of leas&racts can take from
two to nine months. And during part of this peritegseholders will have

no lawful right to forest use.” (N)

The interviewee considers re-execution of leasdraots as an additional source

of corruption and illegal practices.

d) Forest Planning and Surveying

Another part of decentralisation reform conceforest planning and surveyinghe
system of forestry planning and forest surveyitgsdqustroystvp in Russia was
borrowed from Germany in mid-19th century. Consedjye it was significantly
improved and adapted to Russian conditions. Umttdently, conducting forestry
planning and surveying and composition of obligatimrestry plans, mostly for ten
years, has been mandatory according to the Rubsgssiation and has been carried

out by special state companies, which had an exelught for this activity.

‘Forest surveying/organisation (lesoustroystvajasied out once every ten
years. On the basis of forest surveying, one dmagva cutting plan (plan
rubok). Prior to the reform, the state used to derghing. Now, this work

will have to be financed by companies.’ (P)

The new Forest Code and the Law on its Enactmeamngdd requirements for
forestry planning (partly by means of changed ifigtron of responsibility for

forestry between state bodies and private sector).

Information that was necessary for strategic foyeglanning on the regional or
national level was based on the lesoustroystvata datil recently. Data about basic
forest management unitgyde) was accumulated on a higher level, so that ireticg
one had a basis for the integrated state recortteedbrest fund, which was organised
in all forests of the country about once every fixgars. This caused aonflict
between interests of statistical accuracy and priovegs of information (necessary for

a good-quality strategic planning) and elaboratened information (necessary for
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good-quality prescription of forestry measures aactivities) (N). The conflict
would be usually solved in favour of elaboratenasd more details, ever more so
since often leaders of the forest sector were metested in revealing objective data
about forest dynamics and the results of their esoa activity. Consequently,
reliability of information about forests and thdiynamics on the regional and national
level was extremely low. The new Forest Code sépadrfarest planning and the state
inventory of forests. Now, information for the stahventory of forests has to be
collected separately, using statistical and remméhods. However, methods of state
inventory of forests are still being developed (N).

A shift of responsibility (e.g. to survey their &st land) from the state to the private
sector is seen by representatives of differentose¢t, N) as associated with various
complications, such as unrealistic deadlines féorne, delay of financial support,
absence of methods and tools for the supposed os¥stfmanagement practice.
Problems are mostly ascribed to the federal levetivhinders the work of regional
state bodies and private structures.

e) Timber Trade Regulation

One of the most disputed parts of the forest refoam been customs regulation of
timber export. In early 2007, the Russian Governnmeade a decision to start a
campaign against the increasing export of unprecksmber from Russia by means
of a gradual increase of customs duties, up toipitore duties, and thus make export
of round timber almost impossible. Export feestfeg main product of Russian forest
export, namely unprocessed coniferous wood, inecedom 6,5 percent up to 20
percent (but not less than 10 euro for a cubic métem 1 July 2007 and up to 25
percent (but not less than 15 euro for a cubic détem 1 April 2008. The next
increase is expected to take place from 1 Janu@09 2 up to 80 percent, but not less

than 50 euro for a cubic met®r.

Only export duty for birchideryoza with a girth of under 15 centimeter will be zero
until the beginning of 2011 (after that, it willsal be raised up to 80 percent).
Export duty of 80 percent is practically prohibéifor any kind of unprocessed

timber. So, export of unprocessed wood from Russig@xpected to drastically

%9 Decree of the Government of the Russian FederafiérFebruary 2007 N 75.
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decrease in early 2009, and export of coniferousdms expected to completely

discontinue.

Despite the commonly shared view that export ohtowood should be dealt with
and that timber processing should be fostered amdldped, there are different views
on these measures of the Government. The interdienaé servants are optimistic
about changing customs policyict a single log will leave Russia80 percent of all
problems will be solvedsS). It is hoped (S) that timber processing fitie will be
built in the Far East with the help of Chinese talpHowever, reform is also heavily
criticized by both non-state and state represemimtiof the forest sector. It is
criticized for lack of transparendyarticularly, with regard to financial flows) (N)
and consistency, lack of measures to attract inverst in the sector, as well as lack of

measures to enhance forest protection and to tatenitkegal logging (P).

Despite the fact that the importance of tackling tesue of timber export was
realised, the measures being taken do not reprasamnplete programme, but rather
isolated steps, which are not connected to eacér.offthe situation is regarded as
unlikely to be changed in the near future. Majarlgpems for successful achievement
of set goals and curtailment of round wood expoet the lack of wood processing
infrastructure (S) and the technological backwasdnef Russian industry (A). For

some interviewees from the private sector in theHzet, the topic was a particularly
delicate issue, so they refused to discuss lit.ig'a too painful question for us. |

would not like to discuss it in front of this autte. We work according to the
legislation. There is law — we follow’i{P)

f) Delegation of Powers from the Federal Centréht® Regions

Since the adoption of the Forest Code 1997 ureileitd of 2004, almost all forests in
Russia were managed in a centralised way by raspdeteral executive bodies (the
structure of these bodies changed from time to)tild@st forests were managed by
the Ministry of Natural Resources (about 95 pergensmaller portion of forests was
managed by the Ministry of Agriculture (a little dsr 5 percent), and a very small
portion were managed by other federal departmedisall forest areas were, and still
are, on land belonging to constituent entitieshaf Russian Federation, settlements,

towns and cities, as well as private individuals.
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In late 2004, the Forest Code was amended. Thesadaments made provisions for
some decentralisation of forest management. Ingodat, forest management powers
that were previously in the hands of Ministry of rglture (in Soviet time in the
hands of kolkhozes and sovkhozes), were passedtovergional administrations.
Moreover, regional administrations were entrusteth iorest fire fighting duty.
Funds for forest management and fire fighting wahecated from the federal
budget®

After the new Forest Code was adopted, this motiglexentralisation’ was applied
to all forests, except forests of Moscow Oblasti¢htstill continue to be managed by
the Federal Forestry Agency) (FC 2006 Article 83)rests remain property of the
Russian Federation (FC 2006 Article 8). Major rulelsited to forest use are adopted
on the federal level (FC 2006 Articles 73, 76, 81dst revenue from forest use goes
to the federal budget and returns in the form dfveantions for forest management
(FC 2006 Article 83). However, immediate forest mgement rests upon regional
authorities (FC 2006 Article 83).

State bodies of forest management that were prslyjiouthin the system of Federal
Forestry Agency (mostly leskhozes, forest admiaigin of Rayon level) were
handed over to the regions on January 1, 200#hd until the early 2008, they
continued to exist without any major changes. Fdamuary T, 2008, in accordance
with the law on Enactment of the Forest Code, thegre separated into
‘lesnichestvos’, which retained administrative ftioes, and economic structures,
which had to carry out different forestry works @ase they get state contracts or if

they conclude a contract with a forest lease hplder
g) Reorganisation of Nature Protection Agencies

Independent federal nature protection agencies vedralished in 2008. The
independent Rosleskhoz [Federal Forestry Agencyl @woskomekologiya [State

Committee of the Russian Federation for Environ@leRtotection] were liquidated.

% Federal law of 29.12.2004 N 199-FZ

®1 Law On the Enactment of the Forest Code 2006¢kri5

%2 Decree of the President of the Russian Federaifoi7 May 2000 Ne 867; Resolution of the
Government of the Russian Federation of 6 July 20015
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Rosleskhoz became part of the Ministry of Naturas&urces with significant staff
changes (N, A}?

‘There was a khozyain (master) of the forest, teskhozyain, who is not

needed in this new system. One has liquidatedrinduhe last eight years.’

(N)

The interviewee notes that the result has led tsit@ation where no one takes
responsibility for protecting forest resources: khezyain(owner, master and careful
manager) in the forest sector, whose role usedetoplayed by the state, was

annihilated.

‘Some of these people end up in NGOs, some of tetnup in the private
sector, but stay in forest industry, some of theavé forest and timber

sector completely.” (N)

Transformation of nature protection agencies iseletl to result in the loss or
deterioration of human resources and decreasingbeauraf experts in state
bodies.

h) Separation of Administrative and Economic Funci

Until recently, state forest management bodieklleses) have been doing several
jobs at the same time: they allocated forest platshe same time, they cut timber, in
order to sustain themselves, because the fededddiuprovided only 20 percent of
what was neededS). The reform aimed to separate out economnctions and to
leave only administrative functions to the statesteyn of forest management.
Opinions about potential consequences of this ahavayy. It evoked approval
because separation of monitoring and logging fenstimay allow for independent
control. Prior to the adoption of the new Foresti€deskhozes (i.e. local state forest
management bodies) (which managed and controllentynng themselves) are

8 According to the Decree of the President of thedian Federation of May 12th 2008 724, the
Ministry of Natural Resource of the Russian Fedenatvas transformed into the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Ecology of the Russian Federationtr@oof Specially Protected Natural Areas of

federal importance was delegated to the Ministry.
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believed to have been major lawbreakers (law waktdd during timber harvesting

operations) (N).

At the same time, there are certain circumstanbes tause concern regarding

possible effects of the reform.

‘It is clear that these will be economic structuoeganised on the basis of
ex-leskhozes, so, there will still be ‘krugovayay@’' [mutual guarantee,
joint liability of members of community for eachher — in Russian

pejorative] and the same people, but simply sepdriato two groups.’ (N)

There is a concern that separation of functiond mok be complete, and private
organisations will remain closely connected toestedntrolling bodies. Leskhozes
dispose of knowledge and human resources necedsaryorestry works, so

companies will have to continue work with leskhogeg. preparation of forest areas
for forest users, thinning operations, forest regation and forest cultivation).

Leskhoz-based organisations are expected to be Imréogging companies (S).

The effect of introduced innovations may be diluteg path-dependent informal

institutions, such akfugovaya poruka

‘The Forest Code returned Russia to the forest gemant system as of
pre-1928. And it is the right thing to do. In 1928e created leskhozes in

order to carry out wood felling operations.’ (A)

The quote indicates that introduced innovationsrextenecessarily perceived as
new. This measure is evaluated differently thoufius, another interviewee,
who notes the historical resemblance of the newbppsed system, says that

‘there is nothing good about this transformation h(Ay.
i) Reorganisation of Forest Guard

The ground forest protection serviceagemnaya lesnaya ohrgnavas liquidated.
Before the end of 2004, the system of forest ptatedn Russia was based on the so
called ‘obhody, i.e. forest plots personally attached to empésyef state forest
protection service (foresters-walking inspectolssr{iki-obhodchiki with overall

strength of about 70 thousand people in RussiageSihe early 1990s, the work of
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this system has been causing concern, becauseen tar secure an acceptable level
of wages, foresters spent most of their time bemglved in various economic
activities, mostly timber logging under the guisé wmnprovement cutting.
Nevertheless, forests were not completely ownerlskast, villagers knew that the

forest guard existed and theoretically could pratea violator.

On January 1, 2005, the powers connected with tfayjeard were withdrawn from
state forestry bodies and handed over to the Fe8eraice for Supervision in the
Sphere of Natural Resource Usé&efleralnaya sluzhba po nadzoru v sfere
prirodopolzovaniy3**. This Service had only a small number of inspectbat were
able to carry out forest protection (under 400 pedpr the whole country). As a
result, forest protection became hardly visible.

‘From 1 January 2007, when the new Forest Codeemhiato force, forest

protection powers were handed over to regional atnations. However,

due to some ambiguities in the new Forest Codereégens still cannot

organise any kind of effective forest protectioheTotal number of people
vested with the rights of forest guard makes aldduthousand people at
present. However, the system of their functioniagonly being formed

now.’ (N)

Consequently, Russian forests have been practigaflyotected recently. Unusual as
it may seem, it is mainly NGOs who are concernasuakhe destruction of the state
system of forest management and control, downsiairigrest guard services and the
negative consequences of curtailment of forestperges, namely the transformation

of leskhozes into essentially commercial structures

‘The state system was deprived of forest guardsv,Nbere are only 600
people in Rosprirodnadzor who have the powers i&stoinspectors for the
whole Russia. Before, the number of forest inspecttmployees was,

according to different estimates, dozens of thodsaB0 to 50 thousand

64 Resolution of the Government of the Russian Feidera

of 30 July 2004 N 400 ‘On Ratification of the Reaidn about the Federal Service for Supervision in
the Sphere of Natural Resource Use’
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people. At the moment, there are just six inspsctor the whole Moscow
Oblast’.” (N)

Further changes in forest guard services conceheestatus of foresters, namely only
civil servants (initially, in the first drafts ofhé law) could act as state forest
inspectors. It is believed (S) that the numbertafesforest inspectors was minimized
in order to reduce the number of civil servants andsequently to cut the related
expenses of the federal budget (wages, privilegie3, The fact that forestry service

was deprived of its powers is regarded as losgwtiral over forests (A).

‘At the Forum, Giryayev said that foresters wouéddiven the right to make
reports on forest offences. Besides, some money fimes will be spent on
bonuses for foresters. So, there will be more chetkey will drain money

from companies.’ (P)

The quote indicates that more powers and finansigdport for foresters are

expected, along with more check-ups on companies.
J) Felling Declarations

Along with downsizing, the forestry service and tremolition of forest use control
on the ground, the state also granted more freeopmivate forest leaseholdeirs
terms of forest management on their plots, and ntlaeie control less strict. Thus,
felling licenses (a document permitting wood cujtithat was obtained from
leskhozes) were replaced by felling declarationshil$% submitting a felling
declaration to an authorised state body once g yleacompany is supposed to notify
the state about its intention to fell a certain amtaf wood in a certain way within its

lease.

Interviewed non-state participant of the sectorewertical of the new instrument
because of its inflexibility (the felling declarati assumes that felling operations are
determined for one year in advance), lack of infation (the new form does not
contain cartographic information) and its untiméiyroduction: when various other
control mechanisms are weakened (N). Represerdatbfethe state, however,
expressed confidence that the new control systemldyallow a more democratic

regime of forest management (S).

129



Since the time when interviews were taken, thirmgethtaken another turn. According
to the draft of the ‘Action plan for 2008 for contlzgainst illegal logging...’, which
is being developed by the Interdepartmental Comoms®r countermeasures against
illegal logging and illegal timber tradeMgzhvedomstvennaya komissiya po
protivodeystviyu nezakonnym zagotovkam i oborotevesiny, the Ministry of
Natural Resources and the Ministry for Economic &epment and Trade have to
prepare in the second quarter of 2008 amendmentisetd-orest Code that would
introduce authorization documents granting thetrighharvest timber. Basically, it
means rejection of one of the main ideas behindnthe Forest Code, namely the
replacement of the licencing system of forest wgge( any cutting was carried out
on the basis of a uniform authorization documerthe- felling licence) with the
declaration system (when leaseholders or forestsumaly submit an annual forest
declaration and inform state bodies about theientibn to cut forest). The new
system has not started to work yet, because thsiti@ of each leaseholder to the
declaration system does not happen automaticallyptly after they bring their lease
contracts into compliance with the new Forest Catmntracts had to be brought into
compliance by 1 January 2009, but in early 2008 ®3%6 were still working in

accordance with the old contracts.

So, the intention to return to the authorisatidicénce system of forest use means
only that the state itself is not ready to worktbg new rules and is willing, at least to
a certain degree, to return to the norms of the Feddest Code. This trend of
backsliding to norms of the old forest legislatioray not only be limited to the
introduction of authorisation documents, but wilsa affect other conceptual
elements of the new Forest Code. In this casegriheoutcome of the reform is likely

to be the return to more or less the initial stdtaffairs.

5.2.2 ‘State’ vs ‘Market’ Tools

The above mentioned feature of the post-Sovietsfosector, namely that it still
combines institutions of the market economy withreat deal of state planning and
control, is perceived as a cause of its numerooisi@ms (P).

According to some representatives of private loggoompanies, the state forest

management companiekgoustroitelnye predpriyatiya— due to the lack of will,

awareness and funding - do not fulfil their funoBosatisfactorily, which causes
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problems for the private sector. For instance, pnapriate methods of logging are

prescribed.

‘A classical example would be birch forest with ecend story of spruce.
According to the surveyor’s description, this idhadwood plot, it is 70
years old, and one can cut it [clear cut]. Wheraw&ed there, we saw that
there was hardwood indeed, but there was also andestory with
thousands of thin spruce trees.’ (P)

So, companies are obliged to carry out clear fgllimhich requires special equipment
(in order to cut thin trees) and extra effort tdl $@ose — less valuable — trees. A
gradual harvesting, however, would allow the thmgnof the upper birch story and a
return to the same logging site in 15 years in otdeake the spruce sawlogs. So, the
dominant position of state forest management comepatoes not allow effective use
of forest resources and impedes development ofieffi private companies, which
aspire to compete in the international timber marke

Despite the recent delegation of forest managemamttions to private logging
companies, it is believed that these st&esdustroitelnye predpriyatiyavill remain
powerful players in the sectofor a long timé (P), as they possess an extensive
information base on forests, as well as significexperience and highly qualified

staff to carry out the planning.

Another point raised with regard to the clashingkaetand state institutions is that
prohibitive duties on round wood export are expettecreate a serious barrier to the
process of certification and transition to susthiedorestry, since companies’ main

concern will be survival in the market, rather tlegvironmental issues (S).

Despite the large-scale introduction of an auctimechanism and other attributes of
the market, reform has not reduced the extent ofigdtrative intervention into the

process of forest resource distribution. In faag trend for extensive administrative
intervention in the sector coexists with the trémdspreading features of the market
economy in the sector. The state actively uses walh as customs control, a system
of preferences on the federal and regional levai€értain companies, e.g. in profits
tax, VAT refund for those importing equipment astpa their nominal capital (S).
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Other examples of growing state intervention in fbeest sector include further

administrative restrictions on the transportatibfooest goods (N).

An important mechanism for civil servants to maimt¢éheir influence over forest
resource distribution flows is through tight indiual-level connections of state
bodies and private companies. It is suggested dieapite official separation of
economic and administrative functions in the seasrwell as distribution of forest

lease on the basis of auctions, the same peogdleamilrol both types of activities:

‘They started to establish parallel structures, heay director of a former
leskhoz becomes director of a lesnichestvo. Anghirallel, he is the head of
a certain company. The lesnichestvo will hand atgeimprovement cutting
right to this company. In reality, however, it wile not an improvement
cutting, but the usual commercial cutting, and thely get commercially

expensive timber.” (N)

This means that the state’s impact on newly intcedumarket institutions and impact
of market institutions on the state are parallel alosely interwoven processes with

conseguences yet to be seen.
5.3Process of the Reform

There are several major processes and trends hbsaaterise how the reform has
been designed and implemented. A most importamtdtrihat has considerably
affected preparation and enforcement of the refiesroommercialisation of the sector

(common for different areas of post-Soviet socioremic life).
Commercialisation

The new Forest Code caused deep concern of faestr stakeholders with regard to
the changing pattern of forest use. Representat&&0s (N), as well as business
(P) expressed the idea that the new Forest Codewitasn with the purpose of forest
land seizure and the following real estate develmmof the area (including
protective forests (former forests of the firstyp® which are particularly valuable in
environmental and social terms — green zones iarudyeas and settlements, water
protection zones etc). At the moment, there areetinnain ways to transfer forests to
real estate development and similar purposes: ¢iwaificial conversion of forest
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fund land into land of other categories; througlupation of land with disputed or

unclear status, or through leasing for certain &iofiforest use.

Concerning the official conversion of land from therest fund into other land
categories, the new Forest Code has not changedh.nfine size of forest with
disputed or unclear status significantly increasgith the introduction of the new
Forest Code, mostly on the account of forests phatiously used to be managed by
the Ministry of Agriculture and used by agricultuoaganizations. In the early 1990s,
most of such forest, along with other lands of ferrkolkhozes and sovkhozes, were
divided into land shares / unitgefmelnye pai converted to land for agricultural
purposes and partly privatized. The process ofapmation of such forests was
stopped. However, in most cases, the land remaaedof the land for agricultural
purposes. The new Forest Code does not regulatstdkus of forests situated on the
land for agricultural purposes in any way, whickates conditions for land seizure
and real estate development in place of thesetfo(esich is realized in practice by

many people).

The biggest change concerning real estate develapimeplace of forests that
happened once the new Forest Code was introducedhgapossibility to develop
leased forests without official change of theitis$a(so bn papetr, forest may still be
forest, but in reality, there may be mansion houkesge, for example). The right of
construction work in the forest is given to leasédbrs who obtained forest for the
purposes of wood harvesting, hunting, religious eexteational activities, etc (FC
2006 Articles 36, 38, 41, 47).

‘At the moment, quite large plots of forest lané atready being transferred
to lease for recreational purposes, implying pdssievelopment activity,
in the Moscow region.” (N)

Commercialisation of the forest sector occurs tghoimplicit introduction of private
property on forests. State authorities officiallgtained predominance of state
ownership of forests. However, thegreated conditions for actual unregulated

development of private property for purposes of essate developméen(iN).

So, despite the development of the market econahoyninant institutions are
retained in Russia, such as the institution @zdacha (deal-out) (the concept
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introduced by Bessonova, 2006) in this case. Tate semains dominant in the sector,
as it retains the right of resource distributionorisbver, there remains the consumer

attitude to the forest as an economic resource.

Business-Oriented Discourse: Forest Land, ForestIForest as Collateral

Another concern raised is about the changing d#ittowards the forest. The main
value is now seen to be in forest laather than forest ecosystems. Terminology and
the concept of the forest significantly changedhe Forest Code. Thus, in the old

Forest Code of 1997, forest is defined as:

‘a complex of forest vegetation, land, wildlife awther components of
natural environment that have an important ecoklgieconomic and social
importance.’ (Forest Code, 2006: 3)

In the Forest Code 2006 (Chapter 1 Article 5) tendtion is different:

‘Forest use, security, protection, and regenera#ios carried out on the
assumption that the forest is an ecological sysbera natural resource.’
(Forest Code, 2007: 4)

The social value of forests is not emphasized aomyemand significant stress is
placed on forest as a resource. The terminologynoomy used in the Forest Code
2006 indicates the growing commercialisation of skeetor and increasing emphasis
on land, rather than other forest resources. Tihestitles of the Code articles include
the following: ‘Land on which forests are situated'Zemli, na kotoryh
raspolagayutsya lesa ‘Forest plot’ (‘Lesnoy uchastok ‘Construction,
reconstruction and exploitation of objects not teda to creation of forest
infrastructure’ (Stroitelstvo, rekonstruktsiya | ekspluatatsiya dbge, ne svyazannyh
S sozdaniem lesnoy infrastruktdry‘Investment activity in the area of forest
exploitation’ (‘Investitsionnaya deyatelnost v oblasti osvoyerega\).

Previously, one would use the term ‘plots of forlestd’ (uchastki lesnogo fongla
Now, one talks about ‘forest plotdesnoy uchastgk So, the mainstream discourse is
not about the natural resource any more, but ratheut land plots. One leases land,

rather than forest. Besides, previously, one usqshy natural resource rent for cubic
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metres. However, as one of interviewees notedreaheis going to change soon, and

one will be paying for hectares, i.e. for land (P).

Features of the market economy have also founeatesh in the new terms for

harvesting operations:

‘Before, one distinctly differentiated between isthial harvesting of timber
and improvement cuttings (which is an element oéstry aimed at forest
regeneration). Now, all kinds of timber harvestirgmn final felling (harvest

cutting) up to improvement felling are called ire ttame way — ‘harvesting

of wood’ (zagotovka drevesiny).’ (S)

The private sector regards the new Forest Catlategically betterthan its
predecessor, sincene can find lease, sub-lease, collateral, etc eéHer the
Forest Code]’ (P).

‘Now, if you build roads, you have a future. Howgvin order to build
them, one needs to find money somewhere — andstloigpital investment.
Our company is unable to provide such capital itnaeat from our own
resources. But if we have an option of collatered,can pledge these roads -

and build even more roads.’ (P)

The quote indicates that the reform is perceived &srther step to the market

economy and as new economic opportunities beingexpap for business.
Public Participation

The process of commercialisation of the forest@ers closely related to another
characteristic trend of low level of public partiation in the course of law-making

and forest management.

‘Previously, not a single harvesting plan was apedo without public
environmental impact assessment or public hearingow, according to
the Forest Code, all this has been discontinuad.vitho gives more money

that matters now.’ (P)
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Commercialisation is believed to make public pgration even more negligible than
it has been before. Representatives of the prsetéor withessed that the process of
writing the Forest Code wasot open, with no public participation allowed (Bpth
NGOs and civil servants expressed their concermsutabhe extent of public
involvement in the legislative process. An NGO esantative directly involved in
the law-making process felt that it had cost NGQsilastantial effort to get involved
in the process and organise dialogue with expeors Rosleskhoz. Moreover, they
were allowed participation in drafting only one mative document (Timber
Harvesting Rules) and only at the initial stageerafvhich their suggestions were

discarded and NGO representatives were debarredtfre process (N).

“*Everyone* participated in elaboration of the FstreCode. Another
question, however, is whether their opinions weakenh into account.
Opinion of practitioners was not taken into consatien very much. The
Forest Code was written in cabinets and is detadiwd reality on the

ground.’ (S)

Drafting of the Forest Code is said to have happeneely behind the scengghe
names of its authors have remained undiscloseldetgeneral public. There is a firm
belief that decisions have been madet ‘just at the top, but at the very topamely
by officials in the Presidential Executive Offidd)( Most decisions were made on the
federal, top level. The main rules related to fogeand forest use with commercial
purposes are defined on the federal level (thragaternmental instructions or orders
of the Ministry of Natural Resources), whereasaggiare given mainly regulation of
issues related to forest use by local populatianhimusehold needs [Forest Code
2006, Chapter 9 Articles 81, 82].

To be fair, one ought to mention that the ForesieCis said to be possibly the most
discussed federal law during the last ten yearsSNHowever, it happened against

the will of the state:

‘Authorities, including the law-makers, relevantmstries, and Presidential
Executive Office, and factions in the Parliamerdatthre actual decision-
makers in the State Duma, were, on the contratyagdinst any kind of

public discussion.” (N)
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The debates that took place were driven by ciwledg. (N) However, final versions
of the law were adopted by a narrow circle of peophder the pressure of a
commercial lobby. (P, S) And even when decisionin@aks delegated to lower,
regional levels, excessive bureaucracy and admatist still prohibit voices from

the ground from being heard. (P, N)

‘All reforms in Russia that were carried out frohettop — they would all
die halfway.’ (N)

The quote shows lack of belief in the potentiaktaite reforms, and an awareness of
the need to develop a working feedback system ahoptamore democratic

procedures of decision-making.

Absence of a working feedback system for the laviinta process results in

legislation being perceived as unpredictable angbof quality. The new Code is said
to give significantly less room for public partiefjon, as it has been deprived of
articles providing for public environmental impaassessment (replaced with state

environmental impact assessment) and other togislafc participation (N).

The extent of public participation has a most digant impact on the nature of
institutional change in the Russian forest sedtorthis characterises theneta set of
rules (Ostrom, 2005), namely the rules of rule-makiiipe state is assigned strong
advantages in the rule-changing process.

Perspectives on the Reform

Interviewees united in their opinion that in théuhe, there would be constant long-
term amendments to the passed legislation. In otlespects, viewpoints of

interviewees varied across the spectrum from p@stt very negative.

Some interviewees expect new legislation to be nfterible with regards to
harvesting rules, which would allow them for exaenpb leave certain trees on
logging sites and, thus, meet some requirementsidaliversity conservation (P). The
quality of forestry works (forest regeneration, nting operations, forest fire
preventive works, etc) is also expected to impraee they will be carried out by
private companies, i.e. those interested in theadgquality and in designated use of
funds (as opposed to state organisations) (P).
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‘During the Soviet period, [such works as improveintelling, preparation
of soil, fire fighting etc] used to be carried daytleskhozes. Leskhozes were
assigned state budget money for this. And on papey, could do anything.
That is, they would do the job themselves and ttwrtrol it themselves as
well. It was very rare that an inspector came amrolled how the project
was completed. For example, they had a plan of H@@fare improvement

felling in a young forest. In reality, they would dt best one third well.” (P)

The interviewee suggests that previously, due tw ftime system of control was

organised, leskhozes did not carry out their dutesponsibly. He hopes that this

situation may change after the reform, which is méa give more flexibility and

freedom for private leaseholders, and put thenharge of the whole forestry cycle.

‘The small business will go, but it will find itsew niche as contractors for
logging site cleaning, bio-fuel production, thingimperations, lumbering,
etc. Forest lease will be held by big companiesigho This will allow
foresters to exercise better control... Duties wilbwa reducing illegal

timber export.” (P)

The quote above is a commentary of a private seepresentative about round

timber customs duties increase. The reform is asean opportunity to organise more

effective control mechanisms, thus reducing illdgaber trade.

‘Earlier, the situation was the following: there sva leased area, for which
there were at least two ‘khozyains’ [landlords]medy a leaseholder, who
carries out main fellings (rubki glavnogo polzowa), and a leskhoz, who
steals timber under the guise of improvement fgdinand often in larger
amounts than the leaseholder. So, there weresttlea khozyains, because
in reality, leskhoz could also transfer their rightsomeone else or even to

several companies at the same time.” (N)

The quote indicates that prior to the reform aatitn of several forest users on one

forest plot was common. Their activities were ppabordinated with each other, if

at all. No-one was ultimately responsible for thieole cycle of forest management.

Delegation of responsibilities to the timber indysts believed to change the
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situation, create actual centres of responsibdlity make forest users accountable for

results of their forest management.

The above quote also suggests that the reform m@yyia shift from Supreme
conditional ownership(Kirdina, 2008) to private ownership. It is inditve of the
ongoing transition to the market economy. The ogasstion remains to what extent
such core institutions (as e.g. the institutiorsgpreme conditional property) will be
replaced or retained. Are the introduced changdxetmterpreted as the crisis of the
‘razdatok’ economy (Bessonova, 2006), which foraathorities to allow more room
for alternative institutions? Is it a sign of a newerging institutional system or a
liberal form of the razdatok economy or a temporatyeat of the state to be followed
by its full-fledged return later on?

Most optimistic about the upcoming change are mepr&tives of the state sector.
Their hopes are connected with the increase ofréxpstoms duties on round timber

and development of processing capacities (S).

However, change is not only related to reform atesmeasures, but also to general

development of the economy and a shift towards ata&onomy.

‘Companies are now in new market conditions. Thejch to re-execution
of lease contracts; they start to create forestdgagencies and to protect
their forests. So, in essence, they move away fitlagal timber market.
That is, we see germs of civilized forest use.’ (S)

At the other end of the spectrum is the feelingro$tration and disappointment of
interviewees about potential change and the opittiahthe reform has destroyed the
forest management system, control over the foextbs has been lost, whereas a new

working system has not been created (P, A).

‘There is still no head of forestry sector in theaK There were ten people —
each of them would work for under a week and Idavalifferent reasons.
So now that it is time to carry out preparatory kvéor the next year, we
cannot get the necessary documents signed (theme isne to sign the

documents).’ (P)
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The interviewee expresses his concern about theilitgato organise normal
company’s functioning due to constant changes ackl df relevant civil servants

in office.

If disintegration of the state forest managemerdgtesy and reduction of state
responsibility for forests is one side of the cothe other side is changing
relationships and distribution of responsibilitibetween state bodies and private
companies. Business is given more flexibility igamisation of forestry on its lease,
but at the same time, it is obliged to carry ousstrforestry works. Under conditions
of more freedom and high risk, a significant pdrbosinesses are expected to move
into ‘grey zones(N). The reform (particularly liberalization ardecentralisation of
the sector) is expected to result in significariapgeation in the quality of logging and

forestry operations.

‘IWe] made a regional list of types of Speciallyofercted Areas (OZU),
which was based on a federal classification bub alerresponded to
regional peculiarities and goals of a ‘High Cons#éion Value Forests’
concept. This list was approved by local forestogibs as well. However,

all this has almost lost its force in view of oardst reform now.’ (N)

This commentary shows that the reform has annalteginportant achievemeat
NGOs and private sectdimplementation of the concept of High Conservation

Value Forests in Archangelsk Oblagtat was made in the past several years.

A major complaint of the private sector concerneal ieplacement of felling licences
with forest declarations. Recently, big companiswldished their own systems of
tracking timber origin. These systems were basedethimg licences. So, once this
document ceased to exist, the whole system wadypada(P). This shows the non-
linearity of the institutional development: newtihgions (such as private systems of

tracking timber origin) can be stifled by a newtstfmrest policy.

‘One cannot get a forest lease. There are no d¢eliibences. There is no data
on the new forest management and planning. Praducdites have fallen by

15-30 percent all over the country.” (P)
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This comment refers to the temporary deterioratibsituation during the transition
and reform implementation period. The intervieweesalibes difficulties with
obtaining necessary documents and information, hvlaiitects companies’ activity
and output. Another interviewee notes similar peais: civil servants have beend
overloaded with reform-related problems to looloianything elsee.g. biodiversity,
public participation, etc (N). There has been ceitin and lack of understanding
among forestry officials as tdow things are supposed to work nd®). This has
been accompanied by temporary legislative gapsrarmhsistencies (N, P). There are
issues with financial support of reorganisation tbé forest sector (N). Private
companies had to postpone their development aridicagion plans in view of the

need to adapt to new regulations (N).

However, it is not just the short-term transitioeripd that is looked at with
scepticism by interviewees. The reform is said #@veh caused an increase in
paperwork, rather than real change on the groundThere is a strong feeling that
despite all official innovations, nothing (or notiah) is going to change as a result of
the current forest reform, e.g. business is unjikel receive more support from the
state than it has had before (P). New regulatioeshat expected to be any closer to
targets and norms suggested by NGOs, as they heee twritten by the old
generation of foresters, who were educated in tweeBsystem and are not interested
in changing the system (N). The new legislatiorsagd to give no room for such

innovations as model forests (A).

The reformed forest management system is expectegturn to its status quo after a
while: ‘Even if they destroy leskhozes, they will haveetbore this system later;..
‘“We shall go back to the old, most liR&R).

‘In reality, there is no reform. Well, leskhozes reiesupposed to be
removed, but they still have not been removed. $ame people make
decisions in lesnichestvos. Of course, these peaifiistill try to make sure
leskhozes (well, one can rename them into jointksttompanies) retain
their rights and receive budget money. They willttr do their best so that
leskhozes win all tenders for all forestry actedti— fire fighting, forest

plantation, etc. Of course, leskhozes will be stding it inefficiently and
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one will still close one’s eyes on this, becauss ibur people’ who do it.'

(N)

The above quote suggests that informal ties ardopneant in the sector and to a
great extent determine how the sector functionssprective of changing formal
institutions. Other interviewees from the non-goweental and state sectors also
believe that the current reform will have only anor impact on the informal
institutional system of the forest sector. Accogdio a state representative (S), as
previous reforms of Russian forest sector showedgspective of whether
administrative (forest management) and economigg(iay) functions (leskhoz and
lespromkhoz) are officially separated or not, oa ¢fnound, functions are carried out
according to the actual skills of people employgdeskhoz and lespromkhoz:

‘In practice it is as follows: everyone is doing atbver they are good at. If
someone studied for forest protection, forest reggtion and tending of
forest, and if they worked in an organisation likes, then they would carry

on like this, despite legislative changes.’ (S)

Another interviewee (A) goes even further to suggleat the reform is unlikely to
notably affect forest management because of stableuption in the forest
management civil service and consequently poor damge with regulations. So, the
situation is not expected to deteriorate even é@ifteralisation and weakening control
in the forest, as the previously existing systers Ib@en far from impeccable and has
been held up largely by informal institutions.

Similarly, in the opinion of several NGO represénts, the effect of increased
export duties on round wood in the Far East wiNéha significantly lesser extent
than expected by policy-makers. The first reasothad the Chinese industry has a
strong interest in Russian raw timber and will #iere take measures to ensure the
supply of Russian timber (potentially through sdies for import, or building
sawing facilities in Russia, or bribing local autiies in Russian rural areas).

‘There are plenty of back-ways around export dutmsnty of options for
the state and business to get their way round k- thvé help of the Chinese.
Customs officers have been saying this. There w#l a drop in
exportation... But life will start to find back-wsy (N)
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Among other reasons for such expectations are: néwly introduced formal
institutions, while processed by the officialdome alistorted, which nullifies the
effect of the reform on the ground (S); the state hot created the necessary business
environment (e.g., wood processing capacities) development of new informal

institutions (P).

5.4 Costs and Consequences of the Forest Reform

5.4.1 Costs of the Forest Reform

Re-execution of lease contracts, along with reagi@ll planning documents and the
beginning of realisation of a number of new resgulises, has been a costly and
complicated process for lease holders, particulimtysmall local companies, which
operate on a separate village or settlement sdake to remoteness of administrative
centres, lack of competent lawyers and overall leicknformation about the current
reform). Some new contracts contain provisions #natabsurd and do not introduce
any innovations. Thus, according to the forest deasntract between the lessor
Federal State Institution ‘Sosnovetskiy leskhozd dhe leasee joint stock company
Segezhskiy pulp-and-paper plant as of 15 May 20@tuge 6.2.32), the leaseholder is
obliged to ‘carry out together with the lessor wdhry forest certification in
accordance with the procedure prescribed by lawsweler, this procedure is not
prescribed by law. Civil servants neither commenthmw this clause should be
implemented, nor agree to any kind of cooperatioith whe company. So,
expectations of some private companies are thateruadrrent conditions (namely,
very poor available forest resources (in the Ndktbstern part of Russia) and very
poor quality, but at the same time high price @npihg material that companies buy
from leskhozes) many companies may start to abatidonleases, because the price
of one cubic meter of standing crop is already @ighan in Finland (P).

So, it is mostly small companies and their emplsyedo have been paying the

highest price for this reform.

A number of issues related to implementation ofrdferm (as described by regional
civil servants) refer to the federal level of fdresanagement and management of

financial flows.
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‘The new Forest Code delegates powers for foreshagement to
Khabarovsk Krai. The main problem that impedes etien of delegated
powers (execution of powers is supposed to beethout on the account of
federal money, i.e. subventions) is that the amafirallowed subventions
makes up only 30 percent of what is needed. Thenet enough money for

fire fighting and for forestry works...” (S)

Representatives of state and non-state sectorgsxphneir concerns about delayed
transfer of subsidies from the federal to regidnalgets, which impedes enforcement
of the reform at the regional and local level, a&dl\&s normal functioning of regional

forest management bodies (S, N).
Institutional Costs

Re-execution of lease contracts is seen by nos-atdbrs not just as an extra expense
or a threat to their activity, but also as a leggadi way to redistribute forest
resources (P), thus making the reform institutionalisatiasf illegal activities.
Besides, the new lease contracts are said to coatamumber of dbviously illegal

provisions, especially if the company (leasee) does notdstgon its rights (P).

Another major cost of the reform is believed todigintegration of the state forest
management system (S, N). The unified professiftamakt fire protectiorsystem has
been disintegrating. Until recentligrest fire protection was carried out practicatly
full by state forestry bodies in Russia. In deng®pulated areas with well-developed
road network, fire-fighting arrangement and fogasttection, detection and extinction
of forest fires were carried out mainly by leskhezorests in sparsely populated and
hardly accessibly areas were protected from fiseslibisions of the unified federal
structure Avialesokhrana[Agency for Air Forest Protection]. The same stue
provided, to a great extent, fire fighting of larggale or particularly dangerous fires.
When the new Forest Code was adoptadialesokhranawas divided between
regions and fell apart into numerous independerd @dten non-viable) fragments. In
2007, there was no possibility for forest fire fightingopection operation between
regions (N). In March 2008, the law on the federal budgets amended, so some
stand-by funds on the federal level for fire figigtiwere restored. However, the
ability for projection operations of qualified f@s between regions in a centralised
way has not been restored yet. And while the statesystem has been liquidated,
144



private leaseholderfiave not accumulated the experience or resourcesssary to

put out large-scale forest fireS).

The reform, with its numerous transformations si@80 and a dramatic reduction of
state forestry agencies, is argued to have causgdage loss of professionalism

skills and knowledge of forestry officials (N).

‘Competent experts leave forestry bodies. Usuallyis process is
irreversible, because very few come to replace thEirst, because of
kumovshchina [nepotism] and similar things, i.ethire only their friends.
Secondly, only few agree to work on such conditiomsen you are not a
human being, but a mechanism, and you are told telda.’ (N)

Lack of professionalism in state structures leamlsnimerous problems, such as
mistakes in legal documents, illogic, excessiveicaidm, inconsistency, lack of
consideration of existing practicks Russian forest management and relationships in

the forest sector (N).
Social Cost

The forest sector in Russia and the USSR hasitadily been of considerable social

importance. It was second largest employer of rmpoplulation (after agriculture), and

in some taiga regions it was even the largest eygploNhen the USSR fell apart,

there were about 2.1 million employees in the fosestor (N). Since the break-up of
the Soviet Union, the number of employees in thredbsector has been constantly,
although irregularly, decreasing, which was relat®@ sharp decline in production

output and forestry works (in the early 1990s)wadl as to the large-scale technical
upgrade of the sector. By 2006, the number of meepiployed in the forest sector,
reached about one million, one quarter of who veen@loyed in various state forestry
bodies (A).

Concerns about recently increased unemployment rel@ed to technological
advances and increasing efficiency in the sectgr (Moreover, redistribution of
forest leases in the interests of bigger forestinesses and the increased
responsibility of private companies are expectedaase further job cuts, especially

in smaller regions. Small companies, which tendb® effective in terms of
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employment but not efficient as businesses, arédeltved to be able to survive the
reform, causing severe social problems (P, N). Keyulations are expected to cause
a lot of small and medium-size companies to stogirtloperations or to go

underground (move into the illegal sector) (N, Bhanges are believed to be
implemented at a very fast pace, and the new ksl is believed to increase the

unemployment growth rate by two to three times (N).

Unemployment involves not just employees of thevaig sector, but also local

forestry state organisations, which have been itedta

‘Those two hundred thousand forest sector emplotfe#svere handed over
to the regions are not needed in such quantitys ploblem has existed for
a long time, namely that there were too many foyesimployees, but no
budget money to support them. So, there was aiquneSbw one could

dismiss them. This is why they were simply shovéfdt@ the regions —

effectively fired, at least most of them.” (N)

Large-scale dismissal of forestry employees is Hotmncause a number of further
social and environmental issues, such as a growgpoaching and illegal logging,
particularly in remote areas with no employmergralatives (A).

The cost of reform is believed to be particularlghhnot for big business or civil
servants of the federal level, but for the locgbydation and local employees of the
forest sector. The cost is regarded as practipatiibitive for small and middle-size
forestry companies (who bear the burden of so@apansibility) in view of the

implemented reforms on the basis of the new F@esdk.

Legislative changes raised not only the issue gileyment, but also that of restricted
access to essential forest resourcepdqulation.Free access to forests was officially

retained in the new legislation. Nevertheless glagose several issues.

‘Of course, there are very frightening things i thew Forest Code. For
instance, if |1 decide to lease a piece of forestniy apiary site, | would
need to go through a very complicated procedureh@tsame time, a big
company like Rimbunan Hijau will be able to get iace of forest even

without an auction (auction is not obligatory fag investors).” (N)
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The interviewee is concerned about the unfairnessfooest distribution
procedures: rules for forest use by the local pajmut are said to be more

complicated than those for big industrial investhpmojects.

‘In order to obtain the right to cut some trees fice wood, a citizen from
say Samarga or some Agzu settlement will have fmealpto executive
authorities in Vladivostok, the city with regioretecutive authority offices,
and he will have to travel to Vladivostok. This asrequirement of the

federal law.’ (S)

The quote shows concern about the rules for olotgifelling licenses for household
purposes and excessive centralization of forestagement.

As the above quotes demonstrate, these issueg@gnized equally by NGOs and
representatives of state agencies. It is admittedl the new forest legislation has
significantly restricted and complicated accessrwhl population to vital forest

resources, first and foremost to firewood and tinfoe small-scale construction and
maintenance works, and non-timber forest resourtes processing and sale

(mushrooms, berries, etc).

Despite the high cost of reform for all key papemts of the forest sector, their
concerns are not voiced accordingly, the only ree&neption being a massive wave
of protest from forestry employees and regionahauities as a reaction to the first
draft of the Forest Code (N). The discontent withg@ng changes and such
consequences as the lowering status of leskhotes ddlegation of powers to the
regional level; loss of jobs and other social iss(8), finds reflection mostly in

‘hidden discourses’ (Scott, 1990). Not just privatempanies, but also local civil

servants express their concerns about the stadendfS). However, these concerns

and critique of official policies tend to be voiceda non-public social space.
5.4.2 Consequences of the Forest Reform
Rise of Environmentalism?

The environmental aspect of the new legislation assessed differently by

interviewees.

147



‘| think that Russian legislation is changing foetbetter. Thus, a Strategy
for conservation of rare and extinct species has lagproved at the level of

the Ministry of Natural Resources.’ (N)

The interviewee notes a certain ‘greening’ of statest policy and legislation. The

awareness of biodiversity issues has been growing.

New regulations provide for the possibility of bieersity conservation and
protection of low-disturbed forests. For examplegvipusly, companies would be
fined for leaving groups of trees on the logginte §as a method of biodiversity
conservation), now the new legislation provideopportunity for leaving groups of
trees on the plot (P). National legislation ancesuare believed to have become less
rigid, allowing more flexibility for forest userg.g. when choosing environmentally-

friendly technologies (N).

‘Despite all drawbacks of the Code and transiti@niqul (not everything
goes smoothly yet), the Forest Code overall toeshiige forest users to do
the jobs they should be doing, namely forest ptaiecand regeneration,
rational forest use, etc on their leases. So,nmeout that the leaseholder
undertakes a commitment (according to the leasetramih to work

essentially within the framework of certificatiorfS)

The quote shows that there is a trend towards pasidion of the new legislation
and FSC requirements (international standards).n@ds in forest legislation,
such as granting more responsibility to leaseheldere regarded as the

harmonisation of national laws with internationatms.

‘When the majority of the rural population eitheonked for the timber
sector or was in some other way dependent on tbesganies, people
mostly closed their eyes to the devastation offtihests taking place. Now
that the economic ties between the majority ofrthral population and the
timber industry have been disrupted, the activet pérthe population
(usually not a very large one) is not willing anyma to put up with the
situation where remnants of valuable forests disappand villages and

settlements are still left in poverty.” (N)
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The increasing unemployment is expected to cogelath possible changes in
attitudes towards devastating timber harvestingriggies. A change in attitude
to forest resources and a turn towards environrhéhitaking is expected as a
consequence of, possibly, weakened (as an outcdmtheo forest reform)

economic ties between the population and the forest

These changes demonstrate that despite a strongi@pendence of the law-making
process, there is room for institutional innovasioBespite the persistent ‘razdatok’
centralised economy, some areas are released freratate control. As Bessonova
(2006, 2008) would argue, these are just areasepatsent no interest for the state or
that such liberalization occurs during periodsrdis and deteriorated state capability
(which could refer to the current situation).

‘One often says that concerning conservation or-disturbed forests,
biodiversity, etc, FSC criteria do not accord wille Russian legislation.
This is not true. They absolutely correspond to federal Russian
legislation — all these approaches, requiremends,fAeand what they do not
correspond to is departmental normative acts, |ghdarvesting Rules,
Rules for Allotment and Inspection of Forest Pl¢pavila otvoda |

osvidetelstvovaniya lesosek), Sanitary Rules (aamye pravila), and Rules

for Improvement Cutting (pravila rubok uhoda).” (N)

The quoted NGO leader argues that environmenttildine forest legislation is
challenged not by major federal laws, but rathermbgrnal contradictions within
the Russian legal system. The reason for this ejsarcy is that these
departmental documents were written long time agw respective norms of
forest use have become entrenched as everydayicegacA change of these
formal institutions has started (e.g. new Harvestules), however, it happens
slowly (N).

‘In principle, these [Harvesting] rules contain mgpossibilities now for
biodiversity conservation on different levels. Hwsg as always, | see a
big pitfall here. | am afraid that in the Russiaality, our loggers will
understand this as follows: ‘Well, this is what de not need, something
rotten and doty, overmature and commercially noiaetive, so we shall
leave this for biodiversity..." (P)

149



The quote shows that concerns relate not only we-ntaking, but also to
implementation of introduced innovations. The iniewee expressed an opinion
that even such positive legislative changes cad keanegative effectand
deterioration of environmental situation due totipaftarities of implementation

in Russian conditions.

Informal institutions, namely underdevelopment ofvieonmental thinking (forest
perceived as purely an economic resource) in comdit of poor control and
liberalisation in the forest sector are believedptesent a serious challenge to
environmentalistic changes of the legislation. Bgrthe current period of transition
and development of the Russian forest capital, splamtation of international
standards and institutions requires particular ioautThere is a feeling (N) of a
backwards movement in terms of environmentalismreasing threat to protective
forests, expanding opportunities for commercial giog and growing

commercialisation of the sector.
Change in Power Relations?

NGO interviewees argue that the reform has notditbany significant changes to
power relations in the sector. Thus, decentrabrats regarded adictitious, as it

implies delegation of obligations and duties, rati@n rights and power to regional
authorities (N). Only some forestry service propemd employees were transferred
to the regions (N). These changes do not diminigh resemblance to the Soviet

system.

‘All money [forest revenues] goes upwards, to thdefal budget. Money
from the federal budget is distributed in the foofmsubventions among
constituent entities of the Russian Federationidgss the allocated money
does not depend on how much they received froncdmstituent entity. |

mean, there is a technique to calculate it, butebnique is of Soviet and
egalitarian type. There is no connection with éfcy of forestry in each
particular region. So, regions have no financialtivadion for raising

efficiency of their forestry sectors. They havelanpghow much they have to

collect. But again, it is the old Soviet plannedtsyn.’ (N)
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The quote shows that financial levers are in thedbaf federal authorities, and funds

of regional forestry bodies depend on the centrallyle decisions.

Moreover, a new scheme of payment for forest ressuwas introduced, whereby the
authority to fix the coefficient for payment forrést resources was taken from
regional level and passed to the federal levebrRo the reform, minimal fees for
forest lease were fixed by federal government. Hawethere were the so called
regional rates, and regional budgets had the righteceive funds that could be
collected in addition to the rates fixed by thedied government. In the course of the
reform, the right to fix this scaling-up coeffictehas been taken from regional

authorities and given to the executive federal biedgleskhoz (S).

So, financial control after adoption of the newiségion has continued to be shaped
by institutions that bear a strong resemblance hi® $oviet system of forest
management, namely institutions of redistributidmeve the state plays the dominant
role, vertical hierarchical authority (Kirdina, 280and institutions ofrazdacha’
(deal-out) andsdacha’(tribute to the ruler) (Bessonova, 2006). Theestasters the
dependant’s psychology and the ‘give me’ syndroBesgonova, 2006).

The legislative level of forest sector managemsmontrolled by federal authorities:
all laws and most normative acts (including thesotmat shape industrial, large-scale

forest use) are designed at the federal level (N).

‘Regions are allowed some law-making, but it is mhanorms concerning
forest use by individuals, i.e. for household neddigwever, it is a very

small share of norms, and it concerns mostly misgues.’ (N)

After the redistribution of powers, the specifyiofyspecies that are not allowed to be
harvested belongs only to the federal authorifRegjional logging restrictions or bans
for certain tree species (such as linden in Khalskr@and Primorsky Krais) were
lifted (N).

‘The system of lesnichestvos, new bodies of foreahagement, has to be
agreed upon by the federal level. The heads ottktsictures also have to
be approved by the federal level.” (N)
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Thus, administrative control is also in the handsfealeral civil servants, as
candidates for important governing posts have toaperoved by federal

authorities.

So, delegation of forest management powers togg@mal level has to a great extent
been fictitious. All actual levers of forest managmt (financial, legislative and
administrative) have remained in the hands of fdauthorities. The institutional
system has remained dominated by informal path g institutions.

The main right delegated to the regional level wesright to allocate forest leases
for felling. It is not clear how it can be guarasdethat governors are interested in
sustainable forest management. There is a conbBrthét they will be interested in
allocating as much forest as possible for leaseian@lling as much as possible.
There is a concern that goals related to long-teustainability, quality of water,
recreational space for population, developmentpaicglly protected natural areas
and tourism will shift to the background.

Consequences of the attempt to decentralise foreahagement have been

metaphorically summarised by an NGO representative:

‘I would compare this with the situation before Rkation in Russia — with
a typical image of a stingy landlord, who lives swhere in Moscow or St.
Petersburg, but has an estate, which is run bgwastl. So, he says to his
steward: ‘Your every step has to be agreed with Amel you have to give
every earned kopec [penny] to me. Later, | willgably give the same very
kopec back to you for your essential needs.” Sa¢heé management model.
Such steward is just a nominal steward. He justwes the will of his
khozyain [landlord]. The same has happened withrég@ns now.’ (N)

The above mentioned specificity of the decentréibraprocess in the Russian forest
sector and the lack of change in power relatioesaar obstacle for the development
of such informal institutions as a sense of resipditg in civil servants. Since
regional governors are appointed from Moscow arel ‘ar continuation of the
executive vertically (N), they remain largely unaccountable to locapplation,
which means that consequences of decentralizatienlilkely to be arbitrary and
depend heavily on central authorities. The atteatptlecentralization is likely to
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result in just new formalities but leave the fundamals of the unitary political
order (e.g., governing positions are filled by appoiem) (Kirdina, 2008) (and

accompanying informal institutions) unchanged.

Legal Nihilism

The new Russian forest legislation is describedndiscate, messy, contradictory and
difficult to implemerit ‘obviously hostile to individuals, first and forerhds the
rural populatioi and aimed at securing convenience for civil servants when
handling individuals or companiesather than conservation of forests or securing
convenience for local population. All this is bekel to shape a negative attitude of
the population towards forest laws and rules, dt ageA steadfast reluctance to live
according to these rules and regulations (i.e.llagalism): ‘people are concerned
not so much about finding a way to comply withrtbe law, but rather about finding

a way to avoid the laWN).

Among provided examples was a situation with felliicences, when regional
authorities had to violate the new law and issukngelicences, so that the logging
activities did not stop (N). Similarly, regional tharities had to break the law and
define the procedure for re-execution of leasereoid themselves (it was supposed
to be done by federal bodies, not the regional pnésen the federal bodies failed to
do this in time. In some situations, due to alkthdifficulties, companies had to work

during certain periods of time without any legatdments justifying their activities.

Another example of laws being observed only torsage extent was when a number
of forest management powers were delegated toetierral level. Due to legislative
mistakes (oneforgot to provide financing for forest management in imgmad
Oblast, Koryaksi and Nenetski Autonomous Okrugsgional bodies could not start
executing their powers, so the old forest managéiasies had to do the job, despite

the fact that it was not legal any more (N).

So, the reform is expected to have a substantigi-term institutional effect, namely

development of legal nihilism as the basis of refethips in the forest sector.

Regional Differences

Interviewees emphasize that consequences of therefiffer across the country.
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‘Polarization of businesses and regions is unawmédn a small number of
regions, the situation is likely to become evendyethan it is now. Some
advanced regions with a lot of competent experis lvei able to become
even better under conditions of more administratvel legal freedom.

However, in most other regions, the situation #tome even worse.’ (N)

Expected disparities are explained through indiaidraits of regional leaders:

‘In Khabarovsk Krai, management [administratiorutherities] is different.

In Primorye, authorities come from criminal circlg®)

Consequences of decentralization and delegati@@éin powers to the regions are
perceived as ambiguous. One of the reasons foreconis financial disparities
between regions (S). Some interviewees are comntethat regions will adopt
different models of forest management, and somtéhe&h may cut down on forest
management expenses and thus leave forests urexttés

Conclusion

The focus of the chapter has been on the statet{nend side of Figure 1) as a major
actor in the Russian forest sector, and on thecieffeat past practices have on the
actions of the state today (the top part of FiglikeThe chapter has discussed major
incentives, tools, process, costs and expectedeqgaesces of the forest reform. The
major changes introduced are: decentralisation d&beralisation of forest
management systems and the development of markations in the sector.
Introduced measures triggered a process of fulesammercialisation of the forest
sector with the state partly withdrawing its resgbility for environmental
protection. Commercialisation of the sector com@ineith a weak tradition of
environmental thinking (forests being perceivedresely an economic resource) and
poor control appear to present a challenge to isadti® development of the forest
sector. Therefore, during the current period ohgrigon and accumulation of the
Russian forest capital, transplantation of inteomal standards and institutions
requires particular caution. Because of this, malficonclusions can yet be made

about environmental consequences of the reform.
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The chapter showed that despite a strong path-depee of the law-making process,
there is room for institutional innovations. Altlghu most departmental documents
were written a long time ago and respective norhifsrest use became entrenched as
everyday practices, a change of formal institutitvas started. The analysis has
shown that the reform may facilitate a shift fromtlpdependent to new, often
imported institutions (such as ‘supreme conditioaainership’ (Kirdina, 2008) to
private ownership). This change often occurs witthea framework of the ongoing
transition to the market economy. Despite the pwt¥st ‘razdatok’ centralised
economy, some areas are released from the stai®Icés Bessonova (2006, 2008)
would argue, these are a few areas that represeinterest for the state, and certain
liberalization occurs during periods of crisis aheteriorated state capability. At the
same time, the emerging environmental shift indiegjion is challenged by internal
contradictions of the Russian legal system, podoreament of rules, ongoing
liberalisation of the forest sector and persistimfgrmal institutions. The chapter has
provided several examples of coexisting and clashiaw’ (e.g. certification, private
systems of tracking timber origin, etc) and ‘tramhtl’ (centralised and intransparent
system of decision-making; unaccountability of awitihes to the local population;
perception of forests, etc) institutions as well iasonsistent and non-linear
development of the forest sector. It showed howtagerinnovative institutions
introduced by non-state actors are stifled by ttegesforest policy. The newly
developed institutions of free market and imporitestitutions of sustainable forest
management are embedded in a fundamentally ditfes&ongly entrenched system
of path-dependent institutions that are based wih sgrvants as dominant decision-

makers.

The chapter has discussed the development of iadomstitutions, such as legal
nihilism as a basis of relationships in the foresttor. It revealed how legislative
shortcomings shape common practices and the longtestitutional system. Laws
are argued to be inconsistent, too radical andetbsr sometimes impossible to
implement. Being radical, laws stumble over implatagon problems and therefore
result in no significant positive change on theugmd. Some of the non-state actors
admit that they do not acknowledge the legalitystaite forest policies. All of this
facilitates development of neglectful attitude twland impairs law obedience.

Actors therefore turn to informal institutions thaduld allow them to decrease the

155



costs. This raises questions about consequencie aéform, extent and quality of

actual institutional transformations.

There has been a redistribution of duties and sigitongst participants of the forest
sector, with the state retaining its dominant posit The federal authorities have
strengthened their position as ultimate decisiolkar®a The open question remains to
what extent such core institutions (as e.g. theituit®n of supreme conditional
property) will be replaced or retained. Are theoduced changes to be interpreted as
the crisis of the ‘razdatok’ economy (Bessonova)&0which forced authorities to
allow more room for alternative institutions? Isisign of a new institutional system?
A liberal form of the razdatok economy? Or is gtja temporary retreat of the state to
be followed by its full-fledged return later on? €Fd are still signs that the new
introduced institutions become embedded into a Stracture of ‘traditional’ rules
and norms, such as the common rules of rule-makirige Russian society and the
exceptional position of the state in this regardgta set of rules’ (Ostrom, 2005)).
Privileges and resources are largely distributeuph administrative decisions,
showing the persistence of the redistributive eoonowhere the ultimate (and

arbitrary) decision maker is a state official.

The above analysis has shown that state and nts-atéors have come to bear
different ‘costs’ in the course of the reform. Nstate and the least protected actors
pay the highest price. The reform is regarded &sohto serve private interests of
civil servants, who are closely related to big hass and real estate development.
The applied analytical approach was borrowed fraitelovich (1999), who used the
concept ‘costs of institutional transformation’ é&plain ‘institutional lock-ins’, i.e.
persistence of ineffective institutions. The abarelysis also corresponds to the
framework suggested in (Becker and Ostrom, 1993yo@s 2005): institutional
change is explained through the relations betwexors the natural resource, the
distributional effects of new (post-reform) rulesdaheir relation to the ‘meta-rules’.
As the recent experience and enforcement of thentgcadopted legislation show,
revolutionary measures contradict the path-depdndestitutional structure of
Russian society (also discussed in Hedlund, 20@ss@&nova, 2006; Kirdina, 2008)
and the forest sector in particular. This meang #mrenched institutions of the

‘prevailing matrix’ (Kirdina, 2008: 3) may nullifghe effects of the reform, as the
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institutional matrix to a significant extent pretelenines the path of the social

evolution.

The chapter revealed that there is no consensusgautors concerning the best way
of modernization of the forest sector. Legislataesigned by state agencies tends to
be inconsistent and in parts radical. Non-staterutwees tend to argue in favour of

the evolutionary path of development.
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CHAPTER SIX: MODEL FORESTS AND FOREST CERTIFICATION

6.1 Model Forests

Model forests in Russia are long-term regional goty aimed at improvement in the
quality of forest management and effectivenessooésf usé and ‘based on
partnership and interaction of stakeholde(Polozhenie ob..., 2007: 1). Currently,
there are five major model forests in Russia: Ga&simodel forest (Khabarovsk
Krai), Pskov model forest (Pskov Oblast), modelestr‘Priluz’'ye’ (Republic of
Komi), Kologrivsky model forest (Kostroma Oblastnd Kovdozersky model forest
(Murmansk Oblast).

6.1.1 Drivers of model forests

As an interviewee in the North-West of Russia nptdte ones who are really
interested in the project are timber compahi@$). They consider model forests
as a tool that may help thento‘avoid fines imposed by leskhdzesen
companies attempt to comply with international &bng requirements that may
contradict Russian law (P). The special status afdeh territory gives an
‘opportunity to live according to slightly differelaws than everyone else in the
forest sectdrand to circumvent Russian law, e.g. to leave hehkey habitats
behind on the logging sites (P).

Some model areas, organised by private companmwe sthe purpose of
experimenting with forestry methods (e.g., finallifg with consideration of
environmental factors) and developing intensivesbuse techniques (P).

‘In the Soviet time, leskhozes and lespromkhozesndit have such model
plots on their territories. And now, that the UPMshcome, ever more
attention is given to this.” (P)

As the quote indicates, development of model ferast closely related to
international companies (UPM in this case) andrtlestry into the Russian
market. In particular, this process is believedéotriggered bycertification (in
order to conserve biodiversity and use forests sustainable wayyand ‘certain

corporate requirementgP).
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Other stakeholders have also contributed to pranaif model forests in Russia.

‘During the last seven-eight years, WWF approadtatke structures for the
first time with the idea to create a model foresPskov Oblast. And at the

same time, one launched a model forest projecioimikK (N)

New international non-governmental entrants toRbssian forest sector (such as
WWEF) and newly established Russian NGOs (the Siha&iga in the case of
Komi model forest) have started to play a role Wit ideato demonstrate what
an intensive and sustainable forestry in Russianid how it can be implemented

in practicé (N).

Interviewees mentioned the initiative of the siatéy in the case of Gassinski model
forest (A, N). There, the idea of model forests vedso borrowed from abroad
(Canada), where it emerged as a response to camspad environmental
organisations against destructive forest cutting (A

‘Does the Model Forest Network help you in any way®y just reimburse
our travel expenses to meetings. And apart from o, it does not help.’

(A)

This quote indicates that the work on model forestsagmented, and there is little
cooperation even between those model forest stédkeisovho are supposed to unite

the efforts.

Another interviewee describes his experience withilad model forest project in
Chuguyevsky Rayon in the late 1990s: despite avtlaof foreign funding and
participation of local administration and othertstagencies,local companies
work with China and are not interested in sustalealorest use(N). Thus, the
interviewee suggests that there are actors whootl@aavocate development of
model forests due to certain market conditions availability of economically

more attractive opportunities.

According to the interviewees, the main driversnobdel forests are private
companies, NGOs, and the state. The efforts oktpesticipating forces are not

always combined.
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6.1.2 The idea of model forests
Stakeholders have various ideas about model fotbgis purposes and potential.

‘This means organising forestry according to Westeatterns and going

away from Russian requirements.’” (P)

The above quoted interviewee from the European glRussia perceives model
forests as a Russian adaptation of the Scandinavael of intensive forest use. He
notes thatWesternforestry methods are baseoh’ a more democratic approach, on
getting profits and minimising expensewhereas the Russian systermnas still
remained of the Soviet kin@P). It shows the readiness of some stakeholbensake

further steps towards market economy and demoatiatisof society.

A director of a model forest in the Far East ddmmtithe model forest aa territory

where one tests a management moaiedl where'a managing company has to unite
interests of different partie¢forest users, game and fishing husbandriesgambus

people, etc) — with an aim teconomically secure everyone working in this region
to put an end to illegal activities in the foreatigoreserve or restore biodiversity (A).
The interviewee (A) did not mention techniques rikensive forest use, which may
have reflected the irrelevance of Scandinavianstoydechnologies in the Far Eastern

part of Russia.

The above guotes indicate that opinions vary ntt aoross regions, but also across
sectors. Private companies put more emphasis ormeooial value and profit-
making. However, NGOs also see goals of model fergs making it Viable for
business to invest into forest settand ‘improve the quality of forests shape the
structure of the forest to make it more valuabletimber business(N). Thus, the
business-oriented discourse is characteristic &h INGOs and the private sector.
NGOs expect model forests to bring new technolodegs‘intensive sustainable
model of forest manageménincluding new methods of evaluation of forest
resources, methods of economic planning of forest lbogging technologies (N).
Representatives of the private sector refer to iinfodests as a potentidirik between

science, technology and productidR).
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Interviewees (private, state and NGOs) see thesgufanodel forests in local socio-
economic development of communitieso ‘achieve growth of revenue of local
population (A); to provide alternative employment opportues, e.g. eco-tourism; to
provide ‘social stability (N); ‘to support settlements financially, and also degvelo

them culturally (P).

An employee of the state-initiated model forestcdesd purposes of the model

forest in the following way:

‘The aim of our institute is further education amdining in the area of
ecology, environmental protection, use of natueaburces... <Do you offer
any courses on sustainable forestry practices dtipurpose forest use?>

Yes, we teach everything that is in the Forest C¢é¢

So, the interviewee explained his understandinthefmodel forest as an institution
that offered the same services as Soviet educétiostetutions. There was a lack of
understanding with the interviewee on several isqsech as the example above).
The interviewee tried to show compliance with statgulations and adherence to law.
However, the interviewee seemed to be not famwiah concepts of international

forest management.

Another interviewee described model forests as npieiéy a form of green

extremisr

‘One should not make a single strict resezappvednikout of Primorsky
Krai... Of course | support model forests, but ameuld not overdo it.
There are logging techniques that facilitate foregeneration. Why should

we ban forest logging?’ (A)

The interviewee expressed a cautious view on mindests. He perceived them
as superfluous and unnecessary as there alreadgnareonmentally-friendly
forestry methods. Moreover, he noted that existuigs provide guidance for

‘unconventional loggirigand, thus, legal framework for sustainable fanest

‘During the last five years, foresters pillaged fbeest under the guise of
this unconventional logging. The problem is not bates, but that we

cannot control their implementation.’ (A)
161



The interviewee expressed concern that poor lawreament affected realisation of
even most sensible ideas and caused their distoaimml abuse in practice which

caused his scepticism about the potential of mfmiekts.
A representative of the state sector commentedantehforests as follows:

‘In general, it does not comply with our rules... D final felling (ubki
glavnogo polzovaniyathey usually leave some trees on the site... Bist t

is breakaway from our rules.’ (S)

The quote indicates that model forests are als@epsyd as a deviation from
legitimate rules and as something alien. Thus tweelast quotes show trust in and

almost monopolistic legitimacy of state designeglitations.

The head of the Forest Programme of the Amur brah®WF Russia expressed

doubt about the possibility of realization of motlelest projects in Russia.

‘Unfortunately, | do not know a single case, atstem the third world,
which we are part of, where public participationries.’ (N)

The interviewee showed disbelief in the future oblc participation and democracy
in forest management. Moreover, he referred to i@slesmodel forest (the only
existing official model forest in the Russian Faasf as rmerely a feed box
(kormushka) for certain circles and organisatibrsl), namely for academia and
researchers. He noted that no significant resalt® lbeen achieved and nothing new
implemented in Gassinski model forest, and theegotoprovided ground only for
‘para-scientifi¢ research projects.

‘Pskov Model Forest is basically a return to thei8bsystem, because one
introduces rigid regulations again (for examplewHar from watercourses

one is allowed to cut), but on smaller territomesv.’ (P)

This observation of a private-sector interviewedigates that Russian model forests
are considered to be a return to the Soviet-likaitutions, namely to excessive
regimentation. It shows that model forests mayvitl into the available intellectual

tradition and the path-dependent institutional exystof the forest sector. The

historical predominance of top-down forest manageémabundant regulations and

162



existence of ‘model’ structures in various areassetio-economic life leave their

mark on the perception and implementation of méatelsts in Russia.

6.1.3 Consequences of model forests

New regional regulations have been developed mafforestation, logging,
improvement cutting, and conservation plannjragid the legal status of such projects
changed, e.g. the Pskov model forest was officiatignowledged at the level of the

federal Ministry of Natural Resources (N).

Model forest projects includednventory checks of flora and faunamonitoring of
biodiversity, respective changes in logging practices, andcamiggation of wildlife

reserves, which resulted in improvement in the iguaf the forest fund (A).

Various new forms of engagement with the local pafon have emerged: public
hearings, consultations, discussions about whatigortant and necessary for them
(N), and forest clubs (A).

‘One tries to combine a model of more or less isiten forestry with
interests of the local population. To take intocaot interests of villagers,
where they gather berries and pick mushrooms,te&r requirements to

preserve some forests that are valuable for th@).’

The quote indicates that model forests are seenfemmework for consideration of

cultural, recreational, ecological and economierliests of the local population.

‘Everyone learned that one cannot conserve biosityeif there is no united
effort (if state forestry bodies and other stakdbat act separately).’ (A)

The above cited interviewee suggests that modektsy in order to reach their goals,
require cooperation not only with local populatibat also importantly with state
agencies. How successful have model forests bedavieloping public participation

and building partnerships?

‘The main thing that we failed to achieve was ouairmgoal, namely

partnership and public participation in naturabrese management.’ (A)
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Among the reasons fofdilure, interviewees listed the lack of legal mechanidors

public participation and th&Russian mentality(A).

‘Of course, it is difficult for us to understand @ur thinking §oznaniy®is
different. For example, when we have public heariagd someone makes a
presentation, there are neither debates nor anystiqne after the
presentation... Our people are passive, and evegytimappens very
quietly.” (P)

The idea of multi-stakeholder natural resource rgameent is believed to be common
to international practices but new and alien to fRessian mentality, which

complicates the development of model forests inskRus

Gassinski model forest is said tbave failed to develop the idea of its long-term
sustainable existenctbecause its presidentdntrolled the money and did not install
a democratic system of model forest managen(@htlts participants were pursuing
their personal, rather than common interests amele trying to snatch as much
money as possibl¢P). Strong dependence on irregular funding aveh&ual lack of
financial resources predetermined the outcome @fptioject. bnce they have eaten
up the grant, the project was oVéN).

Model forests are said to be opposed by the stat€develop only to the extent to
which one succeeds to avoid the everyday controlstafe forestry bodies’
‘Everything that is created under immediate supgoni of state forestry bodies
perishes. (N). The belief in ‘state capacity’ (Skocpol, 1®8and trust to the state is
very low. Civil servants are believed to resistraes: theydo not understand most
innovationg ‘are simply not familiar with those things that hdeen long perceived
as a norm in countries with developed forestry -e do their isolatioh (N), and
‘hardly understand practical issueg¢N). Interviewees are concerned that civil
servants mayfalsify or simplify the idea of model forests and ignore its social o
environmental components (N). There is a trend tds/dbureaucratisatioh and
unification of the system of model forests in Ragsw (A):

‘When a decision was made that the Rosleskhoz wmaldage the Russian
network of model forests, everything started tabsessed according to the
same criteria and principles.’ (A)
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The state is expected to take an ever bigger paievelopment of model forests. This

is believed to be accompanied by a trend towaadst'of instructions, guidelines and
documents which ‘leads to nothing goodA).

Overall, despite attempts of different stakehold&rsdevelop model areas, these

attempts have remained isolated from each othé&arsd@here is no Russian network

of model forests, no joint activity with the intational network of model forests (A),
but rather only sparséslands of changewith a very uncertain future (P).

6.2 Forest Certification

Box 2. Forest Certification Schemes

Forest Stewardship
Council (FSC)

Programme for the
Endorsement of Forest
Certification schemes

(PEFC)

Independent, non-

governmental, non-profit | Single national standard

organizations established tp not required.

promote the responsible and

sustainable management of
the world’s forests through A single national
independent third party standard is required.
certification.

Validation of Legal
Timber Programme
(VLTP), Khabarovsk Krai

Based on the creation of a public-private partnprsh

between the regional Government, audit company SGS

as an independent verifier and a local partner (Far

Eastern Forest Certification Centre). The VLTP Sobe
has been set up separately from the Governmensar
run by SGS in association with the Far Easterngtorg

Certification Centre.

d

)%

Source: Author’'s compilation based on FSC Russiaiaf Website, PEFC website,

and VLTP website
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There are several forest certification schéethiesRussia. Forest certification schemes
refer usually to forest management certificatiorcloain of custody (timber legality)

certification. Three major schemes are briefly ebterised in the table below. The
most popular and essentially the only nation-widkeese in Russia is FSC — with an

area of 21.2 million hectares of certified Rusdimests in 200%.
6.2.1 Drivers and Perception of Voluntary Foresti@ieation

As set out in Figure 1, private companies find teelves under the influence of
local, national and international actors and preessWhat factors and actors in
particular drive the change in their policies amttraduction of the voluntary

forest certification?

‘Western companies started to get certified, anah,tloe their model,

Russian companies started to certify as well.” (N)

Certification is perceived as an imported Westenenmmenon, driven by forces
outside Russia. Russian forest sector is develojpitaga global player and becomes
ever more exposed to market-based global instrtatipressures.

‘Why does the company need certification at alFrst, we work within a
framework of an international company. Previouslg, had only domestic,
all-Russian significance... Now, we are oblige@amply with requirements

of international standards.’ (P)

The quote indicates that there is a growing selivawess as a part of the international
socio-economic system, which implies the need tonplp with international

standards and requirements.

‘No-one requires certification in the domestic nedrk Our society is not
mature enough yet to ask for certified produc®)’ (

% Forest certification stands for standard-settinggemark assurance and accreditation services that
are provided to companies (that are involved inedbruse and management) by third-party
organisations. (FSC Russia, Official Website)

% FSC Russia, Official Website
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Russian society and consumers are regarded asintatch and only developing

towards the stage that some Western counterparet.ar

Certification is believed to be strongly driven pyofit-seeking private companies
(brand development; reduction of expenses on fgresbrks) (P). The main idea of
certification is described a$rofit comes first(S). The local population is neither
involved, nor showing any interest in certificatidviarket incentives are said to have
significantly more power than awareness of ecolmgmroblems and environmental

values in the Russian forest sector (P).

An interviewee describes his company’s work on Hginservation Value Forests in

the following way:

‘We realised long ago that this work had to be doAad one of
requirements of forest certification is this work well... | do not know
whether it would have taken place were it not fdre tforest

certification...” (P)

This shows that companies have started to redhae dld approaches have to be
replaced and that one needs to carry out modeionsaf the private forestry in
Russia. At the same time, certification serves asruxial trigger for changes.
Awareness of private companies of the necessitghtmge shows that established
paths of institutional development contain withitemnselves resources for
transformation and off-path organization. Howevezalization of this potential

requires additional economic triggers.

‘If there were institutes in Russia that educatethpgetent specialists who
would be able to suggest procedures, organize theitoring and control,

etc... then one would not need certification so mMueh.

Despite their intention to better organise proditticompanies experience lack of

local expertise and therefore turn to certificaté@an external source of knowledge.

‘Certification helps to fight against authoritiesWe live in a hostile
environment. ‘We’ means timber business and ourpaom. When | say
hostile environment, | mean local population andtharities, state

officials...” (P)
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Thus, certification is also believed to be usead @®litical tool, a mechanism for
negotiations. By means of certification, comparhege to build dialogue with
authorities and ‘to avoid functions that are not typical for busisesuch as
maintaining the whole infrastructure of forest ketients (P). Certification has a
potential to make rules of the game more transpasm thus restrict
opportunities for power abuse by civil servantsd(&meir ability to shift social
burdens on the private sector). It would not bengréo say that in this sense,
certification helps to ease the transition from Swowiet institutional system to the
post-Soviet, more market-oriented system.

‘The forest fund is depleted here... So, for ins&aierneyles, before they
even started certification, switched from clearsdot partial cuts - purely for

economic reasons...” (N)

The above quote of an interviewee from the Far Baggests that requirements
of certification meet companies’ needs arising frgrowing scarcity and
deterioration of available forest resources. Plaigiing allows companies to opt
for natural, rather than artificial, forest regeateon and thus cut their expenses.
The quote indicates the increasing awareness opapies about the need to
change their practices in order to survive.

‘Besides, there are quite educated and intelligeiple in business. They

have a flexible mind, without stereotypes and readyonstant change.’ (N)

The interviewee notes that private sector is opennhovation, interested in

preservation of forest resourcesat least more so than forestry civil servants
(N). Other interviewees (P) note that individualueasystems and perceptions of
managers provide further incentives for certificati business leaders are aware
of environmental problems and are personally istectin responsible and ethical

behaviour in the forest.

It is clear that changes of behaviour (and in pastef forest use) cannot be explained
merely in economic terms. The narrow focus of NdEBearchers makes them overlook
a number of issues related to the interaction afdms and nature, including
development of the ecological thinking.
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Some major drivers of certification lie outside Bias in the development of global
value chains and branding, oriented towards consumieWestern markets, which
are becoming particularly environmentally sensitiieside the country the major
drivers are the weaknesses of state control oeeséltor and the growing awareness

of the private sector of the need to modernizesfomeganagement.

‘It is about the market. The world puts pressuneGhina to make it buy
legal timber. China is our main market... Besidesa)lesprom positions
itself as a responsible forest user. Our capit@isavill be higher, for FSC

confirms that the company is trustworthy...” (P)

Certification is regarded as a requirement of tloba@ markets and, thus, as a
necessary tool for development of the company @mdexpansion into other

markets. It is expected to become a competitivaathge of the company.

‘Certification is an instrument to prohibit acceégamarkets. They will shout
to the whole international community that theresenething wrong with

our logging operations... It is unfair competitiai)

The above interviewee regards certification not s a tool of international

competitive struggle, but rather as an artificiafrier to foreign markets.

Voluntary forest certification is compared to ttaahal instruments of state policy.

‘(The audit company) SGS takes upon itself fundiofh the state now, of
the state that does not perform its duties. Thedstals of VLT are in fact a
duplication of forestry regulations. They de factmtrol whether companies

comply with major forestry regulations.’” (N)

Certification is seen as a duplicate of state toyesegulations and laws, but with
possibly more effective enforcement mechanismslufeiof the state to organise
effective and sustainable forest management, dsawéb enforce existing regulations
has caused development of alternative, non-stastersg of governance and

independent guarantors of a certain level of fonretagement.

At the same time, unlike traditional state toolsgoernance, certification is said to

be not coercive,not a repressive body, but a tool to improve comgfganperations
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(P). The interviewee (P) describes certificationthes as a strict hard law, nor as a
repressive mechanism or a punitive institution,riatiter as a tool for improvement of
the company’s output. It is seen as a ‘nice-to-hdiee become potentially in the
future a ‘must-to-have’) necessary for businesstbgpment.

‘We got involved in certification in late 1990s. érfor many years, this
provoked resentment / antagonism of civil servantdowever, in 2002-
2003, the state started to realise that voluntargification is good and that
it should be developed.’ (N)

The interviewee refers to confrontation between #tate and NGOs over
certification, which, however, appears to have gaited. There has been an evolution
in relations and attitudes, which started from benuite tenserelationships in late
1990s, whenHigh-ranking officials would issue circulars withet purpose to simply
ban FSC(N).

‘Only thanks to the circumstance that forest mansge system is not
completely controlled, and the right hand doeskmmw what the left hand

is doing, the first attempts of certification be@possible.’ (N)

So, the interviewee suggests that some institutioesome possible only due to

disagreeing actions of civil servants and exisgags in the system of state control.

Another view of the changing state attitude is tbate big companiedhat have
influence on the federal policgngaged in the process of certificatiopgsition of the
Rosleskhoz changed and softér{d). A strong incentive for the state to get ihxex
was not to losefinancial and political control over the forest $ec particularly to

NGOs, which were very suspicious and potentialjyrgporganisation’s(N).

Some civil servants at the regional governmentall€S) consider certification as a
mechanismtb bring the sector in ordé(navesti poryadokas it is not obligatory but
highly recommended to companies, if they wish t@tanted various preferences by

state bodies (e.g. government contracts).

‘The position of our (regional) government is ades: if the company is
open, it will have a certificate... If you do noave a certificate, it means
that you have something to hide.’ (S)
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The above mentioned regional government perceiegsication as an additional

instrument of forest management control, and ua#leg certain measures to
improve state — non-state cooperation. For instatiee government signed an
agreement about verification of timber legalitylwén audit company, in order to
create favourable conditions for certification. §Example indicates that state
and non-state actors are able of dialogue and cabpe in the Russian forest
sector. It also shows that some civil servants Hopgse certification as a tool to
institutionalize practices that they failed to inhgtonalize with traditional

instruments of state governance.

‘There are a lot of people in leskhozes who redlms# it is necessary to
bring things in order. Certification is one of tihetruments’. (N)

The state is referred to as a multifaceted actbighvconsists of different departments
and individuals with different incentives. At thechl level (the concept of ‘street
bureaucracy’ elaborated by Lipsky, 1983), certifma is said to often meet
understanding. However, due to a high employeeotinat the federal level (e.g., a
frequent change of the head of the Federal Foresgigncy) and the consequent
inconsistency of federal forest policy, the sitaatibecomes complicated and

uncertain (N).
6.2.2 Effects and Challenges of Institutionalising Forest Sector

Certification is believed to contribute to reduatiof environmental impact of logging
operations, as well as to engage companies in\mglty conservation. Companies
are expected to carry outbligatory special investigatiohsf their leased areas and
consequently conserve High Conservation Value E®i@y. They are also expected
to thoroughly controlcollection and proper disposal of oils and fuelslogging sites
(P). Some of them design their own, internal cdndgstems in order toassess the

quality of logging operationgP).

The shift towards environmental thinking is said e particularly noticeable in
comparison with the Soviet period, whehe main principle was to harvest as much

timber as possible and one never considered thieerearonmental effect$P).
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The process of certification is closely relatechew logging technologies that have
recently become available to Russian companiest-&mgth logging $ortimentnaya
zagotovka (being more profitable and less damaging for fbeest) has been
replacing the old Soviet full-length felling techogy / tree-length felling system
(hlystovaya zagotovha(P)

‘People have become more responsible... One hasmgestricter about
health and safety (everyone wears helmets and gbneetrousers now).
Besides, last year, there were public hearingsatelskiy Rayon. This does
not happen at a company that is not certified. Thisew... The attitude has

changed - it is stricter now.’ (P)

The quote indicates that certification is assodiatth changes in the social
responsibility of companies and their relations hwiemployees and local

communities.

While facilitating the process of forest certificat, NGOs have been contributing to
a ‘massive capacity building(N), the development of human and professional
resources in the forest sector. NGOs have beendingvadvisory services, preparing
textbooks on sustainable forest management, andnisigg special educational

programmes for various target groups.

‘Very soon it became obvious that only Western &niglicompanies work in
Russia: their staff is Western, they know neitheis$an legislation, nor
Russian reality. They would come here with theimpwertified for their

company, standards. So, we set ourselves a taskswa group of national

experts on FSC certification.” (N)

The quote of a representative of a leading NGO catds that NGOs regard
themselves as incubators for home-bred professamab could modernise the forest
sector. There is a clear awareness of the spegifi Russian practices and,

therefore, the need to concentrate on domestic hugsdurces.

These new educational institutions in some sens@g® an alternative to traditional,
state supported ones, because institution of higher education in Russia has an

official course on sustainable forest managemeribrst use(N).
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Key players in the timber industry undertake enwinental commitments and design
their own independent systems of verification ajaletimber origin. To this end,
companies design their own databases and multctietrol systems (verification of
information provided by timber suppliers, comprediea customs checks, regular on-
site inspections of company’s contractors/suppliersitra-corporate, ‘private’
systems of control are said to be in no way infarndheir comprehensiveness to their

equivalents run by state and regional authorif®s (

‘Where it concerns protected areas, we look at timgs: officially

protected areas and — this is especially relevaniérelia and Arkhangelsk
Oblast — areas that do not have an official statuprotected, but are
identified as especially valuable by NGOs. We hawedertaken a

commitment not to carry out any logging operatitrese.’ (P)

The private sector introduces its own standardsustainable forest management,
which, as the quote indicates, tend to be strithan official state-imposed

regulations, and enforces their implementation. drtgmtly, this system is not a

one-way coercion, but a mutual learning processreths a working feedback

system between companies and their contractorsiigra (P), which makes the
whole system more flexible and viable.

These companies are, in turn, audited by thirdyparganisations. So, the
internal, intra-corporate systems of timber tragkimonitoring and control form a
global ‘private’ system of forest management, whiclcertain aspects becomes

an alternative to national state governance.
Certification as Institutionalisation of Common etees

Interviewees were asked whether they feel thatfication has changed their work in

any way.

‘Well, certification is a nice word. In fact, cdrtiation simply implies
normal operations of the company within the law amés of the game...
We have been working for thirty years like this drae not thought of any
certificates... Now one has simply to restore it...t@leation simply makes
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us think about what we have forgotten, about tle tlaat we simply must
do these things.’ (P)

The quoted interviewee maintains that most of theovative’ practices (particularly
the ones concerning rights of employees, health safdty) that are required by
certification already existed in the Soviet Rugsiar to certification, and just need to
be restored now. Actual innovations are believedemnly few and concern mostly
biodiversity conservation, eco-trails, conservatmidifferent cultural and sacred

sites.

Several interviewees noted that certification did change any practices of their
companies, and that changeste mainly about documen(®). Certification has
required companies to officially repomhat they have been doing anywéy),
such as setting aside biologically valuable fogsts, plots with wood grouse
leks; support to local community etc. This eviderscggests that certification
may imply not so much institutional innovations.t lsather institutionalisation,

formalisation of already existing practices.

Institutionalisation is expected to be beneficiat tompanies now, in the market
economy, as they can capitalise on these praciicdsmake them their competitive
advantage (S, P).

The other side of the coin of such certificatiorthat there is no positive dynamics,
as a rule, companies are at the same level we sam & year agdqP). According to

an interviewed auditor (P), regular annual audiftcertified companies show that
certification fails to trigger any significant chges, and 90% of companies get
certified only because of the certificate and am mterested in development as
such. This means that there is a danger that certiioa as it takes place now, will

serve as a substitute for actual modernisatioh@tector.
Change in Public Participation

Public participation has emerged on the agendantefviewees. Private companies
have started toshare informationwith NGOs (P), invite them for examination of
their leased forests and have become more opeauggéstions about what should be

protected and conserve@).
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‘We have a whole list of stakeholders. First, icinpanies we work with...

Second, we try to cooperate with NGOs and autlesrit{P)

The quote shows that the local community is mdstityout of ‘participation’ and is

considered as the least significant stakeholdéhenprocess of decision making and
forest resource management. Realisation of the ritegonulti-level governance and
public participation paradigm (e.g., Berkhout, Ueaand Scoones, 2003) is
fundamentally modified in Russia. The role of loagkents is played not so much by
local population, but rather by locally operatirmgmpanies and possibly NGOs, if at

all.

‘Mostly, it is the heads of local administratioreat contact us and ask for
help. For example, transport, or to grade the adtat a rainy season, etc...
The local population is not very active... We h&venake an effort, because
all of us are a little bit passive. If you pin umatice, people will pass by
and say ‘What am | to do with this?” (P)

This quote partly explains for the above descritstitude towards the local
population: state organisations remain the mosveaand interested stakeholders.
The local population is passive and does not shawtiqular interest in forest

management.

Nevertheless, some companies have started to arrpobglic hearings for local
population, where they discuss geography of tlogging operations, preservation of

wildlife, hunting, issues of indigenous people, @

‘It takes a lot of time to explain the company'sabdo the population,
because in their understanding, the company’s iggalst timber logging...
They do not understand that forests must be cat, tiere have to be
sanitary cuttings, and that mature forest has toubeSo, we have to explain
them that when we cut the forest we take into awmrstion all

environmental requirements, etc.’ (P)

As the quote makes clear, timber logging compaaies local population have
different ideas about forest management and on whaironmental practices

should be like, which weakens the possibility oéithcooperation.The local
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population tends to perceive forests as somethia) dught to be preserved,
rather than exploited, whereas private companiesngt to promote the idea of

industrial forest use with certain restrictions feasons of sustainability.

In this situation, forest certification, whilst efing tools of dialogue, may provide a
framework for harmonisation of these conflictingaburses. Certification offers a
framework that may help to raise the role of théljguin forest management. As an
attempt to institutionalise the dialogue betweeskeaholders, certification appears
absolutely innovative for the Russian forest seatat may (although with a number
of reservations, such as “under favourable soctmewmic, political, environmental
conditions” or “if successfully combined with theest of the path-dependent
institutional system”) hold potential for furthdrwctural institutional changes.

Obstacles and Opposition to Certification
Legislation is considered a major obstacle to tloegss of certification.

‘In Russia, things change all the time... Our legdisla is constantly

changing. So, one cannot do anything...” (P)

Work on the national PEFC standard and FSC relatecuments have been
postponed because of the legislative reform, siegeirements of certification have
to take into consideration requirements of theamati legislation (P).

‘There are of course contradictions between cediifbn standards and our

Russian legislation.” (P)

The interviewee notes that there is a significaag getween requirements of the
legislation and certification, e.g. concerning &ssuf conservation planning,

biodiversity, and High Conservation Value Fore8ts (

Another interviewee says thdhére are still no mechanisms of sustainable forest
usé in the legislation, there are only general principles, but no concrete
procedures for their implementatiorso ‘leskhozes cannot do anything about it
(P). Certain principles of sustainable forest managnt are declared including

the conservation of biological diversity (Article df the Forest Code of the
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Russian Federation), however, there are no respectgulatory documents

(normativnye akty

There are contradictions between federal legisiatmd departmental regulatory
documents (edomstvennye normativnye gktguch as Harvesting RulePrévila
rubok, Rules for Allocation and Inspection of Fellingtes (ravila otvoda |
osvidetelstvovaniya lesogekSanitary Rules Sanitarnye pravilpy and Rules for
Improvement / Thinning Cutting?¢avila rubok uhodg

‘These departmental documents were written onlyh vaibnsideration of
harvesting operations, without social or environtabaspects. And since
these documents were created long ago, they wadlty did not comply

with the federal legislation. But they are traditdly still being used. And
leskhozes and fiscal bodies of Rosprirodnadzorireguompliance not with
the federal legislation, but with governmental Iesdi acts

(podvedomstvennye aktyN)

In addition to formal institutions (legal instalbyliand inconsistency, contradictions
between requirements of legislation and certifmati there are other factors
hindering certification.

‘Since the FSC is still regarded as a foreign swystand the general
direction of our (Russian) policy is mostly to sopp only national
initiatives and nothing international, of courselr dife is not particularly

easy now.’ (N)

Thus, it is noted that the Russian state systelinaiiempts to remain isolated from
Western ideas and closed for influences from abread is opposed to foreign

imported institutions, such as certification.

At the same time, an intervieweed practitioner fgoout that it is possibleq’semi-
legal way) for a certifying companytb reach a compromise with local authorities
i.e. leskhozes,roughly speaking, so that leskhozes do not penglsefor leaving
some key habitats behin@). This indicates that the state consists ofitiple
components and that bureaucracy is heterogenoumdasd by Skocpol, 1985, and

Lipsky, 1983).In the case of Russian forestry, the role of ‘stteeel bureaucracy’
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(Lipsky, 1983) is played by leskhozes and lesnitloss (local state forest
management units). They make decisions on the dremd may have a different

stand towards certification than officials at tkgional or federal level.

Another reason for discrepancies between certifinatand legislation is that
‘companies interested in certification are in thenanity, and the initiative of these
few companies cannot have a significant impact wytrang (P). According to the
interviewee (P), the interest of big companies is to sell round waadher than

develop sustainable forestry.

The cost of certification is said to bgetry high for many companies in Russia
because of the amount of necessary changes tottoelined (N). Problems are
related to a large number of migrant workers (isswéth the social aspect of
certification), timber purchasing from dubious sms (in terms of legality) (N, P),
lack of experts and effective managers (N), lackwobdd processing facilities in some
regions (P).

Certification is challenged by the lack of custoyngoractice and lack of

understanding why it is necessafi).

‘One has to change psychology of people... Even if talk about
conservation of key habitats, some forest operatdrsay ‘Why do | need
to leave them? | shall rather cut them and takentttemy sawmill.” (P)

There is a perception that onsahnot break the mentalitand ‘accustom
workers to order— ‘they still spill fuel and oil and do not wear hebs\¢P).
Change of employees’ thinking requires significaffort of companies’
management.

The concepts of the forest as an ecosystem andivbrsity conservation are new
for forestry practioners in Russia. Problems offtivest sector have been considered
in terms of reproduction of economic resources Bipce this mentality is new to
companies, realisation of certification may haviéedent consequences from what is

expected.
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Some interviewees believe thaeftification will fulfil its function only if it$ a very
rigid system (not a voluntary systert\), i.e. if it is transformed into a mandatory

system, similar to state regulations.

‘There has to be a national certification schem@ar@es should come from
the top.” (S)

In these quotes, interviewees refer to the statbe®nly actor capable of rectifying
the situation in the Russian forest sector. Thesligament of certification in Russia is
seen as a battlefield where different frameworkshaiking / intellectual traditions
clash. New frameworks of resource management clahthe top-down approach
and tradition of mandatory, coercive state enfoenof innovations.

Quiality of Certification

Interviewees draw attention to the deterioratingliqy of audits, due to the
‘dumping of certification when ‘everything audit companies care about is how
to make the certification process easier for thaients, rather than make their
clients meet the requirements of the standéi). Less time is allocated for
audits, and fewer experts accompany auditors an fie&l trips, which does not
allow a detailed examination of company’s actidtigN). These changes have
been taking place because of increased competioong auditing companies
and desire to grasp a bigger share of the marRet (N

‘The problem is that auditors depend on the congsammnoney. So, they
cannot be objective. This is not an independerdgsassent anymore.’ (N)

Strong material motivation and lack of independeantrol have become a
challenge for certification. Auditing companiesé after quantityand therefore

‘certify everything(N), i.e. take a biased stand.

‘Certification has its advantages and disadvantag&he disadvantage is
that good ideas are often falsified / distorted amdply start to be used for
one’s selfish ends, i.e. certification becomes ar@® of revenue for

someone.’ (P)
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The above quote indicates that development of faeification in Russia is seen as
commodificatiofi’ and misuse of the discourse of environmental ptiate for one’s

own personal ends.

‘NGOs are often passive. They do not want to coltate with small

companies, because in those cases NGOs cannanhaaln’ (P)

A representative of an audit company suggestsetalbgical discourse is also used
by NGOs for commercial and selfish purposes. Therviewee describes how NGOs
approach the audit company and ask the compangut in a word for theimso that
timber companies buy their services (P).

‘| think that this situation is also NGOs’ fault Wwe want a high-quality

certification, we need to set our own rules of gaene and train auditors...’

(N)

It is argued that unless NGOs take a more proagiosstion, audit companies
‘will assess first and foremost existence of prooeslin the companies, but not
their implementation; they will take the line oétleast resistancéN). So, major
guality-related concerns refer to market-inducedbf@ms. One of solutions is
seen in a more active civil society and a moreusige concept of civil society
(which reflects the imported modern ‘participati@hscourse), which could have
a role of a third-party control body.

However, changes in the civil society must be aqumed by changing the
attitude of the broader population. Individual NG&sg unlikely to considerably
improve the situation unlesghé population starts to treat companies more
strictly’ (N), i.e. the greater bulk of the population bews more demanding of
companies in terms of the environment and theiedtvy methods. Insufficient
cooperation of stakeholders does not allow fulgdfied modernisation of the
forest sector to achieve the goals of certificatrofull.

7 This phenomenon (termed by Lemos and Agrawal (PGG6 ‘commodification of nature’) is
regarded as a potential danger of corporate soesgonsibility and voluntary certification schemes
due to their potential incentive to subordinate immmental sustainability to profit (despite their

ability to contribute to standard-raising).
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6.2.3 Certification versus Other Processes in theebt Sector

Model Forests versus Certification

Model forests and certification are both proceskasen almost without exception by
non-state participants of the forest sector. Both tltese processes proclaim
sustainable forest management as their ultimaté osh processes are reinforcing
each other. There is a better chance of a modestfdreing arranged in an area that
has already been certified and, thus, a certaiis bassustainable forest management
has already been laid. Model forests may contrilboita more effective compliance
with requirements of the FSC certification (P, N)model forest is about obtaining a
special status for a certain forest territory, vishellows companies to implement
forest management techniques that are common euwsidsia and, thus, comply with

requirements of certification, where it contradiRisssian regulations (P).

Experiences with model forests and voluntary foresttification in Russia
demonstrate that results of implanted institutiomsluding the ones related to
participatory natural resource management, arengiyodependent on established
practices, political and socio-economic instituonat they are embedded in (the
phenomenon referred to in (Vira and Jeffery, 2084)the ‘political economy of
institutional change’). In order for implanted imstions to survive, there need to be
concurrent changes of institutions at differentelevof social life. As argued in
(Conroy et al, 2001), single agencies may not e tbconfront established political
and socio-economic structures, unless elites &edylito gain from the potential
change. At the moment, there appear to be no eiitegested in developing
democracy in the Russian forest sector. This emplaihy single efforts of individual
activists or NGOs to promote public participatiorforest managemehtwve failed to
bring about any noticeable change so far.

The important role of financial incentives and patarly of foreign funding, in
development of voluntary forest certification juptses certification with model
forests — also driven by the market and monetamwydlfrom outside of Russia. This
distinguishes certification and model forests frtaditional mechanisms of forest
management that have historically been common inssRu namely from
administrative tools of state pressure and stagrvantion as a method to introduce
innovations.
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If one compares obstacles and problems that @atiidn and model forests meet, one
will find a number of common issues. First of @ifpblems that are encountered by
participants of both of these processes relatevto stages of these processes: the
initial stage, those issues that are decisive foncalel forest to be organised or a
company to get certified at all; and the developinstage, those issues that define the
quality of a project or a certificate and whethlee initial goals of the projects are

reached or not.

Second, the encountered hindrances to model faadtsoluntary forest certification
are made of both informal and formal institutiomMdoreover, these problematic
institutions cause difficulties for both processilany of these institutions relate to
the bureaucratic and legal system in Russia. G¢kaes include traditional mentality,
passive local population, very low level of pubiiterest and participation, low level
of understanding the necessity of such projecisk laf belief into possibility of
positive change, high economic costs of the prsjéttthe situation of poor state
support. Poor quality of certificates and modeégamprojects is also explained by: the
predominance of economic interests (of civil setsanauditing companies,
participants of model forests, including academriad docal population) over
environmental or social ones; low level of (espicibong-term) interest of local
companies in these projects; the lack of systenwdiamges (modernisation depends
on the local context a lot, takes place only inasafe few places and is difficult to

export elsewhere).

These issues raise the question about the potaftibiGOs to solve problems of
sustainable forest management at all. In a sitnatibere initial environmental and
social goals of certification are often replaced dhrt-term economic targets and
where model forests take the form of almost randmomt’ modernisation, one can
rightfully wonder whether it is, despite everythinthe state that could bring in
change? Will there be any other drivers of refoimat twill be strong enough to

overcome the existing hindrances?
State Forest Policy versus Certification

Certification and state (national and regional) eftr policy are tightly and

unavoidably related to each other. Certification bieth a competitor to state

governance institutions and a potential tool of thate. Despite the state’s
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involvement in certification processes, state aod-state efforts to reform the forest

sector nevertheless employ different approa¢hiege actors applying more coercion

methods and administrative interventi@md appear to have different outcomes, first
and foremost because of different incentives destad non-state stakeholders.

Quality of certification depends on forest legiglat At the same time, the state
appears to have started to undergo certain chanmgks the influence of certification
schemes, as it needs to be competitive vis-a-visajinon-state players.

Another demonstration of power of the market (aediftcation as a market tool) can
be seen in that certification is essentially natwglfundamental forestry innovations,
but rather about better enforcement of alreadyofetecally) accepted forestry
principles (which are also elaborated in officitdts regulations). And so, in some
respects, new governance mechanisms in which rmb@-attors are central prove to
deliver better results in facilitating institutidn@hange and sustainable forest

management.

6.3 Path-Dependence as a Limitation to Change

Specificity of Russian norms and practices is régdras a significant obstacle for
reforms. This specificity is described in variospects: differences between Russian
and non-Russian forestry traditions (N), after-inggand harvesting techniques (N),
forest road building techniques (P).

A common explanation of persisting problems of tRassian forest sector is
expressed in terms ofMmentality, ‘self-isolation of civil servants (N), bur own,
paradoxical and inconceivablgath (P).

Perception of Forests and Forest Management

‘We always suffer with all our wealth. The vastne$®ur land has always
caused a consumer attitude to forest. Due to sfficieiace of our resources,

we treat nature badly.” (A)

The interviewee believes that the@bundance of forestshas caused lack of

environmental thinking, a wasteful attitude to &iseand extensive model of forest
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management in Russia. Perception of and careléfsdatto forests are said to be

very persistent and difficult to change.

‘They do not understand it and do not need it... Yee indifference of

everyone around you.” (P)

The local population tends to be indifferent tolpemns of forest management, unless
it has a direct impact on their lives. Individuale said to be more concerned with
problems of survival and more inclined to spendetimorking in their kitchen

gardens than participate in public hearings (P).

Perception of Law and Governance Regime

A common belief about the law is that one works according to all rules, one will
never be able to make mohgy), i.e. compliance with rules is not regarded

obligatory.

Sense of responsibility for one’s own property asdsto be lacking, which causes
unpreparedness to introduction of private propertye forest sector (P).

One notes the absence of tradition of public pigdieon in forest management and
the lack of a democratic tradition. The populatibas lost their sense of
responsibility (N), are reluctant to get involved in the foresinagement and are
happy to delegate total authority to few individuditerviewees refer to this issue
both in the Far East (P, A, N) and in the Europeam of Russia (P).

‘It may be about Russian mentality. People areused to getting involved
in issues of forest use — despite the fact thabraorg to the Constitution

forests are property of the whole people who lhare.” (A)

A lack of democracy is found particularly at therdk of informal institutions, as

certain formal elements of democratic governanegagsent.

Weak civil society, dominance of the federal lewélstate management, and high
importance of theddministrative vertical(N) affect the style of forest management

and implementation of ‘Western’ ideas.
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Perception of the Future and Change

There is a sense of future uncertainty, causedsistependence on natural resources
(P). Moreover, there seems to be no belief in thesibility of positive change (P).
For instance, interviewed members of an indigermmramunity (L) expressed their

scepticism about the possibility of a new natiqreak.

‘In Russia, it is always this way: you see that¢his banditism there, but it

is all legal. So, what can you do?’ (N)

The above comment (about contradition between itggal activities on paper
and availability of legal documents and illegaldy activities in reality or in
essence) reflects the not unusual perception afithatand impotence to change

common practices.
‘Government has control and power to change thiB3.

The quote indicates a strong belief that a serahasge is likely to come only from

the state, not just the individuals.
Working and Business Culture

One interviewee commented on differences in stylé quality of work between

Finns and Russians:

‘The quality of work is roughly the same. The diffece is that when one
has a good Russian brigade, they can work twossh#éenerally, Russians
do not like to work in the forest a lot: they wawibrk eight hours — and that’s
it.” (P)

Such idlenessis referred to both by Russian and foreign int@mees (P). At the

same time, thisidlenessis compensated by gumption of Russians (P).

Russians are believed to be characterised by a grigpensity for risk and lack of
precaution ({usskiy avos) (P). Russians are believed to have a preferéoceery

short-term planning (P).
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‘In Northern Europe, if a contract has been sigriteid,a ‘Bible’. In Russia,
one has to make contracts for larger amounts (8% dmre) because of the
risk of the breach of contracts... Moreover, in aisyou have to meet face
to face.” (P)

The quote indicates that there is a specific Rasbiasiness culture and informal
norms - poor enforcement of contracts, low leveltroft, importance of personal

connections, and a different business model.

‘Our style of management reminds one of an emesgencush during fire
fighting. The Western style of life, management @noduction is steadier,

more predictable and more balanced. They do nat'r(2)

The interviewee notes that there is Russian cotparalture, rhythm and style of
work that differs from Western counterparts andnaracterized by a higher degree of

unpredictability and less stability.
The Role of Civil Servants

‘There are very few people who promote innovatighsd if there are such
people, they encounter such bureaucratic hurdis tfror example, there is
a big shot civil servant in a state agency and &agood reputation
somewhere. Here comes a lower-ranking official, warks immediately
with logging companies and environmental orgariseti He says: ‘Let’s
change this — it will make things better for evergo But no, he will be
stopped for sure. They will tell him: ‘No, *do* kpea low profile! If you

don’t, we’'ll get rid of you.” (P)

Civil servants are described as mostly having diquaarly path-dependent, rigid
thinking and no incentives to be pro-active in thebs. The bureaucratic machine is
seen as an inert structure that opposes any inoagatwhich may happen to emerge

within this structure.

‘We have still preserved that old perception: Yogtjtake a sit in your
office and that’s it! One does not need to leaytl@ing new or develop in

order to get one’s salary.’ (A)
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The quoted representative of an NGO and a statenmation notes that civil
servants have a very low propensity to learning iandvations. Rigidity of the
state bureaucratic machine is believed to be aleghthe Soviet rule (P) and is
said to cause difficulties for private companies.

Other path-dependent institutions include corrupticavailability of fake
documents, which may potentially make such innovetias certification less
valuable (N, P); official red tape; inefficiency state authorities, which has

caused cooperation of business and NGOs (P).

These institutions contribute to the specific ‘Rassphenomenon’, which implies
inter alia: unpredictability of any political, ecomic or legal changes in Russia (P);

and a different implementation of ‘Western’ ideas.

Conclusion

The chapter analysed actions of major non-statécyeants of the Russian forest
sector (the left-hand side of Figure 1), and paldidy the influence of global
community (the bottom part of Figure 1). The fobas been on two new processes in
post-Soviet forestry: model forests and voluntasge$t certification. The changing
political, socio-economic and environmental comdli§, in a situation with limited
state capacity and weak state control over theosexise the awareness of actors
about the need to change their practices and miséefiorest management. A
significant role is also played by individual viewad value systems of actors. This
corresponds to the idea of ‘hidden’ alternatives sufcial development and
opportunities for path-creation that always exi#thim society and are available to
actors (Crouch and Farrell, 2004). However, mostipdel forests and certification
are believed to be driven by global markets, irdeéamal private companies and
NGOs operating in Russia with the aim of bringingsBian forestry into compliance
with international standards, transfer certain tetbgies, and make forestry more
sustainable and profitable. This agrees with tesoaf multi-level governance and
‘global citizenship’, which suggest a growing irdhce of the market, expanding role
of global consumer community, improving opportugstiof civic organizations, and
partial erosion of national boundaries (Berkhowath and Scoones, 2003; Edwards,
Hulme and Wallace, 1999).
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Stakeholders have different ideas about model tor@sd certification. These views
can be roughly classified into three groups. Th& fjroup of interviewees considers
model forests as the only viable path of develogmes an alternative and
counterweight to bureaucratization and excessiate segulation. State policies are
believed to be carried out by ignorant and incompietivil servants with rigid

thinking.

The second group of interviewees regards modettor@s an illegitimate institution,
unnecessary duplication of already existing staigestry regulations, or even
deviation from legitimate state-designed rules sTdiiows the drawing of a parallel to
studies by Edwards (2001) and Clark (2001), whowslb that civil society
organizations (demonstrating little accountabiléigd enjoying little trust of local

communities) need to be reformed, in order to becomre powerful.

The third view can be characterised as approvdl,sbepticism about the achieved
results, viability and potential of model fores&ome interviewees argue that the
strong path-dependence of the Russian forest sHuteastens to distort the idea of
model forests, bureaucratise and transform them ahteady existing institutions

within the framework of top-down forest managemeértiere is a perception that
model forests have failed to realize the idea oftirstakeholder natural resource
management and to build partnerships due to erteghtormal (law) and informal

(mentality) institutions.

Certification is considered a competitive advantagthe global market; a source of
expertise; a tool that allows companies to makdodige with the state, local

populations and NGOs more effective, particularlyinlg the transition from the

Soviet to the post-Soviet institutional system. rEhe an opinion that certification is a
tool of unfair competition and an artificial bami® foreign markets.

Certification is sometimes perceived as institudi@ation, formalisation of common,
already existing practices rather than the intréidacof significant innovations.
Actual innovations are believed to be few and comcenostly biodiversity
conservation, eco-trails, conservation of differemtural and socially important sites.
There is a concern that such ‘formal’ certificatioay substitute actual modernisation

of the sector.
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Certification is challenged by formal institutiofexisting forestry legislation) and
informal institutions (customary forestry practicasd intellectual tradition, ideas
about forestry). The concepts of the forest as ewsystem and of biodiversity
conservation are new to forestry practioners insRusProblems of the forest sector
have been considered in terms of reproduction ohe@wmic resourcesSince this
mentality is new to companies, the realisation eftiication may have different

consequences from those expected.

The quality of certification and its effects on dst management practices in Russia
were explored. In comparison to state governanoéyntary forest certification,
although being less coercive, is believed to haweremeffective enforcement
mechanisms. Several market-induced issues werealeglyesuch as deteriorating
quality of audits, lack of independent control, ammnmodification of the discourse
of environmental protection. Solutions to thesebpgms are believed to lie in a more
inclusive concept of civil society, partnershipsldmoader participation of population
and more effective cooperation of stakeholdersciwihequires a change in thinking.
This corresponds to the theory of ‘communicativeoac of Habermas (1974), who
believed in potential of communicating individuaad ‘public sphere’ that could

counterbalance the state as a monopoly on opiaioth-decision-making.

The attitude of the state towards certification amaldel forests has been changing,
from strong confrontation to its acceptance as dditianal instrument of forest
management control and as a tool to institutioeal@ractices that were not
institutionalized with traditional instruments ofage governance. Non-state actors
(private companies and NGOs) have been exercisiiigence on the state policy in

this regard.

The state is a multifaceted actor, and the hetemgeof its bureaucratic apparatus
finds reflection in state - non-state interactiamn@erning certification and model
forests. This corresponds to studies of the statamaactor by Skocpol (1985) and
Nordlinger (1981).

Model forests and certification are not only ingitths competing against institutions
of state governance, they are battlefields for cetimpg intellectual traditions: the top-
down approach to natural resource management (alnef bn the state as the only
legitimate and capable actor in the forest managémeadition of mandatory,
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coercive state enforcement of innovations) veramatracy and public participation.
Some stakeholders are willing to become more erbagéhe market economy and
democractic society. However, cooperation betwdakebolders is weak, and their
actions are mostly fragmented and isolated fronh edhber. In this situation, forest
certification and model forests, while offering ®oof dialogue, may provide
frameworks for harmonisation of conflicting discees. As attempts to
institutionalise the dialogue between stakeholdegstification and model forests
appear absolutely innovative for the Russian fosestor and may hold potential for

further institutional changes.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: INTERACTION OF STATE AND NON-STATE ACTORS

7.1 Private Sector and NGOs

7.1.1 Drivers of Change. Why Cooperation?

Perception of Forests

To a great extent, an explanation for NGO-busimesgperation can be found in their
understanding of forests. Private sector intervesvdescribe forests as spécial
and limited resource thatakes very long to grow, the time of its existerse
incomparable to the lifetime of a company or a honfR). Forest has beesdvagely
exploited in the pas{P) and hence is requires special treatment TR actual or
potential scarcity of forest resources (be it virgcosystems or a certain standard of
commercial timber) has an effect on how much omeeoaloit the forest. Interviews
with managers of private companies have shown thgareness of the limit to the
rapidity with which they can deplete the foresteyo care about nature protection;
conservation of valuable forest areas is part aiganies’ beliefs and ideas (P). They
mention that companies voluntarily plant foresgrewhen they are not obliged to do
so by law. They also attempt to address issuesaofa and flora conservation
together with other stakeholders, e.g. at publiarings (P). Therefore, NGOs and
business explicitly admit that their environmentaérests coincide (P, N).

Depletion of Forest Resources

There is evidence that particularly in the NorthatVef Russia, forest resources have
become exhausted (P).

‘Forestry is a child of poverty. So, now companies/e started to think
about proper forest management. Hence our reldtipsisvith companies,
even big holding companies, at least with those whderstand that they

will not profit from pure theft and logging.’ (N)

This quote from a leading NGO indicates that atgtiand practices of private
companies, as well as their relationship with NGE®@s changing. The growing
demand for sustainable forest management is regjaadea consequence of

depletion of forest resources.
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The demand for timber for pulp-and-paper plantgr@ving, and hence sustainable
forestry is needed. NGOs organize dialogue anderadipn mainly with big business
and companies that have realized the new realiteyTalso try to exchange
information with companies and raise their awarsradmut the growing problems.

The need to install sustainable forestry technigesesalised. At the same time, it is
admitted that NGOs and companies on their own ddaee the resources or power
to do this, and cooperation is believed to be remngs Intervention of the state is seen

as absolutely necessary (N).
Incapability of the State

A private sector representative explained that ecatppn of NGOs and
companies is driven by economic incentives, agath party benefits from this

interactiori, since their cooperation allows them faut pressure on authorities

(P).

‘If we had more functional and efficient author#ti¢hen, certainly, such
cooperation with business would not be possibleeqdcte authorities
would be protecting business, as it happens in ncaoptries. And here [in

Russia], things are upside down.’ (P)

The quote indicates that cooperation of NGOs andafw sector has become
possible due to lack of understanding and coopmeratith state authorities.
Interviewees also express their concern about cumeability of the state to carry
out necessary intervention and to provide a nundderelevant services or

resources.

‘And if logging requirements are low or uncleargedmas to train staff from
scratch up to a certain level. This is quite diffic For instance, how one
cuts trees correctly and in an environmentallyridiy manner — state law
cannot teach such things. And state forestry bathesot teach it either. So,
companies have to look for such experience somewberthe side — either
abroad or with NGOs, or to work oneself up to tksigkd level by means of

one's own resources.’ (N)
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As the preceeding quotes reveal, NGOs and thetprsector understand the need for
change towards sustainable forestry practicesnélee for acquiring new knowledge,
skills and teaching sound principles of silvicuurThey wish to see the state
contributing to modernisation and innovative depetent of the forest sector. At the
same time, they are aware that the state doesanetthe ability (or the political will)
to provide the necessary resources at the momemicdl they resort to cooperation

with each other (NGOs or business respectivelyha®nly viable option.

‘Now, a very common situation is that it is possitd come to terms with
business. Their interests are clear. And their ireqents are clear. It is
clear whether there is a real conflict of interestthey bluff. One can talk it
over and discuss. It is far easier than talkintheoRosleskhoz.' (N)

The above NGO interviewee also admits that dialogiike business is much easier
than with civil servants, and their relationshipslike relationships with state

organisations) are more transparent and open.
Commercial Interests

NGOs all over Russia have difficulties with sporstip, so they need to work more
with business, e.g. by offering their consultingvezes (N). One of interviewed
researchers renders consulting sevices to timbapanies. An interviewed director
of a regional NGO is also employed by a non-prafianization offering certification

services.

Private companies also have their own particultar@sts in joint projects and good
relationships with NGOs. Business often supportsONE&ctivities for the latter
advocate changes that are economically benefiorapffivate companies (P). Thus,
conservation of key biotopes implies that companwék have the right not to cut
unmerchantable trees (dead, doty etc trees), ak asehot to carry out logging
operations in water-logged areas, etc (N). NGOp belvate companies oppose the
state bureaucracy, so sometimes they form alliaregs during their work on the
Harvesting Rules, NGOs and private companies adedcdéhe same position

concerning biodiversity (N).
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It is high time to unite and all together put m@® on the state, although it
is better to put pressure at the internationallleSegezha pulp-and-paper
plant initiates a case against the state, attengtsush the state, send
information to Markovsky [an NGO], who forwards theformation to

international organisations.' (P)

NGOs and business cooperate against abuse froenddtatals, particularly in cases
when officials break the law. Thus, another intewseée (P) said thativil society is
necessary in order to help put pressure on theaitts and described a situation
when a leskhoz (state-owned) carried out illeggging on the lease of a private
company and the company cooperated with a leadi@@ No resolve the situation
(2005).

Moreover, companies are interested in cooperasomte they experience deficit of
experts and knowledge in certain areas (sustairfaldst management, conservation
of biodiversity), which NGOs can help them with (B,

Certification has been a strong incentive for NG@3tbess cooperation (P). Timber
companies in the Far East are interested in cobpenaith NGOs because they need
someone to carry out research work as part of tbettification process, i.e. to
identify high conservation value forests, key bpas, etc, of which there are plenty in
the Far East. Besides, there are indigenous peapldé®e Far East, and companies
need NGOs to help them negotiate with those comtmesn(iN, P).

'SGS, being a private company, needs to earn mdneprder to earn

money, they need clients. In order to get morentdiethey need to put
pressure on timber companies, so that those coepaldcide to get this
certificate. And it is us who put pressure on timbempanies, so we are

together in this situation.' (N)

Thus, NGOs and audit companies also have a comnterest in popularising
forest certification. Moreover, big companies thatrk with environmentally
sensitive foreign markets and need to prove lggalfittheir products are willing
to cooperate with NGOs regarding systems of timbegin control. Good
relationships with NGOs are also used as a meargtam a positive image of the
company (N). Bussiness agrees to cooperate in daesvoid undesirable,
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negative publicity, by means of which NGOs attemapéxercise pressure on the

private sector in negotiations (P, N).
International Context

The project Pskov Model Forest perhaps would ngbdssible if it were not for the
support of SIDA (Swedish International DevelopmEpbperation Agency), to whom
the initiative is said to belong. The Agency inessin the project, and has various
training schemes for participants of the Russiardibsector. According to a private
sector interviewee, SIDA were interested in testiSgandinavian forestry
technologies in Russia, and so these forces out§iBeissia facilitated interaction of

business and NGO sectors in Russia.

Sometimes, international companies operating insRubring in their connections
with foreign and international NGOs as well. Thogse of the foreign companies
operating in Russia organised a project on HCVEastification in their leased forests
in Karelia and Leningrad Oblast. To that end, tbmpany invited a Swedish NGO,
who suggested their methods (P).

7.1.2 Forms of Private Sector - NGO Interaction

There are different models and forms of cooperasind interaction of private and
non-governmental organisations. They include bothmé&l agreements about
cooperation (e.g. between WWF Far East and Prigo3®K) and cooperation

without any formal agreements (e.g. between WWFHzamt and Terneyles). Several

areas of NGO—private sector interaction are disaibglow.

a) Protected Nature Areas

As a result of business-NGO cooperation, some t®rase given the status of
Specially Protected Forest Areas. Companies hartedtto invest in stock-taking of
HCVFs, for which they hire NGOs (e.g. SPOK and @Gferest in Karelia work with

Stora Enso, Segezhskiy pulp-and-paper-plant and UR&NGO Silver Taiga work

with Swedwood in Karelia, as well as with Mondi Bwess Paper in Komi).

With regard to conservation of old-growth forests 2008, the NGO SPOK signed

agreements concerning conservation of the biggessit&vh old-growth woodlands in
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Europe with JSC Karellesprom and JSC Muyezerskygréeskhoz. The preserved

territories are supposed to become wildlife reseved a nature sanctuary (N). In the
course of negotiations with a leading NGO, the bgjgcompany in the Far East
agreed to stop cleaning cutting in HCVFs (N).

Companies have begun to comply not only with nai@nd regional legislation on
protected areas, but also with non-official recomdaions of certain NGOs (P).
This is especially true for Karelia and Arkhangel®blast which are areas of
particularly intense activities of such NGOs aséapeace and SPOK. Thus, there is
an agreement between Greenpeace and Solombalalesricimg preservation and
possible use of a low-disturbed forest area in Argelsk Oblast within the leased
territory of Boretsky and Konetsgorsky lespromkimzia 2008-2009. Another
company made an (informal) commitment to refusenflany logging operations in

the areas that were recognised as particularlyabdduby NGOs (P).
b) Intensive Forest Management

The dialogue between the NGO sector and businesdscs aimed at developing
mechanisms of sustainable forest management fensitely exploited forests. A
famous example of realisation of this goal, the d¥skodel Forest project, was
initiated by the WWF. Among partners and activetipgrants of the project have
been Russian state agencies and organisationsidingl the Ministry of Natural

Resources of the Russian Federation, Administraifdpskov Oblast, Administration
of Strugo-Krasnensky District of Pskov Region, Btmng Agency for Pskov Oblast,
Northwest Forest Inventory Enterprise, and St.lBbteg Forestry Research Institute,
but also the Swedish International Development @aatpn Agency, and the private

company Stora Enso Oyj.

Despite the different motivation of actors involyeal combination of skilled and
determined people, a shared interest in sustaityakaks well as financial resources,
allowed the organisation of one of the most sudaépsojects in sustainable forestry
in Russia (N, P).
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c¢) Voluntary Forest Certification

Often, companies do not have sufficient knowledfjecagtification standards and
requirements, so they invite NGOs to help them g@mepdocumentation for
certification (P). NGOs organise seminars, traisir{govering environmental and
social aspects of certification), and study touwssneighbouring countries. Some

NGOs offer financial support for certification (P).

NGOs aim not only to push companies to FSC ceatifin, but also to monitor and

ensure better quality of those certificates (N)c8i NGOs are not always satisfied
with the quality of issued certificates, they try make private companies play
according to their rules of the game, also throtighir consultations with audit

companies, as well as with Accreditation Servigdgsrhational (ASI), who check the
quality of FSC certification bodies (N). BesidesG@s attempt to monitor the

certification process and participate as obsenard local experts to help the
auditors, since they have a deeper knowledge @il I@alities than invited external

auditors (N, P).

Moreover, NGOs work on regional certification stards (N), since the relevant
Russian legislation does not elaborate biodiversityservation well enoudH.

68 The only exception is the Komi Republic, wherevas the republican authorities (rather than

private companies or NGOs) who financed stock-tgkifivirgin forests (N).

‘The Silver Taiga [a regional NGO in Komi] has hadhassive impact on them. And people are more
independent there. And the company, which is a molyothere, also offered a strong support. All

factors were in favour of such situation there sTdhoes not happen in other regions though' (N).

All interviewees who mentioned the Komi case chindsed the situation there as exceptional and
most successful. The Silver Taiga is referred t@magery strong organisation at the regional level,
which manages to achieve extraordinary results Ignalste to much more adequate and receptive
regional forest authorities(N). Another reason of the Komi’'s success is éadd to be the NGO'’s
approach to their dialogue with authorities. Thive3i Taiga is consistently constructivend lacks
any extremism in its methods. It attempts to ehldooperation and a fruitful dialogue, not ward a
hence needs to be agreeable to compromises. Oitg sifnificant accomplishments is a legal (i.e.

prescribed by regional law) mechanism that alldvesgreservation of virgin forests (N).
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d) Tracking Timber Origin. Other areas of Coopeoati

Big business and NGOs cooperate to combat illegaihg. NGOs carry out research
about timber and forest product markets, tradehallsupply and value chains, and
major market players, both national and internatiopand use such reports to put

pressure on foreign retail companies that are wredlin dealing with illegal timber

(N).

Metsaliitto maintains regular contacts with such@&zas the Baltic Fund for Nature,
SPOK, the Kola Division of the Biodiversity Consation Centre, Greenpeace,
WWF, and Green Cross: NGOs that are active in #ggons where the company
purchases timber from. They have meetings severasta year. In 2007, they
launched a project of Karelia zoning (dependindghow likely particular areas are to

be source of illegal timber for export) (P).

WWEF has been working to provide recommendations dificial authorities and
companies concerning timber origin trackingirfce the Forest Code did not provide

a firm legal basis for eradication of illegal timbgade (N)).

Another example of successful NGO-business coapergt partnership WWF-IKEA
in the Jewish Autonomous Oblast’: financing of grdaching activities and measures

against forest violations.

Among other commonly undertaken activities are: hexge of information

concerning developments in the forest sector insRuand abroad (a particular role
being played by Greenpeace Russia); agreementdaostion of cedar export (WWF
and Terneyles); work on the issues of indigenousples (Dallesprom and the
regional Association of indigenous peoples); jombrk on landscape planning,

development of non-timber forest use projects (WWF)

This case is just another demonstration of thecalituation, where private companies and NGOs are
on the one side of the ‘field’, and the state enatner. The Komi case is believed to demonstiage t
potential (although yet hardly realized in RussiBNGOs to exercise a significant impact (undeeoth
favourable conditions) on the state.
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7.1.3 Challenges of Private Sector - NGO Coopematio
Conflict of Interests: Profit vs Environmental Peotion

Relationships between NGOs and private companiesnat without tensions and
disagreements. Obvious reasons for this are pdrsonélicts and the circumstance
that companies are happy to cooperate and comply emvironmental requirements
of certification and NGOs except situations wheheirt economic interests are

jeopardised (N).

'Our relationships with the WWF are neither good lvexd. WWF want to help
us but in a strange way. They say 'Let us make @WMHfor you'. But we
work only in virgin forests... Those HCVFs were ket according to the
map of Greenpeace, based on subjective data, eliteatlata. However, in
reality, no one knows what real value those fordsige... WWF make
strange suggestions. There is a suspicion that #pgy At the moment,
companies fight for forest land. And there is astant process of information
collection going on — about quality of the forestdifferent areas. Forest in
the West [of Russia] has all been distributeds Biberia and the Far East that
are now left.' (P)

The quote reflects scepticism, suspicion and latkrast of private companies

towards NGOs, doubts about potential benefits opeoation with them, as well as

reluctance to cooperate because of companies’ cocrahénterests (e.g. debates
about HCVFs). In this particular case, the inteamge had worked together with

international organisations previously, and his trag towards an NGO did not

appear to be related to the fact that the NGOtesmational, but rather seemed related
to generally the low level of trust and widely spteinformal practices in Russian

society.

In certain situations that | witnessed during mgldwork, NGO-business conflicts
resemble merely a fight for resources and teregriThe discourse of environmental
or social protection is used as a tool in a confiwer material resources or personal
benefits (N, P).
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Mechanisms of Interaction

According to a representative of the private secttihere are no adequate
mechanismsbf systematic stakeholders' interaction. NGOs are ® be biased and
trying to shift all responsibility for forest marmnamgent onto the private sector. An
interviewee from the private sector argued that NGften present legal logging
operations as illegal, in order to preserve thasasaas HCVFs. The interviewee
emphasized that the only existing mechanism torizgainteraction is agreements
between companies and environmental NGOs. Thessemgnts concern mainly
HCVFs, areas of forest lease surrendered by corepafareas that cease to be

counted as part of annual allowable cut) and mantgorocess.

Criticism of NGOs by Private Sector

Timber companies are not always satisfied with therk of NGOs due to
environmental NGOs' small numbers, few professiohaman resources, poor
accountability, and low activity (P). NGOs are be&d to be essentially business

oriented structures and pursue their own finanniarests (P).

‘I am not saying NGOs are a bad thing. But | hawenshow some NGOs
present things in the media...” (P)

Private sector interviewees show disrespect ankl ¢dictrust to some NGOs, and

acknowledge resource limits of others (P).

Another criticism is that NGOs tend to work onlytkvbig companies, since they are
interested in providing services for those compang® they are looking only for
solvent partners. NGOs ask audit compartiesitop a word for theimand help them
get contracts with timber companies (P). NGOs présework with big business,
rather than small companies (because it would beldbourious for one NGO to
negotiate with each and every small company (there about 70 forest leaseholders
in early 2007 in Karelia); and it appears more inguat to preserve first and foremost
large old-growth areas) (concerning negotiationsuélpreservation of old-growth
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forests) (N). In other words, the transaction ¢8stf cooperation with small
companies are too high for existing NGOs, and tla@eeno mechanisms that allow

reduction of these costs at the moment.

Initially, it was big international, foreign compas that offered support and started
cooperation with NGOs. Decisions about such codjpergrojects were made by
their non-Russian top-management (P). Later onsiBasompanies also began to get
involved in similar projects, e.g. Investlesprominkdrsky GOK, etc. This may have

contributed to a more active cooperation of NGO Wig business.
Criticism of Private Sector by NGOs

Practices of big companies, especially internatidni@ companies are a matter of

concern of some NGOs.

‘They demand that we explain everything to themt Bwere are certain

apriori things about nature: sometimes, it is synpécessary to preserve
certain areas and that'’s it. But they want evengho be explained to them,
why this or that tiny bit of forest land has tofreserved.’ (N)

It is pointed out that companies and NGOs may hatesthe same ideas about
sustainability and forest conservation. NGOs finel process of negotiations with

such companies harder.

Moreover, local domestic companies are said teediifom international ones in
their work ethics (N). It is argued that foreignngmanies operate in accordance
with their revenue goals, rather than conditionpaticular territories or welfare
of the local population. The interviewee expresesassumption that Russian
companies will become similar to international omater on, i.e. abandon the
‘personal approachin solving environmental and social problems ttrety used
to have while their managers lived close to operatsites. Companies are

®9 Eor foundations of the transaction costs theorywgdgamson, 1979; Carroll and Teece, 1999.
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growing and thus losing their personification. Bemn-making is moving to top

levels, i.e. regional social issues lose their intgooce (N).

Besides, Russian NGOs do not necessarily agreeWstern European techniques
and methods of forest conservation (promoted bgidgorcompanies), e.g. the concept

of key biotopes, since there is no unanimous msiéimong scientists on this issue

(N).

So, there are different perspectives on cooperaticiGOs with big business. On the
one hand, NGOs are criticised for being profit-segkwhile picking only big
companies as their partners. On the other hand, cbigpanies appear more
problematic than smaller local companies in cert@epects and hence require
attention of NGOs.

NGOs express their concern about auditor's workpata the dumping of forest
certification: ‘audit companies think about how they can makesiteedor their client
to get a certificate, rather than their client colyipg with the standard’(N).
However, such conflicts tend to be resolved quickigce NGOs and audit companies

have a common interest, namely growth of foredifeation.

7.1.4 Consequences of Private Sector - NGO Intenact

Variety of Perspectives

One cannot assess the achieved results of bud\@8sinteraction as single-valued.
Participants evaluate the nature and extent of N@@act on business behaviour
differently and not univocally. Some representaiwoé the private sector insist that
NGOs have no influence on business, and it is omyket forces that matter for

decision-making (P).

It is difficult to change everything in such a ghperiod of time... It is
difficult to call companies to wildlife preservationow, for their main

concern now [reform and post-reform period] is stak' (N)

The quote shows that NGOs are aware of their lgnibility to introduce

significant changes at present.
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However, some private sector interviewees perceivé society as a source of

positive future transformation and see great pakimt cooperation with NGOs.
Perspectives of NGOs

‘Even in the case of Terneyles [a strong confletimeen environmental and
economic interests], there is some movement ane sbsgussion, there are
some agreements that one generally follows. Thisigcpays off. At the

same time, when we talk to Rosleskhoz, it is simtitaa black hole where

everything disappears.' (N)

The quoted NGO interviewee expressed positive dapens concerning
cooperation with companies, particularly becausé thteraction with the private
sector looks more fruitful than with the state. TFerneyles company in the Far
East of Russia is widely known for environmentald®amisation of its policies.
They adopted a Programme for implementation of renmental policy for
sustainable forest management in 2003 in orderu@aramtee timber legality,
transparency of policies and operations, presematf HCVFs, and to comply

with international principles of sustainable foresinagement.

Furthermore, there is a feeling that the case ohd@yes is not an exception, but
rather a beginning of a new trend (N). Companieseiasingly engage in forest
certification and develop cooperation with NGOs. aivhbeing interviewed, a
representative of the WWEF confidently expressed desermination to sign an
agreement with Tyndales company concerning HCVP8/R\supplied the company
with an update on intact forest landscapes fordbmpany’'s lease. Several other
companies (also going through forest certificatiosgre mentioned as very likely to
expand their cooperation with WWF and make conceetmmittments to preserve
HCVFs and key biotopes (N).

The evidence that the situation is gradually imprgvcomes not only from the
Russian Far East (see N above), but also from tohethNVest. Muyezersky
lespromkhoz (North-West) (which used to have sigaift old-growth forests as part
of their lease and carried out logging operatidmsrdé) has been acquired by the
holding Investlesprom, which caused their practices change, and Karelian
subsidiaries of the holding company declared tkawironmental policies. There is
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evidence that companies are converting their leaséining old-growth forests into

specially protected natural areas (N).

According to an NGO representative, thanks to egold education, the attitude of
companies towards NGOs immensely changed in theseaf the last ten to fifteen
years. If one compares the current discourse ofomBGOs to that of some

representatives of big forest business, they angsimilar.

Despite optimism, results of the current NGO-bussnmteraction and prospects for
the future are highly uncertain and depend on sé¥actors. The result of this or that
particular project is predetermined to a great mxt®y particular people involved.
Thus, during one of forest certification seminathge message of an NGO
representative to the company's staff was thatréfied company has to, first and
foremost, satisfy the requirements of their auditioe., on the one hand, their
discourse has to be no different from the discoofsan environmental NGO (in the
vein ‘Nature is our templg. However, on the other hand, the NGO represemtati
carried on as followsThere is no single truth. There are different disses, but no
one knows what is right and what is the best wayéserve forestsThe message of
the seminar was 'try to make the auditor happy, gowot need to be excessively
environmentally-friendly, you just need to havesurébed procedures on paper and to
comply with some basic requirements’. This makesagseime that the real effect of
such cooperation is not going to be much more #g@ne extra paperwork, rather

than real change of people's way of thinking.

As to cooperation with companies abroad, interacisonot always smooth and easy
to build. Some NGO representatives in the Far Eagtet that their contacts with
retail companies in the US are not sufficient. Thegmplain about American
companies being unwilling to cooperate and notyieglto NGO's requests.

Multi-Stakeholder Process and Role of the State

A crucial factor that contributes to NGO-businesteiiaction failure or success is
behaviour and the stand of the Russian state. Ole af the state makes some
interviewees (P) view preservation of old-growtlnekis with scepticism: a company
(Swedwood) may surrender part of its leased famsitory as a high conservation
value forest, so that the area is not exploiteddgging any more. However, the same
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territory may be later leased out to another comyalhtales company), which will

cut the forest. In such situations, the role of NG®limited.

‘There should be interaction of companies, envirental organisations,

constituent entities of the Russian FederationRosprirodnadzor.” (P)

Instances of logging on specially set-aside andesdered for reserves areas were
described by NGOs as well, who point at state Ispdiach as Rosleskhoz, and their
private interests as responsible for such violatidxnother demonstration of the key
role of the state in mediating business-NGO retatios combat against illegal
logging. NGOs recognise their own limits in foresntrol and their inability to fully
replace the state.

‘And when we supported the anti-poaching team ameérwlater on we
supported the team “Panther” together with Rosgrealzor in Primorsky
Krai, the idea was to demonstrate how one can,ewsulccessfully using
mobile teams and working systematically, signifibarbring down or

totally put an end to illegal logging. We have destoated it to the state.

The state, however, does not want to put this éspes into service.' (N)

The above quote indicates that: first, stakeholdersthe need for cooperation with
other players; and second, that without a stroatg Support and active participation
of state bodies, attempts of business and NGOslt@ problems related to illegal
activities in the forest and conservation of valeaforest resources are bound to
generally fail. Even if such joint projects do seed, then they do so only at a local
level and do not eradicate the root of the problefing currently achieved results of
such business-NGO cooperation are not sustainabigly because the non-state
actors do not have resources, authority or cap&eitgaintain their work in the long
run. Moreover, their cooperation only becomes fidssat all under the condition of

active state participation in such projétts

0 The understanding that the key to sound forest gemant may lie in the multi-stakeholder process
and sustainable partnerships (for such approaolvsifor a realistic evaluation of one’s capacites,
well as for monitoring of the progress throughicisin, exchange and mutual learning) to some extent

reflects recent world-wide trends of changing gaeece, in particular what has been referred to as
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'One has to protect nature, this is for sure. Ha#eit is also necessary that

the state started to change. Our company canngg sgkryone's problems.'

(P)

With such words, the interviewee (P) refers to $iteations when companies are
given forest areas for lease that include valudbtdtories and are protected by
NGOs. In such situations, companies are betweerdeénd and the deep blue sea:
they have to leave those areas untouched, bueataime time, comply with official
regulations and cut those forests. State suppatgmod coordination of state and
non-state activities are seen as crucial for peivampanies. The interviewee (P)
explicitly notes that if there were state supptie process of change would have
been much quicker. He emphasizes that participatafficial authorities on certain
NGO-business projects serves as another impulssfopanies to participate, since it
can speed up a number of processes. This happenieg the project 'ldentification
of forests of high biological value' which combint#e Baltic Fund for Nature and
Swedish Forestry Agency and the private companyssl#too, as well as the

Administration of Leningrad Oblast.

‘deep democracy(Appadurai, 2001). The concept of ‘deep democrdsybased on ‘inclusion’,
‘participation’, ‘transparency’, and is used to ci@ a phenomenon of ‘globalisation from below’.
Appadurai applies this concept to the issue of pgva urban areas. He argues that this issue reay b
solved through partnerships of local communitiethvgiovernments and international agencies, and
local efforts to build international networks oratitions. The situation in the Russian forest setgo
similar to the case described by Appadurai in tese that a number of local or regional actorsrgdte

to engage in partnerships with more powerful irdiomal, multilateral and official state agencies.
However, it appears that these horizontal movenanetstill poorly bound to broad local communities.
The local population (e.g. who live in forest satients) are not actively engaged in this ‘inclusive
democracy’. The role of local community (whose d#litg is improving and performance becomes
more powerful) in these partnerships is mostly ethyby private companies and very few

local/regional NGOs.
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7.2 Private Sector and the Staté
7.2.1 Nature and Forms of Private Sector - Staterbttion

The term ‘state’ is usually associated with varistete bodies and civil servants. It
often replaces the term ‘government’. In this latteeaning of the state, business-state
interaction is perceived by interviewees differgntivhich we shall demonstrate

below.
Cooperation between private sector and the state

Cooperation of state bodies and private organisati@ms different forms and aspects.
A state official described business-state relatigpgss as cooperation in the areas of
fire fighting (funded both by the state and compa)i forest certification and
verification of timber legality (there is an agresmh between the regional government
of Khabarovsk Krai and an auditing company) (S)erehs an agreement between the
government of Khabarovsk Krai and a private compabout public-private
partnership with the aim of building a pulp-and-paplant and facilities to process
logging residues (S, P). State bodies (militia &eskhozes) and private companies

organise joint control raids and check points agfallegal loggers (P).

For some forestry operations, private companies $tate leskhozes as contractors (as
they have the necessary equipment) (S, P). Thereftan close ties between them at
the personal, individual level, as many employdegrivate companies used to work

for (state) leskhozes before (P).

Perhaps the most significant part of state-businesperation is the so called ‘social
block’, i.e. additional ‘social dutie®f business. They mainly consist in companies’
providing financial support to local population andhintaining local infrastructure.

Usually it is the supply of fire wood at lower & or for free, monetary support
depending on the size of logging operations, maartee, renovation and support of
churches, hospitals, roads, housing and publidies) schools, hospitals and sports

facilities, bridges, supply of transport for lochools, accommodation construction

" Due to difficulties of getting an agreement otstafficials to give an interview, most information

this chapter has been retrieved from interviews weépresentatives of private companies and NGOs.
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support to the local population, creation of adaiéil jobs, support of the local
association of indigenous peoples (together with régional government), help for
employees to upgrade their professional knowleeégg. through modern equipment
and training) and other forms of social help andawns. For example, local
administration can ask a company to clear a dumspiteg(P). Basically, the private
sector has been partly replacing local authoriiiestheir social and economic

functions.

This tradition, namely that private companies @ayadditional socio-economic role,
goes back to the Soviet time, especially in casbenwcompanies wergown-
forming (i.e. principal employer and mainstay of the sentarea). At that time,
companies would build and maintain whole settleméeotr their employees (P).
According to one of interviewees (director of a ngwvate and prevously state
lespromkhoz), in the Soviet time until the early9@8, all social infrastructure for
1200 employees of the lespromkhoz (currently o9 2mployees) was maintained
by the lespromkhoz, including an electrical powatisn, a boiler house, water
supply, repair and construction site, all accomntiodaetc. Now, this infrastructure
belongs to the administration of the settlementweleer, today, the state is often
incapable of providing these services (the situmatiomparable to the one described as
weak ‘state capacity’ by Skocpol, 1985).

‘Local people approach our company in the firsicplabecause when they
approach the local administration all they can roietheir own chair and a
desk...’ (P)

If one looks further back into Russian history, dimels more parallels and discovers
that the social responsibility of private companissjust a modern form of the
traditional Russian institution of obligatory lalyptiermed by Bessonova (2006) as

‘service work’ (‘sluzhebny trugl.

‘In 2000, we won the second prize in the nominat@ompanies of high
social effectiveness’ in the section ‘Salaries andal payments’.’ (P)

Support of social infrastructure still plays a sigant role for some Russian
companies today, who take pride in it.
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Naturally, most private companies try to get ridsoich additional obligations, for
economic reasons (P). However, they still carry autumber of responsibilities in
return for good relationships with and support fréocal authorities. As some
interviewees note (P), such state support is pdatiky vital for foreign companies
operating in Russia:Without governmental support, a foreign companyncardo

anything, so they need to work with the governmeas ‘one team It is also a

method of solving local conflicts, e.g. with an igehous population (through the
intermediary of local authorities) (P). The amowamd nature of such social
responsibilities of companies varies and dependgherresults of negotiations and

agreements with local authorities (S).

Another direction of state—business cooperatiat@ogical education and support of
local / indigenous cultures. For instance, in Lgnaal Oblast a private company
jointly with administration of a settlement intenisorganise a museum of Vepsian
culture [indigenous people of the area], as weliragcological trail and a school tree
farm (the latter in collaboration with several otlpeivate lease holders of the area)

(P).

According to a number of interviewees, businesskseactive cooperation in
environmental issues from the state (e.g. actwigémed at forest protection or
preservation of key biotopes), whereas the stagmats to minimise it (or at least

minimise involvement and efforts of state officjaB).

In many cases, ‘state support’ to a project impfies material or financial support,

but rather a permission to realise that particpitaject (P).

Moreover, as examples of successful cooperatiow gba@. transition from clear cuts
to increment thinning and joint (company and lesh@sting of new techniques),
only significant deterioration of economic conditso(e.g. deficit of forest resources)

is likely to change the attitude of state employaed make them willing to cooperate

(P).
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Coercion and Confrontation

State-business relations are also perceived a<icneof business by the state.
Leskhozes are certainly referred to as controlbngies, as they fine companies for

violations of forest legislation (P).

‘Now, there is a question whether we shall buildudp-and-paper plant or
not. But now, there is pressure from the govermar,the president has
extended his term under condition that he finishdgmt he has begun,

including the pulp-and-paper plant.” (P)

The quoted interviewee feels the pressure fromoregi authorities and their
intervention into company’s strategic decisions foolitical reasons. This
situation has become possible due to a strong ashmative hierarchy and

undemocratic governance regime.

Interviews reveal that powegrosition of business is stieak if compared with the
state (N). Particularly, one notes a differencevieen Russian and foreign companies
operating in Russia, in their potential negotiatimgwer with the state as foreign

companies have a smaller chance to have an impatate decisions (P).

Business-state relations are also percei@edantagonism and struggle. Thus, one
interviewee notes that their compangays fines for complying with laws on
environmental protection, Convention on BiologicBiversity, et¢ (P). The

company’s behaviour is described as resistandeetgtate and compliance with their

own ethical and economic principles.

‘The time has come [now that 2/3 of Karelian foseste in private lease of
big lessees] for all of us together to put pressuré¢he state. Although it is
better to put pressure at the international lewarough international

networks of NGOs]." (P)

The interviewee gives an example of a situationt thak place in 2005: Segezha
pulp-and-paper plant wrote an open letter to KarelForestry Agency about a
leskhoz that illegally cut wood in the area leabgdthe pulp-and-paper plant. The
letter caused a grave scandal, Moscow officialsteds Karelia, carried out an

inspection and confirmed the fact of illegal loggiby a leskhoz. lllegal operations
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stopped, but no-one was penalised. In 2006, sitamegs of illegal logging were
revealed and two criminal cases opened. Howevete dbodies are said to be

uninterested as such cases are evidence of dafehtsr work.

‘When | talk to timber industrialists, they perceiit all — the Forest Code,
export fees etc — as a raider attack on the s¢dleovhole country. Many
companies go bancrupt now. There no investors, iz no money. So,

someone will just buy those companies...” (N)

The quote shows that the state is associated Wethal activities and private
interests of state officials or associated stakddrsl Moreover, lease contracts
(which are written by the Forestry Agency) are sadnclude lots of illegal

clauses about obligations of lessees.

It is argued that companies operatea hostile environmen{P). This environment
includes local population and state authoritiean@anies say that they nedd fight
state official§ who attempt to impose too many obligations (sashvarious social

responsibilities) on them.
Informal Interaction

Interaction of private sector and state bodiesid ® often have an informal semi-
legal nature. For instance, parties come to infbrgaeements and compromises (at
the local level) in the situation of certificatiqwhere requirements of certification
contradict official regulations) (P, N) or while alang with issues of model forests
(P). It is noted that local / regional officialsdagompanies have to negotiate and
reach informal compromises because of existinggaflthe legislation.

An NGO representative makes an assumption thaageri@uditors and the process of
voluntary certification have a bigger influence lmmsiness, for state bodies are easier
to bribe than private auditing companies. The resador this are that employees of
leskhozes have much smaller salaries in compatsa@uditors, they tend to suffer
from alcohol addiction and also each forester isharge of a very large forest area

that he is simply physically not able to control.
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Informal personal relations matter also for allcmatof forest leases (P, N) and may
take the form of a strong lobby and corruption .(éogreplace felling licences with

felling declarations) (P).

There is abundant evidence itiegal activities of state employees together with
business. An interviewee tells a story about hiskwio the forest sector in the Soviet

time (in a lespromkhoz (state-owned logging compary the 1990s and today:

‘I have never been a forest thief, but our actdthave never been legal
either. One would report one cubic metre of felietber, and in reality fell
three cubic metres. And now it is the same. Theythreves-in-law. The
militia are all corrupt. We used to pay for 100 icuimetres, and would cut
500 cubic metres. We paid everyone: the tax sermiddia, foresters, local
administration... Every prosecutor, every top a@dién the militia has their

own thief brigades.’ (P)

There is a certain dualism in big business lobbyiational forest policy. On the one
hand, companies admit that difficulties of envir@mtal lobby are related to poor
organisation of businesses in this respect (P)thay are interested in logging
expansion and have lobbied abolishment of auctemsa method of forest lease
distribution (for big investment projects, as wall permission to cut stone pine /
cedar kedn) (N). At the same time, it is precisely the lobfxyiof big companies that
is said to have a strong influence on federal topsicy and making it more
compatible for instance with certification proces§d). Naturally, such lobbying has
economic goals. For instance, a company that lobtnéncrease export fees on raw
timber as a means to combat illegal logging (thegtev letters to the Ministry for
Natural Resources) was pursuing its own commeratrests, being a timber-
processing company (P). Just as the state canrmdeoed a resource (to be used
used by NGOs and companies) for sustainabilityattig change, the state can also be
used in private commercial interests. This phenameof poor insulation of state
structures from private pressures has been dedcabeweak ‘state autonomy’ by
Skocpol (1985).

‘If a person understands that it is necessary tdept [forests] and if he

takes it personally, then he will make concessams$will try to find — even

in our old Forest Code — some loopholes [in ordendlp]... However, it is
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difficult, and everyone would rather sit and waithear what to do from
above.” (P)

The quote indicated that the degree and qualitpoperation between companies
and state agencies may differ and depends a Ipaditular individuals in office

and whether they are personally concerned abougt#te of forests.

Differences among regions are explained through pleesonality of regional
governors. Thus, in Khabarovsk Krai, at the timeh# interview, the governor was
Ishayev — & very good economic manay¢P), whereas the governor of Primorye
was Dar’kin — from a criminal world and where management is oigad according
to different principles [redistribution of region’sesources among one’s own

companies](N).

To some extent, relations with local administratd@pend on the contribution of the
company to the regional / local budget: if a compmnan important taxpayer, then

the administration treats the company differen@y. (
7.2.2 Challenges of Private Sector - State Inteoact

There are a number of issues that interviewees\mehinder the effective interaction

of business and state.
The Feedback System

In the opinion of non-state actothe feedback system between state and society does
not function properly. The feedback system is lvelieto be very poor because civil
servants at lower levels take into account whdieimg said at the higher levels of

state hierarchy and are not so much concernedwtittt business says (P).

‘People are personally afraid to say things. Angl ddmpanies realise that
we are not going to have the rule of law in thee$brsector any time soon,
and they will have to live in these conditions, laast for another five

years... Very few can afford talking openly about wisagoing on here. In

the back-rooms, yes, many of them say that theentigituation is not good
at all.” (N)
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The interviewee suggests that representatives @fcbimpaniesare cautiousin
expressing their thoughts, for they do not wardisoupt their good relationships with
state bodies, which still have a lot of tools dfuence. Criticism of state policies by
private companies tends to take the form of ‘hiddetourses’ (Scott, 1990) rather
than open public ‘transcript’. An exception was lpably the adoption of the Forest
Code, which was actively lobbied by state authesitibut could not be passed in its

initial draft because of protests of the forest@e@n 2004).

The above quote from an NGO was corroborated bervigws held with
representatives of private companies. For instadegng my conversation with an
employee of a lespromkhoz (P), the intervieweelttteevade my questions about the
role of international companies in the process otflemnisation of the Russian forest
sector calling them political’ or even unpatriotic. Comments made by the
interviewee included:1'am not afraid to talk, although our conversati@being

recorded and will be passed on into another system.

Small companies, which suffer more than any otlenmanies from unsuccessful
reforms, are not organised or represented at ttherdi level. Regional interests are
underrepresented at the federal centre. Intervieweemplain about poor
communication with Moscow and few possibilities &xpress their concerns

effectively in conditions where real mass mediapsally does not exist (N, P).
The Bureaucracy

A serious hindrance to efficient cooperation isds@a be bureaucrac{P, N). Civil
servants are blamed for providing distorted infaioraabout the real condition of the
forest sector (P), as well as for their negativiéuate to forest business and hampering
business development (e.g. too long procedure dqaoile permission for building a
road) (P).

State officials appear to be disinterested in coatpm with business, partly because
this would require changes in certain forestry pcas, which is not foreseen by the
legislation (P). State officials at the regionaldamigher levels are believed to be
indifferent to problems of the forest sector anavilimg to change things, whereas
officials at lower levels (leskhozes), despite thmsitive attitude to cooperation, are
said to be unable to implement new complex projgzastly because of their limited
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authority) or afraid of making their own decisioigskhozes are described as the
most flexible and ready-to-cooperate among statestdodies. Foresters at the local
level appear to have the best knowledge of problemthe ground (P). The reason
even they may not be not inclined to make concassise that changes may mean
extra work for leskhozes (e.g. going into the fosesd marking areas that should not
be cut). Besides, it may also cause problems fekhiezes themselves (e.g. if they
allow to leave more trees on logging site to bé),lébr they are controlled by other
state bodies (P). State support is limited to velsbal approval (P). The reasons for
this are believed to be lack of individual respbigy of civil servants for
development of the forest sector and their impuiritycase the sector makes no

progress.

State agencies are argued to be interested in @dape only if they see personal
benefit for themselves. There are documents anuhlevidence (P) about a situation
of 2006 when Segezha pulp-and-paper plant offevegign a cooperation agreement
to the forestry agency of Karelia Republic with #ien of implementing voluntary
forest certification, as well as realisation of thernational Convention on Biological
Diversity (1995), article 2 of the Forest Code loé tRussian Federation (1997) and
the Agreement between the Ministry for Natural Reses of the Russian Federation
and the Government of Karelia Republic (2003). Toier was rejected by state
officials.

The state is said to be a constant debtor of bssifie). It is believed (P) that the

problem is not a lack of money but rather its inrappate use at the regional level.

Other bureaucracy-related issues include high reskd corruption. High risks of
cooperation with state authorities and of investmeto forest sector are caused by
frequent rotation of civil servants, hence instfpénd difficulties of developing any
kind of cooperation with the state (P); the stabé fulfilling its functions such as
forest guard and protection, especially a problemsmall and middle-size business
(N); and too short forest leases which make sigaifi investments such as road

building unattractive (P).

Foreign interviewees express their frustration it pace of work that involves any

interaction with state agencies, obtaining licengegymissions (e.g., permission to

build a road to the leased forest) etc. A very slpace and inefficiency of
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bureaucracy are explained by corruption and theessty of personal interest of

bureaucracts if their work is to be accelerated (P)

In the eyes of some representatives of businesgppropriate and semi-legal
functioning of state agencies justifies illegalivaties of other participants of the

forest sector, such as tax evasion (P).
7.3 NGOs and the State

7.3.1 Enhancing Cooperation

'Say, two years ago, there was practically no coosve dialogue — neither
with Goskomles, nor with Minprom, nor with Minselikt, whereas now the
situation is changing. There is already some digdognd some joint
movement further.” (N)

The interviewee notes that communication betweate sigencies and NGOs has

been improving recently.

NGOs (e.g., NGO SPOK in Karelia or the Russian tiaof Greenpeace) put

pressure on state agencies through mass medigpandoablications.

‘[Publications] do not need to reach local popwlafi but rather law-
enforcement agencies, law makers, federal structurdecause civil
servants are very dependent on federal structedederals’ need from
the regions is that they pay taxes, do not interfenen they want to build
pipelines and stay silent, so there are no scandals this is a very strong
tool. If there are scandals, ‘federals’ will chanigeal leaders, if local
leaders cannot cope with the situation and keepptmilation silent. The

mechanism is primitive, but it works.” (N)

Other mechanisms of NGO-state interaction includect contact and routine

everyday involvement.

‘Everyone knows Yaroshenko in Rosleskhoz. Influeat&reenpeace and

Yaroshenko personally is certainly very strong.) (N
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The quote reveals that the influence of some N&@ddes on federal state agencies is
very significant. The interviewee notes that shes impressed by how much they
listen to him and by the attitude of people to’hand that opinion of the above
mentioned leader of Greenpeace Forest Programmmicae ignored. The tools of
NGO influence vary from tools of a radical oppamiti(in case of SPOK) to personal

renown (in case of Greenpeace).

‘A positive thing is that we have a voice. Besidesa week’s time, we are
going to St. Petersburg [to the International FoFesum]. This year, we are
not particularly welcome. But we were invited inettpast years as
facilitators and moderators of discussions... @Qitgctor for environmental
policy is a member of the board of Rosleskhoz antember of the board of

the Ministry for Natural Resources. He is regulaglyen the floor there.’

(N)

The story of the above quoted leader of another M&Orest Programme shows that
there appears to emerge, although not a very stesehd, namely that voices of

NGOs become ever more heard and listened to.

Tools that are used by NGOs to put pressure oe sig¢ncies can be classified as
direct and indirect ones. Levers of direct influenoclude for instance participation
of NGOs in the Forest Public Counc®l§shchestvenny Soyetheir involvement in
fora and discussions, etc. However, such mechanapsar not to work well (N).
So, NGOs turn ever more often to mechanisms ofewctlinfluence, namely work
with the private sector. Business is said to beengdfective in negotiations with the
state than NGOs.

The experience of some NGOs shows that state—N@@aotion has been developing
from antagonism (and respective tools of ‘struggl®’ positive cooperation. For
instance, since the late 1990s, the WWF has bebhspung reports about illegal
logging and trade. These reports of the WWF trigdescandals in the Far East in
2001 - 2002, and local authorities were about ®oteke WWF. However, in 2004 —
2005, Rosleskhoz requested the WWF's estimatingguhares, and Rosleskhoz used

those methods to make their estimates of illegggilog as well.
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‘| could say that I am happy, for a lot of thindgst were impossible very
short time ago, happen now. Who could imagine tegtlations will be

posted on the website? Who could imagine that wall skend our

amendments to the Forest Code to the Duma — 5G mdigext?’ (N)

There appears to be progress in opening-up theraling process and making it
more transparent and collaborative. This seemsettrie both for the federal and
regional level. The WWEF together with DalNIILH [F&astern Forestry Research
Institute] prepared rules for the designation oke@&ally Protected Forest Areas,
which were then sent to the Forestry Agency, whichurn proposed taking these
rules into account and including them into regioklrvesting Rules. Moreover,
representatives of the NGO give talks at parlianpeateedings. The WWF provides
financial support to some state bodies: the WWHFghbiire-fighting equipment, cars

etc for a leskhoz in Chuguyevka (P).

Another NGO described the evolution of state atgtto model forests (projects
developed by NGOs), in particular to Pskov Modaigst

‘As to our communication with Pskov authorities, tae local level, in

Strugokrasnensky Rayon, everything would be algerga hostile reception
at first. People would perceive it the following yvaA foreign company

came with its capital, along with foreign NGOs;theust be either spies or
god knows what...they are going to cut all our foimsd leave nothing for
us’... But once the project started to work, catfliwere resolved. And
now, we generally have support at the local leVhals concerns employees

of the forestry sector and of the local adminisbrat (N)

The quote shows that despite initial hostility asdspicion towards foreign
organisations, changes in perception take placehapden even in the short run not
only at the federal or official level, but also the very local level. There is also
similar evidence of change (and growing supporthefmodel forest) at the regional
level (N). In all these situations, understandirag Ibeen achieved through ongoing
and persistent dialogue with state officials arfteostakeholders at all levels (mostly
arranged by NGOs).
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The situation varies across regions. In some atbassituation has started to change
on the regional level. One of the most successiges of NGO-state cooperation is
Komi Republic, where the NGO Silver Taiga has haibaificant impact on regional
policies. Regional Komi authorities supported theddl Forest, and approaches to
forest management started to change on the learddtituent entities of the Russian
Federation. Cooperation is also said to have pssge a lot in Khabarovsk Krai

(unlike other Far Eastern regions):

‘We are involved in the process of decision makifige government of
Khabarovsk Krai has created a working group for diversity

conservation... We have an official agreement wite government of
Khabarovsk Krai about cooperation for conservatbmiodiversity. It is a

unique case of agreement between an NGO and (ayigovernment.’” (N)
7.3.2 Challenges of NGO-State Cooperation

However, the same interviews with NGOs often reflacnumber of problematic

issues related to communication of NGOs with dvaidies.

‘My tasks also include communication with state iesdand attempts to
introduce some elements of this concept (HCVF$ @ir legislation, state
practices, forestry. | can tell you right away thet have succeeded least in
this respect so far.” (N)

Recent successes of NGOs wear off against the baokd of deep and persisting
problems. A number of interviewees (N) stress mgparency of decision-making and
poor access of NGOs to the legislation-making pectheirpersistent attempts and
essentially failure to introduce relevant enviromtaé amendments to regulations in

the process of reform.

NGO interviewees emphasize the lack of interesctmperation on the side of state
bodies. Civil servants are reluctant to participatint seminars organised by NGOs
and ‘come only if there are orders from someone higlpe(N). The agencies that are
actual decision makers (Ministry for Natural Resas; Ministry for Economic
Development and Trade — not the Rosleskhoz), dievied to have different interests
from NGOs (N).
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Officials also show resistance to new and ‘impdrid@stern concepts. Here is a not

very rare perspective of civil servants on envirental NGOs:

‘I have been in war with them all my life.... Thedo not have any
information, but just tell lies all over the wordat one cuts national parks
in Karelia. There are enough national parks anidtsteserves in Karelia,
but why ban logging in all over-mature forests? giog should be there
anyway. Only a very rich country can afford makialj their forests
protected zones... In Europe, they have destrolyatier own forests, but

do not want to pay us so that we preserve our fregS)

Sometimes, state officials speak almost a diffetanguage. Thus, when a regional
minister of timber industry (S) was asked aboutligymarticipation in the process of
forest management at the regional level and NG@sanswer included only several

names of timber trade and industry associations.

Differences in perceptions and ideas are aggrauatetie lack of trusbetween civil
society and the state. Interviewees describe Hite sis someone whkeeps smiling
to you but then always deceives y(\). The low level of trust on the side of NGOs

is a result of previous disappointing experiencearfperation with state bodies.

‘State bodies listen to you attentively, agree witlu and then it turns out
that the final draft of the documents in questiavérnothing common with
what we have agreed on... | have a feeling that tise us to their political
ends... Sometimes it seems to me that it [coomerfatias a decorative

character.” (N)

In this respect, the current situation in Russiadasvery different from international
experiences described in (Vira and Jeffery, 20ahgp state has adopted the
participatory rhetoric, but reproduces traditionaltterns of power and decision-

making.

Disappointing experiences with sham cooperationseasome NGOs to take an
oppositional stand and react negatively to estaivlent of the Forest Public Council
(Obshchestvenny Soyet
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‘There is a bureaucratic law of three ‘i's, whichalso applied in this case:
‘invite, inform, ignore’. And that’s it... Any desion of this Council is non-

binding... What is the point of such Council, tborm? But we shall inform

you through mass media anyway.’ (N)

The quote suggests that the Forest Public Councéggarded by some NGOs as

of no importance, so these NGOs avoid patrticipatiaihe Council’s meetings.
Spatial and Temporal Variations

However, it is noted that the quantity and quabfyinteraction of NGOs with the
state vary betweetifferent state agencies and at different periddswe. Some local
and regional forestry authorities are said to hareved very cooperative when the
Forest Code was being adopted and participatedategi campaigns together with
NGOs (N).

‘There is a feeling that we are with Rosleskhozoa side of the barricades
in a certain sense. On the other side is the Minfeir Natural Resources,
the Ministry for Economic Development and Traded dne Government.
The roots of the problems are not in Rosleskhot, Higher — in some

economic or administrative interests *not* of Re&leoz.” (N)

The stories told by several NGOs evidence a majteted organisation of state
authorities who are involved in decision making w@bthe forest sector. Leskhozes
and officials at the local level are sometimes @ggbto officials at the Ministrgf

Economic Development and Trade and the Ministry N@atural Resources. State
ministries and departments also differ from eacheotin their interests and

incentives.

‘Relations of state authorities with NGOs, espégialith environmental

organisations, have been *very* manifold during teeent five years —
‘hopping’ | would say. When Goskomekologii was asleéd in 2000, under
that minister NGOs were not allowed anywhere atfalld when a different
minister came to the forestry service, in 2004y theddenly supported our
idea to create a public forest council... And attief this council has also

had a very uneven character.” (N)
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Changes in time do not necessarily happen in aistens manner. Changes in
attitudes, amount and depth of cooperation depangbébtical swings and cycles. As
argued by some NGO representatives, civil servantRosleskhoz become more
inclined to cooperation and compromises duringquiriof crises, when they cannot

cope with problems without external advice.

‘First, we start to come closer and closer to eattler — and then there is a
new governmental reform, everything changes andcemee up in opposite
corners again. We start to come closer again —hard comes another
reform! In 2000, there was a reform, when the faddorestry service
(which was like a ministry) was abolished. Latenere was another
administrative reform after that... And now this fetreeform has drawn us
apart a lot, for civil servants have been so basy they had no time at all
for NGOs...” (N)

The quote indicates that difficulties of cooperatare exacerbated by instability

of political situation and ongoing administrativeanges.

Success or failure of NGO-state cooperation dependadividual people at the local
level (their values, beliefs, etc) and on officiats Moscow (or generally higher-
ranking structures), since interests of individealil servants do not necessarily
coincide. This factor explains the success of tl&ON'Silver Taiga’ in the Komi
Republic (N) and past failures of the NGO SPOK wddoworking relationships with
the regional authorities of Karelia.

When referring to problems of the forest reformiemiewees (N) often refer to

individual state officials, such as the ministems hatural resources (Trutnev is
described as being absolutely indifferent to whatgbing on with the forests;

Artyukhov, as a bribetaker; Roshchupkin, as a valgnted manager). Frequent staff
rotation in state agencies is considered a majmirance to developing cooperation
with NGOs (S, N).

Conclusion

The above chapters showed how institutional devetp of the Russian forest

sector requires analysis not only in terms of dagiaups and individual actors, but
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also relations (links between actors in Figure This approach is close to the
perspective of Bourdieu, his study of ‘social spaed ‘habitus’ based on relative

positions of actors within that space (Bourdiel83)9
NGO-Private Sector

The chapter discussed changing relationships betWézOs and private companies.
It revealed that drivers of increased cooperatienbloth within and outside the
Russian forest sector. The former result from depieof forests and inability of the
state to provide necessary resources for develop(s&ills, knowledge, etc). The
latter include increasing embeddedness of the Rugsrest sector in global markets

and consequent dependence on requirements ofdbal glonsumer community.

The limitations of the civil society and non-statgency in Russia are caused by
insufficient trust and legitimacy in the eyes ofoéder population, conflicts of
interests, lack of effective mechanisms of coopemnatiith other stakeholders. Actors
share awareness that only through multi-stakehadeperation will it be possible to
organise sustainable forest management, as therrcesoof separate players are

limited.

NGOs find dialogue with business organisationseza@nd more fruitful than with
civil servants (the same applies to the attitudgrdfate companies). At the same
time, one cannot overestimate the role of stateelsddr NGO-business cooperation:
decisions of civil servants are often decisivetfar success of such projects. Only in
cases where different actors (including state iaf$¢ with different motivations were
involved and where those interests and motivatemmbined well, was the outcome

of joint projects in sustainable forest managensectessful.

The need for the 'state’ (and for the reformedeytatas referred to on numerous
occasions by representatives of both private amdgowernmental sectors, both in the
North-West and in the Far East of Russia. Majoyguia in the forest sector recognise

that none of them can solve existing problems eir thwn.
State-Private Sector

Cooperation in the area of environmental protect®rstimulated mostly by the

private sector, whereas the state is perceivech aseat, rigid and isolated ‘structure’
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with a poor feedback link to the rest of sociegK of skilled professionals, and lack

of individual responsibility of civil servants.

In terms of modernization and innovative developindre state is considered weak
and failing to perform a number of its functiondefefore, the private sector finds
itself bound to replace the state in various rolescio-economic development,
support of local infrastructure and various forestnagement operations, including
forest protection and fire fighting, introductiohreew forestry methods.

State—business relations are often characterizezbbfrontation and antagonism. In
the eyes of companies, the state is associatedllegial activities and raider attacks.
Companies use legal action, lobbying and cooperatrtdth NGOs as tools in the

‘struggle’ against the state.

A lot of interaction between state bodies and pe\sector is informal or even semi-
legal. There is evidence that private logging congxmare often affiliated with state
forest management bodies or linked to particulatesofficials, which potentially

causes issues with sustainability and violatiomawfs and regulations. This leads to
the weak ‘state autonomy’ and low ‘state capadikocpol, 1985), i.e. a reduced
capacity of the state to pursue national interastsits weak power to shape informal
institutions (Evans et al, 1985). The state appésss autonomous from Russian

companies than from foreign companies.

The nature of interaction between companies arté sigencies is believed to differ
from case to case and depend a lot on particutividuals in office (be it a forester
or a governor of the region) and their personahsdend values. There are differences
between various state bodies: leskhozes (locat $taest management bodies) are
described as most flexible and ready-to-coopenaieng state bodies, whereas state
bodies of the national and sometimes regional lamlear most rigid and least
cooperative, which limits the scope of action a thcal level. This indicates the

ability of the state to perform both as agency stnacture.
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NGO-State

The dialogue between NGOs and the state has beeandxg recently. These
changes occur mainly due to efforts of individuab® leaders rather than state

bodies. This causes a significant differentiatiebnzen regions.

One of the biggest challenges of NGO-state collatimm appears to be not just a
different ideology, lack of interest in environmantissues (due to resource-
orientation of the economy and politics), but alte unwillingness of the state to
participate in any discussion or to open the pa#sdecision-making. The gap in
perceptions and ideas is exacerbated by the lackust between civil society
organisations and the state. NGOs perceive thdiicgpation in the process of reform
and generally their direct interaction with thetstas a formality. These observations
correspond to the theory of ‘communicative actidabermas, 1974) and debates
about political regimes adequate for maintainingviremmental sustainability
(Skollerhorn 1998; Mathews 1996). As indicated ayawn-state participants of the
Russian forest sector generally agree that demodmatms of governance and more
inclusive procedures of decision-making may proadeetter basis for development.
This corresponds to the view of Eckersley (1992koological crisis as the ‘crisis of
participation’.

Interaction between NGOs and the state signifigardlies across state agencies and
regions. It is also very uneven in time. Inconsisteand irregularity of cooperation is
exacerbated by instability of political situatimngoing administrative changes, poor
communications between state agencies, their ateanflicts, and a high turnover
of officials in top positions, because a great iolenteraction is played by individual
officials involved. The special role of the indivial is accompanied by a lack of
system in the Russian state and arbitrarinesslmfypmplementation.

The above mentioned circumstances cause a sceggeabf NGOs on the prospects
of their future cooperation with state agenciese @rpects positive change only as a
result of active efforts of individual people or asconsequence of pressure from
higher-ranking structures in Moscow. This can bmgared to the model of Gel'man
(2004), recognizing the importance of structuraitdes for explaining institutional

path dependence, but mainly supporting the acientad approach. Structural
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factors and the ‘legacy of the past’ affect theoldgies and capabilities of actors, but

cannot fully account for individual actors’ behawio

It also showed a certain path-dependence in staietg relations and a particularly
significant role of the state for outcomes of ntates governance projects. The
structure is predominant, and the ‘public spheseveak. The potential of new non-
state entrants in the Russian forest sector istdomibecause their agency is
‘embedded Granovetter, 1985) in existing social relatiompsh
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CHAPTER EIGHT. CONCLUSION
Patterns of Institutional Change in the RussiandadrSector

In the above analysis, we have demonstrated thgrroarrent problems (as well as
fundamental reasons for those problems) of thesta@ector are typical for different
historical periods, and that state—society relatiips have similar features in theé"19
and 2% centuries. The analysis of interviews showed tiw ongoing reform,
perceived with much criticism by non-state partécifs of the sector, is expected to
result in social reproduction, rather than transfation. In the opinion of key actors
in the sector, current state forest policy is wligkto significantly affect social

behaviour or basic informal institutions.

As shown in chapter five, recent institutional depenent has not been entirely
consistent in the sense that there have been teuldpvers and sources of
institutional change, which causes numerous clasieéween emerging (or newly
implanted) and ‘old’ institutions. Particularly, duinstitutional conflicts have been
taking place between state and non-state agenagtfter non-state agency and state

structure).

The comparative analysis of state forest reform rugects launched by non-state
actors suggests that a major difference betweem tisethat the state reform is
significantly more entrenched in the ‘old’ thinkiagd path-dependent institutions. In
some aspects of forest management, certificatiah randel forests as forms of
alternative governance have proved to be more galierresisting certain informal
‘path-dependent’ institutions, and more effectiveart state-designed and state-

imposed institutions of law-enforcement.

To a great extent, this can be explained througstscof potential institutional
transformation(a concept elaborated by Polterovich, 1999). Thstesy of decision
making is such that the cost of institutional chetgrn by civil servants is a key
factor for design and implementation of reformserdfore the current reform of the
forest sector has been implemented in the waypttwahises little success and its cost
is mostly born by non-state actors, who are mobterable and immediately affected
by changes.
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The above analysis makes one conclude that difiesubf reform stem largely from
relationships of state authorities with the sociétyailable data, set out in chapter
seven, shows that structural institutional factardsich determine the range of choices
available to individuals and the respective tramsfgion of forest management
institutions, are varied and multi-level. Howevexr, particular role is played by
political regime and distribution of power betweidividuals, state and different
social groups. The bearing of politics on forestorece management proves to be

particularly significant in Russia.

Opportunities for Path-Creation

As it has been argued by Crouch and Farrell (2@04d))set out in Figure 1, there are
two main routes for institutional path-creation andovation: 1) ‘from within’, i.e.
path-creation driven by strong organised interedtsfrom outside’, i.e. by means of
active exchange with global environment. As a tesdl post-Soviet economic,
political and ecological transformations, both wagyve become more feasible in the
Russian forest sector. As the above analysis shiwvesmajor drivers of change in
today’s Russian forest sector are: 1) local ecoldgahgency, and 2) global (societal,

political, economic, ideological) environment.

Organised interest in sustainable forest managehenstarted to emerge, mostly in
the form of new social networks and joint projectsNGOs and private companies
(voluntary forest certification, model forests, amither forms of collaboration). It is
the emergence / strengthening of new participahthe forest sector (compared to
the 19th century situation) - NGOs and influenpalate corporations - that gives
hope for a weakening of institutional embeddedreess for the modernisation of
forest management. Their cooperation is also grgvdoe to increased ecological
agency (aggravated ecological problems). Howevegperation between state
agencies and other participants of the sectorudeg the local population remains
insignificant. Analysis shows that major sourcesi@éncy tend to lie outside the state
structures (or at least outside federal state tstreis) and outside local communities.
Agency comes mostly from the corporate and non-gowuental sector, both national
and international. The state is not always willimg able to contribute to
modernisation and innovative development of theedbrsector to the extent it is

necessary with regard to changing domestic andnatienal markets, as well as
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evolution of ideas about sustainable developmenérdfore, NGOs and businesses,
who often share same values and problems, formanalis to oppose state
bureaucracy, corruption and rigidity. In this caee state is seen as a structure,
unable to generate innovations. Lack of agency @gdnised interest among civil

servants appears to be one of major reasons ofcexpestate forest management
reform failure. Non-state governance and ‘privatadernisation’ seem to have more
potential than state measures, at least in thet shor. This corroborates a

Habermasian belief in the acting individual andblii sphere’, as well as the recent
theories of non-state market-driven governanceli{@as 2002; Meidinger, 2002).

However, as analysis of available material dematest; ‘private modernisation’ is
severely limited by formal and informal institut®supported by the state. As shown
in chapter seven, power is unevenly distributedvben the state and the private
sector. Private companies express their conceratdbe state exercising pressure on
them, interfering in their management, or imposiadditional socio-economic
obligations. The overwhelming path-dependent rolkne Russian state in all areas of
social life jeopardises possibilities of innovatokevelopment through interaction with
global environment even in conditions of increaspeénness and interdependence.
The nature of state—business interaction is shapeanly by economic incentives,
but also by politics. This allows comparison withet ‘institutionalist political
economy’ of Chang (2002) who emphasized the impodaof bringing the political
aspect back into economic analysis. Without appaigcooperation of civil servants,
non-state projects and initiatives are bound toaianisolated ‘islands of change’.
This shows that there is a need to complementhbery of ‘communicative action’
with studies of path-dependence and the statel €wgiety and ‘public sphere’ on
their own prove unable to secure institutional geanand sustainable forest

management.
Further Reflections on the Theory

Analysis of current processes in the Russian faestor has required resort to and
harmonization of several theoretical approachespamsipectives. Changes of actors’
behaviour are explained through interaction anérdependency of structure and
agency, and concept of embedded agency. The alagses generally agrees with

Bourdieu’s dialectical approach to the ‘structugesacy’ dichotomy, where both
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elements have equal weight: objective structures ¢tate; history of Russian state,
society and forestry; natural resources) form th&dfor subjective representations of

agents; and at the same time, subjective repragergdorm the structure.

The above analysis leads us to partially agree Wahermas, who considers society
both as structure and agency, where structure &lyneepresented by the state, and
agency by the ‘public sphere’, non-state actorg Jthte and non-state participants of
the forest sector confront one another and comipetpower and the right to design
institutions. A particular role in institutionalaimsformations is played by individuals,
their competence in ‘communicative action’, selfi@misation and self-governance as
an alternative to coercive methods of state govema Individual actors, if
communicating with each other, may be capable tigg¢owards common goals and
mutual social benefits. However, the above chapatiss demonstrated the ‘distortion’
of the ‘public sphere’ in Russia: passive attitugfe many participants, lack of
democratic practices, blurred boundaries betwesfaterand public, and exercise of
power in cooperation with the state apparat@slabermas, 1974: 54). As experience
of the Russian forest sector testifies, individagency is embedded in a social
(institutional, economic, ideological, politicalower, and discursive) and natural
contexts. Moreover, agency is restricted by thesd#exts. Actors tend to be largely
limited in their ability to produce innovations, lass necessary structural changes
take place. These changes include: the strengthafithe public sphere (as argued
by Habermas), modification of the economic systéfark) or form of government
(Durkheim) or alteration of power relations bothtiaditional political (macro-power

of the state) and Foucauldian (everyday micro-pejv&ense.

The institutional framework is applied to explaiongplex and specifically Russian
agency-structure interactions in the forest sedtoour analysis, we use the concepts
of the new institutional economics (such as prgpearghts, transaction costs,
competition, etc). However, preliminary analysisawhilable data proved it necessary
to supplement the NIE framework with two other aggmhes. Firstly, the impact of
history on patterns of current transformationsechfior the application of concepts of
path-dependence (North; Ostrom) and path-creati@rouch and Farrell;
Ebbinghaus). These frameworks have allowed thetifttion of several major
path-dependent institutions that constrain tramsétion of the Russian forest sector,

as well as the tracing of the historical rootsahg of those institutions. The concept
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of path-dependence is helpful in explaining whyaslef forest management that are
popular elsewhere (such as ‘participation paradigoelief in the power of civil
society and social campaigns; rejection of top-d@rmjects) may be unfeasible on
the Russian ground. The dissertation juxtaposedsiRugpractices and ideas with
Western approaches to natural resource manageihettowed the importance of

complementing theories designed in the West withsikun conceptual frameworks.

As the chapter six revealed, there is a clear aveae of the specificity of Russian

practices among participants of the forest secibe theory of path-dependence,
previously applied to the Russian material by Hedlu2005), has proven its

immense relevance to explaining current changethenRussian forest sector. The
current development of model forests and certibcashows how path-dependent
development trajectories interact with exogenowu$ignging environments. It shows
that there is a potential for path-creation anthaaigh bounded, innovation. There are
actors within different parts of the Russian forgsttor, NGOs, civil service, private

business, who have started or may start to acrabeédded path creators’ (Garud and
Karnoe, 2001).

A ‘specific’ Russian mentality manifests itself ancertain view of forests and forest
management, perception of law and governance reginospects of change, and a
certain business and working culture. Intervieweesphasize that a number of
existing issues are related to, in their opinigrec#fically Russian objective natural
and geographic conditions, as well as formal arfdrimal institutions, traditional
Russian or Soviet frameworks of thinking and bebaviand that all of these are
closely related to each other. For instance, thanddnce of natural resources is said
to have caused lack of environmental thinking amasequently wasteful treatment of
forests, despite the population’s dependance osethvery forests. The absence of
private property has had a similar effect on faresnhd, hence, a sense of
responsibility for those resources is lacking. Taier is closely connected to the
missing tradition of public participation in forastanagement or active public interest
in forest issues, unless one is immediately aftedtg those. The latter, however,
could be also in some cases explained by the lev&lconomic development of
certain areas where the local population is moreemed with problems of survival
rather than sustainable environmental developn@ftén, it is the local population

who are blamed for their own problems due to theiwillingness to change the
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situation, scepticism about possible positive ti@msations, propensity to think only

about ‘today’, not ‘tomorrow’ and their unwillingas to work hard.

However, it would not be untrue to say that thecegddRussian ‘path’ of development
relates most of all to the Russian state managerbehaviour of civil servants and
interaction of state and society. These includgidity of the state machine and its
antagonism to any innovations, a very big rolehaf federal centre and hierarchy in
decision-making, absence of democratic featurest paentives for development or
increasing efficiency, instability of political, esomic and legal environment,
corruption and so on. These features are said tebe'‘traditional’ for Russia and

facilitate the inert (rather than innovative) deyghent of economy and society.
Moreover, these features are believed to distaftsaion of various ‘Western’ ideas
on the Russian ground and make it necessary tot dtlepe ideas to Russian

institutions before implementation.

The second approach that proved to be a necesgapiement to the NIE framework
is the ecological one. Nature is considered a validly-fledged factor (if not actor)
in institutional change. The ecological dimensismagarded as an integral part of the
analysis of societal development. Similarly to hanezology and political ecology,
the collected data demands recognition of the mtile link between the social and
the natural in the process of institutional changmwever, these theoretical
approaches need modification when used to anahsedrtissian case. Thus, in the
analysis of the interdependence of nature and loallre, the concept of local
culture should be understood broadly in the serfsalleRussian path-dependent
institutions (especially political), intellectuatatlition, practices of forest use as
penetrated by the state and respective discouvkegover, certain concepts that may
be important in other forest-rich countries turt tmbe almost irrelevant in Russia,
such as the concept of environmental struggles éngronmental struggles of the
poor against multinational corporations) (Martirder, 1997, 2002). My material
demonstrates that if it is not the state who is'tméy European’ in Russia, then it is
the (predominantly foreign) private and non-goveental sector, but by no means
local communities. As part of certification processl model forests, the concept of
public participation has emerged on the agendatefviewees. However, the local
community is still mostly left out of ‘participatido and does not attempt to get

involved in forest management. Realisation of tim@arted multi-level governance
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paradigm (e.g., Berkhout, Leach and Scoones, 2B08)ndamentally modified in
Russia: the role of local agents is played not sehrby local population, but rather

by locally operating companies and possibly NGOs.

As my interviews and observations showed, the dism of forest as home for
indigenous cultures is vanishing. Due to the ongailevelopment of the market
economy and also due to certain ideological paffeddency (consumer attitude to
natural resources and non-environmental prioritiestate policies), the ‘regime’ of

‘capitalist nature’ (with concomitant phenomena c¢bmmercialisation and

‘commodification’ of nature (Lemos and Agrawal, B)@ppears to be very strong in
the Russian forest sector. Predominant discoursisct the extreme weakness of

grassroot movements.

Conflicts and environmental struggles that take@lm the Russian forest sector are
not very typical of capitalist societies. As searchapter seven, it is not NGOs and
society against industry and the state, but rai@Os and private sector against the
state; private sector against private sector; sig#mcies against state agencies; NGOs
against NGOs (the latter three types of conflictstly being fight for distribution of

resources).

The thesis has shown some limitations of the themfrynon-state governance.
Globally, and in post-Soviet Russia in particul#éinere is increased optimism
concerning alternative governance systems (Edwé&@@l; Berkhout, Leach and
Scoones, 2003; Tysiachniouk, 2006); individual agemave been shown to use
‘structure’ as resources for institutional entreynership (Mahoney and Snyder,
1999). However, there are reasons to be cautiousaiking any predictions. These
reasons lie mainly with path-dependent power mahstiand meta-rules of norm-
making (Ostrom, 2005) in society, as well as withan-state actors themselves (who
need to reform themselves and to gain legitimacthesociety). Major obstacles to
certification and model forests are found in thetesn of state governance and state
forest management, which remain isolated from dldbaelopments and are opposed
to imported institutions. The state is of primargportance for model forest and
certification projects. This fully agrees with tHastitutionalist political economy’
approach of H.-J. Chang (1997, 2002), who rejdutsprimacy of the market and
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advocates the need of further studies of the stiterelationship to market and

institutions, as well as institutional diversity adpitalist systems.

Only an integrated approach (as reflected in thadysinal framework - see Figure 1)
which embraces an analysis of human and naturalcggas well as the ecological
(quality, quantity and location of natural resow)ceand historical (economic,
political, ideological, legal, customary, technatmd) embeddedness of agency will
allow an understanding of the nature and majoredsivf forest sector transformation

in Russia.

Directions for further research

The results of this research could be developegweral directions:

a) systematic and comprehensive description ofoiingll (core institutions of path-
dependence), and comprehensive analysis of foegstldtion with respect to how
these laws address path-dependence / how theyoaaffeict ‘holons’ (i.e. concrete

policy implications)

b) a comparison with recent institutional developmearticularly certification and
model forests, of the forest sector in other pasti& countries; comparison with
Western countries during earlier periods of tha@velopment; comparative analysis

of natural resource management under differentipaliregimes

c) a more detailed analysis of path creation inodgdprecedents and cases of
successful social action in Russia; further analysi see if there is a strong
correspondence between changes in the forest sedatevelopment of other sectors
of the economy / exchequer deficit; what were thieditions when forest institutions

developed with the fastest pace; patterns of agtimistate forest policy compared to

patterns of forest industry growth.
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Appendix A: Locations and Respondents

Locations
North-West | Republic of Karelia: Petrozavodsk, Segezha, alda
of Russia Leningrad Oblast’: Tikhvin; Kingisepp; Opol'ye, Opgevskaya volost’, Kikeritsy

St. Petersburg

Far East of]

Primorsky Krai: Vladivostok (several trips), Dalimehensk, Dal'nerechenskiy Rayq

>

Russia Roschino, Novopokrovka, Krasnoarmeyskiy Rayon, Snee, Vostok, Dal'niy Kut
Khabarovsk Krai: Khabarovsk, Sosnovka
Respondents
Sector Number | Organisation Position
NGO N1 Greenpeace Russia (Moscow) | Coordinator of the Forest Programmnie
NGO N2 Greenpeace Russia (Moscow) | Ex-participant  of  the Forest
programme and ex-chairman of the
National working group on forest
certification
NGO N3 SPOK (Karelia) Director
NGO N4 The Wildlife Foundation Chairman
(Khabarovsk)
NGO N5 WWF-Russia, Moscow Head of the Forest Progme,
previously worked for the State
Forestry Agency
NGO N6 WWF-Russia, Moscow Coordinator for High conservation
value forests
NGO N7 WWEF-Russia, Moscow Forest policy coordinator
NGO N8 WWEF, Pskov Model Forest Project Leader
NGO N9 WWEF-Russia, Vladivostok Head of the Forestigramme at the
Amur branch
NGO N10 WWEF-Russia, Vladivostok Forest certification coordinator at the
Amur branch
NGO N11 Environmental NGO ‘Taigd’ Director of the NGO; director of the
(Primorsky Krai) to-be-established  National  park
‘Udege legend’
NGO N12 Biodiversity Conservation CentréCoordinator of the Forest programmie
(Moscow)
NGO N13 IUCN (Moscow) Expert
NGO N14 Forest  Stewardship Coucil Director
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(Moscow)

NGO N15 BROC (Bureau for RegionaDirector; also Coordinator for the
Outreach Campaigns),Russian Far East at the auditing
Vladivostok company NEPCon
NGO N16 BROC Expert
NGO N17 Association of indigenoysExpert
peoples of the North of the
Khabarovsk Krai
NGO N18 Rainforest Alliance Training manager, TRE&ESgram
Private P1 IKEA, Swedwood Russia EHS (Environment, Healtls&fety)
sector Manager
Private P2 UPM-Kymmene, St.PetersburgEnvironment manager
sector Tikhvin
Private P3 UPM-Kymmene, St.Petersburg Director, Forestry d anWood
sector Sourcing
Private P4 UPM-Kymmene, Tikhvin Construction manager
sector
Private P5 UPM-Kymmene, Tikhvin Director for external rétets, ex-
sector director of the lespromkhoz
Private P6 UPM-Kymmene, Tikhvin Transport logistics manager
sector
Private P7 UPM-Kymmene, St.Petersburg Procurement direckamestry and
sector Wood Sourcing
Private P8 UPM-Kymmene, Tikhvin Communications manager
sector
Private P9 UPM-Kymmene, Tikhvin Corporative Reporting a@bntrol
sector Manager, ex-acting director of the
lespromkhoz
Private P10 UPM-Kymmene, Tikhvin Forest production advisor
sector
Private P11 UPM-Kymmene, Tikhvin Planning manager, ex-heaof
sector production/operational department
Private P12 Stora Enso Oyj, Wood SupphEnvironmental manager
sector Russia
Private P13 Stora Enso -Kingiseppskoydaechnical director (head of the
sector lesopromyshlennoe predpriyatie logging unit)
Private P14 Stora Enso Deputy Director for three subsiegafi
sector
Private P15 Stora Enso, subsidiary ‘Russkiy{ead of the production and technical
sector les’, Tikhvin department

267



Private P16 Stora Enso, subsidiary ‘Russkiypeputy director

sector les’, Tikhvin

Private P17 Stora Enso, subsidiaryChief specialist on forest fund

sector ‘Terminal’, Novgorod Oblast’

Private P18 Stora Enso, subsidiary ‘Olonetdanager

sector Les’, Karelia

Private P19 Stora Enso Oyj, St.Petersburg Quality manager

sector

Private P20 Stora Enso, subsidiary ‘Russkiypeputy director

sector les’, Tikhvin

Private P21 Stora Enso, subsidiary Ladens@irector

sector Karelia

Private P22 Investlesprom, Segezha Pul@eputy director for organizational

sector and-Paper Plant developments

Private P23 Investlesprom, Segezha Pulgdead of the Forest resources

sector and-Paper Plant department

Private P24 Investlesprom, Segezha Pul@irector deputy for forest resources

sector and-Paper Plant

Private P25 Northern Logging ComparyDirector general

sector (SLZK)

Private P26 Investlesprom, Segezha Pulg-eader of the Forestry Group

sector and-Paper Plant

Private p27 Segezha Pulp-and-Paper Plant Acting directgputgte for forest,

sector chief engineer

Private P28 Segezha Pulp-and-Paper Plant Chief  technologigproduction

sector manager/chief engineer)

Private P29 Segezha Pulp-and-Paper Plant Head of CeritifitBepartment

sector

Private P30 Segezha Pulp-and-Paper Plant Assisstant totBir&eneral for PR

sector

Private P31 Segezha Pulp-and-Paper Plant Director deputyHR, ex-manager

sector in the department for paper
production

Private P32 Lespromkhoz ‘Valdayles’ Director

sector

Private P33 Metsaliitto Group, St.Petersburg Development managef,

sector Environmental affairs and corporate
responsibility

Private P34 Metsaliitto Group, St.Petersburg  Environmespacialist

sector
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Private P35 LLC ‘Rimbunan Hijau MDF’| General Director Deputy

sector Khabarovsk

Private P36 Smena Trading Co, Ltd, Far East CEO; Head of lexpartles

sector Association

Private P37 Dalexportles Association, FaExecutive director

sector East

Private P38 Dallesprom, Far East Director Deputy for Prdidnc

sector

Private P39 Primorsklesprom, Far East Head of department

sector

Private P40 Chuguevskiy lespromkhoz, HaManager

sector East

Private P41 JSC Les Export, Far East Deputy Director Génera

sector

Private P42 Leprekon (small-scale privateDirector

sector logging company), Far East

Private P43 Roshchinskiy lespromkhoz, Habirector

sector East

Private P44 Primorsky GOK Director deputy for forest

sector

Private P45 Europartner (audit) Forest Certification Pragiairector

sector

State S1 Government of the Khabaroyskead of division (Head of the bureau
Krai, Ministry of Timber Industry| for foreign economic activities of th

Ministry)

State S2 Government of the KhabaroydWinister
Krai, Ministry of Timber Industry|

State S3 Khabarovsk Krai GovernmenChief Expert of foreign economi
Ministry of Timber Industry relations division

State S4 Administration of PrimorskyDirector
Krai, Forestry department

State S5 State Forest Committee |dix-chief forester, ex-deputy of th
Republic of Karelia chairman

State S6 Administration of Segezha Rayon Directepuly; also ex-employee ¢

Segezha PPP
State S7 Tikhvinsky leskhoz Director
State S8 State Forest Committee of thHeead of department

Republic of Karelia
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State S9 Ministry for Industry and NatunalChief specialist
Resources, Republic of Karelia
State S10 Administration of Opol'yevskayadead of administration
volost’
Academia Al Institute of Specialists Trainindrector; also Director of Gassins
in the Field of Ecology and Model Forest
Nature Use, Khabarovsk
Academia A2 Institute of Specialists Training/ice-rector
in the Field of Ecology and
Nature Use, Khabarovsk
Academia A3 Biology-Sail Institute of the FarHead of the Forestry/Forest Scien
Eastern Branch of the Russiabepartment
Academy of Sciences, Far East
Academia A4 Institute  for  Water  andResearcher, Participant of Gassin
Ecological Problems of the FarModel Forest
East, Russian Academy of
Sciences, Far East
Academia A5 Centre for Independent Sogiddead of the ecological sociolog
Research, St.Petersburg group
Academia A6 Centre for Independent Sogi&tesearcher
Research, St.Petersburg
Academia A7 Socio-Logos, Center for SodidResearcher
Analysis and Reconstruction,
Petrozavodsk
Academia A8 UNECE (Geneva), ForesResearcher
Resources Assessment, Timber
Section, Trade and Timber
Division
Local L1 Udege community, Far East N/A
community
Local L2 Udege community, Far East N/A
community
Local L3 Udege community, Far East N/A
community
Local L4 Udege community, Far East N/A
community
Local L5 N/A N/A

community

ki

ki



Appendix B: Interview Questionnaire

The following is a general questionnaire. In ead@rtipular case, questions are
tailored in accordance with available informatidioat the interviewee, and recent

activities they have been involved in.

In a number of cases, interviewees prefer not & @rmat, but ask to explain the
purpose and focus of my research first, write ddate questions of my particular

interest and then give a very detailed, monologusiét reply.
Introduction

Good afternoon, my name is Olga Ulybina. | am a dius student studying

development of the Russian forest sector. | amraily from St. Petersburg; this is
why it is a pleasure to come over here to condhid tesearch. Thank you for
accepting to spare time to talk to me. | would litee assure you that all the
information | will obtain through this interview Wibe kept in full confidentiality.

The data will be used only for the sake of thisagsh and will not be given to any
third party. Please feel free to refuse answerimg guestion or say that you do not
know the answer if you do not have the requestixration. Please feel free to ask
for any clarification in case the question is nieac. | am hereby signing this consent
form to ensure my abidance by the ethical rulesaxfial science research. Can |

record/take notes during the interview to write doy@ur exact answers?

Personal details:
1. Interviewee’s name
2. Location
3. The sector: private company / federal / regioniaicAl administration / state
agency / NGO / local population / indigenous peoplgosition in a

company/organisation

Say | am interested in your opinion on what impedefaailitates development of the
forest sector in Russia today. Let us talk abowanges that you have seen in the

recent years in your work and in the work of yoapartment.

271



There follows an in-depth interview where | am agkquestions about changes that
the interviewee mentions: how these changes wepéemented, who initiated these

changes, what implementation difficulties they thamn their way, who supported

these changes, how these changes related to Stegxnstitutions, etc.

The following questions are asked:
Could you possibly tell a little bit more about ygob?
Have you seen any changes in your work in the $ast, ten years?

Are these changes totally new to the sector osdih procedures exist in the Soviet

times (e.g. corporate social responsibility)?
Why are these changes taking place?
How do you benefit from these innovations?

Question to harvesting companies / leskhozes: Wéwe hyou introduced these

changes?
Depending on who the interviewee is, | am alsoragkhe following questions:
1. Current state forest policy
How do you see goals of the current forest refoamied out by the state?
Who is going to benefit from the new legislatiordaacent changes?
How do you benefit from the new Forest Code?
Did you feel legislative reforms of 1993, 1997, 2€#D07 changed forestry practices?

If yes, what in particular? In what way did praescof your company change with

regard to these reforms?
Why was the new Forest Code 2006 necessary?

What are the main positive sides of the currerdrma?
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Reform is still in progress. Where do you feel thie main difficulties for reform?

How well is forest legislation enforced?

Did you contribute in any way to the design of tiesv legislation?

Did you feel your interests were taken into accaonrthe forest reform?

Has the number of legislative acts changed?

Have the laws become more transparent?

Have you seen any tangible results of federal fqresggrammes recently?

2. Forest certification
Why have you decided to carry out certificatioryofir company?
What has been changed as part of certificationgasit
When trans-national standards / practices areglam®d into Russia, how are they
modified?

In what way does certification help to deal witleglal logging?

How was the nature of stakeholdership consideréliceand now that certification

comes in?

What were the main difficulties during certificatiprocess?

Do you think certification could make up for a tflédged forest policy and control?

Have you found any support for certification frolne tregional / local authorities?

Do you see any changes in attitudes (of the locgdufation / business / state

authority) towards certification?

Does certification lead to implementation of thensgpractices and to the same extent
at different companies?

What do you expect from certification?

Question to private companies: How would you déscgiour relationships with the

local population?

273



3. Model forests

Question to private companies and state agencies/oD use experience of Russian
model forests on your leased territory? If yesyirat way? If not, why so?

How would you describe the role of model forestRussia?
Question to model forest organisers: Could yountefe about your negotiations with
state agencies?
How would you describe attitude and behaviour ef $skate concerning innovations
you have been trying to introduce?
Have you seen any differences in attitude and bebmnwat the federal / regional /
local level?
What are the main drivers behind model forestsuadia?

4. The Role of NGOs in the development of the Ruésiest sector

Questions to non-NGOs actors: Do you interact M@Os? If yes, in what way?

How do you benefit from cooperation with NGOs?

Can you give an example when actions and protét{§>@s succeeded in bringing

about change?

Can you provide an example of cooperation betweB®sland state forestry bodies?

Questions to Russian NGOs

How do you cooperate with international NGOs, i&#®

What methods do you use to persuade state age¢acregsoduce proposed changes?

What techniques do you use in order to influencallbusiness?

Is the state willing to listen to your opinion?

Has their attitude been changing recently?

Are there differences between regions? If so, why?

How would you describe your relationship with thievate sector?
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5. Changes brought about by foreign companies

What projects are currently carried out by the camypin order to enhance its

economic, social and environmental positions?

Could you provide any examples of new methods arattiges you have been

introducing in your company in Russia?

What did it involve to bring operations of your cpamy in Russia in compliance with

international standards?

Do you see any differences in the way internatiaral Russian timber companies

work in Russia?

How do you (as an international company) go aboutradictions between internal

corporate regulations and Russian legislation /momRussian practices?

Are the innovations you introduce supported by estadrestry agencies, local
administration, NGOs, local population, other hatiregy companies?

Do you (as a foreign company) cooperate with locaversities and research centres?

Do you share your experience with other companies?

Question to a Russian company that became a sabgioi a foreign company: Is
there exchange (of experience, technology, pragtikeowledge, etc) with foreign

subsidiaries of the company?

Do staff of the company participate in educatiotgbs, environmental training
programmes, or exchange programmes with otherigioyeompanies?

Question about innovations introduced by foreigrvésting companies: What are the
weak points of implemented systems when introdulcétussia?

How strong an influence do large international @iog and timber buying)

companies have on the Russian public authorities?

6. Interactions, cooperation and networks
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Do you cooperate / unite with other companies @eoto implement innovations?

How do you assess the results and impact of FLEEGT processes?

7. Attitude of the state to non-state innovations

Do state agencies help to implement innovations?

How do they contribute to such projects?

In what ways do they encourage companies to inte@desponsible environmental

and social policies?
Does the state interfere in interaction of difféneon-state actors?

Are there any changes in the state forest policyaa®sult of certification and

activities of NGOs, as well as foreign companiesrapng in Russia?

Question to state officials: Why are numerous fomanagement responsibilities

delegated to private companies?
Closure

Thank you very much again for your time, | realppeeciate your help in answering
these questions and | hope that my research wédhtenally help point out main
obstacles in the way of intensive and innovativeettgpment of the forest sector. |

reassure you of the confidentiality of these answer
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Appendix C. Major Forestry Laws

1703 (Peter I)

Order to conduct a comprehensivestanventory along rivers

1704, 1717
1718

Decrees about inviolability strict reserves: ptévdogging was
banned in certain distances from rivers, regardtdsthe property
rights structure. Oak forests of some areas werEgaated as

preserves and were permitted to be cut only foresteeds. The

D

supreme penalty for oak logging (where trees wengalsle for
shipbuilding) was death penalty, later substituigchard labour. Foy

theft of oak dead wood, one was to be sent to alferhony.

1719

Forest management became a jurisdiction of Awbmiralty
Collegium. A special department of forest rangesaldmeisters

established.

1722

Decree on Forest Masters — the role of farestters introduced in

all major forest regions

1722

—+

Oberwaldmeister Instruction. Management of faiests was pu
under control of the Admiralty. Oberwaldmeister dec forest
management and was subordinate to the Admiraltyamddiate
forest management was delegated to waldmeisteifapd from
nobility and landlords living close to the forest)The
Oberwaldmeister Instruction also included new rudesl penalties
concerning illegal logging: for each felled treeeowas obliged to
pay the fine of five roubles, of which two roublesgent to the
exchequer, and the other three — to the foresteranbo revealed the
crime. Forest arson was penalised with death pen&brrupt
waldmeisters and forest rangers were penalisedghroutting out of

nostrils and hard labour.

1726
(Catherine 1)

Oberwaldmeisters’ Instruction was repealed, andseormtion areas

were limited.

1727, 1729
(Peter II)

Several forest protection acts issued - resemiphiage of Peter |

1730,

(Anna

1732

loannovna)

Waldmeisters were reinstated (as under Peter I).

277



1732

Forests were declared to be under protectiimnal00 versts from

large rivers and 25 versts from minor rivers. Fimege increased

and death penalty for arson was reintroduced.uostm about forest

cultivation for the needs of the fleet, as welRages of ship-building

forests management. Forstmeisters were invited fe@mmany.

1762
(Catherine 1)

The Nobility Freedom Act, according to which genivere exempt

from obligatory state service. The act annihilated position of
waldmeisters, which used to be occupied by nobility

1766

Decree about a general forest survey, whishilted in the first

reliable maps of government forest estates.

1782

Decree granting full private property rightsptrivate forest owner

and thus reintroducing unlimited logging in privébeests, as well as

free timber trade (previously state monopoly).

1786

The Draft Forest Charter - the developmensaxéntific rules for
forestry. The main idea was to manage forestsréiftty depending
on regions and tree species. Public forests wergletl into three

belts: norther, middle and southern.

1798 (Paul 1)

The Forest Department was establishednder the Admiralty

Collegium.

1798, 1799

Decrees raising fines on illegal fellagd introducing immediat]
legal proceedings in cases of forest crime. Reggtns on timber

export. Reinstated the roles of oberforstmeistedsfarstmeisters

1802
(Alexander 1)

The Forest Charter was adopted. It pursued threprngoals:
protection of forests; efficient organisation ahbier supply; raising
profitability of forestry in heavily forested areasthout endangering

the livelihoods of people

1802

The Forest Department moved from the Adnyirtalithe Ministry of

Finance.

1826

Statute ‘On the new organisation of the fodkgision’ (O novom
ustroystve lesnoy chasti). It established lesnitstoss (i.e. limited
forest areas for systematic and planned foresttivites to be
carried out by foresters), i.e. the beginning ofefd managemer

proper.

(%)

D

)
)

It

1811

Department of State Properties was establistetl forest
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management was entrusted to two divisions of tldynestablished
Department. This transfer initiated the decergation of forest
management: forests were separated according tifisgmirposes
for salt production industry, ship building, moregs, cities, mining
works, etc. So, forests were in double subordimatioto forestry
authorities (independent oberforstmeisters andtrfwisters) and

those departments they were associated with.

1839 The Statute on Forest Corps organised the Foresareent in g
(Nicholas I) | military way. The staff of the Corps of Forestenslided general,

colonels, lieutenant colonels, majors, captairts, et

1888 The Resolution on the Preservation of Foredtesgohranitelny
(Alexander zakor). The Resolution recognised the role of the foregtrotecting
1) nature in the state and public interest. It inctudbe concept of

conservation forests.

1917 Decree On Land, which established that forekttate importanc

W

were to be transferred to exclusive state useqmnalised), and all
small forests were to be transferred to the ussoofmunities under

the condition that local municipalities would maeadjose.

1918 The Decree on Forests, aka Main Law on Fo(g38ovnoy zakon
o0 lese) stated free access to forests and equal righ#dl tcitizens tg
use forests with temporary payment of stumpage, feesl to
secondary forest products. The Decree made progsabout duties
and responsibilities of all citizens to contribtweforest reproduction

and protection.

1923 Forest Code of the Russian Soviet Federate@alst Republic was
passed to deal with drought and introduced new ajtscof forest

management, such as the forest fdnd

1943 The forest fund was divided into three groupsccordance with
their economic and ecological value. Each group waasigned

specific type of forest use and system of felling.

1948 The Plan for Planting Field Shelterbelts..., &alin’'s Plan of

2 The concept of forest fund includes area coveréth wood and brush; unforested area that is

designated for forestation; and area designatsdpport the needs of the forest industry

279



Nature Transformation, which triggered large-scdteestation

(planting forest belts as windbreaks).

1977 Principles of Forest Legislation of the USSRl &nion Republics
(Osnovy lesnogo zakonodatelstva SSSR | soyuznyhubligsp

reflected continuation of the previous policies ateéd after 1917

1993 Principles of the Forest Legislation of thes#lan Federation
(Osnovy lesnogo zakonodatelstva Rre designed on the basis|of
the new Russian constitution. For the first timeemamany decades,
the principle of sustainability was reflected imgikation. The law
separated management of the forest fund from mamage of

operational harvesting.

1997 Forest Code of the Russian Federation fotedlgoals of forest
management as: rational and sustainable use oft$ordorest
conservation, protection, and reclamation basetherprinciples of

consistent management and preservation of biolbgiseersity of

1Y%}

forest ecosystems, and maximization of the ecotbgad resource

potential of forests.

2006 The new Forest Code of the Russian Fedenaiosed several majg

=

concepts and principles of forest management predfdty the

developing market economy. For more details plesese chapte

=

five.

Source: Author's own compilation based on VrangE84(), Shelgunov (1857),
Zakonodatelnye Akty Petra (1945), and recent legal acts as listed in the
Bibliography.
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