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We studied the role of human values in social innovations (SIs) in four forest-dependent communities (FDCs) in
Europe. We draw on 71 semi-structured interviews with FDC members in Finland, Slovenia, the UK and Ukraine,
and a survey of householders (n = 150) and focus group interviews with related stakeholders in Ukraine. The
material collected was analyzed with mixed methods with respect to relational values as catalysts and con-
sequences of SI. Relational values, which are derivative of the relationships between human and non-human
world, and responsibilities towards these relationships, were divided into three categories: Doing, Belonging and
Respecting. Doing encompasses the individual's perspective of the opportunities offered by nature to individuals.
Belonging encompasses a communal dimension of values manifested as the experience of “being at home” in
social collectives and landscapes. Respecting addresses environmental and social justice. Common cause for SI
was the need of FDCs to sustain or enhance relational values linked to forests while, once emerged, SIs also have
potential to become global game-changers. SI encompasses the reconfiguration of: i) forest management and use,
ii) decision-making structures and processes, and iii) stakeholder's perceptions of sustainability. Examples in-
clude the co-management arrangement between a State forestry enterprise and the local community, buying
woodland from the State by the FDCs to enable community forestry, reinvention of traditional forest manage-
ment, and the active involvement of FDC members in halting illegal logging. As a conclusion, we developed a
general value hierarchy accounting for value plurality in which relational, instrumental and intrinsic values can
be interpreted from any perspective.

1. Introduction theory assumes that in post-industrial countries, environmental concern

and environmental protection increasee in line with increases in eco-

A major challenge for post-industrial societies is how human-en-
vironment relationships should be organized to enhance the well-being
of people and nature (Diaz et al., 2018). The overuse of natural re-
sources and a slow progress towards environmental sustainability have
been attributed to the lack of policy instruments to govern natural re-
sources sustainably, and to prevent the deterioration of the environ-
ment (Howes et al., 2017). Economic development has been considered
as the primary means for increasing human well-being and environ-
mental protection. The widely used Environmental Kuznets Curve
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nomic development (Dinda, 2004; Franzen and Vogl, 2013), although a
decreasing environmental concern in the most developed countries has
been reported (Ficko & Boncina, 2019).

An alternative to economic development for limiting environmental
degradation whilst ensuring the well-being of people is to emphasize
the actions of civil society through the concept of Social Innovation (SI)
(EC, 2014; Baker and Mehmood, 2015; Avelino et al., 2017;
Kluvankova et al., 2018, This Issue). SI reflects human capacity to
create and implement new ideas, which are likely to deliver value
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(BEPA, 2011). The social needs that innovation is expected to fulfill
primarily concern the quality of life and well-being of people. Innova-
tions begin with ideas (for solving social problems), which develop into
prototypes and pilots, then become more stable initiatives, potentially
up-scale, and may eventually create systemic change (Polman et al.,
2017).

SI can occur at multiple levels (SIMRA, 2016; Polman et al., 2017)
and, ideally, it should simultaneously meet economic interests and so-
cial needs. It can include new institutional environments (e.g. of formal
and informal rules) and arrangements (spatial and procedural), new
relationships between actors, networks and interactions (e.g. new atti-
tudes, collaborations, values, behaviors, skills, practices and learning
processes), and new fields of activity, e.g. social entrepreneurship, so-
cial enterprises (SIMRA, 2016). Aiming to improve human wellbeing, SI
leads to new responses to pressing social demands, which affect the
processes of social interactions. However, the concept of SI requires
work to outline what it means in relation to Social-Ecological Systems
(SES) (see Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Howaldt et al., 2015; Marques et al.,
2017; Melnykovych et al., 2018).

Our definition of SI in SES draws on that developed in the SIMRA
project (Kluvankova et al., 2018, This Issue), but is adapted to the de-
tails and context of the research reported in this paper. In the paper we
focus on the values that SI seeks to create, enhance or sustain for Forest-
Dependent Communities (FDCs). Social innovations relevant for FDCs
can be assessed in consideration of the practical, institutional and
normative changes they trigger (see Kooiman, 2007; Pahl-Wostl, 2009).

Values that people associate with SES have been assessed using the
concept of ecosystem services. However, the ecosystem services concept
has been criticized for having an instrumental orientation, and ne-
glecting the intrinsic dimension of nature (Howe et al., 2014). Recently,
the concept of relational values has been proposed for capturing the
meaningfulness of relationships between individuals or societies and
other aspects of the lifeworld (Pascual et al., 2017). Relational values
are those, that are derivative from the relationships between people,
people and nature, and responsibilities towards these relationships
(Chan et al., 2016). The concept of relational values is not new: O'Neill
(1993) used it in his critique of market-based approaches to environ-
mental policy, illustrating that humans “value an object in virtue of its
relational properties, for example its rarity” (O'Neill, 1993:13). O'Neill
justifies his position by arguing that rarity “cannot be characterized
without reference to other objects” (O'Neill, 1993: 14). This implies that
value attached to an object is primarily relational, depending on its
perceived rarity. However, we do not follow this narrow notion of re-
lational values, and instead follow a more recent and general definition
(e.g., Chan et al., 2016; Pascual et al., 2017; Klain et al., 2017). For
details the reader is referred to Chan et al. (2018), who provide an
overview of the history of the concept of relational values.

In studying the value dimension of SI, we use a combination of in-
ductive reasoning (bottom-up logic) where we derive general principles
of SI in SES from specific observations in four forest-dependent com-
munities (FDCs) in Europe, and abductive reasoning through which we
seek to find the simplest and most likely explanation of how SI changes
the quality of life and well-being of people in local communities. The
research question addressed in this paper is: What is the relationship
between human values and SI in FDCs?

First, we provide a working definition of SI in SES and develop a
typology of relational values, and their links to instrumental and in-
trinsic values. Next, we apply the concepts of SI and relational values to
four selected examples of FDC in the northern and eastern rural per-
ipheries of Europe. Finally, we discuss the governance contexts for the
SI examined, and propose how to enrich the concept of relational values
with additional perspectives to fully capture the values, which may be
offered to FDCs by operational, institutional and normative changes.
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2. Methodology
2.1. Definition of social innovations in social-ecological systems

Social-ecological systems have been conceptualized and applied in a
range of environments (e.g. Folke et al., 2005; Ostrom, 2009; Sarkki
et al., 2017). The research reported in this paper is limited to SES, that
(as in Melnykovych et al., 2018) have the following components: a
forest ecosystem, forest-dependent communities, other users of the
local natural assets, and existing decision-making structures and pro-
cesses. Communities are characterized as forest-dependent by the
benefits they receive from forest ecosystems, by people's dependence on
forests for their livelihoods and subsistence, or by being spatially con-
nected to forests either by living within them, using them, or having
access and property rights to them (Scherr et al., 2003; Pagdee et al.,
2006; Bray et al., 2008; Newton et al., 2016; Kluvankova et al., 2018,
This Issue).

Social innovations in SES are defined as the reconfiguration of
management and use practices (operational changes) of natural assets
(e.g. forest), the alteration of decision-making structures and govern-
ance processes (institutional changes) and/or changes in human per-
ceptions of sustainability (normative changes, c.f. Kooiman, 2007; Pahl-
Wostl, 2009; Polman et al., 2017). The reconfiguration arises in re-
sponse to societal challenges and necessarily involves community
members. It proceeds towards the creation, enhancement and/or sus-
taining of (relational) values for FDCs.

2.2. Doing, belonging and respecting as relational values

By combining inductive and abductive interpretation of the em-
pirical material (see section 2.3) while searching for the theoretical
support in the literature, we categorized relational values into Doing,
Belonging and Respecting.

Doing encompasses the individual's perspective of the contributions
of nature in which the value is created by the opportunities offered by
nature to individuals (Gibson, 1979; Ingold, 2000). Belonging en-
compasses a communal dimension of values manifested as experience of
“being at home” in social collectives (Yuval-Davis, 2006) and in land-
scapes (Trudeau, 2006). Respecting addresses environmental and social
justice that can be captured, for example, by temporal analysis of
governance changes and their socio-cultural and environmental im-
plications (see Schlosberg, 2007). The Doing, Belonging and Respecting
categories are interdependent, and compromising one often has im-
plications for others (c.f. Schlosberg, 2007; Max-Neef, 2010). Therefore,
it is necessary to understand the interlinkages of Doing, Belonging and
Respecting holistically, linking them to each other and intrinsic and
instrumental values.

The category of Doing follows Ingold's (1993) perspective on the
inseparable cohabitation of humans and other parts of lifeworld, which
he called a dwelling perspective. Dwelling means inhabiting a land-
scape, be it an inextricable part of it, experiencing it, and to be as
formative of the landscape as formed by it (Franklin, 2002).} According
to Ingold (2000; 2008) culture and meaning are continuously emerging,
such that if there is no possibility of doing, the culture is not alive. To
link humans to other parts of the lifeworld, Ingold coined the word
taskscape, which represents “an array of related activities” (Ingold,
1993; 158) which “take their meanings from its position within an
ensemble of tasks (...), “performed usually by many people working
together”. However, this perspective lacks an explanation of how the
components of the taskscape transfer to future generations (if at all), and
whether humans can actively alter the taskscape. Ingold's position was
that “in dwelling in the world, we do not act upon it, or do things to it;

! The origins of this perspective can be traced back to Heidegger and even
Aristotle.
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Table 1

Doing, belonging and respecting, examples of concrete actions and their contribution to social needs.
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Relational value

Examples of how relational values are manifested in everyday practices

Contribution to needs of FDCs

category
Doing By practicing livelihoods: Connects the livelihoods of practitioners to nature and culture via To earn a subsistence living in a socio-culturally
culturally important everyday activities (Crane, 2010; Sarkki et al., 2016). acceptable way.
By applying traditional knowledge: Connects users and developers of the knowledge to cultural ~ To access intergenerational knowledge and skills.
knowledge systems and related skills to interact with nature (Berkes et al., 2000; Hunn et al.,
2003).
By spoken language: Connects the actors to stories, concepts, place names and helps in knowing ~ To access shared meanings and social interactions.
the environment (Magga, 2006).
By creating “taskscapes”: Consisting of an array of related activities that are not coded (tacit To strengthen the affinity for non-instrumental
knowledge), with meanings only understood from their position within an ensemble of tasks benefits.
performed by many community members.
Belonging To a place: Connection to nature and landscapes via (shared) experiences, memories and stories. To feel bonded to nature/landscapes.
(Bender, 2006; Trudeau, 2006; Spruce and Thrasher, 2008)
To a social community: Bonds actors to social networks by shared values, roles, trust, norms of  To belong to a social group.
reciprocity and collective activities (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999; Pretty, 2003)
To a spiritual realm: The sense of connection to a wider force setting responsibilities and To connect to a higher power.
providing abilities (Berkes, 1999).
To a chain of generations: The same activities in the same places as used by ancestors, passing To be part of intergenerational continuity.
skills and knowledge down to future generations (Bloch, 1954).
Respecting By empowerment: The ability to engage in decision-making for collective benefit and the extent =~ To be respected as a legitimate decision-maker

of self-determination (von der Porten et al., 2015; Fondhal and Wilson, 2017).

By promoting individual fulfilment: Providing the ability for others to flourish as respected
members of global collectives (Schlosberg, 2007).

By stewardship: Collaborative rules to ensure sustainable use of resources (Ross et al., 2011).
By sharing power: The practices to allocate decision-making power to others within and beyond

concerning one's own life.
To enable others to be what they can be.

To feel responsible by taking care of nature.
To be fair by enabling collective action.

a community.

rather we move along with it”, and that “our actions do not transform
the world, they are part and parcel of the world's transforming itself”
(Ingold, 1993: 164). Such an understanding seems to preclude evolu-
tion by innovations. Therefore, in this paper we have added two ele-
ments of modern existential humanism (Jaspers, 1974), which em-
phasize the sensitivity towards the natural and social environment
(Belonging) and respect for human and non-human life (Respecting) and
further elaborated it in the sociological and historical perspective.

The category of Belonging can be linked to the work of Yuval-Davis
(2006; Yuval-Davis et al. 2018), who elaborated the concept of be-
longing and the politics of belonging. As with Ingold (2000) with doing,
Yuval-Davis (2006) with belonging points to the dynamism and ev-
eryday realities. The everyday seems to be “at the centre of human
existence, the essence of who we are and our location in the world”
(Pink, 2012: 143). According to Yuval-Davis (2006), belonging is often
understood as “being at home”. When analyzing belonging, it is es-
sential to consider locations of belonging, identification and emotional
attachments to collectives and groupings, and associated political va-
lues and ways by which people judge their own and others' belonging. It
is also essential to acknowledge the spatial aspect of a community, i.e.
connections to a landscape (Trudeau, 2006). Furthermore, “being at
home” requires knowing what the home is, even if home would be
under a constant process of becoming, as Ingold (2008) points out.
Following this line, historian Marc Bloch proposed that historical (dis)
continuity effects on the sense of belonging. He notes that “successive
technological revolutions have immeasurably widened the psycholo-
gical gap between generations” (Bloch, 1954: 36). This implies that
Belonging might be stronger if the things people do are similar to those
of previous generations. Belonging therefore, is a sense of attachment to
a certain taskscape and a feeling to be at home in specific social, cul-
tural, environmental and spiritual settings.

The category of Respecting follows Schlosberg's (2007) notion of
environmental justice, extending the idea of justice being primarily
about securing instrumental values for different social groups. The ca-
tegory of Respecting involves promoting the capabilities to make mo-
rally bounded groups and political communities flourish and involving
them in governance. The category of Respecting links the history and
present situations of relationships between individuals, the State, and
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external actors operating on land traditionally used by such commu-
nities (Nuttall, 1998). The subjects of justice and respecting are in-
dividuals and collectives, which can be social groups but also ecological
systems (c.f. Latour, 2004; Schlosberg, 2007). Respecting, therefore,
includes a strong view of considering others as equal (Baker, 2015). In
terms of FCDs, respecting considers FDCs as equals, with other societal
stakeholders, recognizing them as important communities with oppor-
tunities for self-determination and the possibility to engage in govern-
ance processes, and that the FDCs and others respect the environment
and non-human world. Therefore, respecting refers to individuals,
communities (social, ecological, hybrid), and nature.

Table 1 lists specific examples of actions relating to the Doing, Be-
longing and Respecting categories, and explains how these actions
contribute to the social needs of FDCs.

A general value hierarchy representing different perspectives on
values is presented in Fig. 1. The “globes” perspective is advocated by
“traditional conservationists”, who see nature conservation as a moral
duty in response to nature's intrinsic value. Conservationists (Ingold
uses the term environmentalists) view the globe from the outside. The
“globes” perspective is in contrast with the “spheres” perspective, held
by people living close to nature, such as FDCs. FDCs inhabit and dwell
in the world rather than view it from outside. The “spheres” perspective
challenges western separation of nature and culture. However, the
opposite extreme view of local people as noble savages (Hames, 2007)
living in harmony with nature is also considered inappropriate (e.g.
Sarkki et al., 2018). Therefore, there is a need to position the FDCs into
the utilitarian, “globes” or “spheres” perspectives of the value hier-
archy.

2.3. Material and methods

Empirical data were collected in four case studies of the
Municipality of Muonio, Finland; Lochcarron, Scotland, UK; Zelezniki
and Semic¢/Metlika, Slovenia; and the communities of Roztochia,
Transcarpathia, and Polissia, in Ukraine (Fig. 2; Table 2). The de-
scriptions of the case studies were standardized. The themes addressed
were: social-ecological systems; social needs that ground the SIs; SIs and
their links to changes in operational, institutional, and normative
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Fig. 1. Utilitarian, “globes” and “spheres” perspectives of the value hierarchy

levels; up-scaling, replicating and mainstreaming of SIs; and the link
between SIs and relational value categories. The studies were selected
across a range of types of wooded areas in Europe, with spatial varia-
tion and heterogeneity in the regions in terms of natural conditions,
socio-economic development, social capital, governance and institu-
tional settings, and a range in complexity of SIs. A mixed research
methods approach was adopted in all four case studies. The mixed
approach is justified because of the character of the topic: social in-
novations vary greatly across cases and a unified method could over-
look the plurality and context specificity of the relational values (Klain
et al., 2017).

The case of Muonio describes the introduction of a co-management
arrangement in 2014, as a result of disputes between local actors and a
state forestry enterprise. The background to this agreement was a dis-
pute concerning the opportunities for recreational activities in forests
between the Finnish forestry enterprise Metséhallitus, local nature-
based tourism entrepreneurs, reindeer herders, hunters and local
people. At that time, 15 key actors in the dispute were interviewed
about the issues and experiences (Sarkki, 2008; Sarkki and Heikkinen,
2010), and analysis carried out of the content of the local media (see
Jokinen, 2014). In 2014, the new co-management arrangement for the
disputed forests was agreed between Metsahallitus and local people.

In 2018, eight interviews were conducted with the key actors from
Metséhallitus, the municipality, nature-based tourism entrepreneurs,
reindeer herders and local NGOs. The interviews covered the following
themes: what was the dispute about in 2007?; what was the key out-
come to be reached by the co-management arrangement in 2014?; what
has been accomplished with the 2014 agreement?; how has the co-
management arrangement worked?; how has the agreement influenced
relationships between local actors?; and, did the agreement increase the
willingness to work together, and create a sense of belonging to the
same community and mutual respect?

The social innovation based on community forestry and local
ownership of the woodland in the Lochcarron case study emerged as a
response to social needs expressed by the community, and the necessity
to create opportunities for local people (employment and housing op-
portunities, skills enhancement and cultural heritage). Historically,
land resources were owned by a limited number of people, with 432
people owning 50% of Scotland's private rural land (Wightman, 2013).
Obtaining ownership of the woodland was regarded as a symbol and
embodiment of community empowerment over natural assets and
evolving governance arrangements. A desk-based study was conducted,
which aimed at understanding the broader context in which SI emerged
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and developed. The literature review provided a historical perspective
on Scottish forestry and the relationship between communities and
forests. Secondary data (reports, social media) on the Lochcarron
community were analyzed to understand the regional context and to
document the SI. Policy documents relating to community empower-
ment and ownership were analyzed to understand the institutional
framework, enabling conditions and factors that hinder the develop-
ment of SI.

Primary data in Lochcarron were collected through a focus group
and eight semi-structured interviews with key informants. These were
to understand the factors relevant to the origins of the SI, and the issues
that enable or hinder its operation. The focus group considered the key
stages in the evolution of the SI and the actors involved. The semi-
structured interviews covered themes of uses, values, perceptions and
governance of the forest resources, enabling factors and barriers to the
SI. Contextual analysis and relational analysis of both primary and
secondary data were performed and quotes extracted to illustrate the
findings.

The Zelezniki and Semi¢/Metlika case study was on the manage-
ment motivations of traditional small-scale family farm forest owners,
living in two forest management units with natural or other specific
constraints. In each of the forest management units a district forester
identified one forest owner to be the first interviewee. This initial in-
terviewee recruited other forest owners from amongst their acquain-
tances. This non-probabilistic, snow-ball sampling was continued until
answers began to saturate. In total, 20 semi-structured interviews were
conducted in each of the forest management units. All conversations
were audio-recorded and then type-written (Pogacnik, 2017). From
analysis of the qualitative content, a subset of statements that related to
the topic of SI was extracted from the documentation. A word-cloud
generator and sentiment analysis were used to find the meaning of the
concept of good forest management and detect the polarity of re-
spondents. The output was a word cloud, with the font size larger in
proportion to the number of times it appears in the text. The generator
helped with the identification of the main reasons for continuing with
forest management despite natural and social handicaps, while senti-
ment analysis determined the attitude of a respondent with respect to
the polarity (e.g. negation, sarcasm, specific emotion).

In Ukraine, representatives of 150 households were interviewed in
rural areas with a high proportion of forests: Roztochia (n = 60),
Transcarpathia (n = 50), and Polissia (n = 40). The survey was based
on the Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR) Survey
Module for measuring the multiple roles of forests in household welfare
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Fig. 2. Location of case studies.

and livelihoods (Bakkegaard, 2014; Bakkegaard et al., 2016), and the
World Bank Living Standards Measurement Survey (LSMS). The survey
covered the following sub-themes: socio-economic characteristics of a
household and its members, land assets, income generated from forests
and dependence upon it, consumption of forest products (e.g. fuel
wood, non-wood forest products, NWFP). Then, the analysis focused on
SI initiatives to improve the socio-ecological system and advance en-
vironmental sustainability in these study areas. This was supported by a
literature review of relevant sources, scientific articles and web pages of
local governments and NGOs; reviews of national legislation, guide-
lines, and project reports; and, discussion with knowledgeable experts
in the study areas.

Once case studies had been selected, we used inductive reasoning to
summarize and upscale the empirical material. There was no strict a
priori determination of value categories into which statements, social
processes and relationships were classified. After starting the analysis
by generalizing and upscaling, we introduced Doing, Belonging and
Respecting as labels, which are separate from each other. Then we
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followed the deductive approach where Doing, Belonging and
Respecting were predefined categories into which further material was
clustered.

In interpreting the Doing, Belonging and Respecting categories we
relied on theories; this is where abductive reasoning took place.
Comparing all possible theoretical explanations for the processes
documented in the empirical material was beyond our capacity; hence
we tried to find the simplest and most likely explanation for the causes
and consequences of SI for people in local communities.

3. Results
3.1. Novel co-management arrangements in Finland

3.1.1. The problem context

The Muonio case study concerns ways of reconciling different forest
management objectives in the Municipality of Muonio (203,997 ha) in
northern Finland. Although forests in the municipality are not intact
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old-growth forests with high conservation value, they provide oppor-
tunities for nature-based tourism, which is a very significant employer
in the municipality. They also provide important areas of pasture for
reindeer herding, a traditional local livelihood and subsistence-use of
nature, hunting and recreation. The Finnish State enterprise
Metsdhallitus manages State-owned forests in Finland and carries out
logging operations. As a response to a self-organized local campaign
against logging, an agreement was reached in 2007 in which
Metsahallitus leased the disputed forests for ten years to entrepreneurs
in local nature-based tourism. Although the formal agreement on the
rent was reached, an atmosphere of distrust has remained, and it is
likely that disputes would have re-emerged (Sarkki and Heikkinen,
2010).

3.1.2. Social innovation

The co-management arrangement reached between Metsdhallitus
and a range of local actors in 2014 changed practices of forest use and
introduced new decision-making structures and processes to plan and
monitor logging. The forests of northern Muonio (8335 ha) function as
a pilot area of less-intensive logging, which takes into account scenic
landscape values, reindeer herding and the management of habitats for
game. A separate management plan was developed for the area, the
correct implementation of which will be monitored by a local colla-
boration group. This is an innovative arrangement, as previously
Metsahallitus monitored their own practices for alignment with their
own plans, leading to distrust between actors. According to one of the
eight interviewees in the case study, a reindeer herder, “The greatest
achievement is that now we can have influence on how loggings are done and
be part of the planning. We explore every logging area and give our opinion.
Earlier we did not have influence at all”. All eight interviewees considered
the introduced practices to have worked well. Metséhallitus has already
replicated the arrangement in some other areas in northern Finland,
which are important for nature-based tourism.

3.1.3. Relational values

The co-management arrangement has enhanced opportunities for
local people to expand current relationships with forests beyond the
simple instrumental or intrinsic benefits. Such relationships may be
created for economic benefits (e.g. nature-based tourism), or to satisfy
needs for quality of life and respect for culture and nature. According to
a representative of Metsdhallitus, the company made major changes to
logging practices even when it cost reduced profits. In 2018, all eight
people interviewed considered that the arrangement had increased the
willingness of stakeholders to collaborate (“doing” together) and im-
proved the general social atmosphere in Muonio. In particular, colla-
borative forest planning and control of implementation of the plan have
increased the respect of local people towards Metsdhallitus and their
perspective of the legitimacy of it as a stakeholder in the area. A re-
presentative of Metsédhallitus reported that the arrangement has in-
creased mutual respect and led to the insight “that all this is linked to us
having better communication now. It reduces suspicion between all stake-
holders.”

3.2. Community forestry in Scotland

3.2.1. The problem context

The Lochcarron community is located in the Highlands of Scotland,
United Kingdom, characterized by its remoteness, ageing population,
migration of young people to urban centers, and a lack of affordable
housing. In the 1980s, Lochcarron was a vibrant settlement with jobs
for local people in the oil, fishing and forestry industries. By 2018,
unmet social needs are local employment opportunities, the availability
of affordable houses, and the maintenance of a sense of place.
Community forestry in Scotland has emerged as the result of a growing
sense of community empowerment since the 1980s (Ambrose-Oji et al.,
2015; Lawrence et al., 2009), and as the limitations of the conventional
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state-directed forestry model started to become apparent (Slee, 2006).
The institutional landscape has evolved from the first communities who
challenged established governance structures and land ownership
(historically limited to a few people or institutions, see Nijnik and
Mather, 2008; Wightman, 2013), to contemporary initiatives which
empower communities and provide them with opportunities not
available previously, in particular the Land Reform (Scotland) Act,
2003 (Scottish parliament, 2003), Community Empowerment (Scot-
land) Act, 2015 (Scottish Parliament, 2015), and Land Reform (Scot-
land) Act, 2016; Scottish Parliament, 2016).

To meet such needs, communities have been granted new rights to
buy land from the State agency, the Forestry Commission, specifically
the National Forest Land Scheme (Forestry Commission Scotland, 2005)
and the Community Assets Transfer Scheme (Forestry Commission,
2015). The aim of the purchase of the woodland in the vicinity of
Lochcarron is to address essential needs of the community now and in
the future. According to an interviewee from Locharron (IFT-006), “By
acquiring the woodland, we wanted to create opportunities for the locals and
to make it available for the future generations”.

3.2.2. Social innovation

The Lochcarron Community Development Company (LCDC), the
charitable company that represents the Lochcarron Community, pur-
chased the woodland in 2012. Having gained access to the woodland
and providing opportunities for it to be enjoyed by local people, the
community is beginning to re-establish relations in ways that are dif-
ferent to before. From a forest that was primarily used by State en-
terprises for timber extraction, it has become an asset for which the
community now has responsibility. The decision-making structures and
processes relating to the woodland have changed due to the LCDC
taking ownership of the woodland (cf. Fig. 2). However, findings from
the interviews have revealed challenges in replicating such initiatives,
most significantly those of: limited funding for co-ordination until the
initiatives become self-sustaining; volunteers lacking the time and re-
levant expertise; over-reliance on the project officer of the LCDC; and,
the complexity of bureaucratic tasks required to be undertaken by the
LCDC project officer. Despite these issues, current developments in
national policy to support community forestry have led to approxi-
mately 200 community woodlands across Scotland.

3.2.3. Relational values

Acquisition of the woodland in the Scottish case study occurred
after a wide consultation of the community, which expressed its opinion
on the purchase through a community ballot. This process was ac-
companied by a process of community engagement involving the use of
visualizations of the future of the woodland and its prospective man-
agement plan. Both processes supported the empowerment of the
community, and fostered stewardship of the woodland (Respecting).
Since the acquisition of the woodland, the community has engaged in a
range of activities in the woodland aimed at reviving traditional
knowledge and history, increasing well-being and therefore creating a
sense of place that seemed to have been lacking previously (Informant
PP007). Woodcarving, mushroom picking and foraging workshops have
been organized, targeting both adults and children. The forest, and the
specific tree species that it comprises, have inspired handicraft work-
shops, contributing to reviving traditional knowledge (Doing). Pupils
from the local primary school have been engaged in the study of the
history of a family that used to live within the woodland until 1872
when they were cleared from their land. As a result of this activity, they
re-enacted the history of this family in a play, which illustrated the
transfer of local, communal history between generations (Belonging).
On-going arrangements within the woodland include the creation of a
heritage trail and positioning of benches to enhance connectivity with
the landscape (Belonging).



S. Sarkki, et al.

3.3. Revitalization of traditional forest management in Slovenia

3.3.1. The problem context

The Slovenian case study concerns forest management on small-
scale family farms. This type of forest represents approximately one-
third of the total forest area of Slovenia. The proportion of family farms
has been decreasing for several decades, with a corresponding increase
in the proportion of non-farm private forests (Kr¢ et al., 2015). These
structural changes resulted in a government aspiration for higher har-
vesting rates in private forests. On the other hand, challenges in remote,
forest-rich rural areas have been to enhance rural development and
prevent spontaneous afforestation whilst maintaining the high nature
value of these forests. At the same time, there have been increasing
demands of urban population for maintaining green infrastructure for
recreation. On occasions, these objectives contradict the preferences of
forest owners. However, most family farm forest owners feel obligated
by social and moral norms to maintain the forest in good condition for
future generations, to contribute as members of the community, and
they recognize that they also benefit from the forests.

3.3.2. Social innovation

The Slovenian case describes the potential of small-scale family
farmers in less-favored areas to continue with multi-functional forest
management. We consider the continuation of traditional small-scale
forest management in areas with natural and other constraints to be an
innovation as it brings in new working models and forms of co-opera-
tion that contrast with the dominant trend of global competitiveness
and growth. Innovation takes place also because the traditional forest
management and associated values underpinning it are not codified and
need to be learnt and adopted by a younger generation of owners. Not-
for-profit forest management in areas with natural and other constraints
comprises rediscovered ideas, business models and social relationships
that simultaneously meet individual economic interests and societal
needs. The perceived direct benefits of multi-functional forest man-
agement were mainly those of income, satisfaction derived from work
and visible improvements in the forest (Pogacnik, 2017): “[Forest
management is] in 40% a gainful activity, 30% is tending for the next
generations, 30% 1is nature protection” (FO5). Forest owners' con-
ceptualizations of good forest management were grouped into two
major concepts: “Do not do this and that” and “Cut and care” (Fig. 3).
The first concept emphasizes “Respectfulness”, referring to what should
not be done in a forest rather than what should be done. The second
concept, “Cut and care”, indicates non-instrumental values of forest

nice

gow Clean

work

broken 2

beautifully €Vel
tnin

also

just’’ ean

g OOd question

Fig. 3. A word cloud of the reflections of private forest owners on the man-
agement of forest goods (based on n = 65 most frequent words appearing at
least twice excluding stop words).
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management, where material benefits are not necessarily the reason for
“Doing” something in the forest.

This social re-innovation may in turn lead to public recognition that
not all forest owners are willing to cut, sell or lease their properties, but
to maintain them. This re-innovation may stimulate new strategic
perspectives of private forests. These perspectives could differ from
those that private forest owners own a pool of underused natural re-
sources, are stewards of valuable habitats, or offer free-to-use places for
recreation.

3.3.3. Relational values

The innovation represents the recognition that giving priority to
relational values, place-attachment and forest maintenance over for-
profit forest management can secure the continuation of multi-func-
tional forest landscapes. Findings showed that forest owners were
willing to stay connected with nature, its use and its governance. This
was for the benefit of sustaining relationships and responsibilities to-
wards other members of the local community and the environment, and
for their own quality of life, articulated by interviewee FO26 as “[Forest
management means]...to keep it carefully, to cut off what needs to be cut,
leave the rest on“. However, to formally recognize the concept of Doing,
Belonging, Respecting within the Collaborative Economy model,
greater financial and organizational support is needed.

3.4. Initiatives to use citizen monitoring to fight illegal logging in Ukraine

3.4.1. The problem context

The Ukrainian case describes how local stakeholders and civil so-
ciety actors initiated with monitoring and other measures to halt illegal
logging and protect the environment. Residents of marginalised rural
areas with a high level of forest cover, such as in Roztochia,
Transcarpathia, and Polissia, are strongly connected to forests. Forest
resources contribute 5.2% to the average household income (National
Forest Dependency Study Report, www.enpi-fleg.org). The share of
forest products used to generate cash and exclusively for the producers'
own consumption (cash versus subsistence) is approximately 53% and
47% respectively (Zhyla et al., 2014). “The accessible forest resources are
used primarily for filling gaps in family budgets. During the collection season,
a family earns from berries and mushrooms enough to buy what is needed
for children for the whole school year” - one respondent (UF 005) stated
during the survey.

Roztochia, Transcarpathia, and Polissia face a long list of drawbacks
including depopulation, unemployment and illegal labor migration, low
income, and poor level of entrepreneurship. Community members
considerably rely on forest resources, e.g. by working in forest industry
or tourism, and especially from using non-wood forest products
(NWPSs), which have seasonal and cyclical yields. They sell more wild
products than they consume. Insights to cash versus subsistence allo-
cations from the use of forest resources, by an average household in
wooded regions of Roztochia, Transcarpathia, and Polissia, are pre-
sented in Fig. 4%,

Illegal loggings threaten the delivery of NWFPs for local commu-
nities. Respondents stressed that there was minimal monitoring of
logging and inadequate enforcement of the legislation, either by the
forest sector or local authorities, to ensure that forestry enterprises
comply with environmental regulations. Almost all respondents de-
clared that illegal logging is the key challenge arising as a consequence

2The figures were elaborated based on the data presented in the National
Forest Dependency Study Report, www.enpi-fleg.org. Respondents used local
market prices for calculating annual values. If a forest resource, was neither
bought nor sold, such as firewood, the price was determined by willingness to
pay. Annual values of a forest resource in Ukranian currency was converted in
US $, using Purchasing Power Parity (PPP). PPP for Ukraine was 3.21, ac-
cording to World Bank 2013 conversion factors.
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Fig. 4. The Pareto charts showing: (a) Average annual income generated by a
rural household from selling forest products; (b) Average annual value of forest
products used by a rural household for own consumption (subsistence). The
right vertical axes show the cumulative percentage of the total income and own
consumption, respectively.

of unemployment and poverty, as well as shortcomings in policy, leg-
islation and forest management practices (see also Melnykovych et al.,
2017; Soloviy et al., 2017; Nijnik and Oskam, 2004; Nijnik and van
Kooten, 2006).

3.4.2. Social innovation

The councils in some FDCs have required that local people have to
be consulted and agree to timber harvesting in surrounding forests.
While the need to control illegal logging has been recognized at a
normative level, it has not fully been reflected in on-the-ground forest
use and decision-making. On the other hand, a grassroots movement
called “Forest watch movement” is aiming to exert more public control
over forestry operations through photo documenting, video recording,
reporting to the police and representatives of the local environmental
protection agency, and sharing knowledge on illegal logging through
social media. A local movement is gradually becoming a game changer;
WWEF-Ukraine has begun campaigning against illegal logging opera-
tions in Ukraine. Since May 2016, the “Forest Guard” project (wwf.
panda.org) has been training volunteers to build a network of activists
capable of detecting and reporting crime. The aim of Forest Guard is to
establish a wider network of institutions directly involved in forest
protection such as environmental inspectors, police, local authorities
and forestry organizations.

3.4.3. Relational values
The Ukrainian case provides evidence that Doing, i.e. picking and
selling NWFPs, may lead to SI. Traditionally, tangible economic and
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social benefits to rural communities have been derived from the use of
forest products for food, for sale and income generation, and for ful-
filling a range of social, cultural and religious functions (Nijnik et al.,
2009; Melnykovych et al., 2016). Belonging was reflected through the
strong connections to forests, mostly by older respondents. Respecting
was held by approximately 85% of respondents, who agreed that forests
need to be preserved for future generations (c.f. Melnykovych et al.,
2018). Respecting was linked to perceived necessity of the direct in-
volvement of the local communities in decision-making processes to
ensure FDCs' access to NWFPs.

4. Discussion
4.1. Social innovations as governance changes

The four cases presented show different types of changes in gov-
ernance, which are catalyzed by relational values. Changes can be as-
sessed with respect to operational, institutional and normative changes.
Once changes emerge they impact the value systems in the communities
and may become a catalyst of changes at large. Case studies show how
the process of SI develops and reaches the state when changes extend
and strengthen civil society.

The State owns and manages the majority of forests in northern
Finland, which provided jobs for local people and a profitable forestry
industry. However, the mechanization of wood harvesting and transfer
of some of the industrial activities to countries with lower production
costs has reduced the benefits of industrial forestry for local people.
Over the last two decades, industrial forestry has led to conflicts and
distrust between the Finnish State forestry enterprise Metsdhallitus,
local people and NGOs (Raitio, 2008; Sarkki and Heikkinen, 2015). SI
in Muonio was motivated by the belief that forests are of greater value
managed for use in nature-based tourism, reindeer herding and re-
creation, than felled and used for the production of pulp. Since the mid-
1990s, the pressure to decentralize the decision-making processes of the
State organization has enabled the possibility of a co-management
agreement in Muonio. The co-management group plans and monitors
logging together with Metsahallitus, significantly increasing the level of
trust between the actors. The need for these actions illustrates that
many local stakeholders no longer accept centralized State-based gui-
dance of “doing” in the forests, leading to a recognition that Metsa-
hallitus should pay greater respect to local communities by enhancing
the multi-functional uses of State forests.

In the Slovenian case, families have owned the small-scale forest
land for several centuries because the properties were too small to be
nationalized. Therefore, they had extensive control over the im-
plementation of innovative practices, were able to exchange knowledge
in peer-to-peer networks, and adopt innovation at an early stage of its
development (Garbach and Morgan, 2017). In most of Eastern Europe,
however, political changes during the 1990s established new actors and
institutional arrangements. The discontinuity in “Doing” due to the
nationalization of private forests and policy changes on forest utiliza-
tion in the 1990s and 2000s (Bouriaud and Schmithiisen, 2005) have
probably contributed to a decreased sense of “Belonging” and “Re-
specting” in most of the private forests. A study of the differences in the
conceptualization of forest management between Eastern and Western
European forest owners (Feliciano et al., 2017) suggests that human
values and the dynamics of socio-political systems in the 20th century
shape private forest owners' attitudes towards their forests.

In Ukraine, forest harvesting plans continue to reflect the cen-
tralized State-based practices of forest governance inherited from the
former Soviet Union (Nijnik and Oskam, 2004; Nijnik and van Kooten,
2006). Ukraine is going through a process of adopting European in-
tegration and gradually marketing, decentralizing and liberalizing its
environmental governance. Societal transformations after the Revolu-
tion of Dignity (2013) and subsequent decentralization policies have
increased the awareness of citizens of democratic goals, and authorized
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and encouraged their participation in forest decision-making. The SI of
monitoring illegal logging by NGOs and local communities combines
decentralization and neoliberal thinking with authoritative governance.
Novel technology and civil society actions to monitor forest use are
combined with the State's authority to enforce rules and implement
sanctions for non-compliance. While it is doubtful that local monitoring
could replace that of the State in halting illegal logging, it is an in-
dication that civil society is motivated to complement State-based
governance. This respects the rules currently in place, enhancing op-
portunities for doing by creating space for balanced multi-functional
use of forests. In turn, this provides increased opportunities for FDCs to
benefit from NWFPs, and represent one form of decentralized com-
munity-based forest management (see Hajjar et al., 2012).

The Scottish case is very different. There, the FDC bought the
woodlands to increase its control over decision-making about the re-
source. Thus, the SI brought about the change of ownership of the
forests and the resulting novelty in forest use and the rules governing it.
The perceptions of sustainability of local people have also changed
through the change to community forestry. This bottom-up process is
different to processes in which forests have been transferred from
public to private community ownership as a result of the adoption of
more neoliberal policies (Hodge and Adams, 2013). Here, social po-
licies have been implemented to support community empowerment and
changes in the sense of ownership that challenge the state forestry
business and governance models in the 1980s to the benefit of a more
multi-functional and community-based management of the resource.
Shifts in governance to the benefit of communities has been supported
by legal reforms, partly enabled through financial measures such as the
Scottish Land Fund, which manages a budget for supporting commu-
nities to purchase public assets (Highlands and Islands Enterprise,
2018). Approximately 200 woodlands are now in community owner-
ship (Community Woodland Association, 2018).

4.2. Limitations of the Doing, Belonging, Respecting categories

In the introduction, we noted that SI should be assessed in relation
to the values they create, enhance or sustain, and that value assessment
should go beyond the instrumental and intrinsic value. Debates about
the value of the environment are often condensed into the question of
whether to use and exploit nature for people (instrumental values) or to
conserve it for its own sake (intrinsic values) (Farber et al., 2002; Tallis
and Lubchenco, 2014). Recently, the focus in ecosystem service litera-
ture has been on plural values, which are approached by the concept of
relational values (Chan et al., 2016; Arias-Arévalo et al., 2017; Klain
et al., 2017). We proposed using the Doing, Belonging and Respecting
categories to structure relational values of FDCs. This is consistent with
the relevance of relational values to the contribution of nature to
human well-being (Chan et al., 2016; Pascual et al., 2017).

Although relational values help overcome the unidimensional
framing of values, they have certain limitations. The case studies illu-
strated that a strong motivation for SI in a SES was to sustain the
prospects of continuing to live and remain in the rural area. The loca-
tions assessed have experienced a lack of employment opportunities,
land abandonment and migration to cities. Although the Doing,
Belonging and Respecting concept seems a universal solution to keep
rural peripheries alive, it is dependent upon the self-determination of
local community members to continue living in their (home) area.
Otherwise, there is nothing to do, nowhere to belong to, and nothing to
respect and thus no reason to be respected. Ingold's (1993; 163) concern
that “the taskscape must be populated with beings who are themselves
agents, and who reciprocally ‘act back’ in the process of their own
dwelling”, has proven true.

A further objection to our interpretation could be that the presented
values are elitist and represent views similar to those presented in “the
environmentalism of the rich” (Dauvergne, 2017). Drawing from clas-
sical value literature, physiological needs (Maslow, 1943) and Having
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(Allardt, 1993) are superior to Doing, Belonging and Respecting. If the
FDC is materially well-off it is unlikely that their well-being will further
increase due to having more financial resources. Therefore, instru-
mental, intrinsic and relational values should be considered as co-ex-
isting rather than competing or substituting (Arias-Arévalo et al.,
2017).

It is also important to distinguish between Doing, Belonging and
Respecting as SI, and the popularity of alternative value systems coming
from different cultural environments. The members of FDCs may be
keen on indigenous and local knowledge systems from culturally dif-
ferent traditions (e.g. Eastern philosophies or “back to the land”
movements), but the attention alone will not trigger SI. We propose
caution when using the relational values concept, developing it such
that relational values assessments and frameworks build on a baseline
of material well-being to avoid elitist bias, and that the values created,
enhanced or sustained by SIs are always assessed in a local context.

5. Conclusion

The objective of this paper was to understand the linkages between
SI in SES and human values. Four cases of FDCs in Europe were ana-
lyzed, encompassing novel co-management arrangements in Finland,
revitalization of traditional forest management practices in Slovenia,
community forestry in Scotland, and monitoring for tackling illegal
logging in Ukraine. Common components of SI were strong relation-
ships between people, and people and nature, new or re-established co-
management arrangements based on empowered individuals, commu-
nities or institutions. Although SI primarily created benefits for local
communities they could become global game-changers. However, we
challenge the dominant position in the SI literature that SIs are game-
changers per se, with wide geographical, functional or temporal im-
pacts.

In studying the value dimension of SI, we built upon the theoretical
perspective that values are mostly derivatives of the relationships be-
tween people, people and nature, and responsibilities towards these
relationships (i.e. relational values). We categorized relational values
into Doing, Belonging and Respecting using a combination of inductive
and abductive reasoning. The three categories helped us to explain the
diversity of values and relationships of inhabitants to the environment
and each other.

Based on empirical materials and theoretical perspectives we argue
for a general value hierarchy accounting for value plurality where re-
lational, instrumental and intrinsic values can be interpreted from the
utilitarian, “globes” and “spheres” perspectives.

We conclude that human values may be primary catalysts for SI. A
common driving force for SI in our FDC was the need of community
members to sustain or enhance relational values linked to forests. Once
emerged, SI have potential to become global game-changers. Thus,
human values are at the same time catalysts and consequences of SI
enabling the well-being of future generations in rural peripheries.
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