
Executive Summary 

There is no single definition of sustainable forest management that will suit every 

context, stakeholder, and society: the concept means different things to different people 

(Stevenson and Webb, 2003; McDonald and Lane, 2004).  Even the basic idea that SFM 

is a mandate for ecologically sound, socially acceptable and economically efficient 

approach to forestry (Wang and Wilson, 2007) is difficult to visualize in an absolute way 

when it is embedded in specific societal and cultural contexts.  Factors such as ‘socially 

acceptable’ take on contextualized meanings are laden with expectation.  In addition, 

SFM is an overarching term that captures the unfolding paradigm shift in contemporary 

forest management (Wang, 2004; McDonald and Lane, 2004).  This shift is from a 

timber-centric paradigm of sustained yield to an ecosystem-centric paradigm of 

sustainable forest management and from management by exclusion to management by 

inclusion (Kant, 2003).  As such, we must take the time to characterize how SFM is 

defined at all levels of management, but especially at the local-level, and to try to 

understand what the requirements for management are in the new paradigm of 

sustainability.   

The study focused on comparisons between national and local-level indicators and 

between forest company and Aboriginal entities’ SFM monitoring behaviors.  Monitoring 

practices reflect vested interests and management priorities that make up competing 

discourses between the national core set and local-level monitoring and between different 

frames of reference of forest company and Aboriginal entities.  The relationship between 

cost and use was tested and it was interpreted that cost discouraged use.  This relationship 

was found to have explanatory power over indicator selection in the data.  However, 

areas where it was not as likely that cost discouraged use presented monitoring gaps and 

other situations where there could be different causal mechanisms.  The study explored 

issues of relevancy, scale of indicators, responsibility, discourse and capacity as factors 

that could influence how organizations monitor SFM.  An important observation was that 

social and economic indicators were not as well used as the ecological indicators.   

This study has applications in policy research, particularly to the implementation of 

sustainability monitoring schemes at the local-level.  However, the study employed 

descriptive statistics and simple t-tests to interpret the data.  The results were decent 

descriptions of what may be happening in the data, but they lacked depth and 

understanding to describe why these mechanisms exist and how they affect SFM 

implementation.  They also lacked richer descriptions of the similarities and differences 

between the case studies.  The assumption that forest companies and Aboriginal entities 

have different frames of reference was not fully tested in Chapter 2, although the results 

suggested that this assumption is valid.  Finally, the question of inclusion of social and 

economic indicators warranted more research that could explain why these themes of 

SFM are not as well used. 

Using Q-type factor analysis to group the case studies, it was hypothesized that forest 

companies and Aboriginal entities would group separately based on their monitoring 

behavior.  It was also hypothesized that the groups that formed through the analysis 



represented organizational stewardship perspectives whose underlying causal 

mechanisms would be similar to those discussed in Chapter 2.  The results confirmed that 

Aboriginal entities and forest companies do not group together based on their monitoring 

behavior (with some exceptions) and that causal mechanism for similarities and 

differences could be interpreted.  The interpretation yielded similar factors to those in 

Chapter 2 but allowed for richer descriptions of why organizations measure some aspects 

of SFM more comprehensively.  The results are applicable to the provincial 

government’s efforts to foster the inclusion of social and economic indicators in 

sustainable forest management, particularly in understanding how policy affects SFM 

monitoring. 

The study focused on causal mechanisms that explain the similarities and differences in 

the case studies.  However, the methodology did not include an exploration of the causal 

relationships, or the systematic conjunction of two factors in the Q-type factor analysis 

(Lin, 1998).  This is an area for further research.  Exploring causal relationships includes 

the creation of archetypes of organizational perspectives and entails another round of 

analysis.  In this second round, new cases, randomly selected, would be required in order 

to test whether the typologies uncovered in the Q-type factor analysis are replicable or 

not.  The result would be a relative distribution of the stewardship perspectives that is 

generalizable across the province.  It would be valuable to policy makers to know what 

the distribution of organizational perspectives is, including the prevalence of each 

typology, when crafting policy.   

In addition, the study dealt entirely with practical/technical matters related to use of 

indicators and the perception of cost of monitoring.  This is useful information when 

considering organizational typologies delineated by monitoring practices, but further 

research, perhaps in the form of a Q-method study, is needed to describe fundamental or 

paradigmatic values more thoroughly and subjectively. 
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