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A B S T R A C T

The political and economic transformations that have taken place since the early nineties in the former socialist
countries in Europe have significantly influenced reforms of their forestry institutions. As part of these reforms,
restitution processes were initiated with the aim of recognising private ownership of forests and returning forests
to their former owners or heirs. Using institutional and actor perspectives, this paper analyses the power rela-
tions of the key actors in the restitution processes in three European countries: the Czech Republic, Slovakia and
Serbia. The methodological approach combines multiple research methods: document analysis and a literature
review to explain the restitution processes, and semi-structured in-depth interviews for analysing the actors'
power in this process.

The results show that actors' power in the analysed restitution processes varied greatly between actor types
and in different phases in the processes. In the initial phase, considerable power was wielded by the public,
which demanded change, and by the policy makers, who enabled the necessary legislative changes. As the
processes advanced, the power shifted to liable entities who administered the restitution processes. The analysed
countries followed different pathways and had varying dynamics throughout their restitution processes due to
their diverse historical and political legacies but the power of the respective types of responsible actors did not
vary much between analysed countries. While the cases of the Czech Republic and Slovakia are relatively similar,
Serbia proves to be different in terms of initial drivers as well as the phases and speed of the process. In the Czech
Republic and Slovakia, the result of restitution has been the creation of a large number of small-scale private
forest owners, while in Serbia property was given back principally to the church, a large-scale forest owner.
These owner categories (small-scale private forest owners and church) were formally recognised as new in all
three countries but their specific interests were not adequately translated to existing policy and management
documents. The state forestry administration in each country has retained power in the field by continuing its
supervisory and regulatory role in forest management. Even though the restitution processes are coming to an
end in all analysed post-socialist countries, it can be noted that private forest owners are still under strong state
supervision when it comes to forest management rights.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background on restitution process in CEE and SEE countries

Since the 1990s, the post-socialist countries in Central-East (CEE)
and South-East (SEE) Europe have faced challenging transition pro-
cesses (Weiland, 2010). The process of political and economic reforms
during transition has significantly influenced virtually all aspects of life
in these countries, with forestry being no exception (PROFOR, 2005).
Significant changes occurred due to the restitution of forest land
(Bouriaud and Schmithusen, 2005). Restitution processes were initiated
almost in all the former socialist countries with the aim of recognising
and securing property rights as part of the harmonisation process with
European Union (EU) heritage and in support of human right in all EU
states. Changes in property rights were especially important in Eastern
Europe in the post-Soviet era and continue to be so today since they
represent “the foundation of how and why economies function” (Fisher
and Jaffe, 2000, p. 233; Nichiforel et al., 2018).

Restitution is identified as one of the main processes that influenced
significant changes in the forest ownership structure in Europe (UNECE,
2019, forthcoming). For the forestry sectors of CEE and SEE countries, it
was one of the major challenges faced in the last three decades
(Bouriaud and Schmithusen, 2005; Lidestav et al., 2019; forthcoming),
because it brought many changes to national forest policies and reg-
ulations (Bouriaud and Schmithusen, 2005; Weiland, 2010), and was
accompanied by harmonisation processes with international rules and
regulations, primarily in the field of agriculture (Grešlová Kušková,
2013) and nature conservation (Csaki and Lerman, 1997; Ho and Spoor,
2006; Hartvigsen, 2014; Prazan et al., 2005).

Initially, changes to the forestry system through economic liberal-
isation and democratisation was intended to lead to the alleviation of
sustainability and environmental problems as well as greatly assist in
the modernisation of the forestry sector, making it more adaptable to
future challenges and market needs (Solberg and Rykowski, 2000;
Bouriaud and Schmithusen, 2005). However, the transition processes
presented great challenges to the countries that had for a long time
been dominated by top-down forest planning and management while
also revealing inadequacies within existing forest related institutions
(Živojinović et al., 2017; Živojinović et al., 2015).

The inclusion of land rights into the global development agenda,
adopted within sustainable development goals (SDGs) in September
2015, marks a new era in this regard. Land rights feature in the SDGs 1,
2 and 5, which emphasise that the relationship of people (in the case of
restitution – former forest owners) to land (in this case forest land)
cannot be ignored if the aim is to achieve long-lasting beneficial change
(Taylor, 2016). This highlights the importance of the restitution pro-
cesses under consideration because it aims to re-establish and ensure
land rights for the former owners.

The restitution processes are still ongoing in many countries of CEE
and SEE and have thus far resulted in significant changes in the forest
ownership structures in these parts of the continent. In some countries
this process has seen the share of forests in the hands of private owners
go from 0 to> 40–50% (Lithuania, Romania, etc.), while in other states
this change has not been as significant in terms of the forested areas
transferred to private owners (Serbia, Croatia, etc.) (Živojinović et al.,
2015). Irrespective of the scales involved, in all these countries this rise
of new private forest owners has proven challenging for forest man-
agement, primarily because many of those new owners have small,
fragmented properties and do not have adequate knowledge and skill to
effectively manage their newly acquired resources. Another issue that
has come to the fore is conflict resulting from unclear or disputed forest
ownership (especially in the Czech Republic, Romania.) (Živojinović
et al., 2015; Lidestav et al., 2020). In Serbia (Nonić et al., 2015) and
Croatia (Krajter Ostoić et al., 2015) not all private property was na-
tionalised, therefore the scale of returned land was not as high as in
other previously mentioned countries. However, the restitution

processes in these two Western Balkan countries have nevertheless led
to the presence and active involvement of private owners (monastic
orders and the church, private individuals etc.). It is important to em-
phasise that transitional changes have had impacts on all stakeholders
in the forestry sector, i.e. owners, companies, professionals and policy
makers (Ilavský, 2006). Restitution has had positive effects, especially
concerning many aspects of national forest policy and governance
processes (Jarský et al., 2018) as it has resulted in the establishment of
various forest owners' associations which play a significant role in the
formulation of such policy and management (Hrib et al., 2018; Kozová
et al., 2018). These changes have had significant knock-on impacts for
public administration and shared responsibilities (Nonić, 2004). How-
ever, as Schwartz (2006) and Sarvašová et al. (2013) point out resti-
tution has not always been beneficial, for example from a conservation
point of view.

1.2. Privatisation and restitution processes

One result of the major political and social changes in CEE and SEE
has been an increased interest in privatisation in the forestry sector over
the last three decades, something that has been described in a number
of publications and papers published since 1990 (Lipton et al., 1990;
Hanzl and Urban, 2001; Jager and Szepesi, 2002; Viitamo and Bilas,
2002; Ioras and Abrudan, 2006; Ilavský, 2006; Lawrence, 2009;
Živojinović et al., 2017).

Privatisation is a key and integral part of any transformation process
that moves an economy from a planned to a free market system. It is
used as an important restructuring tool (Cook et al., 1998; p. 3) to re-
duce the overbearing role of the public sector and increases the size of
the more entrepreneurial oriented private sector. In essence, as Harvie
and Lee (2002) so succinctly put it, privatisation is a divestiture of state
ownership to develop the private sector. Similarly, Lerman (2001) ar-
gues that private ownership, especially of agricultural land, is the ac-
cepted norm in market economies.

Ilavský (2006) states that any privatisation process must be linked
to the political, social, historical and economic situation in a certain
country and that the process of forest sector reform to be more market
orientated does not always necessitate the privatisation of forests and
forest land as such areas can remain public (state, municipal) even after
a decentralisation process. In fact, in many ESEE countries the major
distinction is not made between public and private ownership but ra-
ther between state and non-state ownership, the latter including pri-
vate, church, common and municipal ownership (Weiss et al., 2019).

A key decision to be made by a government undertaking a pro-
gramme of privatisation is on the method of transferring the state-
owned asset to the private sector. This decision is difficult because, in
addition to the economic factors such as valuing these assets, privati-
sation is generally a part of an ongoing and highly politicised process
(Megginson and Netter, 2001). Privatisation in the broader sense in-
cludes as one of its key activities the restitution of property to former
owners. The restitution of forest land considered here in CEE and SEE
took different forms, at different times using several varied steps, which
at times did not include all types of owners or property (Weiss et al.,
2011). The changes to the structure of property ownership in CEE and
SEE countries also included the privatisation of state forests, through
vouchers in some countries (as was common for instance in the Baltic
States), but occurred principally via the restitution of forest to the
former owners. With the noticeable exception of Poland (Lawrence,
2009), restitution occurred in all European countries transiting from
planned to market economies (Bouriaud and Schmithusen, 2005;
Živojinović et al., 2015): i.e. Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, the Czech
Republic, Slovakia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovenia, Serbia, Croatia,
Albania, and the former German Democratic Republic. However, the
restitution of forests in these countries had very diverse goals and, as
previously mentioned, was implemented by diverse means.
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1.3. Institutional and actor-centred perspectives

Restitution is perceived as one of the biggest institutional reforms in
countries transiting to market economies. Therefore institutional the-
ories present an appropriate theoretical framework to explain the
changes when researching a country institutional contexts (Schlager
and Ostrom, 1992; Scott, 2010) and are viewed as one of the most
promising and progressive scientific research approaches in forest
policy analysis. (Arts, 2012; Böcher, 2012; Sotirov and Memmler,
2012). Since Ostrom's (1990) response to Hardin's (1968) “tragedy of
the commons,” questions about institutions and natural resources
management have been heavily intertwined and studied (Agrawal,
2001; Agrawal and Ostrom, 2001; Briassoulis, 2005; Schlüter, 2007;
Bartley et al., 2008).

Four different branches of neoinstitutionalism can be distinguished
(Hall and Taylor, 1996; Schmidt, 2005, 2008), these are: a) rational
choice institutionalism, (North, 1990) which analyses how rational actors
are constrained by the rules of the game in their ranking of alternative
options; b) historical institutionalism or path dependence (Pierson, 2000),
which puts emphasis on the historical evolution and stability of in-
stitutions or how the legacies of past policies condition the present and
an expectation that institutional complementarity raises the likelihood
of effective policy implementation (Bartley et al., 2008); c) sociological
institutionalism, (Powell and DiMaggio, 1991) which emphasises the role
of culture where rules are symbolically important “scripts” and
“models” of appropriate action (Bartley et al., 2008) and finally; d)
discursive institutionalism (Schmidt, 2008), which analyses the role of
ideas and narratives in institutional change. All share a commitment to
understanding the sources and consequences of institutions, defined as
relatively stable sets of rules (formal or informal) that prescribe and
proscribe particular courses of action, although their particular con-
ceptions of institutions and their analytical foci vary. Today, most
neoinstitutionalists try to find a balance between actor and structure in
seeking to answer the question of whether historical, social and poli-
tical outcomes are the result of the intentions, motivations and beha-
viour of actors, or whether these are shaped by the social structures of
societies, such as political institutions, power hierarchies and cultural
conventions (Arts, 2012).

When analysing the role of actors and their interactions in policy
processes, actor-centred theories (Mayntz and Scharpf, 1995; Scharpf,
2000) present a reliable empirically applicable basis that can be com-
bined and complemented by other theories (Weber, 2012). Actors here
are defined as any “acting entity that is involved in the formulation and
implementation of a policy” (Schneider, 2003, p. 192). When new ac-
tors emerge on the sectoral policy stage they can bring new resources
into the arena or they may try to change established rules or the poli-
tical discourse (Healey, 1997; Ostrom, 1999; Schlüter, 2007). Actor
centred approaches focus on interactions between actors in a specific
institutional setting which is characterised by rules, norms, institutions,
legal and political culture (Scharpf, 2000). Actors are often members of
different networks or groupings operating in an environment shaped by
power relations and structures whose creation they cannot influence
but where they can nevertheless create interactions of varying power
and outreach (Briassoulis, 2005, p. 51).

Institutionalism puts the accent on rules, resources, interests and
structure (Arts, 2012) rather than on the power of actors to influence
policy processes. It is believed that the actor–structure dimension is still
a valid axis on the basis of which different theories and models can be
positioned. There is on-going debate among policy scientists about the
inclusion of power relations into forest policy analysis (Arts and
Tatenhove, 2004; Hassanagas, 2004; Krott, 2005; Giessen et al., 2009),
although policy analysis approaches regularly consider power as a
central element, the power of actors is often dealt with in implicit ways
and not as an explicit category. Krott et al. (2014) propose an explicit
framework which is why we chose to apply this approach in our ana-
lysis as it focuses on the power resources of actors. The conceptual

framework for assessing actor-centred power (ACP) defines the term
power as a “social relationship in which actor A alters the behaviour of
actor B without recognising B's will” (Krott et al., 2014, p. 37). This can
happen at all levels, concerns various interaction forms, forest man-
agement under the supervision of a public administration, receiving
advice and extension service or paying for work (Krott et al., 2014)
using three core elements; namely coercion, dis/incentives and in-
formation. Coercion here is defined as altering actors' behaviour by
forcefully bringing pressure to bear. The proposed model looks chiefly
at whose pressure prevails and describes the amount of dominance as
power. No restriction on what constitutes one actor is given, and the
term can also refer to an entity comprised of a network of actors (Krott
et al., 2014, p. 38). Dis/incentives involve altering the behaviour of
actors by means of presenting disadvantages or advantages without
recognising their will. The actor-centred power theory assumes that
within a power-free environment all actors would have free access to all
resources (e.g. financial incentives). Limiting the resources of specific
actors is a power process and without such limitations, the value de-
cision of the actor will be different. Therefore, decisions are not only
value-driven but power-driven as well (Krott et al., 2014, p. 37–38).
Dominating the flow of information when used as a power process aims
to “[alter] the behaviour of the subordinate by means of unverified
information”. If the subordinate does not verify the information re-
ceived from the potentate and makes a decision based on this in-
formation the potentate will have altered the subordinate's behaviour
without recognising its will (Krott et al., 2014, p. 38).

1.4. Aim of the paper

Current scientific knowledge on restitution process is descriptive.
Studies usually focus only on administrative issues and present data on
the area of returned land. This paper seeks to fill the research gap in
scientific literature dealing with the restitution process by analysing the
institutional setting, procedure of restitution and the role of actors in-
volved. The main aim is to conduct a comparative in-depth analysis of
the power relations between the actors involved in forestry restitution
processes in the following countries: the Czech Republic, Serbia and
Slovakia. We try to answer the research question how the power of
actors involved in the restitution process has influenced the im-
plementation.

First, an analysis of the institutional changes in the restitution
processes is provided and related barriers are identified. Second, the
power relations of the actors involved in the forestry restitution pro-
cesses are examined, using the actor-centred power (ACP) framework as
the key tool for analysis. Third, we evaluated the process and identified
possible policy recommendations for other countries where the resti-
tution process is still ongoing or is about to start.

2. Material and methods

This paper originates from the work in the COST Action FACES-
MAP,1 in which restitution was identified as one of the main processes
which influenced forest ownership change in Europe (Živojinović et al.,
2015; Lidestav et al., 2020; Weiss et al., 2019). This research aims to
provide more in-depth insight into restitution processes, focusing our
analysis on three countries in CEE and SEE, namely the Czech Republic
(CZ), Slovakia (SK) and Serbia (RS). Using former communist countries
where two are now EU member states and one which is an EU accession
country is done to provide a more nuanced picture of European resti-
tution processes. The EU political influence in transition countries are
to be found in all those countries which joined the EU. While the
transition in SEE has lagged behind that of Central Europe, the latter

1 COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP (Forest Land Ownership Change in
Europe: Significance for Management and Policy), www.facesmap.boku.ac.at.
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provided the blueprint (Vachudova, 2005). Therefore, we choose two
countries from CEE and one from SEE to illustrate the situation of
property restitution in both European regions. The comparison of two
similar CEE countries highlights how far development paths may di-
verge.

The methodological approach combines multiple research methods
and is divided into two sections. The first part of the research is com-
prised of an extensive literature review (including grey literature) and
content analysis of all relevant policy documents (Table 1), in order to
identify the main actors involved in the restitution process, and to de-
scribe the process itself, its timeline, current status, as well as conflicts
arising from it. This task was fulfilled by the authors of the paper, in
close consultation with other experts in the field, where a snowball
effect was used to collect a full set of nationally relevant documents and
literature. A list of the analysed documents and literature is provided
below in Table 1.

The second part of the research comprised of the collection of pri-
mary data by conducting 17 semi-structured in-depth interviews (6 in
CZ, 5 in SK, and 6 in RS) with the main actors involved in the restitution
process in forestry, following an interview guideline developed by the
authors. The interviews were conducted by the authors with the in-
terviewees from their respective countries in the period April–June
2016. Further details regarding these interviews are presented in
Table 2.

Actors were chosen by a judgmental sampling procedure and were
drawn from forest authorities (ministries), other relevant national
ministries (e.g. economy), forest administrations (state forest service),
private forest owners' associations, religious owners (churches), and the
agencies for restitution to private companies. Interview respondents

were asked about their role in the restitution process, what goals they
had and how far these were fulfilled, if they had to make compromises
with other actors in the process, if they used any types of financial
means that existed to support restitution, if the process incurred costs
that restricted the fulfilment of their interest regarding restitution, if
they had access to relevant information and with whom did they
communicate (see specific questions in Appendix 1). To assess the
power of each actor in the restitution process, a specific question was
posed at the end of the interview (matrix provided in Appendix 1). Each
actor was asked to assess the power elements of coercion, dis/incentives
and information for the other actors in the process with + (`strong
power in the process`), +/− (`neutral power in the process`), −
(`weak power in the process`) and to provide an assessment of their
own power in the whole process related to the expected outcomes. The
authors then summarised the power assessment made by the inter-
viewees (results provided in Table 5). The expert knowledge of the
authors was used to provide an overall picture on the restitution pro-
cess, the role of actors and to put the answers of interviewees into
context.

3. Results

3.1. Overview of the restitution processes and actors

Based on the literature and document review (Table 1) and inter-
views (Table 2) we provide an overview of the main data related to
forested areas and their ownership structure as well as the summarised
data on the restitution processes in the analysed countries in Table 3.

In the former Czechoslovakia, profound political change in the

Table 1
Analysed policy documents and main literature sources per country.

Czech Republic Slovakia Serbia

Legal acts Act no. 403/1990 of the Official Gazette on
mitigating the consequences of some property
injustices.

Act No. 229/91 Official Gazette on the regulation of
ownership rights to land and other agricultural
property (Land Act). The law was changed by twelve
amendments (last 549/2004 of the Official Gazette)
and amended to mitigate the consequences of some
of the property injustices that have occurred against
owners of agricultural and forestry assets.

Law on the Restitution of Property to Churches
and Religious Communities (Official Gazette, No.
46/2006)

Act no. 87/1991 of the Official Gazette on out of
court rehabilitation.

Law on Property Restitution and Compensation
(Official Gazette, No. 72/2011, 108/2013, 142/
2014 and 88/2015)Act no. 229/1991 of the Official Gazette on the

regulation of ownership rights to land and other
agricultural property (Land Act) Act No. 138/1991 of the Official Gazette, on

municipal property, amended in 1992 due to the
different interpretation of forest property that
should be returned.

Act no. 212/2000 of the Official Gazette on
mitigating the property injustices caused by the
Holocaust.
Act no. 172/1991 of the Official Gazette on the
transfer of certain assets from the property of
the Czech Republic to the ownership of
municipalities.

Act No. 282/1993 Official Gazette to mitigate some
property injustices caused by churches and religious
societies.

Act No. 428/2012 of the Official Gazette on
property settlements with churches and
religious societies.

Act No. 503/2003 of the Official Gazette, on the
return of land ownership rights

Resolution of the Government of the Czech
Republic No. 168/1995 Official Gazette, on
transfers of movable assets of former forest
cooperatives to municipalities.
Act No. 114/2000 Official Gazette, amending
Act No. 172/1991 Coll., on the transfer of
certain assets to the ownership of municipalities

Official documents Information on Forests and Forestry in the Czech
Republic (annual)

Reports on the Forest Sector of the Slovak Republic
(Green report) (annual)

/

Kubačák and Jacko (2012) Report on the transformation of property and
management rights to forest land (annual)

SCI articles Kupčák (1998), Bičík and Jančák (2003),
Kupčák (2005), Kupčák (2007), Bartůšková and
Homolka (2009), Kušková (2013), Jarský et al.
(2015), Jarský et al. (2018)

Ilavský (2001), Sarvašová and Tutka (2005), Šulek
(2006), Ambrušová et al. (2015)

Pezdevšek Malovrh et al. (2017)

Grey literature Řezáč (1999), Oliva (2004), Šímová, 2006,
Jiráček (2011), Lasák (2012), Slavinger (2013),
Zeman (2015)

Klacko (1993), Butor (1999), Hatiar (1994), Fischer
(1995), Fischer, 1999, Scheimer and Hatiar (1999),
Ilavský (2004), Vyhnálik (2004), Jablonovský
(2010)

Agency for restitution (2016), Agency for
restitution (2018), Petrović (2012), Nonić (2004),
Nonić et al. (2011), Nonić et al. (2015), Weiss
et al. (2011), Tykkä et al. (2010)
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1990s and the transformation from a planned to a market economy
brought up the issue of restitution as an important element in this
transition process. The fundamental law targeting land restitution was
adopted at the federal level in 1991 (Act no. 229/1991 of the Official
Gazette, on modification of land and other agricultural property own-
ership, the so-called Land Act). The restitution process took different
pathways in the Czech Republic and Slovakia after their separation in
1993 (see Jarský et al., 2018), especially due to different historical
types of ownership (in SK the commons, in the CZ the forest municipal
cooperatives) and different policy goals. According to §1 of the Land
Act, restitution concerned agricultural and forest land, buildings and
related structures, other agricultural and forest property. Natural and
legal persons whose property was seized and held by the state from 25
February 1948 to 1 January 1990 were eligible for restitution. Forest
land was returned to its original owners or their legal successors in
integrated forest parts, so-called forest spatial distribution units (§22 of
the Land Act), and forest roads were similarly restituted together with
forest land. The liable entity responsible for processing property claims
in CZ and SK were the state forest enterprises (SFEs)2 both in CZ and SK.
In SK restitution concerned all owners regardless of ownership, whereas
in CZ there was a debate on secularisation and the politicians together
with the church decided that the restitution of church property will take
place after the state-church separation.3 Therefore, there were three
phases of the restitution process in CZ: (1) main restitution
(1991–2000); (2) maintenance phase (2000−2012); (3) church resti-
tution (2012 – ongoing). An overview of the various countries' legis-
lation is presented in Table 3 and an even more detailed review can be
found in Jarský et al. (2018). In contrast to CZ, in SK the whole resti-
tution process was done in one phase and according to the above-
mentioned Land Act. As a sign of how difficult restitution has proven to
be, almost three decades after it began there are still many unsettled
claims in a process that is clearly not finished yet. The return of prop-
erty to churches was the most notable difference between CZ and SK,
where the latter restituted church property concurrently with other
ownership categories. In CZ there are still 45,000 ha of church forest
property to be restituted, which represents approximately 2.5% of the
country's total forest land.

In Serbia (RS), the restitution process officially started in 2006 as a

response to the requirements imposed by seeking EU accession. It
consists of two distinctly separate processes: 1) restitution to churches
and religious communities, which started in 2006 under the Law on the
Restitution of Property to Churches and Religious Communities and 2)
restitution to physical persons, started in 2011 after issuing Law on
Property Restitution and Compensation. The claimed property had been
confiscated on the basis of the regulations passed as a part of the
agrarian reform (nationalisation) in 1945. Before WWII, these proper-
ties were typically located in the vicinity of the churches or homes of
the physical persons who owned them. During the socialist period,
forest land was taken from communal, private, monastery and church
forests owners which had an area larger than the legal maximum, a
process which saw rural and communal forests disappear as property
category, although, small private property holdings continued to exist
during the communist era. Therefore, the difference in the overall area
to be restituted was significantly lower in RS compared to CZ or SK,
where all forest land became state-owned. Thus, pressure the public in
RS was not as high as in two other countries. Indeed, in RS the main
driver of the restitution was the desire for EU accession, for which se-
curing private property rights was one of the preconditions. By the end
of December 2017, of the 33,867 ha of forests and forest land that was
subject to restitution claims from churches and religious communities,
32,207 ha had been returned, which represented approximately 95% of
the total claims, and 1.4% of the country's total forested area (Agency
for restitution, 2018). The remaining 5% of claims are still being pro-
cessed due to late registrations and tardiness on the part of the Agency
for Restitution caused by the influx of new cases arising from claims by
physical persons. By the end of June 2016, approximately 3690 ha of
forests and forest land had been returned to individuals, which re-
presents 0.16% of Serbia's total forested area (Agency for restitution,
2016). The current status of the restitution process in terms of out-
standing claims is unknown as no concrete data is officially available.

3.2. Roles of actors and related barriers in the restitution processes

3.2.1. Actor roles in forest land restitution in the Czech Republic
The debate about restitution began based on the common interests

of historical owners (and their heirs) who wanted to regain their na-
tionalised property, and new policy makers (in parliament as well as at
other governmental levels) who wanted to satisfy the public demand for
settling property injustices.

The restitution process has to be considered in the context of the
comprehensive transformation of state property (Kupčák, 1998), in-
cluding privatisation that took place during the same period. However,
only forest land and forest stands were restituted according to the Land
Act, while the forest enterprises (including all their assets and

Table 2
List of interviewees per country.

Expert Country Institution Role in institution Date of interview

E1CZ Czech Republic Ministry of Agriculture Former deputy of Minister for Forest Management 10.06.2016
E2CZ Czech Republic State forest enterprise “Forests of the Czech Republic” Director General 10.05.2016
E3CZ Czech Republic Large-scale forest owners Representative 13.04.2016
E4CZ Czech Republic Small-scale forest owners Representative 23.05.2016
E5CZ Czech Republic Association of Municipal Forests Representative 19.04.2016
E6CZ Czech Republic Chamber of Deputies of the Parliament Representative 6.06.2016
E1SK Slovakia Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development Former employee responsible for restitution 19.04.2016
E2SK Slovakia State forest enterprise “Forests Slovakia” Former employee responsible for restitution 27.04.2016
E3SK Slovakia State forest administration Head of the regional unit 11.05.2016
E4SK Slovakia Association of Private Forest Owners Chief executive 26.05.2016
E5SK Slovakia National Assembly of Slovak Republic Former Member of Parliament 02.06.2016
E1RS Serbia Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Water Management Representative 19.04.2016
E2RS Serbia State forest enterprise “Serbian Forests” Representative 23.05.2016
E3RS Serbia Right-wing party Representative 02.06.2016
E4RS Serbia Left-wing party Representative 02.06.2016
E5RS Serbia Orthodox church Secretary for restitution process 13.04.2016
E6RS Serbia Agency for Restitution Representative 11.05.2016

2 State forest enterprise exist in each of the three countries. Common ab-
breviation used in the text is SFE (or SFEs). In CZ name of the SFE is “Forests of
the Czech Republic” (Lesy České republiky), in SK is “Forests Slovakia” (LESY
Slovenskej republiky), in RS is “Serbian Forests” (Srbija Sume).

3 In this paper we do not analyse church restitution in Czech Republic as it
would need further investigation and in the interviews we did not asked about
details of the church restitution.
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technologies) were privatised. Most of the remaining state forest
properties were merged and the state forest enterprise (SFE) was cre-
ated to manage these.

The Czech restitution process can be divided into three phases
(Table 3). In the main phase, there were no big differences in the in-
terests of actors (E3CZ, E4CZ, E5CZ, and E6CZ). Differing views be-
tween policy-makers and the SFE on one side and the subjects of res-
titution on the other were centred on compensation for property that no
longer existed (e.g. former inventory, including stock) and compensa-
tion for damage incurred during the time when the owner was unable to
manage the property (E1CZ, E5CZ). The Land Act proved inadequate to
resolve all the practical problems, therefore the initial deadline of 31st
December 1992 for entitled persons to register and claim for restitution
had to be postponed. Specific requirements related to the accession of
CZ to the EU and other shortcomings stemming from previous legisla-
tion were subsequently addressed in the form of legislative amend-
ments.

The central interest of forest owners was to regain their property,
which was eventually fulfilled. At the beginning of the process, owners
were motivated by the wave of public enthusiasm supporting their
property claims and they began to exert pressure on the liable entities
to hasten the process of property transfer. This was especially the case
in the area of proving the origin of the property and meeting demands
for compensation for profits lost for the entire period when it was under
state control (see Table 4). Although the law did not stipulate details
concerning such compensation, some policy makers misinformed
owners about the legitimacy of these compensation claims which then
created unnecessary conflict (E5CZ). The majority of new forest owners
demanded the immediate cessation of all activities on their property,
especially logging which had become illegal under the new legislation.
Interestingly, owners expressed that they had sufficient information on
the restitution process at the time (E3CZ, E4CZ, E5CZ), although no
specific informational programmes had been adopted. The restitution
process was supported by owners' interest organisations, particularly by
the Association of Municipal and Private Forest Owners (Weiss et al.,
2012; Sarvašová et al., 2015), which represented these new forest
owners in all important issues (negotiations with the government,
parliamentary liaison etc.).

The SFE, as the liable entity, was responsible for the administration
and implementation of the forest land restitution process and was fi-
nanced from its own financial sources. The SFE acted in cooperation
and accordance with the state administration, taking the lead in several
restitution cases despite the fact that a number of owners had a negative
view of the body, perceiving it as the representative of the state which
had deprived them of their property (E3CZ, E4CZ, and E5CZ). As pre-
viously mentioned, no special information programmes were adopted
in the Czech process, but SFE employees were helpful in addressing the
needs of owners (e.g. they helped owners with demarcating property
boundaries on site).

The state forestry administration (SFA), represented mainly by the
Ministry of Agriculture supervised the state forest enterprise
throughout the restitution process. It provided financial resources
(subsidies) to compensate for the costly restitution process and to
promote sustainable forest management for new forest owners, with
payments based on a property being less than either 50 or 250 ha.

The policy-makers played a significant role in the formulation of
legislation and by creating a completely new institutional context. This
role was especially noteworthy as it prevented the “liquidation” of state
forest ownership (E2CZ, E6CZ) which was touted in the debate about
whether after restitution all state forest land property should be pri-
vatised or just the associated assets. In the end, a compromise was
reached where the state-owned forest management company was cre-
ated (SFE) and, while the forest land itself did not undergo wholesale
privatisation, the technologies and machinery did and joint stock
companies were established that provided services to SFE, primarily in
harvesting timber.

The public was somewhat ambivalent towards the process at this
point, mostly stemming from widespread sympathy for political parties
and movements rather than to the principle of restitution. On the
whole, the public supported the return of the property but did not fa-
vour paying financial compensation for lost profits (e.g. in case a young
forest was restituted) (E1CZ), for a property that no longer exists, or for
land that is no longer forested. A decidedly more negative attitude was
expressed by a small section of the public in connection with the return
of larger estates to former noble families (E3CZ).

3.2.2. Actor roles in forest land restitution in Slovakia
As with other countries in the region, political changes after 1989

have shaped the institutional setting for restitution in Slovakia. There
was a strong groundswell of anti-Communism with people demanding
the socialist legacy be dismantled and the nation embrace democracy.
This was of course not possible without significantly changing or dis-
carding existing legislation. After the Constitutional Law when all
property was made state owned, specific legislation related to restitu-
tion was adopted in the form of the so-called Land Act (Act no 229/
1991 of the Official Gazette, on State Property Transfer Conditions to
Other Persons “Land Act”) (Table 1).

There were several deadlines set for entitled persons to register a
claim for restitution, but because of unclear ownership records, these
cut-off dates were extended several times (Weiss et al., 2011). As a sign
of how difficult restitution has proven to be in Slovakia, almost three
decades after it began the process is clearly not finished yet as there are
still many unsettled claims (Table 3).

Former forest owners could reclaim their nationalised property if
the entitled persons were Slovak citizens with a permanent address in
Slovak territory. Such former owners, or heirs thereof, could make a
claim at the land office and at the same time they should call upon the
current owner to return their property. Former forest owners and the
responsible body, which was the state forest enterprise (SFE), should
then conclude an agreement within a period of 60 days after the claim
was raised. Restitution legislation created a legal right for former
owners to regain their forest property, thus providing considerable
coercive force to drive the process forward. This process though was
both costly and administratively demanding, the latter became patently
obvious as dealing with the plethora of smaller properties imposed the
same administrative demands as larger properties. This situation be-
came even more problematic as new forest owners had to self-finance
the entire administrative procedure (e.g. identification of parcels,
geometric plan) of obtaining their property, meaning the monetary
burden was high even though the properties were small (E3SK, E4SK).
Owners were also hampered by the lack of detailed information on such
administratively demanding processes, thus regional interest groups
were established and began providing advisory services for their
members, which has remained their primary function to date (Weiss
et al., 2012; Hricová et al., 2015).

The state forest enterprise (SFE) was responsible for the adminis-
tration and implementation of restitution process, which was financed
from its own financial sources, a key factor which the SFE often pointed
to as the objective reason why the process of returning property to
former owners was so slow (E2SK). The SFE was the principal bene-
ficiary of the government's Forest Development Program fund which
ensured sustainable forest management since the 1990s. The SFE reg-
ularly highlighting its access to only limited funding suggests that there
was a mismatch between available financial resources and the sheer
quantity of property claim applications that needed processing(E4SK).
Another contributing factor has been that departments which were
specifically created to administer restitution often had to restructure
and lay off workers (who subsequently did not always find a job in the
private forestry sector), once the property was returned to owners
(E5SK). Due to this fact, we can assume that the SFE, with its desire to
keep organizational stability, did not always do all in its power to push
forward the process of returning land to former owners. This
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assumption can be further supported by the SFE's reluctance to adopt
any specific information programmes targeted at new forest owners. As
a final note regarding the SFE's conduct, while seemingly trying dili-
gently to ensure the correctness of the restitution process and avoid
court cases, the SFE found this was not always possible (E2SK, E3SK).

The state forestry administration (SFA), which has supervised the
SFE throughout the restitution process, was under pressure from both
the government and the public (E3SK) to ensure that restitution went
smoothly and to ensure sustainable forestry practices. The SFA parti-
cipated in the creation and adoption of a program to financially support
the privatisation process and has continually lobbied for additional
funds to properly finance such programs (E3SK). However, they were
not willing to change the allocation of funds from the Forest
Development Program in favour of restitution (E4SK) and did not see
any need to implement a special information program to assist former
owners regarding restitution. Existing advisory services in sustainable
forest management were given a higher funding priority and they
provided ad hoc advisory services together with regional FOAs. In es-
sence, this meant that although the SFA was higher up the govern-
mental hierarchy than the SFE, its impact on the restitution process was
minimal.

The policy-makers were involved in drafting the restitution legis-
lation, which was adopted by the parliament, although with insufficient
implementation mechanisms– both regulations and policy measures.
They often used the restitution agenda in their political agendas at that
time and they exerted pressure on the SFE via compulsory annual re-
ports on the state of the restitution process, which had to be submitted
to parliament for approval (E2SK, E5SK), because they wanted to de-
monstrate progress to the public. A financial aid programme was
adopted by the Slovak parliament to support forest owners in the res-
titution process, however, no funds were allocated. The government did
not see any need for special advisory programmes (E5SK) related to
restitution or to promote sustainable forest management among the
new forest owners.

The issue of returning properties to private ownership was debated
by the public as well as in the media right from the beginning of the
transition period and this had a great influence on policy formulation.
The public strongly supported the legal rights of former owners and
demanded systemic changes in forestry with many citizens having a
stake in forests themselves (private, community or shared ownership),
albeit very often only a small holding (< 1 ha). The pressure on policy
makers regarding adopting legislation, providing financial support and
information programmes to support the restitution process in the 1990s
was somewhat side-lined by other issues related to privatisation (e.g.
privatisation of industrial enterprises) (E4SK).

3.2.3. Actor roles in forest land restitution in Serbia
The transformation of former communist state institutions and

structures to suit the new multi-party democratic system in Serbia after
the year 2000 had very specific impacts on the country's own restitution
process (Nonić et al., 2011). One of the largest influencing factors on
the adoption of the key relevant legislation, the Law on Restitution of
Property to Churches and Religious Communities was Serbia's EU ac-
cession process,4 which cited restitution as a necessary prerequisite for
membership (E3RS) (Petrović, 2012; Nonić et al., 2015). During 2006 a

coalition of right and left-centre parties was in power, with the centre-
right party considering restitution a process of national importance
(E3RS) while the leftist party recognised it more as an important step
towards EU accession (E4RS).

The restitution in RS can be divided into two phases, the first one of
returning properties to churches and religious communities, and the
second dealing with restitution to physical persons (Table 3). The
second phase was itself divided into two sub-phases: In the first of these
(2012–2014) the submission of claims for restitution was undertaken,
while the second sub-phase consisted of actually returning property, a
process that is still ongoing. The Directorate for Restitution (later re-
named5 as the Agency for Restitution) was established as the main body
responsible for overseeing the restitution process of all types of prop-
erties under the Law on Property Restitution passed in 2011.

The preferred form of return in Serbia is to restore the property in its
original form as according to the existing legislation the church, re-
ligious community or physical person, have the right to seized property
of the same shape and in the same condition to that which was con-
fiscated. If the property cannot be returned as a whole for some im-
mitigable reason, it is restored as fully as possible and, in such cases, the
difference in market value is paid as compensation. If a property cannot
be returned at all, the right to financial compensation in the form of
government bonds or in cash was made available. Substitution can be
applied in cases where the original asset cannot be returned (e.g. al-
ready a private property, the land use category has changed since it was
nationalised) and in these cases, a similar parcel of state forest in the
vicinity can be used as a substitute asset.

Actors who had the greatest influence on the initiation of the pro-
cess of restitution were the former forest land owners and the right
wing political parties. Other actors that were involved in the process,
but were most heavily involved in its implementation were the Agency
for Restitution, the Directorate for Forests, the SFE and various religious
communities (Table 4).

The Serbian Orthodox Church was directly involved in both the
initiation and implementation of the restitution process as it was the
previous forest owner who had the largest claim against the state and,
as such, one can anticipate that its influence on forest policy can be
expected to increase as time passes (Nonić et al., 2015). Certain ad-
ministrative problems were present during the process (cadastre data
inaccuracy). Thus, negotiations and agreements of claimants with other
actors (e.g. military, national park administrations etc.) in this process
were needed. There was no financial support for former owners, despite
there being a need for such, from either national or international or-
ganisations, although they were provided with tax exemptions on dif-
ferent documents needed for the restitution process.

The SFE was directly involved in the implementation process,
meaning that it actively participated in the return of properties to
previous owners and negotiations about compensation in cases where
land could not be returned in its original condition. No financial sup-
port was provided from the SFA to the SFE as a consequence of losses in
forest area under management and the resultant over employment.

The Ministry of the Economy led the process of restitution policy
formulation, but after the adoption of the Law on the Restitution of
Property to Churches and Religious Communities the implementation
process fell under the jurisdiction of the Agency for Restitution which
became the main liable entity but with no allocation of special financial
means for restitution process in forestry being provided by the central
government. Forest was normally kept under state ownership during
the communist era and rarely changed owners after nationalisation, this
has greatly facilitated making a natural form of restitution in most
cases.

Restitution has brought new organisation structures to forest man-
agement in Serbia, which is reflected in the emergence of private

4 Serbia was identified as a potential candidate for EU membership during the
Thessaloniki European Council summit in 2003. In 2008, a European partner-
ship for Serbia was adopted. In 2009 Serbia formally applied for EU member-
ship and in March 2012 Serbia was granted EU candidate status. In September
2013 a Stabilisation and Association Agreement between the EU and Serbia
entered into force. In line with the decision of the European Council in June
2013 to open accession negotiations with Serbia, the Council adopted in
December 2013 the negotiating framework and agreed to hold the 1st Inter-
governmental Conference with Serbia on 21 January 2014, signaling the formal
start of Serbia's accession negotiations. 5 The directorate itself started work on 1st March 2012.
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limited liability companies for forest management without the in-
volvement or influence of public enterprises (Nonić et al., 2015;
Keskitalo et al., 2017). These companies represent new forest actors in
the policy arena that were not present in the formulation phase but
appeared in its implementation. The interests of the limited liability
companies established by churches or private limited liability compa-
nies, which make long-term contracts with some owners, was to opti-
mise cost and benefit ratios while simultaneously implementing owner's
objectives within the existing national legislation framework.

3.2.4. Identified barriers in the restitution process in selected countries
Table 4 summarily depicts the main barriers in the forest land res-

titution process related to formal rules and actors in the selected
countries. Identified barriers related to the formal institutional context
concern mainly imprecise cadastral data (CZ, SE) and allocated funds to
support the restitution process (CZ, SK, SE). Informal barriers related to
the actors´ informal interests lie in the traditional approaches, limited
capacities, experiences of new forest owners and the information pro-
vided for them from liable entities. In SK and RS it should be noted that
other important issues on the policy agenda at the time led to the
slowdown of forest restitution. The main critique from entitled persons
was the high administrative and financial burden associated with

claiming property and the disinterest of the liable entities or compli-
cations arising from their involvement.

3.3. Actor power in the restitution processes process in three analysed
countries

After describing the actors' roles in each of the analysed countries,
we focused on the analysis of the relative power of the involved actors
in this process. For this purpose, we asked each actor to assess the
power elements of coercion, dis/incentives and information for the
other actors with + (strong power in the process), +/− (neutral power
in the process), − (weak power in the process). The summary of this
assessment is presented in Table 5 and presents the views of the in-
terviewed actors after having been summarised by the authors' and
cross-checked using information obtained from the interviews and lit-
erature review. The power of the various actors changed in relation to
the phases of the restitution and this assessment takes into account their
role in the whole process (initial phase and implementation).

Former forest owners, driven by an interest to get back their prop-
erty, were the authorised entities eligible to make claims for the resti-
tution of nationalised forest land. In CZ and SK many different kinds of
non-state forest properties and assets were subject to restitution from

Table 4
Identified barriers in the restitution process in selected countries.

Czech Republic Slovakia Serbia

Formal rules, norms,
legislation related
barriers

− Imprecise cadastral data due to the
superiority of use rights over property
rights during the totalitarian regime
(E1CZ).

− Long and time-consuming administrative
procedures.

− Lack of funds for geodetic work necessary
to identify boundaries in the field (E1CZ).

− Lack of allocated funds to pay for
compensation (E1CZ-E6CZ).

− Huge number of restitution claims, which
led to the current ownership structure
(about 390,000 individual forest (co)
owners and 12,000 legal entities as (co)
owners)

− Different interpretation of the Act No. 229/
1992 of the Coll. which resulted in court cases

− No implementing decree was adopted so some
legal terms were misinterpreted by the liable
entity to slow down the restitution process
(E3SK, E4SK, E5SK).

− Insufficient amount of allocated financial
resources to support the restitution process
and to provide advisory services for new
forest owners (E3SK, E4SK).

− Documents proving ownership were missing,
− records on forests were inadequate,
property boundaries were not identified and
inheritance procedures were not completed
(E2SK, E3SK, E4SK).

− Problems with advisory services provided to
new forest owners on forest management

− Imprecise cadastral data, lack of documents
proving ownership rights, inadequate records
on forests (E2RS, E5RS).

− Incomplete inheritance procedures (E2RS,
E5RS).

− Article 11 of Law on Restitution of Property to
Churches and Religious Communities defines
exceptions of restitution in natural form due to
general interest. This was the case in military
assets (certain forest areas which are liable to
restitution but are used by the military).
Restitution process in these cases was slow due
to long negotiations between public
enterprises, the military and the church
(E5RS).

− No financial means were available for the
implementation of the restitution process
(mainly at the expense of the former owner)
(E5RS).

− The problem of the accuracy of property
borders was at the beginning of the process in a
smaller number of cases (E1RS, E2RS, and
E5RS).

Actor related barriers − Efforts to restrict and complicate the
process from the SFE and SFA

− Unrealistic expectations of former owners
on the speed of the process

− The disinterest of SFA and politicians in the
implementation phase

− The high administrative burden of owners and
liable entities E1-E5SK)

− Negotiation needed between public
enterprises and church owners for using less
accurate GPS boarders as a temporary
solution, because the costs of delineation of
the new border between new owners are high
(E2RS, E5RS).

− The high administrative burden of entitled
persons (covering costs of collecting
documentation and court procedures (E5RS)

Indirect barriers –
related to actors´
informal interests

− Traditional relationship to forest land had
been interrupted due to previous practical
liquidation of private property (E3CZ,
E4CZ, E5CZ).

− Little experience among judges and
lawyers with this issue (E6CZ).

− Insufficient capacity of the courts to
resolve property disputes, which resulted
in lengthy court proceedings (E1CZ,
E5CZ).

− Insufficient capacities for geodetic works
necessary to identify the property (E2CZ,
E5CZ).

− Process of institutional transformation to
democracy was slow due to the socialist
legacy and unclear legislation.

− Lack of knowledge of FO about the legal and
administrative requirements for forest land
return.

− Insufficient information from liable entities
and the SFA regarding the technical
procedure of the restitution process.

− The situation at Slovak courts, notary's offices
and Land Register Offices. Offices were not
able to provide owners with the required
information.

− Other important issues on the policy agenda.

− Lack of information on former ownership (in
case of church forests, some of the church
entities possessed more documentation and
were thus able to enter the process at the
early stage).

− Insufficient capacity of state administration
and courts to resolve property disputes, which
resulted in a lengthy process (E5RS).

− Other important issues on the policy agenda.
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the beginning of the process, whereas in RS only church property was
returned at first. According to the data gathered from the interviews, in
all the selected countries the power of owners was strong when com-
pared to many other involved actors (Table 5). New legislation was an
empowering factor as it provided them with the legal right to reclaim
their property; however, owners received no meaningful further sup-
port from the governments in any of the three countries. There were no
financial assistance schemes to help them in the restitution process and
they were burdened by bureaucratic requirements and considerable
personal financial costs. In contrast to SK, owners in CZ and RS had
sufficient information about the restitution process to allow them to
effectively proceed. In RS the church, as the sole claimant in the initial
phase of the process, had representatives in the working group making
preparations for the law on restitution and hence had a more than
adequate understanding of what was required. In SK individuals
seeking to reclaim forests suffered from the lack of information on the
administratively demanding process. In CZ and SK in this period, re-
gional interest groups (forest owners' associations) were created to
support owners in the restitution process and started to provide ad-
visory services for their members, which remains their principal func-
tion even today as the process continues (Weiss et al., 2012; Sarvašová
et al., 2015).

The liable entities in each state were responsible for the im-
plementation process and administered the property claims raised by
former forest owners. Their main focus was to settle the property claims
with as smoothly as possible, which was not always possible. In CZ and
SK this task was assigned to the existing state forest enterprises (SFEs)
which are created by the government but are responsible for their own
funding. In CZ and SK special departments were established within
these SFEs to deal with forestland restitution. In RS the specialised
Agency for Restitution was created by the state and it deals with res-
titution of different property types. SFE in RS was involved in the im-
plementation phase, namely transferring property under its control to
the various new private owners. In some cases, for example, National
Parks, areas used by the military, or serving other public interests, its
role was to negotiate a suitable settlement regarding such particular
property transitions. Liable entities practically controlled the entire
restitution process by having the necessary staff, information and fi-
nancial resources at their disposal. The lack of regulations on im-
plementation aspects of the process further empowered liable entities to
create their own rules for the property transfer procedure. In CZ and SK,
the liable entities financed most of their costs from their own resources,
while in RS many costs (e.g. travel costs of responsible persons to the

agency's headquarters in Belgrade, collection and preparation of
documents) had to be covered by the would-be new owners. Another
key task of the liable entities was to provide information to forest
owners in all the selected countries, which for example, in RS is done
via the website of the Agency for Restitution. In addition to this, in-
formation was provided by the agency in several open meetings in
municipalities where interested parties could get information regarding
restitution. In SK, the local SFE used the absence of special information
programmes in the implementation process to slow down the restitution
process in order to secure the jobs of its employees. The liable entities
were the strongest actors in all three states' restitution processes with
their power resulting from the restitution legislation.

Interviewees indicated that the role of state forest administrations
(SFAs) varied across the selected countries. Their main interests were
successful property transfers and to ensure that the goals of sustainable
forest management were and would continue to be met. In CZ they were
the co-authors of the restitution laws together with the liable entities. In
SK the state forest enterprise was formally subordinated to the local SFA
in the restitution agenda, but the latter had very little impact on day-to-
day implementation. In RS, the SFA was involved in the working groups
for drafting the legal regulations concerning restitution but did not
directly participate in the restitution process as such. After restitution
was settled, the SFA was responsible for including new owners in forest
management processes (i.e. elaboration of forest management plans).
The SFA was powerful in CZ as it administered the funding for the new
owners from the public Support and Guarantee Forestry Fund. In con-
trast to this, in SK these funds existed only on paper but no budget was
actually allocated. Furthermore, in CZ the SFA provided educational
support for professional organisations through its own materials and
information service using the Forest Management Institute, a profes-
sional organisation created by the Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech
Republic. In SK and RS, no targeted-forestry informational programmes
related to new forest owners were provided as these were regarded as
not being necessary.

Policy-makers in each state were responsible for the drafting and
adoption of relevant legislation as well as the allocation of financial
resources. In all the countries considered policy-makers were initially
powerful as they developed the legislative framework that defined the
process and had a decisive influence on the financial support through
state budgets and support funds. They were interested in initiating a
restitution process quickly to meet the pressing demands of the public
and/or new owners in both CZ and SK, or to meet other politically
relevant demands, such as the EU's accession requirements in RS.

Table 5
Evaluation of the power of actors.

Actors Elements of power

Coercion Dis/Incentives Information

New forest owners and their
interest groups

CZ + CZ +/− CZ +
SK +/− SK − SK +/−
RS +/− RS − RS +

Institution responsible for
restitution process (SFE in CZ
and SK, Agency for Restitution
in RS)

CZ + CZ +/− CZ +
SK + SK + SK +
RS +/− RS − RS +/−

State forest administration (SFA) CZ +/− CZ + CZ +
SK − SK + SK +
RS +/− RS − RS −

Policy-makers CZ + CZ + CZ −
SK +/− SK +/− SK −
RS +/− RS − RS −

Public CZ + CZ − CZ −
SK +/− SK − SK −
RS − RS − RS −

+ (strong power/role in the process), +/− (neutral power/role in the process l), − (weak power/role in the process).
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Policy-makers in all three countries did not have significant power in
the later implementation processes as the main competencies were
passed to the liable entities (therefore policy-makers were assigned
+/− in the assessment). In CZ and RS no special financial programmes
were adopted, the restitution process was financed from the state
budget. In RS only the operational costs of the Agency for Restitution
were financed by the state budget while other costs had to be covered
by the owners themselves. In SK, provision was made for a financial aid
programme, but no funds were actually allocated from the Forest
Development Program (public funds) or any other sources for this
purpose.

The public supported forest owners in their attempts to reclaim the
seized assets, and their demands for changes to property ownership were
of vital importance in providing early impetus to the processes. While the
majority of the public had little or no information on the details of the
restitution process and forestry in general, many were eligible to claim
forest land themselves (having private, community or shared ownership),
albeit very often only small parcels of land were involved (<1 ha). The
pressure on the governments was initially enormous but diminished in
the implementation phase in all three countries. In CZ and SK, the
pressure regarding financial support for restitution also lessened over
time when other issues were prioritised on the political agenda (e.g.
industrial and commercial entity privatisation), while in RS no financial
support for restitution process was ever made available.

3.4. Lessons learned from the comparison of three analysed countries

What can be learned from presented cases is that the power of actors
plays a significant role in the implementation process and even though
the institutional setting is provided in form of legislation, the success is
very much dependent on the behaviour of involved actors. As we have
shown, the same process resulted in different outcomes and took dif-
ferent pathways. In SK all property was returned regardless of owner-
ship type, in CZ the German minority was entirely excluded from res-
titution and church property was excluded at first. In RS, Kosovo was
also excluded and church property was returned first, followed by in-
dividual private owners. In SK the liable entity tried to slow down the
implementation process. In SK and CZ the agenda was transferred to
existing institutions (SFE) which has caused delays, because of other
duties of the staff. In SE a specialised restitution agency was created,
dealing only with this matter. Also the cadastral information was not
always accurate. Owners had difficulties to justify their property claims.
Often unnecessary documentation was asked and owners were admin-
istratively burdened. As there was uncertainty about the ownership,
many cases ended at court. The restitution process started in 1991 (CZ,
SK) and 2006 (RS) and is still not finished yet.

For a “successful” or “smooth” restitution process, the cooperation
of all involved actors is needed. When we sum up the obtained in-
formation, we can conclude that the most important issues are land
registration, legislative framework, institutions, clear deadline and in-
formation. The preconditions is to have detailed and accurate data on
land ownership to avoid court cases. The restitution legislation should
clearly stipulate competences of the liable entity and procedural rules
for property claims to avoid the creation of own rules by liable entities.
The procedure should be administratively simple, not overburdening
the applicants. The process can be speed up by delegating competences
to existing institutions as it was the case in CZ and SK. In RS the for-
malising the laws and establishment of a specialised agency delayed the
process. Setting a deadline for claim settlement helps to put pressure on
the owners and liable entities not to delay the process.

Restitution is a political process in its nature and is dependent on
the power of actors involved, which was shown in our analysis. The
analysis of power relations between actors revealed that despite the
same goal which was property transfer from the state to former owners,
similar rules (acts on restitution), and the implementation process took
different pathways due to different interests of the actors.

4. Discussion

The transformation from planned to market economies in CEE and
SEE countries required, for various fundamentally significant reasons,
the return of nationalised and state-confiscated property to the original
owners, a process that involved agriculture (Csaki and Lerman, 1997;
Burger, 2006) and the forestry sector as well (Jarský et al., 2018).
Restitution of forest land was a core element in the reforms that have
swept through the forestry sector and resulted in unprecedented
changes in forest ownership in last three decades across these regions
(Lidestav et al., 2020). The return of confiscated property to former
owners through a process of restitution acknowledges the continuity of
private ownership rights on forest land in rendering them to the former
owners or their heirs, be they individuals, local communities or in-
stitutions (Schmithüsen and Hirsch, 2010). Most of the former Soviet-
bloc countries clearly stated their intention to restructure their national
socio-economic model; some starting hesitantly (as was the case in
Romania in the 1990s) whilst others rapidly embarked on the task they
set themselves (as seen in Hungary). Irrespective of this, as time passed
the speed of the reforms and restitution programmes has progressed in
all such countries (Tykkä et al., 2010) mainly driven by the effort of the
countries to join the EU.

Ensuring a stable and legitimate property rights regime is one of the
EU's key requirements for each of its member states (Mungiu-Pippidi
and Stefan, 2011). Even though this “Europeanisation” has helped in
the transformation process (from communist/socialist regimes to de-
mocracy), the limits of the EU's power are nevertheless present at the
member state level (Bejtja and Bejtja, 2014). This can be seen in the
cases of CZ and SK, which are both EU member countries. The presence
of diverse interest groups and fluid power relations makes the restitu-
tion process a complex issue. The EU has assisted the three selected
countries examined here in terms of helping them to advance their
processes of institutional transformation (such as promoting human
rights, enhancing state capacity to facilitate reforms and reinforcing the
rule of law). In RS, the transformational demands stemmed from the
negotiation process regarding EU accession, which was seen as the main
driver for starting restitution. Even though CZ and SK negotiated the
7 years exemption from EU rules with respect to the free movement of
capital for the purpose of purchasing agricultural land (Burger, 2006),
including forest land. As Burger (2006) further argues many accession
countries preferred to put the protection of national land against
ownership by aliens at the top of their negotiating agenda.

Similarly the UN's Sustainable Development Goals emphasise that
ownership is central to the „common pursuit of sustainable develop-
ment, including achieving the Sustainable Development Goals”. Thus
restitution process is issue of relevance on so many levels not pure
ownership and land rights, but securing human rights and satisfying
justice. This confirms once more how restitution is complex and re-
levant political issue (UN, 2015).

There has been a general understanding that institutional and po-
litical reforms are crucial for the future of sustainable forest manage-
ment in different CEE and SEE countries, however, there were different
opinions and experiences presented about possible strategies to un-
dertake such reforms (Ilavský, 2006). The main critique regarding the
governance of the restitution process was that it has been done without
first setting up proper institutional frameworks (Weiss et al., 2011). The
RS process seems to have been better prepared, which was aided by the
strong interests of the political parties in power at that time to initiate
restitution as a politically relevant issue facing the country.6 However,
in all three analysed countries it can be seen that political goals
changed repeatedly in the turmoil following communism's collapse in
Europe, which is also evidenced through the different phases of the
various restitution processes (especially in CZ and RS) where these

6 Explained in footnote 4
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goals became manifest. Another institutional weakness was the lack of
or outdated information on properties from land cadastres, with such
information clearly being a necessary prerequisite for any successful
property claim.

Land registration has been an integral part of the restitution process
in CEE and SEE countries and caused many practical problems. These
highly complicated processes of land titling have taken place in very
short time-spans which was the case in analysed countries. As side ef-
fect, thousands of claims had to be researched, and innumerable land
conflicts had to (and still are to be) resolved also in other countries,
especially in the Balkan region (Ho and Spoor, 2006). This situation is
visible in CZ where there are still many unsettled court cases.

A further major challenge was identified in suitably adapting leg-
islation to meet the needs of evolving restitution processes. This con-
cerns not only the clarification of legal rights and duties between pri-
vate and public institutions but also the duties between the national and
local levels. In all three countries power was given to the liable entity
without any supporting regulations, thus allowing them to autono-
mously shape the whole procedure of property transfer. This resulted in
many court cases, a number of which are still not settled yet. (Table 4).
In SK, policy makers were eager to return forest land without having to
introduce a complicated administrative procedure (especially the right-
oriented political parties). However, as the power to do so was trans-
ferred to the local SFA and SFE for implementation, both these bodies
feared the loss of their power and influence on forest management,
hence they insisted on detailed and complicated administrative proce-
dures. This situation was further complicated by the fact that behind
the public façade, the SFE seemingly had no interest in the rapid res-
titution and return of land to former owners as this would mean con-
tinuous restructuring and staff redundancies for the agency itself.

Introducing actors' power analysis helped us to better understand
the interest of different actors in the process. The position of power
shifted from the public and policy makers in the formulation phase to
the liable entities in the implementation phase. Policy makers formally
kept control (e.g. in SK through obligatory reports on the state of the
property transformation process that were submitted to the parliament
for approval), but the administration of claims remained in the hands of
the liable entities. The latter faced overwhelming problems with
workload arising from the high number of claims and the limited re-
source available to perform their duties. Meanwhile, the new or would-
be forest owners complained about the administratively and financially
demanding process, which ultimately proved to be futile as they must
still supply all the necessary documents at their own cost.

One obvious result of restitution has been the fragmentation of land
ownership (Hartvigsen, 2014), leading to creation of a large number of
small forest owners, who often lack the knowledge, skills and resources
needed for sustainable forest management (Paladinić et al., 2008; Glück
et al., 2010; Pöllumäe et al., 2014; Sarvašová et al., 2015). This has
influenced changes in management and considerably affected the
forest sector across the region (Kajanus et al., 2018). In CZ and SK the
lack of institutional development connected with private ownership has
resulted in the creation of FOAs (Jarský et al., 2014; Šálka et al., 2016).
Restitution has also highlighted the emotional role that the owners have
regarding forests, as such property is seen as more than simply an in-
vestment and secure asset for them, it is an intrinsic part of their family
identity (Matilainen et al., 2018).

5. Conclusions

Restitution has been a major element of institutional change in the
forest sector in CEE and SEE for the past three decades. It has been a
continuous process and each of the selected countries has dealt with it
in the context of its own conditions. While in the case of the CZ and SK,
restitution was a part of the overall transformation of the political si-
tuation (from communism to democracy), in the case of RS, this process
was primarily driven by the requirements imposed by EU accession

negotiations.
The process of restitution in forestry is of great importance in the

countries in transition, both for the former owners and for the state
itself, as a part of institutional change. Furthermore, it is important not
only because of the large forest area that is subject to restitution (such
as in CZ and SK), but also due to influence on the structure of ownership
of forests and the emergence of new actors in forest policy processes (in
all three countries). The process of restitution formally recognised new
private forest owners, but did not adequately recognise the specific
interests of the church as a large private forest owner in RS and small-
scale forest owners in SK and CZ for example, thus all three countries
occupy a very low position in the property rights index in forestry
(Nichiforel et al., 2018). The power assessment undertaken here
showed that the most powerful actors at the beginning of the restitution
processes were the public and the dominant political parties. In the
implementation phase the power shifted to liable entities (the SFE or
Agency for Restitution) that were solely responsible for the actual
processes of property transfer and thus directed the restitution pro-
cesses. That caused various types of delays, in SK due to the over-
whelming administrative burden, while in CZ it was due to the many
court cases. The shifts and changes of the actors´ power were mirrored
in all the compared countries. Differences are to be found in the in-
itiation of the process and the pathways they took afterwards. Pressure
from the owners for initiating the restitution process was stronger in CZ
and SK, due to the larger areas to be given back (up to 48% of forest
land in total). In RS the area to be given back was only some 3% of the
total forest land, and the key drivers to start restitution were policy
makers because it was required by the EU. The administration of the
restitution process seemed to be smoother in RS when compared to SK
and CZ, this is primarily because the process was better planned and
because of fewer cases involving serious conflict. Although there were
delays in the implementation processes and the institutional develop-
ment connected to private ownership, restitution can be considered
largely as a success in all three countries, which is evident by the area of
forest land returned to former owners as well as current diversified
ownership structure. The restitution process will soon end in all post-
socialist countries, however, it can be noted that private forest owners
are still striving to have more freedom in managing their properties,
which is at the moment restricted by rigorous and binding regulations
concerning forest management and timber sales by the various public
forest administrations.
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Appendix 1. Semi-structured in-depth interviews with the main actors involved in the restitution process in forestry

PART 1: Questions

1. What was your role in the restitution process?
2. Which interest did you have in it?
3. Are they fulfilled?

a. If yes – can you explain how?
b. In no – what was the reason that your interest is not fulfilled? What were the barriers?

4. Did you experience the need of making compromise with other actors involved during the process? Can you explain it?
5. Did you used some types of financial means existed that supported restitution? Can you explain it?
6. Did restitution process implied costs that restrict fulfilment of your interest regarding the restitution? Can you explain it?
7. Did you have access to information of relevance for restitution process? With whom did you communicated regarding it? Can you explain it?
8. What is your perception on the management of the restituted forest?

PART 2: After the interview, each actor should be asked to assess the power elements of coercion, incentives and trust for the other actors
Instructions:

- Please use simple scaling systems for assessment and add it to the table below: + (strong power in the process), +/− (neutral power in the
process), − (weak power in the process)

- For each assessment score please ADD short explanation provided by the interviewee in the brackets
- Legend: C – coercion1, M – incentives2, I – information3

1Coercion is defined as altering actors' behaviour by force. The proposed model looks mainly at whose force prevails, and describes the amount of
dominance as power. No restriction on one actor is given, it can also comprise a network of actors (Krott et al. 2013, p. 5).

2Dis/incentives are altering the behaviour of the actor by means of disadvantages or advantages without recognising his will. The actor-centred
power theory assumes that, within a power-free environment, all actors would have free access to all sources. Limiting the sources of specific actors is
a power process and without such limitation, the value decision of the actor would be different. Therefore, decisions are not only value-driven but
power-driven as well (Krott et al., 2014, p. 5–6).

3Dominant information when becoming a power process aims at “altering the behaviour of the subordinate by means of unverified information”.
If the subordinate does not verify the information received from the potentate and makes a decision based on this information the potentate will have
altered the subordinate's behaviour without recognising his will (Krott et al. 2013, p. 6).

New forest owners and their
interest groups

Institution responsible for resti-
tution process

State forest administra-
tion (SFA)

Politicians – parliament and political
representation

Public

New forest owners and their interest
groups

x C: C: C: C:
M: M: M: M:
I: I: I: I:

Institution responsible for restitution
process

C: x C: C: C:
M: M: M: M:
I: I: I: I:

State forest administration (SFA) C: C: x C: C:
M: M: M: M:
I: I: I: I:

Politicians – parliament and political
representation

C: C: C: x C:
M: M: M: M:

I:I: I: I:
Public C: C: C: C: x

M: M: M: M:
I: I: I: I:

References

Agency for Restitution, 2016. Konfesionalna restitucija, Agencija za restituciju Republike
Srbije, Beograd. [Returned property to private persons, Agency for restitution,
Serbia]. http://www.restitucija.gov.rs/direkcija-za-restituciju.php (accessed 12
November 2017) (in Serbian).

Agency for Restitution, 2018. Vraćena imovina crkvama i verskim zajednicama, Agencija
za restituciju Republike Srbije, Beograd. [Returned property to churches and re-
ligious communities, Agency for restitution, Serbia]. http://www.restitucija.gov.rs/
vesti-agencije-2018.php (accessed 12 November 2018) (in Serbian).

Agrawal, A., 2001. Common property institutions and sustainable governance of re-
sources. World Dev. 29 (10), 1649–1672.

Agrawal, A., Ostrom, E., 2001. Collective action, property rights, and decentralization in
resource use in India and Nepal. Polit. Soc. 29 (4), 485–514.

Ambrušová, L., Dobšinská, Z., Sarvašová, Z., Hricová, Z., Šálka, J., 2015. FACESMAP
Country report – Slovakia. In: Živojinović (Ed.), Forest Land Ownership Change in
Europe. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Reports. University of Natural
Resources and Life Sciences, Vienna (BOKU), pp. 31–550.

Arts, B., 2012. Forests policy analysis and theory use: overview and trends. Forest Policy
Econ. 16, 7–13.

Arts, B., Tatenhove, J.V., 2004. Policy and power: a conceptual framework between the
‘old’ and ‘new’ policy idioms. Journal of. Policy. Sci. 37 (3–4), 339–356.

Bartley, T., Andersson, K., Jagger, P., Laerhoven, F.V., 2008. The contribution of in-
stitutional theories to explaining decentralization of natural resource governance.
Soc. Nat. Resour. 21 (2), 160–174.

Z. Dobšinská, et al. Forest Policy and Economics 113 (2020) 102090

13

http://www.restitucija.gov.rs/direkcija-za-restituciju.php
http://www.restitucija.gov.rs/vesti-agencije-2018.php
http://www.restitucija.gov.rs/vesti-agencije-2018.php
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0040


Bartůšková, J., Homolka, J., 2009. Analysis of land-law relations development in the
Czech Republic after 1989 in the legal and economic context. Agric. Econ. 55,
250–256.

Bejtja, S., Bejtja, D., 2014. Private property issues on Eastern Europe in restitution and
compensation problems. Acad. J. Interdisc. Stud. 3 (1), 271–278 MCSER Publishing,
Rome-Italy.

Bičík, I., Jančák, V., 2003. The changes of rural space in Czechia in the period of trans-
formation 1990–2015. AUC Geographica 1, 11–20.

Böcher, M., 2012. A theoretical framework for explaining the choice of instruments in
environmental policy. Forest Policy Econ. 16, 14–22.

Bouriaud, L., Schmithusen, F., 2005. Allocation of property rights on forests through
ownership reform and Forest policies in central and eastern European countries.
Swiss For. J. 156 (8), 297–305.

Briassoulis, H., 2005. Policy Integration for Complex Environmental Problems: The
Example of Mediterranean Desertification. Ashgate, Aldershot.

Burger, A., 2006. Why is the issue of land ownership still of major concern in East Central
European (ECE) transitional countries and particularly in Hungary? Land Use Policy
23 (4), 571–579.

Butor, P., 1999. Stav odovzdávania vlastníckych a užívacích práv k lesným pozemkom a
problémy tohto procesu (Present state in the process of returning of ownership and
user rights to forest properties ans associated problems). In: Súčasnosť a budúci vývoj
neštátneho lesníckeho sektora SR: zborník z konferencie s medzinárodnou účasťou.
Phare projekt “Podpora lesníckeho sektora SR”.1999, pp. 26–30 (in slovak).

Cook, P., Kikpatrick, C., Nixson, F. (Eds.), 1998. Privatization, Enterprise Development
and Economic Reform. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Csaki, C., Lerman, Z., 1997. Land reform and farm restructuring in East Central Europe
and CIS in the 1990s: expectations and achievements after the first five years. Eur.
Rev. Agric. Econ. 24 (3–4), 428–452.

Fischer, M., 1995. Analýza reštitúcií lesného pôdneho fondu. [Analysis of the forest land
restitution]. Les 51, 3–6 (in Slovakian).

Fischer, M., 1999. Aké sú problémy pri vydávaní majetku podľa reštitučných zákonov?
Les 55, 11–12 (in Slovakian).

Fisher, L.M., Jaffe, A.J., 2000. Restitution in transition countries. J. Housing Built
Environ. 15 (3), 233–248.

Giessen, L., Kleinschmit, D., Böcher, M., 2009. Between power and legitimacy – discourse
and expertise in forest and environmental governance. Forest Policy Econ. 11 (5–6),
452–453.

Glück, P., Avdibegović, M., Čabaravdić, A., Nonić, D., Petrović, N., Posavec, S.,
Stojanovska, M., 2010. The preconditions for the formation of private forest owners'
interest associations in the Western Balkan Region. Forest Policy Econ. 12 (4),
250–263.

Grešlová Kušková, P., 2013. A case study of the Czech agriculture since 1918 in a socio-
metabolic perspective – from land reform through nationalisation to privatisation.
Land Use Policy 30 (1), 592–603.

Hall, P.A., Taylor, R.C.R., 1996. Political science and the three new institutionalisms.
Polit. Stud. 44, 936–957.

Hanzl, D., Urban, W., 2001. Competitiveness of Industry in Candidate Countries. Forest-
Based Industries. Final Report. The Vienna Institute for International Studies (WIIW),
Vienna, Austria.

Hardin, G., 1968. The tragedy of the commons. Science 162 (3859), 1243–1248.
Hartvigsen, M., 2014. Land reform and land fragmentation in Central and Eastern Europe.

Land Use Policy 36, 330–341.
Harvie, C., Lee, B.C., 2002. The Role of SMEs in National Economies in East Asia. Vol. 2

Edward Elgar Publishing.
Hassanagas, N.D., 2004. Power Factor Typology Through Organizational and Network

Analysis – Using Environmental Policy Networks as an Illustration (Dissertation).
University of Göttingen, pp. 178–193.

Hatiar, S., et al., 1994. Koncepcia rozvoja neštátnych lesov. Zvolen [Conception of non-
state forests development]. Forest Research Institute (in Slovakian).

Healey, P., 1997. Collaborative Planning – Shaping Places in Fragmented Societies. UBC
Press, Vancouver.

Ho, P., Spoor, M., 2006. Whose land? The political economy of land titling in transitional
economies. Land Use Policy 23 (4), 580–587.

Hrib, M., Slezová, H., Jarkovská, M., 2018. To join small-scale forest owners' associations
or not? Motivations and opinions of small-scale forest owners in three selected re-
gions of the Czech Republic. Small-Scale For. 17, 147–164.

Hricová, Z., Ambrušová, L., Sarvašová, Z., Dobšinská, Z., Kajba, M., Šálka, J., 2015.
Politická moc združení neštátnych vlastníkov lesov (Political Power of Non-state
Forest Owners Associations). 1. vyd. Národné lesnícke centrum, Zvolen, pp. 174s
ISBN 978-80-8093-200-8.

Ilavský, J., 2001. Preparadness of private owners for the management of forest in the
Slovak Republic. In: Niskanen, A., Väyrynen, J. (Eds.), Economic Sustainability of
Small-Scale Forestry. EFI Proceedings No. 36. European Forest Institute, Joensuu, pp.
53–60.

Ilavský, J., 2004. Transformácia, či privatizácia v podniku, ktorý hospodári so štátnymi
lesmi? [Transformation or privatization in enterprises that manages state forests]. In:
Slovenské lesokruhy: magazín o lesníctve, vlastníctve lesov a hospodárení s drevom.
5. Lesmedium, Bratislava, pp. 43–45 (in Slovakian).

Ilavský, J., 2006. 15 Years of economic in transition: lessons learned and challenges ahead
for the forestry sector. In: A contribution to the work of the UNECE Timber
Committee and the FAO European Forestry Commission. Finish Forest Research
Institute, Joensuu 74 p.

Ioras, F., Abrudan, I.V., 2006. The Romanian forestry sector: privatisation facts. Int. For.
Rev. 8 (3), 361–367.

Jablonovský, R., 2010. Genéza právnej úpravy reštitúcií na území Slovenskej republiky
[Genesis of legal regulation of the restitution process in Slovakia]. Dny práva – 2010

– Days of Law, 1st ed. Masaryk University, Brno Available online at. http://www.
law.muni.cz/content/cs/proceedings/ (in Czech).

Jager, L., Szepesi, A., 2002. Forest privatisation, public perceptions and attitudes to
forestry and rural development in a country in transition. In: Wiersum, K.F., Elands,
B.H.M. (Eds.), The Changing Role of Forestry in Europe: Perspectives for Rural
Development. Forest and Nature Conservation Policy Group, Wageningen University,
Wageningen, the Netherlands, pp. 147–155.

Jarský, V., Sarvašová, Z., Dobšinská, Z., Ventrubová, K., Sarvaš, M., 2014. Public support
for forestry from EU funds–cases of Czech Republic and Slovak Republic. J. For. Econ.
20 (4), 380–395.

Jarský, V., Hrib, M., Riedl, M., Dudík, R., Ventrubová, K., Šišák, L., 2015. FACESMAP
Country report – Czech Republic. In: Živojinović (Ed.), Forest Land Ownership
Change in Europe. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Reports. University of
Natural Resources and Life Sciences, Vienna (BOKU), pp. 127–158.

Jarský, V., Dobšinská, Z., Hrib, M., Oliva, J., Sarvašová, Z., Šálka, J., 2018. Restitution of
forest property in the Czech Republic and Slovakia – common beginnings with dif-
ferent outcomes? Cent. Eur. For. J. 64, 195–206.

Jiráček, J., 2011. K efektivitě obhospodařování lesů malých výměr. [To the efficiency of
small-scale forest management]. Available at: http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-
prace-c-8-11/k-efektivite-obhospodarovani-lesu-malych-vymer (in Czech).

Kajanus, M., Leban, V., Glavonjić, P., Krč, J., Nedeljković, J., Nonić, D., Nybakk, E.,
Posavec, S., Riedl, M., Teder, M., Wilhelmsson, E., Zālīte, Z., Eskelinen, T., 2018.
What can we learn from business models in the European forest sector: exploring the
key elements of new business model designs. Forest Policy Econ. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.forpol.2018.04.005. (in press).

Keskitalo, E. Carina H., Lidestav, G., Karppinen, H., Živojinović, I., 2017. Is there a new
European forest owner? The institutional context. In: Keskitalo, E. Carina H. (Ed.),
Globalisation and Change in Forest Ownership and Forest Use. Natural Resource
Management in Transition. Palgrave Macmillan UK, pp. 17–55.

Klacko, Š., 1993. Problémy riadenia štátnych lesov v podmienkach reštitúcie a
privatizácie. [Problems of State Forests Management under Restituion and
Privatization Conditions]. In: Organizácia a managering v lesníctve. pp. 131–135 (in
Slovak).

Kozová, M., Dobšinská, Z., Pauditšová, E., Tomčíková, I., Rakytová, I., 2018. Network and
participatory governance in urban forestry: an assessment of examples from selected
Slovakian cities. Forest Policy Econ. 89, 31–41.

Krajter Ostoić, S., Posavec, S., Paladinić, E., Županić, M., Beljan, K., Curman, M., Ćaleta,
M., Šimunović, N., 2015. Forest Land Ownership Change in Croatia. COST Action
FP1201 FACESMAP Country Report. European Forest Institute Central-East and
South-East European Regional Office, Vienna 40 p. https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/277282378 (assessed 2March 2018).

Krott, M., 2005. Forest Policy Analysis. Springer Science & Business Media.
Krott, M., Bader, A., Schusser, C., Devkota, R., Maryudi, A., Giessen, L., Aurenhammer,

H., 2014. Actor-centred power: the driving force in decentralised community based
forest governance. Forest Policy Econ. 49, 34–42.

Kubačák, A., Jacko, K., 2012. Restituce zemědělského a lesního majetku [Restitution of
agricultural and forestry property]. Ministerstvo zemědělství České republiky, Praha,
pp. 176 (in Czech).

Kupčák, V., 1998. Economic transformation of forestry and management of forest joint
stock companies in the Czech Republic. Finn. J. Bus. Econ. 47 (3), 375–381.

Kupčák, V., 2005. Elementary financial analysis of the forests of the Czech Republic, state
enterprise. J. For. Sci. 51, 127–140.

Kupčák, V., 2007. Analysis of some dynamic series of forest production and trends of
forest economics in the Czech Republic. J. For. Sci. 53, 119–128.

Kušková, P.G., 2013. A case study of the Czech agriculture since 1918 in a socio-metabolic
perspective–from land reform through nationalisation to privatisation. Land Use
Policy 30 (1), 592–603.

Lasák, O., 2012. Církevní restituce z pohledu různých vlastníků. [Church restitution from
the various owners' perspectives]. Available at: http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-
prace-c-5-12/cirkevni-restituce-z-pohleduruznych-vlastnikucit.8.9.2014 (in Czech).

Lawrence, A., 2009. Forestry in transition: imperial legacy and negotiated expertise in
Romania and Poland. Forest Policy Econ. 11, 429–436.

Lerman, Z., 2001. Agriculture in transition economies: from common heritage to diver-
gence. Agric. Econ. 26, 95–114.

Lidestav, G., Živojinovic, I., Weiss, G., 2020. Changes in forest ownership. In: UNECE,
2020 (Ed.), Who Owns the Forest? Forest Ownership and Tenure in the UNECE
Region, UNECE/FAO/FACESMAP study.

Lipton, D., Sachs, J., Summers, H.L., 1990. Privatization in Eastern Europe: the case of
Poland. Brook. Pap. Econ. Act. 2, 293–341.

Matilainen, A., Koch, M., Zivojinovic, I., Lähdesmäki, M., Lidestav, G., Didolot, F., Jarsky,
V., Põllumäe, P., Colson, V., Hricova, Z., Glavonjic, P., Karppinen, H., Scriban, R.E.,
2018. Perceptions of ownership among new forest owners – a qualitative study in
European context. Forest Policy Econ. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2018.06.002.
in press.

Mayntz, R., Scharpf, F.W., 1995. Der Ansatz des akteurzentrierten Institutionalismus. In:
Mayntz, R., Scharpf, F.W. (Eds.), Steuerung und Selbstorganisation in staatsnahen
Sektoren. Frankfurt am Main, Campus, pp. 39–72.

Megginson, W.L., Netter, J.M., 2001. From state to market: a survey of empirical studies
on privatization. J. Econ. Lit. 39, 321–389.

MPRV SR, 2016. Správa o transformácii vlastníckych a užívacích vzťahov k lesným po-
zemkom, so stavom k 31.12.2015. [Reports on the transformation of property and
management rights to forest property]. Available at: http://www.mpsr.sk/sk/index.
php?navID=1&id=10353 (in Slovakian).

MPRV SR, 2017. Report on the Forest Sector of the Slovak Republic, Green Report 2016.
Bratislava, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development of the Slovak Republic,
Bratislava (in Slovakian).

Z. Dobšinská, et al. Forest Policy and Economics 113 (2020) 102090

14

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0200
http://www.law.muni.cz/content/cs/proceedings/
http://www.law.muni.cz/content/cs/proceedings/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0225
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-8-11/k-efektivite-obhospodarovani-lesu-malych-vymer
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-8-11/k-efektivite-obhospodarovani-lesu-malych-vymer
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2018.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2018.04.005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf1010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf1010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf1010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf1010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0250
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/277282378
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/277282378
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf1005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf1005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf1005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0285
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-5-12/cirkevni-restituce-z-pohleduruznych-vlastnikucit.8.9.2014
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-5-12/cirkevni-restituce-z-pohleduruznych-vlastnikucit.8.9.2014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2018.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2018.06.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0325
http://www.mpsr.sk/sk/index.php?navID=1&id=10353
http://www.mpsr.sk/sk/index.php?navID=1&id=10353
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0335


Mungiu-Pippidi, A., Stefan, L., 2011. Perpetual Transitions: The Europeanization of
Property Restitution Problems in South-Eastern Europe (October 1, 2011). Available
at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2042056 or https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.
2042056.

MZe, 2017. Zpráva o stavu lesa a lesního hospodářství České republiky v roce 2016.
[Report on the state of forest and forestry of the Czech Republic in 2016].
Ministerstvo zemědělství, Praha (in Czech).

Nichiforel, L., Keary, K., Deuffic, P., Weiss, G., et al., 2018. How private are Europe's
private forests? A comparative property rights analysis. Land Use Policy 76, 535–552.

Nonić, D., 2004. Organization of Forestry in the Transition Process: Relation of Public
Forest Administration and Private Forest Owners. Doctoral dissertation. University
of Belgrade, Faculty of Forestry, Belgrade (in Serbian).

Nonić, D., Ranković, N., Nedeljković, J., Glavonjić, P., Marinković, M., 2011. Transition
process in forestry sector in Serbia and selected CSEE countries: Policy and property
rights reforms. In: Proceedings of IUFRO 13th International Symposium on Legal
Aspects of European Forest Sustainable Development, Aleksandras Stuginskis
University, Kaunas, pp. 177–187.

Nonić D., Petrović N., Medarević M., Glavonjić, P., Nedeljković J., Stevanov M., Orlović
S., Rakonjac Lj., Djordjević I., Poduška Z, Nevenić R. 2015. Forest Land Ownership
Change in Serbia. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Report, European Forest
Institute Central East and South-East European Regional Office, Vienna. 64 p. https://
www.researchgate.net/publication/289251401 (assessed 2 March 2018).

North, D.C., 1990. Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance.
Cambridge University Press, New York.

Oliva, J., 2004. Česká republika má nejpřísnější lesní právo v Evropě. [The Czech
Republic has the strictest forest legislation in Europe]. Available at: http://www.
silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-5-04/ceska-republika-manejprisnejsi-lesni-pravo-v-
evrope (in Czech).

Ostrom, E., 1990. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective
Action. Cambridge University Press, New York.

Ostrom, E., 1999. Institutional rational choice: an assessment of the institutional analysis
and development framework. In: Sabatier, P. (Ed.), Theories of the Policy Process.
Westview Press, Boulder, pp. 35–72.

Paladinić, E., Vuletić, D., Posavec, S., 2008. Review of the state of private forest own-
ership in the Republic of Croatia. Radovi-Šumarski Institut Jastrebarsko 43 (1),
45–58.

Petrović, N., 2012. Attitude of the State and Private Forest Owners towards Forests as the
Basis for Defining the Model of Forest Management Planning in Serbia Doctoral
Dissertation. University of Belgrade, Faculty of Forestry, Belgrade (in Serbian).

Pezdevšek Malovrh, Š., Kumer, P., Glavonjić, P., Nonić, D., Nedeljković, J., Kisin, B.,
Avdibegović, M., 2017. Different organizational models of private forest owners as a
possibility to increase wood mobilization in Slovenia and Serbia. Croat. J. For. Eng.
38 (1), 127–140.

Pierson, P., 2000. Increasing returns, path dependence, and the study of politics. Am.
Polit. Sci. Rev. 94, 251–267.

Pöllumäe, P., Korjus, H., Kaimre, P., Vahter, T., 2014. Motives and incentives for joining
forest owner associations in Estonia. Small-scale For 13 (1), 19–33.

Powell, W.W., DiMaggio, P. (Eds.), 1991. The New Institutionalism in Organizational
Analysis. University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Prazan, J., Ratinger, T., Krumalova, V., 2005. The evolution of nature conservation policy
in the Czech Republic—challenges of Europeanisation in the White Carpathians
Protected Landscape Area. Land Use Policy 22 (3), 235–243.

PROFOR, 2005. Forest Institutions in Transition: Experiences and Lessons from Eastern
Europe. Europe and Central Asia Region ECSSD. PROFOR Book 4. World Bank,
Washington DC, United States.

Řezáč, J., 1999. Budou soukromí vlastníci ještě rozhodovat o svých lesích? [Will private
forest owners still decide about their forests?] Available at: http://www.silvarium.
cz/lesnicka-prace-c-11-99/budou-soukromivlastnici-jeste-rozhodovat-o-svych-lesich
(in Czech).

Šálka, J., Dobšinská, Z., Hricová, Z., 2016. Factors of political power-the example of forest
owners associations in Slovakia. Forest Policy Econ. 68, 88–98.

Sarvašová, Z., Tutka, J., 2005. Change in the Ownership and Management of Forests in
Slovakia. Small-scale Forestry in a Changing Environment. Lithuanian Forest
Research Institute, pp. 200–207.

Sarvašová, Z., Šálka, J., Dobšinská, Z., 2013. Mechanism of cross-sectoral coordination
between nature protection and forestry in the Natura 2000 formulation process in
Slovakia. J. Environ. Manag. 127, 65–72.

Sarvašová, Z., Zivojinovic, I., Weiss, G., Dobšinská, Z., Drăgoi, M., Gál, J., Jarský, V.,
Mizaraite, D., Põllumäe, P., Šálka, J., Schiberna, E., Šišák, L., Wolfslehner, B., Zalite,
Z., Zalitis, T., 2015. Forest owners' associations in the Central and Eastern European
region. Small-Scale For. 14 (2), 217–232.

Scharpf, F., 2000. Interaktionsformen. Akteurzentrierter Institutionalismus in der
Politikforschung. Leske und Budrich, Opladen.

Scheimer, I., Hatiar, S., 1999. Jednostrannosť pohľadu (One-sided view). Les 55, 10 (in
Slovak).

Schlager, E., Ostrom, E., 1992. Property-rights regimes and natural resources: a con-
ceptual analysis. Land Econ. 249–262.

Schlüter, A., 2007. Institutional change in the forestry sector – methodological and the-
oretical challenges for new institutional economics. Forest Policy Econ. 9 (8),

1090–1099.
Schmidt, V., 2005. From the ‘old institutionalism’ to the ‘new institutionalism’. In: Hay, C.

(Ed.), The State: Theories and Issues. Palgrave.
Schmidt, V.A., 2008. Discursive institutionalism: the explanatory power of ideas and

discourse. Annu. Rev. Polit. Sci. 11, 303–326.
Schmithüsen, F., Hirsch, F., 2010. Private forest ownership in Europe. Geneva Timber and

Forest Study Papers 26.
Schneider, Volker, 2003. Akteurskonstellationen und Netzwerke in der

Politikentwicklung. In: Schubert, Klaus, Bandelow, Nils (Eds.), Lehrbuch der
Politikfeldanalyse. Oldenbourg, München, pp. 107–146.

Schwartz, K.Z.S., 2006. Masters in our native place: the politics of Latvian national parks
on the road from communism to “Europe”. Polit. Geogr. 25, 42–71.

Scott, W.R., 2010. Reflections: the past and future of research on institutions and in-
stitutional change. J. Chang. Manag. 10 (1), 5–21.

Šímová, T., 2006. Vlastnictví a regulace v LH a dřevozpracujícím průmyslu. [Ownership
and regulation in forestry and wood processing industry]. Available at: http://www.
silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-10-06/vlastnictvi-a-regulace-v-lh-a-drevozpracujicim-
prumyslu (in Czech).

Slavinger, M., 2013. Sdružování vlastníků lesů. [Association of forest owners]. Available
at: http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-pracec-10-12/sdruzovani-vlastniku-lesa (in
Czech).

Solberg, B., Rykowski, K., 2000. Institutional and legal framework for forest policies in
ECA region and selected OECD countries – a comparative analysis. In: The World
Bank Group: Forest Policy Review and Strategy Development: Analytical Studies/
Issues Paper, 52 p. https://bankwatch.org/documents/ibrd_fin.pdf (assessed 10
March 2018).

Sotirov, M., Memmler, M., 2012. The Advocacy Coalition Framework in natural resource
policy studies – recent experiences and further prospects. Forest Policy Econ. 16,
51–64.

Šulek, R., 2006. Common-pool resources in Central Europe: case study of forestry in the
Slovak Republic. In: IASCP Europe Regional Meeting. Building the European
Commons: From Open Fields to Open Source. Brescia, Italy, pp. 23–25.

Taylor, M., 2016. Making the SDGs count for land rights. Rural 21 – Int. J. Rural Dev. 03/
2016, 34–35.

Tykkä, S., Weiss, G., Nichiforel, l., Nedelkovic, J., Dobšinská, Z., 2010. Innovation and
Sustainability in Forestry in Central and Eastern Europe: Challenges and Perspectives
(SUSI-CEE). European Forest Institute, Central-East European Regional Office
(EFICEEC), Austria, pp. 8.

UN. Transforming our world: the 2030 agenda for sustainable development, A/RES/70/,
Distr.: General, 2015

UNECE, 2019. Who owns the forest? Forest ownership and tenure in the UNECE region.
UNECE/FAO/FACESMAP study. (Forthcoming).

Vachudova, M.A., 2005. Europe Undivided: Democracy, Leverage and Integration after
Communism. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Viitamo, E., Bilas, O., 2002. Competitiveness of the Forest Sector in the EU Candidate
Countries - Cluster Analysis. Interim Report IR-01-016. International Institute for
Applied Systems Analysis, Laxenburg, Austria.

Vyhnálik, S., 2004. Reprivatizačný process sprevádzajú problémy. [Reprivatization
process is accompanied with problems]. Les 60, 8–9 (in Slovakian).

Weber, N., 2012. Reflections on theories in forest policy: testing, combining or building?
Forest Policy Econ. 16, 102–108.

Weiland, S., 2010. Sustainability transitions in transition countries: forest policy reforms
in South-eastern Europe. Environ. Policy Gov. 20, 397–407.

Weiss, G., Tykkä, S., Nichiforel, L., Dobšinská, Z., Sarvašová, Z., Mizaraite, D.,
Nedelkovic, J., 2011. Innovation and Sustainability in Forestry in Central and Eastern
Europe: Challenges and Perspectives (SUSI-CEE). Final Report. Bundesministerium
für Wissenschaft und Forschung.

Weiss, G., Gudurić, I., Wolfslehner, B., 2012. Review of forest owners' organizations in
selected eastern European countries. Forestry Policy and Institutions Working Paper
30, 45.

Weiss, G., Lawrence, A., Hujala, T., Lidestav, G., Nichiforel, L., Nybakk, E., Quiroga, S.,
Sarvasova, Z., Suarez, C., Živojinovic, I., 2019. Forest ownership changes in Europe:
state of knowledge and conceptual foundations. Forest Policy Econ. 99, 9–20. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2018.03.003.

Zeman, K., 2015. Analýza restitučních procesů v České republice. Restituce a ostatní
procesy transformující vlastnická práva. [Analysis of restitution processes in Czech
Republic. Restitution and other procceses transforming ownership rights].
Karolinum, Univerzita Karlova v Praze, Praha 186 p. (in Czech).

Živojinović, I., Weiss, G., Lidestav, G., Feliciano, D., Hujala, T., Dobšinská, Z., Lawrence,
A., Nybakk, E., Quiroga, S., Schraml, U., 2015. Forest Land Ownership Change in
Europe. COST Action FP1201 FACESMAP Country Reports, Joint Volume. EFICEEC-
EFISEE Research Report. University of Natural Resources and Life Sciences, Vienna
(BOKU), Vienna, Austria 693 p. http://facesmap.boku.ac.at/index.php/library2/
doc_download/465-fp1201-country-reports-joint-volume (assessed 2 March 2018).

Živojinović, I., Nedeljković, J., Stojanovski, V., Japelj, A., Weiss, G., Ludvig, A., 2017.
Non-timber forest products in transition economies: innovation cases in selected SEE
countries. Forest Policy Econ. 81, 18–29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2017.04.
003.

Z. Dobšinská, et al. Forest Policy and Economics 113 (2020) 102090

15

https://ssrn.com/abstract=2042056
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2042056
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2042056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0360
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/289251401
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/289251401
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0365
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-5-04/ceska-republika-manejprisnejsi-lesni-pravo-v-evrope
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-5-04/ceska-republika-manejprisnejsi-lesni-pravo-v-evrope
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-5-04/ceska-republika-manejprisnejsi-lesni-pravo-v-evrope
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0420
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-11-99/budou-soukromivlastnici-jeste-rozhodovat-o-svych-lesich
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-11-99/budou-soukromivlastnici-jeste-rozhodovat-o-svych-lesich
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0495
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-10-06/vlastnictvi-a-regulace-v-lh-a-drevozpracujicim-prumyslu
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-10-06/vlastnictvi-a-regulace-v-lh-a-drevozpracujicim-prumyslu
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-prace-c-10-06/vlastnictvi-a-regulace-v-lh-a-drevozpracujicim-prumyslu
http://www.silvarium.cz/lesnicka-pracec-10-12/sdruzovani-vlastniku-lesa
https://bankwatch.org/documents/ibrd_fin.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0570
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2018.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2018.03.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(18)30496-9/rf0585
http://facesmap.boku.ac.at/index.php/library2/doc_download/465-fp1201-country-reports-joint-volume
http://facesmap.boku.ac.at/index.php/library2/doc_download/465-fp1201-country-reports-joint-volume
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2017.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2017.04.003

	Actor power in the restitution processes of forests in three European countries in transition
	Introduction
	Background on restitution process in CEE and SEE countries
	Privatisation and restitution processes
	Institutional and actor-centred perspectives
	Aim of the paper

	Material and methods
	Results
	Overview of the restitution processes and actors
	Roles of actors and related barriers in the restitution processes
	Actor roles in forest land restitution in the Czech Republic
	Actor roles in forest land restitution in Slovakia
	Actor roles in forest land restitution in Serbia
	Identified barriers in the restitution process in selected countries

	Actor power in the restitution processes process in three analysed countries
	Lessons learned from the comparison of three analysed countries

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Declaration of competing of interest
	Author contributions
	Acknowledgments
	Semi-structured in-depth interviews with the main actors involved in the restitution process in forestry
	References




