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Research, part of a Special Feature on Public policies and management of rural forests: lasting alliance or fool’ s dialogue?
How to Maintain Domesticity of Usagesin Small Rural Forests? L essons
from Forest Management Continuity through a French Case Study

Anne Sourdril 1, Emilie Andrieu 2, Alain Cabanettes?, Bernard Elyakime?, and Sylvie Ladet 2

ABSTRACT. Themanagement of small privateforestsinthe Western World hasbeen under threat owing torural and agricultural
transformations since the Second World War. The actions put in place to preserve those forests are hard to implement because
the forests are managed essentially in an unofficial way that is not clearly understood. Through multidisciplinary approaches,
our aims were to understand local forest management processes, to assess the continuities and discontinuities of usages and
practicesinthe Coteaux de Gascogne areaof France, and to propose guidelinesfor futureforest management. Forest management
is shaped by a traditional but unrecognized socia system called the house-centered system, which has contributed to a high
degree of domesticity and diversity in forestry practices in this area. If forest management guidelines are to be effective, any
guidelines put in place should take into account the roots of the traditional management system and attempt to comply with local
social organizations. Thisisamajor challenge regarding the long-term preservation of small private forests.

Key Words: anthropology; coppice with standards, domestic usage; forestry; history; house-centered system; small private

forest; southwestern France

INTRODUCTION

Contrary to many partsof theworld where extensiveliterature
exists on usages and practices in small private forest (e.g.,
North Americaand northern Europe: reviewed in Egan 1997,
Fischer et a. 2010; Southeast Asiaand Africa: Michon et a.
2007), small French privateforestsarenot well known. Indeed,
French forested properties of < 25 ha are generally not
managed through official management plans (Plan Smple de
Gestion approved by the Centre Régional de la Propriété
Forestiére, or Regional Center for Forest Property), which are
mandatory only for larger properties.

InFrance, privateforestsoccupy approximately three-quarters
of the total forest surface area, which means approximately
11 millionha. Theseforestsbelongtoalargenumber of owners
(approximately 3.5 million) and are often small: nearly 87%
of theownerspossess< 4 ha(2010data, Forét privéefrancaise:
http://www.foretpriveefrancaise.com). This small property
sizeisakey difference with private forestsin North America
and northern Europe (L&fman and Kouki 2001, Erickson et
al. 2002, Kennedy and Spies 2005). Farmers, whether active
or retired, own 1.3 million ha (Cinotti and Normandin 2002),
mainly in small woodlots (Maresca and Picard 2010).

Forest management in these small private forests is not
described in any document and is poorly known. Usages of
treesin these small private forests at the national scale do not
seem to be much diversified (Cinotti 1992). The lack of
diversity of these usages and associated practices appear to be
led by strong changes in French rura areas, linked to
agricultural intensification (Cinotti and Normandin 2002).
Nevertheless, local management, that we refer to as domestic
management (Michon et al. 2007), exist, and usages of small
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forests, and not only trees, in certain areas (Marty 2004,
Sourdril 2008) could be far more diversified than what was
observed at the national scale by Cinotti (1992); they should
therefore be documented. Moreover, moves for more officia
regulations are observed from local and global institutions.
These could hel p shape forest management at aregional level,
but face strong rejection from woodlot owners (Marty 2000).
Policies may nevertheless be needed in a near future, and we
point out that policy makers should take into consideration
local practicesand local contextsif they want to build policies
that could meet the needs of the private forest owners.

Here, our goals are to evaluate long-term continuities and
discontinuities of usagesand practicesin small private forests
(< 25 ha) in the Coteaux de Gascogne area and to propose
guidelines for their future management. We present a case
study in rura France showing an example of how the
understanding of local forest management is fundamental to
ensurethefuture of theseforests. Wewould liketo understand
more precisely, in acontext of socioeconomic change, how a
specific social system called the house-centered system (L évi-
Strauss 1979, Carsten and Hugh-Jones 1995) shapestheforest
domestic management in southwestern France. We first
describe the system’s characteristics and clarify the link
between usages and forest practices. We then study the
financial potential derived from these usages and practicesto
verify the economic relevance of this type of management.
Finally, we propose management recommendations for small
private forests in Coteaux de Gascogne and present the key
aspects of institutional foundationsthat will serveto outlinea
realistic future for these forests.
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METHODS: ANTHROPOLOGICAL, HISTORICAL,
AND FORESTRY APPROACHES

Study site

We studied small private forests in southwestern France (43°
16" N, 48° 43 E; 200400 m asl.) in the Long-Term
Ecological Research (LTER) platform“Valléeset Coteaux de
Gascogne,” which covers an area of 440 km? (Fig. 1). This
hilly region is characterized by a temperate climate with
oceanic and dlight Mediterranean influences. The dominant
tree species of the forests are sessile oak (Quercus petraea
Lieblein) and pedunculate oak (Q. robur L.). This region is
not densely populated (19 inhabitantskm?) and is till largely
agricultural, with domestic agriculture based on a mixed
farming system. Forests are typical of French small private
forests (Cinotti 1992, Bessieres et a. 2002, Cinotti and
Normandin 2002): in southwestern France, properties are
small and owned by alarge number of people who are mainly
active or retired farmers. The management system of these
small private forests is traditionally coppice for firewood,;
some reserved trees, called “standards,” might be grown for
timber wood.

Fig. 1. Photograph of some of the small private forests
included in the case study.

Multidiciplinary approach

Because of the multiple functions of small private forests, we
adopted a multidisciplinary research framework (e.g.,
Deconchat et al. 2007, Fischer et al. 2010) based on combined
anthropological, historical, and forestry approaches using
summaries and syntheses of previous methodological works
that have the appropriate methodological level upon which to
base our conclusions (Sourdril 2008, Elyakime et Cabanettes
2009, Andrieu et al 2011).

An anthropological approach was used mainly intwo villages
that are representative of the socioeconomic and agricultural
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situation aswell asthelandscape and geographical featuresin
the LTER platform. Weconducted anthropological interviews
and participant observations with 50 owners within the
villagesand 180 usersof thesmall rural forests, fromtheentire
platform, to obtain an understanding of the social determinants
of forest usagessincethe 1900s, wood-rel ated representations,
usages, and knowledge. Analysisof land registriesallowed us
to understand the means of transmission of 50 properties, all
of which included forested land (107 forestsfor atotal of 231
ha), which may affect forest usages (Sourdril 2008).

The historical approach consisted of rebuilding forest
management history by geomatic analysis of aerial photos
(Institut Géographique National photos taken from 1942 to
2006; Andrieu et al. 2011). This method is accurate but very
time consuming, so this analysis has been done for small
privateforestsinasubstantial subsample of thestudy site: 100
ha of forest belonging to 32 owners.

Using individual usages and practices observed on the sites,
we evaluated the potential annual flows of values generated
onforest sitesusing aforestry approach. Forestry descriptions
werebased ontheworksof Gannevat (1950) and Perrin (1964)
and used to model the economy of 1 ha of an individual
property of coppices with standards. According to
Faustmann’s model (Deegen 2000), the value of a forest is
assumed to grow like capital invested at compound interest
rate.

ONE WOOD PER HOUSE: DIVERSITY OF SMALL
PRIVATE FORESTS USAGES

The shape, usages, and domestic management of small private
forestsasrural territory organizationsin general inthe LTER
platform are greatly influenced by the presence of aparticular
social system: systéme a maison, or house-centered system
(Lévi-Strauss 1979, 1983, 1991, Augustins 1989, Cursente
1998), as shown by our anthropological surveys (Sourdril
2008).

The house-centered system is based on a socia entity, “the
house,” defined as a “mora person, keeper of a domain
composed altogether of material and immaterial property,
which perpetuatesitself by the transmission of itsname, of its
fortuneand of itstitlesinared or fictivelineheld aslegitimate
on the sole condition that this continuity can expressitself in
thelanguage of kinship or of alliance, and most often, of both
together” (L évi-Strauss1979translated by Gillespie 2007:33).
House-centered approaches are used by anthropologists in
kinship studies throughout the World, e.g., France, Algeria,
Indonesia, and South America, to look at the reproduction of
socia organizations as domestic groups or local societies
(Cunningham 1964, Bourdieu 1973, Fox 1987). Researchers
are trying to renew house-centered approaches by looking at
the house in its material and spatial dimensions (Carsten and
Hugh-Jones 1995, Gillespie 2000). If some studies focus on
socid system’'s symbolism identification in houses
architectural features (Hamberger 2010), the originality of our
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research is to show how houses shape the usages of the
territory.

In southwestern France, socia organizationsand reproduction
of house societies have been described by anthropologists,
historians, geographers, and jurists (Le Play 1884, Ott 1981,
Augustins et al. 1986, Rogers 1991, Zink 1993, Cursente
1998). House societies are characterized by a real-estate
holding transmission system with a single heir who is also
successor to the house as an agricultural undertaking
(Augustins 1977). The house system model thus leads to the
stability of social organization, of rea-estate and farm
holdings, and of theterritory ingeneral (Augustins1981). This
stability that isall the moreimportant because the local social
hierarchy is founded on real-estate assets and on two
fundamental principles: the ability of the heirs or successors
tokeeptheir heritageintact, and their ability tomaintain aself-
reliant agricultural undertaking (Augustins 1989).

Integral transmission and self-reliant agriculture principles
governing houses have great influence on land and forest
management. The sdf-reliance principle requires a
diversification of the types of land owned by the house. Each
property must have access to meadows, fields, and fallow
lands, and also to forested area. This necessity of land
diversity, combined with geographical featuresof theterritory,
leadsto specific spatial organizationsin southwestern France.
Inour study site, estates should bein one piece (Sourdril 2008)
and hold all the types of land needed (Sourdril et a. 2012).
House estates are then ideally permanent but aso highly
diverse; this has influence on the forested area, because each
house needsto have asmall pieceof forest, and ontheterritory
in general, because the houses' compositions lead to a highly
fragmented landscape (Sourdril 2008).

Inthe study site, small private forestsfunction similarly to the
house (Sourdril 2008): they should assure self-reliancein al
products needed by the household and by the farm, and they
are divided into areas for firewood, grazing, hunting, and
gathering. Forests are managed to provide firewood through
coppice every year, to provide timber regularly for the farm
framework, and to produce timber to sell, as small private
forests are also seen asinvestment funds. Thishasresulted in
the establishment of coppices with standards, which is a
common shape structure of forests in Coteaux de Gascogne.
Because the house and forest should be passed on from
generation to generation, owners are aware of their
responsibility to maintain forest productivity over the long
term; in a way, proper forest management is a sign of the
house' s prosperity.

This anthropological analysis underlines the high degree of
domesticity linked to a specific socia system that prevailed
in small private forests in Coteaux de Gascogne. However,
during the last century in particular, this system faced great
changesintherural world such asrural exodusand agricultural
abandonment. What, then, will be the future of the forest?
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FOREST MANAGEMENT CHARACTERISTICSIN
THE CONTEXT OF SOCIAL CHANGE

To get a precise understanding of changes in forest
management, we provide asocia analysis of domestic usages
of small private forests during the 20th century. We then
characterize, for the same period, cuttings in small private
forests by highlighting both continuitiesand discontinuitiesin
management practices. Finally, domestic usagesand practices
observed in small private forests on the site allow usto assess
their financial potential.

Anthropological approach: how to maintain forests
domestic usages?

Anthropological investigations showed two things. First,
small private forest surfaces are mainly permanent and
embedded in the house’s land following the integra
transmission principle (Sourdril 2008). Second, the main
domestic usages led by the house' s self-reliance principle are
maintained through the years in the common structure of
coppices with standards.

Owners and users of small private forests still respect the
diversity of domestic usages. A farmer owner told usin 2004,
“two-thirds of the wood is grazed, the animals keep it clear,
one-third with a bit more thickets, the game isleft alonein a
dlightly thicker part. We cut our firewood on the edges, and
we keep the treesthat have afuture|...]. When we seethere’s
agood storm, we don’t put the animals in there, to alow the
mushrooms to grow.” Nevertheless, from around the 1950s,
following mechanization, changes in the agricultural
production system, and modernization of dwellings, we
noticed a decrease in the diversity of wood products needed
and a disappearance of some usages such as timber for
domestic use; theuse of plants, fruits, and sticks; andin-woods
grazing.

The main usages, i.e., firewood and construction timber,
mushrooming, and private hunting, are continuing to respect
the self-reliance principle. Firewood production is still
important for private usage, but also sometimesfor selling on
the black market; some owners do not need as much firewood
asthey used to because of the generalization of central heating
in the 1980s, but they want to maintain production. This
situation is similar to what is happening at the national scale;
it has been shown that farmers produce more firewood than
professiona entrepreneurs (Cinotti and Normandin 2002). At
the same time, those owners are trying to favor promising
standard trees, not for their own buildings, as metallic
structures replaced timber for agricultural buildings in the
1970s, but to sell them to local sawmills or wood
entrepreneurs. This is specific to southwestern France, as
timber production by farmers has decreased at anational level
(Cinotti and Normandin 2000). The owners say that they want
to maintain those usages to guarantee their woods
productivity for future generations because they wish the
house to be passed on to their heirs.
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Until the 1980s, houses were mostly farms, and heirs were
also successors. However, because of agricultura
abandonment, heirs sometimes leave the house and village.
The consequences for small private forest management are a
decrease in the potential manpower for works and,
consequently, a decrease in the products collected. Usually,
fathers and sons work together in the forest (Sourdril et a.
2006), but with the departure of sons, mutual aid between old
generations of neighbors appears to secure production. Those
networks come also from the house-centered system, as this
system leads to structural forms of mutual aid between
neighboring houses for agricultural work or everyday life
(Segalen et a. 2010). This situation has allowed the
maintenance of domestic usages, but the actual effect of
agricultural abandonment threatens forest management.
Indeed, until the 2000s, heirs, if not successors, were attached
totheir estate and foll owed principlesof transmission and self-
reliance. Recently, however, there has devel oped adisinterest
by heirsfor the property and a progressive splitting of houses
without successors, leading to an abandonment of the two
principles. Farmland is sold to local farmers, buildings can be
sold to nonfarmers, and forests remain the property of the
heirs.

The maintenance of forest ownership leads to the adaptation
of domestic usages. Firewood can still be collected, but in
lower gquantities; thereis aresurgencein interest in firewood
as apotential heating alternative with increases in gas and ail
prices. A nonfarmer heir said, “1 won’t take over the farm. |
would liketo keep thewood because | haveafireplaceat home
and we could install an enclosed fireplace to heat the house
becausewith the soaring cost of heating oil, that would always
beaway of making savings.” We noticed that mushroomsand
timber are till collected and contribute to the value of forests.
Evenforeststhat are unconnected with houseskeep their funds
investment character, and mushrooms and timber as valuable
goods are signs of their capital value.

Different situations concerning the ownership and
management of forests now occur in Coteaux de Gascogne,
but what isinteresting to underlineisthat even split from farm
or house, forest management has maintained a degree of
domesticity that has come from the way house societies
organize land. These conceptions are still aive, and we
strongly suspect that they will shape forest usagesfor at least
thenext two generationsof ownerswhoareor will beculturally
impregnated by thehouse’ sprinciples, evenif thesystemseem
indanger now. Self-reliance and autonomy characterizeforest
usages even more now, as it seems that when the owners are
no longer linked to a house, they transfer their house
expectations (transmission, self-reliance, financial returns) to
the forest.

In paralle to this anthropological study, we conducted
historical investigationsto describe and quantify precisely the
practices and waysforests have been managed in recent years.

Ecology and Society 17(2): 6
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol 17/iss2/art6/

Historical persistence of management practices

We quantified the characteristics of forestry practices, for
example, accurately recording logging areas, by analyzing
historical documents such as maps and aerial photographs.
First, we estimated the length of forestry cycles to detect
changes in cutting frequency in areas that had been harvested
in 1942 (approximately 40% of the area of the studied forests).
The main part of theareastudied (77%) isbasically subject to
30-yr periodic harvesting. Indeed, 47.2% of these areas have
been harvested just once since 1942, on average after 33.5
* 18 yr. These stands are now mature enough to be harvested
again; 30.5 + 8 yr have elapsed since exploitation. A smaller
area (29.8%) has been harvested twice, on average after 20.7
+ 13 yr and then after 28.5 + 13 yr. These stands aretoo young
tobeharvested now (14.8 + 12 yr have elapsed sincethey were
last harvested), but could be harvested within 15 yr. Some
smaller areashave been harvested more often: 8.3% havebeen
harvested threetimes (on average after 16.9+ 11yr, 21.2+ 11
yr, and 17.6 + 10 yr), some of which could be harvested again
in 10 yr; and 0.5% have been harvested four or five times, but
those are mainly areas under high-voltage power lines. It is
therefore not possible to draw conclusions about increasesin
harvesting from the rotation period because the average
rotation period was 30 yr and our study covered a60-yr period:
the second rotation is therefore still in progress. However,
14.1% of thestudy areahasnot been harvested for 64 yr, which
means that some practices have been abandoned.

The main cutting characteristics have remained constant
throughout the period studied (Andrieu et al. 2011): the
number of cuts performed each year (4.8 on average), their
shape, and spatial aggregation did not show any temporal
trend. Nor did we detect any trend in the proportion of cut
coppice area, whether they included standards or not: on
averagesince 1942, 65% of thelogged areaincluded standards.
We nevertheless observed changes in the amount of wood
taken: the mean size of cuttings decreased in the 1980s from
0.5 £ 0.04 ha before 1980 to 0.2 + 0.02 ha after 1980. This
resulted in ageneral decreasein thetotal area harvested each
year from 3.8 to 0.8 halyr in the 1942-2006 period. This
smaller amount of wood taken, which has also been observed
in other small private forests in our study area (Du Bus de
Warnaffe et a. 2006) and more widely in Europe (Peterken
1991), may be related to a reduced need for firewood since
the 1980s. However, even though needs have fallen, the
tradition of carrying out cuts has survived.

The decrease in logged areas has led to important changesin
the structure of small private forests. The current forest
management is of low intensity, leading to a general ageing
of stands: today, exploitable forest stands cover 60% of the
forest area. However, in the 1940s, the total area cut per year
was much greater, and only 6% of stands were mature and
thus exploitable. Lastly, because logging covers small areas
and is not very frequent, most of the surface area of small
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private forests has been logged only once or twice since 1942,
but completely uncut areas arerare.

The management history of small private forests shows a
certain persistence in harvesting practices as well as their
adaptation to recent socioeconomic changes. These
conclusions confirm and quantify those of theanthropol ogical
study: it is certain that there has been a decrease in the area
cut, but thetradition of carrying out cuttingshassurvived. The
next step isto determine whether thisdecreasein theintensity
of these forestry practices is related to the intrinsic low
economic value of these small rural forests (Fig. 2).

Fig. 2. Understory with cut of coppice for firewood and
with reserved oak standards.

Financial potential of small private forests

To determine the financial potential of small private forests,
we considered a theoretical 1-ha stand of oak coppice with
standards as the mean fertility class in the 30-yr periodic
exploitation described by Perrin (1964) and adapted from
Gannevat (1950): every thirty years some trees were kept, up
to the maximum age of 150 yr. The main usagesand practices
considered are as defined above: firewood, construction
timber, mushrooming, and private hunting.

According to these usages and practices, the standards would
provide 93 m3/ha of valuable construction timber distributed
by age class and 72.36 m3/ha of profitable firewood every
thirty years. Coppice would give 75.71 m3/ha every thirty
years, i.e., 2.524 m3/yr on 1/30 ha for a hypothetical case of
annual firewood cutting. To cal cul atethe corresponding val ue,
we used the average price of wood given by the private French
forest owners' magazine La Forét Privée in 2010. Average
prices are given per property for 1 m3 of standing wood, with
all harvesting costs deducted.

We sought to obtainatotal equivalent averageannual potential
cash flow generated by 1 haof the oak coppice-with-standards
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stand under study. Theforest owner receivesan annual income
from the coppice and an income every thirty years from the
construction timber. We took an equivalent annual income
generated by the construction timber (for which we calcul ated
the annual interest) and added it to the annua income from
the coppice, to which we added the annual income resulting
from the amenities (private hunting and mushrooming).

According to the Faustmann model, the forest fund f should
work at an i% compound interest rate for n years to give the
fund an associated income of R: f(1 +i)" =f+ R, also after
n years. First, we calculated the fund’ s benchmark values by
taking real 2010 prices (assumed to be constant). Second, we
considered areal average interest rate, 3%, as recommended
by If Consultants and Centre National de la Propriété
Forestiere (2006) for a small forest owner in Coteaux de
Gascogne, taking into account the owner’s intention to
continue to use the forest for domestic purposes. We
considered the real average interest rate of 3% as the best
financial opportunity for the fund. Moreover, we used red
2010 pricesandinterest ratesinstead of current valuestoobtain
the 2010 benchmark values for funds and the corresponding
financial annuities (Table 1): 14,705/((1.03)* - 1) =€10,303/
hafor the standards fund; 18.83/((1.03)* - 1) = €627.6/hafor
the coppice fund. Financial annuities for construction timber
or coppice are the interest rates for the corresponding forest
funds(Table1): 0.03x 10,303 =€309/hafor standards. L astly,
it is possible to determine a lump sum for mushrooming and
noncommercia hunting amenitiesby applying afinancial rate
varying between 1 and 5% to theforest fund from which those
amenitiesaretaken (Table 1): 0.01to 0.05x 10,303 = €103 to
515/ha for standards. This estimation is recommended by If
Consultants and Centre Nationa de la Propriété Forestiere
(2006).

Thetotal equivalent average potential annuity obtained would
then be relatively high: €437 to €875, or €656 as an average
value, for 1 ha. The intrinsic value is sufficiently high for it
not to be the cause of alack of interest in harvesting wood and
other nonwood productsinthesmall forestsstudied. However,
because of adecreaseintheannual areacut, thisintrinsicvalue
is probably higher than the current value. So the future
economics of private coppices with standards seems
compromised today.

DISCUSSION: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A “NEW”

FORM OF MANAGEMENT

Usages and practices in the small private forests in Coteaux
de Gascogne have been largely shaped by the traditional
house-centered system for at least a century, leading to a
system of domestic forest management that playsasignificant
role in shaping forests. However the influence of this system
isusually unknown or minimized by official bodies. However,
the roots of domestic management should be taken into
account if wewant to understand forestry practicesand/or help


http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol17/iss2/art6/

Ecology and Society 17(2): 6
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol 17/iss2/art6/

Table 1. Volumes, prices, values, funds, and annuities for 1 ha of a small woodlot in southwestern France.

Type of wood Ageclass Volume of Price of Valueof wood  Forestfund Forest annuity ~ Amenity annuity ~ Total annuities
(yr) wood wood (€/ha) (€/ha) (€ha tyr Yy (€ha tyr Y (Eha tyr
(m?/ha) (E/m?)
Construction timber 150 11 175 41 x 175 -
by age class
120 30 175 30x 175 -
90 17 95 17 x 95 -
60 5 25 5x25 -
Branches - 72.36 7.46 72.36 x 7.46 - - -
Standards all - - 14,705 10,303 309 103-515 412-824
Coppice 30 2.524 7.46 18.83 627.6 19 6-32 25-51
Total - - - - 10,931 328 109-547 437-875

ownersfind solutions for keeping forest management alivein
acontext of great changeintherura world. Thisisthe major
challenge regarding the long-term preservation of small
private forests, and it is essential that any policy relative to
these forests should understand and satisfy those domestic
usages and practices.

In our specific study area, a system of domestic management
that meets essential needs, notably firewood and construction
timber, continued to predominate during the post-war period
and then gradually waned because of increasingly intensive
farming practices. Owners, including those who have retired
from farming and nonfarmers, have continued to try to respect
the principle of self-reliancein the area of forest management
and maintain afinancial reservefor future generationsintheir
small private forests. They have upheld domestic practices
such as cutting firewood, mushrooming, noncommercial
hunting, and timber production. However, there is a general
decrease in the mean size of cuts. There are two possible
outcomes for these small forests: the future generations of
owners may lose their ties with these forests and gradually
abandon them; or, following the expected rise in the price of
fossil fuels, owners may reinvest in wood energy and, in
paralel, in other forest usages.

The potential for forest production and the willingness of
ownersto managetheir forestsareimportant factors, but there
isalack of resources and time for dealing with forest usages.
Recommendations and local support could help owners to
ensure continued management of small private forests. We
recommend that policies, if they are to be effective locally,
should respect the traditional diversity of usages and
domesticity and attempt to comply with local social
organizations. For example, traditional neighbor networks
could provide a significant source of manpower for working
theforests. Werecommend that construction programsshould
be implemented on various levels, using traditional neighbor
networks, to share in the exploitation of their woods. This
could decreaseindividual harvesting costs, increaseindividual
benefits, and enable a more intensive exploitation of the
woods. Following are examples of such policies.

* Mobilization and even formalization of local networks
for forest management groupsat thevillagelevel: Private
owners who manage their small private forests could
manage neighboring abandoned parcels through
appropriate contractual processes. For example, two
forest owners could enter into a contract whereby one
would take care of managing the two properties, with the
observance of domestic forest usages.

* Creation of local cooperatives for firewood production
on the level of the canton (a French administrative
divison between département and region): We
recommend that these private forest owners should be
groupedinto anew organi zationtaking thefarmingworld
as their example. Cooperatives could be created to
manage coppices collectively for domestic energy
purposes.

 Creation of localized forest devel opment plansfor timber
management on the scale of the canton or département:
New typesof cooperation should be considered to ensure
better marketing of the construction timber that is not
used by the forest owners (Elyakime and Cabanettes
2009). Sales of construction timber could be made as
standing timber if subsequent processing, to be paid for
by the purchaser, is not excessively expensive. Sales
could aso be made as cut timber delivered to a
storehouse. Harvest costs could then be covered by the
seller on the condition that she or he reduces such costs
by grouping sales with other forest owners included in
forest devel opment plans. Those planscoul d beexamined
with the Centre Régional de |a Propriété Forestiére.

We have observed not only continuities and discontinuitiesin
domestic practices in small private forests, but also benefits.
However, the perpetuation of domestic management practices
does not seem to be assured or even feasible without new
impetus and initiatives from forest owners and public
authorities. However, these small forests do have a possible
future: Owing to the rise in the price of fossil fuels, small
privateforest ownersarecurrently reinvesting in wood energy
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uses. References to domestic practices and the traditional
social system should provide away of guaranteeing the future
of small privateforestsin southwestern France. I sthisthe case
in rural Europe and in the western world in general? Other
similar studies are essential if we are to answer this question.

Responsesto this article can be read online at:
http: //mww.ecol ogyandsoci ety.org/vol 17/iss2/art6/responses/
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