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Abstract
This paper is based on a comparative analysis of private forest owners sociological surveys in the years 1999 and
2008. In Lithuania, private forestry arose during the last decade. Today, the private forest sector includes 236 thousand
private forest owners. The annual volume from the felling in private forests is approximately 2.3 million m³ (State
forest survey service, 2008). The regeneration of private forests is satisfactory and the number of recorded illegal cuttings
is decreasing. Over 30 thousand individual forest management plans have been prepared for private forest estates. During
the last ten years, the private forests management legal basis and system of private forests supervision were created and
the new system for private forest owners advising and training was initiated.
During the study period, the relative importance of private forest owners various objectives changed. The importance
of wood for home consumption slightly increased. However, the interest in obtaining an income from the wood trade
and developing recreational areas became less important. Furthermore, the number of forest owners who either purchased
or inherited forest estates significantly increased.
The level of importance of various forest estates management problems also changed. The problem of the strict
regulations on private forest management decreased in importance during the last ten years. The most important problem
for private forest owners was that the forest estates were inefficient for farming due to their small size. The number of
private forest owners willing to sell their forest estate decreased. The majority of private forests owners intended to
retain the forest estates and to give the property rights to inheritors in the future. The new EU financial support
process arose during the last years. Approximately 16% of respondents intended to apply for financial support from EU
funds.
The tendency of the expansion of private forests was observed. The existing problem of the private forest owners
lack of education and training could be solved by establishing private forest services in municipalities. Furthermore, the
compensation system should be improved in the future by compensating for losses in already protected areas.
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Introduction
Private forestry arose in 1991 in Lithuania through
the restitution to the owners and inheritors of the forests. The area of private forests is 783.7 thousand ha
(State forest survey service 2009), which is 36.6 % of
the total forest area. The private forest sector currently includes 236 thousand private forest owners. Statistical data on the number of private forest owners in
Lithuania as well as the size and characteristics of their
estates are available. However, there is no social or
economic data (such as the social structure of private
forest owners, their education, ownership objectives and
problems, their attitude towards their property, etc.).
Knowledge of forest owners values, attitudes and
ownership objectives are of crucial importance in understanding and predicting forestry behaviour in pri2010, Vol. 16, No. 2 (31)
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vate woodlots. This type of knowledge should be
available to policy makers to ensure that effective and
efficient forest policy instruments are designed (Ni
Dhubhain et al. 2006). This field of inquiry is relatively young in forest science and a majority of the work
was conducted in the last couple of decades (Hugosson and Ingemarson 2004). Forest owners goals, motivations, values and management behaviours were
studied by Lönnsted (1997), Lönnsted and Törnqvist
(1990), and Karppinen (1998, 2000). The first sociological survey of Lithuanian private forestry was performed in 1999 (Mizaraite 2001). Through this survey,
social and economic data on private forestry were
collected (e.g., the social structure of private forest
owners, ownership objectives and problems, attitudes
towards their property, etc.). During the period 19992008, private forestry underwent substantial changes.
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However, few scientific researches that analyse the
peculiarities of the formation of private forestry in
Lithuania have been carried out.
The aim of the current study was to describe the
situation and changes (ownership structure, forest
owners values, objectives etc.) in the private forestry of Lithuania during the period of 1999-2008.

Material and methods
The situation of private forestry in Lithuania was
described by using private forest statistics offered by
the State Forest Survey Service (different years),
Lithuanian forestry statistic publications (different
years), reports of scientific research and surveys on
various private forestry issues. The changes in private forestry during the period 1999-2008 were analysed by comparing the data of the private forest
owners surveys carried out in 1999 (Mizaraite 2001)
and 2008. Both surveys were collected through the
same methods. The data were processed using general scientific research methods such as comparison,
modeling and generalisation.
The first survey of private forest owners in Lithuania was carried out in 1999. At that time, there were
85.5 thousand private forest owners in Lithuania (0101-1999), who together owned 263.5 thousand ha of
forest. The average area of an estate was 3.2 ha. The
majority of owners in Lithuania (86.9%) owned up to
5 ha of forest. Using the prepared questionnaire, 267
respondents were interviewed. The survey was carried
out in all 10 counties of Lithuania. Since the survey
was collected, the characteristics of private forest
owners have been presented and the key ownership
objectives and problems as well as the demand for
forestry-related services and their nature have been
identified (Mizaraitë 2001, Mizaraitë and Mizaras 2005).
The second survey of the private forest owners
was performed in the year 2008. The standard questionnaire prepared for the survey included 22 questions. The questionnaire contains questions that cover
the following topics: the respondents characteristics
(age, gender, education, occupation), forest ownership
(area, distance from the living place, the number of
estates), the acquisition of the forest estate, ownership objectives and problems, the forest management
activities for the estate, demand and nature of services, and knowledge about the EU support. The ownership objectives and problems questions were answered
using a five-level ordinal Likert scale (1= absolutely
not important and 5= very important).
In both surveys, quota sampling was applied. The
sample size was estimated using the following formula (Kardelis 1997):
2010, Vol. 16, No. 2 (31)
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n = (z ² × s²) / Δ = (1.96² × 43.3²) / 5² = 288
where: n  sample size; z  coefficient from the Student distribution tables, chosen according to the intended reliability. In this case, the reliability was 95%
(p = 0.05), z = 1.96; s  standard deviation of the sample; D  permissible inaccuracy.
Using the standard questionnaire, 317 respondents were interviewed. The survey was carried out in
all 10 counties of Lithuania in randomly selected locations. The number of private owners surveyed in
each county was distributed proportionally based on
the number of forest owners in that county. The participation rate for the face-to-face survey was 100%.
Data obtained by questionnaires were analysed using
statistical methods.
Description of Lithuanian private forestry
Following the restoration of independence in 1990
and the implementation of the land reform, forests were
returned to their owners or inheritors. The area of
private forests increases each year. Of the total forest
area, 35.7% consists of private forests (Figure 1). In
addition, over 305.7 thousand ha (14.9%) of forests are
reserved for the restoration of proprietary rights. The
remaining forest area (49.4%) consists of state importance forests (01-01-2008).
Reserve for
restitution of
property rights
14.9%

Forests of state
importance
49.4%
Private forests
35.7%

Source: Lithuanian Statistical Yearbook of Forestry, 2008

Figure 1. Forest land by ownership in Lithuania (01-012008)

On January 1, 2008, the private forest sector included 228.6 thousand private forest owners. Private forest
estates were small in size. The average size of a forest
estate was 3.34 ha. Of the 83.5 thousand forest estates,
approximately 38% were up to 5.0 ha (Figure 2).
With the increase in the area of private forests,
the volume of cuttings increased until 2003. During the
period 2004-2006, the amount of wood cut in private
forests slightly decreased; however, in 2007, it reached
its maximum (2.9 million m3). This surge was related to
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Figure 2. Private forests estates by
size (01-01-2008)

Hectares

Source: State Forest Survey Service (http://www.lvmi/vmt)

the high price of wood. In 2008, the price of wood decreased and the volume of wood cut in private forests decreased to 2.3 million m 3. In total, approximately 5.8 million m³ of wood were cut in Lithuanian forests in 2008. Of the total amount of wood cut, 40%
was cut in private forests and 60% in state importance
forests. Of the permissions issued for cutting, 73%
allowed for an amount of only 100 m 3 or less.
According to the Forest Law, the cleared cutting
area should be regenerated no later than in the three
years after the felling. In the year 2007, the officers of
the Regional environmental protection departments
inspected 6120 ha or 96% of the cleared cutting areas
of the year 2003, which following forest management
projects, should have been regenerated artificially. The
inspection showed that cleared cutting areas of the
year 2003 were reforested by 96%.
The number of recorded illegal cuttings in private
forests is decreasing. The volume of the recorded illegally cut timber for 1 thousand ha private forest area
fell from 79 m³ in the year 2006 to 13 m³ in the year 2007.
Private forests should be managed, used and regenerated according to the individual forest estate management project, which is prepared for a 10-year period. The obligatory project sections are the following:
the norm of the commercial fellings for a decade (exceeding this amount is strictly prohibited), regeneration,
and requirements for environmental protection. Over 30
thousand individual forest management plans have been
prepared for private forest estates (Kupstaitis 2007).
The economic activity of the private forests is
mainly regulated by the Forest Law and the Regulations for Private Forest Management and Use. In addition, many other rules and regulations are obligatory for private forest owners.
The policy of private forestry is formed by the
Ministry of Environment. The Private Forests Division
is the structural subdivision of the Forest Department.
The Private Forest Division is responsible for private
forestry at the state level. Environmental protection
agencies are located in every district. In these districts
2010, Vol. 16, No. 2 (31)
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agencies, several officers carry out the control of private forests, issue permissions for forest felling and
advise forest owners. The 42 state forest enterprises
are responsible for the fire prevention and sanitary protection of private forests.
Currently, in Lithuania, there are two associations
that unite forest owners: Forest Owners Association
of Lithuania and the Private Forest Owners Association. Both associations represent private forest owners interests and provide advice and trainings regarding the issues of private forest use, regeneration, environmental protection, timber trade and other forestry-related activities. Membership in these associations
is voluntary and small. No essential differences exist
between these associations.
Private forest owners can take advice from the regional environment protection agencies, state forest
enterprises and national parks specialists. Forest owners trainings are organised by the state forest enterprises and national park directions, Forest owners associations. Approximately 15,000 or 8% of forest owners completed training courses during the last ten years.
In the years 2004-2006, private forest owners could
get EU support to cover the expenditure of the following measures: infrastructure (forest roads, drainage trenches and equipment etc.); pre-commercial thinnings; recreational equipment; wood harvesting equipment; reforestation of forest areas damaged by natural disasters and fires; afforestation of agricultural land.
During the new period of support (the years 20072013), the range of supported activities has been expanded considerably. Support could be provided for
the improvement of forests economic value; attainment
of wood-fuel (chips) production equipment; improvement of rural infrastructure; vocational training and information actions; use of advisory services AJ?.
Comparative analysis of the private forest owners surveys
During the period 1999-2008, the education of
forest owners slightly changed. The number of forest
ISSN 1392-1355
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owners having higher education increased from 45%
to 50%. Furthermore, there was also an increase in the
number of forest owners with primary and general lower secondary education (from 18% to 27%) (Figure 3).
This can be explained by the fact that well-educated
people had more information and knowledge to overcome bureaucratic obstacles and to retrieve their forest estates early.
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this period in Lithuania, increasing the importance of
personal forest resources.
The interest in obtaining an income from the wood
trade became less important for the respondents in 2008
(1.9 mean score) than it was in 1999 (2.9 mean score).
The surveys showed that the willingness to develop
recreational areas significantly decreased (from a mean
score of 3.2 in 1999 to 1.3 in 2008).
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Figure 3. The distribution of respondents by education

Absolutely not
important

The data of both surveys clearly show the ongoing processes of forest estates purchasing, selling and
transferring to inheritors. The number of respondents
who bought forest estates increased from 19% in 1999
to 24% in 2008. In addition, during this period, there
was an increase in the number of respondents who
inherited forest estates (1999- 10%; 2008 36%). A new
way of acquiring forests is the afforestation of abandoned agricultural land. Of the respondents, 3% became forest owners through this method (Figure 4).
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Figure 4. The manner by which the forest estate was acquired

During the last ten years, a change in the relative importance of different objectives was observed
(Figure 5). The importance of wood for home consumption (mostly firewood) remained in the first position and slightly increased (from a mean score of 4.1
in 1999 to 4.5 in 2008, the difference was significant
at p=0.05). The firewood prices also increased during
2010, Vol. 16, No. 2 (31)

2

3

4

5
Very
important

Score

Figure 5. The importance of ownership objectives

During the last ten years, the importance of ownership problems also changed (Figure 6). In 1999, one
of the most important problems for private forest owners was the strict regulations on farming activities (3.4
mean score). Based on the 2008 survey, the significance of this problem decreased (1.6 mean score). The
legal acts regulating private forestry were liberalised
during this period; many of the strict regulations were
overruled or modified. Therefore, the results of the
surveys are in line with the situation.
The only problem that experienced an increase in
importance during the study period was the difficult
farming conditions in the forest estates (from a mean
score of 2.5 to 3.1). In 2008, respondents often indentified the presence of bad roads or the lack of roads to
their forest estate as an important problem. Furthermore,
some difficulties were indicated if the forests were wet.
The small size of forest estates was also stated
as a hindrance to effective management. This problem
was evident in 1999 (3.9 mean score) and remained
important in 2008 (3.1). The average area of forest estate
was nearly unchanged during this period (3.2 ha in 1999
and 3.3 ha in 2008); therefore, this problem remained
important.
The problem Lack of financial resources for forestry-related activity became less important. The mean
score of this problem decreased from 3.4 in 1999 to
2.4 in 2008.
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Figure 6. The importance of forest estate
farming problems

The structure of the forest owners intentions
regarding the future disposition of the forest estate
slightly changed during the study period. The majority of respondents planned to retain the area of their
forest estates and to give them to their inheritors in
the future (65% in 1999 and 79% in 2008). The number
of forest owners willing to sell their forest estates
decreased from 5% to 2%. Similarly, the percentage of
respondents who were undecided regarding the future
disposition of their forest estate decreased (12% in
1999, 4% 2008). As the number of respondents who
purchased forest estates increased by 6% during this
period and many estates were given to inheritors, the
conclusion can be drawn that the changes in forest
ownership arose rapidly but may be slower in the future as only 2% of respondents intended to sell their
estates.
Approximately 16% of respondents intended to
expand their estates. There are few ways to expand
forest estates: through the purchase of another forest estate or the afforestation of abandoned agricultural land. In 2008, 6% of respondents planned to
become involved in the afforestation of the agricultural land. Some respondents intended to apply for the
EU support.
2010, Vol. 16, No. 2 (31)
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In the future, private forest estates may become
larger due to the purchase, inheritance and afforestation of agricultural land. The newly afforested abandoned agriculture land will slightly increase the total
area of private forests in Lithuania.

Conclusions
Small-sized private forestry has been initiated in
Lithuania, but according to its area and social-economic
importance, it is close to the state forestry. The main
characteristic of private forestry is small-sized estates.
The average area of forest estates could slightly increase in the future as the forest owners intended to
expand upon them by purchasing forest land or through
the afforestation of abandoned agricultural land.
The legal system designed for private forestry
precisely regulates the management and control of
private forests. The private forestry control system is
well organised, but the education and training should
be improved. In addition, private forest services would
be located in municipalities.
The cooperation and association of private forest owners are at the primary stage. Small-sized private forestry could be more efficient, if more individISSN 1392-1355
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uals became members of the related organisations. As
the process of private owners cooperation and association is quite slow, the state should encourage private owners cooperation and association through
political or financial means.
The study showed the ongoing processes of forest estates purchasing, selling and transferring to inheritors. As many forest estates were restituted to
elderly people, these were passed down. The number
of respondents who purchased forest estates also
increased during the study period. Furthermore, the
EU support motivates land owners to become involved
in the afforestation of abandoned agricultural land. Of
the respondents, 3% became forest owners through
this method.
The market of forest estates is forming in Lithuania. In 2008, 9% of respondents intended to expand
upon their forest estate in the future by purchasing
more forests; however, only 2.0% of respondents intended to sell their forest estates.
In the future forest owners could have other forest management objectives as today. The forests are
most important for forest owners as a source of wood
(mostly firewood). As wood prices during the study
period increased, the importance of wood for home
consumption also slightly increased. However, the
interest in obtaining an income from the wood trade
and developing recreational areas became less important.
The legal acts that regulate private forestry were
liberalised during the study period and the problem
of the strict regulation of farming activities significantly decreased. The most important problem was that the
small size of the forest estates hindered effective farming activities.
Some private forests are located in protected areas with many restrictions on the use of wood resources. The compensation system should be improved in
the future by compensating for the losses in already
protected areas.
There is a need to undertake a survey of private
forest owners every few years. Such a survey would
not only help test the tendencies of private forest
sector changes but also allows to formulate proposals for changes of legislation basis.
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×ÀÑÒÍÎÅ ËÅÑÍÎÅ ÕÎÇßÉÑÒÂÎ ËÈÒÂÛ: ÑÎÑÒÎßÍÈÅ, ÒÅÍÄÅÍÖÈÈ È
ÏÐÎÁËÅÌÛ
Ä. Ìèçàðàéòå, Ñ. Ìèçàðàñ è Ë. Ñàäàóñêåíå
Ðåçþìå
Ñòàòüÿ îñíîâàíà íà áàçå àíàëèçà äâóõ ñîöèîëîãè÷åñêèõ îïðîñîâ (1999 ã. è 2008 ã.) ÷àñòíûõ ñîáñòâåííèêîâ. Â
òå÷åíèè äâóõ ïîñëåäíèõ äåñÿòèëåòèé â Ëèòâå ñôîðìèðîâàëîñü ÷àñòíîå ëåñíîå õîçÿéñòâî. Â íàñòîÿùåå âðåìÿ
íàñ÷èòûâàåòñÿ 236 òûñÿ÷ ÷àñòíûõ ñîáñòâåííèêîâ ëåñîâ. Åæåãîäíî â ÷àñòíûõ ëåñàõ âûðóáàåòñÿ îêîëî 2,3 ìèëëèîíà ì3
äðåâåñèíû. Âûðóáêè âîçîáíîâëÿþòñÿ óäîâëåòâîðèòåëüíî. Íåëåãàëüíûå ðóáêè ñîêðàùÿþòñÿ. Áûëî ïîäãîòîâëåíî
áîëåå 30 òûñÿ÷ èíäèâèäóàëüíûõ ëåñîïðîåêòîâ. Ñîçäàíà ïðàâîâàÿ áàçà äëÿ âåäåíèÿ ÷àñòíîãî ëåñíîãî õîçÿéñòâà,
ñîçäà¸òñÿ ñèñòåìà êîíñóëüòèðîâàíèÿ è îáó÷åíèÿ ÷àñòíûõ ñîáñòâåííèêîâ ëåñîâ.
Çà àíàëèçèðóåìûé ïåðèîä ìåíÿëèñü öåëè ëåñíûõ ñîáñòâåííèêîâ. Óâåëè÷èâàëîñü çíà÷åíèå îáåñïå÷åíèÿ äðåâåñèíîé
äîìàøíåãî õîçÿéñòâà. Ñíèçèëàñü îöåíêà çíà÷èìîñòè ëåñîâ êàê èñòî÷íèêà äåíåæíûõ äîõîäîâ. Çíà÷èòåëüíî âûðîñëà
äîëÿ ñîáñòâåííèêîâ, êîòîðûå óíàñëåäîâàëè èëè êóïèëè ëåñà.
Òàêæå ìåíÿëèñü è ïðîáëåìû ÷àñòíûõ ñîáñòâåííèêîâ ëåñîâ. Ðåãëàìåíòèðîâàíèå ÷àñòíîãî ëåñíîãî õîçÿéñòâà ñòàëî
ìåíåå ïðîáëåìàòè÷íûì. Ñàìîé âàæíîé ïðîáëåìîé îñòà¸òñÿ ñëèøêîì ìàëûå ïëîùàäè ëåñîâëàäåíèé. Ñíèçèëàñü äîëÿ
ñîáñòâåííèêîâ, æåëàþùèõ ïðîäàòü ñâîè ëåñà. Áîëüøèíñòâî æåëàþò â áóäóùåì îñòàâèòü ëåñà íàñëåäíèêàì. Ïîÿâèëîñü
íîâîå ÿâëåíèå â ÷àñòíîì ëåñíîì õîçÿéñòâå Ëèòâû: ôèíàíñîâàÿ ïîìîùü Åâðîïåéñêîãî Ñîþçà.
Èìåþùèåñÿ ïðîáëåìû êîíñóëüòèðîâàíèÿ è îáó÷åíèÿ ëåñíûõ ñîáñòâåííèêîâ ìîãëè áûòü ðåøåíû ïóò¸ì ñîçäàíèÿ
ñëóæá ÷àñòíîãî ëåñíîãî õîçÿéñòâà. Íåîáõîäèìî ñîçäàíèå ñèñòåìû êîìïåíñàöèè çà îãðàíè÷åíèÿ âåäåíèÿ ëåñíîãî
õîçÿéñòâà íà îõðàíÿåìûõ òåððèòîðèÿõ.
Êëþ÷åâûå ñëîâà: ÷àñòíûå ëåñà, ñîáñòâåííèêè, íûíåøíÿÿ ñèòóàöèÿ, îïðîñû, òåíäåíöèè
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