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Sustainable forest management is intended to draw attention to social, economic, and ecological dimensions. The social dimension,
in particular, is intended to advance the effectiveness of institutions in accurately reflecting social values. Research demonstrates
that while women bring distinctive interests and values to forest management issues, their nominal and effective participation is
restricted by a gender order that marginalizes their interests and potential contributions. The purpose of this paper is to explain
how gender order affects the attainment of sustainable forest management. We develop a theoretical discussion to explain how
women’s involvement in three different models for engagement—expert-based, stakeholder-based, and civic engagement—might
be advanced or constrained. By conducting a meta-analysis of previous research conducted in Canada and internationally, we
show how, in all three models, both nominal and effective participation of women is constrained by several factors including rules
of entry, divisions of labour, social norms and perceptions and rules of practice, personal endowments and attributes, as well as
organizational cultures. Regardless of the model for engagement, these factors are part of a masculine gender order that prevails in
forestry and restricts opportunities for inclusive and sustainable forest management.

1. Introduction

In Canada, it can no longer be assumed that timber is the
sole product of forestry. The broadening of interests in forests
has been characterized by increased pressures from diverse
interest groups to be involved in sustainable management of
public resources. For example, forestry advisory committees
across the country have been established to contribute
directly into management decisions about forestry and ther-
eby contribute local knowledge to the social, economic, and
ecological dimensions of forest sustainability. Social sus-
tainability includes consideration of society’s responsibility,
which is one of six criterion of sustainable forest manage-
ment (SFM) in Canada. This criteria “addresses the effective-
ness of institutions in managing resources in ways that accu-
rately reflect social values, the responsiveness of institutions to
change as social values change, how we deal with the special
and unique needs of particular cultural and/or socio-economic
communities, and the extent to which the allocation of our

scarce resources can be considered to be fair and balanced (page
17 [1])”. This social sustainability criterion includes fair and
effective decision making (Criteria 6.4) and raises questions
about inclusiveness, that is, how to ensure that a broad range
of interests and values are included in these processes, given
the heterogeneity of the population, particularly in terms of
differences in terms of influence, dependency, and, cross-
cutting variables such as gender and ethnicity.

In this conceptual article, we identify three models of en-
gagement in SFM—expert-based, stakeholder-based, and
civic engagement—and consider the ways in which each
model includes issues and concerns of one social group his-
torically excluded from forestry management—women. This
focus does not presuppose that women are the only or most
important consideration for sustainable forest management.
Nor does it suggest that all forestry issues are segregated
by gender. Nevertheless, empirical research conducted in
Canada, India, Sweden, Kenya, Nepal, and Thailand has
suggested that the interests of women and men in forestry are
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significantly different and that these differences are typically
not reflected in forest policy, see [2]. We suggest that the
gap between interests and outcomes may arise because the
forestry sector is subject to a “gender order” that privileges
men’s contributions to forestry, constrains women’s partici-
pation in forestry management, and ultimately reduces the
capacity of the forestry sector to achieve inclusive forestry
management as a key component of social sustainability.

We begin our discussion by drawing on previous research
that demonstrates that women bring distinctive interests and
values to forestry issues. Next, we provide a brief discussion
of gender order and inclusive engagement. The considera-
tion of inclusive engagement hinges on conceptualizations
of participation and representation. We consider different
definitions and how they apply. We then define the dif-
ferent models for involvement—expert-based, stakeholder-
based, and civic engagement. We consider, in theory, how
women’s involvement in each model might be advanced or
constrained. We then analyze experiences of women under
each model according to five criteria. Finally, we draw some
conclusions on how the gender order of forestry affects
opportunities for inclusive forest management.

1.1. Method/Approach. We approach this paper by con-
ducting a meta-analysis of a range of empirical studies to
illustrate key factors that limit women’s involvement across a
range of engagement options. We draw on research we have
participated in across the country from the mid 1990’s to the
present as well as research conducted by other academics at
Canadian universities and researchers at the Canadian Forest
Service to examine expert and stakeholder models. For exam-
ple, to examine expert models we focus on studies of women
foresters in British Columbia, Alberta and Saskatchewan see
[3–5]. To examine stakeholder models, we focus on research
of Burns Lake and Revelstoke Community Forests in British
Columbia see [6, 7], the Prince Albert Model Forest in
Saskatchewan see [8], in-depth case studies of three public
advisory committees in Alberta see [9] and two committees
in Manitoba and Nova Scotia see [10] and a national
survey of both members and chairpersons of forest advisory
committees that was conducted by a network of social
scientists in 2004 see [11, 12]. To examine civic engagement
models we draw mainly on published studies from outside of
Canada, as this model is less prevalent within Canada.

2. Rationale: Why Women’s Voices Matter in
Forestry Debates

Despite the fact that most Canadian women do not use
forest resources for subsistence purposes, they still hold
interests and perspectives in forest management that are
distinctive from men’s and hence, their active involvement
in giving advice about how forests should be managed
could influence decisions about sustainability. Furthermore,
forestry communities are experiencing rapid economic,
social, and ecological changes that affect both women and
men. At the community level, for example, climate change
may have significant effects including reduced health status

of residents during extreme events, altered paid and unpaid
work patterns within communities, changes in livelihood
and household relations, and long term health concerns for
indigenous residents who have traditionally relied on coun-
try foods of the boreal forest. Because there remain marked
differences in the roles, activities and expectations of men
and women living in forestry-based communities, women
and men will have different capacities to adapt to changing
conditions [13].

Research has long documented that women express
greater concern about the environment than men and ex-
press greater support for the protection of forest ecosystems
[12–18]. They also typically express greater risk aversion to
and concern for climate change—an environmental concern
that will be significant for those living in boreal forests of
Canada [19, 20]. Additionally, in Sweden, researchers have
observed that women perceive social impacts of forest man-
agement differently than men [21], while women employed
in the USDA Forest Service are more likely than men to hold
positive expectations and higher levels of trustworthiness
regarding environmentalists, range users, citizen activists,
and tribal representatives [22].

Yet, women have not mobilized these perspectives, and
concerns into collective social or political actions affecting
forestry directly. With respect to the environment, women
have been found working in grassroots organizations [23],
engaging more in environmentally friendly behaviors that
can be integrated into their everyday life [24], and working
actively with forest certification programs [25]. With respect
to forestry, typically women are not leaders of forestry
companies or national or international environmental orga-
nizations [23, 26, 27] and they do not participate as actively
in other decision-making positions to advance these interests
[14].

Thus, while there is ample reason to believe that women
bring different values, perspectives, expectations, and con-
cerns to forestry issues, women have yet to advance these
concerns directly. We suggest that this discrepancy can be
explained by understanding how a particular gender order
shapes ideas about what interests become represented in
forest management forums. In the next section, we define
gender order, describe how it operates within forestry com-
munities, and illustrate how it shapes ideas and processes
associated with inclusive forest management.

3. Defining Key Concepts

Our theoretical approach is taken from feminist scholarship
on gender order, public involvement in environmental man-
agement, and inclusivity as a social indicator of sustainable
forest management.

3.1. Theory on Gender Order. Theoretical work on gender
order has focused on organizations and work sites. It is also
applicable to “communities” in the sense of territorial and
occupational communities related to forestry. A gender order
refers to the “dichotomous order of gender whereby maleness
and femaleness are perceived as opposites and attributed
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different forms of behavior, different roles, and different
places (page 246 [28])”. A gender order is not a natural
order, but one that is created and recreated in everyday work
interactions through organizational cultures that establish
the normative rules, values, and meanings in the workplace.
According to Gherardi and Poggio [28] these organizational
cultures both establish and institutionalize gender position-
ings, frequently with the effect of “keeping women in “their
place” (page 246 [28])”.

That forestry work is highly gendered has long been doc-
umented. “Canadian forestry continues to be dominated by a
masculine gender order that separates men and women and
favours male workers in general. . . [whereby] potential contri-
butions women might make to management and planning for
the sustainability of forestry and forestry communities are over-
looked (page 78 [29])”. In North America and Scandinavia,
forestry occupations have created and elevated the impor-
tance of a working man’s culture or community [30–34].
This bias has been generated by the mystique of logging that
created an image of forestry as hard, outdoor, physical labor
that is dirty, dangerous, and ultimately masculine. Despite
an increase in the range of forestry occupations in the late
20th century that includes planning, regulation, as well as the
introduction of labor saving devices, the idea of forestry as
men’s work still prevails. In forestry communities, this image
is married to a traditional division of labor where men have
“rightfully” enjoyed forestry jobs and high incomes and have
served their families as primary breadwinners, while women
have stayed at home to raise children or have only worked for
“pin money” in forestry households. While this “traditional”
(Traditional is set within quotations because of the debate
over whether traditional refers to long-standing and preva-
lent gender roles or ones that are relatively recently instituted
or locally naturalized [35].) division of labour has crumbled
in urban settings, it has remained remarkably resilient
in Canadian rural places [3]. For example, even where
they are currently employed in “nontraditional” forestry
occupations, women in forestry communities still carry the
disproportionate share of juggling work-home schedules to
meet childcare and other domestic duties [5, 36].

Furthermore, organizations, including advisory commit-
tees, model forests and other participatory venues, may be
shaped by local practices, activities, norms, and attitudes that
are taken for granted in everyday life. For example, in a study
of Australian executive culture, Sinclair [37] described the
organizational culture as a masculine domain “dominated
by values, norms, symbols, and ways of operating that are
oriented to men (page 6)” and that these characteristics
were essential to the way men constructed their identity
as leaders. The problem is “not that women’s interests and
men’s interests are opposed—frequently they coincide—but
rather it is to conduct their business as though they are always
in synch (page 6)” [37]. Forest management operates within
an organizational and occupational culture that is highly
gendered. It has historically been biased toward male norms
and thus can reproduce gender inequality even today—if
unintentionally [22, 34, 38, 39]. So even though women serve
on advisory tables, as minority representatives, women are
faced with male occupational and organizational cultures

that shape the extent to which women’s participation is effec-
tive. One might suppose that this is a reflection of a deeper
structural gender order that permeates society, but other
previously male-dominated fields (e.g., business, medicine,
engineering) have made positive strides to being more in-
clusive of women [40] in a manner that is not currently re-
flected to the same degree within forestry.

This ordering of gender in the structure of forestry and
forestry communities has become institutionalized as data
used to describe the industry and forestry communities are
limited, researchers typically do not segregate their findings
on work-labor studies by gender, and government policy
makers assume that forestry workers are male [29]. Together,
these practices give the impression that women are not
numerically, economically, or socially important to forestry,
and consequently, women’s potential contributions to man-
agement and planning for the sustainability of forestry and
forestry communities are frequently overlooked. This pattern
also affects decisions about when, how, and who to involve in
sustainable forest management.

3.2. Inclusive Engagement. An enormous literature across
a range of topic areas has dealt with public involvement
in political and social life. Environmental management in
general and forestry in particular are no exception. “Natural
resource scholars and practitioners who are interested in
public engagement often refer to concepts such as repre-
sentation, participation, or involvement, whereas democratic
theorists often refer to the term inclusion (page 533)”
[41]. Our conception of inclusion is that it involves both
“nominal” and “effective” participation.

Nominal participation refers to the simple demographic
representation of particular groups in society. Representa-
tives are assumed to share the values, attitudes, and socioe-
conomic characteristics of those they represent; in a sense,
they are mirrors of the larger population [42, 43]. Wellstead
et al. [42] and Pitken [43] refer to this form of representation
as descriptive or mirror representation. Participants may
be seen as “standing for” the larger group. Applying this
to forest management, if women are present in advisory
committees, they are assumed to represent women’s interests.
This is a fairly limited and often inaccurate portrayal of
how people actually operate. The limitation of nominal
participation is that it tends to assume that individuals
embody and represent a series of static characteristics rather
than act on their beliefs. In the case of gender and forestry,
a focus solely on nominal participation would assume that
only women will bring forward concerns related to their
gender and/or that women may restrict their contributions
to such concerns. Despite their small numbers, we know that
women come to decision making forums with knowledge
and perspectives that are not necessarily relevant to gender
(e.g., knowledge of the biophysical system), while they
may have concerns about the topics of discussion or the
procedures by which decisions are made that are different
from those of their male counterparts.

Effective participation requires that participants are ac-
tive and engaged in forest management. An assessment of
effective participation would consider the rules of decision
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making, such as whether a process is viewed as accessible,
transparent, fair, and consistent with existing laws, regula-
tions, or policies [8, 44]. It might also consider the attributes
of individuals such as their knowledge of particular issues,
their ability to mobilize resources, and their comfort in
speaking out on particular issues. Thus, effective participa-
tion involves assessing the ability of members to enhance the
equity and efficiency of decisions and to advance their goals.

Effective participation also gives consideration to how
power operates within SFM processes and the influence
of power on the capacity of individuals and groups to
advance their interests [3, 6]. Biases can be subtle, almost
invisible, and yet, they can influence effective participation.
They can emerge in procedures that determine selection
criteria and processes, identify sources and relevance of data,
value alternative experiences and knowledge, set the location
and timing of meetings and payments for attendance, and
provide level and type of agency support from government
for the process [45, 46].

We suggest that nominal participation is linked to effec-
tive participation, particularly where participating groups are
minorities. That is, the number of people from particular
social groups will influence the “rules of entry” and “rules
of practice”—both formal and informal—and thereby alter
the conditions for effective participation. The absence of
particular social groups may give rise to the assumption that
the rules and procedures adopted by the more restricted
group represents the “norm” against which any variation
is considered deviant. Here, the notion of critical mass is
relevant. For instance, Dahlerup [47] observed that among
Scandinavian women politicians, once women became a
significant minority (passing a threshold of some 30% seats
in Parliament or local councils), there was less stereotyping
and openly exclusionary practices by men, a less aggressive
tone in discussions, a greater accommodation of family obli-
gations in setting meeting times, and a greater weight given
to women’s concerns in policy formulation. The necessity of
critical mass within forest advisory committees has also been
documented more recently by Richardson et al. [10].

Effective participation may also be achieved through two
forms of representation (subjective attached and objective
unattached) noted by Pitken [43] and Wellstead et al. [42]
whereby participants are “standing for” or viewed as acting
on behalf of other groups. Subjective attached representation
refers to acting for those with a subjective interest [43]. In the
context of forestry, most advisory committees operate on this
model; that is, participants are acting on behalf of others who
share a stake in forestry matters. In the context of issues with
a gender dimension, those with a subjective attached form
of representation would be sensitive to gender issues and
would acknowledge the differential stake that women may
have in SFM. Hence, those perspectives would still be taken
into account.

Objective unattached representation refers to acting for
those who are uninterested [43]. This form of representation
would involve individuals who might not be directly inter-
ested in forestry, but who might represent interests on behalf
of all Canadians or even on behalf of the forest itself. Partic-
ipants who speak for intrinsic values or future generations

would fall into this category. With respect to gender, this
form of representation would also imply that even if women
were not present, there would be sensitivity to differences
in perspectives by gender by those who participate. There is
not much experience with this form of objective unattached
representation in the Canadian forest sector. Value-based
committees (with which we have little experience in Canada),
citizen juries documented in the United States (again, little
experience in Canada) or broader-based venues that are less
engaged (e.g., open houses, questionnaire surveys, voting),
and social science research (a few limited examples in
Canada) may be seen as examples of attempts to achieve
objective unattached representation.

Each of these forms of inclusion implies different ways
in which gender-based issues are understood and brought to
the table. Nominal participation/descriptive representation
would require that women be present to ensure their interests
are met, while subjective attached and objective unattached
representation suggest that women need not necessarily be
present. They do, however, require that on the part of partic-
ipants there is an awareness of and an ability to understand
and speak for the different perspectives that women and men
may have.

4. Inclusiveness of Expert-Based,
Stakeholder-Based, and
Civic Engagement Models

Within this subsection, we examine three models of engage-
ment for their extent of inclusiveness in SFM. To do this,
we compare how the role of women across expert-based,
stakeholder-based, and civic engagement models differ and
examine factors that constrain women’s access and effective-
ness in each model.

The pyramid in Figure 1 illustrates fewer numbers of
people involved in more elite models at the top and greater
number of people involved as we move toward the bottom.
Hence, by definition, the models at the top of the pyramid
offer smaller degrees of inclusion of the range of views than
do the models towards the bottom of the pyramid. Yet, the
level of input is less detailed and less sustained as the scope
of involvement widens. Nevertheless, in all three models,
both nominal and effective participation of women may be
constrained (or enhanced) by several factors including rules
of entry, divisions of labour, social norms and perceptions
and rules of practice, personal endowments and attributes,
as well as organizational cultures.

These factors provide points of analysis or assessment of
each of the three models described in more detail below. It
is important to note that these factors act on different scales
and can interact with each other. Rules of entry refer to how
access is gained or constrained for nominal participation.
Effective participation is enabled or constrained by the other
factors. Division of labour considers how paid and unpaid
work as well as specialization within paid work may be
divided along gender lines. Social norms and perceptions
and rules of practice include broader societal expectations
about acceptable individual behavior within social settings as



International Journal of Forestry Research 5

Shift in
questions

from:
“is”

(facts)

to

“ought”
(values) Civic engagement

/e.g. citizen juries, open houses, surveys, etc./

Stakeholder-based
/e.g., model forests, social and

community forests, forest advisory
committees, etc./
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government offices,

company boardrooms, etc./

Figure 1: Three Models of SFM Engagement.

well as informal guidelines about how to behave collectively.
Personal endowments and attributes include education level,
property status, marital status, age, and so forth. Organi-
zational culture refers to the shared values and norms that
guide behavior within an organization and between the
organization and others. We argue that regardless of the
model for engagement, these factors are part of a masculine
gender order that prevails in forestry.

4.1. Expert-Based Models of Engagement. Expert-based mod-
els provide representation and voice to experts (whether
foresters, scientists, policy makers, etc.); thus privileging
their knowledge in SFM. The underlying assumption within
this model is that expert knowledge produces “facts,” and
that decision making needs to rely on these “objective
facts” or “truths.” In order to be involved in expert-based
models of forest management, expertise is typically restricted
to knowledge about forestry science, regulation or policy,
and business. While decisions made about forestry affect
forestry communities more broadly, it is rare that expertise is
sought about the social dimensions of forestry communities,
including public health, social welfare, culture, and so on that
may be affected by changes in forestry or land use policy.

Rules of entry into expert panels require that participants
have experience in positions of specific forestry expertise
and/or authority. Very few experts in forestry science and
business are women. For example, between 4 and 16 per-
cent of registered professional foresters are female in each
province [48]. Furthermore, Teske and Beedle [48] noted
that in that year, there were no women Chief Executive
Officers in any of the forest companies, although there were
several women vice presidents. Despite increases in the num-
ber of women with formal education in Canada, women con-
tinue to be significantly underrepresented in management

positions in the public and private sectors [5]. Thus, within
expert-based models, the gendered division of labor and
rules of entry typically restrict women’s participation and
reduce the range of issues deemed relevant to community
sustainability. The lack of women in management positions
within the industry and regulation of forestry translates
directly into their absence in expert panels.

Gendered social norms and perceptions and associated
rules of practice also influence expert-based models. There
remains a social construction of appropriate female behavior
(e.g., soft speech, deference to males, making the coffee)
that operates even in the absence of overt structures. Even
when entry rules are favourable, women may not participate
as effectively due to a range of preexisting social norms
that reinforce stereotypes about acceptable female behavior,
appropriate ways of communicating, and social interaction
between men and women. For example, female registered
professional foresters (RPFs) working in BC in the 1990s
reported being allowed to attend policy meetings to serve the
coffee rather than to provide expertise [3].

4.2. Stakeholder-Based Models of Engagement. Stakeholder-
based models give representation and voice to stakeholders,
organizations/groups, and so forth that have a stake in for-
est management. In theory, stakeholder-based models are
viewed as being more inclusive than expert-based models,
in that they include local people and their knowledge. But
of course this raises questions about who determines who
has a stake and how groups may be represented? In terms
of stakeholder-based models of engagement in Canada, such
as within-community forests, model forests, and forest advi-
sory committees, women have had a limited nominal and
effective participation. In terms of nominal participation, for
example, while 5 of 15 managers (staff) of model forests are
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female, only 2 of 15 model forest board chairs/presidents
(decision makers) are female. In addition, few partner repre-
sentatives within model forests and stakeholders are female.
A case study of a community forest in British Columbia
revealed no woman representative [6]. At a much broader
scale, an analysis of 102 forest sector advisory committees
across Canada revealed that women comprised only 17 per-
cent of the membership [12]. These women held significantly
different values about forestry and environmental protection
than their male counterparts, they had lower levels of
trust for industry, and they rated their experiences on the
committee less favorably than men [12].

Formal rules of entry affect nominal participation within
stakeholder models of engagement and may reinforce gender
bias. Stakeholder representatives are typically selected as part
of their employment or they may be selected if they are
representatives of formal domains such as unions, manage-
ment representatives, and chambers of commerce. Women
are more likely to be part of organizations that address public
health, education, children’s sports, and community events
that are not as hierarchically organized and/or are less likely
to be considered part of “forestry.” Men are more likely to
be part of unions or business associations that are organized
toward forestry employment are thus more likely to be
considered stakeholders to represent local interests [5, 10,
29]. Women that do attend are more likely to attend because
of their work as ENGO representatives [12]. In addition,
Richardson et al. [10] quoted one female member of a forest
management advisory committee as saying “because we do
not have a lot of women in the industry we do not naturally
gravitate towards thinking about or suggesting women to be
on the committee (page 527).” This quotation demonstrates
that it becomes normalized to think that women are not
interested or knowledgeable, and therefore, to overlook
opportunities to engage women in these processes. Thus,
while nominal participation may be constrained by a lack
of women in professional networks of the forestry/resource
sector, this gap gains positive reinforcement by prevailing
assumptions about women’s desire or ability to participate
in stakeholder advisory groups.

Nominal and effective participation within stakeholder
models of engagement are also affected by a gendered division
of labour. Forestry as a profession is subdivided into a num-
ber of different area, some involves hard physical labour,
in rough inaccessible terrain and remote areas and others
in increasingly technical and office-related functions. This
diversity of function, in combination with the socialization
of men and women, has led to stereotypes about what type of
work men and women in forestry prefer. As a result, certain
aspects of forestry are seen as more suitable to males or
females. Fullerton [49] and Martz et al. [5] found that even
though on average women have higher levels of education
than men, within the forest industry, women are overrep-
resented in clerical and administrative occupations and the
ranks of unemployed, and that women are underrepresented
in operations, scientific, and management categories. In a
gender analysis of Alberta foresters, Varghese et al. [4] found
that there was a perception of male domination in opera-
tions, whereas silviculture (which is considered to have less

arduous fieldwork since it takes place in harvested areas) was
perceived to be equally accessible to both men and women.
Even within government positions related to forestry, women
are overrepresented in clerical and administrative occupa-
tions and underrepresented in operations, scientific, and
management categories [49]. In addition, the gendered
division of labour in society continues to shape women’s
involvement in community and related service work. Despite
stronger environmental sentiments, women are less able to
be involved in direct activism or extra-curricular voluntary
efforts because of the division of labour. Reproductive
responsibilities limit the nature, scope, and efficacy of their
activism or community work [24, 50]. These responsibilities
“not only structure one’s disposable time, they also shape the
costs and risks of movement participation (page 913)” [24].
Even where women are employed full-time, women, partic-
ularly young married women, tend to be more constrained
by their family responsibilities. Thus, the timing of meetings
and the need to balance other household/childcare work can
be serious barriers to women’s participation

Personal endowments and attributes can also shape expert
women’s contributions to forestry management. These fac-
tors include education levels, role of the family and in
the community, and socioeconomic status. These personal
attributes combine with social norms to provide entry points
or barriers for some groups over others. For example, women
living in rural areas typically have higher rates of formal
education than men, but they have less formal employment
experience in forestry. In a local culture where education-by-
apprenticeship is more highly valued, women’s educational
status may not grant them greater access to or effectiveness
in forestry management processes. Richardson et al. [10]
demonstrated how female members of forest management
advisory committees were conscientious of their minority
positions and felt uncomfortable offering their views on
issues unless they were confident in their views.

Social norms and perceptions and rules of practice reinforce
the division of labour and rules of entry. Related to the
division of labour is a perception that women do not have
a direct stake in forestry management or are not qualified
to represent community interests. For example, women on
Vancouver Island were shut out of some forestry activities
and associated discussions because they were told that they
“could not handle the language” [3]. If women were to
participate, they may try to raise issues that are deemed
irrelevant. For example, when women on Vancouver Island
tried to engage men in discussions about local economic
development, they were told that men in the community
were not interested in participating in women’s knitting
circles. Richardson et al. [10] found masculine norms were
taken for granted within forest management advisory com-
mittees. Many participants within her study felt that women
on these advisory committees displayed behaviors typically
attributed to men (e.g., being outspoken and confident)
rather than behaviors typically attributed to women (e.g.,
shyness or drawing on emotional arguments).

These perceptions and practices reinforce and repro-
duce a masculine organizational culture that limits women’s
nominal and effective participation and reproduces gender
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inequality—if unintentionally. Gherardi [51] notes that even
where masculine organizational cultures appear to include
women, participants typically express their distrust of equal-
ity and implicitly threaten those who seek to change the
rules. All of these challenges reduce the number and efficacy
of women participants in stakeholder-based models that
operate within highly masculinized cultures.

4.3. Civic Engagement Models of Engagement. Civic engage-
ment models reflect more of an increased acknowledgement
of the public nature of the bulk of forest resources and hence
are based more on representing the diverse set of values that
are present among the general public, not only the local
communities. Civic engagement models however are not
well developed in the Canadian forest sector, so we turn to
examples in other jurisdictions. Citizen juries, which were
originally developed in Europe [52, 53], have been used in
the United States to incorporate the concerns of “ordinary
citizens” in contested public debates [54].

Rules of entry. Generally, citizen juries are randomly
selected with some consideration of balancing across selected
characteristics such as age, education, and gender [53], how-
ever there are also examples where marginalised populations,
such as women, are targeted [55]. However, in the latter
case, this “process of selecting jurors may be contested—for
example, those who do not feel it is important for women to
participate directly (page 79 [56])” reflecting gendered social
norms/perceptions and rules of practice impacting nominal
participation.

Social norms/perceptions and rules of practice and orga-
nizational cultures can also diminish effective participation.
As citizens’ juries are modelled on an idealisation of the
legal process [57] with an emphasis on expert testimony and
rationalism [58], Ward et al. argue that it is “easy to be patro-
nising, tolerating “non-rational” forms of argumentation
from “others” (e.g., from women or indigenous groups), or
as a second-best when rational argumentation fails (page
286 [59])” Pickard’s [60] criticisms of citizen juries related
to their lack of accountability, authority, legitimacy, and
representativeness raises broader questions about the role of
civic engagement in forestry management.

Other mechanisms that would involve a wide range of
participants who speak for others include open houses, sur-
veys, and workshops. Although people may speak on their
own behalf, the commitment by each individual is less
sustained and the input is less detailed than that of the other
mechanisms. In addition, although women may secure nom-
inal participation, effective participation is marred by the
lack of influence of most civic engagement models [60].

Table 1 provides an overview of some types of measures
that would enable us to assess women’s nominal and effective
participation for each form of representation within each
model of engagement. Citizen engagement models also seem
to share many of the drawbacks of stakeholder models. As we
move from expert to civic models, we improve the chances
for nominal participation of women because the criteria for
selection become less specialized, however, none of the mod-
els addresses effective participation because the barriers are
systemic, insomuch that the barriers are often invisible.

Table 2 highlights some examples of how the gender
order pervades each of the three models of engagement.
Women historically have been absent (lack of nominal par-
ticipation) or present but effectively silenced (limited effec-
tive participation) in forestry management. In comparing
engagement models, we see that there has been limited access
and limited effective participation for women in all three
models. We have shown that a masculine gender pervades
regardless of the engagement model.

5. Discussion and Conclusion: How the Gender
Order of Forestry Affects the Opportunities
for Inclusive Sustainable Forest Management

Figure 2 is a concept map that provides an overview of the
links among the concepts we have discussed in this paper.
By starting at the bottom of the concept map and working
our way to the top, we examined how gendered rules of
entry, divisions of labour, social norms and perceptions,
personal endowments and attributes, and organizational
cultures result in and reinforce a particular gender order that
constrains both nominal and effective participation within
three engagement models for forestry management. We did
this by examining the links among the different types of par-
ticipation and representation and the implications of these
differences for the engagement models. Despite different
models or strategies, these factors remain as persistent and
often invisible barriers. We argued that engagement models
are embedded within a masculine gender order that severely
restricts women’s nominal and effective participation.

Like in forestry itself, women are distinctly under-
represented in SFM. One reviewer raised an interesting
question about possible causes for this underrepresentation:
“is it possible that there exists a deliberate resistance to women’s
involvement on the part of some actors on the basis of the
likelihood that women’s perceptions and concerns will challenge
dominant narratives in the industry? In other words, perhaps
it is not women per se who are being excluded but rather the
set of values and concerns they have a propensity to hold?”
Inclusiveness across a range of social groups (representing
diverse values and concerns) is necessary to work toward
achieving social sustainability of forests. In order to enhance
inclusiveness in SFM, we need to pay attention to how
women and other marginalized groups may be excluded
from SFM and/or effectively participating in SFM. This
requires a mix of strategies that would increase the nominal
participation of women and also improve the opportuni-
ties for women to be effective. Moving beyond a simple
add women and stir approach, we need to address those
constraints that limit effective participation by identifying
and addressing the underlying masculine gender order in
forestry. Because of the link between nominal and effective
participation, we need strategies that address both.

Simple practical strategies to address social constraints
to SFM recognize the competing time interests of women.
For example, providing an honorarium, childcare/elder-
care (or costs), considering the timing of meetings recog-
nizes time constraints. In addition, ensuring a “critical mass,”
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Table 1: Measures to assess female participation and representation in SFM engagement models.

Participation
Forms of
Representation

SFM engagement models

Expert Stakeholder Civic

Nominal Descriptive
For example, numbers of
female “experts”

For example, numbers of
female stakeholder
representatives and/or
gender issue focused
stakeholders

For example, numbers of females
in forest advisory committees

Effective

Descriptive

For example, female
experts are able to voice
their concerns in a
meaningful way and be
heard

For example, female
stakeholders reps are able
to voice their concerns in a
meaningful way and be
heard

For example, females are able to
voice their concerns in citizen
juries in a meaningful way and
be heard

Subjective attached

For example, experts act
on behalf of women
forestry experts whether
present or not

For example, stakeholder
representatives act on
behalf of women/women’s
groups who have a stake in
forestry whether present or
not

For example, citizen juries act on
behalf of women’s/women’s
groups who have an interest in
forestry whether present or not

Objective unattached

For example, experts
acting on behalf of
women who do not have
a direct stake in forestry
even when they are not
present

For example, stakeholder
representatives act on
behalf of women’s groups
who do not have a direct
stake in forestry even when
they are not present

For example, citizen juries act on
behalf of women who do not
have a direct stake in forestry
even when they are not present

Table 2: Examples of influence of gender order on inclusivity of engagement models.

Processes of gender
order

Engagement Models

Expert (e.g., expert panels) Stakeholder (e.g., advisory committees) Civic (e.g., citizen juries)

Rules of entry
The few female experts in
forestry science and business
limit nominal participation

Stakeholders often represent formal
domains limiting nominal participation
as women often involved in informal
domains considered external to forestry.

Process of selecting citizen
juries contested based on
social norms.

Division of labour
Few females in senior
management positions limit
nominal participation.

Female foresters are often assigned to
office-related forestry work. Women
often involved in community and related
service.

Social norms &
perceptions and rules
of practice

Pre-existing social norms that
reinforce gender stereotypes
limits effective participation

Perception that women do not have a
direct stake in forestry decisions or are
not qualified to represent community
interests.

Citizen juries can be
patronizing of nonrational
argument.

Personal endowments
and attributes

Stereotype that effective
managers require masculine
skills.

Lack of critical mass may influence
confidence of women.

Organizational
cultures

Gender order within forestry
as a profession

Gender order within industry and society.
Emphasis on rationalism in
citizen juries excludes other
forms of arguments

providing gender sensitivity training may address some of
the constraints women face in actively engaging in these
processes. Capturing gender differences in statistics provides
essential information to acknowledge and address possible
gender issues. But we recognize that these solutions focus on
simplistic ideas about representation and inclusiveness. Con-
sequently, we also advocate for more difficult changes, such
as raising the profile of social sustainability alongside eco-
logical and economic sustainability; addressing how systemic
biases within forestry communities and the forest industry

consider production, consumption, and appreciation of
forest resources as gender-neutral; giving greater attention
to how power relations affect the definition and use of local
community knowledge, with particular attention to how that
knowledge is produced and how participation is constrained;
greater attention to strategies for incorporating the resulting
diversity into SFM (e.g., gender differences across different
models, such as consensus, conflict resolution, and majority
wins). Greater participation in this case by women may
not yield more democratic processes if we do not also have
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Degree of inclusion in SFM

Descriptive
representation

Subjective attached
representation

Objective unattached
representation

Nominal
participation

Effective
participation

“Having a place at the table” “Having a voice at the table”

(re)produces and reinforces

Gender order

Influences

Involving “standing for” Involving “acting for”

Rules of entry

Divisions of labour

Social norms and perception

Personal endowments and attributes

Organi ational cultures

Influences

”“
Linked via

critical mass

z

Engagement models
(e.g., expert, stakeholder, and civic)

Figure 2: Concept map highlighting framework for considering gender order in SFM.

the right mix of participants, if we have not addressed the
ground rules for debate, or if we ignore the way in which
power operates at the negotiating table including how power
enters speech itself. For those who are motivated to increase
women’s participation in forestry governance, increased
awareness of the gender order and a realization that forestry
does not mirror society but rather appears to be an outlier
generally would also enable consideration of how other
sectors have addressed some of the structural issues. One
of the benefits of our meta-analysis is that we can develop
“new processes” with our eyes open in advance and try
to address some of the “structural” challenges rather than
simply “tinker” with the engagement models hoping it will
fix things.

Before closing, we acknowledge that not all women want
to participate in forestry governance, just as not all men
do. But those women who do want to participate may be
constrained by a number of factors, including the masculine
nature of direct venues as well as the organization preferences
of women. As we strive to improve processes for sustainable
forest management, it is important to continually increase
our understanding of how our policies and daily practices
construct gender. Particularly as gender positioning affects
the formation and implementation of policy and has enor-
mous influence in the differential capacity of women and
men to contribute to ecological, economic, and social sus-
tainability. A gender focus will help to sensitize researchers
and policy makers to multiple inequities and help create
opportunities for more inclusive concepts, analyses, and
ultimately more inclusive policies and practices that place

equal value on the contributions of women and men, and
particular social groups without privileging any particular
one. In this way, we can gain a better understanding of what
constitutes inclusive forest management for all residents of
forestry communities and try to identify strategies to deliver
it.

While we discuss gender as a point of exclusion, we realize
that the category of women is a heterogeneous one. Some
groups of women are not marginalized, some groups may
face forms of marginalization that are similar to other
groups, while others may face a double jeopardy. For exam-
ple, indigenous people and those associated with nontimber
forest products have also been marginalized and may share
similar forms of exclusion. Women within these social
groups may experience multiple forms of exclusion from
forestry management due to their gender and to the social
status of their social or cultural group [61]. The exclusions
can perpetuate overlapping and/or cumulative invisible
losses, whereas inclusionary forest management can increase
transparency and make these losses visible [62]. It is possible
that the framework we have developed may apply to other
marginalized or excluded groups, however, only empirical
research would reveal its suitability.
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