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Introduction: from externality to common 
goods

• Externality concept drives the policy interventions: regulate the quantity produced, tax 
transactions, subsidise production, etc.

• Alan Randall (1983) argues about the imprecision and confusion caused by the term externality 
and called for “more precise terminology, based on notions of non-exclusiveness and non-
rivalry”. Excludable Non-excludable

Rival

the act of 
consumption destroy 
the goods or simply 
makes it unavailable 
for anyone else to 
consume.

Private goods

Timber, firewood
Mushrooms when it is feasible to exclude users 
(e.g. by fencing and permit payment).
If the good is being sold, non-payers can be 
excluded.

Common goods

Mushrooms in a forest with 
open access.

Non rival

consumption does not 
diminish what is 
available for others

Low-congestion goods / Club goods
goods that can be enjoyed simultaneously by a limited number of 
consumers

Non-rivalrous but it is feasible to exclude users 
(public park with regulated access)

Public goods
goods that can be enjoyed simultaneously by 
an unlimited number of consumers

Forest scenery 
High enforcement cost can transform private goods into de facto commons goods.
Technology and evolution of costs may transform common goods into private ones.



Scope of the study and objective

• Wild forest products represent an important part of the forest assets. 

• Rights to access, harvest and commercialize the non wood forest products often 
follow a different property regime than the forestland to which they are attached.

Objectives

1. Identify if the property 
rights structure over the 
wild forest products is 
determined by the type of 
the good considered 

2. Identify commonalities 
and differences amongst 
the 14 regions studied.



Method
• 59 individual wild forest products in 14 regions in Europe

1. mushrooms and berries
2. game
3. cork, resin, bark, Christmas tress, sap
4. tree seeds, cones, nuts
5. medicinal plants, foliage, herbs, 
bulbs, brush, sticks, moses
6. honey

All of them are tangible goods and rival in 
consumption. 



Method
• Property rights are institutions regulating the use of an asset (forestland) and its 

intrinsic commodities (timber, firewod, poles, herbs, foliage, landscape, soil 
protection, wild animals, biodiversity value, etc.)

• To describe the structure of rights, we used Schlager and Ostrom (1992) frame 
1. Access: public access in the forests refers to the right of citizens to enter forestland and enjoy non-

subtractive benefits.

2. Harvesting rights: The right to obtain resource units or products of a resource system (e.g. 
harvesting mushrooms, berries, collecting plants, capturing live animals, etc.).

3. Management: The right to regulate internal use patterns and transform the forest by making 
improvements (e.g., planting seedlings, introducing new species, abandoning or adapt the timber 
production in order to maximize a certain NWFP).

4. Exclusion: the right to exclude the others for consuming the units of the resource.

5. Alienation: the right to sell the wild forest products.

• A positive law analysis was combined with a regional questionnaire to assess the 
structure of property rights in each region for one to several wild forest products, 
59 in total



Results:

A. Structure of property rights

1. Rights to access (for public)

2. Rights to harvesting

3. Rights to manage 

4. Rights to exclude

B. Main factors differentiating the wild 
forest products use



Everyman’s right is not the rule!

Region Private ownership Common ownership Municipal ownership State ownership

Alentejo

Bursa

Catalonia

Eastern Scotland

Latvia

Osrednje-slovenska region

North Karelia

Styria

Suceava

Sumadija and Western Serbia

Trenti Alto Adige

Valladolid

Waldmärker

West Wales and The Valley

Everyman’s right

Restricted to certain 
categories of public

Restricted by the 
owner

Restricted by law

Legend

Not regulated

Public access is not the rule, the landowner may, by law, restrict the public access

However, this is difficult to implement physically (sign, fencing, closing roads, etc.) 

or legally (Courts procedures).

Results: rights to access



Yes Serbia: Mushrooms, berries, herbs
Bursa, Walmarker: for all products
Suceava: Mushroom, berries

Yes, in certain conditions Eastern Scotland: seeds, bulbs
Catalonia: mushrooms
Wales: bark

No Eastern Scotland: All NWFPs except seeds
North Karelia: All NWFPs except game
Slovenia: All NWFPs

Not specified in the law Alentejo: Mushrooms
Latvia, Wales: Mushrooms, berries 

A harvesting permit is needed

Obtaining the permit 
is…..

Very bureaucratic
Serbia, Romania

Rather bureaucratic
Alentejo/Valladolid

Results: harvesting rights



Region
As forest owner, is there possible to manage the forest 
specifically for wild forest products?

No
Suceava, Latvia, North Karelia

Sumadija and Western Serbia

In certain 
conditions

Alentejo For pine nuts and mushrooms

Catalonia If stated in the FMP approved by the authority

Eastern Scotland In the process of granting the feeling license

Styria If not compromises the production of timber

Waldmärker If nature conservation is observed, and pending permission

Valladolid Transformation needs to be approved by the authority

Trentino Alto Adige Only for coppice stands

Results: managing rights



Results: managing rights

Procedures Regions and products
A specific management plan (for the 
NWFP considered)

Alentejo: Cork, pine nuts
Bursa: Mushrooms, berries, edible nuts, game, bark
Šumadija & W. Serbia: Mushrooms, berries and herbs
Valladolid: Mushrooms, pine cones
W. Wales & Valleys: Game (as a good practice)

Traditional forest management plan 
(timber oriented)

Catalonia: Truffles, pine kernels, cork
Osrednjeslovenska: Mushrooms, berries, edible nuts, 
honey, herbs and moss
Trentino Alto Adige: all products

A scientific study to assess the level of 
the resource and its sustainable levels 
of harvesting

Suceava: Mushrooms, berries

Other documents Alentejo: Mushrooms
Catalonia: Mushrooms
Latvia: Mushrooms and berries
North Karelia: Mushrooms, berries, honey, bark, birch 
sap
Styria: Mushrooms, fruits, berries
Waldmärker: Mushrooms, berries, mosses



Results: exclusion rights

Level of exclusion Regions and products

Yes, by law Alentejo: cork, pine nuts
Bursa: mushrooms, edible nuts, bark 
Eastern Scotland and Waldmärker: all products
North Karelia: honey, game, bark, birch sap
Styria and Suceava: mushrooms, fruits, berries and seeds

Yes, by law, but optional, at 
the owners will/discretion

Alentejo:  Mushrooms, asparagus and other understory plants
Catalonia: Mushrooms, truffles, pine kernels, cork
Osrednjeslovenska: all the other products except game
Šumadija and Western Serbia: Mushrooms, berries, herbs
Trentino Alto Adige: Medicinal and aromatic plants, , truffle, foliage
Valladolid: Mushrooms, pine cones
W. Wales & Valleys: all products

Yes, but only in certain 
circumstances

Bursa: berries and fruits, honey and other bee products

No, if permits are provided Trentino Alto Adige: mushrooms

No:  Everyman’s right applies North Karelia: Mushrooms, berries

Owner's legal ("de jure") right to exclude others from 
the commercial use of NWFPs



Results: main factors of difference
1. Discriminating factors

The both axis are explaining in 
total 20% of the variance.
The first axis is determined by 
the restrictions on management 
rights – the harvesting quota 
imposed in private/public and 
the plans imposed for the 
commercial use.

The second axis is determined 
also by the quota (management 
rights), but also by the exclusion 
rights.

Dim1: Management rights
Dim2: Exclusion rights



Results: main factors of difference
2. Grouping of the individuals

The projection of the 
individuals show the 
distribution according to 
the combination of 
management (Dim1) and 
exclusion rights (Dim2).

Less, no exclusion

Less restricted rights: no quota for 
harvesting in private forests ex 36,37 
mushrooms in Finland; 1,2,3, Portugal no 
need of quota
More restricted rights: compulsory quota 
for harvesting in private forests (42,43,44 
in SLO; 53-SB; OR need of a permit (truffle 
Catalonia; game in Wales)

Management rights restrictions

Up: possibility to exclude by regulating the 
access and fencing (69, 70-74 Wales; 
Portugal) to no exclusion (Down: 
everyman's right in FI; 46: landowner has 
no exclusion rights on game in Slovenia; 
SLO: no fencing)

More, no exclusion

Less, with exclusionMore, with exclusion
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Results: main factors of difference
3. Discriminating factors for Mushrooms

The both axis are explaining in 
total 30% of the variance.
The first axis is determined by the 
restrictions on management 
rights – the harvesting quota 
imposed in private forests and the 
plans imposed for the commercial 
use.

The second axis is determined 
also by the quota (management 
rights), but also by the exclusion 
rights.

Dim1: Management rights
Dim2: Exclusion rights

The same discriminating factors!



Results: main factors of difference
3. Grouping for mushrooms

The projection of the 
individuals show the 
distribution according to 
the combination of 
management (Dim1) and 
exclusion rights (Dim2).

Less, no exclusion

Left to right: More restricted rights: 
compulsory quota for harvesting in 
private forests (10, 4 in Estonia and
Finland; OR need of a plan 1 in Portugal

Management rights restrictions

Most of the mushrooms in 
the category of non-
excludable goods

More, no exclusion

Less, with exclusionMore, with exclusion
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Results: main factors of difference

Our 74 individual wild forest products are discriminated by the restrictions on 
management rights and by the possibility of exclusions

The first objective was Identify if the property rights structure over the wild forest 
products is determined by the type of the good considered - the answer is NO

This answer signify that in fact, the property rights structure is pending on the overall 
institutional regime of the wild products use specific for a certain region

Therefore, we have investigated (Objective 2) the commonalities and differences 
amongst the regions.

The MCA applied only to Mushroom category shows again the explanatory power of 
management and exclusion rights



Conclusions

• Rights to harvest and manage wild forest products in general follow the rules 
applied for timber productions, e.g. when forest management plan compulsory, a 
specific study for wild forest products is required too

• Rights to use the wild forest products are subsidiary to timber production goal

• In practice, harvesting rights of the NWFPs are acquired on the first claimant rule –
thus for most of the NWFPs a collector becomes de facto the owner of the 
products harvested, yet legally he may or may not be entitled to harvest them

• Who will be the owner of wild forest products in the future depends on the choice 
from the two following options:
– Do property rights evolve from existing property rights through contracting with those rights holders 

to reallocate rights and establish new ones? (involve to address the tragedy of commons issue)

OR

– Do they change through revolutionary processes that cancel existing rights and redistribute them to 
new individuals or groups in an effort to meet the new demands? (involve to address the rent 
seeking risks)


