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Forests by nature require long time horizons for 
planning or analysis, a characteristic that in turn has 

a major influence on the outlook of the discipline of 
forestry. Try to imagine any other activity where decisions 
today will not have their main effect for 20 to 50 years. At 
the same time that forestry is driven by long-term, almost 
strategic, considerations, such as planting rates, species/ 
genetic selection or silvicultural regimes, it is also governed 
by shorter term, or tactical, considerations that affect how 
the long-term will evolve. Examples of the latter include 
the exact timing of silvicultural or planting operations, 
choice of specific techniques or organisation of workforces. 
Forestry has always required keeping both time horizons 
in view while making decisions. 

Over recent years there has been a substantial change 
in the environment in which forestry professionals have 
plied their trade. In some cases the change is long-term 
in nature, such as CHH's Millennium Forestry regime, 
and in other cases it is short-term, such as rapid growth in 
outsourcing and the use of consultants. The pace and type 
of change has in turn had a major impact on the New 
Zealand Institute of Forestry. The obvious question to 
ask is where the tactical and strategic opportunities lie for 
the NZIF in the future and what path(s) might it follow? 

One of the key changes to affect the NZIF is the 
change from a situation where forests and their 
management were predominantly the domain of 
government or large corporates, to one where forest 
ownership is now much more dispersed. This change has 
had a corresponding effect on the average employment 
situation of members ofthe NZIF. The Institute now has 
a much larger proportion of its membership being self-
employed or working in small businesses. 

The change in employment has had two effects on 
the NZIF. One is that there is less financial support for 
the activities of the NZIF by the industry, both in terms 
of covering the costs of individuals involved in Institute 
activities, and in terms of directly sponsoring membership. 
As a result, more of what the NZIF does now has to be 
funded directly out of the Institute's own resources. The 
second effect is that there is now a growing reliance on 
"private, professional" status conveyed by membership in 
the NZIF. The response of the NZIF has been a long-
term, strategic thrust to develop a structure that reflects 
the Institute's own growing private, professional status by 
facilitating professional, independent advice to the forest 
sector through the registration process. Both trends have 
put substantial short-term financial pressure on the NZIF 
as tactical decisions about the registration process have 
been implemented. 

In addition to the important initiatives that the NZIF 
has made towards developing professionalism, I see three 
tactical areas that the NZIF still needs to deal with to meet 
its strategic objective of being the professional forestry 
organisation in New Zealand. The first is reconciling the 
structure of professionalism in the Institute, the second is 
reaching out to potential membership and the third is 
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reaching out to the wider community. 
My feeling is that, while the NZIF has sorted out a 

tactical process for registration, it has not yet reconciled 
what professionalism means as a strategic thrust, and in 
turn, what the appropriate structure of the organisation 
should be. Does the path to registration really apply to 
the entire NZIF membership (as opposed to the question 
of whether it should apply)? Are there two "professional 
bodies" within the one organisation (registered and not)? 
Does the current structure serve both well? The question 
is important because it will have a bearing on the long-
term success of the Institute. An example of how the 
question is already creating problems is in whether and 
how the NZIF, or the NZIF Registered Consultants, are 
promoted. The promotion factor is important because with 
all the changes to ownership patterns, there is a "new" 
forest owning community that is different than those who 
the profession has traditionally been associated with. 
Promotion in itself is not a problem, but it does become a 
problem when it is not obvious who would benefit from 
advertising and thus who should pay (the NZIF 
collectively or NZIF Registered Consultants specifically). 

The importance ofthe NZIF to current or potential 
members, either economically through registration or as 
a professional body, will in turn have a major impact on 
future growth of the Institute. This leads to the second 
point, reaching out to potential membership. As a 
professional body, what creates value that would attract 
and retain members? Typically it is linkages it provides 
with other members or businesses, or in the CPD 
programmes that are offered. Take a look at the local 
section news in this issue of the Journal, and what you 
will see are a few reasonably active sections, virtually no 
CPD, and a lot of the NZIF membership whose only 
connection with the NZIF is through the Journal. 

The NZIF has a real opportunity to foster interaction 
and professionalism through proactive CPD programmes 
in forestry, similar to what is offered in B.C. (see http:// 
www.rpf-bc.org/contined.html) or other areas with 
professional forestry organisations. The NZIF is exploring 
accreditation of forestry education, which goes part way 
in ensuring the knowledge base, but accreditation does 
not address the ongoing issue of CPD. Perhaps the 
Institute should also devote some effort to exploring what 
might constitute desirable CPD and then promote this to 
the membership and to potential providers of CPD. 

At present, the definition of CPD is fairly wide and 
there are limited opportunities for formal and recognised 
CPD for the NZIF. A tactical system of well thought out 
and recognised CPD would go a long way towards the 
strategic objective of developing professionalism in the 
Institute and towards creating value in membership. 

In a sense, the NZIF has been heading along a path 
where registration is becoming synonymous with being a 
forestry professional, and yet the benefits for most of the 
membership from the registration process would be only 
personal rather than financial. Where does this leave the 
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90 per cent ofthe membership that is not registered? Part 
of reconciling what professionalism means leads to the 
third point and how the NZIF reaches out to the wider 
community. 

When professional status becomes economically 
important it will become relevant. While the NZIF might 
have a profile among consultants, it is certainly not obvious 
in the corporate sector, and it still has a low profile in the 
wider community. Worse still, judging by the membership 
patterns and trends, there are indications that the NZIF 
is losing some of its profile within parts of the forestry 
community. Becoming economically important means 
making professionalism work so well that it becomes 
widely recognised. Ultimately, this will generate a de facto 
requirement for organisations serving the forest sector to 
have NZIF registered professionals on staff, and for the 
wider community to seek out NZIF registered 
professionals. 

Long term success as an institution is going to require 
a proactive strategy of promoting the NZIF, what it is and 
what it offers to members and non-members. Sorting out 
what professionalism is and how to make it happen would 
seem to me to be the most important tactical issue to 
achieve a strategic goal. 

Other feature articles in this issue ofthe Journal look 
at the role of forestry professionals from the perspective of 
the past, the future and the current environment. The 
beginning ofthe new millennium seems to be a good time 
to reflect on past achievements and to consider the future. 

Hugh Bigsby 

letters 
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Sir 
Thank you for including my "QA Indicator Plot" 

article in the February 2000 edition of the Journal. 
However, there were a few minor problems. 

Due to a technical error, part ofthe second and third 
lines of the introductory paragraph is missing. The 
sentence should read: 

"any product that is not of uniform quality soon loses 
its appeal in the market place. In forestry, uniform growth 
is essential for the production of evenly sized trees for 
high volume recovery of quality wood." 

Would it be possible to also note that copies of the 
appendices mentioned under Establishment of QA 
Indicator Plot can be obtained from the author. 

Robin Trewin 

The Institute and the 
Private Sector 
Tony Grayburn 

The New Zealand Institute of Forestry was formed in 
1927-28, incorporated in 1929 and its first news items 

were published in Te Kura Ngahere in 1927 and continued 
that way until 1934. The first New Zealand Journal of 
Forestry appeared in 1937. (Not published regularly until 
1948.) The major support for the Institute until after 1950 
has always come from staff in the State Sector and the old 
Canterbury School of Forestry. Those in the private sector 
who strongly supported the Institute over time mainly 
came from the State Sector or their training programmes, 
and more recently from the educational institutions. It is 
necessary to recognise this when acknowledging what the 
private sector has done for the Institute since its inception. 
Let us look at what that contribution has been in various 
time spans viz up to 1950, 1950-84 and 1984-2000. 

Up to 1950 
The Institute and its Journal struggled to survive 

during this period because ofthe depression, the closing 
ofthe Schools of forestry and the Second World War. Those 
outside the service who did everything they could to keep 
it alive were Owen Jones (Pres. 1946-48), Arthur Cooney 
(Pres. 1948-50), Arnold Hansson (Pres. 1929), Viv Fail, 
Barry Morehouse and Mary Sutherland. In addition, these 
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