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ABSTRACT
Implementation of nature conservation policy follows two main approaches: the segregation approach based on 
the spatially separation of protected areas from productive areas, and the integration approach based on the inte-
gration of productive and conservation purposes. In many cases, the implementation of nature conservation pol-
icy has increased conflicts due to different and competing land use principles, interests, and point of views. 
The aim of this study is to analyse the stakeholders’ opinions towards possible conflicts, opportunities and obsta-
cles for human activities, and constraints on forest management related to establishment of a new protected area. 
The study was structured in three main steps: stakeholder analysis, questionnaire survey, and statistical analysis of 
the collected data. A semi-structured questionnaire was administered by email to a sample of stakeholders in each 
county involved in the COST Targeted Network TN1401 “CAPABAL” (41 stakeholders in 10 countries). The data 
were statistically processed to highlight differences between EU28 member countries and non-EU28 countries, 
and among groups of interest (public administrations, actors of forest-wood chain, universities and research insti-
tutes, environmental Non-Governmental Organizations). 
The results show that the most common type of conflict is that related to the procedure for the establishment of a 
new protected area with special regard to property rights restrictions and additional bureaucracy. In addition, the 
results show that the most important opportunity is for the rural development of the marginal areas with special 
regard to the eco-tourism development, while the most important obstacle is the decrease of forest management 
practices (loggings) due to the nature conservation constrains.
The stakeholders’ point of view is a fundamental starting point to reduce conflicts between nature conservation 
and human activities and to increase the social acceptance of the nature conservation policy.

KEY WORDS: protected areas; Natura 2000 network; participatory process; conflicts; consultation; questionnaire survey
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INTRODUCTION
UVOD
In the last decades – after the adoption of the United Nations 
Convention on Biological Diversity (1992) and the increased 
number of protected areas worldwide – the implementation 
of nature conservation policy has become one of the main 
challenges for scientists and policy makers (Grodzińska-
Jurczak, Cent 2011). The implementation of nature 
conservation policy can follow two main approaches (Kraus, 
Krumm 2013; Schultz et al. 2014): the first approach 
(segregation approach) is based on the spatially explicit 
separation of protected areas from productive areas (e.g., 
agricultural fields, productive forests), while the second 
approach (integration approach) emphasizes the integration 
of productive and conservation purposes. Historically, the 
management of first protected areas in Europe followed the 
principles of segregation approach in order to protect 
habitats and species within these areas characterized by a 
high biodiversity value. Conversely, the implementation of 
Natura 2000 network in the European Union (EU) member 
countries followed the principles of integration approach 
(Jones et al. 2015). The integration approach adopted by EU 
considers combining human activities (e.g., recreational 
activities, agricultural and forestry practices) and nature 
conservation purposes in the same area or at least in close 
proximity to each other (Stoll-Kleemann 2001). One of the 
pillars of the integration approach is the protection of natural 
resources and ecosystems including inhabitants’ wellbeing 
and better quality of live (Pietrzyk-Kaszyńska et al. 2012). 

However, in many cases, the implementation of nature 
conservation policy – e.g., the establishment of a new 
protected area or Natura 2000 site – has increased conflicts 
due to different and competing land use principles, interests, 
and point of views (Young et al. 2007; Ferranti et al. 2010; 
Winkel et al. 2015). In many EU member countries, the 
designation of Natura 2000 sites related to the implementation 
of EU Directive 92/43/EEC (Habitats Directive) has 
encountered a strong opposition from stakeholders and 
citizens (Stoll-Kleemann 2001; Brescancin et al. 2017). 
Sometimes, the reasons of the conflicts are due a low – or 
absent – level of information and involvement of stakeholders 
and local communities in the decision-making process (e.g., 
implementation process and management of protected site). 
According to Weiss et al. (2017) the main categories of nature 
conservation conflicts are: ideological and knowledge-based, 
interest-related, and institutional challenges. The ideological 
and knowledge-based challenges include conflicts between 
nature conservation and the economic use of nature resources 
due to a different value and belief system and a lack of good 
knowledge. This category of conflicts is mainly related to a 
difficulty in understanding the specific conservation 
approach and objectives of nature conservation policy. The 

interest-related challenges are related to the distribution of 
costs and benefits of nature conservation measures. Generally, 
the costs are borne by the local community (e.g., costs for 
lost revenues, restriction in the decision-making freedom of 
landowners, lack of funding for the compensation of costs), 
while the benefits are enjoyed by the global community. The 
institutional challenges include the formal rules and 
procedures, distribution of political authority, administrative 
responsibilities and cross-sectoral coordination. The issue of 
inclusiveness of stakeholders and local community in the 
implementation process is the major institutional challenges 
for the authorities (Blicharska et al. 2016).

Several authors highlighted that public participation in 
environmental governance and for the establishment of new 
protected areas is a good way to lead to a more effective and 
legitimate policy in the eyes of society (Dimitrakopoulos et 
al. 2010, Blondet et al. 2017). A transparent and inclusive 
participatory process could avoid conflicts between 
stakeholders with different interests, increase the social 
acceptance of decisions (Rauschmayer et al. 2009), enhance 
the legitimacy of policy outcomes and increase the quality 
of decision-making and facilitate implementation (Engelen 
et al. 2008). Therefore, a key point in the participatory 
process is to know the stakeholders’ opinions and 
expectations about nature conservation issues and the 
relationship between conservation measures and human 
activities (i.e. forest management practices, hunting, 
recreational opportunities). The point of views of 
stakeholders is the results of their future expectations and 
experiences related to participatory process in environmental 
governance (De Meo et al. 2016). 

Starting from these considerations, the aim of this study is 
to analyse the stakeholders’ opinions about three main as-
pects related to the nature conservation issues. The aspects 
considered in the survey are: (1) possible conflicts in and 
near protected areas (Natura 2000 sites and other protected 
areas); (2) opportunities and obstacles for human activities 
in and near protected areas; (3) possible constraints on fo-
rest management related to establishment of a new protec-
ted area such as Natura 2000 site or other protected area. 
The study was implemented in the European countries in-
volved in COST Targeted Network TN1401 “Capacity Bu-
ilding in Forest Policy and Governance in Western Balkan 
Region (CAPABAL)”. The main objective of COST Action 
“CAPABAL” is to enhance the forest and natural resources 
policy and governance, as well as the sustainable, multifunc-
tional forest management in the Western Balkans. 

MATERIAL AND METHODS
MATERIJALI I METODE RADA
The study was structured in three steps in order to collect 
and analyse the stakeholders’ opinions towards nature con-
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servation issues in Europe: 1) stakeholder analysis (Febru-
ary-April 2018); 2) preparation and administration of the 
semi-structured questionnaire (April-July 2018); and 3) sta-
tistical analysis of the collected data (August-September 
2018).

The survey was implemented in 10 European countries: six 
EU28 member countries (Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Repu-
blic, Italy, Slovakia and Slovenia) and four non-EU28 mem-
ber countries (Bosnia and Herzegovina, North of Macedo-
nia, Montenegro and Serbia). The countries involved in the 
survey were identified based on the official list of partici-
pants to the COST Action “CAPABAL” balancing the num-
ber of respondents of the EU and non-EU countries. Accor-
ding to Gaston et al. (2008), the total protected areas of the 
six EU28 member countries involved in the survey is aro-
und 70,000 km2 with a range of protected area on total area 
(%) from more than 21% in Slovakia and around 9% in 
Bulgaria. The protected area of the four non-EU28 member 
countries is around 8,000 km2 with a range of protected area 
on total area (%) between less than 1% in Bosnia and Her-
zegovina and more than 25% in Montenegro (Gaston et al. 
2008). In the EU28 member countries, the Natura 2000 si-
tes – Special Protection Areas (SPAs) for the conservation 
of birds as established by Directive 2009/147/EC and their 
habitats and Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) targe-
ting the protection of rare and threatened species as esta-
blished by Council Directive 92/43/EEC – have a key im-
portance considering that approximately 37.5 million ha of 
forests are included in the Natura 2000 network in the EU28 
(Marchetti et al. 2017). The Natura 2000 network area re-
presents more than 20% of the total forest area in the EU28 
and around 50% of Natura 2000 total area (EEA 2016). 

In the first step of this study, the researchers involved in the 
COST Action Targeted Network TN1401 “CAPABAL” have 
implemented a stakeholder analysis in order to identify 2 
to 7 key stakeholders in each country. The stakeholder 
analysis can be defined as an interactive process to define 
aspects of a social phenomenon affected by a decision 
(Mitchell et al. 1997, Grilli et al. 2015). The aim of the sta-
keholder analysis is to identify individuals and groups who 
are affected by or can affect parts of this phenomenon and 
prioritizes these individuals and groups in respect to their 
involvement in the decision-making process (Reed et al. 
2008). The categories of stakeholders to involve in the sur-
vey (i.e. individuals and/or collective actors) and the varia-
bles used to identify the stakeholders are the key aspects in 
the stakeholder analysis (Grilli et al. 2015). In the present 
study, we focused only on the collective actors with special 
regard on these four groups of interest: public administra-
tion at national and local levels (e.g., Ministries, regions/
departments and other public agencies); actors of forest-
wood chain (e.g., public and private forest enterprises, fo-
rest owners’ associations); universities and research institu-

tes; environmental non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs). Only one representative for each group of interest 
in each country was involved in the survey. According to 
Gallo et al. (2018), the variables used to identify the stake-
holders were as follows: 1) expertise in forestry and/or na-
ture conservation, 2) past involvement in the participatory 
process concerning the implementation of the Natura 2000 
network or the establishment of protected areas. However, 
the preliminary list of stakeholders identified by the rese-
archers involved in the COST Action “CAPABAL” was in-
tegrated with a snowball sampling method. The snowball 
sampling is a non-probability sampling technique used to 
identify a purposive sample, whereby the researchers ask 
respondents for other persons to involve in the survey ba-
sed on their knowledge (Cohen, Arieli 2011; De Meo et al. 
2011). In this study, during the questionnaire administra-
tion some stakeholders have brought out other institutions 
or organizations to be included in the survey.   

During the second step, the stakeholders’ opinions were 
collected through the administration of a semi-structured 
questionnaire by email. A first version of the questionnaire 
was developed and pre-tested face-to-face with two stake-
holders in February-March 2018. The final version of the 
questionnaire was formed by questions divided in four the-
matic sections. The first thematic section focused on the 
personal information of the respondents (i.e. country, name 
of organization, role and years of work in their organiza-
tion); while in the second thematic section the potential 
conflicts in protected areas have been investigated. The res-
pondents indicated the importance of 15 conflicts divided 
in three types of conflicts using a 5-point Likert scale for-
mat (from 1=very low importance of the conflict to 5=very 
high importance of the conflict). The main types of conflicts 
considered are: (1) conflicts between forestry activities and 
nature conservation; (2) conflicts between hunting activi-
ties and nature conservation; and (3) procedural conflicts 
related to the establishment of new protected areas. Accor-
ding to the classification proposed by Weiss et al. (2017), 
the first two types of conflicts of this study are included in 
the interest-related challenges, while third is included in the 
ideological and knowledge-based. The first type includes 
some aspects related to trade-offs between the management 
of forests for timber and bioenergy production and for bi-
odiversity conservation. The second type considers trade-
offs between the management of protected areas for nature 
conservation and hunting activities. Conversely, the third 
type of conflicts is in the institutional challenges conside-
ring the main aspects related to the procedural process (e.g., 
identification and mapping of protected area boundaries, 
stakeholders’ involvement in the participatory process, and 
restrictions to the property rights). 

The third thematic section of the questionnaire investigated 
whether protected areas can be considered as an opportu-
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nity or an obstacle for human activities using open-ended 
questions. The last thematic section focused on five possible 
constrains on forest management after the establishment of 
the Natura 2000 sites or other protected areas. Respondents 
indicated possible constrains using a 5-point Likert scale 
format (from 1=very small change to 5=very big change).  

In the third step, the collected data were statistically proce-
ssed to highlight differences in the stakeholders’ opinions 
distinguishing between EU28 (Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Re-
public, Italy, Slovakia and Slovenia) and non-EU28 member 
countries (Bosnia and Herzegovina, North of Macedonia, 
Montenegro and Serbia), and groups of interest. The diffe-

rences between countries were statistically tested using the 
non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test (a=0.05), while the 
statistical differences among groups of interest were tested 
using the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test (a=0.05). The 
data collected with open-ended questions were analysed 
through a content analysis using keywords and synonyms 
to identify the main opportunities and obstacles. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
REZULTATI I RASPRAVA
At the end of data collection, 41 stakeholders filled out the 
questionnaire representing 10 European countries: 17.1% 

Figure 1. Distribution of sample of stakeholders by expertise year’s class
Slika 1: Distribucija uzorka stručnjaka prema godinama radnog iskustva

Table 1. Distribution of respondents by groups of interest.
Tablica 1. Raspodjela ispitanika po interesnim skupinama.

Group of interest/Zainteresirane strane Number of respondents/ 
Broj anketiranih

Public administrations/Javna administracija

Ministries of Agriculture and Forestry/Ministarstva poljoprivrede i 
šumarstva 4

Ministries of Environment/Ministarstvo okoliša 2
Local public authorities (e.g., regions, municipalities, agencies)/
Lokalna javna Uprava (npr. regionalna, općinska, agencije) 8

National Parks/Nacionalni parkovi 3

Actors of forest-wood chain/Sudionici u lancu 
šumarstvo-prerada drva

Public and private forest enterprises/managers/ Javna i privatna 
šumarska poduzeća, upravitelji 6

Forest owners’ associations/ Udruge privatnih šumovlasnika 3
Universities and research institutes
Sveučilišta i istraživački instituti

Forestry universities/Šumarski fakulteti 7
Forestry research institutes/Šumarski istraživački instituti 5

Non-governmental organizations/Nevladine 
udruge Environmental NGOs/ Nevladine okolišne udruge 3

Total/Ukupno 41
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of respondents are from Serbia; 12.2% from Croatia, Italy, 
and North of Macedonia respectively; 9.8% from Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, Slovakia and Slovenia respectively; 7.3% 
from Montenegro; and the remaining 4.9% from Bulgaria 
and Czech Republic respectively. Therefore, 22 stakeholders 
come from EU28 member countries (54% of the sample of 
stakeholders), while the remaining 19 stakeholders are from 
non-EU28 countries (46%).  

On average, the respondents have 14 years of past expertise 
in forestry or nature conservation issues with a range from 
a minimum of 2 years to a maximum of 40 years. The 
distribution of respondents by expertise year’s class shows 
that the majority of the stakeholders (58% of sample of 
stakeholders) have a past expertise between 5 and 14 years 
(Figure 1).    

With regard to the distribution of the stakeholders by group 
of interest (Table 1), the results show that 41.5% of 
respondents are representatives of public administrations; 
29.3% of universities and research institutes; 22.0% are 
actors of forest-wood chain; and 7.3% are members of 
environmental NGOs. 

Types of conflicts – Vrste sukoba

The results show that for the stakeholders involved in the 
survey the most common type of conflict is those related to 
the procedure for the establishment of a new protected area 
with a mean of 3.50 (Table 2). Conversely, the conflicts 
between forest management activities and nature 
conservation, and between hunting activities and nature 
conservation are considered less important with mean 
values of 3.01 and 3.02 respectively. In the first type of 
conflict, stakeholders assigned a high level of importance 
to four specific conflicts: property rights restrictions 
(mean=3.73); additional bureaucracy for forest management 
activities (mean=3.65); a different stakeholders’ perception 
about nature conservation issue (mean=3.51), and a lack in 
communication between public authorities and citizens 
(mean=3.50). In the other two types of conflicts, the most 
important conflicts are no fair compensation for property 
rights restrictions (mean=3.55) and the extension of the 
forest rotation period (mean=3.19) for forestry activities, 
and the limitations in hunting zones and period (mean=3.33) 
for the hunting activities. 

In addition, the results show that for the representatives of 
non-EU28 countries the three most important conflicts are 
the limitations in hunting activities, the additional 
bureaucracy, and the different stakeholders’ perception 
about nature conservation issue. Conversely, for the 
representatives of EU28 member countries the most im-
portant conflicts are the additional bureaucracy, and those 
due to the property rights restriction and no fair compen-
sation for restrictions. The Mann-Whitney U test shows 

statistically significant differences only for conflicts between 
hunting activities and nature conservation (p=0.003). These 
statistical differences are related to the limitations in hun-
ting zones and period (p=0.004). 

In summary, the stakeholders from EU and non-EU coun-
tries have a similar opinion about the high importance to 
generate conflicts of the additional burocracy and no fair 
compensation for property rights restrictions. Conversely, 
the representatives of the non-EU member countries mostly 
emphasize the importance of restrictions in hunting activi-
ties as a potential conflict compared to the colleagues of EU 
member countries.

The groups of interest assigned a different order of impor-
tance to the conflicts. The most important conflicts for the 
representative of public administrations is due to the limi-
tations in the construction of forest roads (mean=3.67) fol-
lowed by property rights restriction (mean=3.56) and a dif-
ferent stakeholders’ perception about nature conservation 
issue (mean=3.50). For the representative of universities 
and research institutes the most important conflict is due 
the property rights restrictions (mean=4.36) followed by 
the additional bureaucracy (mean=4.08) and the conflicts 
related to the definition, identification and mapping of pro-
tected areas (mean=3.90). For the actors of forest-wood 
chain the main conflicts are due to the extension of the for-
est rotation period (mean=3.75) and a different stakehold-
ers’ perception about nature conservation issue (mean=3.75). 
Finally, for the representative of environmental NGOs the 
most important conflict is related to the hunting activities 
(mean=4.50) followed by additional bureaucracy and no 
fair compensation for property rights restrictions at the 
same level of importance (mean=4.0). In addition, it is in-
teresting to highlight that the representatives to the public 
administration assigned a low importance to all types of 
conflicts rather than other categories of stakeholders. Prob-
ably, this difference is because public administration – Min-
istries, regions and municipalities – are in many cases the 
main actor for the establishment of protected areas and im-
plementation process related to the stakeholders’ involve-
ment. Conversely, the main stakeholder’s involved in the 
protected areas management changes from country to 
country: in some countries protected areas are managed by 
public and private enterprises, in other countries the pro-
tected areas are managed by public authorities, while in 
more rare situations protected areas are managed by envi-
ronmental NGOs (e.g., some Natura 2000 sites). Suppos-
edly, this lower perception of conflicts by representatives of 
public administrations is due to an underestimation of the 
importance of participatory process and the socio-eco-
nomic consequences related to the establishment of a new 
protected area. In case it is necessary to comply with na-
tional or international obligations (e.g., Natura 2000 net-
work implementation), the socio-economic consequences 
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lose further importance in the public authorities’ policy 
agenda.

The Kruskal-Wallis non-parametric test show statistically 
significant differences among groups for the procedural 
conflicts related to the establishment of protected areas 
(p=0.002). In particular, the representatives of universities 
assigned a higher level of importance to almost all conflicts 
compared to the other three groups of interest.
In accordance with the results of this study, other European 
studies show that the establishment of a new protected area 
– i.e. Natura 2000 sites, national/regional parks and natural 
reserves – is the most important reason of conflict related 
to nature conservation issue. For example, in France, Pin-
ton et al. (2005) highlighted that the highest level of envi-
ronmental conflict was reached in 1993 during the identi-
fication of local sites to be included in the Natura 2000 
network. The conflict reasons are to be found in the fact 
that the Natura 2000 sites have been identified according to 
biological criteria without considering economic, social, 
and legal consequences. In addition, a lack in communica-
tion between public authorities and citizens associated with 
economic and management restrictions have increased the 
level of conflict.
In Germany, Rauschmayer et al. (2009) emphasized that 
during the designation of Natura 2000 sites the participa-
tory process (named “fake participation” by stakeholders) 
generated further conflicts associated with disillusions re-
garding participation. In other words, a top-down process 
on the other side disguised as a bottom-up process has been 
adopted. In this example, the public participation approach 
adopted in the first steps of the implementation process was 
the main reason of conflict between stakeholders. Similarly, 
also for the planning formulation and the definition of man-
agement activities in the parks, nature reserves and Natura 
2000 sites the participatory process is the key to success as 
emphasized by many authors in different European coun-
tries (Stoll-Kleemann 2001; Dimitrakopoulos et al. 2010; 
Lovrić et al. 2011; Niedziałkowski et al. 2012; Paletto et al. 
2016; Brescancin et al. 2017).
In Italy, during the transposition of the Habitats Directive 
into national legislation the implementation process was 
delegated to administrative regions that involved provinces, 
municipalities and mountain communities. Conversely, the 
involvement of non-state actors in the Natura 2000 imple-
mentation process was limited to the consultation (Ferranti 
et al. 2010). This different involvement of stakeholders has 
generated misunderstanding and distrust. In addition, De 
Meo et al. (2016) highlighted that the main conflicts in the 
management of Natura 2000 sites in Italy are conflicts due 
to the restrictive measures to human activities in Natura 
2000 sites; conflicts due to the bureaucracy; conflicts due to 
the absence of complete information and communication 

about Natura 2000 network implementation. Some Italian 
stakeholders emphasized that many conflicts arise due to 
the lack of information and communication between pub-
lic authorities and other stakeholders (Paletto et al. 2016).
In Slovenia, transposition of the Birds and Habitats Direc-
tives into the national legislation evidenced different phi-
losophies and concepts about nature conservation between 
the Ministry for Environment and Spatial Planning and the 
Ministry for Agriculture, Forestry and Food (Ferlin et al. 
2006). The first one considered more appropriate a segre-
gation between Natura 2000 sites and sustainable forest 
management, while the second one emphasized the impor-
tance of integration within sustainable management. In ad-
dition, other conflicts arise due to a non-appropriate rec-
ognition of the existing forestry legal and management 
planning system such as the regional forest management 
plans (Ferlin et al. 2006). Similarly, Gallo et al. (2018), and 
Laktić and Pezdevšek Malovrh (2018) emphasized that the 
main conflict in the Natura 2000 Management Programme 
(2015–2020) is due to restrictions to human activities im-
posed by Natura 2000 legislation, resulting in a contrast 
between public authorities and private stakeholders in-
volved in economic activities.
Also the report dealing with conflicts in the implementa-
tion and management of the Natura 2000 network show 
that the main reasons of conflicts between nature conser-
vation and forestry sector are those related to reduced har-
vest due to need for increased deadwood; limitation to the 
period of building of forest roads; limitation to tree species 
selection/ban on introduction of non-native trees; ban on 
(clear)cutting; prohibition of drainage/change in water 
level; prohibition on fertilizer, biocides or use of chalk and 
clear cutting of non-native tree species/clear cutting for res-
toration of non-forest habitats (Bouwma et al. 2010).

Opportunities and obstacles for human activities – 
Prilike i prepreke za ljudske aktivnosti

The results show that for 63% of respondents the 
establishment of protected areas – national/regional parks 
and Natura 2000 sites – is a potential opportunity for human 
activities. Conversely, another 63% of respondents consider 
the establishment of protected areas as an obstacle. About 
44% of respondents consider at the same time the establish-
ment of protected areas as an opportunity and an obstacle. 

Many stakeholders have indicated more than one opportu-
nity and one obstacle, while some others have not indicated 
any (Table 3). The results show that the most important op-
portunity is related to the rural development of the marginal 
areas with special regard to the eco-tourism development, 
followed by the improvement of people’s well-being and 
quality of life related to the maintenance and improvement 
of ecosystem services. Conversely, according to the 
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stakeholders’ opinions the most important obstacles are the 
decrease of forest management practices (loggings) due to 
the nature conservation constrains and the restrictions of 
economic activities not adequately compensate. 

The results of this study are in line with the results high-
lighted in Italy and Slovakia with special regard to Natura 
2000 network by similar studies (De Meo et al. 2016, Bres-
cancin et al. 2017). De Meo et al. (2016) evidenced for the 
Italian context that the Natura 2000 network is considered 
as an obstacle for human activities by 38% of 56 respon-
dents. The main reasons are due to restriction of activities 
not adequately compensated; bureaucracy to access fund-
ing and for authorization process; conservative mentality 
of the staffs of Natura 2000 sites management offices; inad-
equate information and poor awareness of stakeholders. At 
the same time, the Natura 2000 network is also considered 

as an opportunity (82% of 56 respondents) for the follow-
ing aspects: enhancement of the green economy; increased 
access to EU, national and regional funding; environmental 
innovation linked to the enhancement of ecosystem services 
provided by Natura 2000 sites; creation of green jobs; pres-
ervation and enhancement of traditional human activities. 

Brescancin et al. (2016) highlighted that the Natura 2000 
network in Slovakia is an obstacle to human activities due 
to an increase in bureaucracy, in restrictions for the tradi-
tional agricultural and forestry activities and in restrictions 
to ownership rights. Those authors shown that this network 
is an opportunity for four reasons: it provides economic 
benefits to private owners; it is a marketing tool to promote 
eco-tourism; it is an instrument to maintain ecosystem ser-
vices; and it is a mean to stimulate the active management 
of grasslands. 

Table 3. Opportunities and obstacles for human activities according to the stakeholders’ opinions (number of answers)
Tablica 3. Mogućnosti i teškoće za ljudske aktivnosti prema mišljenjima stručnjaka (broj odgovora)

Opportunity Mogućnosti N° Obstacles teškoće N°

Rural development with special regard to the eco-tourism
Ruralni razvoj s naglaskom na ekoturizam

10

Decrease of forest management practices (loggings) and of 
number of employed workers due to the constrains
Smanjenje provedbe gospodarenja šumom (sječa) i smanjenje 
broja zaposlenih radi toga

7

Improvement of people’s well-being and quality of life related to 
the maintenance and improvement of ecosystem services
Poboljšanje kvalitete života i blagostanja vezano na održavanje i 
poboljšanje usluga ekosustava

4

Restriction of economic activities not adequately compensated
Ograničenje ekonomskih aktivnosti koja nisu adekvatno 
kompenzirana

7

Opportunity for the allocation of local products on the market 
(brand)
Mogućnosti za alokaciju lokalnih proizvoda na tržište (brand)

2

Additional income for forest owners due to the financial 
incentives for non-logging
Dodatni prihod za šumovlasnike vezano na financijske koristi kod 
odustajanja od sječe

2
Additional bureaucracy for forest owners without benefits
Dodatna administracija bez koristi za šumovlasnike

4

Opportunity to implement an integrated approach in nature 
conservation based on participatory process
Mogućnosti primjene integralnog pristupa u zaštiti prirode 
baziranog na participativnom procesu

2

Unclear rights, obligations and roles of institutional actors 
(potential conflict between forestry institutions and nature 
conservation institutions)
Nejasna prava, obaveze i uloga institucionalnih aktera (potencijalni 
sukob između institucija u šumarstvu i institucija zaštite prirode)

3

Opportunity for planned and permanent forest management
Mogućnosti za planiranje i kontinuirano gospodarenje šumom

1
Prejudices of people and stakeholders towards protected areas
Predrasude ljudi i dionika prema zaštićenim područjima

1

Opportunity for social and economic capital networking
Mogućnosti za umrežavanje socijalnog i ekonomskog kapitala

1
Obstacle to large infrastructure projects
Prepreka za velike infrastrukturne projekte

1
Opportunity for green economy and to create green jobs
Mogućnosti za zelenu ekonomiju i stvaranje zelenih poslova

1

Restriction in forest management activity both for private and 
public owners
Ograničenje u aktivnostima gospodarenja šumom za privatne i 
javne vlasnike

1

Increased access to EU, national and regional funding
Povećani Pristup EU, nacionalnim i regionalnim fondovima 

1

Opportunity to harmonize forestry policy, nature conservation 
polity and water management policy
Mogućnosti za usklađivanje šumarske politike, politike zaštite 
prirode i politike gospodarenja vodom

1
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Constraints on forest management – Ograničenja u 
gospodarenju šumom

The results show that for the stakeholders involved in the 
survey the two most important constrains on forest man-
agement are the additional time and money required for 
forest resources monitoring with a mean value of 3.23 and 
the implementation of nature conservation activities in the 
protected areas with a mean value of 3.19 (Table 4). Con-
versely, the respondents consider that the other three con-
strains on forest management have a less significant impact: 
restrictions in forest operations (mean=3.06), changes in 
the use of pesticides (mean=2.86) and decrease in defores-
tation and forest degradation (mean=2.68). For the respon-
dents from EU28 member countries the most important 
constrains on forest management are the implementation 
of nature conservation activities in the protected areas, fol-
lowed by the additional time and money for forest resources 
monitoring. This result is strictly linked to the recently im-
plementation of Natura 2000 network in the EU28 member 
countries that has increased monitoring procedure. Con-
versely, for the respondents of the non-EU28 countries the 
most important change was in the use of pesticides. The 
Mann-Whitney U test shows statistically significant differ-
ences only for the implementation of conservation activities 
on protected areas (p=0.027).

Observing the results by group of interest, the results show 
that for the representatives of public administrations the 
most important constrains is the additional time and money 
required for forest resources monitoring. This is because 
public administrations must monitor the activities carried 

out in protected areas. For the other three groups of inter-
est the most important constrains were the restriction in 
forest operations for the representatives of universities and 
research institutes, the change in the use of pesticides for 
actors of forest-wood chain, and the implementation of na-
ture conservation activities for the representatives of envi-
ronmental NGOs. The Kruskal-Wallis test shows no statis-
tically significant differences for the constrains on forest 
management by groups of interest.

In the international literature, other authors show similar 
constraints on forest management due to the nature con-
servation policy. In the Netherland, Sotirov and Storch 
(2017) show that the main restrictions due the Natura 2000 
network are related to the short timber harvesting periods 
and obligations on forest owners to avoid disturbing nest-
ing birds and to maintain static forest types. Similarly, in 
Slovakia one of the main constrain is due to the restrictions 
on timber-oriented forest management and economic bur-
dens related to the implementation of Habitats Directive 
(Brodrechtova et al. 2016). 

With regard to the forest management planning, Krajčič 
(2006) highlighted that an adequate inclusion of nature con-
servation into forest management plans would increase 
their social value. In this context, the key points of success 
are to be receptive to new knowledge and know-how in the 
field of nature conservation and to engage a dialogue with 
new social groups. The Slovenian example – the Natura 
2000 Management Programme (2015–2020) – can be con-
sidered a best practice concerning the integration approach 
between nature conservation measures and forest produc-

Table 4. Stakeholders’ opinions about the importance of constrains on forest management by country and group of interest (mean and st.dev.)
Tablica 4. Mišljenja stručnjaka o važnosti problema u gospodarenju šumom prema grupama zemalja i interesima (aritmetička sredina i standardna devi-
jacija)

Constrains on forest management
Ograničenja u gospodarenju šumom

Country
Zemlja

Group of interest
Zainteresirani

N
on

-E
U 

co
un

tri
es

 
Ze

m
lje

 iz
va

n 
EU

(n
=

19
)

EU
 c

ou
nt

rie
s 

EU
 

ze
m

lje
(n

=
22

)

Pu
bl

ic
 a

dm
in

is
tra

tio
ns

 
Ja

vn
a 

ad
m

in
is

tra
ci

ja
(n

=
17

)

Un
iv

er
si

tie
s 

Sv
eu

či
liš

ta
(n

=
12

)

Fo
re

st
-W

oo
d 

Ch
ai

n 
La

na
c 

šu
m

ar
st

vo
-d

rv
o

(n
=

9)

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l N
GO

s 
Ok

ol
iš

ne
 n

ev
la

di
ne

 
ud

ru
ge

(n
=

3)

Decrease in deforestation and forest degradation
Smanjenje krčenja šume i degradacije

2.82 (1.17) 2.59 (1.46) 2.42 (1.16) 2.86 (1.68) 2.71 (1.50) 3.50 (0.71)

Change in the use of pesticides
Promjene u korištenju pesticida

3.18 (1.40) 2.67 (1.33) 2.25 (1.29) 2.89 (1.27) 3.83 (1.33) 3.50 (0.71)

Implementation of nature conservation activities
Primjena aktivnosti zaštite prirode

2.50 (1.08) 3.50 (1.06) 2.79 (0.97) 3.30 (1.34) 3.67 (1.21) 4.00 (0.00)

Restriction in forest operations
Ograničenja prilikom izvođenja šumskih radova

2.82 (1.08) 3.18 (1.14) 2.80 (0.94) 3.40 (0.97) 3.33 (1.51) 2.50 (2.12)

Additional time and money for forest resources monitoring
Dodatno vrijeme i novac za nadzor šumskih resursa 

2.82 (0.98) 3.45 (1.15) 3.15 (0.69) 3.10 (1.37) 3.33 (1.63) 4.00 (0.00)

In bold the most important constrains on forest management by country and group of interest. 
Podcrtana su tri najvažnija ograničenja prema grupama zemalja i zainteresiranosti.
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tion purposes. In addition, the participatory process ad-
opted to involve representatives of public and private sec-
tors (e.g., forestry, agriculture, fisheries and water sector) 
has increased the level of mutual trust (Gallo et al. 2018; 
Laktić, Pezdevšek Malovrh 2018).

CONCLUSIONS
ZAKLJUČCI
The present study focused on the stakeholders’ opinions 
about conflicts, opportunities, obstacles and constrains on 
forest management related to protected areas in 10 Euro-
pean countries. The preliminary results produce an over-
view of the nature conservation challenges for policy ma-
kers. One of the lessons learned is that the social valuation 
of stakeholders’ opinions and needs about the relationship 
between human activities and nature conservation mea-
sures in protected areas is a preliminary aspect to take into 
account to facilitate the social acceptance of nature conser-
vation policy and the potential restrictions to the economic 
activities. Both a national level – during the identification 
and implementation process – and a local level in the ma-
nagement of protected sites, the involvement of stakehol-
ders and local community is a key point to reduce conflicts 
between groups of interest, to increase the social acceptance 
of decisions, quality of decision-making and facilitate im-
plementation, to enhance the legitimacy of policy outco-
mes. A second lesson learned is that the communication 
and information to the local community is an essential as-
pect to avoid misunderstandings and a loss of trust in the 
public authorities. A rationale and appropriate communi-
cation plan could reduce perceptual differences between 
groups of interest about nature conservation issue that is 
one of the main reasons of conflict. A third lesson learned 
is related to the effective implementation of integration 
approach in the management of protected areas in order 
not to hinder human activities but rather to enhance those 
activities compatible with nature conservation such as su-
stainable tourism and eco-innovation related to the forest 
ecosystem services.

The main advantage of this study is to provide new data 
concerning stakeholders’ opinions about nature conserva-
tion issue in Europe distinguishing by country and group 
of interest. Conversely, the main weakness of the study is 
that the survey has investigated only some European coun-
tries and a low number of stakeholders in each country. 
However, in survey key stakeholders from nature conser-
vation and forestry sector were involved. In addition, a we-
akness of the results provided by this study is linked to the 
heterogeneity of the countries involved in the survey with 
special regard to the national differences in the legislative 
framework in the field of nature conservation. Probably, 
these differences in legal arrangements are the main cause 

of a different stakeholders’ perception of conflicts from co-
untry to country.

Finally, the future steps will be to extend the survey to other 
countries and increase the number of stakeholders involved 
in order to provide an overview as complete as possible at 
European level.
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SAŽETAK
Zadnjih desetljeća, primjena politike zaštite prirode, zasnovane na principima javnog sudjelovanja, 
postala je jedna od glavnih izazova za znanstvenike i donositelje odluka. Primjena politike očuvanja 
prirode slijedi dva osnovna pristupa: izdvajanje na osnovi prostorne podjele zaštićenih područja od 
prizvodnih, i pristup integracije, na temelju kojega se uključuju proizvodne i zaštitne namjene pros-
tora. U mnogo slučajeva primjena politike očuvanja prirode uzrokovala je porast sukoba radi različitih 
i kompetitivnih principa korištenja zemlje, različitih interesa i pogleda. Cilj istraživanja je analizirati 
mišljenja stručnjaka o mogućim sukobima, prilikama i teškoćama za ljudske aktivnosti, ograničenjima 
u gospodarenju šumom vezano na uspostavu novih zaštićenih područja. Istraživanje je strukturirano 
u tri osnovna koraka: analiza stručnjaka, anketiranje i statistička obrada prikupljenih podataka. Polu-
strukturirani upitnik putem emaila poslan je stručnjacima prema planiranom uzorku u svaku zemlju 
koja je uključena u COST CAPABAL projekt (COST Targeted Network TN1401 “CAPABAL” (41 su-
dionik u 10 zemalja). Podaci su statistički obrađeni, kako bi se naglasile razlike između EU28 zemalja 
članica i nečlanica i među institucijama (javna administracija, stručnjaci iz šumarstva i drvne indus-
trije,  fakulteta i istraživačkih institucija i okolišnih nevladinih organizacija). Na kraju prikupljanja 
podataka, sakupljn je 41 upitnik, koji su ispunili stručnjaci podijeljeni na zemlje članice EU (22 upit-
nika sa udjelom 54% u uzorku), i 19 stručnjaka iz zemalja izvan EU (46%). Promatrajući distribuciju 
uzorka prema zainteresiranim grupama, 41,5% ispitanika predstavlja javnu administraciju, 29,3% 
sveučilišta i istraživačke institute, 22% sudjeluje u lancu šuma-drvo, 7,3% su članovi nevladinih 
okolišnih udruga.
Rezultati pokazuju da su najčešće vrste sukoba one koje su vezane za procedure uspostave novih 
zaštićenih zona, s posebnim naglaskom na ograničenja prava vlasništva i dodatno administriranje. 
Sudionici iz zemalja koje nisu EU28 članice, više su naglasile važnost ograničenja lovnih aktivnosti 
kao potencijalni sukob u usporedbi za sudionicima iz EU28 zemalja članica. Vezano na mogućnosti i 
ograničenja ljudskih aktivnosti u zaštićenim područjima, rezultati su pokazali da je razvoj ekoturizma 
jedna on najznačajnijih prilika za razvoj ruralnih marginalnih područja. Najveća zapreka je otežano 
gospodarenja šumom (pridobivanje drva) vezano za zahtjeve očuvanja prirode. 
Konačno, rezultati pokazuju da na ispitivanom uzorku najveća zabrinutost u gospodarenju šumom su 
dodatno vrijeme i novac potreban za nadzor i primjenu aktivnosti očuvanja prirode u zaštićenim 
područjima. Za ispitanike iz EU28 zemalja članica najveća zabrinutost vezano na aktivnosti 
gospodarenja šumom je primjena aktivnosti očuvanja prirode u zaštićenim područjima, dok su 
ispitanici izvan EU28 zemalja istaknuli primjenu pesticida kao najvažniju promjenu u gospodarenju 
šumom.
Stavovi stručnjaka su temeljna početna pozicija koju treba uzeti u obzir kako bi se umanjili sukobi 
između očuvanja prirode i ljudskih aktivnosti te povećala socijalna uključenost u politiku očuvanja 
prirode.

KLJUČNE RIJEČI: zaštićena područja, mreža Natura 2000, participatorni proces, sukobi, konzultacije, 
anketni upitnik.


