SSOAR

Open Access Repository

Actor involvement in protected landscapes:
evidence from the Peak District National Park, UK

Mehnen, Nora

Verdffentlichungsversion / Published Version
Zeitschriftenartikel / journal article

Empfohlene Zitierung / Suggested Citation:

Mehnen, N. (2013). Actor involvement in protected landscapes: evidence from the Peak District National Park, UK.
Europa Regional, 19.2011(1), 3-18. https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-360090

Nutzungsbedingungen:

Dieser Text wird unter einer Deposit-Lizenz (Keine
Weiterverbreitung - keine Bearbeitung) zur Verfigung gestellt.
Gewéhrt wird ein nicht exklusives, nicht (Ubertragbares,
persénliches und beschrénktes Recht auf Nutzung dieses
Dokuments.  Dieses Dokument ist ausschlieSlich  fiir
den persénlichen, nicht-kommerziellen Gebrauch bestimmt.
Auf sémtlichen Kopien dieses Dokuments missen alle
Urheberrechtshinweise und sonstigen Hinweise auf gesetzlichen
Schutz beibehalten werden. Sie dlrfen dieses Dokument
nicht in irgendeiner Weise abéndern, noch dirfen Sie
dieses Dokument fiir &ffentliche oder kommerzielle Zwecke
vervielféltigen, offentlich ausstellen, auffiihren, vertreiben oder
anderweitig nutzen.

Mit der Verwendung dieses Dokuments erkennen Sie die
Nutzungsbedingungen an.

gesIs

Leibniz-Institut
fiir Sozialwissenschaften

Terms of use:

This document is made available under Deposit Licence (No
Redistribution - no modifications). We grant a non-exclusive, non-
transferable, individual and limited right to using this document.
This document is solely intended for your personal, non-
commercial use. All of the copies of this documents must retain
all copyright information and other information regarding legal
protection. You are not allowed to alter this document in any
way, to copy it for public or commercial purposes, to exhibit the
document in public, to perform, distribute or otherwise use the
document in public.

By using this particular document, you accept the above-stated
conditions of use.

Mitglied der

Leibniz-Gemeinschaft ;‘


http://www.ssoar.info
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-360090

Actor involvement in protected landscapes - Evidence from the Peak District National Park, UK

Actor involvement in protected landscapes — Evidence from the

Peak District National Park, UK
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Abstract

The English National Parks are designated to conserve, enhance
and promote the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of
areas of outstanding landscape value. The first national park to
be designated was the Peak District National Park (PDNP) in
1951. The complexity of uses, involved interests and actors, and
the external and internal pressures have increased significantly
since then. The Peak District has been influenced and shaped by
human habitation for thousands of years. The diversity of the
present actors requires policies as (social) learning processes,
and in order to be able to influence behaviour, governments and
governance need to adapt to the motives and goals of the
different actors. The role of coalitions and cooperation, as forms
of interactive decision-making among actors, is crucial. Especial-
ly because the different actors have different interests and time
horizons, and profess different discourses, such coalitions and
cooperation must be attractive for all actors from every sector
(state, economy and civil society). In this paper our research in
the PDNP takes its inspiration from research by THOMPSON
(2005) who adopted FOUCAULT’S ‘governmentality’ approach and
CLARK & CLARKE (2010) who used the concept of adaptive
governance. We conclude that coalitions, cooperation and
projects must be seen as a process, an immediate result is
sometimes less important.

Actors, English National Parks, Peak District, Governance

Zusammenfassung

Akteursbeteiligung in geschiitzten Landschaften -
Belege aus dem Peak District Nationalpark

Die englischen National Parks wurden ausgewiesen, um die
nattirliche Schonheit und das Natur- und Kulturerbe von
Gebieten mit aufsergewdhnlichem landschaftlichem Wert zu
erhalten, zu verbessern und zu férdern. Der erste Nationalpark,
der ausgewiesen wurde, war der Peak District Nationalpark
(PDNP) im Jahr 1951. Die Komplexitdt der Nutzungen, der
beteiligten Interessen und der Akteure sowie der externe und
interne Druck haben sich seither deutlich erhéht. Der Peak
District wurde durch die menschliche Besiedlung seit Tausenden
von Jahren beeinflusst und geformt. Die Vielfalt der heutigen
Akteure erfordert eine Politik als (sozialen) Lernprozess und sie
muss in der Lage sein, das Verhalten beeinflussen zu kénnen;
Government und Governance miissen sich an Motive und Ziele
der verschiedenen Akteure anpassen. Die Rolle von Koalitionen
und Kooperationen, als Formen der interaktiven Entscheidungs-
findung zwischen den Akteuren ist entscheidend. Vor allem, weil
die verschiedenen Akteure unterschiedliche Interessen und
Zeithorizonte haben und zu verschiedenen Diskursen gehéren,
miissen solche Koalitionen und Kooperationen attraktiver fiir
alle Akteure aus allen Bereichen (Staat, Wirtschaft und Zivil-
gesellschaft) werden. In diesem Beitrag stellen wir unsere
Forschung im PDNP in Bezug zur Forschung von THOMPSON
(2005), die FoucAuLTs Gouvernementalitiits-Ansatz verwendete
und CLARK & CLARKE (2010), die das Konzept der adaptiven
Governance verwendeten. Wir schlussfolgern, dass Koalitionen,
Kooperationen und Projekte als Prozesse gesehen werden
miissen, ein sofortiges Ergebnis ist manchmal weniger wichtig.

Akteure, Englische National Parks, Peak District, Governance



Introduction

Beliefs, feelings and values towards pro-
tected areas worldwide are undergoing a
fundamental series of changeswithrespect
to their objectives and their perform-
ances (STOLTON & DuDLEY 2000, p. 1).
Two issues are of particular relevance.
First, the increased emphasis on protec-
ted landscapes and seascapes' and the ac-
ceptance that not all protected areas are
strictly one-dimensional single-objective
nature reserves, but that they include oth-
er human land uses as integral elements
(AMEND et al. 2008; BROWN et al. 2004;
Lucas 1992; PHiLLIPS 2002). Common ac-
tivities in IUCN category V 2 protected are-
as include farming, fishing, subsistence
hunting, forestry, residential use and also
small industries. Quite a number of pro-
tected areas of Western Europe are based
on this model, e.g. the nature parks in
Austria and in Germany or the regional
nature parks in France. The English na-
tional parks are a prominent example
within this category. Second, there is a
growing awareness of the importance of
good management within protected areas
and recognition that this is often not be-
ing achieved (SToLL-KLEEMANN 2010;
HockINGs et al. 2006; NOLTE et al. 2010).
Coupled with this is a move to develop
ways of measuring the effectiveness of
management as a first stage in both iden-
tifying the problems and the ways in
which these could be addressed (SToLTON
& DUDLEY 2000, p. 1). Recently a third is-
sue has emerged in the discourse of pro-
tected areas, namely its governance
(ABRAMS et al. 2003; BORRINI-FEYER-
ABEND 2003; BORRINI-FEYERABEND et al.
2006; BALLOFFET & MARTIN 2007;

1 According to the IUCN (International Union for
Conservation of Nature) Guidelines, the definition of a
protected landscape/seascape (IUCN category V) is
‘a protected area where the interaction of people and
nature over time has produced an area of distinct
character with significant ecological, biological,
cultural and scenic value and where safeguarding the
integrity of this interaction is vital to protecting and
sustaining the area and its associated nature conser-
vation and other values’ (DubLey 2008).

2 The IUCN has defined six categories of protected
areas based on increasing human influence: form
strict nature reserves (la) to protected areas with
sustainable use of natural resources (VI) (IUCN 1994;
DupLey 2008; www.iucn.org). National parks classified
under IUCN category V are quite different from na-
tional parks classified under IUCN category Il
(National park) in Europe or the US.

DEARDEN et al. 2005; GRAHAM et al. 2003;
BRENNER & JoB 2012).

Because of geographical and historical
characteristics, social structures, political
organizations and planning cultures, Eu-
ropean protected landscapes are highly
heterogeneous. They show many differ-
ences, e.g. in the number of designated
areas they have established, their legal
structures, their tasks, as well as in their
size in proportion to the country’s sur-
face area. However, they have certain
characteristics in common. They almost
always involve (rural) landscapes that are
important for their traditional, often rec-
reational and less intensive, land use.

Until now there has been little knowl-
edge about the English approach to land-
scapes on the European continent and
vice versa. For example, cooperation be-
tween national partner organizations and
associations such as the Association of
National Park Authorities (ANPA), the Fé-
dération des Parcs Naturels Régionaux de
France or the Association of Austrian Na-
ture Parks (VNO) is not well developed.
So on both sides improvements are re-
quired. The EUROPARC Federation, the
umbrella federation of Europe’s protec-
ted areas tries to stimulate this coopera-
tion. The aim of this paper is to provide
some insight into the English way of pro-
tecting inhabited landscapes.

The English national parks are desig-
nated for the conservation of the natural
beauty and cultural heritage of areas of
outstanding landscape value and the pro-
motion of opportunities for public appre-
ciation and enjoyment of the parks’ spe-
cial qualities (NATIONAL PARKS AND
AccEgss TO THE COUNTRYSIDE ACT 1949).
Since 1995 they have had the additional
purpose of promoting the economic and
social well-being of park communities,
and this is one of the reasons why they
are classified under IUCN category V. Al-
though they come under the local govern-
ment, each national park has its own au-
thority with responsibility for planning,
conservation and recreation manage-
ment. Thus, national parks focus on con-
servation and environmental education,
while the National Park Authorities also
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have the duty of fostering social and eco-
nomic well-being in the discharge of their
two main responsibilities (ENVIRONMENT
Act 1995).

There are currently 15 national parks in
England and Wales. Ten were designated
in the 1950s following the National Parks
and Access to the Countryside Act 1949,
the Broads was created in 1989, and the
New Forest in 2005. The new South
Downs National Park was designated on
31 March 2010, but the Authority had a
year to prepare itself before it became ful-
ly operational in April 2011, including be-
coming the statutory Planning and Access
Authority. The first national park to be
designated was the Peak District National
Park (PDNP) in 1951.

The parks cover about 10 % of the total
land area of England and Wales: 9 % of
England and 20 % of Wales. They attract
around 100 million visitors a year. The
two Scottish national parks cover 7 % of
the land area of Scotland. At present
Northern Ireland has no national park
(see  http://www.statistics.gov.uk/
geography/nat_parks.asp).

The National Park Authorities must
account for their performance to the De-
partment for Environment, Food and Ru-
ral Affairs (Defra). They are not account-
able to local authorities and local resi-
dents. They are free-standing local
authorities, possessing some of the func-
tions of conventional local authorities, but
they also have many of the characteristics
of non-departmental government bodies
(THOMPSON 2008).

Since last year the English national
parks have faced spending cuts of up to
30 %. This means that the National Park
Authorities have to make the difficult de-
cision on which area of work they elimi-
nate. Communities, as well as policy mak-
ers and visitors, need to realize that a pos-
itive economic outlook for the people who
live and work within the national parks is
intrinsically linked to how well the parks
are managed and funded. All National
Parks are funded by the central govern-
ment (PDNP about £ 8 million), plus in-
come from sales, charges and fees and ex-
ternal funding. Related to this is a debate
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about the influence of the duty to pro-
mote economic and social well-being on
the other objectives (such as protecting
the landscape and promoting public en-
joyment). The current situation has a ma-
jor impact on the development of parks
and their governance. Hence, the specific
aim of this paper is to examine how to in-
volve actors in protected landscapes,
based on empirical evidence from the
Peak District National Park, UK.

We? compare our results with existing
research by THoMPsoN (2005) who used
FoucauLT’s governmentality approach
and CLARK & CLARKE (2010) who applied
the concept of adaptive governance. We
want to answer the question of how ac-
tors can be involved in the governance of
protected landscapes, and how they can
create the capacity to act at the local level,
something which was addressed by
CLARK & CLARKE (2010) or THOMPSON
(2005). The reasons and criteria for
choosing the Peak District National Park
(PDNP) are manifold. It was selected be-
cause it is classified as an I[UCN category
V area* it carries an immense diversity of
land use activities (conservation, farming,
tourism, water supply, quarrying, game/
fishing, housing), and it faces a wide range
of social, economic, political and environ-
mental pressures. The Peak District is a
typical UK upland and mountainous re-
gion in Europe, which tends to be eco-
nomically marginal, environmentally sen-
sitive and subject to many often conflict-
ing types of land use. The competing
demands of conservation, water supply,
recreation and tourism, agriculture, quar-
rying and game management have led to
conflicts of interests between many ac-
tors.

In the next sub-section we introduce
the theoretical concepts of governmental-
ity and adaptive governance. We also pre-

3 This paper is part of a PhD research conducted at the
University of Groningen and supervised by Prof. Dr.
Dirk Strijker (University of Groningen, The Nether-
lands) and Prof. Dr. Ingo Mose (Carl von Ossietzky
University Oldenburg, Germany).

4 The English and Welsh national parks are effectively
‘managed landscapes’, and are classified as IUCN
Category V Protected Landscapes because of this.
This study was part of a broader project regarding
protected landscapes in Europe.

sent our theoretical framework. Then we
describe the Peak District National Park.
In the section which follows, we explain
the methodological framework and reveal
the results of our analysis. We conclude
with recommendations for how to involve
actors in governance processes in protec-
ted landscapes.

Theoretical considerations
Governmentality was introduced by Fou-
CAULT to study the autonomous individ-
ual‘s capacity for self-control and how
this is linked to forms of political rule and
economic exploitation (FoucauLt 1991).
Governmentality can be understood as
the art of government in a broader sense,
i.e. with an idea of government that is not
limited to state politics alone, that in-
cludes a wide range of techniques of con-
trol, and that applies to a wide variety of
objects, from one‘s control of the self to
the control of populations. Another un-
derstanding is the organized practices
(mentalities, rationalities, and tech-
niques) through which subjects are gov-
erned (MAYHEw 2004). FoucAuLT’s con-
cept has been redefined by others, for ex-
ample by HUNT & WiCKHAM (1994), KERR
(1999) or DEAN (1999).

THOMPSON (2005) adopts the govern-
mentality approach to understand
change within government. She argues
that a focus on behaviours, practices and
conduct is highly applicable to the ana-
lysis of inter-institutional relations
(THOMPSON 2005, p. 324). In THOMPSON’s
understanding, FOUCAULT’S concept of
governmentality is concerned with the
study of the operation of government,
both in terms of the institutions of the
state and the power relations that perme-
ate society. THOMPSON differentiates be-
tween two approaches to the use of gov-
ernmentality in rural governance. The
first, the ‘classical approach’, involves the
adoption of FoucauLT’s ideas of how gov-
ernment collects information in order to
be able to act upon the population and
justify its interventions. As a typical ex-
ample she introduced the study by Mur-
DOCH & WARD (1997) of the ‘National
Farm’ in post-war Britain. The second

type of study is what THOMPSON calls
‘neo-Foucauldian’ studies which have
emerged since the late 1990s and involve
highlighting how government increasing-
ly acts through populations, consciously
blurring the boundary between ‘the gov-
ernment’ and ‘the population’ (MURDOCH
1997). These studies of the role of gov-
ernment in rural localities highlight how
the state uses various techniques of part-
nership, consultation and devolved re-
sponsibility in order to directly implicate
non-state actors in the act of governing.
As an example of ‘neo-Foucauldian’ stud-
ies of governmentality, THOMPSON (2005)
presented MURDOCH's (1997) analyses of
the English Rural White Paper of 1995
and the rationalities employed by govern-
ment in shifting responsibility for service
delivery from ‘the government’ to ‘the
population’. Our position is that the use
of the governmentality approach is inter-
esting and unique in the context of pro-
tected landscapes; although FoucauLT
did not write specifically about environ-
mental issues, his work on power and
governmentality provides useful insights
in the examination and clarification of
these themes.

When defining adaptive governance
many researchers (e.g. FOLKE et al. 2005;
OLSSEN et al. 2006) cite the work of LEE
(2003) who refers to adaptive systems of
governance as the new governance and
defines it as a form of social coordination
in which actions are coordinated volun-
tarily by individuals and organizations
with self-organizing and self-enforcing
capabilities. Adaptive governance relies
on networks that connect individuals, or-
ganizations, agencies, and institutions at
multiple organizational levels (FOLKE et
al. 2005). This form of governance also
provides for collaborative, flexible, learn-
ing-based approaches to managing eco-
systems, also referred to as ‘adaptive co-
management’ (FOLKE et al. 2003; OLSSON
etal. 2004).

CLARK & CLARKE (2010) considered
the utility of adaptive governance in
shedding light on local sustainability pro-
jects in European protected landscapes.
They focused on the example of England,



and studied its national parks (NP) and
areas of outstanding natural beauty
(AONB). Adaptive governance speaks di-
rectly to the debates about the involve-
ment of actors. CLARK & CLARKE (2010)
have used the definition from FOLKE et al.
(2005, p. 441) who defined adaptive gov-

of “successful” sustainability projects.
The exploration of these sustainability
processes requires going beyond consid-
eration of actor involvement, scientific
and public learning and problem respon-
siveness and to consider underlying pow-
er relations animating these projects.
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tutionalism (SCHARPF 1997), the concept
of policy arrangements (VAN TATENHOVE
et al. 2000) and the concept of political
modernization (ARTS et al. 2006; see also
LEIBENATH et al. 2010), and it is grouped
according to three levels: institution, ac-
tors and area. Each of these levels con-

Theoretical framework

Institution

Governance

Institutional settings

Informal and formal institutions

|

IfL 2012
Draft: N. Mehnen
Design: J. Lagel

Interest
: ) Rules of the game
Actors orientations & Conflict solutions
resources
Power & influence ;
‘ ‘ Discourse & Cooperation
programme
‘ Sense of place ‘
Area _

Sources: modified from Gaiing & Kem 2006, Scrarr 1997, ArTs et al. 2006 and LesenatH et al. 2010

Figure 1: Theoretical framework

ernance as one that ‘connect[s] individu-
als, organisations, agencies, and institu-
tions at multiple organisational levels’,
comprising ‘social networks with teams
and actor groups that draw on various
knowledge systems and experiences for
the development of a common under-
standing of policies’. CLARK & CLARKE
state that ‘it is less clear whether adap-
tive governance prescriptions can be
used to furnish more complete under-
standings of the cross-scale/cross-level
interactions underpinning the spatialities

6

Whether this is possible using the adap-
tive governance “tool kit” will require fur-
ther detailed consideration in other em-
pirical contexts’ (CLARK & CLARKE 2010,
p. 323).

Our research aims to contribute to the
field by analysing the governance struc-
tures, power relations and interests of the
different actors and by making concrete
recommendations for the involvement of
actors. Our theoretical framework derives
from broader, more general concepts or
frameworks, such as actor-centred insti-

sists of various elements (see Figure 1).
The overarching principe is gover-
nance. Governance concerns how social
relations and interactions are coordina-
ted. Moreover, governance as ‘social co-
ordination’ (MAYNTZ 1998) is also under-
stood as the combination of different me-
chanisms of coordination and net-
work-like structures involving different
actors from the public and private sector.
FURST et al. (2006) differentiate between
actors of the three sectors, ‘state’, ‘econo-
my’ and ‘civil society’. We adopt this clas-
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sification because of its applicability to
actors in protected landscapes. Regional
governance emphasizes the increasing
importance of coordinating actions of dif-
ferent actors and regulation processes for
common problem-solving at the regional
level (POLLERMANN 2006; FORST 2006).

Institutional level

Institutions are recognized as ‘relatively
stable collections of communicative prac-
tices and rules defining appropriate be-
haviour for specific groups of actors in
specific situations’ (RISSE 2002, p. 604).
They encompass ‘not only formal legal
rules that are sanctioned by the court
system and machinery of the state, but
also social norms that actors will gener-
ally respect and whose violation will be
sanctioned by loss of reputation, social
disapproval, withdrawal of cooperation
and rewards’ (SCHARPF 1997, p. 45).
HELMKE & LEVITSKY (2004) define infor-
mal institutions as ‘socially shared rules,
usually unwritten, that are created, com-
municated, and enforced outside of offi-
cially sanctioned channels’ (HELMKE &
LEVITSKY 2004, p. 727). They define for-
mal institutions as follows: ‘formal insti-
tutions are rules and procedures that are
created, communicated, and enforced
through channels widely accepted as of-
ficial’ (HELMKE & LEVITSKY 2004, p. 727).
While a stable formal institutional frame-
work is a pre-condition for sustainable
management, informal institutions play
a crucial role in most areas.

Actor level

Actors are by definition of central impor-
tance. They may or may not be genuinely
interested in a project, and they may or
may not possess personal characteristics
conductive to cooperation, such as lan-
guage skills and intercultural competence
or resources in terms of time, knowledge,
money or authority (SKELCHER & SULLI-
VAN 2008; DERKZEN 2008; LEIBENATH et
al. 2010). In this context the stakeholder
theory is highly pertinent. It provides a
solid basis for identifying, classifying and
categorizing stakeholders and under-
standing their behaviour. The basic idea

of the stakeholder theory is that the or-
ganization has relationships with many
constituent groups, and that it can engen-
der and maintain the support of these
groups by considering and balancing
their relevant interests (FREEMAN 1984;
JONES & Wicks 1999).While having its or-
igins in strategic management, stakehold-
er theory has been applied to a number
of fields. Furthermore, it has been pre-
sented and used in a number of ways that
are quite distinct and that involve very
different methodologies, concepts, types
of evidence and criteria of appraisal
(DONALDSON & PRESTON 1995). In litera-
ture there are numerous definitions of
stakeholders. In this context we wish to
introduce the definition from the project
management standard (PMI 2008), which
defines stakeholders as ‘individuals and
organizations that are actively involved
in the project or whose interest may be
affected as a result of project execution
or project completion’, and the common
definition formulated by FREEMAN (1984)
that is, ‘any group or individual who is af-
fected by or can affect the achievement of
an organization’s objectives’.

The concepts of power are also crucial.
In a different context (television produc-
tion networks) MossiG (2004) differenti-
ates between, firstly, power through
superiority and strength (to which re-
sources are related); secondly, power and
influence through relationships (which
are related to good connections and in-
formation); and thirdly collective ordinal
forces and mechanisms (which are relat-
ed to the power of actor groups).

Sense of place, place attachment, be-
longing and identity are also important
with regard to protected areas. CARRUS et
al. (2005) show the positive role of gen-
eral and specific pro-environmental atti-
tudes, as well as that of regional identity,
in predicting support for the protected
areas considered. A sense of place is de-
fined by JORGENSEN & STEDMAN (2001)
as the meaning that is attached to a spa-
tial environment - a place - by (groups
of) people. They distinguish three dimen-
sions of sense of place: place attachment,
place identity and place dependency (see

also VANCLAY et al. 2008). According to
place theorists, individuals who are emo-
tionally, cognitively or functionally at-
tached to a place will act to protect that
place (TuaN 1977; RELPH 1976). Empiri-
cal research has shown that this is true in
several different contexts. These settings
include neighbourhoods and communi-
ties (MESCH & MANOR 1998; SHUMAKER
& TAYLOR 1983), heritage sites (HAWKE
2010; Dicks 2000; ASHWORTH et al.
2007), parks and protected areas
(KALTENBORN & WILLIAMS 2002; WALKER
& CHAPMAN 2003), forests (MULLER
2011), and recreational landscapes
(BRICKER & KERSTETTER 2002; KALTEN-
BORN 1998; KYLE et al. 2005; STEDMAN
2002; VASKE & KOBRIN 2001; VORKINN &
RIESE 2001).

Actor constellation represents groups
of actors using the same technical lan-
guage and sharing the same knowledge
(the same discourse), but eventually
working in different and competing con-
texts, such as government agencies, inter-
est groups, consultancies and NGOs (see
also VAN BoMMEL 2008; DERKZEN 2008).

Modes of interaction can be distin-
guished after SCHARPF (1997) as ‘mutual
adjustment’, ‘negotiated agreement’, ‘vot-
ing’ and ‘hierarchical direction’ In addi-
tion, the concepts of negotiation theory
(see FISHER et al. 1991) or conflict theory
(see BARTOS & WEHR 2002; SCHLEE 2004)
have to be considered. Learning process-
es are directly related to interaction and
they are essential to governance process-
es (HALL 1993; SABATIER 1993; BENNETT
& HOWLETT 1992). The concepts of par-
ticipation (see REED 2008; O’ROURKE &
MAcEey 2003) and leadership (HORLINGS
2010a; HORLINGS 2010b; HORLINGS &
MARSDEN 2010; MITCHELL et al. 2002)
are also crucial.

In the governance economists and so-
ciologists in particular focus on rules
(ROSENAU & CZEMPIEL 1992; WILLIAMSON
1996), whereas political scientists con-
centrate more on networks (RHODES
1997).

Arealevel
Different structural and situational char-



acteristics play a role in the performance
of the park. They are mostly non-institu-
tional factors. Aspects of the structural
context are, for example, the geographi-
cal size of the protected landscape, the
quality of transport systems and com-
munication infrastructures, and the lev-
el of economic development (LEIBENATH
etal. 2010). The existing policy environ-
ment also belongs to this level.

The Peak District National Park

The Peak District is an upland area in
central and northern England, lying
mainly in northern Derbyshire, but also
covering parts of Cheshire, Greater Man-
chester, Staffordshire, and South and
West Yorkshire. Most of the area falls
within the Peak District National Park,
whose designation in 1951 made it the
first national park in the British Isles. The
PDNP is located at the southern end of
the Pennine Chain between Sheffield and

composition is gritstone, and the south-
ern White Peak, where most of the popu-
lation live and where the soil is mainly li-
mestone-based. In previous years a visi-
tor number of 22 to 26 million visitors
per year was estimated and it was com-
monly stated that the Peak District is
thought to be the second or third most-
visited national park in the world (see for
example McCABE & STOKOE 2004). Today
the Association of National Park Authori-
ties calculated a more moderate number
of 8,4 million visitors per year (ANPA,
2011). To have a comparison, both large
German Wadden Sea National Parks at-
tract over 20 million visitors each year
(see for example JoB 2008). The PDNP
had always faced challenges and had to
deal with difficulties such as visitor pres-
sure (and related to that the loss of habi-
tats and species), overgrazing and acid
rain - the last two mentions are now on
the decline, but climate change is an in-

The Peak District National Park
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Manchester and covers 1438 square km
(see Figure 2).

The area is conventionally split into the
northern Dark Peak, where most of the
moorland is found and whose geological

creasing concern (Mose 1990; CROUCH et
al. 2009). About 38,000 people live in the
area. Some of them work in the park, and
some work in the surrounding cities (of-
ten employed in jobs for the higher edu-
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cated). Housing is relatively expensive, so
most people who work in the Peak Dis-
trict live outside the park. Sixteen million
people (32.6 % of the UK population) live
within an hour’s travelling time of the Na-
tional Park boundary. The PDNP is highly
valued for recreation, and one reason for
that is the short distance from the cities
of Manchester, Sheffield and Leeds. The
PDND is important for water supply and
carbon storage. Housing and economic
development within the National Park
are subject to restrictive zoning require-
ments. Tourism is the major local em-
ployment for park inhabitants (24 %),
with manufacturing industries (19 %)
and quarrying (12 %) also being impor-
tant; only 12 % are employed in agricul-
ture. The cement works at Hope is the
largest single employer within the Park.
It is estimated that tourism provides
more than 2,000 jobs in hotels and ca-
tering, and thousands more in shops and
other tourism-related service industries
(PDNP Authority 2010a). The main farm
enterprises are those engaged in live-
stock farming of sheep and cattle.

Methods

Our empirical analysis of the PDNP focus-

es in particular on forms of governance

as well as informal and decentralized in-

stitutions.

[t rests on three pillars:

¢ A document analysis of existing litera-
ture, plans and concepts;

e A series of semi-structured, open-
ended, in-depth interviews;

¢ Various on-site visits in the national
park region.

The in-depth interviews were based on a

guideline with thematic topics and spe-

cific questions. The issues and questions

were derived from the theoretical frame-

work. We conducted in-depth interviews

with actors from the state, civil society

and economy.

We also used the SWOT analysis and
the stakeholder analysis. SWOT analysis
is a strategic method used to evaluate the
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and
threats involved in a project or in busi-
ness venture (HUMPHREY 2005; Koo &
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Koo 2007; MORRISSON 2006). The Stake-
holder analysis is a form of analysis that
aims to identify the stakeholders that are
likely to be affected by the activities and
outcomes of a project. For a detailed
overview, see REED et al. (2009). It is a
snapshot of a current situation (one in
which actors come and go, power rela-
tionships are changing and so on).

The study by CLARK & CLARKE (2010)
is based on a national survey of sustain-
ability projects in English NPs, under-
taken in 2006-2007. CLARK & CLARKE se-
lected five best practice examples based
on detailed data collection. Field visits
were undertaken to the good practice
projects in order to formulate objective
appraisals of sustainability outcomes and
to meet with local community groups and
entrepreneurs who had formulated, de-
veloped or otherwise participated in
these sustainable projects. THOMPSON
(2005) used different methods for her re-
search (interviews, document analysis)
and conducted field work in Northum-
berland NPA.

Analysis

Institutional level

(institutional settings)
Organizational structure

The responsible body of the Peak District
National Park is the National Park Author-
ity. The PDNP has possibly the most com-
plex local and regional government struc-
ture of any UK national park. It covers
parts of four government regions (which
have been abolished), three county coun-
cils, nine district, borough, city and met-
ropolitan borough councils and 125 par-
ishes. The National Park Authority has a
number of appointed members, selected
by the Secretary of State, local councils
and parish councils (30 persons in the
PDNP). The role of members is to provide
leadership, scrutiny and direction for the
National Park Authority.

Furthermore, there is a number of paid
staff who carries out the work necessary to
run the National Park. For the Peak District
National Park about 160 persons are work-
ing in full-time jobs, several in job-share,
part-time or seasonal. The positions in the

National Park range from rangers and ecol-
ogists to planners and education teams.

Ownership

Land within an English national park is
largely in private ownership and has been
worked by humans for thousands of
years. Over 90 % of the land in the Peak
District National Park is privately owned.
The biggest private landowners are the
National Trust, which owns 12 % (17,507
hectares), and three water companies
which own 11 % (16,943 hectares). The
Peak District National Park Authority
owns just 5 % (6,957 hectares) (PDNP
Authority, 2010b). The largest individual
landowners in the British National Parks
generally, however, are public organiza-
tions: the Forestry Commission, National
Trust, Water Companies, Ministry of De-
fence, Duchy of Cornwall and Welsh Of-
fice, in that order. These ownership struc-
tures compared to IUCN II national parks
are really specific. In Germany the nation-
al parks are mainly owned by the federal
states (Lidnder) and the federal govern-
ment (Bund). For example, around 91 %
of the area of the Harz National park
(IUCN category II) is owned by the states
of Lower Saxony and Saxony-Anhalt, 7 %
are still federal property, and almost 2 %
private or corporate ownership (NATIO-
NALPARKVERWALTUNG HARZ 2011). A high
level of private landownership does not
mean low levels of access; for example the
National Trust owns land in order to pro-
vide access for everyone and access to
permanently protected places of natural
beauty or historic interest for the benefit
of the nation.

Plans and Strategies

The Management Plan (2006-2011) was

prepared with the support of the follow-

ing people/stakeholder groups:

¢ Public - ten open public meetings in
2004 and 2005;

e Public - surveys in 2004;

e Parish Councils - Peak Park Parishes
Forums in 2003 and 2004;

e National Park Authority members -
workshops in 2004, 2005 and 2006;

¢ Stakeholders - Help Shape the Future

partner event May 2005;
¢ Six-week consultation on Help Shape
the Future Issues and Options Docu-
ment in May and June 2005 and ten-
week consultation on Help Shape the
Future: National Park Management
Plan Consultation Draft June 2006.
The new National Park Management Plan
for the next period of time is now under
review and several actors are included in
the process (e.g. the National Farmers Un-
ion). Other important strategies and plans
are the Local Development Framework,
the Recreation Strategy and Action Plan
for the Peak District National Park 2010-
2020, the Cultural Heritage Strategy and
the Minerals Strategic Action Plan. These
plans and strategies are important as for-
mal institutions and rules.

Actor level

The actors, that is, individuals, groups and
organizations bearing distinct interests
and concerns about the PDNP, are very di-
verse (see Figure 3). They have different
resources, orientations and interests.

There are actors who command power
through superiority and strength (e.g.
some actors from the economic sector
with sufficient resources), other actors
have fewer resources but carry strong in-
fluence because of their relationships
(because they have good connections and
information, e.g. actors from civil society
or some state actors) and collective ordi-
nal forces and mechanisms (which are re-
lated to the power of actor groups).

The committee structures and organiza-
tional structure of the Peak District Nati-
onal Park is very complex (see Figure 4).

The members of PDNP Authority can be
appointed by local authorities or by the
Secretary of State for the Environment,
and/or they can be parish representatives
appointed by the Secretary of State for the
Environment. Almost every actor inter-
viewed feels strongly attached to the Na-
tional Park region (between 9 and 10;
judgment of place attachment on a scale
from 1-10). There are people who are
strongly attached to the region (often
farmers) and whose family has lived the-
re for years. But there are also people
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Figure 3: Actors in the PDNF, according to interests and functions

who can afford to move to the park and
do so because of the ‘nice’ landscape.

Cooperation
Partnership is vital to achieving the out-
comes of the National Park Management
Plan through the wide range of adminis-
trative bodies (the National Park incor-
porates 4 Regions, 11 Metropolitan, Dis-
trict and County Councils, 125 Parishes,
7 Highway Authorities) and several com-
munity groups. There is a long history of
working in partnership with others, for
example the utility companies and the
Forestry Commission, which pre-dates
that legislation. With other organizations,
there have been partnerships based on a
shared set of objectives, for instance with
English Heritage and the National Trust.
Where nature and landscape are con-
cerned, the Peak District National Park
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collaborates with Natural England, the
Wildlife Trust, and the forestry commis-
sion. There are also forms of cooperation
with private forest owners. An important
role is played by cooperation with the En-
vironment Agency. Farmers play an im-
portant role in the PDNP. But they were
not always involved in the management.
In the field of tourism the national park
works together with Visit Peak District &
Derbyshire, and touristic service provid-
ers. The Peak District National Park En-
vironmental Quality Mark designates en-
vironmentally friendly businesses. In the
field of communication and education the
National Park Authority supports local
schools and teachers. An important fea-
ture was its own education centre ‘Lose-
hill Hall’ that now belongs to the YHA
(Youth Hostels Association). The Peak
District National Park works together

Europa Regional 19 (2011) 1

with the local, regional and national me-
dia. Cooperative organizations engaged
in sustainable regional development in-
volve national park partners and the en-
trepreneurs, who produce and deliver lo-
cal products (Peak District Food and Peak
District Cuisine.)

Hence, the main important forms of co-
operation of the National Park Authority
are with local authorities, local residents
and NGOs. Volunteers, who are engaged in
the protection of the park’s values, are very
important. Examples are: the volunteer
ranger/warden service (including youth
rangers), education services, individual
site management, participation in the pro-
duction of the management plan, help in
interpreting, picking up litter and so on.

There is a LEADER group in the Peak
District. The Peak District Rural Action
Zone has secured £ 1.9 million in RDPE
funding from the EU and Defra through
the East Midlands Development Agency
(Emda) and Advantage West Midlands.
But it is not very well known and some
projects face some problems (such as
long application processes or high per-
sonal contributions).

Formal and informal co-operations
and networks

The most important formal networks are
the Network of English National Parks, in
which the Association of National Park
Authorities (ANPA) brings together the
15 National Park Authorities in the UK to
raise the profile of the national parks and
to promote cooperation as well as the EU-
ROPARC Federation. EUROPARC repre-
sents approximately 440 members.
These include bodies responsible for pro-
tected areas, governmental departments,
NGOs and businesses in 36 countries,
which themselves manage some parts of
the land, sea, mountains, forests, rivers
and cultural heritage of Europe. But up
till now there has been hardly any coop-
eration with the partner associations on
continental Europe.

Live & Work Rural is the flagship pro-
ject of the Peak District National Park,
helping people to take care of the envi-
ronment by living and working in sus-
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Figure 4: Committee structure and organizational structure of the Peak District National

tainable ways. Peak District Community
Planning has funded a wide variety of
projects. As one of the partners, the Peak
District National Park Authority has
worked closely with a number of villages
to help them achieve many of the aims set
out in their village plans. The following
are a selection from some of the achieve-
ments so far: Birchover Roadside Im-
provements, Castleton War Memorial,
Monyash Mere, Parwich Well Restoration
and Brook Course, Peak Forest Reading
Rooms and Play Area, and Waterfall Pin-
fold Restoration.

Area level
Different structural and situational char-
acteristics play a role in the Peak District

SWOT-Analysis

National Park. The geographic size of the
PDNP, the quality of transport systems
and communication infrastructure, and
the level of economic development are
distinctive; e.g. the Park stretches across
several counties, has planning authority
for the whole area etc. In this context the
implementation of the park’s plans and
principals is crucial.

We will turn to the analysis of specific
features of the PDNP with reference to re-
gional governance, which was carried out
by using SWOT analysis and a stakehold-
er analysis.

The SWOT analysis summarizes the key
elements of the case study with regard to
regional governance. The advantage of
our approach is its holistic approach,
which means that all actors (state, civil
society and economy) and their interests
are taken into account.

The PDNP has attained global impor-
tance and recognition because of its his-
torical and touristic significance. It plays
a key role in ensuring the protection of
nature and the landscape of the region.

Therefore, governance can enhance the
PDNP’s development and effective func-
tioning by exploiting its strengths and op-
portunities.

The following stakeholder analysis was
not conducted with a specific project or
a current event in mind, but it rather pro-
vides an overview of actors in the Peak
District.

The Peak District National Park Au-
thority has the most influence and is def-
initely the key actor in the park area. Cen-
tral actors are also the nature conserva-
tion authorities and agencies and
environment and nature conservation or-
ganizations. Because of the diverse own-

- Possibility of concentrating on management
rather than on providing
tourism and education services

- Exploring sources of alternative ustainable
funding

- Increasing financial problems (funding cuts)
- Public costs under pressure

(e.g. running Tourist Information Centres,
locating matching funding forprojects)

- Pressure from surrounding areas trough

e.g. increasing urbanization, infrastructure
and demand for recreation

Source: own draft

Table 1: SWOT-Analysis
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Stakeholder/ Sector Goal Influence | Concern | Legal Spatial Resources
Actor/Interest group status ties/levels
National Park Authority State/civil Nature and cultural high high public body national/ medium -
society/economy heritage protection regional/ low
(Sustainability and local
partnerships)
Nature conservation State Nature protection high medium government national medium -
authorities and agencies (policy/ department/ high
(DEFRA, EA) administration) public body
Environment and nature Civil society Nature protection high high public body/ | local/ medium
conservation organizations charity regional
(Natural England, Wildlife
Trust etc.)
Local industry (quarries, Economy Economic benefit medium high individual local medium
water companies etc.) (businesses/companies) businesses
Local trade/economic Civil society Regional economic | medium medium membership | local medium
associations (Country development organization
Land and Business
Association etc.)
Economic authorities and State Economic high high development | local/ medium
agencies (e.g. Emda, (policy/administration) development agency regional
Chamber of Commerce)
Municipal councils (Districts | State Administration/ high high elected local/ medium
and County Councils, Parish | (policy/administration) public service administrative | regional
and Town Councils) body
Landowners Civil society Economic benefit high high individuals local/ medium -
(e.g. Chatsworth) (Heritage and regional high
landscape
protection)
Tourism organizations (Visit | Economy/civil society Tourism, marketing | high medium tourist board | regional/ medium
Peak District & Derbyshire of the region local
Destination, etc.)
Tourism entrepreneurs Economy Utilization of tourism | medium medium individual local medium
facilities, economic businesses
benefit
National Farmers Union Economy/civil society Representation and | medium high trade local/ medium
services to farmer association regional
and grower
members
Farmers Economy Economic profit high high individual local low
from agriculture businesses
landscape
management
Forestry Commission Economy Sustainable forestry | medium medium government local/ medium
department regional
Forestry entrepreneurs Economy Economic profit medium medium individual local low
through forestry businesses
Social/cultural associations | Civil society Cultural heritage medium medium registered local low -
(e.g. Local historical protection charities medium
Societies, English Heritage
etc.)
Local population Civil society Well-being medium high individuals local medium
Universities Civil Society Scientific research medium medium public - regional medium
government

Source: own draft

Table 2: Stakeholder Analysis Matrix

ership structure land owners like Chats-
worth have also high influence on park
developments. The interests, resources
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and skills of actors are significant for
successful (regional) governance. For ex-
ample, SCHERER (2006) differentiates

between supporting and constraining
factors in (regional) governance, but he
also states that there are some neces-
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sary basic conditions and requirements,
for instance, the central actor group
should have a high societal acceptance
and there should be a good and easy ac-
cessibility to the network. An important
point is the existence of an internal con-
trol and rule system and high regional
steering competences of the authority.
Supporting factors are, for example, the
availability of resources and capacities
and positive personal relationships be-
tween all actors. Shared values and
shared knowledge as motivation also
support the exercise/administration of

Factors for Regional Governance

PDNP

Supporting factors

Availability of resources and
capacities

Positive personal relationships
between all actors

Shared values and shared knowledge
as motivation

Support from policy =
Support from inhabitants =
Good communication structures

Constraining factors

Lack of leadership -
Lack of capacities

Lack of willingness of cooperating
bodies

Some necessary basic
conditions and requirements

Central actor group with high societal
acceptance

Accessibility of the network/
management

Existence of an intern control and
rule system

Regional steering competences

++ very strong/positive
—/+ more or less
— — very weak/negative

Source: Adapted from Screrer 2006

Table 3: Factors for Regional Governance

regional governance. Crucial constrain-
ing factors are a lack of leadership, a
lack of capacities and a lack of willing-
ness on the part of cooperating bodies
(see Table 3).

The main problem connected with re-
gional governance is the lower availabili-
ty of resources and capacities due to the
funding cuts. However, the business and
performance plan for 2011 and 2012
shows that the National Park Authority

is aware of that problem and sees the
increasing importance of partnerships
(PDNPA 2011, pp. 7ff.).

For the involvement of different actor
groups different forms of participation
should be used. For example, for the di-
rectly affected inhabitants personal con-
sultation is very important, whereas the
broader public can be informed through
channels such as the Internet or public
meetings. Other important ways of in-
volving actors are interviews or surveys.
Recently focus groups have become sig-
nificant. For a detailed overview of histo-
ries and typologies of participation, see
REED (2008). Table 4 shows the actors
and the most important forms of par-
ticipation.

Based on our analysis, we compare the
current situation with an ideal situation:
The current situation can be charac-
terized as follows. There is alack of resour-

ment new measures. The National Park
Authority would provide for conserva-
tion, enhancement and promotion of the
park’s natural beauty, wildlife and cultur-
al heritage and support the promotion of
the economic and social well-being of
park communities.

Conclusion

Respect for private property in the Peak
District is of high importance. As such,
the whole negotiation system is based on
reaching agreements with landowners
and investors. But by being responsible
for town and country planning within
their boundaries, the Peak District Na-
tional Park can more easily control the
development processes as compared
with other European protected land-
scapes. In terms of resilience, hence the
robustness of the protected landscape,
diversity is much more important than
efficiency. Besides collaboration and co-

Actors and forms of participation

Actors

Forms of participation

Materialistic concerned and organized interest
groups

Personal consultation and information

Local population

Information, workshops, surveys,
public meetings

Administrative authorities and agencies

Personal contacts, consultation and
support group

All actors

Information via homepage or public meetings

Source: Adapted from Hostmann et al. 2005

Table 4: Actors and forms of participation

ces and capacities, and since the financial
cuts some of the former national park du-
ties have been reduced, but the National
Park Authority is still strong and has
a relatively high social acceptance. There
are good communication structures, a
culture of volunteering and partnerships.
But because of a high degree of private
ownership it is sometimes difficult to
reach specific goals; negotiation and
compromise have become crucial.

An ideal situation would be character-
ized by the involvement of all actors and
interest groups in decision-making pro-
cesses, enough financial and personnel
resources and capacities to conduct crea-
tive and innovative projects and to imple-

operation, a culture of partnerships and
volunteer groups is very much alive.

It is nothing new that planners, policy-
makers, managers and other profes-
sionals need to acknowledge the diverse
needs and interests of actors when at-
tempting to implement the objectives of
a national park. It is crucial to encourage
collective learning processes, in which
the diverse actors can contribute and
participate. However, it is important to be
aware of unequal power relations be-
tween particular interests in the region
that can legitimize groups’ efforts to con-
struct and promote their own agendas.
Networks may be structured in a hier-
archical manner, with unequal access to
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information and unfair dissemination of
knowledge (SAXENA 2005).

We conclude that coalitions and collab-
orative projects must be seen as a pro-
cess, as the outcome is sometimes less
important. Governance systems do not
replace ,classical’ administrative struc-
tures but complement them (SCHERER
2006). The question is no longer whether
(regional) governance occurs but rather
one of how to deal with it. Especially with
the involvement of the (often strong) eco-
nomic actors, negotiation and bargaining
become crucial, so that other interests do
not lose their entitlement.

THOMPSON'’S research found a willing-
ness to engage at this level as evidence by
membership by the regional institutions
in various regional networks and com-
mittees and by input in documents pro-
duced during and after the crisis sur-
rounding the outbreak of the foot and
mouth disease in 2001.

CLARK & CLARKE (2010) introduced five
examples of best practice in sustainable
development and their role for adaptive
governance. They state that there is a
positive correlation between local sus-
tainability and adaptive governance pro-
cesses in the five good practice examples.

Both adaptive governance and Fou-
cault’s governmentality approaches are
helpful theoretical concepts and using
them with regard to protected landscapes
is of immense importance. Both can help
us to understand the influence of differ-
ent actors and their interests. Our theo-
retical framework is much broader, and
it provides a detailed picture of the gov-
ernance structures.

So how can one involve different ac-
tors? There is a vast body of literature
concerning involvement and participa-
tion of actors (e.g. PARKS 2002; LYNAM et
al. 2007; DoualILL et al. 2006; TINCH et al.
2009; CroUCH et al. 2009). In general, dif-
ferent categories of factors regarding ac-
tor involvement need to be taken into ac-
count. Individual factors relate to knowl-
edge, resources, personal interests and
personal commitment (sense of place)
and relations. There are institutional fac-
tors, such as open arenas and institution-
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al arrangements. But there are also socio-
cultural factors which support the in-
volvement of actors, such as a high level
of willingness to work together or a pos-
itive climate of cooperation. In general,
effective management requires the inte-
gration of the full diversity of actors and
takes into account the differing ways in
which they are impacted by and impact
upon protected areas. The long-term suc-
cess of governance of these areas de-
pends on the suitability of the institution-
al arrangements. Given the limited hu-
man and financial resources available for
protected area management, transparent
processes of negotiation are required to
determine how much participation is
possible as well as the level of priority of
the objectives. The governance of protect-
ed areas in general, and of the Peak Dis-
trict National Park in particular, must
yield appreciable benefits for all actors.
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Résumé

NORA MEHNEN

Implication des acteurs dans les paysages préservés - Exemple
des acteurs agissant sur dans le parc national Peak District
National Park, Royaume-Uni

Les parcs nationaux anglais ont été désignés pour conserver,
améliorer et promouvoir la beauté naturelle, la faune et le patri-
moine culturel des territoires de valeur paysagere exceptionnelle.
Depuis la création du premier parc national anglais en 1951 - le
Peak District National Park (PDNP) -, la complexité des usages, des
intéréts et des acteurs concernés, ainsi que la pression a 'extérieur
et 'intérieur de ces espaces, a considérablement augmentée.

Le Peak District a été influencé et fagonné par la présence de vie
humaine depuis des milliers d’années. La diversité des acteurs
agissant sur ce parc exige des politiques congues comme un proces-
sus d’apprentissage (social), et les gouvernements et la gouvernance,
afin d’étre capables d’influencer les comportements de cette
pluralité d’acteurs, doivent s’adapter a leurs motivations et objectifs.
Le role des coalitions et des coopérations, en tant que formes de
prise de décision interactive est essentiel. Etant donné la présence
d’acteurs aux intéréts, discours et horizons temporels multiples, ces
coalisions et ces coopérations doivent étre attractives pour chaque
acteur et secteur concerné (Etat, économie et société civile). Cet
article examine le cas du PDNP a la lumiére d’une contribution de
THOMPSON (2005), notamment son approche sur la gouvernamenta-
lité construite a partir des travaux de Foucault, et du concept de
gouvernance adaptative mobilisé par CLARK & CLARKE (2010). On
conclue que les coalitions, les coopérations et les projets doivent étre
vus comme un processus, et qu'un résultat immédiat est parfois

moins important.

Acteurs, parcs nationaux anglais, Peak District, gouvernance
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tions. Journal of Park and Recreation

Administration 21 (4), pp. 71-86.
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Pesiome

HopAa MEHEH

Y4acTHe OCHOBHBIX HTPOKOB B Pa3BUTHHU OXPaHseMbIX JIaHA-
ma@dToB - Ha NPpUMepe AAaHHBIX 10 HALMOHABHOMY NAPKy
«CKaJIMCTBIN Kpai»

HanuoHnanbHble napku Besmko6puTaHuM 66111 TpeiHa3HaYeHbI
JUIS1 COXpAHEHHs, YIyqILIeHHs U NOAJePXKaHHsI eCTeCTBEHHOH
KpacoThl, NPUPOAHOTrO U KYJIbTYPHOTr'0 Hac/leusl TepPUTOPHUH,
00J13/1a101UX UCKIIOYUTENbHON JJaHAAPTHON LIeHHOCThIO.
[lepBbIil HALMOHAIBHBIN MApK — «CkanucToid kpaii» (PDNP) - 06-
pazoBaH B 1951 r.

KoMJ1eKCHOCTB UCII0/Ib30BaHUs], MHOI006pasue KOH(PINKTOB
WHTEepecoB U 3a/leHCTBOBAHHBIX YYaCTHUKOB, a TaK»e BHellIHee U
BHyTpeHHee JiaBJIeHHe C TeX Nop 3HAYMUTEeJbHO BO3pocJo. PalioH
Haunapka «CKaJuCcTbId Kpail» B TeUeHUe ThICsY JeT GOpMUpPO-
BaJICS 110J] aHTPOIIOTeHHBIM BO3/eiicTBHeM. PasHoo6pasue
CeroJiHsILTHUX aKTOPOB MOApPa3yMeBaeT NPOLlecc NOJUTHKH Kak
(connanbHOro) 06y4YeHUs, IPUYEM IPABUTENBCTBO U YIPABJIEHHE
JIOJIKHBI a/JallTUPOBATHCA K MOTHBAM U L{eJIIM Pa3IMYHbIX
Ccy6beKTOB. PoJIb KOQIMIMH U TAPTHEPCTB KaK pOpM UHTepakK-
TUBHOTO TOMCKa pellleHUH MeX/ly 3auHTepecOBaHHbIMM CTOPOHa-
MU sIBJISIETCS IPY 3TOM pelatouieil. [71aBHbIM 06pa3oM NMOToMY,
YTO Pa3/IMYHbIE 3aHHTEPECOBAHHbIE CTOPOHBI UMEIOT pPa3Hble
HWHTepechl U BpeMeHHble paMKH U TPUHA/JIeXKaT K Pa3HbIM
JIMCKYpCaM, 3TH KOJIMLIMK ¥ NapTHEPCTBA JOKHEI CTATh
npHBJeKaTe/lbHee /JIs aKTOPOB BCeX CEKTOPOB (rocyjapcTBo,
3KOHOMHKA U IPaXKAaHCKoe 061ecTBO). B faHHOM cTaThe npu
HccIeJOBAaHUAX M0 HallMOHAIbHOMY NMapKy «CKa/lUCThIM Kpai»
(PDNP) mpuBoasTCs CChLIKH Ha pa6oTbl THOMPSON 2005 1 CLARK
& CLARKE 2010, B KOTOPBIX UCII0JIb30BaHbl COOTBETCTBEHHO
aHaJMTHYecKue noaxo bl PyKo 1 MOHATHE aAaITUBHOTO YIIPaB-
JleHus1. BbIBOJ| 3aK/II09aeTcs B TOM, UTO KOAJIMLIMY, NapTHEPCTBA
Y IPOEKTHI ZI0JDKHBI PacCMaTPUBAThLCS KaK POILecChl, a Helo-

CpeACTBEHHbIﬁ pe3ynbTaT UHOTJa UMeeT MeHblllee 3Ha4YeHHue.

3anTepec03aHHbIe CTOPOHBI, aKTOPbI, HAllKOHaJ/IbHbIE ITAPKH Benuko-

O6pUTaHUH, HALMOHAIbHBIN NMapk «CKaJHCThIN Kpal», ynpaBieHne





