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ENSURING THE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
OF NATURA 2000: CHALLENGES AND SOLUTIONS

Abstract. All European Union countries are challenged
by Natura 2000, i.e. the Birds and Habitats Directives,
poses due to deficient understanding of the concept of
sustainable development. The main objective of this arti-
cle is to theoretically present the governance of Natura
2000 in line with the sustainable development concept.
The research background encompasses the legislation
and institutions as the basis for the good governance of
Natura 2000. The literature review outlines the views
of several scholars and recommendations to improve
the governance of Natura 2000 according to the con-
cept of sustainable development. The conclusion points
to changes in behaviour in response to environmental
legislation and institutions.
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Introduction and methodology

The governance of Natura 2000 (N2000) is a process that builds on the
concept of sustainable development, making it vital to better understand the
concept of sustainable development itself. This concept relies on legislation
and institutions as the basis for a multi-level governance (MLG) system of
natural resources such as N2000 (Sobot and Luksi¢, 2016; 2017; 2019; 2020).

The MLG system of N2000 divides responsibilities among different
policies on multiple levels of government (local, national, supranational)
(Niedziatkowski et al.,, 2015). Newig and Fritsch (2009) state the MLG sys-
tem improves the connectivity of actors and reduces the impact of govern-
ment institutions. Christophersen and Weber (2002) describe how within
the MLG system of N2000 non-governmental organisations (NGOs) are
given an equal chance to participate as governmental organisations. Carter
(2006) notes that mutual cooperation between governmental and non-gov-
ernmental actors becomes stronger in the MLG system, while Stubbs (2005)
states that democratic conditions are fulfilled in such a way. Lockwood et
al. (2009) explain that MLG represents communication, co-operation and

* Aleksandar Sobot, PhD, Centre for Political Theory, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia; Andrej Luksic,
PhD, Professor, Faculty of Social Sciences, University of Ljiubljana, Slovenia.

TEORWA IN PRAKSA lef. 57, 1/2020



Aleksandar SOBOT, Andrej LUKSIC

coordination among various actors at the organisational level and hence
could underpin a new model of management within the national system of
nature protection.

The primary challenges of the sustainable development concept within
N2000 according to the theory of Sobot and Luksic¢ (2016; 2017; 2019; 2020)
are legislative and institutional changes to the nature protection system and
changes in the population’s understanding and behaviour concerning the
legislation and institutions of the protected areas (N2000 areas). The main
research objective was to describe the biggest challenges and solutions in
the governance of Natura 2000 in line with the concept of sustainable devel-
opment. The research was carried out within the framework of the Multi-
Level Governance of Natural Resources in Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia
and Herzegovina research project from 2013 to 2016. A literature review
was conducted with the main research objective in mind.

Literature review

Challenges and solutions in governing N2000 according to the concept of
sustainable development: Lessons from research many scholars

Gambert (2010) explains that the governance and management of nat-
ural resources, such as N2000, is a political process that has an interest in
the commons. The N2000 may be seen as commons in this century. Hardin
(1968) highlights the importance of the commons while Ostrom (1990) says
that all of society must be involved in it. Baker (2003) thinks a functional
logic is at play; including the public, experts and politics in the commons
is the key to natural resource management. Torkar and McGregor (2012)
use the term “people included” and point out the need to ensure that the
public, professions and politics are involved in the management of natu-
ral resources and environmental protection. Niedziatkowski et al. (2015)
promote the public’s participation in decision-making so as to add to the
legitimacy and effectiveness of nature protection policies. Borgstrom et al.
(2015) suggest that the level of success of a nature protection policy and the
governance and management of natural resources depend on the degree of
participation, knowledge and confidence entailed. Nastran (2015) believes
the effectiveness of the governance and management of natural resources
is subject to attitudes and perceptions while Holling (1993) finds it is impor-
tant to learn about the protection of nature, implementation of nature pro-
tection policy and management of natural resources. Niedziatkowski et al.
(2012) contend it is vital to include institutions in these processes. Torkar
and McGregor (2012) think it is essential to share knowledge and under-
standing acquired in nature protection processes, with Kakabadze (2011)
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going further and saying that if natural resources are to be successfully gov-
erned and managed it is essential to involve all of them, regardless of private
interests. Reed (2008) even states that participation in the management of
natural resources is a democratic right.

Legislation and institutions play a huge role in the governance and man-
agement of natural resources. N2000 is a supranational policy obligation
(Rosa and Da Silva, 2005) and the management process must be coordi-
nated. The governance and management of nature is located at the suprana-
tional level (Baker, 2003) because nature has no borders. Giljum et al. (2005)
suggest that the governance and management of nature protection at the
supranational level may be seen as the first major step towards sustainable
development. Kati et al. (2014) report that, in addition to the supranational
level, such as the EU, the support of governmental and non-governmental
representatives is also required to ensure successful implementation of the
project management of natural resources, like N2000. Neumann (2005)
considers that national parks have a great impact on successful imple-
mentation of N2000 because they have long been involved in nature pro-
tection, and the experiences and perceptions of people from these areas
will be included. Geitzenauer et al. (2016) suggest that N2000 is a model of
European national parks. National parks represent the management of natu-
ral resources (Lockwood et al., 2010) whereas Gruby and Basurto (2013)
suggest that this also means the management of ecosystem services, i.e. eco-
system management.

Ecosystem management refers to the politics of natural resource man-
agement (Lakicevi¢ and Tatovic¢, 2012), such as N2000. The ecosystem
approach entails the involvement of all in the associated decision-making
(Niedziatkowski et al., 2012). Gruby and Basurto (2013) suggest that ecosys-
tem management, i.e. N2000, is biological/political management. The eco-
system management includes a planning process within institutions, coop-
eration with participants, and flexible and adaptive management (Layzer,
2012). The ecosystem management, i.e. N2000, requires an institutional
(Gruby and Basurto, 2013) and legislative transformation (Kakabadze, 2011)
along with stronger governmental-non-governmental stakeholder connec-
tions (Imperial, 1999) to adapt the values of nature protection and ecosys-
tem services as defined in a nature protection policy. In order to ensure that
this management is effective, both deliberation (Slocombe, 1998) and adap-
tive management are required (Lakicevi¢ and Tatovié, 2012; Blenckner et al.,
2015). Adaptive management proceeds best through ecosystem-based man-
agement (Bennett, 2016). Slocombe (1998) says that ecosystem manage-
ment is “the process of an ecosystem-based management (EBM) of human
activities”.

EBM denotes an understanding between scientific and human values
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while making decisions (Imperial, 1999). Blenckner et al. (2015) suggest
that with EBM humans manage those parts of the ecosystem to which they
belong. Slocombe (1998) states that EBM is very valuable for the planning
process and management because it involves several stakeholders and rela-
tionships in a smaller territory. Borgstrom et al. (2015) contend that EBM
is the key to implementing a nature protection policy which contributes
to environmental governance on the local, national and supranational lev-
els. EBM is crucial for effective natural resource management (Nilsson and
Bohman, 2015; Blenckner et al., 2015) since it includes all levels of manage-
ment from supranational, such as the EU where nature protection policy is
created, to local (community) ones where these objectives are put into prac-
tice, and may be regarded as a partnership in environmental management
(Niedziatkowski et al., 2012). Accordingly, this partnership includes ele-
ments of joint decision-making, for example through advisory boards and
representative committees. Partnership can take the form of co-production,
co-regulation, co-management or community-based management.

The community-based conservation approach seeks a direct coopera-
tive relationship between the integrity of ecosystems and the sustainable
livelihoods of communities (Torkar and McGregor, 2012). The community
must participate in the resource management plans (Booth and Halseth,
2011). Armitage (2005) believes a better understanding of the socio-ecolog-
ical conditions of the area, as well as any risks/opportunities is needed for
making adaptations in management. Torkar and McGregor (2012) suggest
that community-based management is important for local participation and
credibility of the process. Bennett (2016) considers that this approach yields
better insights into nature protection able to contribute to more developed
decisions for nature protection in planning, implementation and manage-
ment based on real information. Such decision-making in the management
of natural resources is called co-management. N2000 is the only feasible
choice given the co-management of the various government, NGO and EU
stakeholders.

Carlsson and Berkes (2005) describe co-management as two or more
social parties that negotiate and share management rights and responsibili-
ties. Torkar and McGregor (2012) consider nature protection as the co-evo-
lution of conservational objectives that must be shared in the local environ-
ment. Giljum et al. (2005) suggest that co-evolution goes towards sustainable
development. Carlsson and Berkes (2005) state that co-management entails
a joint arrangement of the state and local communities regarding shared
authority in decision-making and responsibilities. The state plays a major
role in nature protection, yet in co-management this role is shared with
those who use the local environment (Carlsson and Berkes, 2005). Ferranti
et al. (2010) believe that co-management is being revolutionised by N2000
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and the involvement of the public, professions and politics in its planning,
implementation and performance. That only the government makes deci-
sions is an old notion (Buttel, 2003) because the state alone is unable to cope
with ecological problems (Kapaciauskaite, 2011). In addition, EU organisa-
tions may possess superior capacities for solving environmental problems,
making their participation essential (Brown, 2013). Beunen and de Vries
(2011) reveal that the practice of co-management has increased in all EU
countries with N2000. Lockwood et al. (2009) state that collaborative gover-
nance requires stronger governmental coordination with the aim of the
greater involvement of stakeholders in decision-making. Gambert (2010)
believes that it is only through collaborative governance that the traditional
system of governance, which has concealed many private interests, can be
counteracted and thereby bring greater transparency. Luksi¢ and Bahor
(2011) indicate that decisions may be based on individuals’ concealed inter-
ests, making it necessary to increase the participation of the public, profes-
sions and politics in decision-making. Torkar and McGregor (2012) say that
collaborative decisions contribute to democracy, legitimacy, governance
and the sharing of knowledge and understanding and, without such a deci-
sion, problems might arise.

Niedziatkowski et al. (2015) point out that the biggest problems with
co-management are delays in the participation or non-inclusion of vari-
ous stakeholders in N2000. Grodzinska-Jurczak and Cent (2011) suggest
that problems with participation in N2000 are considerable in South-east
Europe. Rosa and Da Silva (2005) specify that the most common problems
are associated with the use of land in the N2000 area, such as intensive agri-
culture. Cent et al. (2014) believe these problems arise within the adminis-
tration. The problems emerging during the course of natural resource man-
agement are actually due to the different positions held by the participants
and the varying access to information (Booth and Halseth, 2011). Armitage
(2005) states that such problems stem from poor institutional organisation
and the non-equal involvement of all stakeholders. Lakicevi¢ and Tatovic¢
(2012) indicate that they happen due to a poor cross-sectoral integration
that does not allow the inclusion of all stakeholders. Carlsson and Berkes
(2005) believe the problems arise from inadequate knowledge and under-
standing. Gambert (2010) thinks that challenges with N2000 are due to
excessive interest in government institutions in relation to participants
in terms of natural resource management. Schusler et al. (2003) note that
this is not an issue of great interest for the government but for the differ-
ent interests of the participants. On the other hand, Reed (2008) states that
problems may stem from skewed local knowledge. Nastran (2015) says that
local knowledge concerning nature protection is historically based on the
national parks and the experiences of participating in their management.
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The perceptions of such management can be challenging in new natural
resource management projects, such as N2000. Liu et al. (2010) explain
that challenges may reflect cultural differences or the fact that participation
in nature protection was developed earlier. Dimitrakopoulos et al. (2010)
think that all of these problems concern the issue of sustainable land use,
public or private property and the right to manage.

Niedziatkowski et al. (2012) indicate that individual users of land in
N2000 are passive when it comes to implementing international direc-
tives. Kay (2014) explains that this passivity hinders monitoring, evaluation
and control in these areas, possibly leading to conflict. Rosa and Da Silva
(2005) believe that the greatest problem is ensuring that landowners prop-
erly understand N2000. They add that this is an ethical issue where the val-
ues of nature protection are the opposite to those of private property. The
Habitats Directives were created without private owners from Europe and
are better protect species regulations of than land use. Niedziatkowski et
al. (2015) describe how experts from the natural sciences created N2000
without taking the historical and social conditions into account, which
Louette et al. (2011) find are important in nature protection planning.
Torkar and McGregor (2012) suggest that people have traditionally used
the land for non-environmental purposes, or for economic gain. As a result,
Dimitrakopoulos et al. (2010) believe that problems arise which can cause
conflicts. Nastran (2015) thinks that people view N2000 as the nationali-
sation of private land similarly to the way it was in communism and that
therefore N2000 is poorly accepted. Arnberger et al. (2012) assert that its
poor acceptance means the modest implementation of the directives. Fagan
(2008) concludes that financiers are responsible for the weak implementa-
tion of the directives, with Rosa and Da Silva (2005) adding that the problem
is that the EU often funds projects with opposite ecological values in the
same area. Nastran (2015) points out that the EU is more nature-oriented and
that the EU generally funds nature protection projects. Newig and Fritsch
(2009) feel that those who are located far from natural resources support
nature protection while those who live close to them support its economic
viability. Torkar and McGregor (2012) suggest that this is because people
have a more immediate need to earn, or survive, than to protect the environ-
ment. Louette et al. (2011) say these problems must be planned in the man-
agement of N2000, making it necessary to account for people’s perceptions
of nature protection and N2000 in the planned area of implementation in
order to manage any problems. Acuna (2015) explains that it is vital for the
entire process of planning, implementation and management of N2000 to
bring about an institutional and political transformation in order to adopt a
nature protection policy and to be operational in the area. Ostrom (1990)
states that this institutional transformation should involve everyone in the
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decision-making process. Institutions must recognise that the area is multi-
functional and that it is therefore important to define individual rights.

Individual rights are not the only relevant rights; collective rights also
exist (Acuna, 2015). Nature cannot be privately owned (Holling, 1993).
Rolston (1996) states that the private right is the right of the community.
N2000 is a new framework that encompasses a considerable proportion of
private property (Kay 2014). N2000 is probably the most ambitious supra-
national policy measure in the world with the aim to preserve biodiversity
through land use regulation. A system of private ownership is different
from a nature protection system and international agreements (Hlaing et al.,
2013), where one problem is that international agreements are not included
in the system of rights and the use of private property. However, N2000
imposes obligations on all landowners with respect to sustainable use and
management, with or without their agreement (Hunka and de Groot, 2011).
Citizens desire greater rights and hence declare themselves content to join
the EU, which is the source of N2000. Greater community rights require
smaller property rights over natural resources. Luksic¢ (2010) explains that
people often do not have an autonomous and free will in responding to
rules that come from the EU and thus become victims of the system. In this
way, people can come into conflict with their own values (Nilsson et al.,
2016).

Hardin (1968) states that individual benefits may be inconsistent with
human values even when all of society suffers. Individual benefits are
frequently not sustainable or good for the community in the long term.
Blenckner et al. (2015) indicate that human activities mostly refer to eco-
nomic benefits that do not consider the destruction of ecosystem dynam-
ics and benefits for the good of all. The users of protected areas typically
seek financial compensation for what they could otherwise earn without
the nature protection (Nastran, 2015), while at the same time they overlook
the benefits of the nature protection and the values held by the ecosystem
services. For the N2000 area, the EU assessed the values of ecosystem ser-
vices that contribute to human well-being at some USD 30 billion. The ques-
tion of how these services are evaluated occupies thinking on the collective
and individual levels. Luksi¢ (2010) contends that people must transform
their thoughts or leave behind old skills that are not long-term sustainable
and adopt a new identity that is sustainable. N2000 represents the accept-
ance of a new identity with sustainable values (Sobot and Luksi¢, 2020).
People must acknowledge that they are not isolated on planet Earth, but
are members of a community in which everyone has equal responsibility
(Torkar and McGregor, 2012). Conflicts typically arise when one does not
want to accept his/her individual and social responsibility in an area. Private
users are very important for the protection, monitoring and management
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of natural resources (Mertens, 2013). The underperformance of N2000 and
its monitoring is often associated with problems/conflicts with private land-
owners or farmers. Rosa and Da Silva (2005) explain that the EU is often
the cause of conflicts because it provides funding for large agricultural pro-
jects that are harmful to N2000 areas. In one example in France, N2000 was
politically suspended for funding agricultural projects. Acuna (2015) deter-
mines these are institutional conflicts. The overriding problem is the lack
of institutional organisation and insufficient transformation with respect
to the needs of nature protection, natural resource management and sus-
tainable development. Imperial (1999) underscores the lack of government
programmes able to fund sustainability and the fact that farmers are, fol-
lowing the old practices, used to funding from other sources. In the future,
EU funding should go through government institutions in order to avoid
conflicts with projects within the same area.

The success of N2000 depends on conflicts in a certain area (Ferranti
et al., 2010). Gifford and Nilsson (2014) believe that conflicts arise when
protected areas are not given funding. Liu et al. (2010) views this as ignor-
ing local interests in the planning, implementation and management. Acuna
(2015) points to the need to establish conflict management on all state lev-
els. Winter et al. (2014) think that conflict management should contribute
to the transition from a commercial use of land to a sustainable resource
use. Holling (1993) suggests conflicting plans should be based on under-
standing, including the perceptions and decentralisation of actions. Nastran
(2015) states that including perceptions is fundamental to preventing con-
flicts. Slocombe (1998) believes this plan must include the public, profes-
sionals and politics, while Holling (1993) notes that adaptive management is
required during a conflict. Adaptive management would support the func-
tioning of N2000 even during situations of conflict. Acuna (2015) concludes
that adaptive management is a way to resolve conflicts. N2000 causes con-
flicts in all countries and the need for adaptive management is real (Ferranti
et al, 2010). Vikolainen et al. (2013) suggests that adaptive management
should include all stakeholders, understand the historical and socio-envi-
ronmental conditions and consider sustainable resource objectives. Nastran
(2015) states that for conflict resolution it is important to promote the non-
economic objectives and benefits of nature protection. Hiedanpaa (2002)
suggests a wider discussion of the N2000 areas. Sobot and Luksi¢ (2016,
2017, 2019) propose discussing the role of legislation and institutions in
nature protection with the people from the protected areas. This entails sus-
tainable development education, which helps transform opinions and atti-
tudes so as to keep conflicts to a minimum (Torkar, 2014).
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Perceptions and Natura 2000

Perceptions, attitudes, values and behaviour are vital components of any
analysis of the implementation of environmental EU legislation (Bennett,
2016) as N2000 involves a multi-level system of governance. The influence
of public opinion has grown over time (Park, 2000) due to the need to effec-
tively implement EU legislation (Lima et al,, 2011) and properly manage
natural resources (Nastran, 2015). The transfer of EU policy into a piece of
national legislation, such as N2000, requires the consideration of all relevant
knowledge (Hiedanpaa, 2002), including the local people’s perception of
the roles of legislation and institutions as important factors in nature protec-
tion and its effective management (Aretano et al., 2013). Research on per-
ceptions is essential for the successful adoption and implementation of EU
environmental policy (Nilsson et al., 2016) such as N2000 because it permits
an understanding of the local and cultural circumstances which contrib-
ute to nature protection, good environmental management (Grodzinska-
Jurczak and Cent, 2011) and the preservation of ecosystem values (Romano
and Zullo, 2015). Perceptions refer to the manner in which an individual
observes, understands, interprets and evaluates a referent object, action,
experience, individual, policy or outcome (Bennett, 2016). Perceptions are
influenced by the social and cultural contexts of individuals and society
(Aretano et al,, 2013). Perceptions can convey important details about the
social acceptability and appropriateness of management inputs (Bennett,
2016) for protected areas.

Nastran (2015) states that while perceptions are key to the successful
management of protected areas, Southeast Europe countries have done very
little to gather perceptions. The public administration is responsible collect-
ing perceptions within protected areas (Cent et al.,, 2014). Perceptions are
best collected as part of a process of planning the implementation of EU
environmental policy at the national level. Studies of local people’s percep-
tions can give important insights into: observations, understandings and
interpretations of the social impacts and ecological outcomes of protec-
tion; the legitimacy of protection management; and the social acceptabil-
ity of an environmental policy (Bennett, 2016), such as N2000. Indicative
factors impacting citizens’ perceptions and behaviours concerning a pro-
tected area include the level of trust in the institutions responsible for envi-
ronmental management and their effectiveness in the protected area, the
level of awareness among citizens and the personal attribution of individu-
als (Dimitrakopoulos et al., 2010).

Considerable public involvement in managing protected areas is typical
of areas with greater experience with this kind of system protection, where
the actual involvement depends on the level of knowledge (Nastran, 2015).
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Nicolescu (2007) introduces different knowledge and different percep-
tions, which lead to different levels of reality that must be understood in
order to establish new values and attitudes.

Attitudes and Natura 2000

Hiedanpaa (2002) states that people often believe that ecology limits
their freedom. Kati et al. (2014) say that most people hold a negative attitude
and little knowledge about nature protection (the role of legislation and
institutions for nature protection). Park (2000) asserts that ecology is a path
to the future and such people must develop positive attitudes about the
logic of life. Rolston (1996) believes that ecology is the logic of life and that
we should ask ourselves what is the human attitude towards it. An attitude
is defined as a tendency to think, feel or act positively or negatively about
objects or issues in our environment (Torkar et al., 2010). Environmental
socio-psychological studies have found that people who are close to nature
(e.g., those who live near areas of natural wealth) have an environmental
attitude. Lima et al. (2011) say environmental attitudes are based on beliefs,
a notion supported by Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002), which Kotchen and
Reiling (2000) define as ethical beliefs. Rosa and Da Silva (2005) further
explain that attitudes to N2000 may be seen as falling within three ethical
theories: anthropocentric, biocentric and ecocentric. The different posi-
tions held by participants from various sectors and areas contributing to
N2000 lead to this kind of division. Kotchen and Reiling (2000) suggest that
moral responsibilities affect divisions. Environmental psychology informs
us that individuals with positive environmental attitudes are more moral
(Papagiannakis and Lioukas, 2012).

Rosa and Da Silva (2005) find two conflicting moral values in N2000,
namely: private law and the collective right to a healthy environment.
N2000, i.e. the Habitats Directive, creates a potential conflict when it encom-
passes private property. Nastran (2015) says that people find protected
areas to be a ‘grab of private property’ and often compare it to national-
isation during the period of communism. Ferranti et al. (2010) states that
N2000 is the sole concept of sustainable development which is acceptable.
Tzaberis et al. (2012) define the sustainable development concept as com-
prising three pillars: economy, environment and society. Luksic¢ (2010) says
sustainable development is only possible when moral consciousness has
been raised. Tzaberis et al. (2012) establish that moral values contribute to
maintaining the commons, with Hardin (1968) highlighting that it is nec-
essary to understand the need for the commons and that stakeholders are
prone to self-destruction. Radovi¢ (2010) wrote: “If someone were watching
us from another planet, they would find that we are halfway to destroying
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ourselves”. Ostrom (1990) suggests institutions must be in place which are
prepared to meet the needs of the commons (Anderies and Janssen, 2013).
Nastran (2015) states that people complain they accrue no benefits from
the institutions because N2000 requires nature protection while adding that
people’s expectations of protected areas are sometimes too high. In addi-
tion, Tzaberis et al. (2012) think that individual and collective goods should
be in harmony with an eco lifestyle and sustainable environmental manage-
ment. An eco lifestyle denotes a change in lifestyle towards sustainability in
a transdisciplinary world (Goetz et al., 2008). Nastran (2015) believes that
the environmental management of protected areas such as N2000 should be
approached in a transdisciplinary way.

A transdisciplinary approach means accepting a more logical system of
life (Nikolescu, 2014). Transdisciplinarity will build understanding and new
values (McGregor, 2014). Torkar and McGregor (2012) reported a better
governance model based on the ‘stakesharer’ (collective good) compared to
the stakeholder (individual good). According to Hardin, stakeholder refers
to individual self-interests and can lead to self-destruction or destruction of
the commons. Stakesharer refers to more collective interests that contrib-
ute to the commons for human well-being. Bullard (2010) contends that it
is essential to ensure environmental justice for nature protection in rela-
tion to the commons, which is a prerequisite for sustainable development.
Kluvankova-Oravska et al. (2009) find that the primary mission of the Birds
and Habitats Directives is sustainable development. Rosa and Da Silva (2005)
say that the directives are more favourable to species than humans because
collecting data on attitudes is very important for the successful implementa-
tion of N2000. This is crucial in the planning processes of N2000 (Casado-
Arzuaga et al.,, 2013). Nastran (2015) finds it is essential to build knowledge
and understanding regarding attitudes and protected areas. Arnberger et al.
(2012) indicate that attitudes are the main factor in the acceptance and suc-
cess of the environmental management of protected areas such as N2000.
N2000 may be seen as an ecosystem management (Borgstrom et al., 2015)
and Grodzinska-Jurczak and Cent (2011) believe that the most important
aspect of ecosystem management is developing proper civic attitudes.

Values and Natura 2000

Values are important life goals or standards that serve as guiding princi-
ples in a person’s life (Papagiannakis and Lioukas, 2012). Human values are
said to be structured in two motivational dimensions: openness to change
versus protection and self-enhancement versus self-transcendence (Gifford
and Nilsson, 2014). Lima et al. (2011) state that “a value is a desirable trans-
situational goal varying in importance, which serves as a guiding principle
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in the life of a person or other social entity”. Values are a filter of informa-
tion, which are under the influence of beliefs (Park, 2000). Dietz et al. (2005)
think that values hold three meanings: the worth of something, opinions
about that worth, and moral principles. Romano and Zullo (2015) believe
that the establishment of N2000 has led to strong conservation values, yet
conservation values are not the only values, as cultural values also exist
(Rolston, 1996).

Hajer and Versteeg (2005) suggest that nature is basically human cul-
ture. Culture reflects the values adopted while learning the complexities
and diversities essential for nature protection and sustainable development
(Lockwood et al., 2009). Nature provides the life support system for culture
and what is good for nature is therefore often good for culture (Rolston,
2010). Gifford and Nilsson (2014) assert that the values of nature protection
are better developed in more developed countries which have a policy of
‘higher goals’ of protection, such as global problems. In Norway, nature pro-
tection is related to human dignity and inner values. The public in Finland
takes part in environmental policy and environmental protection through
a large number of NGOs. Environmental non-governmental organisations
(ENGOs) have contributed to nature protection by raising awareness of
morality with regard to nature protection (Breitmeier and Rittberger, 1998).
Moral values are a prerequisite for nature protection (Hiedanpaa, 2002).
Rolston (1996) points out that, among all other living beings, only humans
are capable of developing moral values and are thus solely responsible for
nature protection.

Lima et al. (2011) find such people with morality are part of nature.
Gifford and Nilsson (2014) suggest that moral people are more concerned
about environmental and nature protection problems. Luksic¢ (2010) states
that sustainable development can only be achieved by raising the level of
moral standars in society. Fornara et al. (2016) indicates that values are asso-
ciated with culture while Rolston (1996) finds there is a need for cultural
reconstruction in order to maintain society and that we must introduce
moral values in the management of natural resources. Gifford and Nilsson
(2014) state that people hold multiple values and they can change and con-
flict with each other.

Nature has become a basic concept of negotiation among different
professions, interests and values. Slocombe (1998) finds that considerable
differences in values cannot support the objectives of nature protection.
Gifford and Nilsson (2014) hold the opinion that people have multiple val-
ues, which can change and conflict with one another. Changes in values are
seen as leading to changes in decisions and thereby changes in behaviour
(Dietz et al., 2005).
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Behaviour and Natura 2000

Values and attitudes clearly play an important role in determining pro-
environmental behaviour (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002). It is necessary
to understand the complex relationships between people’s attitudes and
values regarding nature protection (the role of legislation and institutions
for nature protection) and pro-environmental behaviour (Park, 2000).
Behaviour means “the activity of an organism interacting with its environ-
ment” (Popescu, 2014). Pro-environmental behaviour is typically defined
as “intentionally reducing the negative impact that an action can have on
the environment” (Dono et al., 2009). Pro-environmental behaviour can
be reduced to three factors: social status, values and attitudes, and social
structure (Park, 2000). Pro-environmental behaviour visualises the problem
on a macro scale and therefore includes non-psychological factors such as
geophysical conditions and political influence (Gifford and Nilsson, 2014).
Rules are imposed from the outside, and norms of behaviour from the inside
(Hiedanpaa, 2002). Many personal factors play a role in pro-environmental
behaviour such as felt responsibility, cognitive biases, place attachment, age,
gender, chosen activities and social factors like religion, urban versus rural
residence, norms, social class, proximity to problem sites and cultural and
ethnic variations (Gifford and Nilsson, 2014). Dietz et al. (2005) indicate that
environmentally conservational behaviour is promoted by environmental
legislation, such as N2000. Conservation can alter behaviours and conser-
vation biologists can play a central role in promoting changes in human
behaviour (Schultz, 2011).

Park (2000) indicates the biggest barriers to pro-environmental behav-
iour are limited knowledge, experience and education, which often
underpin conflicts. Podmetnik et al. (2000) believe that conflicts are often
caused by previously created internal motives. In addition, the stealing of
ideas has happened often in post-communist countries, triggering con-
flicts. Hiedanpaa (2002) states that the problems with pro-environmental
behaviour behaviour may occur through deficient traditional practices
and current practices. Conflicts are very common in the protected areas
of post-communist countries (Nastran, 2015) and often arise due to vary-
ing perceptions included in landowners’ expectations of protected areas.
Tzaberis et al. (2012) point out that conflicts can emerge due to unsuitable
models of development and landowners’ selfish demands. Kollmuss and
Agyeman (2002) suggest that problems and conflicts may occur due to indi-
viduals’ low awareness and poor institutions.

Torkar (2014) emphasises the value of environmental information for
helping in conflict resolution and creating pro-environmental behaviour.
Rolston (1996; 2010) states that people need to know that they are an
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element of nature and that without nature there is no human life, making
it thus imperative to improve understanding of the current bad behav-
iours and which new behaviours can be introduced to enable a sustainable
future. Schultz (2011) recommends a stronger connection with nature so as
to achieve the objectives of pro-environmental behaviour for nature protec-
tion and the sustainable management of resources. Sobot and Luksic¢ (2016,
2017, 2019) propose discussing and educating people from protected areas
about the role of legislation and institutions in nature protection and sustain-
able development. Education concerning respect for legislation and insti-
tutions is essential for a growing capacity to understand (Casado-Arzuaga
et al,, 2013) and can positively contribute to pro-environmental behaviour
(Torkar, 2014; Gifford and Nilsson, 2014).

Conclusion

The governance of Natura 2000 poses a challenge for all EU countries.
This article explains many paths to N2000 governance on international,
national and local levels. Along the way, a description is given of the main
problems seen in the governance of N2000, such as misunderstandings,
misperceptions, distorted values and attitudes that are maintained by non-
environmental behaviour.

The bases for the governance of N2000 areas are legislation and institutions
for nature protection. A proper understanding of the role played by legislation
and institutions in nature protection, especially among the people who live
in protected areas, provides the foundation of good governance. This under-
standing is often based on previous nature conservation experiences, which
can lead to major problems with examples of land use. Therefore, it is pro-
posed that a wide discussion and education be provided for the people living
in these protected areas concerning the importance and role of the legislation
and institutions in nature protection and of understanding the environmen-
tal system at the local, national and international levels. This will instigate a
change in behaviour among the people in the protected areas and bring about
the good governance of the N2000 areas. In this way, the local effect can con-
tribute to the global sustainable development movement.
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