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Abstrakt:

Predlozena disertacni prace odkazuje na soucasné trendy v krajinné ekologickém vyzkumu.
V takto definovaném teoreticko metodologickém ramci je jejim cilem popsat a analyzovat
fungovani biosférické rezervace jako inovativniho pfistupu v integrované ochrané ptirody na
Sumavg, a to od roku 1990, kdy byla vyhlasena v ramci mezinarodniho programu UNESCO
MaB, do soucasnosti a nasledn¢ interpretovat zmény jeji role prizmatem Mertonovy teorie
adaptace. Jako zakladni metoda byla pouzita piipadova studie, kterd reflektovala autorkou

provadény longitudinalni ak¢éni vyzkum v daném uzemi.

Z hlediska historické posloupnosti byly analyzovany tfi institucionalni modely biosférické
rezervace. Prvni byl zalozen na vyhradni afiliaci biosférické rezervace se statni spravou,
druhy byl realizovan jako pokus o ad-hoc sit’ projektii a s nimi spojenych aktéra, tfeti byl
zalozen na definované spolupraci dvou hlavnich aktérii v tizemi — Spravy NP a CHKOS a
Regionalni rozvojové agentury Sumava. Ukézalo se, Ze nezavisle na institucionalni afiliaci
byl koncept biosférické rezervace vyuzivan jako postmoderni ,tekuta® struktura ¢aste¢né i
proto, Ze pro jeji fungovani neexistuje v Ceské legislativé jasny piedpis. Koncept nebyl
vyuzivan permanentné, ale jen ucelove a to v ptipadé, Ze byly k dispozici projektové financni

prostiedky.

Dnes Ize konstatovat, Ze se statni sprava v ochrané piirody na Sumavé jiz pokousi standardné
aplikovat integrovany management velkoplosnych chranénych uzemi. Koncept biosférické
rezervace internalizovala. V intencich Mertonovy teorie tak doslo ke zméné adaptacni
strategie, kdy inovace byla nahrazena konformitou. V situaci, kdy nika integrované ochrany
prirody byla obsazena statni spravou, se aktivity biosférické rezervace zamétily na podporu a
uskutecnovani projektil spojenych s Setrnym vyuzivanim lokalniho a regionalniho ptirodniho
a kulturniho dédictvi, stavicich na principu ochrany krajiny prostfednictvim jejiho Setrného
vyuzivani v souladu s koncepci udrZitelného rozvoje. Biosféricka rezervace Sumava tak
zUstava inovativnim konceptem, ktery je aplikovéan na tuto novou situaci. Muze tedy poslouzit

za priklad ostatnim biosférickym rezervacim v Ceské republice a pfipadné i v jinych zemich.

Kliova slova:  krajinnd ekologie, transdisciplinarita, integrovand ochrana pfirody,

biosféricka rezervace, adaptace.



Abstract:

The thesis refers to recent trends in landscape ecological research. Within the theoretical
methodological framework defined this way, the aim of the thesis is to describe and analyse
the functioning of a biosphere reserve (BR) as an innovative approach to nature and landscape
conservation. Selected for the study was the Sumava BR in the Czech Republic; its
functioning has been investigated from its declaration by UNESCO MaB Programme in 1990
up to the present time. A subsequent aim is to interpret the BR functioning in terms of the
adaptation theory, as defined by Merton. Case study was used as the key method reflecting

longitudinal action research accomplished by the author in the selected area.

Following the chronological order, three institutional models of BR were analysed. The first
one is based on exclusive affiliation of the BR to state administration, the second one was
accomplished experimentally as an ad-hoc network of projects and associated stakeholders.
The third model was based on defined cooperation between two key regional stakeholders —
the Administration of the Sumava National Park and Protected Landscape Area and the
Regional Development Agency Sumava. Regardless of its institutional links, the BR concept
has served as a post-modern “fluid” structure. This fact partly results from the absence of
legal rules governing the functioning of BR and the application of the BR concept to
particular situations. The BR concept has not been used permanently, but expediently,

depending on availability of financial resources for implementation of particular projects.

Nowadays, the state administration in the Sumava Mts. area tries to apply integrated
management to large-scale protected areas in a standard way. The BR concept has thus been
internalised by the state administration. In terms of Merton’s theory, this situation can be
interpreted as a change in adaptation strategy — from innovation to conformity. With the niche
of integrated nature conservation being occupied by the state administration, activities of the
BR have focused on projects supporting sustainable use of local and regional both natural and
cultural heritage. This concept of BR functioning is built on the principle of nature and
landscape conservation-by-use. The Sumava BR still represents an innovative concept
applied, however, to a new situation, unprecedented in the Czech Republic. Thus it can serve

as an example to other Czech and possibly also other countries” BRs.

Key words: landscape ecology, transdisciplinarity, integrated nature protection, biosphere

reserve, adaptation.



1. UVOD

1.1. Krajinna ekologie — prostor otevi‘eny spole¢enskym védam

Obvykle se uvadi, ze to byl Carl Troll (1939), ktery jako prvni razil termin krajinna ekologie
ve smyslu védecké discipliny. Povazoval krajinnou ekologii za ,,perfektni siatek geografie s
biologii®. Od té doby se toto védecké odvétvi vyznamné rozvinulo, ¢astecné pod vlivem

vyzev vyvolanych ménici se tvari krajiny.

V Evropé byl rychly ubytek regionalni diversity krajin posouzen vr. 1995 v rdmci Prvniho
hodnoceni evropského zivotniho prostiedi jako vyznamné ohroZeni charakteru a identity
evropského kontinentu. Tento zajem vyustil do formulace Evropské umluvy o krajiné¢ Rady
Evropy v r. 2000, ktera dnes uréuje smér krajinného planovani a fizeni a tudiz i vyzkumu ve
vetsing evropskych zemi. V disledku toho se krajina stala pfedmétem z4jmu 1 jinych, nez
biologicky a geograficky zaméfenych véd, jakymi jsou napt. archeologie, krajinna
architektura, regiondlni ekonomie a celd fada humanitnich véd, které doposud nemély
v krajinném vyzkumu tradici (Antrop 2007)°. Neni tedy piekvapenim, ze Zonneveld (1995)

charakterizoval krajinnou ekologii jako transdisciplinarni ,,destnik* pro existujici védy, spise

! Evropsk4 umluva o krajing byla podepsana v roce 2000 a v platnost vstoupila 1. bfezna 2004. Ochrana, sprava
a planovani krajin (prirodnich, venkovskych, méstskych i industrialnich) se timto staly nejen pravem, ale i
povinnosti vSech signatafskych zemi.

% Tvrzeni o netradicnosti ekonomickych a spoleéenskych véd v krajinném vyzkumu by mélo byt ponékud
korigovano mj. informaci o ,,Ceské $kole krajinné ekologie®, jmenovité pak o jejim ,antropoekologickém
ptistupu®, formulovaném v Ustavu krajinné ekologie Ceskoslovenské akademie véd uz na po¢atku sedmdesétych
let minulého stoleti. Tésitel et al. (1992) vytvoftili struény piehled definic uzivanych v ramci této Skoly ke
konceptualizaci krajiny. Hadac (1977) pouzival strukturalni pfistup a definoval krajinu jako systém abiotickych
forem - geobiocendz, hydrobiocenodz a technoantropocendz. Naproti tomu Gottlieb a kol. (1976) chapal kulturni
krajinu jako ¢asovou a prostorovou dimenzi vzajemnych interakci ¢lovéka a ptirody. Kladl pfitom diraz na
dynamicky aspekt problému. Krajina chapana ztohoto pohledu nebyla pouze vysledkem procesit v daném
momentu — synchronismem; kazda krajina obsahovala koncepce jak minulych, tak i budoucich projektt vyvoje,
od genetickych programti organismt az k uzemnim plantim instituci a ivahdm jednotlivet. Pozdéjsi definice
Casto zahrnovaly pojem systém a krajina byla vnimana jako otevieny, hierarchicky organizovany dynamicky
systém, zkoumany z antropocentrické perspektivy. Takova definice umoziovala, aby jakakoli prostorova
jednotka, jejiz soucasti a interakce mezi nimi byly definovany a tudiz chovani jednotky mohlo byt predikovano a
ovliviiovano, mohla byt povazovéana za krajinny systém (Michal, 1987). Stru¢né feceno, na rozdil od klasické
ekologie, kde byl ¢lovek témeét vyluéné prezentovan ve smyslu ,antropického faktoru® nebo jako ,,soucést
trofického tetézce®, antropoekologicka koncepce vidéla ¢loveka jako inherentni slozku pfirody se vSemi jeho
atributy véetn¢ ekonomickych, socidlnich a kulturnich (Blazek, 1977). Lidska spole¢nost a jeji zivotni prostiedi,
sestavajici z materidlnich (pfirodnich a clovékem vytvofenych) i nematerialnich (socioekonomickych a
kulturnich) faktorl, se tak staly pfedmétem vyzkumu. Na zaklade pfijeti této perspektivy nekladla krajinna
ekologie diraz ani na prvni, ani na druhy argument vztahu spole¢nost — Zivotni prostfedi, ale na samotny tento
vztah. Je faktem, Ze antropoekologicky pfistup byl diskutovan hlavné v ¢eské akademické literatuie. Nicméné je
mozno ho vnimat jako pfistup, ktery predjimal to, co o tficet let pozdé&ji zacalo byt nazyvano analyzou socialné
ekologického systému (napr. Holling, 2001).



nez jako koherentni akademickou disciplinu, takze bylo mozné ,,patfit k jakékoliv discipliné

dotykajici se krajiny a zarovei byt také krajinnym ekologem®.

Naveh vyty¢il dalsi cestu zavedenim terminu multifunkéni krajiny, aby nové konceptualizoval
pfedmét vyzkumu krajinné ekologie (Naveh and Lieberman, 1984; Naveh, 2001). Podle jeho
definice je multifunkéni krajiny mozno chapat jako hmotné ptirodni a kulturni systémy ve
vzajemnych interakcich, které mohou byt povazovany za konkrétni, sebepiesahujici a
sebeorganizujici Gestalt systémy naSich lidskych ekosystéml. V rozsahu od nejmenSich
mapovatelnych ekotopti po globélni ekosféru by mély byt studovany, spravovany a
hodnoceny integrativnim zplsobem. Za timto ucelem musi byt multifunkéni krajiny
posuzovany simultdinné jako produkt materialnich, pfirodnich bio-geofyzikalnich a rovnéz
mentélnich kognitivnich mezosférickych systémi. Porozuméni krajin€ na takovémto zékladé,
pokracuje Naveh, miize byt dosazeno pouze s pomoci inovativnich pfistupi a vyzkumnych
metod, vtésné spolupraci vyzkumnikli zaméfenych na krajinu v oblasti pfirodnich véd,
spoleCenskych a ekonomickych véd, humanitnich a uméleckych oborti i profesionald na vSech

urovnich rozhodovéni o vyuziti krajiny.

Z této definice vyplyvaji minimaln€ tfi inovativni aspekty integrace. Prvni se tyka integrace
ptfirodnich a spolecenskych véd s humanitnimi obory; druhy pojednadva o integraci vnéjsi
krajiny s jeji reflexi v lidské mysli, tj. o integraci krajiny vnéjsi a vnitini; tfeti aspekt spociva
v navrhu integrovat védecké poznatky (o nichz se predpokldda, Ze jsou objektivni)

s normativnimi pfistupy prakticky uvazujicich lidi, ktefi o vyuziti krajiny rozhoduyji.

Naveh (2001) byl jednim z prikopnikii v prosazovani holistického pfistupu v krajinné
ekologii. Nicméné dnes jeho definice ilustruje obecnéjs$i stanovisko spiSe nez izolovany
pohled. Tendence ke spolupraci naptic¢ obory je primarn¢ dokumentovana ve studiich vétSinou
metodologického charakteru. Jejich autofi, ackoli uZivaji odliSnou terminologii, popisuji ve
skutecnosti tentyz princip. V téchto diskusich se casto objevuji terminy jako inter-
disciplinarita a trans-disciplinarita. Tyto terminy uzivali napt. Tress et al. (2003), kdyz
popisovali wageningensky piistup, ktery mé spojovat humanitni védy (alfa védy), ptirodni
védy (beta védy) a spolecensko-ekonomické védy (gama védy) na zdkladé piekroceni
oborovych hranic (inter-disciplinarita) a vyuZzivat vysledky alfa, beta a gama véd ve
spolupraci se zainteresovanymi subjekty v praxi (trans-disciplinarita). Dal$i autofi v tomto
kontextu volaji po vytvoreni nového sjednocujiciho konceptu, ktery explicitné zahrnuje lidské
rozhodovani, kulturni instituce a ekonomické systémy (napr. Grimm et al., 2000; Michener et

al., 2001; Picket et al., 1997, 2001, Redman et al., 2004). Ocekava se, ze takovy ptistup bude
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cerpat z myslenek spole¢enskych véd, zaméfenych na studium vztahu lidské spolecnosti a
ekosystému (human-ecosystem framework), pouzivanych v sociologii (Duncan, 1961, 1964;
Machlis et al., 1977; Burch and deLucca, 1984; Librova, 1987, 1988, Field and Burch,
1988) a antropologii (Vayda, 1969; Watson and Watson, 1969, Kottak, 1999; Scoones, 1999).
Zaroven se bude opirat o ekologicky pfistup zalozeny na studiu dynamiky zmén krajinné
mozaiky (patch-dynamics approach) (Grove and Burch, 1977, Wu and David, 2002).
V zasad¢ je za syntézu povazovana kombinace ekosystémovych a krajinnych ptistupt (4llen
and Hoekstra, 1992; Grove, 1999). K popsani pfedmétu svého zkoumani uzivaji tito autofi
vétSinou termin ,,human ecosystem®. Vhodné&j$i by mozna ale bylo pouzivat termin ,,social-
ecological system®, ktery umoziuje zddraznit vzajemnou interakci sil pusobicich v obou

doméndch (napr. Anderies et al., 2004, Cumming and Collier, 2004; Walker et al., 2004).

Zasadnim krokem pfi rozvijeni vhodného integrujiciho rdmce ke studiu socialné-ekologického
systému je poznani, ze systémy socialné-ekonomické a ekologické sdileji spole¢né vlastnosti
véetné resilience a komplexity (Levin, 1999, Gunderson and Holling, 2002). Z perspektivy
Clovéka je dalSim dualezitym parametrem ,,socidlné ekonomicka piijatelnost™ systému. Tato
obtizn¢ méfitelnd proménna je dilezitd pro mnohé typy chovani, od rozhodovani o vyuzivani
a sprave krajiny az po védecké pfistupy ke krajin¢. Nicméné pfi klasické analyze ekosystému
byva jen zifidka zkoumana, pokud je vibec vzata do uvahy. Jinymi slovy feceno, pfi analyze
krajinného systému je nutné vzit na védomi fakt, Ze nékteré rezimy vyuzivani zdroji nebudou
kladn€ hodnoceny danou populaci na daném misté¢ a v daném case (Firey, 1960). Situaci
komplikuje skutecnost, Ze lid¢ jako Gcastnici systému mohou mit na piijatelnost riizné nazory
a mohou se lisit i svou schopnosti tyto nazory realizovat v zavislosti na své relativni moci a
moznostech. Abychom takovou situaci pochopili, potfebujeme 1épe znat, ¢im jsou tyto dilci
struktury ovladany v pribéhu Casu a pod vlivem riznych okolnosti (Redman et al., 2004).
Musime tedy pochopit roli, jakou hraji konkrétni socio-ekomické zdjmy ve fungovani
konkrétnich socio-ekologickych systémut (Bazzaz et al., 1998, Holling et al., 2002; KuSova
and Tesitel, 2014).

V husté zalidnéné Evropé je podle Antropa (2007) kulturni krajina jiz tradicné hlavnim
pfedmétem zajmu krajinné ekologie; vyzkum zposledni doby se zamétfuje na ztratu
ptirodniho a kulturniho dédictvi a na pfirodni a kulturni kapitdl. Kromé analyz minulého
vyvoje roste i1 potfeba planovat budouci krajiny ve spoleCnosti, kterd se rostouci mérou
urbanizuje a v niz je Zivotni prostiedi stale vice polarizované. Tato situace tvoii pro krajinnou

ekologii vyzvu ve smyslu piijeti pozice védniho oboru, ktery pfedjima budoucnost a navrhuje
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feseni (napr. Cernousek, 1986; Naveh, 2001, 2007). Toto vie se odehrava v perspektivé
udrzitelného rozvoje a participativniho managementu (Vos and Klijn, 2000). Diskuse Casto
odkazuje na koncept udrzitelné krajiny (Antrop, 2001, 2006, Kusova et al., 2008a; Potshin
and Haines-Young, 2006). Pro jeho jednoduchou vizualizaci se dnes zpravidla pouzivé
schématu ,,byc¢iho oka® (viz Obr. 1), které je zalozeno na hierarchickém usporadani tii
konstitutivnich domén udrzitelného rozvoje. Ekonomika je v ném chépana jako soucast
SirSich spolecenskych procest, jez jsou do znacné miry definovany fyzikalnimi parametry
geografického prostoru, ve kterém se vSe odehravd (Lapka and Cudlinova, 2009; Mann,

2011; Lapka et al., 2012).

Obr 1: Schéma vizualizace udrzitelného rozvoje podle Manna (2011), vlastni Gprava

prostiedi

spoleCenské procesy

ekonomika

Spojeni konceptu kulturni krajiny s konceptem udrzitelnosti pfinasi pfinejmenSim dva
pozitivni disledky. Udrzitelnost ziskava prostorovou dimenzi (nap#. Price, 2002); na druhé
strané teoreticky pojem kulturni krajina je ,,pfelozen* do vice ¢i méné efektivniho politického
schématu, vhodného jako zaklad pro praktickd rozhodovani (napr. Palang et al., 2005).
Z ekonomického hlediska to znamena, vyvazeni tfech typt kapitdlu — ptirodniho, socialné
ekonomického a kulturniho (napr. Farina, 2000; Garrod et al., 2006). V rétorice regiondlniho
rozvoje tyto kapitdly hraji roli vnitiniho potencidlu daného regionu (Jehle, 1998), potencialu,
ktery mize byt realizovan, pokud se setkd s vhodnym vnéjsim kontextem. Krajinna ekologie

se tak CasteCné piekryva s teoriemi regionalniho rozvoje, zvlasté s t€émi, které se opiraji o
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principy institucionalni ekonomie (napr. Blazek a Uhlir, 2011). Krajina/region je pak brana
jako skala ekonomickych organizaci a politickych intervenci (dmin and Thrift, 1994, Storper,
1997; Maskel and Malmberg, 1999; MacLeod, 2001). V disledku toho se dostava do popiedi
vyzkumu chovani jednotlivych klicovych hraca (stakeholders) a jejich vzéjemné interakce
(Massey, 1994, Jenkins et al., 2001). Zaroven je kladen diiraz na institucionalni struktury
(Ostrom, 1990, 1999; Agrawal, 2001), protoze instituce urcuji pravidla hry, a tak reprezentuji
existujici mocenské uspotradani (Wood et al., 2000, Stoll-Kleeman et al., 2006). V posledni
dobé se zacind pouzivat pojem sit¢ jako organizacni struktury, postavené na socidlnich
vztazich zajistujicich bezpeci a divéru (Lowe, 1988) a fungujici socialni sit€¢ jsou vnimany
jako dilezit¢ nebo dokonce ty nejpodstatnéjsi hnaci sily ovliviiujici rozvoj systému

krajiny/regionu.

V souhrnu lze fici, Ze jakmile byla rozpozndna dilezita role ekonomickych z&jmi, strategii,
socidlnich instituci a rozhodovacich procesti pro vznik zmény v krajiné, stala se podstata
téchto jevl i jejich ucinky predmétem ekologického vyzkumu, nebot ptedstavuji dilezity

parametr chovani krajiny chapané jako socialné-ekologicky systém.

1.1.1. Nékteré metodologické disledky

I kdyz na nejobecnéj§i urovni predpoklddame, ze socidlné-ekonomické a ekologické
subsystémy sdileji spolecné vlastnosti, musime si uvédomit, ze mezi t€émito dvéma oblastmi
existuje zakladni rozdil. Jak bylo uvedeno, lidsky faktor je vniman jako sloZity a nemtze byt
Setfen jako organismus s konzistentni reakci na vnéj$i podnéty. Lidé (jak jednotlivci, tak
skupiny) si uvédomuji sami sebe, maji schopnost se ucit, sdélovat vyznam prostfednictvim
symbolll a zapojovat se do rozsahlych komunikacnich siti. Lidé jsou rovnéz soucasti SirSiho
systému, v némz funguje socidlni nerovnost, jsou zhodnocovany ptirodni zdroje, jednotlivci
reaguji na vnimané riziko a zaroven vznikaji instituce, které umoziuji feSeni stavajicich i
nové se vynortujicich se problému (napr. Checkland and Scholes, 1990, Rollo, 1993; Redman
et al., 2004). Pochopeni vzajemnych vazeb by tedy mélo byt zalozeno na analyze, ktera je
schopnd citlivé zaznamenat specifické mistni podminky a historické procesy jejich
institucionalizace. SouCasnd situace nemulze byt jednoduSe vysvétlena pouze jako ucinek
pusobeni néjaké konkrétni proménné nebo kombinaci riznych struktur, ale jako specificky
proces historického vyvoje, jenz utvari specifické instituce v daném regionu. Zahrnuti
ekonomie, spolecenskych a humanitnich véd do krajinné ekologického vyzkumu de facto

znamena zaclenéni novych paradigmat do tohoto védniho oboru. Na empirické tirovni to vede
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ke hledani udaji a informaci rizného typu, coz predpoklada pouziti k tomu vhodné

kombinace metod jejich sbéru a analyzy.

Kombinovani kvalitativnich a kvantitativnich metod pfedstavuje trvalou vyzvu. Nicméné
nové poznatky v oblasti filozofie v€dy vytvareji argumenty pro nazor, Ze tyto dvé tradice by
nemély byt vnimany jako oddélené, i kdyz rovnocenné, ale mély by byt ve vzajemné interakci
(napr. Fay, 2002; Drulak a kol., 2008). V tomto kontextu je casto zminovan termin
triangulacni pfistup, koncept, ktery zdivodiiuje pouzivani kombinace riiznych metod pfi
feSeni konkrétniho tématu (Cresswell, 2003, Patton, 2004). Tento ptistup explicitné¢ odkazuje
bud’ ke kombinovani pfislusnych vyzkumnych perspektiv a metod (Flick, 2002) nebo se
vztahuje k piipadiim pouziti dvou nebo vice vyzkumnych metod (Bryman, 2004), ¢i k pouziti
vice nez jednoho vyzkumného pfistupu v rdmci jediné studie za tcelem ziskani SirSiho a
ucelenéjsiho pochopeni daného jevu (Veal, 2005). Zékladni princip triangulacniho ptistupu je
tedy mozno vidét v aplikaci n€kolika metod k hodnoceni té¢hoz jevu (Jack and Raturi, 2006) a
v predpokladu, Ze slaba stranka jednoho pfistupu je kompenzovana silnou strankou druhého
(Grbich, 1999). Jak uvadi Olsen (2004), triangulaci pouzivame s cilem generovat dialektiku
poznani. Vychazi z ptfedpokladu, Ze existuji rozdily mezi tim, co se zdad byt samoziejmym na
zaklad¢ rozhovort, tim, jak situaci interpretuji mistni obyvatelé¢ dané oblasti, tim, co pfinase;ji
fakta z prizkumii a tim, jaké rozdily vznikaji, kdyz vSechna predesla fakta porovname
s oficialni interpretaci daného problému. Tento piistup jednoduse odkazuje ke skuteCnosti, ze
realita je slozitd a Ze my potfebujeme vic nez jeden vysvétlujici rAmec nebo sadu dat k tomu,

abychom ji n&jak pftijatelné pochopili.

Komunikace védy s ,,vnéjSim svétem* je dal§im dulezitym aspektem, ktery je nutno brat
v uvahu, kdyz se diskutuje o novych dimenzich soucasnych ptistupii zahrnutych do krajinné
ekologického vyzkumu. Pojem multifunkéni krajiny zavadi mnohocetnost perspektiv jako
zéklad pro mnohocetné rozhodovani. Tyto rozhodovaci procesy piedstavuji pro védu
netrividlni problém, nebot’ rozhodovani je zalozeno na dvou typech premis, faktickych a
normativnich, které se vzajemné prolinaji. Zatimco faktické, vécné premisy mohou byt
védecky testovany, normativni jsou plné arbitrarni, nebot' jsou zaloZzené primarné na
hodnotovém systému jednotlivce (Keller, 2007). Nékteti autoti uvadeji, ze tyto dvoji premisy
nemaji rovnocenné postaveni a stavi normativni pred faktické. V tomto diskursu neni pak
jakékoliv rozhodnuti ni¢im jinym, nez zpétnou racionalizaci postojii zaloZenych na apriorné
pfijatych hodnotach, tedy postojii normativnich (napr. Cernousek, 1986; Rollo, 1993).

V disledku toho rozhodnuti o stejné véci pochéazejici od dvou riznych lidi mohou byt uplné
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protichidna, aniz by jedno bylo méné racionalni nez druhé. Tento zavér vede k presvédceni,
ze jsou situace, kdy jednoznacné feSeni daného problému nelze prosté najit (Keller, 2007).
V takovychto ptfipadech je pak efektivnéj$i pouzivat pfistup, ktery je zalozen na hledani
konsensualni definice situace, jak je vniméana zainteresovanymi ucastniky (napr. Greider and
Garkovich, 1994). Popsani a interpretace procesu, pomoci kterého bylo nakonec konsensu
dosazeno nebo alesponi zplisobu, jak byl hledan, pfedstavuje potom skutecnou vyzvu pro

spoleCenské védy.

Akeni vyzkum (action research), ktery je vtomto kontextu Casto pfipomindn, ma za cil
zlepsit praxi na zaklad¢ vzajemné spoluprace védci a lidi z praxe (napr. Rapoport, 1970). Je
zalozeny na predpokladu, Ze socialni realita je socialn¢ konstruovana, Ze je to emergentni
proces, z velké ¢asti kontrolovany mistnimi podminkami (Elden and Chisholm, 1993). Jako
takovy kombinuje teorii a praxi prostfednictvim zmény a jeji reflexe v dané problematické
situaci. VSe to se odehrava v ramci vzajemné piijatelného etického ramce. Akéni vyzkum je
tedy iterativnim procesem zahrnujicim vyzkumniky a praktiky, ktefi spolecné pracuji na
konkrétnim cyklu aktivit, ktery se skladd ze stanoveni problému, intervenci a reflektivniho

uceni (Checkland and Scholes, 1990; Avison et al., 1999).

V takto pojatém vyzkumu hraji lidé z praxe dvoji tlohu — jednak jsou zdrojem mistni znalosti,
tedy védomosti o dané lokalité, které nelze jinak ziskat, zdroven se stavaji uzivateli vysledkt
vyzkumu. Takto pojaty ramec vyzkumu vede védce k navazovani tésnéjSiho kontaktu
s potencialnimi klienty, ktefi nemaji védecké vzdélani, maji vSak redlnou moc krajinu ménit.
Existence komunikacni platformy mezi nimi mize pak teoreticky zvysit Sanci zahrnout do

spole¢né diskuse o sprave krajiny jak védu, tak praxi.

1.2. Ochrana prirody — dva modely managementu velkoplo§nych chranénych

uzemi

Moderni ochrana pfirody se v soucasnosti soustieduje na ochranu druh a ekosystémi
v krajinném méftitku. Velkoplo$na chranénd izemi se stala sttedem zajmu nejen proto, ze se
v nich daji ekosystémy a druhy ucinnéji chranit, ale i proto, ze v nich dochazi k interakcim
mezi pfirodou a obyvatelstvem a tedy k moznému nastoleni udrzitelného vyuzivani ptirody.
V tomto kontextu se zac¢ina pouZzivat termin participativni management, jehoz cilem je kromé
ochrany pfirody i snaha o otupeni potencidlnich konflikti vyplyvajicich z konkurenéniho
vyuzivani uzemi. Velkoplosnd chrdnéna tUzemi je proto mozné pouzit k dokumentovani
problému multifunkéniho vyuzivani krajiny i z toho diivodu, Ze potencialni stfet zajmu je tam
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definovan jednoznacénéji ve srovnani s krajinami nechranénymi. Ve stfedni Evropé, kde jsou
predmétem ochrany zpravidla krajiny kulturni, se management velkoplosného chranéného
uzemi musi, mé-li byt Gspésny, vypotadat s problémem, jak sladit relativné nové, celosvétové
paradigma ochrany biodiversity s historicky se vyvinuv§imi lokdlnimi formami a praktikami
vyuzivani Gzemi.

Historie ochrany ptirody mé v riznych zemich rozlicnou délku trvéni, ale velmi podobny
prabéh. Zaciné zpravidla u estetickych a kulturnich pohnutek romantického nazirdni na svét
v obdobi bouflivého rozvoje primyslu a projevuje se zdjmem o zvlaStnosti, vzacnosti a
nezvyklé ptirodni objekty. Pokracuje ochranou mensSich prirodnich celkli k vyhlasovani

ochrany velkych tizemi.

Pti historickém pohledu mlzeme identifikovat dva zdkladni pfistupy managementu
chranénych uzemi, které se od sebe principialné 1isi ve zplisobu, jakym se vztahuji k mistnim
obyvatelim, pfedev§im pak v ndzoru, do jaké miry by se mistni obyvatel¢ méli zapojit do
rozhodovacich procesti o vyuziti chranéného tizemi (Hayes, 2006) Tradi¢ni model ochrany
prirody upiednostituje ptistup, ktery vyluCuje mistni obyvatele z tohoto rozhodovani a striktné
reguluje jejich aktivity. Pfedpoklada ptitom, Ze ochrana pfirody bude priméarné vykonavana
prostiednictvim statni spravy (Ghimire and Pimbert, 1997). Lze konstatovat, ze exkluzivni
pristup, tj. pfistup ,,s vylou¢enim vetejnosti je praktikovan ve vétSiné chranénych oblasti,

které byly zfizeny pred rokem 1980.

Druhy, inkluzivni model je zaloZen na ptedpokladu, Ze Gspéch ochrany pfirody do znacné
miry zavisi na vétSim zapojeni mistnich obyvatel jak do procesu vyhlasovani chranénych
oblasti, tak do zptsobu jejich managementu. Ti z ochranct ptirody, ktefi uznéavaji zavislost
mistnich obyvatel na mistnich pfirodnich zdrojich, zacinaji podporovat alternativni,
participativni, model ochrany ptirody (Stevens, 1977, Western and Wright, 1994, McNeely,
1995; Western, 1997). Zastanci participativniho pfistupu argumentuji tim, Ze kdyz mistnim
lidem znemoznime pfistup do izemi a vylou¢ime je z rozhodovacich procest, vytvaiime tim
napéti mezi spravami chranénych uzemi a mistnimi obyvateli, zvySujeme néklady na
monitoring a promarnime unikdtni mistni znalosti a dovednosti, které by jinak mohly byt
pouzity pro efektivni ochranu ptirody (Wells and Brandon, 1992). Takovyto piistup
zduraznuje socidlni a politické disledky vyhlaSeni chranénych tizemi a dostavd do hry
kritéria, jakymi jsou rovnost a socidlni spravedInost, kterd se pak stavaji integralni soucasti
rozhodovacich procesii o ochran¢ a vyuzivani daného uzemi (Been, 1993; Bullard, 1994,

Bryant, 1995, Imperial, 1999). Bere tak v tiivahu vlastnictvi a mistni znalosti, coz mize velmi
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zvySit uspéch a predevs§im dlouhodobou udrzitelnost ochranaiskych opatfeni. O
participativnim managementu, je-li uplatiovan v plné S§ifi, se ptredpoklada, ze povede
k vyvdzenému a zhlediska mistnich podminek kvalifikovanému ,rezimu ochrany
prostiednictvim uzivani“, ktery bude ekonomicky efektivni a ktery bude pfijiman a
podporovan mistnimi obyvateli (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2004). V tomto kontextu pak
Stoll-Kleeman and O’Riordan, (2002) mluvi o zméné¢ paradigmatu v ochrané piirody, kdy
koncept ,,budovani ploti®, spoléhajici na rigidni piistup shora jdoucich ptikazi, je nahrazovan
pruznym piistupem, zaloZzenym na participaci mistnich a regionalnich klicovych osobnosti.
Tato tendence je evidentni zvlasté ve stfedni Evropé€, kde chranénymi tizemimi nejsou jen
krajiny panenské, ale 1 krajiny kulturni, po staleti transformované lidskou Cinnosti (Duncan,
1961; Getzner and Jungmeier, 2000; Paavola and Adger, 2005). Zastancim participativniho
modelu ochrany pfirody se tak do rukou dostdivd pomérné silny podpirny argument.
Piijmeme-li totiz fakt, Ze pfedmétem ochrany je kulturni krajina, pak musime také uznat, Ze
lidské aktivity jsou nezbytné k tomu, aby se udrzel jeji kulturni charakter a ztstal zachovan i
pro budouci generace. Diskuse by se tedy méla tykat formy, intenzity a prostorového
rozmisténi lidskych aktivit spiSe nez jejich eliminace z chranéného izemi. V této situaci se
jednou z efektivnich cest zd4d byt nalezeni konsenzudlni ekonomické aktivity, tj. aktivity
,kompatibilni*“ se z4jmy ochrany pfirody, ktera by zaroven zarucovala uréity ekonomicky

rozvoj daného chranéného uzemi (napr. Price, 1996).

1.2.1. Biosféricka rezervace - inovativni nastroj ochrany prirody

Zména perspektivy se odviji od definice ochrany ptirody formulované IUCN v jeho ,,Svétové
strategii ochrany piirody*. Tento dokument chape ochranu ptirody antropocentricky, nebot’ ji
vymezuje jako management ovzdusi, vodnich, pidnich a nerostnych zdrojl, stejné tak jako
zivych organismi, vcetné cloveka, jehoz cilem je dosazeni pfiméfené kvality Zivota (IUCN,
1980). Princip integrované ochrany piirody byl také podporovan mezinarodné ptijatou
Umluvou o biologické diverzité (UNCED, 1992). Nasledné byla tato zména paradigmatu
reflektovana v konceptu biosférické rezervace (BR) UNESCO. Biosférické rezervace jsou
velkoplo$na chranéna Gzemi vyhlaSend v ramci mezinarodniho programu UNESCO Man and
Biosphere (MaB), ktery byl nastartovan v 70tych letech minulého stoleti. V roce 2014 tvofilo
svétovou sit’ biosférickych rezervaci 631 Uzemi, kterd se nachédzeji na rtznych stupnich
gradientu vyuzivani krajiny ¢lovékem, od krajin témét panenskych az po krajiny méstské.

Riizné pozice na gradientu pak umoziuje hledat Siroké spektrum feseni vztahli mezi clovékem
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a prirodnim prosttedim (napr. Primack et al. 2001; Hadley et al. 2002). Pro definovéani funkci
biosférickych rezervaci jsou vyznamné zavéry I. mezinarodniho kongresu BR, ktery se konal
v roce 1983 v Minsku. Byla zde zdiraznéna nevyhnutelnost soubéhu tii funkci, které by méla
BR plnit — ochranafské, védeckovyzkumné a rozvojové. Jesté dale jde tzv. Sevillska strategie
pii definovani rdimcového statutu svétové sité biosférickych rezervaci (UNESCO, 1996, 2001,
2002). Podle tohoto statutu je cilem BR zvysit povédomi o vzdjemném propojeni lidstva a
biosféry, zdokonalit monitorovani, vzdélavani, uvédomélost a spolutcast vefejnosti na
managementu biosférické rezervace’. Madridsky Akéni Plan (UNESCO, 2008) tento trend
potvrzuje a zduraznuje, ze biosférické rezervace maji byt aktivné vyuzivany jako ,,vyukové
laboratoie udrzitelného rozvoje®. Lze je tedy povazovat za zasadni inovaci v politice ochrany
biodoversity. Na rozdil od pfedchozich konceptil, které favorizovaly predevSim restriktivni
ochranafska opatieni, se o biosférické rezervaci pfedpokladd, Ze bude soucasné plnit tfi
zakladni funkce: ochranu biologické diverzity/ptirody; vyzkum, vzdélavani a osvétu; a
podporu udrzitelného rozvoje (Jenik a kol., 1996). Biosférické rezervace se tak z podstaty své
definice stavaji modelovymi uzemimi pro odzkouSeni praktické aplikovatelnosti zasad

udrzitelného rozvoje — stavaji se modelem tzv. udrzitelnych krajin (Antrop, 2006, Kusova et

al., 2008).

Je na misté pfipomenout, ze koncept biosférické rezervace UNESCO je v prvé fad¢ politickou
doktrinou zastiténou mezinarodnimi dohodami, jejimz cilem je uvést ochranu biodiversity a
ptirodnich zdroji do souladu s jejich udrzitelnym vyuzivanim. Z institucionalniho hlediska se
tento koncept diva na vSechny zainteresované hrace (védce ptirodovédnych i spolecenskych
oborti, skupiny zabyvajici se ochranou pfirody i rozvojem izemi, zastupce spravnich orgéand,
spolkil 1 mistni obyvatelstvo) jako na partnery a snazi se je povzbudit ke vzajemné spolupraci
a participaci na managementu Uzemi. Vzdjemnd spoluprice a participace jsou skute¢né
zakladni podminkou pro praktické uplatnéni tohoto konceptu, protoze kapacita (tj. nezbytné
znalosti a zdroje) nutnd pro jeho praktickou implementaci pfesahuje moznosti jakékoliv
jednotlivé, 1 sebesilnéjsi instituce. (Imperial, 1999). Dalsi podminkou je, aby hledéani
rovnovahy mezi ochranou biodiverzity a socio-ekonomickym a kulturnim rozvojem bylo
chdpano jako dynamicky proces inovace, jehoz diilezitou soucasti je proces uceni formou

interakce a participace (napr. Lundvall, 1997; Saxena, 2005, Kusova et al., 2008a).

? K dosazeni cilil je vyuzivan mj. systém zén. Vnitini (core) zona slouzi vyluéné k ochrang piirody, monitoringu
a vyzkumu; dalsi (buffer) zona je uréena téz k ochrang prirody, ale navic se v ni pfedpoklada Setrny ekonomicky
rozvoj; vnéjsi (transition) zéna ma pak byt vyuzita pro udrzitelny rozvoj.
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1.2.2. Historie ochrany p¥irody a krajiny v Ceské republice

V Ceskych zemich se teoreticky podklad pravni ochrany ptirody vytvaiel jiz od sttedovéku. V
této dobé méla ochrana predev§im divody estetické, historické a kulturni, ale dochézi i k
prvnim védeckym pokustim o odiivodnéni ochrany krajiny a jejiho vzhledu. Prvni pravni akty
se tykaly predevsim majetku, ktery tehdy tvoftily také prirodni zdroje, véetné zvére. Cilem zde
byla ochrana proti pytlactvi apod. a vétSinou se jednalo o natfizeni k ochrané lest a lesnich a
vodnich Zivocichii, lovenych jako zvéf a ryby. Prvni pravni normy vznikaly jiz ve 12. — 14.
stoleti. V roce 1189 byla vydana Statuta Konradova ceského knizete Konrdda Oty a v roce
1360 Kniha Rozmberska. Ob¢ zminuji ochranu lesi, i kdyz v podobé opatieni proti kradezi
dieva. Prvky pfipominajici ochranu ptirody v dneSnim slova smyslu lze nalézt v ndvrhu
Maiestas Carolina cisafe Karla IV., ktery obsahoval propracovany systém feudalni spravy lest

a stanovil pfisné tresty pfi jeho poruseni. Ten vSak pro odpor Slechty nenabyl nikdy platnosti.

Na zacatku 19. stoleti, tedy v obdobi nastupujiciho romantismu, se zacaly objevovat prvni
védomé snahy o ochranu nékterych pfirodnich a krajinnych prvkd a tzemi. Tehdy vznikla
prvni chranénd izemi, vétSinou z iniciativy osvicenych §lechtici. Prvnim chranénym tizemim
na ¢eském uzemi byl Zofinsky prales, ktery v roce 1838 na svém panstvi ziidil Jifi Augustin
Langueval-Buquoy. Ve stejném roce ziidil i dal$i chranéné tizemi Hojna voda. Obé¢ tato
chranéna uzemi existuji dodnes — Zofinsky prales jako narodni ptirodni rezervace a Hojna
voda jako narodni pfirodni pamatka. V roce 1858 pak knize Jan Schwanzerberg zalozil

rezervaci Boubinsky prales, dnesni stejnojmennou narodni pfirodni rezervaci.

Prvni odrazy ochranafskych snah se zacinaji objevovat i ve spravnich aktech statnich Gradi a
v obecn¢ zavaznych pravnich normach — napiiklad tzv. Priigelpatent z roku 1854, ktery byl

léta uzivan pro ochranu piirodnich pamatek.

Pravni Gprava ochrany pfirody v modernim slova smyslu se na naSem uzemi datuje do
pocatku 20. stoleti, spolu s po¢atky samostatné Ceskoslovenské republiky. V roce 1933 bylo
vyhlaseno na 30 chranénych tzemi a do roku 1938 bylo zfizeno celkem 142 ptirodnich
rezervaci. Tyto snahy pokra¢uji i v obdobi po 2. svétové valce. V roce 1956 byl Cesky raj
vyhlaSen jako naSe prvni chranénd krajinna oblast. Prvnim narodnim parkem se stal

KrkonoS$sky narodni park, vyhlaSeny v roce 1963.

O samostatny zdkon o ochrané piirody usilovali ¢esti odbornici a politici jiz od pocatku 20.
stoleti. V této souvislosti byla pfedlozena fada legislativnich navrhd, nicméné zadna z nich

nebyla schvélena. K prilomu doslo aZ v roce 1956, kdy byl schvélen zékon ¢. 40/1956 Sb., o
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statni ochrané prirody, prvni zakon o statni ochrané ptirody na uzemi dnesni CR. Predmétem
ochrany, jak ji definovala tato prdvni norma, byla chranéna tizemi, chranéné ptirodni vytvory
a chranéné prirodni pamatky a déale chranéné druhy Zivocichi, rostlin, nerosti a zkamenélin.

v

V roce 1992 byl ptijat dosud platny zédkon ¢. 114/1992 Sb., o ochran¢ ptirody a krajiny.
V dikci obou pravnich norem se odrazi riiznd strategie ochrany pfirody, jak se vyvinula
v druh¢é poloviné 20. stoleti. Zakon z roku 1956 podporoval , konzervacni* pfistup k ochrané
ptirody, ktery byl zaloZen na strategii nezasahovani. Pravni norma zroku 1992 vychazi
naopak z diferencovaného pfistupu k chranénému tzemi ve smyslu jeho vyuzivani. Tato
uprava jiz vychazi ze zasad prevence, predbézné opatrnosti, udrzitelného vyuzivani ptirodnich
zdroji, integrované ochrany atd. a dopliluje stdvajici konzervacni piistup k ochrané
dochovaného ptirodniho prostiedi aktivnim piistupem za ucasti jak statu, tak soukromych

osob, Casto vlastnikll pozemki ¢i nevladnich ekologickych sdruzeni.

Zakon o ochrané piirody a krajiny ¢. 114/92 Sb. vymezuje i typy zvlasté chranénych uzemi.
Ta jsou rozdélena podle vyznamu, zptisobu a predmétu ochrany do nékolika kategorii:
narodni parky, chranéné krajinné oblasti, narodni pfirodni rezervace, piirodni rezervace,
narodni pfirodni pamatky, pfirodni paméatky. Biosférickd rezervace neni vSak mezi v praxi
pouzivané kategorie velkoplo$né ochrany pfirody zatazena. Jinymi slovy feceno, prakticka
aplikace konceptu biosférické rezervace neméa v Ceské republice legislativni oporu. Statut
biosférické rezervace je proto zpravidla vniman jen jako mezindrodné uznavany certifikat
kvality, ,,pfilepeny* na tizemi jiz chranéné ceskou legislativou, ktery vSak nema vahu pravni

vymahatelnosti (Urban, 2006)".

Nejednoznacna situace vede na jedné stran¢ k tomu, ze statni ochrana pifirody ma jen velmi
omezeny manévrovaci prostor pii prosazovani tohoto konceptu v praxi (Kusovda et al., 2008).
Na druhé stran¢ a-priorni legislativni nezakotvenost otevird prostor lokdlnim iniciativam a
mize tedy povzbudit vytvareni lokalnich uskupeni, kterd mohou pragmaticky vyuZzivat tento

koncept pro obhajobu svych cila.

* Od roku 2003 existovaly v Ceské republice tii institucionalni modely, které se vice ¢i méné usp&sné pokousely
koncept biosférické rezervace prakticky aplikovat. Prvnim z nich byl model, ktery je zaloZen na asociaci institutu
biosférické rezervace se statni spravou piislusného chranéného uzemi (BR Krivoklatsko, BR Tteboiisko; a byla
to i startovaci pozice BR Sumava). Druhy model byl realizovan jako spoluprice spravy piislusného chranéného
Uzemi s neziskovou organizaci, ktera za spravu vede agendu biosférické rezervace (BR Krkonose a BR Bilé
Karpaty). Tteti model byl reprezentovan BR Dolni Morava a ma formu obecné prospésné spolecnosti.
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2. CIL PRACE

Ptedlozena disertacni prace odkazuje na soucasné trendy v krajinné ekologickém vyzkumu.
V takto definovaném teoreticko metodologickém ramci je jejim cilem popsat a analyzovat
fungovani biosférické rezervace jako inovativniho pfistupu v integrované ochrané piirody na
Sumavé, a to od roku 1990, kdy byla vyhlasena v ramci mezinarodniho programu UNESCO
MaB, do soucasnosti a nasledné interpretovat zmény jeji role prizmatem Mertonovy teorie
adaptace (Merton, 1938). Ta vychézi z predpokladu, ze existuje urcita typologie socidlniho
adaptac¢niho jednani aktérd (v dneSni terminologii “stakeholders”). K diferenciaci jejich
jednani vedou dva klicové faktory. Prvnim z nich jsou kulturni cile, které si spole¢nost klade
pro své smetovani (definice v politickych programech, vladnich prohlaSenich a strategickych
dokumentech, apod.). Druhym faktorem jsou pak institucionalizované prostfedky, pomoci
kterych spole¢nost téchto cilti dosahuje (instituce tedy slouzi jako ndstroje pro dosahovani
ciliy). Aktéri zaujimaji k témto faktoriim rtizné postoje, které manifestuji jednanim, kterym
odpovidaji na otdzku ,.kudy a kam* (kam = cil; kudy = cesty/instituce). V zasad¢ existuje pct
zakladnich typl adaptacnich strategii, z nichz dva — konformita a inovace — jsou dilezité
z hlediska tématu feSeného v predkladané disertani praci, nebot reprezentuji zvladnutou
adaptaci’. Konformnim jednanim se v tomto kontextu rozumi jednani, které je v souladu jak
s kulturnimi cili spoleCnosti, tak s prostfedky, které jsou ve spolecnosti pouzivany
k dosahovani téchto cilii. Ve srovnani s tim je inovativni jednéni takovym jednanim, které je
v souladu scili spolecnosti, které ale hledd jiné/nové prosttedky pro jejich dosazeni.

Schematicky lze ob¢ strategie adaptace znazornit nasledovné (Obr. 2).

Obr. 2: Obecné schéma adaptac¢niho chovani podle Mertona (1938), vlastni uprava

Zpusoby adaptace Kulturni cile e Gl oy
prostiedky

KONFORMITA + +

INOVACE + -

17313

Legenda: “+“ znaci pfijeti a sdileni; znac¢i odmitnuti nebo neexistenci

Sladéni zajm ochrany piirody s lokalnim socioekonomickym rozvojem Ize v piipadé
velkoplosného chranéné¢ho tizemi chépat jako definovani kulturniho cile, pro jehoz dosaZeni

se hledaji vhodné institucionélni prostiedky.

> Zbyvajici tfi strategie — ritualismus, Unik a rebelie — predstavuji adaptaci nezvladnutou, nebot’ postradaji aspekt
integrace.
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3. MODELOVE UZEMI, MATERIAL A METODA

Sumava je piihraniénim horskym pasmem, které se nachazi na jihozapadé Cech. Lze jej
povazovat za historicky kulturni krajinu, kterd v povale¢ném obdobi prosla velmi
dynamickym vyvojem. Problematika vztahu ochrany pfirody a lokalniho rozvoje je zde
pfitomna dlouhodobé. Velkoplo$na ochrana piirody je na Sumavé aplikovana od roku 1963,
kdy zde byla vyhldsena chranéna krajinna oblast, dosud nejvétsi na uzemi Ceské republiky.
Pfiznanim statutu biosférické rezervace vroce 1990 ziskalo toto Uzemi mezindrodné
uznavany certifikat , kvality ptirody*. V roce 1991 byl na ptirodné nejhodnotnéjsi ¢asti izemi

vyhlaSen narodni park.

Obr. 3: Mapa Biosférické rezervace Sumava

Biosféricka rezervace Sumava

Legenda

== gdin| rranice

=== Blosrérickd 1ezemvace SUmsva
— wP Bumava

= = CHKO Sumava

= P By erischer Wald

= hiz¥ni ginice

— vl & e

——ifekeznice
wohi takr
Avncni pochy

Merodnl park Sumava

Mamdni par Bayerische rwald

Zdroj: http://www.npsumava.cz/gallery/5/1563-biosferka_mapa.jpg

Vychodiskem tvah o vécném a prostorovém zacileni dizertacni prace se staly dva fakty, které
favorizovaly Biosférickou rezervaci Sumava jako modelovou oblast (Obr. 3). Prvnim z nich
byla skute¢nost, ze potencidlni nika biosférické rezervace v Zivoté regionu byla artikulovana
jiz v poloving devadesatych let (Jenik and Price, 1994; Price, 1996). Ctvrt stoleti jejiho
fungovani je dostatecné¢ dlouhé obdobi na to, aby se daly vysledovat vyvojové trendy. Stejné
diilezité pro nas bylo i to, Ze se problematikou vztahu mistnich obyvatel a ochrany piirody na
Sumavé zabyvame soustavné jiz od roku 1995, kdy jsme na podporu takto zaméfeného
vyzkumu ziskali nd§ prvni mezinarodni grant, na ktery pak vice mén¢ pravidelné navazovaly
granty dal$i. Pfredkladand disertacni prace se tedy opird o vysledky longitudinalniho vyzkumu
zaméfeného na vztah ochrany ptirody a socioekonomického rozvoje, ktery byl tématizovan

podle tii vykladovych ramct — kvalita Zzivota obyvatel zijicich v biosférickych rezervacich,

socialni pfijatelnost opatfeni na ochranu piirody (biodiversity) a institucionalni uspofadani
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biosférické rezervace. Provadény longitudinalni vyzkum mél iterativni charakter napliujici
schéma akéniho vyzkumu. Kombinovali jsme pii ném aplikacni projekty, které ve schématu
pfedstavovaly intervenci vyvolavajici urcité zmény a projekty veédecké, které slouzily

k vyhodnocovani a teoretické reflexi téchto zmén.

Cyklus intervence-analyza jsme na uzemi Sumavy realizovali v letech 1995 — 2013. Prvni dva
paralelené feSené projekty® byly soucasti programu GEF — Ochrana biodiverzity v Ceské
republice, ktery byl financovan Svétovou bankou a koordinovan Ministerstvem Zivotniho
prostfedi CR. V ramci projektu byl aplikovan pfistup, ktery bral v avahu fakt, Ze v izemi
existuje vice zajmovych skupin, které mohou mit vzajemné konfliktni cile a rozvojové
strategie. Nasi snahou bylo nalezeni konsensu mezi jednotlivymi zajmovymi skupinami,
tykajicitho se rozvoje, ktery by byl pfijatelny pro vSechny znich. Z tohoto divodu nebyla
Sprava NP chéapana jako a-prori dany klient, ale jako ptedstavitel jedné ze zajmovych skupin.
Participaci podporoval i zpisob fizeni projektu, na kterém se kromé ,,jadrového tymu védet*

podileli nezavisli experti a lokalni klicové osobnosti.

Na zaklad¢ provedeného vyzkumu byla Sprava NP identifikovana jako hrac, ktery ma
nejsiln€jsi vyjednavaci pozici v daném uzemi (sama se tak chové i je tak vnimana ostatnimi).
Diky své spolecenské roli, dané mj. i disponibilnimi finanénimi zdroji, méla Sanci se stat
ptirozenym nositelem nebo alespoii inicidtorem budovani spole¢né vize a od ni odvozené
strategie rozvoje uzemi jako celku. Zaroveini bylo mozné konstatovat, ze rekreacni vyuziti
oblasti bylo vnimano jako nejvhodnéjsi rozvojova strategie jak mistni elitou, tak vefejnosti

(Tésitel a kol., 1997).

Analyza Sumavy jako destinace Setrného turismu byla provedena v ramci dvou projektd’.
Vysledky byly jednak publikovany (Bartos et al., 1998, Tesitel et al., 1999, 2003, 2006,
2007, Bousset, 2007), jednak pravideln& poskytovany Spravé NP a CHKO Sumava, stejné tak
jako Regionalni rozvojové agentufe Sumava. Vybrané vysledky vyse uvedenych projektd se
v roce 1995 staly jednim z podkladid pro definici ,,Konceptu rozvoje udrzitelného turismu na

Sumavé* a jeho aktualizaci v letech 2001 a 2007.

6 Sustainable development strategy for Sumava Biosphere reserve. UNEP-GEF project on Biodiversity
protection in the Czech Republic, World Bank, 1995-1997.

Carrying capacity and revenue mechanisms for the Sumava Bioshere reserve, UNEP-GEF project on
Biodiversity protection in the Czech Republic, World Bank, 1995-1997.

7 The Role of Tourism in the Development of Sumava Region, Open Society Foundation, 1999-2001.

SPRITE: Supporting and Promoting Integrated Tourism in Europe's Lagging Rural Regions, EU 5™ Framework
project, 2001-2004.
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Jednim z cilt projekttt GEF bylo i pouzit feSeni navrzena pro Biosférickou rezervaci Sumava
jako model, ktery by mohl byt aplikovan 1 v ostatnich stfedoevropskych statech. Tréninkovy
kurz pro manaZzery stfedo- a vychodoevropskych velkoploSnych chranénych izemi zaméteny
na predavani zkuSenosti Eeskych fesitelil byl na Sumavé zorganizovan v roce 2001 v rAmci

projektu, ktery financoval UNEP®.

Analyza moznosti praktického uplatnéni participativniho pfistupu pii managementu
velkoplosnych chranénych oblasti byla provedena vramci projektu VaV’. Projekt byl
koncipovan jako empirickd studie srovnavajici situaci ve tfech ceskych biosférickych
rezervacich — BR Kiivoklatsko, BR Sumava a BR Tiebofisko — institucionaln&
reprezentovanych prisluSnymi spravami CHKO a NP. Koncept biosférické rezervace
UNESCO byl v tomto projektu pouzit jako etalon pro hodnoceni efektivnosti vykonu statni
spravy v ochrané ptirody (7ésitel et al., 2005, 2005a; Kusova et al., 2005, 2005a, 2006, 2008,
2008a).

Na zéklad¢ zjisténi, ze hierarchicka struktura statni spravy nevytvaii dostateCny predpoklad
pro aplikaci tfeti funkce BR — podpory udrzitelného rozvoje — jsme se soustfedili na analyzu
horizontdlnich organizacnich struktur, konkrétn¢ neformalnich siti a vramci dvou
nasledujicich projekta'® jsme empiricky testovali jejich potencial pro aplikaci konceptu
biosférické rezervace na Sumavé. Projekt UNEP-GEF byl de facto ,,manualem* pro aplikaci
modelu ,,ochrana ptirody prostfednictvim jejiho udrzitelného vyuzivani“ na ptikladu Setrného
turismu. Projekt PANET 2010 byl odbornou reflexi (Kusova et al., 2009, Tésitel and Kusova,
2010, Zelenka a kol., 2013).

Nasledujici trojice projekti, skladajici se z jednoho implementa¢niho'' a dvou teoretickych'?,

testovala moznosti praktického uplatnéni konceptu biosférické rezervace UNESCO jako

8 Implementation of the Pan-European Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy: Application of Czech
experience with biodiversity conservation in Central and Eastern Europe, UNEP 2001.

? Participativni management chranénych tzemi — kli¢ k minimalizaci konflikti mezi ochranou biodiversity a
socioekonomickym rozvojem mistnich komunit, MZP CR, 2003—2005.
10 pANet 2010 - Managing Functional Networks of Protected Areas, Interreg I1I B, CADSES, 2006—2008.

Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity through Sound Tourism Development in Biosphere Reserves
in Central and Eastern Europe. UNEP-GEF, 2005-2008.

"' VITAL LANDSCAPES — Valorisation and Sustainable Development of Cultural Landscapes using Innovative
Participation and Visualisation Techniques. CENTRAL EUROPE, 2010-2013

12 Kulturlandschaften und Identititen entlang der osterreichisch-tschechischen Grenze. Czech-Austrian
Cooperation, 2011-2013.

Protected Areas — Social Deal on Nature Protection. GACR, 2011-2013.
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komunikacni platformy, jejimz cilem bylo sladéni zajmii ochrany ptirody s lokalnimi

ekonomickymi aspiracemi na Sumavé (Kusovd and Tésitel, 2014; Tésitel et al., 2014).

V longitudinalnim vyzkumu, ktery hledal odpovédi na obecnéjsi otazku - jaky je vztah mezi
ochranou piirody a socioekonomickym rozvojem na Sumavé, se uplatiiovala jednotna
strategie triangulace, kterd kombinovala kvantitativni a kvalitativni metody sbéru a

zpracovani empirickych dat, jak je patrné z nasledujiciho schématu (Obr. 4).

Predkladand disertacni prace akcentuje tfeti z vySe uvedenych vykladovych ramci. Jako
zékladni metoda pro popis institucionalizace Biosférické rezervace Sumava byla zvolena
disciplinovana interpretativni ptipadova studie (Druldk a kol., 2008; Odell, 2004), ktera
nejvice vyhovovala zamériim analyzy. VySe uvedena teorie adaptace poslouzila jako voditko
pro identifikovani hlavnich procesti a proménnych. Informace nutné pro popis ptipadu byly
ziskany studiem dokumentli formou sekundarni analyzy vyse uvedenych jiz realizovanych
projekti a informaci koncentrovanych do vybranych védeckych a odbornych publikaci
autorky, zaméfenych na danou problematiku a uvedenych v priloze ¢. 1 této prace. Jako
priloha ¢. 6 jsou k textu prace rovnéz piiloZzeny klicové publikace tykajici se feSen¢ho tématu.
V publikacich je mozné sledovat gradaci tématu — od identifikace biosférické rezervace jako
udrzitelné krajiny, pfes analyzu existujictho institucionalniho modelu BR Sumava, jeji
manifestaci formou volné sit¢ aktéri az po moznosti jejiho fungovani v pevnych

organizacnich strukturach.

Obr. 4: Schéma triangulace

prostorova
analyza

biosféricka rezervace
jako inovativai piistup
v ochrané priredy

rozhovory obsahovi analyza
a dotaznikové tisku, pFipadové
SetFeni instituciondlni uspoFddin studie
biosférické rezervace
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4. VYSLEDKY

4.1. Analyza moZnosti statni spravy

Biosféricka rezervace Sumava byla vyhldena v bieznu 1990 (priloha ¢ 3). Instituciondlng
byla asociovana se statni spravou'”. Problematikou jejiho institucionalniho ukotveni jsme se
zacali zabyvat od roku 2003, kdy byla provedena analyza moznosti statni spravy realizovat
nebo alespoil koordinovat tii funkce, které¢ napliuji koncept biosférické rezervace. Analyza
situace na Sumavé byla pfitom zasazena do kontextu dalich dvou Geskych biosférickych
rezervaci, kde byl aplikovan stejny institucionalni model (Kftivoklatsko a Tieboiisko).

Z analyzy vyplynuly nasledujici zavéry.

Spravy modelovych chranénych Uzemi byly pro ochranu ptirody dostatecné vybaveny

legislativnimi nastroji. Ty jsou v podstaté¢ dvojiho druhu — restriktivni a kompenzacni.
Restriktivni néstroje v praxi neustale dominuji, jak se lze do€ist z pomérné dlouhého seznamu
pravomoci, kterymi je sprava jako nepominutelny ucastnik uzemnich fizeni vybavena (viz
Zakon 114/1992 Sb. O ochrané pfirody a krajiny). Spravy vSak nebyly odkézany vyhradné na
restrikce. Od roku 1996 existuje v gesci Ministerstva Zivotniho prostiedi CR i Program péée o
krajinu, ktery spravy zaradovavaji. Do skupiny nerestriktivnich néstroji patfi i kompenzace
hospodarské tjmy z titulu ochrany piirody. Tento nastroj byl v t&¢ dobé, dalo by se fici, ,,ve
zkusebnim provozu“. Nicméné podle reakce predstaviteld jednotlivych sprav soudé,
vzbuzoval u nich velké ocekavani, co se tyka zlepseni jejich vyjednavaci pozice vzhledem
k ostatnim uzivatelim Uzemi. Souhrnné feceno, vykon statni spravy v ochrané prirody
fungoval bez vétSich problémt, v ramci pevnych pravidel danych legislativou. V této oblasti
mély spravy chranénych uzemi jasné definovany manévrovaci prostor a ten UspéSné
vyuzivaly. Pokud dochéazelo ke konfliktim v komunikaci, bylo mozné je povazovat za

,hormalni* mezilidské stiety vznikajici pii obhajob¢ riznych zajmi ve stejném uzemi.

Vzdélavaci a osvétova Cinnost byla ve srovnani s ochranou ptirody vymezena legislativou jen

ramcové. Kazda z nami sledovanych sprav zvolila ponékud jinou strategii pfi napliiovani této
¢innosti. Na Sumavé hrél diilezitou roli narodni park. Diky tomu, Ze mél své vlastni oddé&leni
pro styk s vefejnosti, pirevzal téméef veSkeré vzdélavaci a osvétové aktivity i za spravu
chranéné krajinné oblasti. Ty byly velice bohaté (a jsou dosud viz www.npsumava.cz). Jen
jako priklad je mozno uvést, Ze v t&€ dobé v izemi vyborné fungovalo jedenact informacnich

stiedisek. Vzdélavaci a osvétové aktivity spravy CHKO byly pak omezeny na budovani

3V roce 1990 se Spravou Chranéné krajinné oblasti Sumava a po vzniku narodniho parku v roce 1991 s jeho
Spravou.
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nau¢nych stezek a informacnich tabuli na uzemi chranéné krajinné oblasti. Spravy CHKO
Tiebonska a Krivoklatska se kromé budovani nau¢nych stezek soustied'ovaly na dva typy
vzdélavacich a osvétovych akci a programii - vyddvani informacnich brozur a provoz
informacniho a vzdélavaciho stfediska. Brozury a informacéni materidly byly dilem zacileny
na navstévniky uzemi, dilem na mistni populaci. Souhrnné bylo mozné konstatovat, ze spravy
v ramci danych mantineld, délaly v osvété to nejlepsi, co mohly. A vefejnost to vnimala

velice pozitivn€ (Kusovd et al., 2005, Tesitel et al., 2005, 2005a).

Na uzemi chranénych uzemi probihal jak interni, tak externi vyzkum. Situace se
v jednotlivych zkoumanych uzemich v podstaté neliSila. Interni vyzkum si provadéli
pracovnici sprav sami. Jednalo se vétSinou o monitorovaci nebo inventarizacni prizkum
s periodicitou péti let. Pro tento typ priizkumu byly vSechny spravy dostate¢né odborné
vybaveny. Chranénd tzemi se ale stala i modelovymi tizemimi pro fadu vyzkumnych projekta
a diplomovych praci, které provadi Siroké spektrum instituci vi¢i spravam téchto tzemi
externich. Ty sleduji pfedevsim své vyzkumné zajmy, coz se projevuje i ve formulaci témat
feSenych v téchto projektech. Posuzujeme-li vyuzitelnost vysledkl téchto projekt pro praci
sprav chranénych Gzemi, musime pfedevSim konstatovat, Ze spravy o téchto informacich
zpravidla nemély piehled. Spoluprice s vyzkumnymi institucemi je totiz zaloZena spiSe na
osobnich kontaktech jednotlivych pracovnikii spravy s profesné podobné orientovanymi
kolegy ve vyzkumnych institucich. Systematicky pfistup k védeckému vyzkumu chybél.
Jednim zprobléml byla i1 nevyvdZenost mezi piirodovédnim a spolecenskovédnim
vyzkumem. Od roku 1993, kdy se v zavérech celosvétového zasedani MaB konstatovalo, Ze
,V tomto programu by na prvnim mist¢ mél byt ¢lovék (a potom biosféra), a pfitom se mu
vénuje jen relativné mald pozornost®, se situace nezménila (Oszlanyi, 2001). Ptirodovédni

vyzkum v chrdnénych oblastech stéle siln¢ prevazoval.

Podpora udrzitelného rozvoje je v potadi tfeti funkcei, kterou by biosférické rezervace mély

plnit. V nasich modelovych uzemich byla biosféricka rezervace institucionalné asociovéna se
spravou chranéného tizemi. To dovolovalo chapat tuto funkci jako podil spravy chranéného
uzemi na zivoté mistni komunity. Nékteré aktivity, které mély bezprostfedni vliv na zivot
mistnich obyvatel, byly jiz zminény. Vykon statni spravy je nepochybné jednou z nich, stejné
tak jako vzdélavaci a osvétova ¢innost. Nicméné analyzované téma piekracovalo tento ramec
a tykalo se moznosti participace spravy ve ,vSeobecné¢ prospesnych projektech®, tj.
v projektech, které nejsou primarné zaméefeny na ochranu piirody, ale na pfiméfeny socio-

ekonomicky rozvoj oblasti. Zatimco v mnohych ptipadech se zavéry platné pro CHKO
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v podstaté¢ neodliSovaly od téch, které platily pro narodni park, v ptipadé participace sprav na
projektech mélo rozliSeni mezi situaci v CHKO a v NP smysl. Spravy CHKO se podilely na
rozvojovych projektech predevS§im nepiimo. Ve fazi pfipravy projektu jako znalci Uzemi
poskytovaly tém, ktefi o projekt usilovali, faktické¢ informace. Dale davaly k dispozici své
,know-how* pii samotné formulaci projektu. Velmi dulezitou roli zvySujici Sanci navrhu
projektu na uspéch byla podptirnd stanoviska, ktera také aplikantim poskytovaly. Ve fazi
realizace projektd byly do projektu zapojeny z titulu své funkce neopominutelného ucastnika
spravnich fizeni. Uz tehdy bylo ale jasné, Ze tato forma participace ma ziejmé své Casové
omezeni. Hlavnimi partnery, se kterymi spravy takto spolupracovaly, byly obce a
mikroregiony. Ty se dnes jiz naulily této dovednosti samy nebo si na vytvoreni navrhu

projektl zacaly najimat profesionalni agentury.

Piimé& participace v rozvojovych projektech byla problematicka. Pfi aplikaci konceptu
biosférickych rezervaci nardzela na problém netplné kompatibility s legislativnim systémem
Ceské republiky. Jednim z disledki bylo, Ze nebyla dana jednoznaéna legislativni pravidla,
ktera by definovala formu piimé ucasti spravy chranéného uzemi, jako organu statni spravy,
v projektech tohoto typu. Vysledkem bylo, ze se spravy snazily zachovat si viici témto
projektim neutralitu, kterou zdivodiovaly celkem logicky obavou ze stietu zdjma v ptipadé
ptimého zapojeni do projektt. Jejich predstavitelé meli obavu, Ze by mohla nastat situace, kdy
by jako statni sprava museli zaujimat stanovisko vic¢i sobé, jako fteSiteli projektu. DalSim
argumentem podporujicim jejich zdrzenlivé stanovisko byla i1 vytizenost agendou statni
spravy, o které prohlasovali, Ze stale naristd. Kromé toho nemély jednotlivé spravy CHKO
pravni subjektivitu, tu mélo jen jejich ustfedi. Samostatnost rozhodovani tim byla zna¢né

omezena.

V Narodnim parku Sumava byla situace jina'*. Narodni park b&zné realizoval akce tohoto
typu, které nazyval ,,projekty dobré viile®, jejichz ptikladem byly projekty ,,NaSe raSeliniste*
a ,,Obnova kulturniho dédictvi“. Interpretovano z hlediska teorie kulturniho kapitalu se
jednalo o aplikaci konceptu gesta, které napomahalo spravé NP budovat si sviij status viici
ostatnim hrac¢im v Gzemi. Jak ukazala analyza historie jeho chovani, sprava Narodniho parku
Sumava byla vtomto ohledu rozporuplna, gesta vstiicna Gasto znehodnocoval gesty
arogantnimi. Nicméné model gesta pfijala a u¢inné jej aplikovala. Pfi¢iny odliSnosti chovani

spravy narodniho parku a sprav chranénych krajinnych oblasti bylo nutno hledat v riizném

' Formaln& byla mise narodniho parku z hlediska integrované ochrany ptirody podobna misi biosférické
rezervace. Jak uvadi Hirschnitz-Garbers and Stoll-Kleemann (2011), ,,v Evrop¢ je integrovana ochrana ptirody
realizovéana prostiednictvim biosférickych rezervaci a rodinou narodnich parka“.
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legislativnim statutu, ktery tyto organizace mély. V ptipad¢é parku byly splnény zakladni

organizacni predpoklady pro to, aby se choval jako suverénni subjekt:

e M¢l pravni subjektivitu.

e M¢l formu ptispévkové organizace, tj. mohl do jisté miry svobodné rozhodovat o alokaci
svych finan¢nich zdroju.

e Doslo k organizacnimu odd¢leni vykonu statni spravy od ostatnich ¢innosti. Park vytvoril

1 specializované stiedisko pro styk s vetfejnosti.

Byly splnény i dalsi ,,motivacni* predpoklady, které jej nutily k aktivité:
e Tim, ze mél pravo hospodaieni v lesich, generoval dostatek financnich prostiedkd, které
mohl investovat do vySe zminénych projekti.

vvvvv

¢ Byl neustale pod tlakem vefejnosti a to v nejsirSim slova smyslu.

V ptipadé sprav CHKO nebyl splnén ani jeden z vySe uvedenych predpokladii. Znamenalo to,
ze jednotlivé spravy CHKO byly na rozdil od néarodniho parku primarné organy
vykonavajicimi statni spravu, coz jednoznac¢né definovalo jejich modus operandi. K vyvijeni
jiné ¢innosti, nez ktera je jim dana legislativnimi piedpisy, nejsou jejich pracovnici v ramci

existujici struktury motivovani.

Na zéklad¢ provedené analyzy bylo mozné konstatovat, Ze statni sprava byla vice nebo méné
efektivné schopna plnit, pfipadné¢ koordinovat dvé ze tii funkci biosférické rezervace. Treti
funkci — podporu udrzitelného rozvoje formou aktivni ucasti na projektech zlepSujicich
socioekonomicky standard lokality — byla diky svému statutu a zného vyplyvajicim
administrativnim bariéram schopna napliovat jen ¢astecné a vlastné neptimo (Kusova et al.,
2008, 2008a). Zavér o neochoté¢ komunikovat s lokalitou plati i pro popis chovani Spravy
Narodniho parku, i kdyZ zjiného divodu, jak vyplyvalo zrozhovor se starosty mistnich
obci. Ti si st€Zovali na arogantni chovani Spravy, o které prohlaSovali, Ze je ,,sebestfedna® a
ma jen malou empatii s regionem. Byla chdpéana jako hra¢ s nejsilnéjsi vyjednédvaci pozici

v Uzemi, ktery zneuziva své vysadni postaveni.

Institucionalni model biosférické rezervace zalozeny na afiliaci se statni spravou se na
zéklad€ vySe uvedenych skutecnosti jevil jako ne pravé vhodny zéklad pro budovani efektivné

fungujici platformy komunikace mezi zajmy ochrany pfirody a aspiracemi mistnich obyvatel
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4.2. Ad-hoc sit’ projekta a aktéri

Limity instituciondlniho modelu zaloZzeného na hierarchické struktuie statni spravy pak vedly
k tvahdm o jeho nahrazeni modelem zaloZenym na principu horizontalnich siti, pti jehoz
vytvafeni by do napliiovani mise biosférické rezervace v izemi byli zapojeni jak predstavitelé
ochrany pfirody, tak i co mozna nejvétsi mnozstvi klicovych hract, ktefi reprezentuji (a
prakticky realizuji) ekonomické aspirace regionu. NaSe snaha etablovat v Uzemi sitovy
instituciondlni model biosférické rezervace podporujici snahu o ,,ochranu biodiversity
prostiednictvim jejiho udrzitelného vyuzivani® byla podpotena projektem ,,Conservation and
Sustainable Use of Biodiversity through Sound Tourism Development in Biosphere Reserves
in Central and Eastern Europe®, ktery byl realizovan v obdobi 2005 — 2008 a byl financovan
UNEP-GEF.

Jednalo se o mezindrodni projekt, do kterého byly zapojeny tii stfedoevropské biosférické
rezervace — Babia Gora v Polsku, Aggtelek v Mad’arsku Hungary Sumava v Ceské republice.
Jeho smyslem bylo demonstrovat moznost vyuziti udrzitelného turismu jako néstroje ochrany
prirody. Jinymi slovy feceno, snahou bylo pouzit udrzitelny turismus jako konsensualni
aktivitu, a vytvofit zni platformu komunikace mezi zdjmy ochrany ptirody lokalnimi
ekonomickymi aktivitami s turismem spojenymi. Jednotlivé do projektu zapojené biosférické
rezervace se od sebe odliSovaly jak celkovym (narodnim) ekonomickym a legislativnim
ramcem, v némz pusobily, tak 1 konkrétni lokdlni situaci. Konkrétni projektové aktivity se
tedy v jednotlivych BR liSily (byly usity na miru). Spole¢na byla ale snaha nastolit v izemi
situaci, aby projekt odpovidal mistnim potiebam. Proto byli klicovi hraci zapojeni do projektu
od samého pocatku, de facto jiz ve fazi jeho formulovani. Tato strategie pfinesla dvoji uzitek
— aktivity projektu byly formulovany tak, ze vystihovaly (v pfijatelné mife) z4jmy lokality, a
ti, ktefi aktivity formulovali, se citili za jejich realizaci zodpovédni. Na Sumavé projekt
figuroval pod nazvem ,,Udrzitelny turismus — $ance pro Biosférickou rezervaci Sumava®“. P¥i
respektovani vyse uvedeného principu participace jsme pii definovani konkrétnich aktivit

vychézeli z jiz existujiciho ,, Konceptu rozvoje udrzitelného turismu na Sumavé* z roku 2001.

Projekt byl v tizemi iniciovan Spravou NP a CHKO Sumava, nicméné jako jeho ,.klient* bylo
definovano celé izemi Biosférické rezervace Sumava, respektive lidé tam Zijici. Projekt mél
dvoji cil. Krom¢ projektem definovanych praktickych vystupii, bylo snahou donora zlepsit
komunikaci mezi Spravou NP a CHKO a ostatnimi kli¢ovymi hraci v izemi jejich zapojenim
do prace na jednotlivych projektovych aktivitich. Samotny navrh projektu byl proto

formulovan tymem, ve kterém byly zastoupeny vSechny lokélni a regionalni zajmové skupiny
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— ochrana pftirody, mistni podnikatelé, starostové jako zastupci mistnich komunit, oba kraje
(JihoCesky a Plzensky) a nevladni organizace. Realizace projektu pak byla fizena Mistnim

fidicim vyborem projektu, ve kterém byli zastoupeni ti, kteti projekt ptipravovali.

Projekt se sestaval z deviti navzdjem provazanych aktivit. Zabér projektu byl pfitom pomérné
Siroky — od aktivit s velmi konkrétnimi vystupy az po ty, které formulovaly strategické
planovaci materialy. ,,Budovani systému pfeshraniénich turistickych stezek®, ,.Skoleni
mistnich priivodci a ,Identifikace potencidlu BR Sumava pro rozvoj netradiénich
okamzitou odezvu v uzemi. V ramci projektu se také fesily aktivity, které bezprostiedné
podporovaly rozvoj Setrného turismu — ,,Systém finan¢ni podpory pro nove vznikajici aktivity
spojené s udrzitelnym turismem®, ktery mél formu malého grantového schématu, jehoz cilem
bylo podporovat vznik malé turistické infrastruktury; a ,,Systém certifikace lokalnich
produkti a sluzeb“'’. Mezi ,strategické* aktivity pak bylo mozno zafadit spolupraci na
aktualizaci ,,Rozvojového konceptu udrzitelného turismu na Sumavé“, | Institucionalni
analyzu Biosférické rezervace Sumava“ a vytvoreni elektronické ,,Databaze kulturniho
dédictvi BR Sumava“. Nedilnou sou¢asti celého projektu bylo i vytvoteni diskusni platformy,
kterd umoziiovala vyménu informaci mezi mistnimi starosty a pfedstaviteli Spravy NP a

CHKO Sumava. Méla podobu série kulatych stolii potadanych béhem projektu.

Zabér projektu byl natolik velky, Ze jeho realizaci nemohla zabezpecit jedna odborna
instituce. Diky tomu se jednim z ,,vedlejSich produktd* projektu stalo i vytvofeni nékolika
socidlnich siti, navzajem se piekryvajicich, pomoci kterych se teSily jednotlivé projektové
aktvity. Sprava NP a CHKO Sumava, Regionalni rozvojova agentura Sumava, eska Gast
Regional Environmental Centre a agentura NEBE tvofily jadro téchto siti, které byly
koordinovany Ustavem systémové biologie a ekologie AV CR'®. Kromé¢ socialnich siti se
okolo jednotlivych aktivit vytvortily i sité projektd. Tak byl Projekt UNEP-GEF propojen se
dvéma projekty typu INTERREG — PANet (Protected Areas network — Establishment and
Management of Corridors, Networks and Cooperation) a Certifikace mistnich produkti.
Timto zpiisobem se podatilo koncentrovat dostatek expertll, znalosti a finan¢nich prostedkt k

tomu, aby tyto zdroje mohly byt vyuZity co nejefektivngji (Tésitel and Kusova, 2010)".

" www.domaci-vyrobky.cz
' Do roku 2009 byl Fesitelsky tym, v&. autorky, soucasti tohoto akademického ustavu.

17 Naptiklad, diky této kooperaci mohl byt certifikadni systém “Sumava-originalni produkt®”, ktery byl ptivodn&
zaméten vyhradné na lokalni produkty, rozsifen také o certifikaci sluzeb souvisejicich se Setrnym turismem.
Sumava se tak stala regionem, kde se podafilo tento systém nejvice rozvinout.
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Komplexita feSeného problému vedla jesté k jednomu efektu, ktery lze nazvat ,fetézenim
v Case“. Posuzovéana z dlouhodobého hlediska se sit’ projekti ukdzala byt efektivnim
impulsem k tomu, aby se jednotlivé aktivity zacaly feSit. Nicméné sama o sob¢ neposkytovala
dostatek financnich prostfedk a ¢asu k tomu, aby se problémy dotahovaly az do konce.
Jakmile se vSak vytvorily odpovidajici socialni sité, zvysila se pravdépodobnost toho, ze
jednou pocaté prace budou pokracovat i v budoucnosti, financované ovSem z jinych zdroja —
z grantll bézicich nebo z téch, které se pfipravovaly. Bylo tedy mozné konstatovat, Ze vySe
zminéné socidlni sité¢ Casove presahly samotnou realizaci danych projektii. Jako ptiklad Ize
uvést ,,Systém mistnich privodci'®, ktery byl ,,adoptovan Spravou NP a CHKO Sumava a
zatazen do jejiho odborného programu pravidelné prace s vefejnosti. Stejné tak lze uvést i
projekt budovani elektronické ,,Databaze kulturniho dédictvi BR Sumava“. Ten potom
pokradoval v projektu Cile 3 Cesko-Bavorské spoluprace ,,Historicka topografie regionu

Silva Gabreta-Egrensis*'”.

Byla to $tastna souhra okolnosti, ktera vedla k tomu, ze projekt vlastné naplnil obé o¢ekavani
— jednak vyprodukoval praktické vysledky, jednak ptispél velkym dilem k diskusi o vyznamu
biosférické rezervace v Sumavském regionu. D4 se dokonce fici, Ze diky tomuto projektu se
pojem biosféricka rezervace objevil jak ve strategickych planovacich dokumentech, tak se stal

predmétem diskuse béhem kulatych stold.

Piedevsim se ukazalo, Ze téma samotné — venkovsky turismus — je na tizemi Sumavy relativné
nekonfliktnim tématem. Jeho dosavadni rozvoj se vyvaroval excest, které by vedly
k fatalnimu konfliktu se snahami ochrany pfirody. Zadruhé, vystupy projektu byly konkrétni
a v uzemi viditelné, vSechny zamétené na podporu udrzitelného rozvoje. Zatteti, ackoliv to
byla Sprava NP a CHKO Sumava, ktera cely projekt v tizemi iniciovala, realizace projektu
byla koordinovana nezavislou instituci (dstavem AV CR), ktera nemohla byt podezirina

z predpojatosti a z konfliktu z&jmi.

Situace, Ze sit’ projekti byla formalné nezavisla na Spravé NP a CHKO Sumava, vedla
k tomu, Ze vSichni zcCastnéni, a to vcetné¢ samotnych ptedstaviteli Spravy, piestali byt
pfedpojati a zacali aktivné vzajemné spolupracovat. D4 se tedy fici, ze tato sit’ projektd
vytvofila konkrétni neoficidlni platformu spoluprice mezi experty, piili§ neovlivnénymi

oficialnimi doktrinami. Z tohoto zorného thlu se koncept biosférické rezervace ukazal byt

'8 http://www.npsumava.cz/1072/sekce/pruvodci-sumavou/

"% http://www.regioskop.eu/index. html
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velmi dobrym klicovym pojmem. Diky tomu, Ze v sobé kombinuje jak ochranu biodiversity,
tak podporu udrzitelnych forem rozvoje, dovoloval piedstavitelim ochrany piirody mit pocit,
7e ,,neztraceji svou tvar, kdyz debatuji o socioekonomickém rozvoji s ostatnimi zdjmovymi
skupinami.

Da se tedy fici, ze zpusob, jakym byl projekt realizovan, byl stejn¢ dilezity, jako samotné
flexibilnich alianci, a to jak formalnich, tak neformalnich. Ukazuje se ale, Ze samoorganizujici
se sité 1ze chapat jen jako docCasné organizacni struktury. I proces vytvaieni siti, ma-li byt
alespon relativné dlouhodoby, vyzaduje koordinaci a semi-formalni konsensudlni ramec
(Murdoch, 2000). Za vyznamny krok vtomto sméru bylo mozné povazovat Formulaci
navrhu ,Memoranda o vzdjemné spolupraci® pii praktické aplikaci Biosférické rezervace
Sumava, které definovalo role dvou dileZitych hra¢i v Gizemi - Spravy Narodniho parku a
Chranéné krajinné oblasti Sumava a Regionalni rozvojové agentury Sumava — v tomto
procesu. Memorandum, jak bylo formulovano, reprezentovalo efektivni model sdilené
zodpovédnosti o dané Uzemi, ve kterém m¢éli partnetfi jasné definované niky, které se

navzdjem nepiekryvaly, ale naopak dopliovaly.

4.3. Model sdilené zodpovédnosti

Projekt ,,Setrny turismus — $ance pro Biosférickou rezervaci Sumava“ ndm umoznil otestovat
institucionalni model biosférické rezervace zalozeny na ad-hoc siti projektii a partnerd.
Neposkytl vsSak dostatek casu a financnich prostfedkit k tomu, abychom otestovali
koordina¢ni potencial vySe zminéného modelu sdilené zodpoveédnosti. V dobé trvani projektu
nebylo Memorandum partnery podepsano, predevsim diky faktu, ze v té dob¢ tehdejsi feditel
Spravy NP a CHKO Sumava prosazoval svou vlastni vizi biosférické rezervace, ve které stale
jesté¢ dominovala ochrana pfirody a ktera byla zaloZzena na pifedstavé masivni finanéni

podpory ze strany statu a operacnich programi Evropské unie.

Od té doby se situace zménila. Pfedstava o statem masivné podporované biosférické rezervaci
se nerealizovala shodou mnoha faktorti. Dvéma znich byly nedostatek disponibilnich
finan¢nich zdroj a podcenéni organizacnich problémi spojenych s realizaci takto definované
biosférické rezervace. Zarovent doslo ke jmenovéani nového feditele Spravy NP a CHKO,
ktery se ukazal byt vice naklonén mysSlence budovani lokalni/regiondlni komunikacni
platform¢ sitového charakteru. Vyuzili jsme této situace a zacali jsme s novym vedenim

parku opét diskutovat v Memorandu navrzeny model biosférické rezervace. Tentokrat jsme
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dosahli bodu, kdy tento model zacal byt Spravou NP a CHKO chapan jako pro ni piijatelny
nastroj komunikace s ostatnimi hrac¢i v izemi. V Cervnu 2011 doslo k podpisu Memoranda o
vzajemné spolupraci (priloha ¢ 4)°°. Timto krokem vznikla potencialni regionalni platforma
pro diskusi zajm@ ochrany piirody a regionalniho rozvoje. RRAS souhlasila stat se
instituciondlnim predstavitelem biosférické rezervace Sumava, coz vytvotilo solidni ziklad
pro dal$i postupné kroky.

Praktické nastartovani aktivit této nové vzniklé instituce probihalo v rdmci mezinarodniho

21 : 7 ’ ’
““". Teoretické zhodnoceni celého procesu

projektu ,,Vital Landscapes/Vitani krajina
implementace bylo jednim zcili projektu ,Protected areas — Social Deal on Nature

Protection“?, ktery byl na Sumavé paralelné realizovan v letech 2010-2013.

Proces implementace nového institucionalniho modelu biosférické probihal v zdsad¢ na dvou
urovnich. Prvni z téchto urovni byla Groven de facto globalni, tj. externi viici modelovému
uzemi. Koncept biosférické¢ rezervace UNESCO je konceptem celosvétovym, vyhlaSeni
biosférické rezervace je tedy predmétem mezinarodni dohody. Také vSechny zmény v
organiza¢ni struktuife a v institucionalni afiliaci musi byt tedy schvalovany, v prvni fadé
Ceskym komitétem MaB a nasledné UNESCO. Navrzeny model prosel obéma t&mito kroky a
byl obéma institucemi schvélen. Cesky komitét MaB dokonce vyjadfil své uznani toho, Ze
testujeme novy instituciondloni model biosférické rezervace, ktery je vyznamny nejen pro

dany region, ale i z hlediska rozvoje samotného konceptu (priloha ¢c. 5).

Druhou urovni byla troven regionu samotného, 1épe feceno, byli to konkrétni lidé, kteti
v regionu ziji. Tato uroven byla pro nés zasadni, a proto ji byla vénovéna vétSina pozornosti.
Cilem bylo zaujmout lidi myslenkou biosférické rezervace a motivovat je, aby se aktivné
zapojili do jeji realizace. Oficidlnim ,,startem realizace* se stal regionalni workshop, které¢ho
se zGcastnili klicovi hraci v uzemi, vcetné starostl, podnikatelli a zastupci Spravy NP a
CHKO Sumava. Myslenkovy stereotyp, ktery stavi ochranu piirody automaticky do
protikladu se socioekonomickym rozvojem, je obvykle zalozen spiSe na dohadech, nez aby
byl podlozen fakty. S cilem objektivné popsat situaci v regionu byly proto pied samotnym

workshopem provedeny tfi odborné analyzy — prostorova analyza kvality zivota zaloZend na

20 Garantem za “piirodni pilif” tj. ochranu biodiversity, pfirodné orientovany vyzkum a ekologickou vychovu se
v tomto modelu stala Sprava NP a CHKOS, zatimco Regionalni rozvojova agentura garantovala pilif “socio-
ekonomicky”, tj, ochranu kulturni rozmanitosti, Setrny rozvoj zemi, socio-ekonomicky vyzkum a obecné

vzdélavaci a rozvojové projekty.

2! Valorisation and Sustainable Development of Cultural Landscapes using Innovative Participation and
Visualisation Techniques (2CE164P3); viz http/www.vital-landscapes.eu

*2 Protected Areas — Social Deal on Nature Protection (GACR P404/11/0354)
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oficialnich datech Ceského statistického ufadu, obsahova analyza tisku a rozhovory
s mistnimi kli¢ovymi osobnostmi (7ésitel et al., 2014). Vysledky analyz byly prezentovany na

workshopu, kde poslouzily jako vhodny vstup do nésledné diskuse uc¢astnikd.

Cilem workshopu bylo spole¢né¢ vymezit aktivity, které by podle jejich nazoru méla
biosféricka rezervace pro region vykonavat. Slo de facto o definovani niky nové vznikajici
instituce v regionalnim institucionalnim prostredi. Z workshopu vyplynulo, Ze od biosférické
rezervace se ocekavd zejména usnadnéni komunikace mezi jiz existujicimi projekty a
aktivitami a podpora vztahu mistnich lidi ke svému regionu. Tady vznikla i mysSlena
zorganizovat tématickou fotosoutéz pro mistni déti, kterd by jim pomohla lépe poznat historii
mista, ve kterém ziji. DalSim, jiz konkrétnéjSim krokem bylo vytvofeni webovych stranek
(www.br-sumava.cz), v prvni fazi jako informacniho kandlu a postupné jako elektronického
komplementu platformy komunikace. Letni a zimni vydani novin ,Doma na Sumavé®
distribuovanych v celém regionu pfineslo vroce 2012 obsdhlé informace o aktivitach
biosférické rezervace. K propagaci biosférické rezervace byl v 1été¢ roku 2012 vyuzit i

regiondlni rozhlas, kde probéhly informacni relace.

Sumava je velice aktivnim tuzemim ve smyslu lokalnich a regionalnich aktivit realizovanych
Sirokym spektrem hraci, jejichz cilem je ,,.komodifikace* krajinného dédictvi. Spolu s tim se
od pocatku devadesatych let zaCaly vytvaret zdjmové skupiny (sité) predstavitelli obci a
podnikateli. V tomto kontextu tedy nelze obecné tvrdit, Ze projekt Vital Landscapes inicioval
vytvafeni lokalnich a regiondlnich zajmovych uskupeni (siti). Nicméné¢ lze tvrdit, Ze hlavnim
pfinosem projektu bylo, Ze inicioval vytvafeni permanentni komunikacni platformy
regiondlniho vyznamu, jejimz cilem je hledat konsensus mezi zdjmy ochrany piirody a

ekonomickymi aktivitami a pokusil se o jeji institucionalizaci.

Regiondlnim workshopem se novy instituciondlni model biosférické rezervace etabloval
v regionu. Na ndrodni Urovni jsou Sumavské aktivity diskutovany vramci pravidelnych
setkani Ceského narodniho komitétu MaB. Oficialni etablovani komunikadni platformy je
mozno povazovat za podminku nutnou, nikoliv vSak postacujici. Tato mySlenka (a sni
spojenad instituce), aby se stala realitou, musi byt aktivné propagovana. Asociace pojmu a loga
biosférické rezervace skonkrétnimi aktivitami, pifinosnymi pro lidi zijici v regionu, se
ukazuje byt efektivni formou propagace. Nicméné nemame dosud spolehliva data, pomoci
kterych bychom mohli vyhodnotit jejich dopad na uzemi. Jako referen¢ni bod Ize pouzit data
z roku 2012, ktera popisuji, nakolik jsou si mistni lidé védomi faktu, Ze izemi, ve kterém ziji,

ma statut biosférické rezervace (Obr. 5).
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Obr. 5: Povédomi o existenci Biosférické rezervace Sumava (n = 300)
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Na zéklad¢ vysledkl tohoto vyzkumu Ize konstatovat, ze jsme dosud velice vzdaleni situaci,
kdy by se biosféricka rezervace stala soucasti mistniho povédomi. Nicméné lze konstatovat,
ze diky realizovanym aktivitim se koncept biosférické rezervace UNESCO podafilo ukotvit
ve strategickych uzemné planovacich dokumentech Jihoceského kraje a vté dobé
piipravovaného planu péde Narodniho parku Sumava. Ztohoto hlediska je mozné na
za predpokladu, Ze nové vznikla instituce bude koncept biosférické rezervace prosaszovat i
v obdobi po skonceni projektu Vital Landscapes a jeho finanéni pomoci. Cestou, jak to
zajistit, je piipravovat ,,follow-up* projekty v Siroké koalici vSech mistnich a regionalnich

hraci, ktefi jsou zainteresovani v udrzZeni této komunikacni platformy.
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5. DISKUSE A ZAVER

5.1. Biosféricka rezervace jako inovace

Jak bylo uvedeno vySe, potencialni nika biosférické rezervace v zivoté regionu byla
artikulovana jiz v polovin¢ devadesatych let. V tomto kontextu byly vytipovany i1 potencialni
konsensualni ekonomické aktivity — zemé&d€lstvi, lesnictvi a turismus (Jenik and Price, 1994,
Price, 1996). Nakonec to byl pfedevS§im Setrny turismus, ktery se stal patefi mistni
ekonomiky. Navic, diky svym parametriim (7ésitel et al., 1997, Sharpley, 2000, Ira, 2005;
Nolte, 2005, Saxena et al., 2007) se stal momentem shody v tzemi a jako takovy byl vyuzit
pro budovani platformy komunikace mezi zajmy ochrany pfirody a ekonomickymi aspiracemi

regionu.

Z organiza¢niho hlediska bylo ve zkoumaném obdobi (1995 — 2013) mozné pozorovat dvé
zéasadni udalosti pii pokusu o praktickou aplikaci konceptu biosférické rezervace UNESCO na
Sumavé. Prvni z nich byla snaha nahradit (nebo alespot doplnit) stavajici pevnou strukturu
statni spravy s jasn¢ danou hierarchii distribuce moci, strukturou sitovou, horizontélni, ktera
je zalozena na principu rovnosti, dobrovolné spolupraci a sdilené¢ho ftizeni, kde hlavnim

pojitkem je vzajemna ditvéra vSech zicastnénych (napr. Elden and Chisholm, 1993).

Legislativni nezakotvenost biosférické rezervace se v tomto kontextu ukdzala byt spiSe
vyhodou (Kusovd et al., 2008a, 2009), nebot ,osvobodila“ jednotlivé hrace od jejich
zakotenénych schématickych postoju. Projekt tak prolomil stereotypy v chovani jednotlivych
ucastnikti. Tim, ze se citili byt vnitiné osvobozeni od legislativnich norem, zacali se chovat
velice vstticné jeden k druhému a soustfedili se na dosaZeni vécnych vysledkli, misto aby se
snazili prosadit oficidlni doktriny instituci, které zastupovali. Tato situace ddvala do znacné
miry za pravdu tém teoriim regionalniho rozvoje, které tvrdi, Zze pro rozvoj lokality jsou

vvvvvv

neosobni makrosocidlni struktury (Amin, 2001; Kusova and Tesitel, 2014).

Druhou udaélosti bylo nahrazeni ad-hoc sitové struktury “hybridnim” modelem zaloZzenym na
jednozna¢né definované spolupraci Spravy NP a CHKO Sumava a Regiondlni rozvojové
agentury Sumava, motivované snahou o vytvoreni stabiln&jsi organizacni struktury (napr-. Jones
et al., 1997; Lagendijk and Cornford, 2000). Biosféricka rezervace, ptivodné¢ asociovana se

spravou chranéného tizemi byla institucionalné ,pfesunuta® a byla zaclenéna do organizaéni
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struktury regiondlni rozvojové agentury. Tim byl etablovan tzemné definovany model
managementu, ktery je zalozen na principu sdilené¢ zodpovédnosti za rozvoj daného tzemi.
Tento model nastolil zcela novou a ne zcela trivialni situaci jak pro narodni park, tak pro
rozvojovou agenturu. Pfedstavoval urcitou vyzvu pro pracovniky obou instituci, ktera
spocivala mimo jiné v tom, Ze se méli identifikovat s nové vzniklou instituci, jejiz aktivity se
jen Castecné prekryvaly s aktivitami tradicné zajiStovanymi institucemi ptivodnimi. V ramci
tohoto schématu, Sprava NP a CHKOS , ztratila“ svou pozici leadera, kterou byla a je zvykla
v regionu hrat, a stala se ,pouhym® partnerem. Navic bylo mozné ocekavat, ze v novém
organiza¢nim schématu budou rozvojové aktivity vice podporovany, ve srovnani se stavem,
kdy BR byla soucasti statni spravy chranéné¢ho tizemi. Ukazalo se vSak, Ze samotny koncept
biosférické rezervace mél svou podstatou velky potencidl ,,uklidnit™ situaci, nebot’ byl
vytvoren ,,v dilné¢*“ ochrany ptirody. V tomto kontextu bylo pro pfedstavitele statni spravy v
ochrané ptirody snazsi pfijmout pro n¢ novou roli partnera, aniz by ,,ztratili tvai* v diskusich

0 rozvoji regionu s ostatnimi hraci.

Fakt, ze biosféricka rezervace je definovana jako koncept, tj. jako suma principi, kde jedinym
pozadavkem je, aby tyto principy byly realizovany prostiedky ,,Sitymi na miru“ daného uzemi
(UNESCO, 2008), otevira Siroké pole moznosti, véetné institucionalnich forem pouzitych pro
tuto aplikaci. V piipadé Biosférické rezervace Sumava byly analyzovany tfi institucionalni
modely. Prvni z nich byl zalozen na vyhradni afiliaci biosférické rezervace se statni spravou.
V tomto modelu byla instituce biosférické rezervace organizacni sou€dsti Spravy NP a
CHKOS. Druhy z nich byl realizovan jako pokus o ad-hoc sit’ projektil a s nimi spojenych
aktért. I vtomto pripad¢ zlstala instituce biosférické rezervace soucasti Spravy, ta vsak
v tomto modelu nevysupovala jako hegemon, ale jako jeden z partnert. Tieti model byl
zaloZen na ptedstavé spoluprace dvou hlavnich aktért, kterd byla definovana Memorandem o
vzajemné spolupraci. To vymezilo ,,délbu prace* mezi obéma partnery pii prosazovani
konceptu biosférické rezervace do praxe. V tomto modelu se instituce biosférické rezervace
stala organizaéni soudasti Regionlni rozvojové agentury Sumava. Kromé sitového modelu,
ktery se nakonec ukdzal byt nestabilnim, byla v tomto procesu evidentni snaha nezvétSovat
»institucionalni hustotu® v izemi zakladdnim nové organizace, ale ,,svefit implementaci

konceptu biosférické rezervace jiz existujici instituci.

Analyza ukézala, ze nezdvisle na institucionalni afiliaci byl koncept biosférické rezervace
vyuzivan jako postmoderni ,.tekutd* struktura (Bauman, 2002), ¢asteéné 1 proto, Ze pro jeji

fungovani neexistuje v Ceské legislativé jasny piedpis. Ani jedna z vySe zminénych instituci
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nevyuzivala koncept permanentné, ale jen ucelové a to v piipadé, ze byly k dispozici
projektové financni prostiedky, které umoznovaly realizaci riznych aktivit. Vystupy/aktivity
téchto projektl, pokud se ukdzaly byt slibnymi investicemi, byly nasledné ukotveny jako ¢ast

standardniho portfolia ,,sluzeb®, které ob¢ instituce poskytovaly.

Jak bylo feceno vyse, koncept biosférické rezervace predstavuje novy piistup, ktery je zalozen
na principu socialni inkluze a ochrané¢ biodiversity prostiednictvim jejiho udrzitelného
vyuzivani. Je definovana jako ,,bottom-up® aktivita, kdy se hleda lokaln¢ ptijatelné, tedy
unikatni feSeni situace napliiovani kulturné definovaného cile — integrované ochrany ptirody.
Logicky se z toho da odvodit, Ze se v intencich Mertonovy teorie jedna o inovativni, spise nez

konformni strategii adaptace.

Co se kulturniho cile tyka, byl definovan mj. dvéma legislativnimi/strategickymi normami. Za
jednu z nich, ndrodni, 1ze povazovat Zakon 114/1992 Sb. o Ochrané ptirody a krajiny, ktery
doplnil exkluzivni pfistup pfistupem inkluzivnim. Definoval tak pozadavek, aby se do
ochrany pfirody zapojil nejen stat, ale i dot¢ené lokality formou co-managementu ze strany
uzivatelti. Kulturni krajina tak byla ukotvena v ¢eské legislativé. Druhou normou, nadnarodni,
byla Evropskd umluva o krajin¢ platnd od bfezna 2004. Artikulovala mj. poZadavek na
zaclenéni principl udrzitelného rozvoje do praktik statni spravy, v¢. statni spravy v ochrané
pfirody. Ochrana, sprava a planovani krajin (prirodnich, venkovskych, méstskych i
industrialnich) se timto staly nejen pravem, ale i povinnosti vSech signataiskych zemi.
Vytvéii tak dalezity ramec pro formulovani narodnich legislativ tykajicich se vyuZzivani
tizemi/krajin ¢lenskych zemi. Pijetim Umluvy se udrzitelna krajina stdva normou pro statni

spravu.

V Mertonové terminologii tim byly definovany kulturni cile, které de facto predstavovaly v té
dobé novou situaci, pro jejiz praktické feSeni se zaCaly hledat adekvatni prostiedky. A prave
v tomto procesu bylo mozné vyuzit biosférickou rezervaci, nebot’ je ji mozné chapat jako
laboratot udrzitelného rozvoje, kde na hledani rovnovahy mezi ochranou biodiverzity a socio-
ekonomickym a kulturnim rozvojem je nahlizeno spiSe nez na strnulou strukturu, jako na
participace (Stevens, 1997; Saxena, 2005; Kusova et al., 2008). Lze ji povazovat za nastroj

socialniho uceni formou ,,DUI* - doing-using-interacting (Lundvall, 1997).

Kazda zména paradigmatu implikuje zménu v postojich a chovani spole¢nosti. Ta vSak musi
piekonat ur€ity ,,odpor prostiedi* dany setrvacnosti socialniho systému. Internalizaci zmény,
jeji piijeti, 1ze proto chapat jako proces, spise nez jako jednorazovou akci. V Ceské republice,
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a de facto v celé stfedni a vychodni Evropé oproti Evropé zapadni, existovalo uréité zpozdéni
pii praktické aplikaci integrované ochrany piirody. Legislativni rdmec vytvofil sice formalni
moznost zmény perspektivy, jeji prakticka realizace vSak nardzela na praktické problémy té
doby. Ucast lokality na rozhodovéani je v principu zaloZena na zapojeni velice §irokého
spektra nazord do hry (Pretty, 1995). To je také divodem, pro¢ vétSina existujicich
participativnich modelti byla zalozena na zkuSenostech ziskanych v prostiedi relativné
stabilnich demokracii (Hall, 2000). V zemich stfedni a vychodni Evropy nebyla vSak v té
dob¢ dostateéné zazitd tradice s demokratickym ,,viceuroviiovym rozhodovacim modelem®.
Hlavni problémem byl ,,cognitve lock-in* ptedstavitelli statni spravy v komunikaci s vefejnou
sférou (napr. Petrova et al, 2009; Kluvankova-Oravska a Chobotova, 2010). Soukromé
firmy, sdruZeni a nevladni organizace byly vnimény jako oponenti, spiSe nez jako partnefi
(Imperial, 1999). Legislativa je jen psané slovo, jeho ptetaveni do akce bylo nutné se naucit
procesem pokus — omyl (DUI). Ackoliv zapojeni lokality do rozhodovacich procest
spojenych s managementem velkoploSnych chranénych tzemi je tématem hojné
diskutovanym a analyzovanym v odborné literatufe, prakticka aplikace tohoto pfistupu je
dokumentovéna jen vyjimecné (Goodal and Stabler, 2000). Je to dano mj. i diky pomérné
velkym instituciondlnim problémim, které by se daly kratce shrnout to konstatovani, Ze
aplikace participativniho pfistupu neni kompatibilni s principem fungovani statni spravy jako
byrokratické organizace, ktery spociva na priorité rozhodovani centra (napr. Pimbert and

Pretty, 1995, Imperial, 1999; Parto, 2005, Stoll-Kleemann et al., 2006).

Zména adaptacni strategie integrované ochrany piirody — od inovace ke konformité — trvala
na Sumavé &tvrt stoleti. Cil byl sice jasné definovan, ale Sprava NP a CHKOS, jako spodni
¢lanek hierarchického modelu statni spravy, ¢ekala v intencich logiky fungovani byrokracie
(napr. Keller, 2007) na jednoznac¢nd uniformni pravidla, kterd méla pfijit shora — jednak
upravujici jeji chovani, jednak definujici motivacni pravidla. Nicméné v devadesatych letech
minulého stoleti se pouzivani novych konceptli muselo ucit i samotné Ministerstvo zivotniho
prosttedi CR. V celém systému tedy chybéla operativni pravidla, jak se snovou situaci
vyrovnat. Koncept biosférické rezervace UNESCO byl tedy vyuZivan jako ,.trenazér®, kde si
mohla Sprava svou roli partnera odzkouset. PouZivani tohoto mezinarodné certifikovaného
modelu na Sumavé usnadiioval i fakt, Ze tato aktivita byla zpocatku podporovana
mezinarodnimi projekty (viz materidal a metoda), v pozdéjsi dob& ministerstvo zacalo

uplatiiovat své vlastni projekty, které umoziiovaly Spravé NP a CHKOS otestovat uplatiiovani
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participativni metodiky Mistni agendy 21 (MA21)* pfi komunikaci s ostatnimi uZivateli
uzemi. Jako ptiklad takového projektu je mozné uvést , Krajinny integrovany plan rozvoje

regionu — KIPR* (Kopp, 2014).

Dnes lze konstatovat, Ze statni sprava v ochrané pfirody na Sumavé standardné aplikuje (nebo
se alesponn pokousi aplikovat) integrovany management velkoplosnych chranénych tzemi.
V terminologii Mertonova konceptu adaptace se tedy jeji chovani da popsat jako konformita.
Pro aplikaci integrované ochrany piirody tedy jiz koncept biosférické rezervace nepotiebuje™.
Nahradila jej pravidly zavedenymi pfimo uvnitf struktury statni spravy, tj. koncept biosférické

rezervace internalizovala (Obr. 6).

Obr. 6: Schéma adaptacniho chovani - konkretizované pro ochranu ptirody na Sumavé

Zpusoby adaptace | Kulturni cile Institucionalizované prostiredky

KONFORMITA | velkoplo$né CHU | NP a CHKO Sumava
jako udrzitelna

krajina

INOVACE velkoplosné CHU | Biosféricka rezervace Sumava
jako udrzitelna

krajina

Koncept biosférické rezervace je svou podstatou konceptem inovativnim. Jeho zdkladnim
parametrem, jak vyplyva z textu, je ,,fluidnost” ¢i ,.flexibilita®. Je to tekuty koncept Sity na
miru lokality, jehoz institucionalni forma neni a-priori definovéana. Jako takovy je vhodnym
nastrojem k prolamovani stereotypl pfi budovani udrzitelné krajiny v novych situacich
(UNESCO, 2010). V piipadé Sumavy, kdy nika integrované ochrany piirody byla obsazena
statni spravou, se aktivity biosférické rezervace zaméftily na podporu a realizaci projektd
spojenych s Setrnym vyuzivanim lokalniho a regiondlniho ptirodniho a kulturniho dédictvi, ne

nutn¢ spojenych piimo s ochranou piirody, ale stavicich spiSe na principu ochrany krajiny

3 Mistni Agenda 21 (MA21) je programem konkrétnich obci, mést, regiontl, ktery zavadi principy udrZitelného
rozvoje do praxe pii zohlediiovani mistnich problému. Je tvofen za uCasti a ve spolupraci s obCany a
organizacemi a jeho cilem je zajisténi dlouhodob¢ vysoké kvality zivota a zivotniho prostiedi na daném misté.

 0d roku 2012 ma MZP biosférickou rezervaci na webovych strankach pouze jako zminku o mezinarodni
spolupraci.
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prostfednictvim jejiho Setrného vyuzivani®. Z tohoto hlediska muze byt inspirativnim

piikladem pro ostatni biosférické rezervace v Ceské republice a pfipadn€ i v jinych zemich.

5.2. Krajinna ekologie (metodologicka interpretace)

Krajinnou ekologii 1ze dnes povazovat za mnohorozmérnou védu, kde vedle sebe existuji
relativné analytické pfistupy a piistupy holistické. Je to dano mnoha faktory, jednim z nich je
1 geograficky (geograficko-politicky) ramec, ve kterém se tato disciplina rozviji. Ukazuje se,
ze existuji rozdily mezi americkou a evropskou skolou krajinné ekologie (napr. Wiens, 1992;
Wu and Hobbs, 2002). V Evrop¢ je predmétem vyzkumu krajina kulturni, tj. krajina, ktera je
diky historickému vyvoji vystavena daleko vétSimu tlaku na jeji vyuzivani pro potieby lidi,
ktefi vni Zziji. Krajina je pak chépana jako multifunkéni zity prostor. Pozadavek na
transdisciplinaritu se objevil jako odpovéd’ na vyzvu, jak takto slozity pfedmét vyzkumu

adekvatné zvladnout.

I na aplikaci transdisciplinarniho pfistupu v krajinné ekologii lze, podle naseho nézoru,
aplikovat Mertonovo schéma zmény adaptaénich strategii. Omezime-li se na situaci v Ceské
republice, mizeme konstatovat, ze pokus aplikovat transdisciplinarni pfistup v krajinné
ekologii lze vystopovat jako inovaci jiz od 70. let minulého stoleti. V té dobé doslo k pokusu
tento pfistup institucionalizovat v ramci tehdejsi Ceskoslovenské akademie véd. V roce 1971
byl zalozen Ustav krajinné ekologie, ktery mél ambice stat se nositelem této inovace. Krajina
jako pfedmét vyzkumu byla definovana jako prostor vzajemné adaptace Clovéka a piirody
(Gottlieb a kol., 1976). Kromé aplikace multidisciplinarniho pfistupu ke krajiné, ,,vyvinul® i
koncept ekoprogramti, ktery byl zalozen na myslence zapojeni konkrétnich uzivatelti izemi
na formulaci ndvrhu ekologické soustavy hospodateni v daném regionu (napr. Hotska a
Vanek, 1983). Diky jednak obecné politické situaci, jednak tehdejSimu hlavnimu proudu

v chapani védy jako spiSe analytického néstroje poznéavani, se tento cil nepodaftilo splnit.

Dnes je situace ponékud jind, ve véde i v politice. Jak bylo uvedeno vyse, multifunkéni
krajina implikuje multi¢etnd rozhodovani a za nimi stojici multietné z4jmy, pro jejichz
sladéni se doporucuji participativni metody. Zasadné se zménila role uZzivateli vysledkl

vyzkumu, stali se zmnich (alesponi teoreticky) legitimni ucastnici procesu krajinné

3V soucasnosti se realizuje projekt “Biosféricka rezervace Sumava - Dobra adresa pro Zivot”, spolufinancovany
ze zdroji Evropské unie Cile 3 Programu pieshraniéni spoluprace Ceska republika — Svobodny stat Bavorsko
2007-2013, jehoz cilem je zajistit ucelenou propagaci biosférické rezervace Sumava pro region. Zaroveii se pro
multilateralni grantové schéma CENTRAL EUROPE pfipravuje projekt VitalWatersheds: Harmonising multi-
functional uses in central European watersheds through integrated management strategies, jehoz cilem na
Sumavé je optimalizovat vyuzivani povodi ficky Spiilka.
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ekologického vyzkumu (Mose, 2007, Axellson et al., 2011; Vaidya and Mayer, 2014). V takto
definovaném sociokulturnim ramci se pak transdisciplinarita stava de facto kdnonem, tedy
konformitou, jak 1ze mj. dokumentovat na tématickém posunu publikaci dfive vyhradné

prirodovédné zamétenych kolegt (napr. Dickie et al., 2014; Kienova and Vrba, 2014).

Dlouhodobym vyzkumem a v rimci moznosti se snazime ideal vyty¢eny Ustavem krajinné
ekologie CSAV realizovat, jak dokumentuje i text této prace a impaktované citaéni ohlasy na
publikované vysledky badani (viz priloha ¢. 2). Ty rezonuji ptedevSim ve védeckych
diskusich na téma ,participativni management velkoploSnych chranénych tzemi vcetné
vyuzivani konceptu biosférické rezervace (Svajda, 2008; Ozyavuz and Yazgan, 2010;
Hirschnitz-Garbers, and Stoll-Kleemann, 2011; Gorner at al., 2012; Ludwig et al., 2012;
Elbakidze et al., 2013; Onainda et al., 2013; Petrova, 2014), ,,udrzitelna krajina* (Chromy
and Skala, 2010, Novotna et al., 2013;), ,Setrny turismus™ (Law et al., 2009; Becker and
George, 2011;Hadwen et al., 2012; Habibah et al., 2012, 2013, 2013a, Lisi and Esposito,
2014, Selcuk Can et al., 2014) a diskusich o metodologickych aspektech vyzkumu krajiny
pojaté jako slozity socio-ekologicky systém (Therond et al., 2009; Schmitz et al., 2012).

42



6. PREHLED POUZITE LITERATURY

Agrawal, A. (2001): Common Property Institutions and Sustainable Governance of

Resources. World Development, 29, p. 1649-1672.

Allen, T. F. H. and Hoekstra, T. W. (1992): Toward a unified ecology: complexity in

ecological systems. Columbia University Press, New York.

Amin, A. (2001): Moving on: institucionalism in economic geography. Environment and

Planning, 33, pp. 1237-1241.

Amin, A. and Thrift, N. (1994): Living in the global. In: Amin A., Thrift N. (Eds.):
Globalisation, institutions and regional development in Europe. Oxford University Press,

Oxford.

Anderies, J. M., Janssen, M. A., Ostrom, E. (2004): A Framework to Analyze the Robustness
of Social-ecological Systems from an Institutional Perspective. Ecology and Society 9(1),

p- 18.

Antrop, M. (2001): The language of landscape ecologists and planners. A comparative content

analysis of concepts used in landscape ecology. Landscape and Urban Planning, 55, pp.

163—-173.

Antrop, M. (2006): Sustainable landscapes: contradiction, fiction or utopia. Landscape and

Urban Planning, 75(3—4), pp. 187-197.

Antrop, A. (2007): Reflecting upon 25 years of landscape ecology; Editorial. Landscape
Ecology, 22, pp. 1441-1443.

Avison, D., Lau, F., Meyers, M., Nielsen, P. A. (1999): Action Research. Communication of
the ACM, 42(1), pp. 94-97.

Axelsson, R., Angelstam, P., Elbakidze, M., Stryamets, N., Johansson, K. E. (2011):
Sustainable development and sustainability: landscape approach as a practical
interpretation of principles and implementation concepts. Journal of Landscape Ecology,

4(3), pp- 5-30.

Bartos, M., Kusova, D., Té&sitel, J. (1998): Integrated endogenous regional development
concept and the role of Sumava National Park administration. Silva Gabreta, Vimperk, 2,

pp. 385-394.

Bauman, Z. (2002): Tekuta modernita. Mlada fronta, Praha.

43



Bazzaz, F., Ceballos, G., Davis, M., Dirzo, R., Ehrlich, P. R., Eisner, T., Levin, S. (1998):

Ecological science and the human predicament. Science, pp. 282—279.

Becker, C. and George, B. P. (2011): Rapid trail transit and tourism development in the
United States. Tourism Geographies, 13(3), pp. 381-397.

Been, V. (1993): What’s fairness got do with it? Environmental justice and the sitting locality
undesirable land use. Cornell Law Review, 78, pp. 1001-1085.

Blazek, B. (1977): Metoda explicitace zaml¢enych piedpokladii v ekologii. Bulletin UKE
CSAV, Praha.

Blazek, J. and Uhlif, D. (2011): Teorie regionalniho rozvoje. Druhé vydani. Karolinum,

Praha.

Borrini-Feyerabend, G., Pimbert, M., Farvar, T., Kothari, A., Renard Y. (Eds.) (2004):
Sharing Power: Learning by doing in co-management of natural resources throughout the

World. IIED and IUCN/CEESP/CMWG, Teheran.

Bousset, J. P., Té&sitel, J., Skuras, D., Marsat, J. P., KuSova, D., Barto§, M., Petrou, A.,
Pantziou, E. F. (2007): A Decision Support System for Integrated Tourism Development:

Rethinking Tourism Policies and Management Strategies in the Czech Republic, France

and Greece. Tourism Geographies, 9(4), pp. 387—404.

Bryant, B. (Ed.) (1995): Environmental Justice: Issues, policies and solutions. Island Press,

Washingron, DC.
Bryman, A. (2004): Social Research Methods. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Bullard, R. D. (Ed.) (1994): Unequal protection: Environmental justice and communities of

color. Sierra Club Books, San Francisko.

Burch, W. R. and deLuca, D. R. (1984): Measuring the social impact of natural resource
policies. New Mexico University Press, Albuquerque (NM).

Cresswell, J. W. (2003): Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Method

Approaches. Sage Publications, London.

Cumming, G. S. and Collier, J. (2004): Change and Identity in Complex Systems. Ecology
and Society 10(1): 29. [online] URL: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/voll0/iss1/art29.

Cernousek, M. (1986): Psychologie Zivotniho prostiedi. Horizont, Praha.

44



Dickie, 1., Whiteley, G., Kindlmann, P., Kienova, Z., Bldha, J. (2014): An outline of
economic impacts of management options for Sumava National Park. European Journal of

Environmental Sciences, 4(1), pp. 5-29.

Drulédk, P., Koran, M., Karlas, J., Benes, V., Tulmets, E., Stfitecky, V., Horky, O., Tomalova,
E., Braun, M. (2008): Jak zkoumat politiku: Kvalitativni metodologie v politiollogii a

mezinarodnich vztazich. Portal, Praha.

Duncan, O. D. (1961): From social system to ecosystem. Sociological Inquiery, 31, pp. 140—
149.

Duncan, O. D. (1964): Social organization and the ecosystem. In: Faris R. E. L., (Ed.)
Handbook of modern sociology. Rand McNally Press, Chicago.

Elden, M. and Chisholm, R. F. (1993): Emerging varieties of action research: Introductioin to
the special issue. Human Relations 23(4), pp. 121-142.

Elbakidze, M., Angelstam, P., Sandstrom, C., Stryamets, N., Crow, S., Axelsson, R.,
Stryamets, G., Yamelynets, T. (2013): Biosphere Reserves for conservation and
development in Ukraine? Legal recognition and establishment of the Roztochya initiative.

Environmental Conservation, 40(2), pp. 157-166.
Farina, A. (2000): Landscape Ecology in Action. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht.
Fay, B. (2002): Soucasna filosofie socidlnich véd: multikulturni ptistup. SLON, Praha.

Field, D. R. and Burch, W. R. (1988): Rural sociology and the environment. Greenwood
Press, New York.

Firey, W. (1960): Man, mind and land; a theory of resource use. Free Press, Glencoe (IL).
Flick, U. (2002): An Introduction to Qualitative Research. Sage Publications, London.

Garrod, B., Wornell, R., Youell, R. (2006): Re-conceptualizing rural resources as countryside

capital: The case of rural tourism. Journal of Rural Studies, 22, pp. 117-128.

Getzner, M. and Jungmeier, M. (2000): Conservation policy and the regional economy: the
regional impact of NATURA 2000 conservation sites in Austria. Journal of Nature
Conservation, 10(1), pp. 25-34.

Ghimire, K. and Pimbert, M. (1997). Social change and conservation: an overview of issues

and concepts. In: Ghimire, K and Pimbert, M. (Eds.): Social change and conservation:

45



Environmental politics and impacts of national parks and protected areas. Earthscan

Publications, London.

Goodal, B. and Stabler, M. (2000): Environmental standards and performance measurement in
tourism destination development. In: Richards D. and Hall D. (Eds.): Tourism and

sustainable community development. Routledge, London.

Gorner, T., Najmanova, K., Cihar, M. (2012): Changes in Local People's Perceptions of the
Sumava National Park in the Czech Republic over a Ten Year Period (1998-2008).
Sustainability, 4(6), pp. 1354-1370.

Gottlieb, M., Hada¢, E., Stoklasa, J. (1976): Vyzkum ekologie ¢lovéka, pifedevsim vztahu
&lovéka ke krajing. DU SPZV VI-3-3/3 Zavéreéna zprava, UKE CSAV, Praha.

Grbich, C. (1999): Qualitative Research in Health. Allen University Press, Perth, Australia.

Greider, T. and Garkovich, L. (1994): Landscapes: The Social Construction of Nature and the
Environment. Rural Sociology, 59(1), pp. 1-24.

Grimm, N. B., Grove, J. M., Redman, C. L., Pickett, S. T. A. (2000): Integrated approaches to
long-term studies of urban ecological systems. BioScience, 70, pp. 571-584.

Grove, J. M. and Burch, W. R. (1997): A social ecology approach and applications of urban
ecosystem and landscape analyses: a case study of Baltimore, Maryland. Urban

Ecosystems, 1, pp. 259-275.

Grove, J. M. (1999): New tools for exploring theory and methods in human ecosystem and
landscape analyses: computer modelling, remote sensing and geographic information
systems. In: Cordell, H. I. and Bergstrom, J. C. (Eds.): Integrating social sciences and

ecosystem management. Sagamore Press, Champaign (IL).

Gunderson, L. H. and Holling, C. S. (2002): Panarchy: understanding transformations in

systems of humans and nature. Island Press, Washington (DC).

Habibah, A. C. E, Mushrifah, 1., Hamzah, J., Buang, A., Toriman, M. E. (2012): Crafring the
natural capital for sustainability of ecotourism in Tasik Chini biosphere rteserve: the host-

guest perception. Social Sciene (Pakistan), 7(4), pp. 611-619.

Habibah, A. C. E, Mushrifah, 1., Hamzah, J., Sivapalan, S., Buang, A., Toriman, M. E.,
Sharifah Mastura, S. A. (2013): Revitalizing ecotourism for sustainable Tasik Chini

biosphere reserve. Asian Social science, 9(14), pp. 70-85.

46



Habibah, A., Mushrifah, 1., Hamzah, J., E, A. C., Buang, A., Toriman, M. E., Selvadurai,
S., Zaimah, R. (2013a): Place-making of ecotourism in Tasik Chini: From exploratory to

the contemporary biosphere reserve. Asian Social Science, 9(6), pp. 84-95.
Hadag, E. (1977): Uvod do krajinné ekologie. Bulletin UKE CSAV, Praha.

Hadley, M. (Ed.) 2002: Biosphere reserves: Special Places for People and Nature. Paris:
UNESCO.

Hadwen, W. L., Boon, P. I., Arthington, A. H. (2012): Aquatic ecosystems in inland
Australia: tourism and recreational significance, ecological impacts and imperatives for

management. Marine and freshwater research, 63(4), pp. 325-340.

Hall, D. (2000): Identity, community and sustainability: Prospects for rural tourism in
Albania. In: Richards D. and Hall D. (Eds.): Tourism and sustainable community

development. Routledge, London.

Hayes, T. (2006): Parks, People and Forest Protection: An Institutional Assessment of the
Effectiveness of Protected Areas. World Development, 34(12), pp. 2064-2075.

Hirschnitz-Garbers, M. and Stoll-Kleemann, S. (2011): Opportunities and barriers in the
implementation of protected area management: A qualitative meta-analysis of case studies

from European protected areas. Geographical Journal, 177(4), pp. 321-334.

Holling, C. S. (2001): Understanding the complexity of economic, social and ecological

systems. Ecosystems, 4, pp. 390—405.

Holling, C. S., Carpenter, S. R., Broclt, W. A., Gunderson, L. H. (2002). Discoveries for
sustainable futures. In: Gunderson, L. H. and Hollig, C. S. (Eds.): Panarchy: understanding

transformations in systems of humans and nature. Island Press, Washington (DC).

Hotsk4, A. and Vanck, J. (1983): Ekoprogram Rakovnik — navrh ekologické soustavy
hospodareni pro okres Rakovnik. ONV Rakovnik, Rakovnik.

Checkland, P. and Scholes, J. (1990): Soft system methodology in action. John Willey and

sons Publishers, Chichester.

Chromy, P., Skéla, J. (2010): Cultural-geographical aspects in the development of borderland
peripheries: An analysis of selected elements of territorial identity among residents of the

susicko region. Geographicsl Proceedings CGS, 115(2), pp. 223-246.

47



Imperial, M. T. (1999): Institutional Analysis and Ecosystem-Based Management: The
Institutional Analysis and Development Framework. Environmental Management, 24(4),

pp. 449—465.

Ira, V. (2005): Sustainable development, quality of life and tourism. In: Heskova, M., Sittler,
E., Dvotdk V. (Eds.): Tourism, regional development and education. Reviewed
proseedings of the 10" International conference ., Tourism, regional development and

education®, Tabor, 12—13. May 2005, Jiho&eska univerzita Ceské Bud&jovice, pp 51-56.

TUCN (1980): World Conservation Strategy: Living Resources Conservation for Sustainable
Development, [IUCN, Gland.

Jack, E. P. and Raturi, A. S. (2006): Lessons learned from methodological triangulation in

management research. Management Research News, 29(6), pp. 345— 357.

Jehle, R. (1998): Pojeti endogenniho rurdlniho rozvoje a jeho zavadéni do regionalni politiky

Ceské republiky. Zemédélska ekonomika, 44(1), pp. 9-12.

Jenik, J. and Price, M., F.(1994): Biosphere Reserves on the Crossroads of Central Europe.

Empora, Praha.
Jenik, J. a kol. (1996): Biosférické rezervace Ceské republiky. Empora, Praha.

Jenkins, T. (Ed.) (2001): Integrated tourism: a conceptual framework, Deliverable 1, Ms.

Supporting and Promoting Integrated Tourism in Europe’s Lagging Regions.

Jones, C., Hasterly, W. S., Borgatti, S. P. (1997): A General theory of network governance:
exchange conditions and social mechanisms. Academy of Management Review, 22(4), pp.

911-944.
Keller, J. (2007): Sociologie organizace a byrokracie. Druhé vydani, SLON, Praha.

Kluvankova-Oravskd T. a Chobotova V. (2010): InStiticie a ekosystémové sluzby v

demokratickej a trhovej spoloénosti. Zivotné prostredie, 44(2), pp. 84-87.

Kopp, J. (2014): Strategické planovani udrzitelného rozvoje velkoplo$nych chranénych
uzemi. Trendy v podnikani, 4(4), s. 58—66.

Kottak, C. P. (1999): The new ecological anthropology. American Anthropology, 101(1), pp.
23-35.

48



Kienova, Z. and Vrba, J. (2014): Just how many obstacles are there to creating a national
park? A case study from the Sumava National Park. European Journal of Environmental

Sciences, 4(1), pp. 30-36.

Kusova, D., Té&sitel, J., Matéjka, K., Bartos, M., (2005): Nature protection and socio-
economic development in selected protected areas. Ekologia (Bratislava), 24, Supplement

1/2005, pp. 109-124.

KusSova, D., Té&sitel, J., Bartos, M. (2005a): Medial image of the relation between nature
protection and socioeconomic development in selected protected areas. Silva Gabreta,

Vimperk, 11(2), pp. 123-133.

Kusova, D., T¢sitel, J., Matéjka, K., Bartos, M. (2006): Socio-economic conditions in selected

biosphere reserves. Silva Gabreta, Vimperk, 12(3), pp. 157-169.

Kusova, D., Tésitel, J., Matéjka, K., Barto§, M. (2008): Biosphere reserves — an attempt to
form sustainable landscapes (A case study of three biosphere reserves in the Czech

Republic). Landscape and Urban Planning, 84(1), p. 38-51.

Kusova, D., Té&sitel, J., Barto§, M. (2008a): Biosphere reserves - learning sites of sustainable

development? Silva Gabreta, Vimperk, 14(3), pp. 221-234.

Kusova, D., Té&sitel, J., Bartos, M. (2009): Biosphere reserves as learning sites for sustainable
development (a case study of the Czech Republic). In: Elling, L. R. (Ed.): Social
Development. Nova Publishing, New York, pp. 87—124.

Kusova, D., Tésitel, J. (2014): Social perception of nature protection in protected areas

(Czech Republic case). Silva Gabreta, Vol. 20(1), pp 41-54.

Lagendijk, A. and Cornford, J. (2000): Regional institutions and knowledge - tracking new
forms of regional development policy. Geoforum, 31, pp. 209-218.

Lapka, M. and Cudlinova, E. (2009): Any lesson from the history of sustainable
development? Journal of Landscape Ecology, 2(2), pp. 5-17.

Lapka, M., Vavra, J., Sokolickova, Z. (2012). Cultural ecology: Contemporary understanding
of the relationship between humans and the environment. Journal of Landscape Ecology

5(2), pp. 12-24.

49



Law, R., Leung, R., Buhalis, D. (2009): Information technology applications in hospitality
and tourism: A reviews of publications from 2005 to 2007. Journal of travel and tourism

marketing, 26(5-6), pp. 599-623.

Levin, S. A. (1999): Fragile dominion: complexity and the commons. Perseus Press, Reading

(MA).
Librova, H. (1987): Socialni potieba a hodnota krajiny. UJEP, Brno.
Librova, H. (1988): Laska ke krajiné¢? Blok, Brno.

Lisi, F. A. and Esposito, F. (2014): Semantic web services for integrated tourism in the Apulia

region. CEUR Workshop Proceedings, 1195, pp. 178-193

Lowe, A. (1988): Small Hotel Survival: An inductive approach. The International Journal of

Hospitality Management, 7(3), pp. 197-223.

Ludwig, M., Griininger, F., Rothfuss, E., Heurich, M. (2012): Discourse analysis as an
instrument to reveal the pivotal role of the media in local acceptance or rejection of a
wildlife management project. A case study from the Bavarian Forest National Park.

Erdkunde, 66(2), pp. 143—156.

Lundvall, B. A. 1997: Information technology in the learning economy. Communications and

Strategies, 28, pp. 117-192.

Machlis, G. E., Force, J. E., Burch, W. R. (1997): The human ecosystem as an organizing

concept in ecosystem management. Sociology of Natural Resources, 10, pp. 347-67.

MacLeod, G. (2001): New Regionalism reconsidered: Globalisation, regulation and the
recasting of political economic space. International Journal of Urban and Regional

Research, 25, pp. 804-829.
Mann, S. (2011): Sustainable Lens: A visual guide. NewSplash Studio, Dunedin.

Maskell, P. ans Malmberg, A. (1999): Localised Learning and Industrial Competitiveness.
Cambridge Journal of Economics, 23(2), pp. 167-186.

Massey, D. (1994): Space, Place and Gender. Policy Press, Cambridge.

McNeely, J. (Ed.) (1995). Expanding partnerships in conservation. Island Press, Washington
(DO).

Merton, R., K. (1938): Social Structure and Anomie. American Sociological Review, 3, pp.
672—682.

50



Michal, I. (1987): Ekologicka stabilita. Terplan, Praha.

Michener, W. 1., Baerwald, T. J., Firth, P., Palmer, M. A., Rosenberger, J. L., Sandlin, E. A.,
Ziminerman, H. (2001): Defining and unraveling biocomplexity. BioScience, 51(12), pp.
1018-23.

Mose, 1. (Ed.) (2007): Protected areas and regional development in Europe, towards a new

model for the 21st century. Ashgate Publishing, USA and England.

Murdoch, J. (2000): Networks - a new paradigm of rural development? Journal of Rural
Studies 16, pp. 407-419.

Naveh, Z. (2001): Ten major premises for a holistic conception of multifunctional landscape.

Landscape and Urban Planning, 57(3—4), pp. 269-284.

Naveh, Z. (2007): Landscape ecology and sustainability. Landscape Ecology, 22(11), pp.
1437-1440.

Naveh, Z. and Lieberman, A. S. (1984): Landscape Ecology — theory and application.
Springer Verlag, New York.

Nolte, B. (2005): Tourism in Biosphdrenreservaten Ostmitteleuropas. Hoffnungen,
Hindernisse und Handlungsspielrdume bei der Umsetzung von Nachhaltigkeit. Mensch and

Buch Verlag, Berlin.

Novotna, M., Preis, J., Kopp, J., Bartos, M. (2013): Changes in migration to rural regions in
the Czech Republic: position and perspectives. Moravian Geographical Reports, 21(3), pp.
37-54.

Odell, J. S. (2004): Case Study Methods in International Political Economy. In: Sprinz, D. F.,
Wolinski-Nahmias, Y. et al.: Models, Numbers and Cases: Methods for Studying
International Relations. University of Michigan Press, pp. 56-85.

Olsen, W. (2004): Triangulation in Social Research: Qualitative and Quantitative Methods

Can Really Be Mixed. Developments in Sociology. Causeway Press, Holborn.

Onainda, M., Ballesteros, F., Alonso, G., Monge-Ganuzas, M., Pena, L. (2013): Participatory
process to prioritize actions for a sustainable management in a biosphere reserve.

Environmental Science and Policy, 33, pp. 283-294.

Ostrom, E. (1990): Governing the commons: The evolution of institutions for collective

action. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

51



Ostrom, E. (1999): Self governance and forest resources. Occasional Paper No. 20, Center for

International Forestry Research, Bagor, Indonesia.

Oszlanyi, J. (2001): Research in UNESCO Biosphere Reserves as one of the elements of the
Seville Strategy. Ekologia (Bratislava), 20(Supplement 3), pp. 36-45.

Ozyavuz, M. and Yazgan, M. E. (2010): Planning of Igneada longos (flooded) forests as a
biosphere reserve. Journal of Coastal Research, 26(6), pp. 1104-1111.

Parto, S. (2005): “Good” Governance and Policy Analysis: What of Institutions?. Maastricht
Economic Research Institute on Innovation and Technology. MERIT-Infonomics Research
Memorandum series 2005-001. Patton, M. Q. (2002): Qualitative Research and Evaluation
Methods. Sage Publishers, London.

Patton, M. Q. (2002): Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods. Sage Publishers,

London.

Paavola, J. and Adger, N. W. (2005): Institutional ecological economics. Ecological

Economics, 53, pp. 353-368.

Palang, H., Helmfrid, S., Antrop, M., Alumée, H. (2005): Rural Landscapes: past processes

and future strategies. Landscape and Urban Planning, 70, p. 3—8.

Petrova, S. (2014): Communities in transition: Procteted natur and local people in Eastern and

Cental Europe. University of Manchester, UK.

Petrova, S., Bouzarovski-Buzar, S. and Cihat, M. (2009): From inflexible legislation to
flexible local governance: management practices in the Pelister National Park, Republic

Macedonia. GeoJournal 74, p. 589-598.

Pickett, S. T. A., Burch, W. R., Dalton, S. E., Foresman, T. W., Grove, J. M., Rowntree, R.
(1997): A conceptual framework for the study of human ecosystems in urban areas. Urban

Ecosystems, 1, pp. 185-99.

Pickett, S. T. A., Cadenasso, M. L., Grove, J. M., Nilon, C. H., Pouyat, R. V., Zipperer, W.
C., Costanza, R. (2001): Urban ecological systems: linking terrestrial ecology, physical,

and socioeconomic components of metropolitan areas. Annual Reviews of Ecological

Systems, 32, pp. 127-57.

52



Pimbert, M. P. and Pretty, J. N. (1995): Parks, people and professionals: Putting
,Participation® into protected areas management. Discussion Paper No. 57, Geneva United

Nations Research Institute for Sustainable Development.

Potschin, M. B. and Haines-Young, R. (2006): Landscapes and Sustainability. Landscape and
Urban Planning, 75(3), pp. 155-161.

Pretty, J. N. (1995): The many interpretation of participation. In Focus, 16, pp. 4-5.

Price, M., F. (1996): UNESCO’S Man and the Biosphere (MAB) programme in the
mountains of Central and Eastern Europe: past experiences and future possibilities. Silva

Gabreta, 1, pp. 289-298.

Price, M. F. (2002): The periodic review of biosphere reserves: a mechanism to foster sites of
excellence for conservation and sustainable development. Environmental Science

and Policy, 5, pp. 13-18.

Primack, R. B., Kindlmann, P., Jersdkova, J. (2001): Biologické principy ochrany ptirody.
Portal, Praha.

Rapoport, R. N. (1970): Three Dilemas in Action Research. Human Relations, 23(4), pp. 499—
513.

Redman, CH. L., Grove, J. M., Kuby, L. H. (2004): Integration Social Science into the Long-
Term Ecological Research (LTER) Network: Social Dimensions of Ecological Change and
Ecological Dimensions of Social Change. Ecosystems, 7, pp. 161-171.

Rollo, V. (1993): Emocionalita a racionalita. SLON, Praha.

Saxena, G. (2005): Relationships, networks and the learning regions: case evidence from the

Peak District National Park. Tourism Management, 26, pp. 277-289.

Saxena, G., Clark, G., Oliver, T. Ilbery, B. (2007): Conceptualizing integrated rural tourism.
Tourism Geographies, 9(4), pp. 347-370.

Scoones, 1. (1999): New ecology and the social sciences: what prospects for a fruitful

engagement? Annual Review of Anthropology, 28, p. 479-507.

Selcuk Can, A., Alaeddinoglu, F., Turkr, N. (2014): Local authorities participation in the
tourism planning process. Transylvanian review of administrative sciences 41, pp. 190-

2012.

53



Sharpley, R. (2000): Tourism and Sustainable Development: Exploring the Theoretical

Divide, Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 8, pp. 1-19.

Schmitz, M._F., Matos, D. G. G., De Aranzabal, 1., Ruiz-Labourdette, D., Pineda, F. D.
(2012): Effects of a protected area on land-use dynamics and socioeconomic development

of local populations. Biological Conservation, 149(1), pp. 122-135.

Stevens, S. (1997): New alliances for conservation. In: Stevens, S. (Ed.): Conservation

through cultural survival. Island Press, Washington (DC).

Stoll-Kleemann, S., Bender S., Berghofer A., Bertzky M., Fritz-Vietta N., Schliep R.,
Thierfelder B. (2006): Linking Governance and Management Perspectives with
Conservation Success in Protected Areas and Biosphere Reserves. Discussion paper 01 of

the GoBi Research Group, Humboldt-Universitit, Berlin.

Stoll-Kleeman, S. and O’Riordan, T. (2002): From participation to partnership in biodiversity
protection: experience from Germany and South Africa. Society and Natural Resources,

15, pp. 157-173.

Storper, M. (1997): The regional world: Territorial development in a global economy.

Guilford Press, London.

Svajda, J. (2008): Participatory conservation in a post-communist context: The tatra national
park and biosphere reserve, Slovakia. International Journal of Biodiversity Science and

Management, 4(4), pp. 200-208.

Tésitel, J., KuSova D., Barto§, M. (1992): Information capacity of data in landscape ecology.
Ekolégia (CSFR), 11(4), p. 379-394.

Tésitel, J., Bartos, M., Cudlinova, E., Hefman, M., KusSova, D., Zemek, F. (1997): Sustainable
Development Strategy for the Sumava Biosphere Reserve. Final Report, Institute of

Landscape Ecology AS CR, Ceské Budgjovice.

Tesitel, J., KuSova, D., Bartos, M. (1999): Non marginal parameters of marginal areas.

Ekologia (Bratislava), 18(2), pp. 39—46.

Tesitel, J., KuSova, D., Barto§, M. (2003): Role of tourism in development of rural marginal
areas (region Sumava Mts.,, Czech Republic). In: Banski, J., Owsinski, J. (Eds.):
Alternatives for European Rural Areas. European Rural Development Network, Institute of
Agricultural and Food Economics, Institute of Geography and Spatial Organization, Polish
Academy of Science, Warsaw, pp. 81-91

54



Tesitel, J., Kusova, D., Mat¢jka, K., Bartos, M. (2005): Protected landscape areas and
regional development (the case of the Czech Republic). In: Florianczyk, Z., Czapiewski, K.
(Eds.): Rural Development Capacity in Carpathian Europe. European Rural Development
Network, Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics, Institute of Geography and Spatial
Organization, Polish Academy of Science, Warsaw, Vol. 3, Rural areas and development,

pp. 113-126

Tésitel, J., Kusova, D., Matéjka, K., Bartos, M. (2005a): Lidé v biosférickych rezervacich.
Ustav systémové biologie a ekologie AV CR, Ceské Budgjovice.

Tésitel, J., Kusova, D., Bartos, M. (2006): Rural areas development — local needs and external
forces. In: Florianczyk, Z., Czapiewski, K. (Eds.): Endogenous Factors Stimulation Rural
Development. European Rural Development Network, Institute of Agricultural and Food
Economics, Institute of Geography and Spatial Organization, Polish Academy of Science.

Warsaw, Vol. 4, pp. 87-97

Tésitel, J., KuSova, D., Bartos, M. (2007): Setrn;’/ turismus v biosférickych rezervacich —
néstroj formovani siti spoluprace (piipadova studie Biosférické rezervace Sumava). Utad

vlady Korutan, Klagenfurt, 32 s.

Téesitel, J. and Kusova, D. (2010): Biosphere reserves — suggested model of the institution of
commons (Case study of the Sumava Biosphere Reserve). Journal of Landscape Ecology,

3(2), pp. 73-89

Tésitel, J, KuSova, D., Silovsky, V., Matéka, K. (2014): Biosphere reserve — platform to
communicate nature protection with local development (Sumava Mts., Czech Republic
case). In: Té&sitel, J. Kolbmiiller, B, Stoglehner, G. (eds.): Vital Landscapes. NEBE, Ceské
Budg¢jovice, pp. 67-80.

Therond, O., Belhouchette, H., Janssen, S., Louhichi, K., Ewert, F., Berges, J. E., Wiery, J.,
Heckelei, T., Olsson, J. A., Leenhardt, D., Vanlttersum, M. (2009): Methodology to
translate policy assessment problems into scenarios: the example of the SEAMLESS

integrated framework. Environmental Science and Policy, 12(5), pp. 619-630.

Tress, B., Tress, G., van der Valk, A. (2003): Interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary landscape
studies — the Wageningen DELTA approach. In: Interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary
landscape studies: potential and limitations. DELTA series 2, Wageningen, pp. 8—15.

55



Troll, C. (1939): Luftbildplan und 6kologische Bodenforschung. Zeitschrift der Gesellschaft
fir Erdkunde, Berlin.

UNCED (1992): Convention on Biological Diversity, UNCED, Rio de Janeiro

UNESCO (1996): Biosphere Reserves: The Seville Strategy and the Statutory Framework of
the World Network. UNESCO, Paris.

UNESCO (2001): MAB Report Series No. 69. Seville+5 International Meeting of Experts in
Pamplona (Spain, 2000), Proceedings. UNESCO, Paris.

UNESCO (2002): Biosphere reserves: Special places for people and nature. UNESCO, Paris.
UNESCO (2008): The Madrid Declaration. UNESCO, Paris.

UNESCO (2010): MAB Biosphere Reserves: A global network of internationally recognized
places dedicated to demonstrating innovative approaches to sustainable development.

UNESCO, Paris.

Urban, F. (2006): Institutional and management frameworks in the Biosphere Reserve

Sumava. ETE, Bonn.

Vaidya, A. and Mayer, A. L. (2014): Use of the participatory approach to develop
sustainability assessments for natural resource management, International Journal of

Sustainable Development and World Ecology, 21(4), pp. 369-379

Vayda, A. P. (1969): Environment and cultural behavior: ecological studies in cultural

anthropology. Natural History Press, Garden City (NY).
Veal, A. J. (2005): Business Research Methods: A Managerial Approach. Pearson, Australia.

Vos, W. and Klijn, J. A. (2000): Trends in European landscape development: prospects for
sustainable future. In: Klijn, J. A., Wos, W. (Eds.): From landscape ecology to landscape

science. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Wageningen, pp. 13-30.

Walker, B., Holling, C. S., Carpenter, S. R., Kinzig, A. (2004): Resilience, Adaptability and
Transforability in Social-ecological Systems. Ecology and Society 9 (2): 5. [online] URL
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol9/iss2/art5.

Watson, R. A. and Watson, P. J. (1969): Man and nature: an anthropological essay in human

ecology. Harcourt Brace and World Press, New York.

Wells, M. and Brandon, K. (1992): People and parks: Linking protected area management
with local communities. World Bank, Washington (DC).

56



Western, D. and Wright, M. (Eds.) (1994): Natural connections: Perspectives in community-

based conservation. Island Press, Washington (DC).
Western, D. (1997). In the dust of Kilimanjaro. Island Press, Washington (DC).
Wiens, J., A. (1992), What is landscape ecology, really? Landscape Ecology, 7, pp. 149-150.

Wood, A., Stedman-Edwards, P., Mang, J. (2000): The Root Causes of Biodiversity Loss.

Earthscan, London.

Wu, J. and David, J. L. (2002): A spatially explicit hierarchical approach to modeling
complex ecological systems: theory and applications. Ecological Modelling, 153, pp. 7-26.

Wu, J. and Hobbs, R. (2002), Key issues and research priorities in landscape ecology: An
idiosyncratic synthesis. Landscape Ecology 17, pp. 355-365.

Zonnevel, I. S. (1995): Land ecology. SPB Academic Publishing, Amsterdam.

Zelenka, J., Té&sitel, J., Paskova, M., KuSova, D. (2013): Udrzitelny cestovni ruch —

management cestovniho ruchu v chranénych uzemich. Gaudeamus, Hradec Kréalové.

57



PRILOHY
Priloha ¢. 1: Seznam analyzovanych publikaci

Bartos, M., KuSova, D., T¢sitel, J. (1998): Integrated endogenous regional development
concept and the role of Sumava National Park administration. Silva Gabreta, Vimperk, 2,

pp. 385-394.

Bousset, J. P., Té¢sitel, J., Skuras., D., Marsat, J. P., KuSova, D., Bartos, M., Petrou, A.,
Pantziou, E. F. (2007): A Decision Support System for Integrated Tourism Development:
Rethinking Tourism Policies and Management Strategies in the Czech Republic, France

and Greece. Tourism Geographies, 9(4), pp. 387—404.

KusSova, D., Té¢sitel, J., Matgjka, K., Bartos, M. (2005): Nature protection and socio-economic
development in selected protected areas. Ekologia (Bratislava), 24, Supplement 1/2005,
pp. 109-124

KuSova, D., Té&Sitel, J., Barto§, M. (2005a): Medial image of the relation between nature
protection and socioeconomic development in selected protected areas. Silva Gabreta,

Vimperk, 11(2), pp. 123-133.

KuSova, D., Té¢sitel, J.,, Matgka, K., Barto§, M. (2006): Socio-economic conditions in

selected biosphere reserves. Silva Gabreta, Vimperk, 12(3), pp. 157-169.

KusSova, D., T¢sitel, J., Mat¢jka, K., Bartos, M. (2008): Biosphere reserves — an attempt to
form sustainable landscapes (A case study of three biosphere reserves in the Czech

Republic). Landscape and Urban Planning, 84, pp. 38-51.

KuSova, D., T¢Sitel, J., Bartos, M. (2008a): Biosphere reserves - learning sites of sustainable

development? Silva Gabreta, Vimperk, 14(3), pp. 221-234.

KusSova, D., T¢Sitel, J., Bartos, M. (2009): Biosphere reserves as learning sites for sustainable
development (a case study of the Czech Republic). In: Elling, L. R. (Ed.): Social
Development. New York, Nova Publishing, pp. 87—124.

Kusova, D., Té&Sitel, J. (2014): Social perception of nature protection in protected areas

(Czech Republic case). Silva Gabreta, Vol. 20(1), pp 41-54.

Tésitel, J., KuSova, D., Bartos, M. (1999): Non marginal parameters of marginal areas.

Ekologia (Bratislava), 18(2), pp. 39—46.

58



Tésitel, J., KuSova, D., Bartos§, M. (2003): Role of tourism in development of rural marginal
areas (region Sumava Mts., Czech Republic). In: Banski, J., Owsinski, J. (Eds.):
Alternatives for European Rural Areas. European Rural Development Network, Institute of
Agricultural and Food Economics, Institute of Geography and Spatial Organization, Polish

Academy of Science, Warsaw, pp. 81-91.

Tesitel, J., KuSova, D., Mat¢jka, K., Barto§, M. (2005): Protected landscape areas and
regional development (the case of the Czech Republic). In: Florianczyk, Z., Czapiewski, K.
(Eds.): Rural Development Capacity in Carpathian Europe. European Rural Development
Network, Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics, Institute of Geography and Spatial
Organization, Polish Academy of Science, Warsaw, Vol. 3, Rural areas and development,

pp. 113-126.

Tésitel, J., KuSova, D., Matéjka, K., Bartos, M. (2005): Lidé v biosférickych rezervacich.
Ustav systémové biologie a ekologie AV CR, Ceské Budgjovice.

Tésitel, J., KuSova, D., Bartos, M. (2006): Rural areas development — local needs and
external forces. In: Florianczyk, Z., Czapiewski, K. (Eds.): Endogenous Factors
Stimulation Rural Development. European Rural Development Network, Institute of
Agricultural and Food Economics, Institute of Geography and Spatial Organization, Polish

Academy of Science. Warsaw, Vol. 4, pp. 87-97.

Tesitel, J. and KuSova, D. (2010): Biosphere reserves — suggested model of the institution of
commons (Case study of the Sumava Biosphere Reserve). Journal of Landscape Ecology,

3(2), pp. 73-89.

Tésitel, J, KuSova, D., Silovsky, V., Matéjka, K. (2014): Biosphere reserve — platform to
communicate nature protection with local development (Sumava Mts., Czech Republic
case). In: Té&Sitel, J. Kolbmiiller, B, Stoglehner, G. (eds.): Vital Landscapes. NEBE, Ceské
Bud¢jovice, pp. 67-80.

Zelenka, J., T¢sitel, J., Paskova, M., KuSova, D. (2013): Udrzitelny cestovni ruch —

management cestovniho ruchu v chranénych tizemich. Gaudeamus, Hradec Kralové.

59



Priloha &. 2: Impaktovy cita¢ni ohlas FeSené problematiky

Becker, C., George, B. P. (2011): Rapid trail transit and tourism development in the United
States. Tourism Geographies, 13(3), pp. 381-397.

Elbakidze, M., Angelstam, P., Sandstrom, C., Stryamets, N., Crow, S., Axelsson, R.,
Stryamets, G., Yamelynets, T. (2013): Biosphere Reserves for conservation and
development in Ukraine? Legal recognition and establishment of the Roztochya initiative.

Environmental Conservation, 40(2), pp. 157-166.

Gorner, T., Najmanova, K., Cihar, M. (2012): Changes in Local People's Perceptions of the
Sumava National Park in the Czech Republic over a Ten Year Period (1998-2008).
Sustainability, 4(6), pp. 1354-1370.

Habibah, A. C. E, Mushrifah, 1., Hamzah, J., Buang, A., Toriman, M. E. (2012): Crafring the
natural capital for sustainability of ecotourism in Tasik Chini biosphere rteserve: the host-

guest perception. Social Sciene (Pakistan), 7(4), pp. 611-619.

Habibah, A. C. E, Mushrifah, 1., Hamzah, J., Sivapalan, S., Buang, A., Toriman, M. E.,
Sharifah Mastura, S. A. (2013): Revitalizing ecotourism for sustainable Tasik Chini
biosphere reserve. Asian Social science, 9(14), pp. 70-85.

Habibah, A., Mushrifah, 1., Hamzah, J., E, A. C., Buang, A., Toriman, M. E., Selvadurai,
S., Zaimah, R. (2013a): Place-making of ecotourism in Tasik Chini: From exploratory to

the contemporary biosphere reserve. Asian Social Science, 9(6), pp. 84-95.

Hadwen, W. L., Boon, P. I., Arthington, A. H. (2012): Aquatic ecosystems in inland
Australia: tourism and recreational significance, ecological impacts and imperatives for

management. Marine and freshwater research, 63(4), pp. 325-340.

Hirschnitz-Garbers, M., Stoll-Kleemann, S. (2011): Opportunities and barriers in the
implementation of protected area management: A qualitative meta-analysis of case studies

from European protected areas. Geographical Journal, 177(4), pp. 321-334.

Chromy, P., Skéla, J. (2010): Cultural-geographical aspects in the development of borderland
peripheries: An analysis of selected elements of territorial identity among residents of the

susicko region. Geographicsl Proceedings CGS, 115(2), pp. 223-246.

60



Law, R., Leung, R., Buhalis, D. (2009): Information technology applications in hospitality
and tourism: A reviews of publications from 2005 to 2007. Journal of travel and tourism

marketing, 26(5-6), pp. 599-623.

Lisi, F. A., Esposito, F. (2014): Semantic web services for integrated tourism in the Apulia

region. CEUR Workshop Proceedings, 1195, pp. 178-193

Ludwig, M., Griininger, F., Rothfuss, E., Heurich, M. (2012): Discourse analysis as an
instrument to reveal the pivotal role of the media in local acceptance or rejection of a
wildlife management project. A case study from the Bavarian Forest National Park.

Erdkunde, 66(2), pp. 143-156.

Novotna, M., Preis, J., Kopp, J., Bartos, M. (2013): Changes in migration to rural regions in
the Czech Republic: position and perspectives. Moravian Geographical Reports, 21(3), pp.
37-54.

Onainda, M., Ballesteros, F., Alonso, G., Monge-Ganuzas, M., Pena, L. (2013): Participatory
process to prioritize actions for a sustainable management in a biosphere reserve.

Environmental Science and Policy, 33, pp. 283-294.

Ozyavuz, M., Yazgan, M. E. (2010): Planning of igneada longos (flooded) forests as a
biosphere reserve. Journal of Coastal Research, 26(6), pp. 1104-1111.

Petrova, S. (2014): Communities in transition: Procteted natur and local people in Eastern and

Cental Europe. University of Manchester, UK, pp. 1-191.

Saxena, G., Clark, G., Oliver, T. Ilbery, B. (2007): Conceptualizing integrated rural tourism.
Tourism Geographies, 9(4), pp. 347-370

Schmitz, M. F., Matos, D. G. G., De Aranzabal, 1., Ruiz-Labourdette, D., Pineda, F. D.
(2012): Effects of a protected area on land-use dynamics and socioeconomic development

of local populations. Biological Conservation, 149(1), pp. 122-135.

Selcuk Can, A., Alaeddinoglu, F., Turkr, N. (2014): Local authorities participation in the
tourism planning process. Transylvanian review of administrative sciences 41, pp. 190-

2012

Svajda, J. (2008): Participatory conservation in a post-communist context: The tatra national
park and biosphere reserve, Slovakia. International Journal of Biodiversity Science and

Management, 4(4), pp. 200-208.

61



Therond, O., Belhouchette, H., Janssen, S., Louhichi, K., Ewert, F., Berges, J. E., Wiery, J.,
Heckelei, T., Olsson, J. A., Leenhardt, D., Vanlttersum, M. (2009): Methodology to
translate policy assessment problems into scenarios: the example of the SEAMLESS

integrated framework. Environmental Science and Policy, 12(5), pp. 619—630.

62



Priloha €. 3: Zrizovaci listina Biosférické rezervace Sumava

United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization

»

A1)}

Programme on Man and the Biosphere

By decision of the Burcau of the International
Co-ordinating Council of the Programme on Man
and the Biosphere, duly authorized
to that effect by the Council

Sumava Biosphere Reserve

is recognized as part
of the international network of Biosphere Reserves.
This network of protected samples of
the world's major ecosystem types
is devoted to conservation
of nature and scientific research
in the service of man.
It provides a standard against which can be measured
the effects of man's impact
on his environment.

Federico Mayo
Drave Paris, 27 March 1990 Director-General
of Unesco
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Priloha ¢. 4: Memorandum o vziajemné spoluprici na podporu Biosférické

rezervace Sumava

Sprava NP a CHKO Sumava
Doruceno: 12,07.2011
SMNPS 00421/2011

ligty; arilahy;

wenonmono eemessoenss |IINAIIIN

NA PODPORU BIOSFERICKE REZERVACE SUMAYVA  snesesdi90GFEs

mezi

REGIONALNI ROZVOJOVOU AGENTUROU SUMAVA
a

SPRAVOU NARODNIHO PARKU A CHRANENE KRAJINNE OBLASTI SUMAVA

Kwalita Sumavske pfirody je uzndvana v ndrodnim | v nadndrodnim  méfitku, Projevern
mezinarodniho vyznarnu tohate Uzemi bylo jeho zafazeni do mezinarodni sité biosférickych rezervaci
MaB UNESCO v roce 1990.. Zahmuje cely Narodni park Sumava a pFevaznou éast Ghranéné krajinné
oblasti Sumava. Biosférickd rezervace nemd ekvivalent v &eském legislativnim systému ochrany
piirody, nevytvail zadné dodateéné limity vyuZivani dzemi. JakoZto ,mezindrodnd uzndvana znaska
viak muze slouZit jako modelové dzemi pro odzkougeni praktické aplikovatelnosti zasad udrsitelného
rozvaoje pii uchovani biologické rozmanitosti dzemi.

- Pro ospé&sné napinéni viech &tyf funkei, jez ma biosférickd rezervace z podstaty sve definice
pinit a kterymi jsou ochrana biclogicke diverzily, vyzkum a monitoring, vedéldvani a osvéta a podpora
udrzitelného rozvoje, se jevi smysluping vytvofeni Sirsi institucionaini zakladny.

Regiondini rozvojovd agentura Sumava (ddle jen Agentura) a Sprava Néredniho parku a
Chranéné krajinné oblasti Surnava (dale jen Sprava), vedeny snahou o uchovani a daldf vyvazeny
rozvoj pirodnich a kulturnich hodnot Sumavakého regionu

uzaviraji timto
Memorandum o vzajemné spolupréci

Obé strany povaZuji spolupraci za nezbytny a trvaly predpoklad praktického napliovani zasad
kanceplu biosférické rezervace jak byl definovan Sevillskou strategii’. Toto memorandum wytvari ramec
pro konkrétni spolupraci obou stran. Vzhledem k rozdilnému odbornému profilu obou ziéastnénych
stran bude konkrétni spoluprace mit formu vzajemné se doplfijicich aktivit v nasledujicich oblastech,
kieré tvofi podstalu existence biosférické rezervace:

Ochrana biologické diverzity

Vzédjernna spoluprace obou partnert je zaloZena na spoleéném Usili o udrzeni biologicke rozmanitosti
Gzemi BR Sumava. Zajisténim Ukoll v télo oblasti je ze své podstaty povéfena Sprava, kierd je i
hlavnim zajistovalelem a poskytovatelem dat a nositelem projektil v ochrané biadiverzity.

"denik, 1, a kol Biosféricks rerervace Ceske republify (P g idé pod 2@8tieu UNESCOY Praba : Empora, 1996, 160 5,

UNESCO: Biosphere Reserves: The Seville Stratewy and the Stawlory Framework of the World Netwoark, Paris:UNESCC,
1996, 18 p

UNESCO: MAR Report Series Nu. 64, Seville+3 International Mecting of Experts in Panplona ¢ Spain, 20001, Proceedings,
Paris : UNESCO, 2001, 182 pp.

UNESCO: Biosphere Reserves: Special Places for People and Nature, Paris | INESCO, 2002 208 pa.
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Vyzkum a monitoring

Koordinace vyzkumu a menitaringu v oblasti pfirodnich obord prislusi Spravé.

Koordinaci vyzkumu a menitoringu v oblasti socio-ekonomicke zajistuje Agentura.

Prioritni zamafeni obou partnert je vhodné posilit vzéjemnou spoluprach, je-li tato efektivi pro ziskani
piislusnych dat. Oba partnefi se zavazuji ke vzajemnému poskytovani ziskanych dat.

Vezdéldvani a osvéta

Agentura rovnym dilem se Spravou koordinuji vybrané projekly a aktivity dle sweho prirozeného
zamafeni, Pra Spravu zustdava prioritou ekologicka wychova v ochrané piirody, Agentura se zaméfuje
na formy &irstho environmentalniho vzdéldvani, zejména v oblasti udrzitelngho zpisobu Zivota v BR
Sumava. Vzajemné sdileni dat a realizace spoletnych osvélovych a vzd@ldvacich projektd jsou
trvalym tkalem pro oba partnery.

Podpora udrzitelného rozvoje

Agentura se ve svém Usill o podporu udrzitelného rozvoje zamefuje na celé Sirsi tzemi BA Sumava.
Je koordinatarem usilujicim o ziskdvéni prostfedkd ze zahranignich fondu na podporu projekta
udrzitelného rozvoje biosférické rezervace. Ve vazbé na jiz zpracované | pfipravované regionalni
rozvojové strategie zajistuje zpracovani Strategie udrZitelngho rozvoje BR Sumava a piipravuje pilotni
akéni plan s projekty k napifovani cili BR Sumava.

Sprava pini trvale vyznamnou roli v podpofe udréitelného rozvoje zejména vytvarenim prostfedi, mj.
spoluvytvafenim naviténické infrastruktury ve vztahu k dzemi spravovanych velkoplognych CHU,
plné wyuziva dostupné domdci | mezinarodni zdroje k podpofe ohou velkoploénych chranénych uzemi.

Komunikace s CNK MaB

Komunikaci & Ceskym narodnim komitétem programu UNESCO MaB, je timto memarandem
povéiena Agentura, stejné jake pfipadnou reprezentaci biosféricke rezervace Sumava ve vztahu
k zahraniéi. O véech téchto aklivitach bude Sprava Agenturou informovana. Do 30 dni od podpisu
memoranda sdéli Agentura Ceskému narodnimu komitélu MAB jméno koordinatora biosféricke
rezervace, kieré také bude uvedeno v databazi biosférickych rezervaci v Paiizi. Agentura timto
také prebird viechny povinnosti koordindtora Biosférické rezervace Sumava, ledy i ucast na
pravidelnych zasedanich ¢eskych BR s reprezentaci BR Sumava, jakoz i pravidelny reporting o
slavu a zméndch BR ve vziahu k Pafizi. Sprava za timto Ufelem poskytne Agentufe veskeré
polfebné informace a soucinnost.

Zavérecna ustanoveni

Oba partnefi spolecné prohladuji, ze z vyée uvedenych bodi napliovani memoranda nevyplyvaji
7adné finanéni zavazky, a ze definované oblasti spoluprace vykonava kazda z Géastnénych stran
na vlastni ndklady. V piipadé fedeni spoleénych projektii rozsifujicl vyse definovanou spoluprac,
které budou vyzadovat finanéni pinéni, budou se hledat spoleéna feseni. Ta budou ukolvena
v samostatnyeh smilouvach. Agentura jednou za rok pfipravi wyrocni zpravu z cinnosti BR,
nejpozdéji k poslednimu tnoru roku nasledujiciho,

Memorandum opraviiuje Agenturu vyuzivat logo Biosféricke rezervace za ugelem jeji propagace.

V zavislosti na pribéhu a po vyhodnoceni vysledki vzdjemnd spoluprace muze byl toto
memarandum po vzajemné dohodé rozsiteno, piipadné doplnéno o dalsi aspekty.
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P¥iloha & 5: Stanovisko Ceského komitétu MaB k Memorandu

AKADEMIE VED CESKE REPUBLIKY

CESKY NARODNI KOMITET PROGRAMU UNESCO
CLOVEK A BIOSFERA

Nirodni 3, 117 20 Praha |
Telefon: 251 080 354 e-mail: ivan.rynda@czp.cuni.cz

PhDr. Ivan Rynda, piedseda

Praha 16. zaii 2011

Vée: Memorandum o vzajemné spoluprici na podporu Biosférické rezervace
Sumava

Ceska republika, kterd spolupracuje s tstiedim UNESCO v PafiZi na programu
.Clovek a biosféra® od samého pocatku v roce 1971, ustavila v ramei tohoto programu
postupné Sest biosférickych rezervaci. Hodnota piirody a krajiny zvolenych Gzemi je
nezpochybnitelna a po listopadu 1989 se stav jednotlivych slozek Zivotniho prostiedi
trvale mirné zlep3uje. To, co je feitelné obtiznéji, je skuteéné udrzitelny rozvoj tizemi,
sladéni potfeb mistnich obyvatel se staini i mistni spravou, podnikatelskymi aktivitami
a s plnym respektem k limitim ochrané piirody a krajiny.

Cesky narodni komitét i pracovnici jednotlivych BR proto posledni (i roky
hledaji optimalni model FeSeni, ktery samoziejmé nemusi byt jednotny. Jsem proto
velmi rad, Ze jednim zvystup tohoto dlouhodobého sili je vySe uvedené
Memorandum. Nejde zdaleka o jeden kratky dokument. Je§té vice oceiiuji navrZzeny
podrobny a promysleny systém spoluprace mezi Spravou Narodniho parku a Chranéné
krajinné oblasti Sumava, ktery funkénim zptisobem déli prici mezi dvé spolupracujici
instituce tak, aby bylo mozné efektivné feSit pfirozeng vznikajici stiety zajmi a docilit
synergického posilovani rozvojovych potieb a iniciativ viech mistnich akiéra.

Za Cesky narodni komitét se proto 1&§im na dalii spolupraci nejen ve prospéch
Sumavy, ale i vnadg&i na teoreticky pfinos, ktery si od navrzeného modelu a

empirickych zkuSenosti s jeho uplatiiovanim slibuji.
{"(?.E/f k/,[ %(L
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Abstract

Established under the UNESCO’s Man and the Biosphere (MAB) Programme, biosphere reserves represent protected areas intended to demon-
strate well-balanced relationship between conservation of biodiversity and an appropriate local development. They can be thus considered as an
attempt to form sustainable landscape. As sustainable development is a human-centred concept the article contributes primarily to the discussion
on social part of the nature—social relationship, namely on quality of life of local population and problems of social acceptance of biodiversity
conservation measures. Triangulation approach was applied as a fundamental frame for empirical data analysis, combining analysis of official
statistical data, content analysis of regional media, semi-standardized interviews with key personalities and extensive questionnaire survey. Three
Czech biosphere reserves were used as model areas. Based on results gained it is possible to state that the concept of biosphere reserve itself
can be used as a model when we try to implement ideas of sustainable landscape in practice. However, while quality of life did not seem to be
much affected by the fact that people lived in protected areas, full harmonization of biodiversity protection and socio-economic development were

hindered by constraints of formal and legislative nature.
© 2007 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

In their editorial to one of the latest issues of Journal of Land-
scape and Urban Planning, Potschin and Haines-Young (2006)
state that landscape issues are frequently discussed in the con-
text of sustainability, and raise the question on the role landscape
ecology, as a branch of science, can play in the general debate on
sustainability. They refer, among others, to the concept of sus-
tainable landscape that is discussed and questioned by (Antrop,
2006) in the same issue. Though we can agree with the argu-
ment that the whole notion of sustainable landscape development
may involve some contradictions, merging landscape and sus-
tainability may yield at least two positive results. Discussion

* Corresponding authors. Tel.: +420 387 775 670; fax: +420 385 310 249.
E-mail addresses: draku@usbe.cas.cz (D. KuSova), jante@usbe.cas.cz
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(M. Bartos).
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on sustainability acquires spatial dimension (e.g. Price, 2002);
on the other hand, the theoretical concept of cultural landscape
(Antrop, 2001; Naveh, 2001; Palang et al., 2005) is “translated”
into the more or less effective political scheme, suitable as a basis
for practical decision making. In this context, sustainable land-
scape can be considered as a landscape where trade-offs between
nature protection and socio-economic aspirations of local com-
munities are expected to be well balanced. In economic terms it
presumes balancing three types of capital—natural, social and
cultural (e.g. Farina, 2000; Garrod et al., 2006). In the rhetoric
of sustainable development these capitals play the role of the
internal potential of a particular region (Jehle, 1998), the poten-
tial that can be realised when it meets an appropriate external
context (e.g. KuSova et al., 1999; T&Sitel et al., 1999).

Nature protection has evolved over time, gradually stressing
special themes—the progress can be seen from those starting
with protection of particular species to protection of ecosys-
tems until today, when an appropriate management of large
scale landscape areas has become a focal point. The focus
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on landscape scale has brought about also a shift in the role
local communities are expected to play in this type of nature
protection—satisfaction of their socio-economic aspirations has
begun to be perceived as an inevitable part of management of
protected areas. Such a tendency is evident in Central Europe,
where areas having a status of being protected cannot be
considered pristine landscapes (Getzner and Jungmeier, 2000;
Paavola and Adger, 2005). On the contrary, they are permanently
populated cultural landscapes having passed century long trans-
formation by human activities (Boucnikova and Kucera, 2005).
Asaresult modern nature protection measures counts with needs
of local population in order not to make areas under protection
a priori disadvantaged from socio-economic viewpoint (TéSitel
et al., 2006a,b). Very important in this context is a definition
of nature protection as it has been formulated by IUCN in its
World Conservation Strategy. In fact it was anthropocentric in
its nature as it considered nature protection to be a manage-
ment of air, water, soil, mineral resources and living systems,
including man, aimed at achieving sustainable quality of life
(IUCN, 1980). Later on, the strategic shift has been reflected
by the concept of biosphere reserves as it was articulated at
the Man and the Biosphere Conference in Seville in 1995 and
reinforced by the Seville + 5 Declaration. The concept presumes
that biosphere reserves, besides being instruments for conserva-
tion of biological diversity, research and educational activities,
should be treated as model areas to test the idea of sustainable
development. As stated in the Seville Strategy, the link between
conservation of biodiversity and the development needs of local
communities — a central component of the biosphere reserve
approach — has been recognized as a key feature of the suc-
cessful management of most national parks, nature reserves and
other protected areas (e.g. Jenik et al., 1996; UNESCO, 1996,
2001, 2002). Viewed from this perspective, practical implemen-
tation of the concept of biosphere reserves can be considered as
an attempt to form sustainable landscape.

The search for sustainable balance between sometimes con-
flicting goals of conserving biological diversity, promoting
economic development and maintaining associated cultural val-
ues should be handled as a platform for democratic discussion
in which all relevant stakeholders are involved. Therefore, key
questions on biosphere reserves management, namely provision
of local benefits and cooperation and conflicts between represen-
tatives of nature protection and other local stakeholders became
the focal point of our research. As the article is build on the
research results, it tries to contribute primarily to the discussion
on social part of the nature-social relationship, namely on qual-
ity of life of local population and problems of social acceptance
of biodiversity conservation measures.

2. Model areas and methods used
2.1. Model areas

Within the project titled “Participative management of pro-
tected areas—a key to minimize conflict between biodiversity

protection and socio-economic development of local commu-
nities”, relevant data were collected in three model areas —

Germany

Poland
BR Krivoklatsko

Czech Republic

BR Sumava

Germany BR Tieboifisko

Slovakia
Austria

Fig. 1. Model areas—three Czech Biosphere Reserves.

protected landscape areas (PLA) recognized internationally as
biosphere reserves (BR) — Sumava, Trebonsko and KFivoklatsko
(Fig. 1). They vary in their natural parameters as well as in
their latest socio-economic history, representing thus a rela-
tively broad array of aspects to be taken into consideration
when assessing the way nature protection is viewed by local
communities (e.g. Bicik et al., 2002).

2.1.1. BR Sumava (http://www.npsumava.cz)

The Sumava Mountains represent the least damaged and best
preserved mountain forest ecosystems and peat bogs in Central
Europe. In the course of the 20th century this area was peripheral
and the main economic activities were agriculture and forestry.
The post-1948 period was characterized by the presence of the
“Iron Curtain” and establishment of a military training area
which made the area almost inaccessable for 50 years. Marginal-
ity of the region has helped to sustain natural attractions, and
led to the designation of the Sumava Protected landscape area
in 1963 and the Sumava National park in 1991 (Fig. 2). The bio-
sphere reserve was declared in 1990, and includes the National
Park and the SumavaPLA, the total area being 1671 km?. Thanks
to its geomorphological characteristics and mainly glacial relics,
the Sumava Mountains area is listed in the IUCN Red Book of
Ecosystems and Sumava wetlands are on the list of Ramsar Con-
vention. Since 2004 most of the territory has become part of the
European network Natura 2000.

2.1.2. BR Treborisko (http://www.trebonsko.
ochranaprirody.cz/)

This area was declared biosphere reserve in 1977, 2 years
before Trebofisko PLA was proclaimed. The area of 700 km? of
drained lake basin includes a mosaic of varied wetlands as well
as dry biotopes with significant diversity of animal and plant
species. The dominant landscape phenomenon consists in 465
fishponds, more than 500 pools and old meanders of the rivers
LuZnice and NeZarka. This area has been under intense human
management roughly since the 12th century but reached sec-
ondary biological balance (Fig. 3). This fact allows for unique
close coexistence of internationally significant wetlands pro-
tected by Ramsar Convention (Tfebon ponds and Trebon peat
bogs), and typical keeping of traditional carp as well as other
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Fig. 2. Sumava Mts. scenic view.

economic activities (extraction of raw materials, agriculture,
building construction). Since 2004 most of the area belongs to
the European network Natura 2000.

2.1.3. BR KF¥ivokldtsko
(http://www.krivoklatsko.ochranaprirody.cz/)

The area of 628 km? was named after the royal castle of
KFivoklat, which dominates over the valley of the Berounka
river. Even nowadays, thanks to the fact that the territory
belonged to the Czech crown till the 17th century and was thus
used mainly for hunting, large deciduous and mixed forests
thrive in this area. Steep slopes of the deep Berounka valley

(Fig. 4) are covered with natural vegetation of different commu-
nities, with sporadic rock outcomes hosting xerothermic fauna
and flora. Many localities host beautiful meadows of differ-
ent types, which occurred in the place of original forests and
which represent an important part of landscape due to their
richness of species. The castle and game park in Lany, a res-
idence of the president, is connected with modern history of
the Czech Republic. The factor influencing the land use in the
biosphere reserve is the vicinity of the capital city, Prague.
Due to its qualities, KFivoklatsko area has been listed among
UNESCO bhiosphere reserves since the Czechoslovak proposal
was accepted on March 1, 1977. One year later the area was

Fig. 3. Fishponds—typical feature of the Tfeborisko area.
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Fig. 4. Berounka river valley.

proclaimed PLA with its own administration. Since 2004 most
of the area belongs to the European network Natura 2000.

2.2. Methods used

Having in mind that sustainable development is a human-
centred concept, quality of life was applied as the general frame
of interpretation. It can be expressed as physical, mental and
social wellness and wholesomeness, referring as well to the the-
ory of subjective well-being (Massam, 2002). Empiric research
tried to find out how practical implementation of nature pro-
tection measures in the three concrete biosphere reserves have
affected the nine respective aspects of quality of life of local
population (physical well-being, mental well-being, value sys-
tem, place they live in, human relations, availability of services,
everyday activities, free-time activities, their career).

When quality of life is discussed, double optics can be
applied—the objective and subjective ones. The distinction
between the two perspectives is evident. The former reflects
social consensus or political will, while the latter is based on
evaluation of personal experience and aspirations of individual
people. All that can be extended to include spatial dimension, as
there are not only individual people but whole regions that can
be considered rich or poor (Mares, 1999).

With the aim to grasp both the aspects properly, triangula-
tion approach (Fig. 5) was applied—a combination of methods
and dates in order to get several viewpoints upon a topic to be
studied (e.g. Olsen, 2004). Following the triangulation research
scheme, we analysed objective data provided by official statis-
tics (KuSova et al., 2005a,b). Identification of “media image” of
the three protected areas also became one of the conducted tasks,
mainly the medially presented cases of successful cooperation
or, on the other hand, of possible conflicts between the admin-
istration of the protected area and the communities (KuSova et

al., 2005a,b). In parallel, subjective data gained by questionnaire
survey and interviews represented a picture on how local people
themselves perceive their situations (TESitel et al., 2005a,b).

2.2.1. Analysis of official statistical data

Data provided by the Czech Statistical Institute were used
to describe the status of quality of life objectively. We tested
question asking if areas being under special regime of man-
agement due to nature protection do differ significantly from
the surrounding areas, as to socio-economic milieu concerns.
For the purpose of the analysis, model areas were extended
to include also municipalities that form their surroundings. It
consisted of a stripe around studied protected areas having
width of 20 km. Municipalities of interest formed then three
groups—Ilying completely within the protected areas; being in
between, i.e. intersected by borders of protected areas; and those
having its cadastres completely out of protected areas (Fig. 6).

Different approaches can be traced in pertinent professional
literature on how to measure unevenness between regions by use
of objective statistical data. In order to identify poor regions in

Analysis of official
statistical data

Relationships

between nature protection
and socio-economic
conditions in BR

Interviewing and
questionnaire survey

Content analysis of
regional periodicals

Fig. 5. Scheme of the triangulation approach.
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Fig. 6. Model areas for analysis of official statistical data. K-protected landscape area Kfivoklatsko; S-National park and protected landscape area Sumava; T-
protected landscape area TFeborisko; protected areas are marked by black lines. Municipalities were divided into three groups according to border of the protected

area (A-completely within the area; B-on the border; C-surrounding of the area).

Britain, for example, eight indicators were used (Mares, 1999).
Townsend (1987) refers to another approach. It is based on mea-
suring of degree of poverty of regions as a degree of material
deprivation, by use of five criteria. Analogically, Jarman (1984)
designs score of unprivileged regions by assigning individual
indicators of deprivation by their specific weights.

Two sets of objective data describing our three biosphere
reserves as well as their surrounding were used. The first set was
made of 10 variables describing type of land use, expressed in
terms of share of particular land-use categories within basic sta-
tistical unit. The other set characterized socio-economic milieu
in the territory by use of basic demographic data, data describing
material well-being of inhabitants as well as data on availability
of infrastructure and services. All the data were related to munic-
ipality level as the basic statistical unit. Individual municipalities
were twice processed by use of principal component analysis
(PCA)—according to the data on land use and according to the
relative socio-economic parameters. Based on results of both
ordinations a new parameter “normalized socio-economic sta-
tus” of municipalities was derived. It was used to test differences
between landscape protected areas and their surroundings. All
results were visualized by use of GIS technology.

2.2.2. Content analysis of regional periodicals
Taking media as an information source, we followed the
general presumption that the press is a part of mass commu-

nication supporting the spread and exchange of information as
well as the symbolic concepts addressed to the general public
(e.g. MacLuhan, 1991; DeFleur and Ball-Rokeach, 1996). In
this perspective, the press was supposed to represent a reflection
of the expected interest of the public in concrete problems.

We applied content analysis as a standard sociological
technique for studying documents in the same way as it is
commonly used in landscape ecological research (e.g. Antrop,
2001; Chipeniuk, 1999). The aim was to reveal medial reflection
of concrete examples depicting mutual co-existence of nature
protection bodies and locals. Quantitative analysis was com-
plemented by qualitative content analysis that offered a more
detailed interpretation of the process in which media constructed
reality in relation to problems at hand (Disman, 1993). By
use of this technique, comparative monitoring of the pertinent
regional press was carried out. The period of monitoring was
almost 7 years, from January 1998 to September 2004, and the
main aim consisted in documenting “the medial presentation
of the relationship between nature protection and communal
development”. It was made operable by use of the following
key words: Treboisko PLA; Kfivoklatsko PLA; Sumava PLA;
Sumava NP; biosphere reserve; communities; enterprise; coop-
eration; support; coexistence and conflict. As recorded units;
entire articles were used that contained the name of a par-
ticular PLA or NP together with at least one of the other
key words.
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2.2.3. Interviewing and questionnaire survey

In order to get information on how people subjectively reflect
quality of their life as well as on what is their relationship to
nature protection interviewing of key informants and extensive
questionnaire survey were undertaken in all the three model
areas in 2004.

Altogether 20 key informants were addressed in each model
area by use of semi-standardized interview, being staff members
of protected areas administration, mayors of local munici-
palities, key local entrepreneurs as well as experts in nature
protection and regional development. While in general, the inter-
views focused on their years lasting experiences with practical
implementation of all the four basic functions biosphere reserve
is expected to fulfil—nature protection, research, education and
promotion of sustainable development, main attention was paid
to the last function. The fact that management of biosphere
reserves in the Czech Republic is institutionally associated with
administration of protected landscape areas allowed us to inter-
pret the role of BR to be promoter of sustainable development
in terms of participation of the administration of protected land-
scape areas in the life of local community. In more practical
terms it opened the question on what is the role administration of
PLA plays in projects aimed at supporting local socio-economic

development, i.e. in projects primarily not aimed at nature con-
servation.

The questionnaire survey technique was used to map the opin-
ions of local population related to their everyday life and reveal
their attitude to the administration of protected areas and, con-
sequently to nature protection in general. Adult people over 15
permanently living in the model areas formed the basic set. The
sample was then derived by use of the combination of quota and
random sampling, the quota being based on the size of munici-
pality. Altogether, 1150 respondents were addressed. The share
of the sample in the basic set was 1, 86%, which made the sam-
ple representative enough for our purposes. Data was processed
by use of SPSS 12.01 for Windows and graphical outputs were
produced by Excel 2000 for Windows.

3. Results
3.1. Analysis of official statistical data

Analysis of land use was done by use of PCA ordina-
tion (Fig. 7). The first two ordination axes (PCA; and PCAy)
were used. These axes account for 41% of variability of the
data set. Two new parameters were calculated—“degree of

opEpE

Fig. 7. Classification of municipalities on the basis of principal component analysis (PCA) of land-use data. Combined classes consist of first uppercase character
for municipalities within rural landscape (A), intermediate landscape (B) and urbanized landscape (C)—classes are derived from degree of urbanization. Lowercase
character represents agricultural land type (a) or forest land type (b). Accompanying figure shows ordination biplot of first two PCA axes based on data (Czech
Statistical Institute, municipality statistic database, 2002): share of arable land (vr81), hop gardens (vr82), vineyard (vr83), gardens (vr84), orchards (vr85), grasslands
(vr86), forests (vr88), waters (vr89), build-up areas (vr90), other plots (vr91). Not filled units, white colour: Data not available (military training area).
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Fig. 8. Classification of municipalities on the basis of principal component analysis (PCA) of socio-economic data. Municipalities are divided into classes A-with
standard human population (PCA; > 0, PCA; > 0); B-with aging population (PCA; <0, PCA; > 0); C-with young low-qualified population (PCA; <0, PCA; <0);
D-with growing “perspective” population (PCA; > 0, PCA; <0). Accompanying figure shows ordination biplot of first two PCA axes based on relative data (original
data, Czech Statistical Institute, Census 2001). Calculated out of total number of houses: permanently inhabited houses (dr02), houses owned by physical person
(dr03). Calculated out of total population size: number of persons having a car in the family (er04s), having a phone line in a family (er08), having a mobile phone
in the family (er10), having phone or mobile in the family (er12), having a personal computer in the family (erl14s), with recreational house ownership in the family
(er18), with possibility to use some recreational building (er20s), “well appointed” persons (er22), youngs of 0-14 years old (or01), adults (or02), seniors above 64
years old (or03), peoples without secondary level education (or08s), peoples reached second level education (or10s), university graduates (or11), students commuting
for a school (xr02). Relative change in inhabitants number per year within period 1960-2000 (REL_REG). Calculated out of adult population size: economically
active peoples (vr78), unemployed peoples searching for job (vr79), peoples commuting for a job (xr01), commuting at a long distance—out of the district (xr07s).

Not filled units, white colour: data not available (military training area).

urbanization”, URBA =PCA; +PCA; (it describes a gradi-
ent from rural to urbanized areas) and “share of agriculture”
AGRI=PCA; —PCA; (it quantifies the position on gradient
between prevailing forested areas to prevailing agricultural
land). An arbitrary division of the space of these variables was
used as a basis for municipality classification.

The socio-economic data were processed in an analogical
way (Fig. 8). It emerged that almost one third of data variabil-
ity was described by the first ordination axes (PCA1), while
the second one (PCA) accounted for the next 11%. Further
decline is smooth and continuous. Two factors proved to become
evidently responsible for the position of a municipality in ordina-
tion space formed by two first axes—Ilevel of education and age
structure. It yielded four basic arbitrary classes. The first class
can be characterized as “normal” municipalities with population
living in relatively well equipped local urban centres. The sec-
ond one represents municipalities with an aging population, in
some case “dying out spots”. In municipalities of the third class
live relatively young people. They are, however, not educated
and suffer from unemployment. The fourth class is made up of
municipalities with young educated and growing population.

As land-use practices differ in individual model areas and
in their surroundings, it proved to be incorrect to compare the
socio-economic conditions in and out of the model territories
directly, but only when they were adjusted to landscape and local
environmental features. Comparison without such an adjustment
would lead to revealing of differences in natural conditions and
type of settlements instead of those in socio-economic milieu.

The relationship between land use and socio-economic
parameters was searched for by use of correlations among sev-
eral first axes for both mentioned PCA ordinations. Thanks to
the fact that statistically significant dependence proved to be
evident between the first ordination axis of the socio-economic
parameters (PCA1) and degree of urbanization (URBA), it was
possible to use, instead of the score of the first ordination axis,
the difference between its value and the value expected, which
was calculated by use of the following linear regression model
(for ith municipality):

PCAj, = (a + bURBA;) + ¢;

where a and b are regression parameters and e is an error. Dif-
ferences between real and expected values were then calculated
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W -4.00 <= DIF_PCA1 < -150
W - 150 <= DIF_PCA1 < -0.50
[ -050 <= DIF_PCA1 < 0.00
[ 0.00 <= DIF_PCA1 < 0.50
W 050 <= DIF_PCA1 < 150
W 150 <= DIF_PCA1 < 4.00

Fig. 9. Classification of municipalities according to normalized socio-economic status. The higher value of DIF_PCA1, the better living conditions in a municipality.
Not filled units, white colour marked with “x”: data not available (military training areas).

as values of variable
DIF_PCA; = PCA;1 — (a + bURBA)

that we called “normalized socio-economic status” of a munici-
pality. The higher its value, the better living conditions occur in
a municipality.

Itis fair to state, however, that the normalized socio-economic
status could be calculated only when two principal presumptions
had been taken into account. We presumed that land-use types
were related to the nature conditions of a particular locality and
the character of a municipality (formed by prevailing economic
activity in both contemporary and historical perspectives), and
that the socio-economic conditions were influenced by land-use
practices.

Values of the variable DIF_PCA; were calculated for all the
municipalities forming our broader model areas (lying either
inside of a protected area or in its surrounding made of a 20-km
zone). The difference between values assigned to municipalities
inside the protected areas and those lying outside was tested by
F-test in analysis of variance with a three-level factor: munici-
palities within the protected area (group A), on the border of this
area (group B) and placed completely outside the protected area
(group C). The difference proved to be statistically insignificant.
Based on this we can conclude that protected areas do not dif-

fer from the “normal” surrounding areas as to socio-economic
conditions, at least those described by the first ordination axes

(Fig. 9).

3.2. Content analysis of regional periodicals

In the family of mass media, press belongs to the veterans.
However, in spite of the current development of new media it
is still considered to be a very important and frequently used
source of information (Blazek, 1998). It evidently plays this
role in the monitored protected areas, as can be seen in Fig. 10
which is based on results of questionnaire survey. Television,
newspapers, friends, acquaintances and information materials
are the most frequently used information sources telling local
people what is going on in the PLA.

During the period of interest, 550 relevant records were found
in the surveyed newspapers. The distribution of records concern-
ing particular areas was uneven. The frequency of the problems
related to the Sumava was approximately five times higher
in comparison with KFivoklatsko and Trebonsko (Fig. 11).
Let us reconsider the initial assumption that the press always
reflects the expected interest of the public in the given topic.
Already the number of articles itself can be an indicator of its
medial attractiveness (e.g. MacLuhan, 1991). From this view-
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Fig. 10. Sources of information on events happening in the PLA/NP.

point, Tfebonsko and KFivoklatsko can be seen as areas where
the problems of nature protection do not stir public opinion.
This view is supported by the content analysis of the articles,
which documents that the “conflicts” between nature protection
and communities usually belong to the sphere of the rou-
tine administrative agenda. On no account they do have the
character of a “fatal” problem, considering any of the par-
ties involved. This can be applied to both areas, though in
Treborisko the overall situation is more complicated due to the
existence of problems connected with the operation of local
production branches and related entrepreneurial activities. In
both areas, the image presented in the press includes more
examples of successful cooperation between nature protection
authorities and the communities. Articles in the periodicals
praised the PLA administration for their educational activi-
ties, e.g. constructing educational paths and cycling tracks,
and operation of information centres. Other articles demon-
strated the common interest of the communities and nature
protection bodies in local development, e.g. joint application
for subsidies to be used for the construction of a sewage treat-
ment plants and communal gas service in particular localities.
If we were to formulate a hypothesis summarizing the situa-
tion, we could probably say that in the course of the previous
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g. 11. Number of articles matching the key words (period 1998-2004).

almost 30 years, “both the systems gradually got accustomed to
each other”.

In this respect, Sumava is different from the areas dealt
with above. Due to the relatively short existence of the Sumava
National Park, whose activities overlap with the PLA activities,
the chance to state that this area is free from conflicts is very low.
On the contrary, the consensus between the Sumava NP and the
communities is hindered by a large number of conflicts. Some of
them can be seen as general (e.g. the dispute concerning histor-
ical property of the communities in the area of the Park, zoning,
comments on the management plan, solutions to bark beetle
problems—in detail see, e.g. Mentberger, 2006), whereas other
ones are related to concrete localities (e.g. the dispute about the
construction of downhill skiing track at Smrcina Mt. or about
the use of Boletice military area). In this case, the conflicts can
be considered “fatal”. The decision of one party in a dispute can
have serious consequences for the other party involved. That is
why the relationships are tenser.

However, here too the points of view are gradually converg-
ing. The NP and PLA administrations seem to realize that their
main role does not consist only in the protection of unique nat-
ural heritage but also in supporting the potential which brings
the communities good quality life and sustainable development.
Apart from a large number of problems, the daily newspa-
pers also published articles presenting successful cooperation
between nature protection authorities and communities. They
were less frequent but they can be perceived as a manifestation
of common interest in the advancement of the area, mostly in
the form of improvement of tourism-related facilities. Concrete
examples are, e.g. the maintenance of cross-country ski tracks,
routes of ecological buses, repair of landmarks like open-air
shrines and memorial stones, building information centres. Thus
the above-mentioned hypothesis could be slightly reformulated
into the form of a question: “How much time is needed for both
systems to get used to each other?” Maybe in 30 years’ time
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Sumava will be presented in press in a way resembling the cur-
rent articles on KFivoklatsko and Treborisko—very much like
an “idyll”.

3.3. Interviewing and questionnaire survey

There was general agreement among the interviewed key
personalities that, at least theoretically, active involvement of
state nature protection bodies in projects beneficial to the pub-
lic seems to be the most efficient way of changing the image of
nature protection in eyes of local people. Such an approach refers
to a principle of a gesture symbolizing a social status that does
not need to be based exclusively on execution of power or man-
ifestation of wealth, but also on a ritualised prestige (Bourdieu
and Passeron, 1977).

However, there is still a gap between the theory and the prac-
tice in this respect. To describe present situation, we must admit,
that administrations of our protected areas participated only indi-
rectly in projects aimed at local socio-economic development.
Asarule itwas in the phase of a project preparation when admin-
istration delivered expert knowledge informing applicant about
principle features of the territory; state nature protection body as
well supported these projects by formulating positive references
addressed to a pertinent grant agency. Direct active involvement
of nature protection bodies in these projects, however, proved
to be rather problematic, main constraints being incompatibility
of the concept of biosphere reserve with Czech environmen-
tal legislation—biosphere reserves are not recognized as a legal
category for protected areas. Protected landscape areas which
biosphere reserves are associated with are designed to execute
nature protection, and support research and education, they do
not count with active promotion of sustainable development. As
a result representatives of protected landscape areas refused to
be engaged with these projects. They, as representatives of state
administration, were afraid of being accused of conflict of inter-
ests as they were party to a process of projects approval (TéSitel
et al., 2006a,b).

The analysis of behavioural patterns of individual stake-
holders revealed, among others, that decision sphere in nature

protection often used a cliche of conflict as a routine even though
there often were no reasons for it. The contradiction was simply
taken for granted. To introduce at least one practical example,
we would use the seminar organized by the Czech Ministry of
Environment in autumn 2004. The issue to be discussed was a
relationship between nature protection and local socio-economic
development. The point was that organizers, representing offi-
cial position of the top administrative body of nature protection,
titled this event by use of the word “contra”—*“Nature protec-
tion contra socio-economic development of local communities”.
As a result, notion of conflict was introduced at the very outset
between representatives of nature protection and local mayors
participating in the seminar (Té&Sitel et al., 2005a,b).

When analysing the behaviour of local people and their atti-
tude to the locality they live in, including its nature quality, level
of their “rooting” proved to be one of key determinants. Viewed
from this perspective, people who live in our model areas can
be characterized as members of a stabilized population. They
seem to be deeply rooted in the territory, most of them have
been living there for a long time, or they were even born there.
Besides their affinity to nature, it is primarily social relations that
make them feel tied to the locality—family, friends, job oppor-
tunities, flat and ownership of real estate. After all, the majority
of them do not have to commute for a job or school out of the
model area. They do not want to move out of the territory at all
(Figs. 12 and 13).

The perception of the present socio-economic situation as it
is viewed by locals does not differ from the picture drawn by
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official statistical data. When evaluating the quality of facilities
in their municipalities, most of them have been convinced that
available services as well as infrastructure are appropriate in the
sense that they reflect the size of a particular municipality and its
history. As to their own current economic situation, the majority
of inhabitants seem to be content with it (Figs. 14 and 15).

Their everyday life does not seem to be much influenced by
the fact that they live in a protected area. In fact, only a minority
of inhabitants has encountered representatives of the protected
landscape area administration in person; they are as a rule those
who have had to deal with some legal or bureaucratic procedures
in which the administration of PLA participates. On the other
hand, most people living in the area use some facilities run by
the administration, and participate in voluntary activities related
to nature protection. They also highly appreciate the fact that the
“label” of a protected area increases tourist attractiveness of the
whole territory (Figs. 16 and 17).

To sum up, itis possible to state that people living in the three
protected areas do not feel handicapped in the socio-economic
sense. As to their relationship to nature protection, they perceive
itin a “peaceful way”; in some cases they even have been able to
find away how to make some kind of profit from it. The relatively
“peaceful” coexistence is primarily based on the fact that repre-
sentatives of the municipalities as well as the administration of
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Fig. 16. Role of PLA in regional development as it is perceived by local people.
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protected areas had a time to overcome the initial contradiction,
evident when protected areas had been established, and have
come to the point of building a joint vision of future coexistence.
Sustainable tourism, as an activity acceptable by both parties,
seems to have become the key point of the above-mentioned
common vision.

4. Discussion and conclusion
4.1. Triangulation approach

The main advantage of triangulation approach lies in its abil-
ity to depict multifaceted picture of a reality at hand by use of
particular research techniques. In order to make a coherent pic-
ture, these techniques were not applied in isolated way which
would make them being independent from each other. Step by
step process was used instead, which made individual techniques
to complement each other. We started with the description of
the medial image. On this basis, structure of questionnaire was
refined as well as the structure of semi-standardized interview.
Analysis of statistical data, in this respect, was the most inde-
pendent part of the research, being however as well structured
by the general scheme of the concept of quality of life.

In the end, the final mosaic was rather complex. Picture about
quality of life in biosphere reserves drawn by use of objective
statistical data did not differ from that we got when analysing
the data gained by questionnaire survey. Both views, objective
and subjective, overlap to a great extent. Sustainable tourism as
the most promising factor local development should be based
on appeard as an output of content analysis of media, question-
naire survey as well as key informant interviewing. While all the
three model areas appeared to be similar in most aspects stud-
ied by the above-mentioned methods, content analysis revealed
fundamental diferences between Sumava BR and the remainig
two moedel areas. It introduced a question of time necessary to
reconcile local economic activities with nature protection. Inter-
views yielded information which could not be substituted by any
other applied method, information on behavioural strategies of
individual stakeholders and on problems related to institutional
setting of biosphere reserve.

4.2. Achieved results
Based on the analysis both of objective data and subjective

reflection of the situation by local population we can generally
conclude, that protected areas should not be seen as territories
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handicapped a priori. There is no statistically significant differ-
ence between protected areas and their surroundings in terms
of objectively measured parameters describing material well-
being. Nor the inhabitants of protected areas feel themselves
handicapped.

Natural capital in terms of “certified” nature, such as bio-
sphere reserve, plays an ambivalent role. The status of being
protected can be seen simultaneously both as limitation and com-
parative advantage. On one hand, nature protection really poses
limits to some economic activities as to their type, intensity or
localization concerns. On the other hand, thanks to the state pol-
icy of nature protection and regional development policy, such
regions are eligible for special funds which cannot be applied for
by other regions (e.g. Bartos et al., 1998). The success in such a
trade-off depends on many factors, including local personalities
and their activities. Anyhow, this ambiguity challenges the gen-
erally spread cliché considering protected areas as ones being
handicapped a priori (e.g. Zemek and Hefman, 1998; Bartos et
al., 2005; Zemek et al., 2005).

“Sound environment” and “well-preserved nature” can be
considered as two principal attributes of the territory. To some
extent they affect behavioural patterns of both local population
and visitors.

Let us mention the visitors first. Here the attributes in ques-
tion represent the most important attractor for them to come.
The present-day popularity of areas attributed high quality of
environment can be partly related to the need of modern people
to live, or at least to relax, within relatively unspoilt landscape,
which is often explained by human phylogenetic attachments
to nature (see, e.g. Orians, 1980; Wilson, 1984). This theme
has also been taken up in the Czech professional literature,
and in some studies aimed at explaining our desire for outdoor
recreation (Honzik, 1965; Librova, 1987, 1988; MarSalkova and
Todlova, 1983), where home and countryside have been sepa-
rated by urban expansion. The ‘escape from the city’ (Honzik,
1965) has now been a phenomenon for several decades, as the
constraints of time, money and transport have been relaxed,
whilst expanding urban areas have meant that people have had
to travel further to escape city life. This has created situations
in which more people seek unspoilt landscape settings within a
diminishing rural area. This imbalance seems to result, at least
in Czech conditions, in the increasing importance of preserved
areas as a recreational hinterland for towns (Librova, 1987,
1988). Recognition of biosphere reserves as tourist destinations
means in fact setting them into the context of the nation-wide
or international market by use of which the internal potential of
biosphere reserves can be commaodified.

Assessing the role of these attributes from the inside of the
biosphere reserve, they seem to considerably contribute to the
stability of local population as they represent one of the dominat-
ing attachments binding inhabitants to the territory (see Fig. 12).
Furthermore, they were recognized as comparative advantage for
further socio-economic development as well. In all the model
areas there is a commonly shared positive opinion among peo-
ple as to the role of protected (and certified) environment in
tourism development (Fig. 17). The “tourist” potential is per-
ceived as not fully exploited yet (see Fig. 18). Once we agree
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Fig. 18. Number of tourists in the region as it is perceived by local people.

with local key personalities and assume that sustainable tourism
can be considered the base of the local economy in protected
areas, we can go even further in our defence of nature protection
measures. As sustainable tourism can be characterized as small-
scale, decentralized, friendly to the natural as well as the cultural
environment, and based on active participation of locals, as an
economic activity it is based on the commaodification of natu-
ral as well as cultural capital of the particular locality or region
(Jenkins, 2001; KuSova et al., 2002; Ira, 2005; Nolte, 2005).
Based on this premise we can formulate a theoretical statement,
to some extent paradoxical, that nature protection can play arole
of a guardian of long-term economic development as it promotes
this comparative advantage of an area (e.g. Vos and Klijn, 2000).
It can be seen as a good message for our biosphere reserves in
the effort to achieve one of their missions, the one aimed at
promoting sustainable development on their territory.

However, there are also some constraints hindering more
effective utilization of high quality nature for local development.
Among others, deeper involvement of state nature protection
bodies in promotion of sustainable development in protected
areas is missing, though these areas have a status of biosphere
reserve. There are in fact two constraints that seem to be of cru-
cial importance. Only partial compatibility between the Czech
environmental legislation and the concept of biosphere reserve
is the first one. Solving this problem lies beyond the power of
any individual protected landscape area; the question should be
raised towards the Czech Ministry of Environment. The other
constraint can be interpreted in terms of traditionally defensive
strategy towards any potential economic activity adopted by the
state nature protection that relies still predominantly on restric-
tions rather than on incentives (similar result see, e.g. Jenik,
2006).

Summed up, quality of life did not seem to be much affected
by the fact that people lived in protected areas, however full
harmonization of biodiversity protection and socio-economic
development was hindered by constraints of formal and legisla-
tive nature.

At the very end it is fair to point out that, despite the fact that
the particular protected areas differ from each other, all of them
are embedded inavery similar regional context. The nation-wide
analysis of the current socio-economic situation proved that all
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our protected areas are situated in the regions where serious
social conflicts are not present (Fig. 19). This is mainly thanks to
the relatively low unemployment rate occurring there (see statis-
tics on web-side of the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs
of the Czech Republic (http://portal. mpsv.cz/sz/stat). Therefore,
we should be cautious when trying to generalize project results
and apply them to all Czech protected areas. In order to get more
general outputs it would be necessary in next steps to include pro-
tected areas situated in economically more problematic regions
in our research.

The methodology is currently being applied at an interna-
tional scale with the aim to test the concept of BR as a platform
of communication between nature protection bodies and local
populations in the Biosphere Reserves of Babia Gora (Poland),
Agtelek (Hungary) and the Tatras (Slovakia).

Acknowledgements

The study was based on the following research projects:
participative management of protected areas—a key to min-
imization of conflicts between biodiversity protection and
socio-economic development of local communities (VaV
610/3/03), funded by the Ministry of Environment CR
(http://lwww.infodatasys.cz); research project of the Institute of
Systems Biology and Ecology AS CR, v.v.i. — AV0260870520
— Spatial and functional dynamics of biological, ecological and
socio-economic systems in interaction with the global change
of climate (http://www.usbe.cas.cz); conservation and sustain-
able use of biodiversity through sound tourism development
in biosphere reserves in Central and Eastern Europe. Grant
United Nations Environment Programme, Global Environment
Facility Medium Sized Project, GFL/2328-2714-4829, PMS:
GF/4020-05-01 (http://www.tourism4nature.org); PANet 2010-
Protected areas network-Establishment and Management of

Corridors, Networks and Cooperation. INTRREG 11I1B CAD-
SES (http://www.panet2010.info).

References

Antrop, M., 2001. The language of landscape ecologists and planners. A com-
parative content analysis of concepts used in landscape ecology. Landscape
Urban Plan. (Elsevier) 55, 163-173.

Antrop, M., 2006. Sustainable landscapes: contradiction, fiction or utopia. Land-
scape Urban Plan. (Elsevier) 75 (3-4), 187-197.

Barto§, M., KuSova, D., T&Sitel, J., 1998. Integrated endogenous regional devel-
opment concept and the role of Sumava National Park Administration. Silva
Gabreta (Vimperk) 2, 385-394.

Barto3, M., Kusova, D., TéSitel, J., 2005. Zivot v (izemich se zvIa3tnim reZimem
(Life in large scale areas with specific regime). Zivotné Prostredie 39 (2),
76-79 (in Czech).

Bi¢ik, 1., JeleGek, L., Chromy, P., Kupkova, L., Sefrna, L., 2002. Comparison of
land use changes in and outside biosphere reserves in Czechia. In: Himiyama,
Y., Hwang, M., Ichinose, T. (Eds.), Land-use Changes in Comparative Per-
spective. Oxford IBH Publishing, New Delhi, pp. 249-258.

BlaZek, B., 1998. Venkov, mésta, media (Countryside, Cities, Media). SLON,
Praha, 362 pp. (in Czech).

Boucnikova, E., Kugera, T., 2005. How natural and cultural aspects influence
land cover changes in the Czech Republic? Ekologia (Bratislava) 24 (Suppl.
1), 69-82.

Bourdieu, P., Passeron, J.C., 1977. Reproduction in Education, Society and
Culture. Sage, London, 254 pp.

Chipeniuk, R., 1999. Public explanation for environmental degradation in a
sustainable land use planning exercise. Landscape Urban Plan. (Elsevier)
45, 93-106.

DeFleur, M., Ball-Rokeach, S., 1996. Teorie masové komunikace [Theory of
Mass Communication]. Karolinum, Praha, 363 pp. (in Czech).

Disman, M., 1993. Jak se vyrabi sociologicka znalost [Way to Produce Socio-
logical Knowledge]. Karolinum, Praha, 374 pp. (in Czech).

Farina, A., 2000. The cultural landscape as a Model for Integration of Ecology
and Economics. BioScience (Elsevier) 50 (4), 313-320.

Garrod, B., Wornell, R., Youell, R., 2006. Re-conceptualizing rural resources as
countryside capital: The case of rural tourism. J. Rural Stud. (Elsevier) 22,
117-128.



D. KuSovd et al. / Landscape and Urban Planning 84 (2008) 38-51 51

Getzner, M., Jungmeier, M., 2000. Conservation policy and the regional econ-
omy: the regional impact of Natura 2000 conservation sites in Austria. J. Na.
Conserv. 10 (1), 25-34.

Honzik, K., 1965. Z tvorby Zivotniho slohu (On the creation of lifestyle). NLP,
Praha, 293 pp. (in Czech).

Ira, V., 2005. Sustainable development, quality of life and tourism. In: Hes-
kova, M., Sittler, E., Dvofak, V. (Eds.), Tourism, Regional Development
and Education. Reviewed Proceedings of the 10th International Confer-
ence “Tourism, regional development and education”. Katedra cestovniho
ruchu Tabor, Jihoteska univerzita Ceské Budgjovice, Tabor, 12-13 May, pp.
51-56.

1.U.C.N., 1980. World Conservation Strategy: Living Resources Conservation
for Sustainable Development. 1.U.C.N, Gland, Switzerland.

Jarman, B., 1984. Identification of Underprivileged Areas. Br. Med. J. 289,
1587-1592.

Jehle, R., 1998. Pojeti endogenniho ruralniho rozvoje a jeho zavadéni do
regionalni politiky Ceské republiky (The concept of endogenous rural devel-
opment in the framework of its introduction in the regional policy in the
Czech Republic). Zemédélska ekonomika 44 (1), 9-12 (in Czech).

Jenik, J., etal., 1996. Biosférické rezervace Ceské republiky. Pfiroda a lidé pod
zaStitou UNESCO [Biosphere Reserves of the Czech Republic. Nature and
People Under Patronage of UNESCO]. Empora, Praha, 160 pp. (in Czech).

Jenik, J., 2006. Polarita pfirody a kultury v teorii a praxi (Polarity of nature
and culture in theory and practice). Zivotné Prostredie 40 (5), 234-237 (in
Czech).

Jenkins, T. (Ed.), 2001. Integrated tourism: a conceptual framework, Deliverable
1. Ms. Supporting and Promoting Integrated Tourism in Europe’s Lagging
Regions, 64 pp. (online reference http://sprite.econ.upatras.gr/).

KuSova, D., Barto§, M., TéSitel, J., 1999. Potential development of the right
shore of Lipno Lake area—comparison of landscape and urban planning
documentation with ideas of local inhabitants. Silva Gabreta 3, 217-227.

KuSové, D., Barto§, M., T&Sitel, J., 2002. Role of traditions in tourism develop-
ment in the Czech part of the Bohemian Forest. Silva Gabreta (Vimperk) 8,
265-274.

Kusova, D., Té&Sitel, J., Barto§, M., 2005a. The media image of the relation-
ship between nature protection and socio-economic development in selected
protected landscape areas. Silva Gabreta (Vimperk) 11 (2), 123-133.

KuSova, D., Té&Sitel, J., Matéjka, K., Barto$, M., 2005b. Nature protection
and socio-economic development in selected protected landscape areas.
Ekolbgia (Bratislava) 24 (Suppl. 1), 109-123.

Librova, H., 1987. Socialni potfeba a hodnota krajiny (Social need and landscape
value). UJEP, Brno, 134 pp. (in Czech).

Librova, H., 1988. Laska ke krajin&? (Love for landscape?). Blok, Brno, 165 pp.
(in Czech).

MacLuhan, M., 1991. Jak rozumét médiim. Extenze €lovéka [To Understand
Media. Human Dimension]. Odeon, Praha, 348 pp. (in Czech).

Mares, P., 1999. Sociologie nerovnosti a chudoby. [Sociology of Unevenness
and Poverty]. SLON, Praha, 248 pp. (in Czech).

Marsalkova, M., Todlova, M., 1983. Podklady, informace a naméty pro dalSi
rozvoj rekreace v CSR (Information materials and proposals for further
development of recreation in the Czech republic). UKE CSAV, Ceské
Budgjovice, 131 pp. (in Czech).

Massam, B.H., 2002. Quality of life: public planning and private living. Prog.
Planning 58, 141-227.

Mentberger, J., 2006. Narodni park Sumava a jeho ohroZenost kalamitnim
premnozenim kdirovcl (Sumava National Park and its threat caused by the
bark beatle calamity). Lesnicka prace s.r.0., Kostelec nad Cernymi lesy, 44
pp. (in Czech).

Naveh, Z., 2001. Ten major premises for a holistic conception of multifunctional
landscapes. Landscape and Urban Plan. (Elsevier) 57, 269-283.

Nolte, B., 2005. Tourism in Biosphdrenreservaten Ostmitteleuropas. In: Hoff-
nungen, Hindernisse und Handlungsspielrdume bei der Umsetzung von
Nachhaltigkeit. Mensch&Buch Verlag, Berlin, 242 pp.

Olsen, W., 2004. Triangulation in social research: qualitative and quantitative
methods can really be mixed. In: Holborn, Ormskirk (Eds.), Developments
in Sociology. Causeway Press, p. 300.

Orians, G.H., 1980. Habitat selection: General Theory and application to human
behavior. In: Lockard, J.S. (Ed.), The evolution of human social behavior.
Elsevier, New York, pp. 86-94.

Paavola, J., Adger, N.W., 2005. Institutional ecological economics. Ecol. Econ.
53, 353-368.

Palang, H., Helmfrid, S., Antrop, M., Alumde, H., 2005. Rural Landscapes: past
processes and future strategies. Landscape Urban Plan. (Elsevier) 70, 3-8.

Potschin, M.B., Haines-Young, R., 2006. Landscapes and sustainability. Land-
scape Urban Plan. (Elsevier) 75 (3-4), 155-161.

Price, M.F.,, 2002. The periodic review of biosphere reserves: a mechanism
to foster sites of excellence for conservation and sustainable development.
Environ. Sci. Policy 5, 13-18.

Té&Sitel, J., KuSova, D., Barto$, M., 1999. Non marginal parameters of marginal
areas. Ekologia (Bratislava) 18 (2), 39-46.

Té&Sitel, J., KuSova, D., Matéjka, K., Barto§, M., 2005a. Lidé v biosférickych
rezervacich (People in Biosphere Reserves). Institute of Systems Biology
and Ecology, Academy of Sciences, Ceske Budéjovice, 54 pp. (in Czech).

TéSitel, J., KuSova, D., Matéjka, K., Barto§, M., 2005b. Protected landscape areas
and regional development (the case of the Czech Republic). In: Florianczyk,
Z., Czapiewski, K. (Eds.), Rural Development Capacity in Carpathian
Europe, European Rural Development Network, Institute of Agricultural
and Food Economics, Institute of Geography and Spatial Organization, Pol-
ish Academy of Science, Warsaw, vol. 3. Rural areas and development, pp.
113-126.

Té&Sitel, J., KuSova, D., Barto§, M., 2006a. Rural areas development—Ilocal
needs or external forces. In: Florianczyk, Z., Czapiewski, K. (Eds.), Rural
Development Capacity in Carpathian Europe, European Rural Development
Network, Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics, Institute of Geog-
raphy and Spatial Organization, Polish Academy of Science, Warsaw, vol.
4. Rural areas and development, pp. 87-97.

Té&Sitel, J., Kuova, D., Barto§, M., 2006b. Moznosti uplatnéni konceptu
biosférické rezervace ve vybranych velkoplosnych chranénych Gzemich
Ceské republiky (Possibility to implement the concept of biosphere reserve
in selected large scale protected areas of the Czech Republic). Zivotné
Prostredie 40 (5), 262-266 (in Czech).

Townsend, P., 1987. Deprivation. J. Soc. Policy 16 (2), 87-103.

UNESCO, 1996. Biosphere Reserves: The Seville Strategy and the Statutory
Framework of the World Network. UNESCO, Paris, 18 pp.

UNESCO, 2001. MAB Report Series No. 69. Seville +5 International Meeting
of Experts in Pamplona (Spain, 2000), Proceedings. UNESCO, Paris, 182
pp.

UNESCO, 2002. Biosphere Reserves: Special Places for People and Nature.
UNESCO, Paris, 2008 pp.

Vos, W., Klijn, J.A., 2000. Trends in European landscape development: prospects
for sustainable future. In: From Landscape Ecology to Landscape Science.
Kluwer Academic Publishers, WLO, Wageningen, pp. 13-30.

Wilson, O.E., 1984. Biophilia — the human bond with others species. Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, London, 157 pp.

Zemek, F., Hefman, M., 1998. Socio-economic potential of landscape integrated
in GIS frame. Ekologia (Bratislava) 17 (Suppl. 1), 232-240.

Zemek, F., Hefman, M., Maskova, Z., Kvét, J., 2005. Multifunctional land
use—a chance or resettling abandoned landscapes? (A case study of the
Zhifi territory, the Czech Republic). Ekologia (Bratislava) 24 (Suppl. 1),
96-108.



In: Social Development ISBN: 978-1-60741-612-8
Editor: Lynda R. Elling © 2009 Nova Science Publishers, Inc.

Chapter 3

BIOSPHERE RESERVES AS LEARNING SITES
OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
(A CASE STUDY OF THE CZECH REPUBLIC)

Drahomira KuSovd', Jan TéSitel and Michael Barto§

Institute of Systems Biology and Ecology, Academy of Sciences of the Czech
Republic,v.v.i. Na Sadkach 7, 370 05 Ceské Budéjovice, Czech Republic
and
University of South Bohemia, Faculty of Agriculture,

Studentska 13, 370 05 Ceské Budgjovice, Czech Republic

ABSTRACT

Established under the UNESCO’s Man and the Biosphere (MAB) Programme,
biosphere reserves represent protected areas intended to demonstrate well balanced
relationship between a high level of nature protection and an appropriate local
development, as articulated in the Seville Strategy and reinforced by the Madrid
Declaration. According to their definition, biosphere reserves are to simultaneously fulfill
four functions — conservation of biological diversity, ecological education, research and
promotion of sustainable forms of socioeconomic activities. They can be theoretically
considered learning sites of sustainable development. The chapter contributes primarily
to the discussion on social part of the relationship between nature protection and
socioeconomic development, namely on quality of life of local population living in
protected areas, problems of social acceptance of biodiversity conservation measures and
institutional arrangements applied when biosphere reserve concept is aimed to be
practically implemented. Comparative analysis was conducted in three selected Czech
biosphere reserves in order to challenge a cliché on nature protection and socioeconomic
development to be a priori in contradiction as well as the belief in state nature protection
being the exclusive leader in the process of the concept of biosphere reserve
implementation. Triangulation approach was applied as a fundamental frame for
empirical data acquisition and analysis, combining spatial analysis of data describing
socioeconomic parameters of particular municipalities, semi-standardized interviews with
key personalities, extensive questionnaire survey addressing general public, content
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analysis of regional periodicals and case study analysis focused on success and failure
factors in the process of a concrete project implementation. The research results suggest
that biosphere reserves did not differ in quality of life of their inhabitants compared with
surrounding areas. In some cases, the existence of biosphere reserve was even seen as a
comparative advantage — certificate of high quality nature as a base for local tourism
development. In the Czech legislative environment, biosphere reserves are institutionally
associated with administration of protected landscape areas. Such an institutional
arrangement enables executing of state nature protection, providing public with
ecological education, and guaranteeing research on a satisfactory level. There are
problems, however, in supporting of sustainable forms of development. Goal oriented
network, projects driven, of engaged stakeholders is suggested as a more efficient
organizational form in this respect. Evidence of a still ongoing process of learning by
interacting, aimed at using biosphere reserve as a trade mark of some kind, indicates that
the biosphere reserves could as well in practical terms be considered learning sites of
sustainable development. The chapter intends to contribute to the debate on ideas of the
UN Decade on Education for Sustainable Development 2005-2014.
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INTRODUCTION

Nature protection has evolved over time, gradually stressing special themes — the
progress can be seen from those starting with protection of particular species to protection of
ecosystems until today, when an appropriate management of large scale landscape areas has
become a focal point. The focus on landscape scale has brought about also a shift in the role
local communities are expected to play in this type of nature protection — satisfaction of their
socioeconomic aspirations has begun to be perceived as an inevitable part of management of
protected areas. Such a tendency is evident in Central Europe, where areas having a status of
being protected cannot be considered pristine landscapes (Getzner & Jungamier, 2000;
Paavola & Adger, 2005). On the contrary, they are permanently populated cultural landscapes
having passed century long transformation by human activities. As a result modern nature
protection measures count with needs of local population in order not to make areas under
protection a priori disadvantaged from socioeconomic viewpoint (T&Sitel et al., 2006). Very
important in this context is a definition of nature protection as it was formulated by TUCN in
its World Conservation Strategy. In fact it was anthropocentric as it considered nature
protection to be a management of air, water, soil, mineral resources and living systems,
including man, aimed at achieving sustainable quality of life (TUCN, 1980). Later on, the
strategic shift was reflected by the UNESCO concept of biosphere reserves as it was
articulated in the Seville Strategy and reinforced in the Madrid Declaration. According to its
guiding idea biosphere reserve is to strengthen general awareness of mutual interrelations
between humankind and biosphere by ensuring its four functions - enabling high-level
biodiversity protectionl, supporting research and education, and promoting sustainable forms
of socioeconomic development (UNESCO, 1996, 2001, 2002, 2008).

! We are aware of the fact that the conservation function is a prerequisite for the biosphere
reserve existence, the chapter, however contributes primarily to the discussion on social
part of the relationship between nature protection and socioeconomic development.



Biosphere Reserves as Learning Sites of Sustainable Development 89

Multiplicity of functions associated with biosphere reserve refers to the concept of
sustainable landscape (Antrop, 2006). Though we can agree with the argument that the whole
notion of sustainable landscape development may involve some contradictions, merging
landscape and sustainability may yield at least two positive results. Discussion on
sustainability acquires spatial dimension (e.g. Price, 2002); on the other hand, the theoretical
concept of cultural landscape (Antrop, 2001; Naveh, 2001; Palang et al., 2005) is , translated*
into a more or less effective political scheme, suitable as a basis for practical decision
making. In this context, sustainable landscape can be considered as a landscape where trade-
offs between nature protection and socioeconomic aspirations of local communities are
expected to be well balanced. In economic terms it presumes balancing three types of capital
— natural, social and cultural (e.g. Farina, 2000; Garrod et al., 2006). In the rhetoric of
sustainable development these capitals play the role of an internal potential of a particular
region (Jehle 1998), the potential that can be realized when it meets an appropriate external
context (e.g. Kusova et al., 1999; Té&sitel et al., 1999).

An attempt to address the interdependence between human economies and natural
ecosystems has been articulated in ecological economics, among others, in terms of
ecosystem services (e.g. Costanza et al., 1997; Brock & Xepapadeas, 2003; Imhoff, 2004;
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005; Faber, 2008). Though we can consider ecological
economics to represent a paradigm shift (Kaval, 2006), it is evident that the discussion has
primarily a form of an academic debate. As already Constanza (1997) stated in one of the
pioneering articles in the field of ecological economics, because ecosystem services are not
fully ‘captured’ in commercial markets or adequately quantified in terms comparable with
economic services and manufactured capital, they are often given too little weight in policy
decisions. Since, only a little has changed. As a result, the historically rooted stereotype in
thinking, adopted by experts as well as general public presuming nature protection measures
to be in contradiction with socioeconomic development has been surviving. For nature
protectionists, "marketing" of protected areas is something "dirty", "commercial", not
"suitable" for the field of nature protection (Roth, 2007). On the other side, nature protection
in general and large scale protected areas in particular have a poor image as they are seen
mainly as a burden for regional development by local and regional entrepreneurs and general
public (e.g. van Kooten & Wang, 1998 Paiders, 200?)2.

The UNESCO concept of biosphere reserve, in the first instance, is a policy objective
aimed at reconciling conservation of biodiversity and biological resources with their
sustainable use, backed up by internationally agreed upon conventions. The concept itself is

2 They are not only nature protection enthusiasts or developers, however, who view the
relation in terms of contradiction. Such a setting is sometimes taking for granted also by
people whose profession is to conserve the nature. The seminar organized by the Czech
Ministry of Environment in autumn 2004, as an event acompanying the film festival titled
,.Ekofilm* devoted to problems of environment annually organised in the towns of Ceské
Budéjovice and Cesky Krumlov in the Czech Republic, could be used as one of practical
examples. The issue to be discussed was a relation between nature protection and local
socioeconomic development. The point was that organizers, representing official position
of the top administrative body of nature protection, titled this event by use of the word
“contra” — “Nature protection contra socioeconomic development of local communities™.
As a result, notion of conflict was introduced at the very outset between representatives
of nature protection and local mayors participating in the seminar (Té&Sitel et al., 2005a).
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appealing, however its practical application is a subject of wide range of institutional and
administrative challenges (e.g. Parto, 2005; Stoll-Kleemann et al., 2006). One might even
question whether the concept is compatible with the current institutional environment
premised on centralized control over nature protection. By promoting the idea that the
management of each biosphere reserve should be essentially formulated as a “pact’ between
the local community and the society as a whole, the concept invites all interested groups and
sectors for participation in a partnership approach. Doing so it acknowledges the fact that the
capacity (e.g. knowledge, power and resources) to solve complex problem related to the
implementation of the biosphere reserve concept is often widely dispersed across a set of
actors located on different scales (e.g. Imperial, 1999). Such and approach seems to fully
reflect the general tendency of the last decades embodied in the gradual shift from
government towards governance, where responsibility for policy-making spans public and
private sectors, promoting thus increased interest in networks as an organizational concept
when conducting joint action (Parto, 2005). Though networks are interpreted many ways (e.g.
Murdoch, 2000; Gunjan, 2005; Dredge. 2006), they are as a rule supposed to be open-ended,
often unusual, ad hoc arrangements that demonstrate remarkable problem-solving capacity
and open up opportunities for learning and change (Hajer, 2003 a). Policy making under the
new conditions has become a matter of defining an agreed upon package of actions to be
taken by variety of stakeholders, often supported by “soft law™ such as conventions or
agreements (Hajer, 2003). In this perspective, network structures are built upon social
interactions and relationships which provide security and trust (e.g. Lowe, 1988; Tait & Lyall,
2004)3. Biosphere reserves, fundamentally concerned with whole-of-landscape processes,
across a variety of land tenures and uses can be thus seen vehicles for managing the social,
cultural and institutional change and capacity-building at the multiple scales (Amin & Thrift,
1994; Storper, 1997; Maskel & Malmberg, 1999; MacLeod, 2001; Brunghorst, 2001).

Main ambition of the chapter is to challenge the two cliché - firstly that nature protection
and socioeconomic development are a priori in contradiction, and secondly that state nature
protection should be considered an exclusive leader in the process of the concept of biosphere
reserve practical implementation. In this context the discussion primarily addresses issues
related to quality of life of local population living in protected areas, mutual attitudes of local
inhabitants and administration of protected landscape areas, and institutional arrangements
applied when biosphere reserve concept is aimed to be practically implemented. Finally,
conditions under which biosphere reserve could be considered a learning site for practicing
rules of sustainable development are discussed (e.g. Price, 2002; Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2006;
Kusova et al., 2006, 2008).

Triangulation approach was applied as a principal scheme of the analysis. It can be
defined as a combination of concepts, methods and dates used in order to get several
viewpoints upon the topic to be studied (e.g. Olsen, 2004). It refers to the fact that reality is a
complex matter and you need more than one single explanatory framework or data set to
understand it at a reasonable level. The main advantage of triangulation approach lies then in
its ability to depict multifaceted picture of a reality at hand. In our case, we combined concept
of quality of life, issue of social acceptance of nature protection measures, and a problem of

3 The Madrid Declaration (UNESCO, 2008) in this context suggests forming of effective
partnerships through cooperation among state administration bodies, private sector,
media, local communities, and scientific and educational institutions.
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adequacy of biosphere reserve institutional arrangement as the main theoretical viewpoints.
Empirical data for the analyses were acquired by a set of respective research techniques. In
order to make a coherent picture, these techniques were not applied in isolated way. Step by
step process was used instead, which made individual techniques to complement each other
(Figure 1). We started with the confent analysis of regional periodicals. Based on the
knowledge gained about medial image on the relationship between nature protection and local
development, structure of questionnaire was refined to address more precisely how local
public perceives its socioeconomic situation as well as to reveal attitude of local inhabitants to
nature protection representatives. Once main conflicts as well as examples of mutual
cooperation between nature protection and local inhabitants were identified. as reflected by
local public and media, one module of semi-standardized interview was structured with the
aim to address local key personalities and get their opinions on these issues. It was
complemented with another one asking about their experiences with practical implementation
of the biosphere reserve concept. Spatial analysis of local socioeconomic conditions was
relatively independent part of the research in this respect, framed however by the general
scheme of the concept of quality of life. Case study analysis was applied in the end to identify
concrete factors of success and failure in the process of practical implementation of a project
aimed at promotion of the concept of biosphere reserve in one of model area.
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Figure 1. Scheme of the triangulation approach — a combination of concepts and techniques used to
address the research topic.

Three Czech biosphere reserves (BR) were used for the empirical analysis (Figure 2).
They were The Sumava Mountains®, Tieboiisko characterized by many wetlands’ and

* The Sumava Mountains represent the least damaged and best preserved mountain forest ecosystems and
peat bogs in Central Europe. In the course of the 20th century this area was peripheral and the main
economic activities were agriculture and forestry. The post-1948 period was characterised by the
presence of the "Iron Curtain" and establishment of a military training area which made the area
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Kiivoklatsko dominated by the valley of the Berounka River® (Figures 3, 4, 5). They vary in
their natural parameters as well as in their latest socioeconomic history, representing thus a
relatively broad array of aspects to be taken into consideration when analyzing their
functioning. Institutionally they are associated with the administration of Protected Landscape
Areas (PLA). in the case of the Sumava Mts. with administration of PLA and National Park

(NP).

Germany

Poland
BR Krivoklatsko

Czech Republic

BR Sumava

Germany

Slovakia

Austria

Figure 2. Model areas — three Czech biosphere reserves.

almost inaccessable for 50 years. Marginality of the region has helped to sustain natural attractions,
and led to the designation of the Sumava Protected landscape area in 1963 and the Sumava National
park in 1991. The biosphere reserve was declared in 1990, and includes the National Park and the
Sumava Protected Landscape Area (PLA), the total area being 1, 671 km2. Thanks to its
geomorphological characteristics and mainly glacial relics, the Sumava Mountains area is listed in the
TUCN Red Book of Ecosystems and Sumava wetlands are on the list of Ramsar Convention. Since
2004 most of the territory has become part of the FEuropean network Natura 2000.
(http://www_npsumava.cz)

* This area was declared biosphere reserve in 1977, two years before Tfeboiisko PLA was proclaimed. The
area of 700 km?2 of drained lake basin includes a mosaic of varied wetlands as well as dry biotopes
with significant diversity of animal and plant species. The dominant landscape phenomenon consists
in 465 fishponds, more than 500 pools and old meanders of the rivers Luznice and Nezarka. This area
has been under intense human management roughly since the 12th century but reached secondary
biological balance. This fact allows for unique close coexistence of internationally significant
wetlands protected by Ramsar Convention (Tfeboii ponds and Tieboii peat bogs), and typical keeping
of traditional carp as well as other economic activities (extraction of raw materials, agriculture,
building construction). Since 2004 most of the area belongs to the European network Natura 2000.
(http://www_trebonsko_ochranaprirody.cz/)

® The area of 628 km® was named after the royal castle of Kiivoklat, which dominates over the valley of the
Berounka River. Even nowadays, thanks to the fact that the territory belonged to the Czech crown till the 17
century and was thus used mamly for hunting, large deciduous and mixed forests thrive in this area. Steep
slopes of the deep Berounka River valley are covered with natural vegetation of different communities, with
sporadic rock outcomes hosting xerothermic fauna and flora. Many localities host beautiful meadows of
different types, which occurred in the place of original forests and which represent an important part of
landscape due to their richness of species. The castle and game park in Lany, a residence of the president, is
connected with modern history of the Czech Republic. The factor influencing the land use in the biosphere
reserve 1s the vicimity of the capital city, Prague. Due to its qualities, Kiivoklatsko area has been listed among
UNESCO biosphere reserves since the Czechoslovak proposal was accepted on March 1, 1977. One year later
the area was proclaimed PLA with its own admunistration. Since 2004 most of the area belongs to the
European network Natura 2000. (http://www krivoklatsko_ochranaprirody.cz/)
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Figure 4. Fishponds — a typical feature of the Tieborisko basin.
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Figure 5. Berounka river valley — the axis of the Kiivoklatsko biosphere reserve.

QUALITY OF LIFE

Quality of life has been acknowledged as one of important idicators measuring level of
sustainability of development, on local to national scales (e.g. Collados & Duane, 1999;
Wilson et al., 2007). Double optics should be applied when we study quality of life - the
objective and subjective ones. The former as a rule reflects social consensus on the level of
satisfaction of what is considered to be a standard of living. Objectivity in this case means
that the standard is defined externally. The latter, subjective one, on the other hand presumes
to represent personal experiences and aspirations of individual people. Both views can be
applied to describe situation of individual people, communities, and once spatial aspect is
considered, they can be used to give evidence about localities or regions (Mare§, 1999). It
refers to regional economic theories, in particular to the discussion on driving forces that may
lead to differentiation among particular regions during the course of their historical
development (Blazek & Uhlif, 2002.). Our empirical research hypothesized that biosphere
reserves will differ in quality of life of their inhabitants from the surrounding areas’. To test
the hypothesis, twenty two objective parameters were used as it can be seen in the legend of
figures 7 and 8.

Subjective dimension of life quality was defined in terms of physical, mental and social
wellness and wholesomeness, referring thus to the theory of subjective well-being (Massam,

" Different approaches can be traced in pertinent professional literature on how to measure unevenness between
regions by use of objective statistical data. In order to identify poor regions in Britain, for example, eight
indicators were used. Townsend (1987) refers to another approach. It 1s based on measuring of degree of
poverty of regions as a degree of material deprivation, by use of five criteria. Analogically, Jarman (1984)
designs score of unprivileged regions by assigning individual indicators of deprivation by their specific
weights.
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2002). Empirical research tried to find out how practical implementation of nature protection
measures in the three concrete biosphere reserves is perceived to have affected the nine
respective aspects of quality of life of local population - physical well-being. mental well-
being, value system, place they live in, human relations, availability of services, everyday
activities, free-time activities, their career (T&Sitel et al. 2005).

Data provided by the Czech Statistical Institute were used fo describe the status of quality
of life objectively. All results were visualized by use of GIS technology. In order to test our
hypothesis on unevenness the model areas were extended to include also municipalities that
form their surroundings. It consisted of a stripe around studied protected areas having width
of 20 km. Municipalities of interest formed then three groups — lying completely within the
protected areas; being in between, i.e. intersected by borders of protected areas; and those
having its cadastres completely out of protected areas (Figure 6). Two sets of variables
describing our three biosphere reserves as well as their surroundings were used. The first set
consisted of ten variables representing type of land use, expressed in terms of share of
particular land-use categories within a basic statistical unit. The second set characterized
socioeconomic milieu in the territory by use of basic demographic variables - variables
describing material well-being of inhabitants as well as those on availability of infrastructure
and services. All variables were related to municipality level as the basic statistical unit.
Individual municipalities were twice processed by use of principal component analysis (PCA)
— according to the data on land use (Figure ?)8 and according to the relative socioeconomic
parameters (Figure 8)9. Based on results of both ordinations a new variable - “normalized
socioeconomic status” of municipalities - was derived'®. It was then used to test the
significance of differences between protected areas and their surroundings. Values of the
variable were calculated for all the municipalities forming our broader model areas. The
difference between values assigned to municipalities inside the protected areas and those

¥ Analysis of land use was done by use of PCA ordination. The first two ordination axes (PCA1 and PCA2) were used.
These axes account for 41% of variability of the data set. Two new parameters were calculated - “degree of
urbanization”, URBA = PCA1+PCA2 — describing a gradient from rural to urbanized areas, and "share of
agriculture” AGRI = PCA1-PCA2 — quantifying the position on gradient between prevailing forested areas to
prevailing agricultural land. An arbitrary division of the space of these variables was then used as a basis for
municipality classification.

® The socioeconomic data were processed in an analogical way. One third of data variability was described by the first
ordination axis (PCA1), while the second one (PCA2) accounted for the next eleven per cent. Further decline was
smooth and continuous. Two factors appeared to explain the position of a municipality in ordination space formed
by two first axes — level of education and age structure. Four arbitrary classes were identified on this basis. The first
class can be characterized as one comprising “normal” municipalities with population living in relatively well
equipped local urban centers. The second one represents municipalities with an aging population, even “dying out
spots” i some cases. Municipalities of the third class are populated by relatively young people, not enough
educated, however, suffering from unemployment. The fourth class is composed of municipalities with young
educated and growing population.

% The calculation of the normalized socioeconomic status was based on two principal presumptions. Firstly, we
presumed that land use types were related to the nature conditions of a particular locality and the character of a
municipality (formed by prevailing economic activity in both contemporary and historical perspectives), and
secondly that the socioeconomic conditions were influenced by land use practices. The relationship between land
use and socioeconomic parameters was searched for by use of cormrelations among several first axes for both
mentioned PCA ordinations. Thanks to the statistically significant dependence between the first ordination axis of
the socioeconomic parameters (PCA1) and degree of urbanization (URBA), it was possible to use, instead of the
score of the first ordination axis, the difference between its value and the value expected, which was calculated by
use of the linear regression model (for it municipality): PCAl; = (a + b URBA;) + e;, where “a” and “b™ are
regression parameters and “e” is an error. Differences between real and expected values were then calculated as
values of variable DIF PCA1 = PCALl - (a + b URBA), that we called “normalized socioeconomic status” of a
municipality. The higher its value, the better living conditions occur in a municipality.
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lying outside was tested by F-test in analysis of variance with a three-level factor:
municipalities within the protected area (group A). on the border of this area (group B) and
placed completely outside the protected area (group C). The difference proved to be
statistically insignificant. Based on this we can conclude that protected areas do not differ
from the “normal” surrounding areas as to socioeconomic conditions, at least those described
by the first ordination axes (Figure 9).

AN
Czech Rep. ™

Legend: K - Protected landscape area Kiivoklatsko. S - National park and Protected landscape area
Sumava, T - Protected landscape area Tieborisko; protected areas are marked by black lines.
Municipalities were divided into three groups according to border of the protected area (A -
completely within the area, B - on the border, C - surrounding of the area).

Figure 6. Model areas for testing differences between protected areas and their surroundings.
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Legend: Combined classes consist of first uppercase character for municipalities within rural landscape
(A), intermediate landscape (B) and urbanized landscape (C) - classes are derived from degree of
urbanization. Lowercase character represents agricultural land type (a) or forest land type (b).

Accompanying figure shows ordination biplot of first two PCA axes based on data (Czech Statistical
Institute, municipality statistic database. 2002): share of arable land (vr81), hop gardens (vr82),
vineyard (vr83), gardens (vr84), orchards (vr85), grasslands (vr86), forests (vr88), waters (vr89),
build-up areas (vr90), other plots (vr91).

Not filled units — white color: Data not available (military training area).

Figure 7. Classification of municipalities according to land-use data.
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Legend: Municipalities are divided into classes A - with standard human population (PCA1 = 0, PCA2

> 0), B - with aging population (PCA1 < 0, PCA2 = 0), C - with young low-qualified population
(PCA1 <0, PCA2 <0), D - with growing "perspective" population (PCA1 > 0, PCA2 < 0).

Accompanying figure shows ordination biplot of first two PCA axes based on relative data (original

data - Czech Statistical Institute, Census 2001): Calculated out of total number of houses:
permanently inhabited houses (dr02), houses owned by physical person (dr03). Calculated out of
total population size: number of persons having a car in the family (er04s). having a phone line in a
family (er08), having a mobile phone in the family (erl0), having phone or mobile in the family
(er12), having a personal computer in the family (erl4s). with recreational house ownership in the
family (er18), with possibility to use some recreational building (er20s), "well appointed" persons
(er22), youngs of 0-14 years old (or01), adults (or02), seniors above 64 years old (or03). peoples
without secondary level education (or08s), peoples reached second level education (orl0Os),
university graduates (orl1), students commuting for a school (xr02). Relative change in inhabitants
number per year within period 1960-2000 (REL REG). Calculated out of adult population size:
economically active peoples (vr78), unemployed peoples searching for job (vr79). peoples
commuting for a job (xr01). commuting at a long distance - out of the district (xr07s).

Not filled units — white color: Data not available (military training area).

Figure 8. Classification of municipalities according to socioeconomic parameters.
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Legend: The higher value of DIF PCALI, the better living conditions in a municipality.
Not filled units — white color: Data not available (military training areas).

Figure 9. Classification of municipalities according to the normalized socioeconomic status.

The opinions of local population related to their everyday life and their attitude to the
administration of protected areas and. consequently to nature protection in general was
mapped by questionnaire survey technique. Adult people over fifteen permanently living in
the model areas formed the basic set. The sample was then derived by use of the combination
of quota and random sampling, the quota being based on the size of municipality. Altogether,
1 150 respondents were addressed. The share of the sample in the basic set was 1, 86%, which
made the sample representative enough for our purposes“.

When analyzing the behavior of local people and their attitude to the locality they live in,
including its nature quality, level of their “rooting” proved to be one of key determinants.
Viewed from this perspective, people who live in our model areas can be characterized as

members of a stabilized population. They seem to be deeply rooted in the territory, most of

" The field survey was conducted in summer 2004. Data were statistically analyzed by use of the first and second
order contingency tables method and graphical outputs were produced by Excel 2000 for Windows.
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them have been living there for a long time, or they were even born there. Besides their
affinity to nature, it is primarily social relations that make them feel tied to the locality -
family, friends, job opportunities, flat and ownership of real estate. After all. the majority of
them do not have to commute for a job or school out of the model area. They do not want to
move out of the territory at all (Figures 10 and 11).
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Figure 11. Intention to leave the territory.
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The perception of the present socioeconomic situation as it is viewed by locals does not
differ from the picture drawn by official statistical data. When evaluating the quality of
facilities in their municipalities, most of them have been convinced that available services as
well as infrastructure are appropriate in the sense that they reflect the size of a particular
municipality and its history. As to their own current economic situation. the majority of
inhabitants seems to be content with it (Figures 12 and 13).

“Sound environment” and “well-preserved nature” can be considered as two principal
attributes of the territory. The present-day popularity of areas offering high quality
environment can be partly related to the need of modern people to live, or at least to relax,
within relatively unspoiled landscape, which is often explained by human phylogenetic
attachments to nature (e.g. Orians, 1980; Wilson, 1984)12. Recognition of biosphere reserves
as tourist destinations means in fact setting them into the context of the nation-wide or
international market by use of which the internal potential of biosphere reserves can be
commodified. In parallel, these attributes were recognized as comparative advantage for
further socioeconomic development, when assessed from inside of the biosphere reserve. In
all the model areas there is a commonly shared positive opinion among people as to the role
of protected and certified environment in tourism development (Figure 14). The “tourist”
potential is perceived as not being fully exploited yet (see Figure 15). Once we agree with
locals and assume that sustainable tourism can be considered the base of the local economy in
protected areas, we can go even further in the defence of nature protection measures. As
sustainable tourism can be characterized, among others, as one that commodify local natural
capital of certain quality (Jenkins, 2001; Ku$ova et al., 2002: Ira, 2005:; Nolte, 2005), we can
formulate a theoretical statement, to some extent paradoxical, that it is the nature protection,
as a guardian of certified nature, that can guarantee local economic development in long mn
as it keeps promoting comparative advantage of an area (e.g.Bartos et al. 1998, Té&sitel et al.
1999, Sharpley. 2000, Vos and Klijn, 2000).

Based on the analysis both of objective data and subjective reflection of the situation by
local population we can generally conclude that there is no statistically significant difference
between protected areas and their surroundings in terms of objectively measured parameters
describing material well-being. Nor the inhabitants of protected areas feel themselves
handicapped. Natural capital in terms of “certified” nature, such as biosphere reserve, plays
an ambivalent role. The status of being protected can be seen simultaneously both as
limitation and comparative advantage. On one hand, nature protection really poses limits to
some economic activities as to their type, intensity or localization concerns.

12 This theme has also been taken up in the Czech professional literature, and in some studies aimed at explaining
our desire for outdoor recreation (Honzik, 1965; Librova, 1987, 1988; Marsalkova & Todlova, 1983), where
home and countryside have been separated by urban expansion. The ‘escape from the city’ has now been a
phenomenon for several decades, as the constraints of time, money and transport have been relaxed, whilst
expanding urban areas have meant that people have had to travel further to escape city life. This has created
situations in which more people seek unspoiled landscape settings within a dimimishing rural area. This
imbalance seems to result, at least in Czech conditions, in the increasing importance of preserved areas as a
recreational hinterland for towns.
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Figure 12. Quality of services and infrastructure related to scale of municipality.
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Figure 13. Contentment with personal economic situation.
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Figure 14. Does the existence of protected area increase tourist attractiveness of the region?
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Figure 15. Tourist pressure on the region as perceived by local people.

On the other hand, these areas have been successful in converting the internal potential of
“certified” high-quality nature into a key agent in local tourism development. Furthermore,
thanks to the state policy of nature protection and regional development policy, protected
areas are eligible for special funds which cannot be applied for by other regions (e.g. Bartos et
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al.., 1998). The success in such a trade-offs depends on many factors, including local
personalities and their activities. Anyhow, this ambiguity challenges the generally widely
spread cliché considering protected areas as ones being handicapped a priori as to the quality
of life of local population concemns (e.g. Zemek and Heiman, 1998; Barto$ et al., 2003;
Zemek et al., 2005).

SOCIAL ACCEPTANCE OF BIODIVERSITY PROTECTION MEASURES

Public opinion can be considered an important factor in nature and environment
protection. It has changed evidently in the Czech Republic when we compare current situation
with that at the beginning of 90's, shortly after the “Velvet Revolution™. At that time,
fundamentals of market economy as well as nature protection policy. which was then seen as
something quite important, started to be shaped. Quality of environment and necessity of its
improvement was being subject of public debate, and measures aimed at nature protection
were discussed within this context. After almost twenty years of practicing market economy
the situation has changed profoundly. Environment as such has definitely lost its
attractiveness of being a subject of political debate. Its measured parameters are supposed to
have already met desirable limits (e.g. OECD, 2005). As to the nature protection concerns, a
myth has generally spread that there is a clash of interests between nature protection and
socioeconomic development; public opinion being as a rule pro-development oriented (e.g.
Rolston, 1997; Tésitel et al, 2005).

Nature protection bodies seem thus to be caught in a bit paradoxical situation as to their
social status concerns — as a representatives of state administration they are in charge of
promoting measures that goes against value system of the most of the Czech society”.
Cooperation should be thus desired modus operandi rather then power driven behavior which
is likely to trigger conflicts. Empirical research, in this context, was aimed at revealing of
attitudes local population had to the protected areas administration as well as at identifying of
the most representative examples cooperation or conflicts among these players. Mutual
behavior of local population and administration of the particular protected areas was
empirically analyzed by use of questionnaire survey technique already mentioned above,
combined with content analysis of regional periodicals aimed at identifying of medial image
of this relationship.

Results of questionnaire survey suggest that everyday life of local population in all the
studied areas does not seem to be much influenced by the fact that they lived in a protected
area. In fact, only a minority of inhabitants has encountered representatives of the protected

® The "Velvet Revolution" (November 16 — December 29, 1989) refers to a non-violent revolution in
Czechoslovakia that saw the overthrow of the Communist government and intorduced democracy.

' When evaluating social acceptance of activities executed by the state nature protection bodies, direct comparison
with other similar structures of state administration, specialized in other fields of expertise but facing in fact
situations of the same type (decisions, approvals, fines imposing, inspections, etc), such as the Police of the
Czech Republic, Czech Trade Inspection, Hygienic service, and others, may be misleading, Activities of these
mstitutions, though frequently criticized, correspond with public opinion. As being socially accepted as self-
evident, they can fully focus (and limit) their activities at execution of the state admunistration. Nature
protection bodies are facing much more complicated situation, compared to them. Besides performing state
administration itself there 1s a lot of other things they should do, aimed at shifting value system of the society
towards a “more friendly” perception of nature, and consequently to changing behavioral patterns
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landscape area administration in person; they are as a rule those who have had to deal with
some legal or bureaucratic procedures in which the administration of PLA participates. On the
other hand, most people living in the area use some facilities run by the administration, and
participate in voluntary activities related to nature protection. They also highly appreciate the
fact that the “label” of a protected area increases tourist attractiveness of the whole territory
(Figures 16 and 14). As to their relationship to nature protection, they perceive it in a
“peaceful way”; in some cases they even have been able to find a way how to make some
kind of profit from it. The relatively “peaceful” coexistence is primarily based on the fact that
representatives of the municipalities as well as the administration of protected areas had a
time to overcome the initial contradiction, evident when protected areas had been established,
and have come to the point of building a joint vision of future coexistence. Sustainable
tourism, as an activity acceptable by both parties, seems to have become the key point of the
above mentioned common vision.

" 20 \
Sumava BR Tieboiisko BR Kiivoklatsko BR

Figure 16. Role of protected area in regional development as perceived by local people.

Content analysis was based on the general presumption that the press reacts to real-life
problems, and is also an intermediary of social control of the institutions which are in charge
of it. Medial image is then supposed to represent a reflection of expected interest of the public
in particular problems (e.g. MacLuhan, 1991; DeFleur & Ball-Rokeach, 1996; Blazek, 1998).
Quantitative analysis, identifying frequency, ratio and context of a pertinent messages in
selected media, was complemented by qualitative content analysis that offered a more
detailed interpretation of the process in which media constructed reality in relation to
problems at hand (Disman, 1993). By use of this technique, comparative monitoring of the
regional periodicals was carried out in all the three model areas”

1 Daily newspapers were used as contextual units for content analysis. The period of monitoring was seven years,
from January 1998 to September 2004, and the main aim consisted in documenting “the medial presentation of
the relationship between nature protection and communal development”. It was made operable by use of the
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Individual BRs proved to differ as to their medial image. Viewed from this perspective,
Tieboiisko and Kiivoklatsko can be seen as areas where the problems of nature protection do
not stir public opinion. Content analysis documents “conflicts” between nature protection and
communities as usually belonging to the sphere of the routine administrative agenda. On no
account they do have a character of ,,fatal“ problem considering any of the parties involved.
In both areas, the image presented in the press includes more examples of successful
cooperation between nature protection authorities and communities. If we were to formulate a
hypothesis summarizing the situation, we could probably say that in the course of the
previous twenty years, “both the systems got accustomed to each other”. In this respect, the
area of the Sumava Mits. is different compared to the above mentioned protected areas. It is
hardly possible to state that this area is free from medially presented conflicts. The consensus
between the Sumava NP and the communities is hindered by a large number of various
circumstances. The national park came to the existence relative short time ago (in 1991);
furthermore its activities overlap with those of protected landscape area. The PLA, as well as
the NP, are situated on the territory belonging to two administrative regions; the final version
of the Act on the Sumava National Park has not yet been accepted; the communities strive for
financial funding of their budgets and for compensations, and at the same time they struggle
to reduce unemployment. On the other hand. nature protection bodies have adopted
traditionally defensive strategy towards any potential economic activity as their general
communication pattern, referring to the principle of precaution (similar results see e.g. Jenik,
2006). In this case, the conflicts presented in the press can be considered ,,fatal”. The decision
of one actor in a dispute can have serious consequences for the other actor involved'®. That is
why the relationships between both actors are tenser. However, here too, the points of view
are gradually converging. Tourism plays pivotal role in this process, more specifically its
sustainable forms whose development seems to be acceptable for both sites, making thus
platform for mutual communication (Ku$ova et al. 2005). The above mentioned hypothesis
could be thus slightly reformulated — How much time is needed for both systems to get used
to each other? Maybe in 20 years’ time the Sumava Mts. area will be presented in press in a

way resembling the current articles on Kiivoklatsko and Tieboiisko — very much like an
“idyll™.

INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS OF BIOSPHERE RESERVE

Biosphere reserve is not recognized as a legal category of protected areas by the Czech
environmental legislation. The Nature Conservation and Landscape Protection Act does not
include biosphere reserve when defining six national protected area categories: national park,
protected landscape area, national nature reserve, national nature monument, nature reserve
and nature monument. Biosphere reserve is then perceived as an international label sticked on
an area already protected according to the national environmental legislation, that does not
have any legal support (Urban, 2006). Institutionally, the management of biosphere reserve is

following key words: Tieborisko, Kiivoklatsko, Sumava, Biosphere Reserve, communities, enterprise,
cooperation, support, coexistence and conflict. As recorded units, entire articles were used that contained the
name of a particular PLA or NP together with at least one of the remaining key words.

16 Reduction of the Park area versus preventing construction of a bridge over Lipno lake, for example.
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associated with the administration of protected landscape area, or national park. Due to low
compatibility of the concept of biosphere reserve with the Czech legislation the space to
manoeuvre of the protected area administration in its effort of the biosphere reserve concept
implementation is a relatively narrow one. The manoeuvreing space varies, however
depending on individual particular functions to be fulfilled as some of them are regulated by
law whereas the others not.

The technique of semi-standardized interviews was applied as the principal method for
information gathering on present institutional arrangements related to the management of
biosphere reserve. Altogether thirty four key informants were addressed in each model area
by use of semi-standardized interview, being staff members of protected areas administration,
mayors of local municipalities, key local entrepreneurs as well as experts in nature protection
and regional development. While in general, the interviews focused on their years lasting
experiences with practical implementation of all the four basic functions biosphere reserve is
expected to fulfill — nature protection, research, education and promotion of sustainable
development, main attention was paid to the last one.

Qualitative analysis of the empirical material gained by interviews suggests that the
administration bodies of the protected areas are employing plenty of legislation tools for
nature protection. Basically, these tools are of restrictive and compensational character. The
former still prevail in practical situations, which is also evident in a relatively long list of the
competences the administration has as an indisputable participant in territorial proceedings
(see the Act 114/1992 of the Law Code, on Nature Conservation and Landscape Protection).
However, the administration authorities are not dependent exclusively on restrictions. Since
1996 there has been the Programme of Landscape Cultivation, which is executed by the
administration on behalf of the Ministry of the Environment CR. Non-restrictive tools also
include the compensation of possible economic drawback caused by nature conservation. The
principle of compensation is just being tested but its operation aroused interest among
administration representatives as to expected improvement of their position in negotiations
with other land users. Generally speaking, the execution of state administration in nature
conservation is not hindered by any serious problems and runs relatively smoothly in the
framework of legislative rules and provisions. The space for administration to manoeuvre is
clearly and unambiguously defined and successfully utilized. In case there are conflicts in
communication, they can be mostly viewed as ,,normal“ interpersonal conflicts emerging due
to advancing of different interests.

Compared to nature conservation, the activities connected with education and training are
framed by legislation only in a general way. Each administration body chose a different
strategy to perform their tasks. In the Sumava Mts. it is the national park that plays an
important part. Due to the fact that it runs its own public relation department, the national
park performs almost all educational activities including those pertaining to the
administration of the protected landscape area. The activities are varied — e.g. there are eleven
frequently visited well functioning information centers within the te1‘1‘it01y”. Educational
activities of the protected landscape area are thus limited to founding and maintaining
educational tracks and information boards. As to Tieboiisko and Kiivoklatsko Protected
Landscape Areas, apart from founding educational trails they focus on two types of
educational activities and programs. They combine issuing information brochures and

17
See WWWw.npsumava.cz
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running an information and educational centre. The brochures and other printed materials
target partly on visitors coming to the territory, and partly on local people. It can be said that
within the delimited space the administration bodies do their best. And the public highly
appreciate their effort (KuSova et al., 2005a; T&sitel et al, 2005).

As a matter of fact, the protected areas are subject both to internal and external research.
The situation in particular places of interest is practically the same. The internal research is
carried out in the form of more or less regular surveys conducted by the employees of the
administration authorities. These surveys mainly consist of monitoring or inventory. They are
usually done periodically in five-year intervals. All administrative authorities are well
equipped to carry out such internal surveys. However, the protected areas also fulfill the
functions of model areas for specific research projects and diploma theses elaborated by
various external institutions. These external subjects focus on their own research objectives,
which are reflected in the definitions of the themes. Considering the usefulness of results of
these projects for the protected areas administrative bodies, our results show that the
administration usually lacks relevant information on the results. The cooperation with
research institutions is mostly based on individual professional contacts with the colleagues
dealing with similar themes. There is a lack of systematic approach to scientific research. The
imbalance between scientific and social research represents another problem. The situation
has not changed since 1993, when the worldwide MaB session emphasized that man should
be in the centre of interest within the program. but in fact it is paid little attention (e.g.
Oszlanyi, 2001). The scientific research still strongly prevails in the protected areas. Much
still has to be done in this respect, however social dimension of sustainability has already
started to gain recognition. 18

Support of sustainable development is the fourth function to be fulfilled by the biosphere
reserves. Considering our model territories, the blosphere reserve is institutionally associated
with the administrative authority of the protected area. It allows for viewing this function as a
share of the administrative body activities on the life of the local community. Some activities
affecting the communal life were already mentioned. The execution of the state
administration definitely belongs to them as well as the educational activities. Nevertheless,
the discussed theme surpasses this framework and concerns the administration as engaged and
participating in ,,generally beneficial projects, i.e. the projects which do not primarily focus
on nature conservation but more on the adequate socioeconomic development in the area.
While in many cases the results applicable to protected landscape areas did not differ from
those applicable to the national park, in the case of the participation of the protected areas
administration bodies in the projects it is reasonable to differentiate. At present the
administrative bodies of the protected landscape areas participate in development projects
mainly indirectly. Being experts in many aspects of the terrifory in question, their employees
provide the applicants with factual information. They provide their know-how during the
formulation of the project proposal and issue supportive references increasing the applicant’s
chances that the project is admitted. When the project is getting implemented, these experts
join the process as indisputable participants in administration procedures. However, this form
of participation seems fo be limited in time. The main partners in the mentioned cooperation

1% It can be documented, among others, by the shift from the Long-term Ecological Research (LTER) to the Long-
term Socioecological Research (LTSER) with its focus on coupled socioecological system (Haberl et al.,
2006). Biosphere reserves are expected to play the role of research platforms within this program.
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system are communities and microregions, whose representatives have successfully acquired
the necessary skills or they hire professional agencies for the preparation of project proposals.
Direct participation in the development projects is problematic. When applying the BR
concept to practice we must face incomplete, poor compatibility with the system of Czech
environmental legislation. One of the consequences is thus the lack of unambiguous
legislative rules defining direct participation of the protected area administration, as a state
administration body, in such projects. Quite naturally it results in neutral, indifferent attitude
of the administrative bodies to the projects, which can be easily explained by their fear from
the conflict of interests if they were direct participants. Their representatives are afraid of the
situation when, in the competence of state administration, they might have to assume an
attitude towards themselves as implementing bodies. Another argument in favor of their
indifference is the ever busier state administration agenda. Besides that, individual
administrative bodies of protected areas are not legal entities. The status of legal entity
applies only to their headquarters. The Sumava National Park (SNP) displays a different
situation. Firstly, it has a different legislative status compared to protected landscape areas.
Sumava National Park is a sovereign subject having its legal identity. Secondly, as an
allowance organization, it can make its own decisions on the allocation of funds. The third
important difference bases on the fact that within the SNP organizational structure, the
execution of state administration has been separated from its other activities. Moreover, it has
established a public relation department. Besides that there are further ,,stimuli* fostering its
pro-active approach. The SNP raises considerable financial means due to its right of forest
management. The funds can be subsequently invested in particular projects. At the same time,
all its activities are permanently “monitored” and checked by the public, which creates
permanent pressure in the broadest sense. The park administration has already realized
activities which can be called ,,good will projects®, the examples of such projects being ,,Our
Peatbog™, and ,,Cultural Heritage Renewal“. Considering the theory of cultural capital (e.g.
Bourdieu & Passeeron, 1990; Garrod et al., 2006), it is a gesture reinforcing the national park
administration in its effort to define its status towards other stakeholders in the territory.

Despite the differences in the status between the national park and protected landscape
area administration bodies it can be stated that all these authorities are primarily
representatives of the state administration which influences to a great extent their mode of
operation. The existing instifutional setting motivates employees of these bodies only a little
to perform any activity beyond the scope of current legislation. Generally speaking, the
current institutional model ensures that they can actively carry out only three of four BR
functions — biodiversity protection, education and training and, to some extent, performance
of scientific research. The fourth function — support of sustainable development through
participation in activities improving socioeconomic standard of local communities — can be
accomplished only partially and indirectly. Active participation of protected areas
representatives in developmental activities, though sustainable, seems to be hardly possible
mainly due to the fact that these activities are perceived as being intermingled with the
execution of state administration (Kusova et al., 2007).

In addition we applied case studv analysis to assess a project aimed at promoting
principles of the biosphere reserve concept in the Sumava Mits. region, in terms of identifying
of success and failure factors of their practical implementation. More specifically we tried to
reveal if the way they were implemented could contribute to overcoming of the current
institutional limits and make the biosphere reserve a learning site of sustainable development.
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The project titled ,,Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity through Sound
Tourism Development in Biosphere Reserves in Central and Eastern Europe“lg, rephrased in
the region as “Sound Tourism — A Chance for the Sumava Biosphere Reserve* financially
supported by the UNEP-GEF, was initiated by the SNP administration and had actually a
form of a gesture. The end-user of the project outputs, however, was defined as the entire
territory of the Sumava Biosphere Reserve. The mission of the project was twofold — besides
producing outputs of its particular activities, it was intended to be a tool facilitating
communication between the protected area administration and other stakeholders involved in
the project. That is how it was functioning since the very beginning. The project proposal was
elaborated by a team consisting of the representatives of all local groups interested in relevant
fields - nature conservation, local entrepreneurs, communities, representatives of regional
governments and NGOs. Considering our point of view, it is important to mention the Local
Steering Committee of the project, comprising those who were in charge of the project
preparation. In the period of project implementation its members participated in the project
management as well as in lobbying for widening the scope of the project activities, and for
further fundraising.

The project could be considered a set of nine interlinked activities which span from those
having very practical outputs to activities producing strategic planning materials.
“Establishment of a System of Cross Border Tourist Trails”, “Training of Local Guides™ and
“Identification of a Potential of the Sumava Biosphere Reserve for New Touristic Activities”
(Figures 17 and 18) can be seen as the most practical outputs of the project, having immediate
impact on the territory. There were two activities within the project directly supporting
sustainable forms of tourism — “System of Financial Incentives”, having a form of local grant
scheme aimed primarily at improving small scale touristic infrastructure (Figure 19), and
“System of Certification of Local Products and Services . Among the strategic activities we
can count participation of the project in preparation of the “Concept of Sustainable Tourism
Development in the Sumava Region” (Figure 20), “Institutional Analysis of the Sumava
Biosphere Reserve” and designing of an electronic “Database on Cultural Heritage of the
Sumava Biosphere Reserve”. Designing of platform for information exchange among local
mayors, representatives of nature protection authorities and other key stakeholders became an
inseparable part of the project, manifested in the form of series of round tables and training
courses (Figure 21).

As indicated by the questionnaire survey and key informant interviewing, the relationship
between NP and PLA. and biosphere reserve is perceived as being confusing for many people
(Figure 22). Evaluated in this context, the project seemed to play a pivotal role in the process
of forming the notion of the biosphere reserve concept among local as well as regional public.

19
2

www_oete de/tourism4nature/index htm
? www.domaci-vyrobky.cz
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Figure 17. Potential of the Sumva BR for mountain biking (after Pavlasek, 2006).
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Ing. Milena Andriova

Figure 18. Cover page of the study “Hippoturistics in the Sumava BR” elaborated within the project.



112 Drahomira Kusova, Jan Té&Sitel and Michael Bartos

R
|
i

Figure 19. Educational trail in DeSenice built with the financial support of the grant scheme.
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Figure 20. Cover page of the Concept of Sound Tourism Development in the Sumava Mits., elaborated
with contribution of the project.
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Figure 21. Round table with mayors of the Sumava BR municipalities, Modrava village, July 3. 2007.
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Comment: The figure documents the situation before the project was implemented. Nowadays we can
presume that the awareness on BR is likely to be higher in the Sumava Mts. as the UNEP-GEF
project was heavily informed about in the region by varied promotional materials, and circa 500
local personalities were, in some way, directly involved in the project implementation.

Figure 22. Do you think that the protected area has the status of biosphere reserve?
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The scope of the project was to complex to be executed by one expert or institution. As a
result, one of its main “social by-products™ was an establishment of several social networks,
partly overlapping, by use of which particular project activities were realized. Sumava
National Park and Protected Landscape Area Administration, Regional Development Agency
Sumava, Regional Environmental Centre Czech Republic, as well as NEBE Agency formed a
core of these networks, coordinated as a rule by the Institute of Systems Biology and Ecology
AS CR. In parallel to forming social networks, network of projects emerged around
individual activities. In this manner, the UNEP-GEF project was linked with two
INTERREG-type projects — PANet (Protected Areas Networks — Establishment and
Management of Corridors, Networks and Cooperation) and Certification of Local Products in
the Sumava Mits.. pooling thus experts, know-how and financial resource with the aim to use
them as much as effectively (TéSitel et al., 200?)21.

The complexity of the problems solved by the projects has resulted in time chaining.
Viewed from this perspective, the projects network proved to be an efficient impetus to start
solving the problems, delivering however, neither financial sources nor time enough to
accomplish the task in its full extent. As the networks of interested partners has already been
established, some projects activities are expected to continue in the future, supported however
by another grants, both running and applied for. The projects network thus spans far beyond
the “lifetime™ of particular projects, setting a base for a long term activities related to the
concept of biosphere reserve. In particular, the system of local guides (Figure 23) was
adopted by the Sumava National Park Administration and included into its regular agenda.
Building of data base on cultural heritage (Figure 24) is expected to continue in terms of
integrating information sources from the Czech, German (Bavarian) and Austrian side,
financially supported by the South Bohemia regional government and EU Structural Funds.

It was a fortunate coincidence of facts that caused the network of projects fulfilled two
types of expectations — that it produced outputs excellent by themselves, and that contributed
substantially to the discussion on the notion of the biosphere reserve in the region, in fact
introducing the term into strategic planning documents as well as into more practical
discussions around tables.

First of all, the issue itself — sustainable tourism — has been a relatively consensual
theme®?. Secondly, the project yielded concrete and visible outputs, aimed at promoting of
sound forms of tourism development. Though the national park was an important project
partner, in fact it itself initiated formulation of the project and applied for it, officially the
project was coordinated by an independent body (the academician institute) and thus
perceived as not being directly linked to the national park and its rather restrictive policy.

! For example, thanks to this cooperation, certification system SUMAVA—originalni produkt® originally focused
on local products was extended to include as well services related to sound tourism. As a result, Sumava Mts.
can be considered a region where the process of certification has been most advanced, compared to the other
regions within the Czech Republic where the system was implemented.

2 Tourism was recognized as key factor for local development as early as at the beginning of nineties, both by local
elite and general public (e.g. Tésitel et al., 2003, 2003a). As to the form, tourism has developed in a more or
less sustainable way in the Sumava Mts_, which is a fact valued by nature protection representatives.



Biosphere Reserves as Learning Sites of Sustainable Development 115

Priivodce krajinou
# Kudy Vés provedou Privodci Sumavou? a pFirodou Sumavy g

———a
0 O Inkcstrum Spabvy NP, owtainl “Tha” ® O Mota sraga { Trofipunion

Bursltecih raoerene Sarava Warodel par Sumers . Fanice CHKD Scrares
Bt drervereval Bitrerwild Nationspark Suravs Gond des L508 Sumanes
| -
Privodcl krajnou Blestirickd rexervace LSetrny turlsmus - Sholend Sumivou
(N 2 phiradou Sumavy H Sunava fance pro biostérickou l Wﬂmﬂ"*m
rezervad $unava” e
e o s 3 e S o sy e b (oo 0 ol g ik
il ot G T =—l-u-mmu - :—l—-w-_:-_ﬂ-ﬂn
ol . . et ] - __-"_'_,___'_—'___
e w b | BT m“ m Bt 1 e et e =
e b vt b P e s e —
ey o e p——— b g i el o i
- I-.—*m—
| Y R SRR, b oF p— “.-:ﬂﬁ-h
i s o e | b bl | b
o i 1 Vi B e s, Hodebn
o ey
VAL i | — -
oowens Vi e sl

St e | e et
s a3 b | i e ow s
Titvangen bur ) fon Bibmerwessl b den
s N R i mad Lt

ST e W R AT e 145

n " B rre

e Wrasen bt bdareed ma
8 b Mk | e i :::—. Lrts 48 st bt v
w s © e (4 Tl il o iin.

[

Sy 57 4 CHIL Sy

N o, | Vi

o

o

Mg e St

T PV L O Y ET
e Bt ]

B a1}

S A
B ©e

Figure 23. Leaflet promoting local guides in the Sumava BR (2007).
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Figure 24. Home page of the electronic database on cultural heritage of the Sumava BR.

The “trade mark™ of the biosphere reserve was used as being in “legislative vacuum”,
which was perceived as a weak point at the beginning of the project, namely by the
representatives of state nature protection. In the end. however, the legislative vagueness
proved to be an advantage as it “liberated” all the stakeholders from their bred-in-the-bone
schematic viewpoints. The project seemed to “break the behavioral stereotypes”, of particular
personalities involved. Being mentally “free” from a legal framework, they behaved rather
cooperatively, concentrating on achieving concrete output instead of pushing forward official
doctrines of particular institutions they were expected to represent. Formal independence of
the projects network from the Sumava National Park and Protected Landscape Area
Administration led to the situation when all the partners, including representatives on nature
protection themselves, ceased to prejudice and started actively cooperate. The projects
network formed thus concrete out-of-official-policy-standing platform of cooperation among
experts, not biased by official doctrines. As a result, sound tourism ceased to be viewed as
being a-priori in contradiction with nature conservation. In this perspective the concept of
biosphere reserve itself proved to have a big potential of becoming a good trade mark.
Referring to the concept allowed representatives state nature protection “not to loose their
face” when discussing “developmental issues” with other stakeholders. The process of
achieving desired project outputs proved to be as much important as the outputs themselves,
in some perspective even more important, as it enabled linking stakeholders and forming
flexible alliances, both formal and informal. Gradual building and reconstructing of the
network-like arrangements could be thus explained in terms of learning by interacting process
(e.g. Lundvall, 1997; Gunjan, 2005; Kusova et al., 2008a) on mutual communication among
stakeholders involved about the innovative concept of biosphere reserve.
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Successful realization of the projects, more specifically the way the process of
implementation was guided, suggests that the project based management could yield success
in achieving the biosphere reserve functions, at least its fourth one — promotion of sustainable
development. Goal oriented network of interested stakeholders, permanently reconstructed,
seems then to be a more adequate organizational form to be applied when attempting to
implement the BR concept into practice.

CONCLUSION

On the Method

The mosaic depicted by the triangulation approach was rather complex. Picture about
quality of life in biosphere reserves drawn by use of objective statistical data did not differ
from that we got when analyzing the data gained by questionnaire survey. Both views,
objective and subjective ones, overlap to a great extent. Sustainable tourism as the most
promising factor fostering local development appeard as an output of content analysis of
media, questionnaire survey as well as key informant interviewing. While all the three model
areas can be viewed as similar in most aspects content analysis revealed fundamental
diferences between Sumava BR and the remainig two model areas as to the relationship
between nature protection bodies and local communities. Different positions on the scale
between conflict and cooperation, occupied by particular biosphere reserves introduced a
question of time necessary in order local economic activities with nature protection to be
reconciled. By use of interviews and case study analysis we were able to analyze behavioural
strategies of individual stakeholders and assess effectiveness of institutional setting of
biosphere reserve, which led us to the suggestion of network like organizational arrangement
as a complement to an existing hierarchical scheme of state nature protection.

Biosphere Reserve as a Learning Site

Biosphere reserves are poised to take on a new role in nature protection. Not only they
are expected to be a means for the people who live and work within and around them to attain
a balanced relationship with the natural world. As they do not operate in isolation but form a
network of global scale, individual biosphere reserves are supposed to serve as pilot sites or
"learning places" to explore and demonstrate approaches to conservation and sustainable
development, providing lessons which can be applied elsewhere”.

On the other hand, it is recommeded by the Seville Strategy that the general concept
should be implemented in many different ways in order to meet local needs and conditions. In
fact, one of the greatest strengths of the biosphere reserve concept has been the flexibility and
creativity with which it could been realized in various sifuations. Hence, each biosphere
reserve could be a context-specific experiment in sustainable development at varying scales.

Learning from each other, or to come to more general conclusions, seems thus to be to a
great extent dependent on level of similarity in terms of internal conditions as well as external

3 (http://www_unesco.org/mab/faq_br shtml#functions



118 Drahomira Kusova, Jan Tésitel and Michael Bartos

(regional and national) milieu particular biospheres share. When we are to asses our outcomes
from this perspective, it is necessary to point out two aspects.

Firstly, we have to state that, all the three biosphere reserves studied are embedded in a
very similar regional milieu, being situated in regions where serious social conflicts are not
present. This is mainly thanks to the relatively low unemployment rate occurring there
(Figure 25). This type of external milieu cannot be, however applied to the remaining three
Czech biosphere reserves that have to operate in regions facing more complicated
socioeconomic situation®®. As the attitude of people to nature, and consequently to nature
protection, is presumed to be dependent on particular socioeconomic situation, more precisely
on the level of satisfaction of what is perceived as appropriate level of material needs (e.g.
Ingelhart, 1990; Librova, 1994) we should be cautious when trying to generalize results and
apply them nation-wide.

Unemployement rate

tod %
m4-7%
m7-10%
mI0-13%
W above 13 %

Stredocesky Pardubic

Figure 25. Regional distribution of unemployment—Czech Republic, 31-12-2004 (after Ministry of
Labour and Social Affairs of the Czech Republic).

Secondly, the BR concept builds upon cooperation among stakeholders in the locality or
region. Jointly shared vision on what could be considered common ground for discussion
around the future coexistence of biodiversity protection and acceptable forms of its
sustainable use can be viewed as condition necessary, making implementation of the concept
likely, at least. In our case, sustainable tourism has played the pivotal role, which, as a branch
of local economy, seems to be more flexible, compared to the more traditional and
conservative economic activities such as agriculture and forestry. The need for cooperative
approaches arises from a change in the competitive strategies that are influenced by the
volatility and sensitivity of tourism industry (Gunjan, 2005) that requires key actors to think
about which of their resources and activities are most sensibly combined (Crompton, 1990;

2% The Krkonoge BR, Bilé Karpaty BR and Dolni Morava BR are located in Liberecky region, Zlinsky region and
Jihomoravsky region respectively



Biosphere Reserves as Learning Sites of Sustainable Development 119

Palmer, 1998). Having this in mind we can conclude that the example discussed above should
be thought as being limited to sound tourism related activities as flexible networks are most
likely to appear there.

At the very end it can be stated, that the chapter indicated possibilities and limitations of
the BR concept implementation in the Czech Republic. Generally speaking, the concept
proved to be an efficient tool supporting platform of communication on local as well as
regional levels aimed at harmonizing of diverse interests. Viewing from this perspective,
presented results may become an inspiration for other biosphere reserves. As the chapter tries
to interpret biosphere reserve, among others, in terms of the process of social learning, it can
be seen as a contribution to the debate on ideas of the ongoing UN Decade on Education for
Sustainable Development 2005-2014.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Nature protection and local/r egional
development

In recent Central European discourse, nature protection is
obvioudly interpreted as a competition related to multiple
use of alandscape. And the critical challenge it faces can
be seen in the difficulty to reconcile the conflict between
relative new, worldwide, conservation paradigm and
historically formed local land-use practices. The notion of
conflict is historically rooted in a stereotype of thinking,
presuming nature protection measures to be a-priori in
contradiction with socioeconomic development (e.g.
Rolston, 1997)°. For conservationists, commoditization of
nature is something “dirty”, “not suitable’ and thus not
compatible with the nature protection ethos (Roth, 2007).
On the other hand, nature protection has a poor image of
a burden for regional socio-economic development, as
obviously seen by the general public (e.g. van Kooten and
Wang, 1998; TeSitel et al., 2005; Paiders, 2007).

History of nature protection has a different time span in
particular European countries, following however a very
similar scheme of development. In the line with a more
general tendency of socia development, manifested in
gradual emergence of organised modernity (Wagner,
1995), nature protection, originally building on individua
enthusiasm has been recently firmly embedded into a
general legidative framework that makes it a part of a
routine executed by state administration. On the one

5 The contradiction is sometimes taking as granted. To introduce
at least one practical example, we could use the seminar
organized by the Czech Ministry of Environment in autumn
2004 as an event accompanying the film festival titled
“Ekofilm”, the festival devoted to problems of environment,
annually organised in the towns of Ceské Budgjovice and Cesky
Krumlov. Relation between nature protection and local socio-
economic development was subject of discussion. As that
organizers, representing official position of the top
administrative body of the state nature protection, titled this
event Nature protection contra socio-economic development of
local communities, atmosphere of conflict was introduced since
the very outset between representatives of nature protection and
local mayors participating in the seminar.

hand, the process evidently led to the situation when
nature protection has been officially recognised as a
political issue and supposed to be guaranteed by the state.
The same process, however, caused that nature protection
lost its flexibility of individua’s dimension. Being
executed by state administration, nature protection has
often adopted a position of an agent defending interests of
centre in the process of negotiation of future development
of particular locality. Assuch, it is obviously perceived as
an extra-local force, an alien to local conditions (TéeSitel
et al., 2006).

When discussing social acceptance of activities executed
by the state nature protection bodies, direct comparison
with other similar structures of state administration,
specialized in other fields of expertise but facing in fact
situations of the same type (decisions, approvals,
imposing fines, inspections, etc.), such as the Police of
the Czech Republic, Czech Trade Inspection, Hygienic
service, and others may be misleading. Activities of these
institutions, though frequently criticized, are socially
accepted as self-evident. Nature protection bodies are
facing a more complex situation as they defend a
standpoint that does not match the value system of a
majority of the society. Their position is only poorly
defined apriori. Communication of nature protection
interests in alocality depends, thus, to a great extent on a
concrete situation and particular people who are engaged
in the process of consensus building.

1.2. UNESCO biospherereserve

The concept of the new UNESCO biosphere reserves was
articulated in the Seville Strategy and reinforced in the
Madrid Declaration (UNESCO 1996, 2001, 2002, 2008).
The concept is being applied worldwide. Currently,
biosphere reserves form a network composed of 610 sites
located in 117 countries®. Each of them is used to test in
situ the chance of finding ways in which local people can
live in peace with nature. Territories having a status of
biosphere reserves are supposed to have four missions —
protection of biological diversity, enabling research and
education while supporting sustainable economic

6 http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural -sciences/environment/
ecological-sciences/
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activities. Hence, biosphere reserves are called learning
sites for sustainable development (KuSova et al., 2009).
By promoting the idea that the management of each
biosphere reserve should be essentially formulated as a
‘pact’ between the local population and the society as a
whole, the concept invites all interested groups and
sectors for participation in a partnership approach. Doing
so it acknowledges the fact that the capacity (e.g.
knowledge, power and resources) to solve the complex
problem of implementing the biosphere reserve concept is
often widely dispersed among a set of actors located on
different scales (e.g. Imperial, 1999). Such an approach
seems to fully reflect the general tendency of the last
decades embodied in the gradual shift from government
towards governance, where responsibility for policy-
making spans public and private sectors, promoting thus
an increased interest in networks as an organizational
concept when conducting joint action (Murdoch, 2000;
Hajer, 2003a; Parto, 2005; Saxena, 2005; Dredge,
2006), often supported by “soft law” such as conventions
or agreements (Lowe, 1988; Hajer, 2003; Tait and Lyall,
2004). Biosphere reserves, fundamentally concerned with
whole-of-landscape processes, across a variety of land
tenures and uses can be thus seen as institutions
appropriate for managing the social and cultural
processes at multiple scales (Amin and Thrift, 1994;
Sorper, 1997; Maskel and Malmberg, 1999; MacLeod,
2001; Brunckhorst, 2001).
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Fig. 1: Map of the Sumava Mts.

Germany

Biosphere reserve has not been recognized as a legal
category of protected areas by the Czech environmental
legisation. The Nature Conservation and Landscape
Protection Act does not include biosphere reserve when
defining six national protected area categories. national
park, protected landscape area, national nature reserve,
national nature monument, nature reserve and nature
monument. Biosphere reserve is then perceived as an
international label, stuck on an area aready protected
according to the national environmental legislation, that
does not have any legal support (Urban, 2006) though
institutionally associated with the administration of a
protected landscape area, or national park. Lack of legal
support makes an ambiguous situation which has its pros
and cons. On the one hand, state administration has only
limited space to manoeuvre, as well as it is only poorly
motivated when trying to implement the concept into
practice (KuSova et al., 2008). On the other hand, the a
priory undefined legal position opens space for local
initiatives. In other words, such a situation can encourage
building of local arrangements ready to take the chance of
using the concept pragmatically for their purposes.
Identification of consensual activities, i.e. activities
“compatible” with the nature conservation interests and,
at the same time, directly or indirectly contributing to
socio-economic development of a territory, is suggested
as an efficient way how to start the process of building a
communication platform, the key element of the
biosphere reserve concept.

Poland

Czech
Republic

Slovakia

Austria
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2. Sumava asthe pilot

The Sumava Mts. region is represented by a mountain
range Situated in the south west part of the Czech
Republic (Fig. 1 — Map of the Sumava Mts.; Fig. 2 —
Sumava Mts. scenic view). Thanks to its geographical
position this area retained its natural character aimost by
the end of the first half of the 20" century. Settlements
and natural resources exploitation, however, were there
for centuries - particularly glass making and wood
processing industries - and were leading to a long
tradition of harmony between man and nature. The post
war period of development was characterised by an
ethnic shift in 1946. Establishing of the “iron curtain” and
military training areas were other specific phenomena the
territory was famous of. Location on the border
separating the East and West European political aliances,
distance from political-economic and cultural centres and
a predominantly rural landscape were the main factors
maintaining the region economically marginal. On the
other hand, natural beauties of the area sustained and
were preserved. As a result, large-scale nature protected
areas were proclaimed there - the Sumava Protected
Landscape Areain 1963 and the Sumava National Park in
1991. The extending quality of nature was internationally
recognized as well internationally and since 1990, most
of the mountain range has a statute of the UNESCO
biosphere reserve. Political change that took place in
Central and Eastern Europe in 1989 introduced a quite
new situation. By this process the Sumava Mts. region
was plunged immediately into European context having

thus a chance of ceasing to be marginal. Since the
beginning of the nineties, tourism has been expected to
become the most important factor forming the future of
the region (T¢Sitel et al., 1999). Its form, intensity and
spatial distribution within the territory have become a
very important subject of discussion between nature
protection bodies and local people.

In the case of the Sumava Mts., the biosphere reserve was
institutionally associated with the Administration of
National Park and Protected Landscape Area, i.e. with the
state administration. Hence, the state administration was
supposed to execute or at least to coordinate the
execution of al the three biosphere reserve missions. The
analysis of strong and weak points of the biosphere
reserve institutional setting suggested, however, that the
current institutional model ensures the protected area
administration can actively participate in only three of
four BR missions — biodiversity protection, education and
(to some extent) scientific research. The fourth function —
support to sustainable development through participation
in activities improving the socio-economic standard of
local communities — could be accomplished only partially
and indirectly. Active participation of protected area
representatives in  development activities, though
sustainable, proved to be hardly possible mainly due to
the huge administrative barriers (KuSova et al., 2008,
2008a). An institutional model of biosphere reserves like
this appeared then to be not an adequate basis for the
building of an efficient communication platform between
nature protection interests and aspirations of local
inhabitants.

Fig. 22 SumavaMts. scenic view
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Consequently, there was an effort to establish a network-
based model biosphere reserve in the territory
emphasising the developmental mission of the concept
that would include, besides nature protection bodies, as
wide a range of stakeholders as possible, engaged in
sustainable development of the region. The effort was
financially supported by several projects, the one titled
Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity
through Sound Tourism Development in Biosphere
Reserves in Central and Eastern Europe, funded by
UNEP-GEF in the period 2005-2008, was the initiator.

The project was designed as an international one,
addressing the situation in three biosphere reserves —
Babia Gora in Poland, Aggtelek in Hungary and Sumava
in the Czech Republic — with the aim to demonstrate the
possibility of using sound forms of tourism as a tool for
nature protection. In other words, it aimed to relate nature
protection to local economic tourism-based activities.
Doing so the project explicitly referred to the concept of
UNESCO biosphere reserve as a platform of
communication. Particular biosphere reserves involved in
the project differed from each other in terms of a general
milieu they operated in (national economy, legidative
system, etc.), as well as in loca situations, and so
different activities were supposed to be done by the
project in individual biosphere reserves. With the aim to
introduce project activities that would match local needs
as much as possible, local stakeholders were invited to
participate since the phase of the project proposal
formulation in all three biosphere reserves. It yielded
two-fold benefits - project activities matched local needs
at a reasonable level, and those who formulated them
became engaged, feeling responsible for the realisation of
particular activities.

In the Sumava case, the project was rephrased as “ Sound
Tourism — A Chance for the Sumava Biosphere Reserve’ .
When defining its activities, we followed the line of the
whole project and cooperated closely with representatives
of al local interest groups since the very beginning. The
aready existing Concept of Tourism Development in the
Sumava Mts. region was used as the point of departure.
Appropriate activities were commonly selected from it,
discussed and prioritized. In the end, the project proposal
emerged, that was composed of nine interlinked activities
spanning from those having very practical outputs to
activities producing strategic materials to be used in land-
use planning (KuSova et al., 2008, 2009). “ Establishment
of a System of Cross Border Tourist Trails’, “Training of
Local Guides’ and “ldentification of a Potential of the
Sumava Biosphere Reserve for New Touristic Activities’
can be seen as the most practical outputs of the project,
having immediate impact on the territory. There were two
activities within the project directly supporting
sustainable forms of tourism — the “System of Financia
Incentives’, having a form of local grant schemes aimed
primarily —a improving small scale touristic
infrastructures, and the “System of Certification of Local
Products and Services’. Among the strategic activities we
can count the participation of the project in preparation of

the “Concept of Sustainable Tourism Development in the
Sumava Region”, “Ingtitutional Analysis of the Sumava
Biosphere Reserve’ and designing of an electronic
“Database on Cultural Heritage of the Sumava Biosphere
Reserve’. The designing of a platform for information
exchange among local mayors, representatives of nature
protection authorities and other key stakeholders became
an inseparable part of the project, manifested in a series
of round tables and training courses.

The participatory principle was applied as well in the
project management. The project was supervised by the
Local Steering Committee composed of local key
stakeholders, mostly of those who participated in the
project formulation. Hence, the project was under both
control and auspices of the local community.

The scope of the project appeared to be too complex to be
executed by one expert or ingtitution. As a result, one of
its main “social by-products’ was the establishment of
several social networks, partly overlapping, by use of
which particular project activities were realized. Sumava
National Park and Protected Landscape Area
Administration, Regional Development Agency Sumava,
Regiona Environmental Centre Czech Republic, as well
as NEBE Agency formed a core of these networks,
coordinated by our team’. In parallel to forming social
networks, a network of projects emerged around
individual activities. In this manner, the UNEP-GEF
project was linked with two INTERREG-type projects —
PANet (Protected Areas Networks — Establishment and
Management of Corridors, Networks and Cooperation)
and Certification of Local Products in the Sumava Mts.,
pooling thus experts, know-how and financial resources
with the aim to use them effectively (TéSitel et al., 2007;
KuSova et al., 2009).

The network of projects fulfilled two types of
expectations — it produced outputs useful by themselves,
and at the same time contributed substantially to the
discussion on the notion of the biosphere reserve in the
region, in fact introducing the term into strategic planning
documents as well as into more practical discussions
around tables.

The projects alowed us to conduct the analysis on the
present biosphere reserve institutional model. However,
there were neither financial sources nor time enough to
continue in terms of implementation (institutionalization)
of the suggested model in the Sumava Mts., which was
supposed to be network-based. We only managed the first
step — a Memorandum of Understanding was formulated
between the Administration of the Sumava National Park
and Protected Landscape Area and Sumava Regional
Development Agency as to the cooperation in
implementation of the biosphere reserve concept. The
Memorandum, as it was formulated, represented an

7 At that time, we were affiliated with the Institute of Systems
Biology and Ecology AS CR; nowadays we are staff members
of the Faculty of Agriculture, University of South Bohemia.
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efficient model of shared responsibility about the region
in favour of it as each partner had its niche of activities
which did not overlap with the niche of the other, but
complemented it. The Memorandum however was not
signed by parties, mainly due to the fact that the NP and
PLA director of that time preferred to pursue its own
vision of the biosphere reserve, which was based on the
dominance of nature protection and massive financial
support from the state and EU funds.

Since, the situation has changed. The vision of the state-
supported biosphere reserve was not realised, due to
many factors, lack of financial sources available and not-
well-done management being two of them. Subsequently,
the director National Park and Protected Landscape Area
was replaced by a new one, more open to the idea of
building local/regiona-network-based communication
platform, based on a partnership approach. In order not to
lose the momentum, we started to discuss the concept of
the UNESCO Biosphere reserve again with pertinent
representatives on nature protection and reached the point
when the concept started to be considered an acceptable
tool for the NP and PLA Administration to facilitate their
communication with the other stakeholders. As a result,
the Memorandum was signed in June 2011 and the
Regiona Development Agency took initiative in
implementing it, having the Administration of NP and
PLA asapartner in this process.

The practical implementation of the concept started to be
realised with support of the Vital Landscapes project, in
terms of both expertise and financial support of particular
activities. It appeared necessary to address two levels in
this process. The first one is general, in fact external to
the region. As the UNESCO biosphere reserve is a
worldwide concept, it is a subject of internationa
agreements, with the Czech Republic being one of the
signatory countries. All the changes in structure or
ingtitutional affiliation had then to be approved, in the
first step by the Czech MaB Committee and subsequently
by UNESCO Paris. We passed both the steps and the new
structure and affiliation were approved. The Czech MaB
Committee even expressed appreciation, that we “test a
new institutional model of BR, which is of high value not
only for the region, but for the development of the
concept”.

The second level addressed was the region itself, more
precisely people living there. In fact, the local/regional
level was the crucial one and was given most attention.
The general goal was to get people engaged with the idea
and motivate them to cooperate in its implementation.

3. Activitiesrealised

As dtated earlier the relationships between nature
protection executed by state administration, and local
development is mostly perceived in an ambiguous way.
Communicating this issue among parties appeared thus to
be an essential part of the process of defining or at least
negotiating future development of the Sumava Mts.
region. The concept of the UNESCO biosphere reserve

was used with the aim to facilitate and structure the
communication. The idea to use it this way was officialy
introduced to local and regional stakeholders at aregional
workshop.

The stereotype of thinking presuming an a-priori
contradiction between nature protection and socio-
economic development is mostly based on guessing, but
rarely supported by objective data. To prevent the
situation of personal speculations, prior to the workshop
three analyses were conducted with the aim to provide an
objective description of the situation in the region. The
outputs were presented at the workshop where they made
avery good input for the subsequent discussion.

3.1. Spatial Analysisof Quality of Life

The analysis challenged the hypothesis that protected
areas should be a-priori considered territories socialy and
economically handicapped, compared to unprotected
areas. As quality of life has been acknowledged as one of
the important indicators measuring sustainability, on
local to national scales (e.g. Collados and Duane, 1999;
Wilson et al., 2007) the concept was applied as a
theoretical frame when defining appropriate variables for
the analysis. Data provided by the Czech Statistical
Institute were analysed to describe the status of quality of
life of people living in the Sumava Biosphere Reserve
and two other Czech hiosphere reserves, Krivoklatsko a
Treborisko, which were used as reference areas. We
tested a question asking if areas being under a special
regime of management due to nature protection do differ
significantly from the surrounding areas, concerning the
socio-economic milieu concerns. For the purpose of the
analysis, the model areas were extended to include also
municipalities that represent their “surroundings’ — a 20-
km zone around the studied protected areas.
Municipalities of interest formed then three groups —
lying completely within the protected areas (A); being in
between, i.e. intersected by borders of protected areas
(B); and those having their cadastral areas completely
outside the protected areas (C) (Fig. 3 - Model areas).

The analysis was carried out in two steps. The first one
was applied in all three model areas (Sumava, Tieborsko
and Kiivoklatsko) and their surroundings (KuSova et al.,
2008a). Following calculations were done:

e Anaysis of land use (area of estates in different
categories, e.g. arable soils, orchards, grasslands,
forest, built-up areas, etc.) was done by use of the
principal component analysis (PCA) ordination. The
first two ordination axes (PCA1 and PCA,) were used.
These axes account for 41% of variability of the data
set. Two new parameters were calculated - “degree of
urbanization”, URBA = PCA; + PCA; - describing a
gradient from rural to urbanized areas, and “share of
agriculture” AGRI = PCA; - PCA; — quantifying the
position on gradient between prevailing forested areas
to prevailing agricultural land. An arbitrary division
of the space of these variables was then used as a
basis for municipality classification. See for details in
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http://www.infodatasys.cz/vav2003/statistika/LandUs
ehtm. The result is possible to interpret as
distinguishing different parts of landscape according
their environmental conditions.

e The socioeconomic data were processed in an
analogical way. One third of data variability was
described by the first ordination axis (PCAy), while
the second one (PCA,) accounted for the next eleven
per cent. The further decline was smooth and
continuous. Two factors appeared to explain the
position of a municipality in the ordination space
formed by the two first axes — level of education and
age structure of the human population. Four arbitrary
classes were identified on this basis. See
http://www.infodatasys.cz/vav2003/stati stika/ PCA .ht
m. This analysis shows differences according to
socio-economical features in the human population
living in the landscape.

e The caculation of the normalized socioeconomic
status was based on two principal presumptions.
Firstly, we presumed that land use types were related
to the nature conditions of a particular locality and the
character of a municipality (formed by prevailing
economic activity in both contemporary and historical
perspectives), and secondly that the socioeconomic
conditions were influenced by land use practices. The
relationship between land use and socioeconomic
parameters was searched for using correlations among
several  first axes for both above-mentioned
ordinations. Thanks to the statistically significant
dependence between the first ordination axis of the
socioeconomic parameters (PCA1) and degree of
urbanization (URBA), it was possible to use, instead
of the score of the first ordination axis, the difference
between its value and the value expected, which was
calculated by use of the linear regression model (for
i" municipality): PCA1; = (a+ b URBA)) + & , where

“d and “b” are regression parameters and “€” is an
error. Differences between real and expected values
were then calculated as vaues of the variable
DIF PCA; = PCA;1 - (a + b URBA), that we called
“normalized socioeconomic status’ of a municipality.
The higher its value, the better living conditions occur
in a municipality. See http://www.infodatasys.cz/
vav2003/statistika/dif_pcal.htm for details. The
difference between values assigned to municipalities
inside the protected areas and those lying outside, was
tested by F-test in analysis of variance with a three-
level factor: municipalities within the protected area
(group A), on the border of this area (group B) and
placed completely outside the protected area (group
C). The difference proved to be statisticaly
insignificant. Based on this we can suggest that
protected areas do not differ from the “normal”
surrounding areas as to socioeconomic conditions
(Fig. 4 — Normalized socioeconomic status — spatial
distribution).

The goal of the second analysis was to specify differences
between municipalities in the protected areas and in their
surroundings. This processing was concerned in the
Sumava region only. The influence of the municipality
location within zones A - B - C was tested by use of the
redundancy analysis (RDA). To summarize briefly the
outcomes of the analysis, we can say that the fact that a
municipality is located in a protected area accounts for
7.9%. The sharp environmental distinction exists between
protected areas (National park and PLA) in mountain
region and surroundings in piedmonts

(http://www.infodatasys.cz/proj004/socekonregions2012.
pdf). Nevertheless, it can be explained by genera
geographical and environmental conditions (mountains
versus piedmonts),
application/non
measures.

rather than by the fact of
application of nature protection

Fig. 3: Moded areas
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Fig. 4: Normalized socioeconomic status — spatial distribution

3.2. Content Analysis of Regional Periodicals

Application of The content anaysis of regional
periodicals to identify the media image of the
relationships between nature protection and local
development was based on the general presumption that
the press reacts to rea-life problems, and is adso an
intermediary of social control over the institutions which
are in charge of it. Media image is then supposed to
represent areflection of expected interests of the publicin
particular problems (e.g. MacLuhan, 1991; DeFleur and
Ball-Rokeach, 1996; BlaZek, 1998). Quantitative analysis,
identifying frequency, ratio and context of a pertinent
messages in selected media, is obviously complemented
by qualitative content analysis that offered a more

detailed interpretation of the process in which media
constructed reality in relation to problems a hand
(Disman, 1993). By use of this technique, comparative
monitoring of the regional periodicals was carried out in
the three above mentioned model areas — biosphere
reserves Sumava, Kivoklatsko a Trebonsko.

As context units for the content analysis the following
regional daily newspapers were used: MF Dnes-Jizni
Cechy, MF Dnes-Plzensky kraj, MF Dnes-Stiedni Cechy,
Ceskobudgjovicky —denik, Ceskokrumlovsky —denik,
Jindrichohradecky denik, Prachaticky denik, Taborsky
denik, Plzeiisky denik, Klatovsky denik, Kladensky
denik, Rakovnicky denik a Berounsky denik. The period
in which the mentioned articles were published was
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January 2005 to October 2011. The main aim was to
document the medial presentation of the relationship
between nature protection and communal development. It
was made operable by use of the following key words:
Tiebonisko PLA, Kiivokldsko PLA, Sumava PLA
Sumava NP, Biosphere Reserve, communities, enterprise,
cooperation, support, coexistence and conflict. As
recorded units entire articles were used that contained the
name of particular PLA or NP together with at least one
of the remaining key words.

The monitoring was done by use of the Anopress IT, the
full-text database of newspaper articles. The medial
image for particular model areas was identified, based on
information primarily existing in the above mentioned
periodicals. Quantitative analysis was complemented by
the qualitative typology of news.

Altogether 767 contextual units were found for the whole
analysed period. They appeared to be unevenly
distributed among particular areas, similarly as they were
in the previous study (KuSova et al., 2009). The incidence
of problems related to the Sumava NP is several times
higher, compared to the remaning two areas,
Kiivokatsko and Tiebonsko (Fig. 5 — Number of articles
matching the key words (2005 — 2011). The high number
reflects the never-ending clashes related to the zoning of
NP, the discussion on a new Act on the Sumava NP and
the management of the bark-beetle calamity.

700

absolute numbers

0 - I

NP and PLA PLA PLA
Sumava  Kiivoklatsko  Tieborisko

Fig. 5: Number of articles matching the key words
(2005 —2011)

The frequency analysis proved that nature protection is
attributed by low importance in public space, with the
exception represented by the Sumava National Park,
where, furthermore, nature protection is associated
primarily with negative connotations. In the other
protected areas, examples of cooperation are largely
publicised and published examples of disagreements
concern the execution of administrative routine.

3.3. Interview with Key Informants

Key informant interviewing was applied with two aims.
Firstly, by use of this method, we supposed to identify
individual interpretations of particular cases of
cooperation or conflicts between protected area
administration and local communities in the Sumava
Biosphere Reserve. Secondly, as mentioned earlier, the

Memorandum  of  Understanding  between the
Administration of the Sumava NP and PLA and Regional
Development Agency Sumava was signed in July 2011.
By signing it, both parties formed, at least potentially, a
regiona platform where interests of nature protection and
regional development could be communicated. Therefore,
expectations of key personalities which role this platform
could play in the region, and their willingness to
participate in forming and keeping it, were surveyed as
well. The survey had a form of semi-standardised
interviews conducted in the period of September to
December 2011 on the territory of the Sumava NP and
PLA. Thirty five key personalities were addressed, 18
mayors of loca municipalities, 10 entrepreneurs in
tourism, and agriculture, 3 representatives of NP and
PLA Administration, 2 of the Sumava Regiona
Development Agency, and 2 experts from local museums.

Based on the information gained we can state that, the NP
and PLA Administration was perceived as an ingtitution
having a great potential to support development of the
region which, however, was seldom used in favour of the
region. Mayors as well as entrepreneurs appreciated
activities the Administration did for visitors to the region
(information  centres, information materials and
educational trails). These activities, however, were seen
as not directly contributing to the economy of the region
itself. Communication of the Administration with local
people (and municipalities) was attributed by a low rate.
Administration was seen as a self-oriented ingtitution, the
one behaving mostly in a directive manner, applying an
unequal approach to particular parties, and having in fact
low empathy with the region. The Biosphere reserve as a
permanent and facilitated communication platform is then
seen as a chance to break the stereotype “by levelling all
partners and bringing them to round table”. In parallel,
the biosphere reserve was considered to be potentially a
very good trade mark to be used in the marketing of the
Sumava Mts. region as awhole.

3.4. Regional Workshop with Key
Stakeholders

The workshop with local and regional stakeholders was
aimed to “officially kick-off” the regional communication
platform in the Sumava Mts. region. It took place in the
township of Stachy in February 2012. The agenda was
simple - to discuss the potentia of the Regional
Development Agency Sumava as the “facilitator” of
regiona communication among interested groups,
including nature protection bodies’. Ultimately, the
discussion, supported by outputs of the previously
conducted analyses, resulted in the identification of the
most adequate activities, the biosphere reserve should
start with. In other words, the niche of the biosphere
reserve in local and regional development was suggested.

3.4.1. Coordination of projects

As a matter of fact during the last twenty years we have
been witnessing a lot of locality-focused activities in the
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Sumava Mts. region reaised by particular subjects of
varied nature (municipalities, micro-regions, local action
groups, associations, Regional Development Agency, as
well as state administration in nature protection, etc.). In
short, there has been a lot of interesting and relevant
activities going on, but one obviously running without
taking the others into account, sometimes even interfering
with them, at the expense of time and money invested. In
parallel, the opinion prevailed among participants of the
workshop that support of aready running activities to
continue in a sustainable way is more important than
generating new activities at any costs. The activities are
frequently attributed with the notion of “tradition”, if run
for a reasonable long time, the notion which is highly
searched for and appreciated by visitors to the region.
Given these facts, coordination of already running local
projects was suggested as the initia activity the biosphere
reserve should start with. In this context, two projects
attracted the attention — keeping the Sumava-wide
network of cross-country skiing trails (White trail), and
running the system of certification of local products and
services (Sumavaoriginal product).

3.4.2. Raising awar eness on home-landscape

As stated earlier, tourism was identified as the key factor
to drive development of the Sumava Mts. region as early
as at the beginning of the 1990ies. Since, the cultural
landscape there has been heavily promoted as a space
designated primarily to host relaxation, leisure, sport and

touristic activities enjoyed by the urban population
coming from the towns nearby. Hence, the Sumava
landscape, result of a centuries-long cultivation done by
local people, became gradually perceived as a bare
coulisse for tourism-related activities, not only by visitors
to the region, but by local people themselves. Therefore,
raising awareness among locals on the way how present
landscape has emerged as aresult of everyday routine and
hard work of our ancestors was identified as a very
important, if not crucial activity to be realised in order to
strengthen the bond of people to the place they live — and
the perfect activity for the biosphere reserve.

As we were aware of the fact, that place attachment
builds on emotions rather than on rational discourse (e.g.
Rollo, 1993), and that images are better in this context
than words, we organised a photo-competition on the
theme “The place | live —history and presence” for pupils
of grammar schools situated on the territory of the
Sumava Biosphere Reserve. The participants were asked
to compare historical images (photo, postcard, ..) of a
place and people working there with a present one he/she
produced himself/herself on the same place depicting the
same activity (Fig. 6 — photos-example). Comments on
how the place and activity changed during the time and
reasons why they think it had happened was also a part of
the material participants were supposed to produce. This
activity appeared in the end to be more interesting for
children from schools located in small municipalities,
than for children living in towns.

Fig. 6: Photos-example
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Place attachment is supposed to be closely related to
symbolic aspects of a place (eg. Cernoudek, 1986).
Hence, building a symbolic representation of alandscape,
its image in human minds, is another way to raise
awareness on the place. In this context, the idea of alogo
symbolising the Sumava Biosphere Reserve appeared and
subsequently was realised. The logo was designed by a
combination of the aready existing logo of the Sumava
Mts. used by the destination management of the region
complemented with the headline “Sumava Biosphere
Reserve’ (Fig. 7 — Logo of the Sumava biosphere
reserve). Relating the biosphere reserve with the already
known tourism-related symbol was supposed to facilitate
acceptance of the new concept in the regional context.

Sumava

Biosférickd rezervace

Fig. 7: Logo of the Sumava biosphere reserve
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Fig. 8. Regional newspaper Doma na Sumavé
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3.4.3. Promation and information exchange

To define an appropriate method or tool to be used in
addressing the desired target group(s) can be considered
the key point when designing any communication
strategy, and so we aimed at the promotion of the
biosphere reserve. Given the fact that the intention was to
address a relatively broad array of actors, we used the
combination of a more traditional method with one using
the advantage of the Internet. The newspaper “Doma na
Sumave”, regularly issued by the Regional Development
Agency twice ayear and distributed free of charge within
the territory, familiar to people living there, was used to
facilitate the information flow addressing the
“conservative” part of the population (Fig. 8 — Regional
newspaper Doma na Sumavé). The campaign was
launched by use of special ad hoc attachment to the two
issues of the newspaper - Summer and Winter 2012. To
finance the attachments the model of shared costs was
applied composed of contributions granted by the
National Park Administration, Regional Development
Agency and Vital Landscapes project. The scheme is
expected to continue in the future as well forming thus
one of the important permanent links between both
partners responsible for implementing the biosphere
reserve.
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In nowadays society it is norma that people use IT
technologies to communicate. Demand to have a web
representation of the biosphere reserve, articulated at the
workshop, was then not surprising. The idea was realised
in June 2012 when the new webpage appeared (Www.br-
sumava.cz — see Fig. 9). A two-stage process is applied in

existence the webpage supports a one-way information
flow — it provides the interested public with information
on the activities the biosphere reserve realises. In the next
step, the webpage is supposed to serve as a platform of
information exchange among interested parties, e.g. when
new project proposals will be formulated.

building and using the webpage. In the current stage of its
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4. Conclusions

Building a communication platform is a run for a long
distance, as it needs to be based on trust shared among
participants. It is a process, not an action. In the Sumava
Mts. the process started as early as in 2005. The project
Vital Landscape represents one of the subsequent stepsin
it. Its contribution can be seen on two levels.

Firstly, within the project, the communication platform
was ingtitutionalized by use of the concept of the
UNESCO biosphere reserve. Hence, the territorial model
of management was introduced, based on the principle of
shared responsibility for the given territory. It introduced
a quite new, not easy, situation for both National Park
and Protected Area Administration and Regional
Development Agency in terms of a chalenge their
employees are facing, namely the problem how to
identify themselves with the newly established
institution, activities which partly overlap with activities
traditionally executed by either NPS or RDAS. The
introduction of the new institutional setting caused that
the biosphere reserve, originaly associated with the
Administration of NP and PLA, was transferred to form a
part of the organisational structure of the RDAS. Under
this scheme, the Administration of NP “lost” its leading
role and became a partner. Furthermore, developmental
activities became more pronounced, compared to the
previous model. Fortunately, the concept of the biosphere
reserve appeared to have the potential to facilitate the
situation. The concept was invented within the nature
protection sphere as one of modern approaches, nature
conservation has adopted recently. As it is in fact based
on the strategy of “conservation by use” the concept
could be considered as a promotion of participatory
policy in protected areas management. Referring to the
concept allowed representatives of state nature protection
to better manage the new role of a partner and “not to
lose their face” when discussing “developmental issues’
with other stakeholders.

As mentioned earlier, Sumava Mts. is a very active
territory in terms of local to regiona initiatives realised
by a broad range of actors with the aim to commoditize
landscape heritage. As well, networks of interest linking
particular municipalities and businesses started to be
gradually built since the 1990ies, when the general
political situation changed. The statement saying, that the
project Vital Landscapes initiated network building
within the area would thus hardly be justified. However,
the project initiated the permanent
network/communication platform reaching a regional
scale that involves key stakeholders, including
representatives of state nature protection as partners,
which can be seen as the main contribution of the project.

The officia establishment of the platform appeared to be
the condition necessary, but not sufficient. In order to put

it into real life, the idea (the institution) had to be actively
publicised. The association of the notion and the logo of
biosphere reserve with concrete activities appreciated by
local/regional people proved to be the most efficient
approach how to do it. Therefore, concrete activities were
identified by the stakeholders themselves at the regional
workshop, and subsequently realised — coordination of
particular projects having attributes suitable for being
activities of the biosphere reserve (region-wide, multiple
partnership), building a webpage as an electronic
complement communication platform, and raising
awareness on the region and the idea of the biosphere
reserve.
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Fig. 10: Awareness of the biosphere reserve

Each of these activities addressed particular target
groups. As they were realised only recently, there are not
yet reliable data which would enable us to correctly
evaluate their impact to the territory. At this moment we
only have the data depicting the awareness of the public
on the existence of the biosphere reserve (Fig. 10 —
Awareness on the biosphere reserve). The data were
gained in 2012, defining the reference point that could be
used in future evaluation of the role of the biosphere
reserve in the territory. Based on the current figuresit is
evident that the situation when the biosphere reserve is
recognised by the region, is till far away. Nevertheless,
thanks to the activities realised, the idea of the biosphere
reserve has aready been incorporated into strategic
landscape planning documents of the South Bohemia
Region and the actually prepared Management Plan of
the Sumava National Park. We are, therefore, convinced
that all the activities can be seen in terms of “seedlings’
that can grow if the initial activities of the biosphere
reserve will continue in the future, when the life time of
the Vital Landscape project will be over and hence its
financial support. Therefore, we try both to embedd more
firmly the biosphere reserve into the institutional
structure of the Regional Development Agency and to
simultaneously to initiate the preparation of follow-
projects, together with all the stakeholders engaged in
keeping the platform alive.
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Abstract

Human perception is socially determined. Therefore the attitude of people to nature protection can be hy-
pothesised as dependent on particular socio-economic situation. Main objective of the research reported
here was empirical testing the hypothesis presuming broader regional socio-economic context as a decisive
factor shaping relationship between local people and representatives of nature protection in selected protec-
ted landscape areas in the Czech Republic. The research was designed as a comparative analysis depicting
situation in protected areas located in “non-problematic” regional socio-economic context and in parallel,
in those embedded in structurally affected regions characterised by permanent relatively high unemploy-
ment rate. The attention was paid to subjective aspects of quality of life. In particular, we analysed how
local people reflected their current socio-economic situation, and their attitude to nature protection. Trian-
gulation approach was used as a basic format for the analysis, combining questionnaire survey, key infor-
mant interviewing and content analysis of local periodicals. Based on the results achieved, we can suggest
that in the conditions of the Czech Republic, different overall socio-economic context cannot be considered
as the factor differentiating relationship between nature protection and local development.

Key words: nature protection, protected areas management, local population, sociological research

INTRODUCTION

The attitude of man to nature is rather complex, spanning from utilitarian perception of
nature in terms of natural resources to its recognition as value per se. Existence of protected
areas represents the compromise between the two perspectives. Establishment and manage-
ment of any particular protected area can thus be considered as a fragile consensus, perma-
nently challenged, between relatively new imperative of nature conservation, and historical-
ly developed local and regional practices of land use (e.g. StoLL-KLEEMAN 20012, Most 2007,
HuBer et al. 2013).

Related, a cliché has emerged suggesting nature protection to be in contradiction with
socio-economic prosperity, mainly due to utilitarian value system dominating in the nowa-
days society and managerial practices, mostly restrictive, adopted by state administration
when defending interests of nature protection in large scale protected areas.

In this discourse, protected areas can be hypothesised as regions socio-economically han-
dicapped, as concerns to the quality of life of local people, compared to “non-protected*
areas; and the relationship existing between administration of protected area and local po-
pulation as shaped primarily by conflict, rather than by cooperation. Both hypotheses were
recently tested (by the project “Participative management — a key to minimize conflicts
between biodiversity protection and socio-economic development of local communities, re-

41



alised in 2003-2005) in three Czech Biosphere Reserves, Ktivoklatsko, Sumava and Tte-
boiisko, and rejected on the basis of empirical evidence gained there (TESITEL et al. 2005,
2006, Kusova et al. 2006, 2008a,b, 2009). We were cautious, however, to generalize these
results and apply them to all Czech protected areas, as the three studied areas used for the
analysis appeared to be located in regions where serious social conflicts were absent, main-
ly thanks to the relatively low unemployment rate occurring there (Ku3ova et al. 2008a).

The issue of considering nature as a set of natural resources, expressed obviously in terms
of relationship between nature and human consumption, can be traced in professional litera-
ture worldwide, articulated however by use of different discourses. In papers depicting situ-
ation in Europe and in “developed” countries generally, the wealth is obviously analysed as
the predictor of pro-environmental behaviour (e.g. INGELHART 1990, DunLAP 1994, LiBrOVA
1994, KorriaTis et al. 2004, FRanzeN & VoaL 2013, Mostara 2013), whereas in “developing”
countries the same issue is, as a rule, articulated in terms of a relationship between poverty
and local resources utilisation (e.g. EscoBar 1998, ScHERR, 2000, FisHER & CHRISTOPHER
2007, McSHANE et al. 2011, MINTEER & MILLER 2011). Regardless the discourse, however, the
attitude of people to nature protection is hypothesised as being dependent on particular so-
cio-economic situation.

Therefore, in order to formulate the statement on the attitude of local people to nature
protection that would have more general validity, analysis of protected areas situated in
economically problematic regions was suggested as a logical step in structuring our follow-
-up research (the project “Protected areas — social deal on nature protection” realised in
2011-2013).

MATERIAL AND METHODS
Studied areas

We generally presumed that broader regional socio-economic context could be a decisive
factor shaping attitude of local people to both nature protection and representatives of pro-
tected landscape areas. Hence, the study was basically designed as a comparative analysis,
in frame of which the above mentioned hypotheses were empirically tested in protected ar-
eas situated in two socio-economically different regional contexts (Fig. 1). Kfivoklatsko
Protected Landscape Area (PLA), Sumava National Park (NP) and PLA, and Tteboiisko
PLA were supposed to be embedded in “non-problematic” regions. Ceské Stfedohoii PLA,
Ceské Svycarsko NP, Labské Piskovce PLA, and Luzické Hory PLA, on the other hand,
represented protected areas situated within structurally affected regions, which have been
facing socio-economic problems for a long time, including structural unemployment (e.g.
FERTROVA & TEMELOVA 2011).

The unemployment rate is generally used as an important indicator of economic prosper-
ity (e.g. BEAN & PissariDEs 1993). Therefore, it was applied as the main parameter to distin-
guish “problematic” from “non-problematic” regions. In 2010, when the hypothesis was
formulated, the unemployment rate was 4—7% in “non-problematic” regions, whereas in the
“problematic” ones it amounted up to 10—13%.

Methods

In this paper, the attention is paid to subjective aspects of quality of life. In particular, we
analysed social perception of nature protection, i.e. how local people reflect their current
socio-economic situation, and their relation to nature protection, with the aim to reveal the
extent to which is the image of nature protection influenced by different socio-economic
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Fig. 1. Map of studied areas.

context. As in the previous research (e.g. Kusova et al. 2008a, 2009), triangulation approach
was used for analysis, this time combining questionnaire survey, key informant interviewing
and content analysis of local periodicals to depict the overall situation in protected areas
studied.

Questionnaire survey

Adult population, i.e. people older than fifteen, permanently living in particular studied area
was defined as the basic set. The sample was derived from it by use of combination of quota
and random sampling, the quota being based on the size of municipality (the following cate-
gories of municipalities were used: <50, <200, <1,000, <5,000, and >5,000 inhabitants). The
sample was designed to address 1,500 respondents that made it 0.6% out of the basic set.
Field research was realised in 2012 by use of interviewers who were contracted for this pur-
pose in each particular studied area. The structure of the sample as to the age, gender, edu-
cation and occupation see Table 1. In this paper, outputs of the first-level statistical analysis
are presented.

Key informant interviewing

Key informant interviewing technique was being used throughout the three-year-lasting
research in all studied areas. In total, 63 key informants were addressed by use of semi-stan-
dardized interviews, being both representatives of nature protection and mayors of local
municipalities as well as experts in nature protection and regional development. The respon-
dents were primary sources of information, and in parallel, consultants providing us by
their feedback on results achieved by the other methods used.
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Table 1. Structure of the sample. (n = 1500)

Parameter Category Relative frequency (%)
Age: <20 years 13
21-30 years 16
31-40 years 18
41-50 years 18
51-60 years 13
>60 years 22
Gender: man 45
woman 55
Education: basic 15
apprenticeship 25
secondary 43
university 17
Occupation: employee 42
business 8
student 16
at home 5
retired 23
unemployed 6

Content analysis of regional periodicals

The aim of the analysis was to document the medial presentation of the relationship between
nature protection and communal development in regional periodicals (regional mutations of
the “MF-Dnes”, and particular regional “Denik”). It was made operable by use of the fol-
lowing key words: communities, enterprise, cooperation, support, coexistence and conflict.
Entire articles were used as recorded units that contained the name of particular protected
area together with at least one of the remaining key words. The monitoring was spanning
over the period 2000-2011 and was done by use of the Anopress IT, the full-text database of
newspaper articles. Quantitative analysis was complemented by qualitative typology of
news. In this paper, frequency analysis of key words is presented.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Reflection of current socio-economic situation

It appeared that local people do not feel socio-economically handicapped by the fact that
they live in protected areas, generally not intending to move away from the territory (Fig. 2).
Locals can be then considered as settled populations. Family and friends, flat or house and
local natural amenities appeared to be the main bonds that form their place attachment (Fig.
3). They expressed their relative content with appearance of municipality they live in, as well
as with its civic amenities, both infrastructure and services available (Figs. 4-7). The Bohe-
mian Forest (Sumava in Czech) represents the only exception from this general scheme,
especially the Sumava National Park.

Attitude of local people to nature protection

Based on data gained by use of questionnaire survey, key informant interviewing and con-
tent analysis we suggest that nature protection could not be seen as factor affecting decisi-
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vely everyday life of local people. Nature protection (in terms of the existence of protected
area) is attributed by positive connotations as a rule. People either appreciate the fact that
they live within the area like this or they do not take this fact in consideration at all (Fig. 8).
Most of them even consider protected area to be an advantage of the region contributing
positively to the quality of their life (Fig. 9). Situation in the Bohemian Forest is different in
this respect from that in the other large scale protected areas. Significantly more people at-
tributed protected area with a poor image. The Bohemian Forest appeared to be the only
studied area where subjective perception of the situation differs from objectively measured
data describing civic amenities (Kusova et al. 2008a, 2009).

Interviews with providers of touristic facilities revealed that protected arca has recently
been associated with the image of the region with nature of high quality. Consequently, the
fact that hotels or pensions are located in protected area started to be used as a “certificate”
of some kind documenting quality of local environment, which is then, subconsciously, re-
lated to quality of services provided by the facility in general (TESITEL 2013, ZELENKA et al.
2013). Evidence documenting that protected area is used as an attractor can be found on
webpages and other promotional materials of local hotels and pensions. It is not surprising
then that respondents considered existence of protected area as being positively related to
touristic attractiveness of the region (Fig. 10), the potential of which could still be realised
(Fig. 11).

Administration of protected area is a state administration first of all. Therefore most of
communication goes this way — as a routine administrative process. The analysis of medial
image of the relationship between nature protection and communal development led us to
the suggestion that situation in protected areas could be described as standard one with ex-
amples of both conflict and cooperation relatively balanced. In 2011, only the Bohemian
Forest (especially the Sumava National Park) did not fit to this scheme. Incidence of prob-
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lems related to the Bohemian Forest was several times higher, compared to the remaining
protected areas (Fig. 12). The high number of articles reflected never ending clashes related
mainly to the zoning of national park, new Act on the Sumava National Park and manage-
ment of the bark-beetle calamity. Since 2013 however, we have been witnessing completely
different situation. The frequency of relevant records has remained the same, the qualitative
analysis, however has documented profound change in the content in favour of examples of
cooperation. The change in communication and promotional strategy of the national park is
evident. For a long time, it was targeted primarily to visitors to the area, nowadays it is also
aimed to improve the national park image towards local residents.

In all the protected areas studied, nature protection is obviously perceived as “another
inevitable state bureaucracy we have to deal with sometimes”. Hence, relationship between
local people and administration of protected are can be described in terms of standard
“neighbourhood relations”, i.e. as one primarily based on personal communication. The fact
that only few people are in direct contact with administration of protected areca (Fig. 13)
seems thus to support the suggestion of marginal importance nature protection has in eve-
ryday life of local people even in protected areas. There are two “good news”, at least, for
administrations of protected areas resulting from the data gained. Firstly, when evaluating
“quality of administration” people tended to make concrete-person-targeted statement, rath-
er than to evaluate the institution as a whole (Fig. 14). Hence, there are primarily individual
people that make the image of the institution, not its association with nature protection.
Secondly, there is a relatively big difference in evaluation of attitude of local public towards
administration of protected area, in dependence on who do it, the public or the administra-
tion itself. The administration tends to adopt a-priori self-defending standpoint as they are
generally convinced that they are “not loved” by the public. This persuasion can be explained
by the fact that it is based on information derived from a very specific sample of local popu-
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lation — their clients. Such a sample, however, can be supposed to be biased rather than
representing local population as a whole. If we use representative sample, as we did, we can
draw another picture, documenting relative friendly attitude of locals to the administration
of protected area.

The contradiction between subjective and objective evaluation of the situation in the Bo-
hemian Forest (particularly in the national park) appeared to have its historical roots which
can be traced up to the mid-1990s (MatEika 2012). At that time, mayors of some local mu-
nicipalities started to draw the picture of the Sumava National Park (administration) as an
“external enemy” just to take the intention away from mistakes they had made in municipal-
ity management. The conflict was heavily publicised. By using media for this purpose, they
succeeded in developing medial image of the national park as one limiting profoundly all
local economic activities. This cliché was used generally, which consequently led to its sub-
conscious acceptance as a “reality” by local public. The cliché was kept alive as well inten-
tionally. Being in opposition against all the park is doing has become inevitable attribute of
the role local mayors are expected to play. It is fair to say that self-oriented and to some ex-
tent “arrogant” behaviour of the national park administration towards the region, as it was
evident de facto since its inception, contributed profoundly to the durability of the above
mentioned cliché, regardless all the auxiliary infrastructure the park implemented in the
region, which in fact contributed to local development. The situation begun to change in
2013 after the national park administration adopted new promotional strategy, and using the
same technique of medial promotion, started to represent itself as a more open and more
local-development-supporting institution.

Naturally valuable areas are attributed by the image of tourist destinations (BarTos et al.
2011, CiHAR & GORNER 2012, GorRNER & CiHaR 2013). The relationship between tourism and
nature protection was studied in depth in the Bohemian Forest where “sound environment”
and “well-preserved nature” are two principal attributes representing comparative advantage
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of the region and form thus the base for local socio-economic development. Given the fact
that locals assume rural tourism to be a long-term base of the local economy in the area,
where “certified nature” is the prominent tourist attraction, the positive role of nature protec-
tion, hence the administration of protected area is seen as evident, as it helps to keep the
nature of a region in an “appropriate” shape (e.g. NoLTE 2005).

CONCLUSIONS

Summed up, our general hypothesis presumed that relationship between nature protection,
as it is executed within Czech large-scale protected areas, and socio-economic aspirations of
local people would be decisively shaped by overall regional socio-economic context. Based
on empirical data and information gained in our studied areas, we suggest this hypothesis
should be rejected. Though there are differences in overall socio-economic milieu, in which
particular studied areas are situated, they appeared to be insignificant in this respect. They
are evidently too small and standard of living of local people in all the studied areas is still
too distant from the point that would be considered poverty and supposed to generate their
more “predatory” behaviour towards nature as a resource. Therefore we can come to more
general conclusion stating that, in Czech conditions, different overall socio-economic con-
text, defined in terms of different unemployment rate, cannot be considered a factor diffe-
rentiating relationship between nature protection and local development.

On the other hand, we can agree with StorLL-KLEEMAN (2001a,b) and ScHENK et al. (2007)
when they suggest that different shaping of the above mentioned relationship can be explai-
ned as the result of concrete behaviour of administration of particular protected area applied
when it tries to implement concrete nature protection measures within the area under its
jurisdiction. In this context, ceteris paribus, time available for both nature protection and
socio-economic aspirations to adjust to each other, has appeared to be one of decisive factors
shaping the relationship.
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