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a b s t r a c t

The governance of protected areas has experienced rapid advancement over the last two decades with
regard to the inclusion of stakeholders and local communities into the management process. During the
same period Greek biodiversity governance has been characterized by a shift, at least on paper, towards
the adoption of participatory approaches primarily through the establishment of management agencies.
However, this has not been institutionalized for the majority of Natura 2000 sites, thus posing questions
on the existence, nature, and effectiveness of participation in sites with no management agency. This is
the first conducted large scale, cross level participation analysis for Greek Natura 2000 sites enabling the
formation of a representative picture of the situation in the country. We investigated the nature and role
of participation in Greek biodiversity governance by exploring both general opinions regarding the
national context of participation in Greek Natura 2000 network as well as site-specific opinions
regarding three case study areas where Natura 2000 sites have been established. Overall, we analyzed
the results of 96 interviews, conducted with national, regional and local level stakeholders and 734
questionnaires conducted with local communities of the three case study areas. Results indicate with
non-significant difference among governance levels, or between case study sites, that stakeholders’
participation exists mainly on paper whereas community participation is practically absent. Stakeholder
engagement seems to take place through administrational documentation across levels and to be locally
confined based mainly on personal contacts and initiatives. Interviewees and survey respondents indi-
cated a preference towards improving stakeholders’ participation and the community’s engagement in
the management of Natura 2000 sites. Overall, the results of this study revealed the urgent need for
policy initiatives towards adopting meaningful, fair and collaborative two-way forms of participation
through the development and implementation of facilitation, participation and engagement guidance
and training programs.

� 2012 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Over the last two decades, ideas of collaborative approaches
and increased stakeholders’ participation have been gradually
embedded into environmental governance (Berkes, 2009; Reed,
2008; Walker and Hurley, 2004). Collaborative and multilevel
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governance approaches advocate the participation and involve-
ment of a variety of stakeholders and local communities in
conservation strategies and policies for the successful management
of protected areas (Allendorf, 2007; Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996;
Buono et al., 2012; Cihar and Stankova, 2006; Graham et al., 2003;
Krott et al., 2000; Liu et al., 2010; Pediaditi et al., 2011). Participa-
tion is assumed to result in a range of benefits including increased
environmental awareness and knowledge sharing through social
learning (Reed, 2008), whereas the failure to incorporate local
perceptions to the institutional development of protected areas has
been considered to lead to inflexible systems (Glaser et al., 2010). In
this paper, participation represents all forms of exchange organised
for facilitating the communication between stakeholders regarding
a specific decision (Webler and Renn, 1995). As such, participation
could be considered as any process that includes everyone who is
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contributing in any way to multilevel governance, including the
public (Wesselink, 2008).

In the case of the Natura 2000 network, the Habitats Directive
(92/43/EEC) implicitly refers to participation and the need for local
community involvement in the establishment of the protected
sites. However, each Member State is responsible for developing
and implementing its own procedures and there are no specific
directions on the way that participation, consultation or incorpo-
ration of stakeholders and local communities perceptions will take
place, while the input from the public is only described as “opinion”
(Bouwma et al., 2010). So far, inadequate participation has been
described as one of the main factors impeding the effective
implementation of the Natura 2000 network and leading to the
emergence of multilevel conflicts around the EU (Eben, 2006;
Grodzinska-Jurczak and Cent, 2010; Hiedanpää, 2002).

In Greece the designation of the Natura 2000 network has re-
flected the general top-down administrative, expert-based, and
protectionist approach of the Habitats and Birds Directives
(Apostolopoulou et al., 2012a; Rauschmayer et al., 2009). This
designation process rarely gave to the local people the opportunity
to participate, to incorporate their needs, perceptions and interests
(Apostolopoulou and Pantis, 2009, 2010; Hovardas and Poirazidis,
2007) or to be informed about the costs and benefits resulting
from protected areas designation (Jones et al., 2011).

The last decade an, at least “on paper”, institutional shift
towards more collaborative governance approaches has occurred
regarding the management of some Natura 2000 sites through the
establishment of management agencies, mandatory management
plans, and public consultation processes. Greek Law 2742/99 allows
for flexibility on the synthesis and membership of these agencies,
which theoretically could allow for collaborative governance
including representatives from multiple governance levels. Since
1999, 29 management agencies have been established in 94 of the
419 Greek Natura 2000 sites and two official management plans
have been adopted. Therefore, the majority of Greek Natura 2000
sites do not have a specific governance mechanism for their
management and, given the up-to-date rates of establishment of
agencies, they are unlikely to obtain one any time soon. In fact, in
the context of the economic crisis, the 29 management agencies
have been recently merged to 13. However, decisions on Natura
2000 sites are being taken despite the absence of agencies, which
gives rise to the following questions, which we aim to answer in
this paper:

1. How does participation occur in the Greek Natura 2000 sites
with no management agencies?

2. How do stakeholders acting at different governance levels and
local communities perceive participation?

3. What are the main perceived barriers to effective
participation?

4. What lessons can be learned and recommendations made for
improving participation processes?
4 For a detailed description of the case studies see Junicoast site (www.junicoast.
gr) and Pediaditi et al. (2009a,b,c).
2. Research design and methodology

2.1. Research design

The research involves a cross-level analysis with the aim of
ensuring input from national level to site-specific stakeholders and
local communities, thus obtaining a wider picture of participation
in Greek biodiversity governance.

In particular, in order to explore the national context of partic-
ipation in Greek Natura 2000 sites as well as generic opinions of key
stakeholders regarding the nature, scope and effectiveness of
current participation processes we conducted interviews with key
stakeholders acting at the wider national level referred to here
onwards as generic interviews (see Supporting Information I for
details on types of stakeholders).

Our research design also entailed three case studies in areas
with established Natura 2000 sites. In particular, we conducted
interviews with stakeholders who have decision-making authority
or are actively involved in the three sites, referred to here onwards
as site-specific interviews (see supporting information I). The case
studies also included local community surveys of the residents of
the site municipalities (on the combination of qualitative and
quantitative methods see also Bouton and Frederick, 2003;
Denscombe, 2008 on mixed methodologies).

By combining generic with site-specific interviews as well as
community surveys (Table 1), a more holistic analysis was possible
given that in multilevel biodiversity governance no single level is
likely to be effective alone (Termeer et al., 2010). From the case
studies context specific issues and recommendations were identi-
fied, whilst with the generic interviews we were able to test their
wider applicability.
2.2. Case studies description4

The three Natura 2000 case study sites [Chrysi (GR 4320003),
Kedrodasos (GR 4340015), Falasarna (GR 4340001)] administra-
tively belong to the Region of Crete and in particular in the
municipalities of Ierapetra (Chrysi), Pelekanou and Inahoriou
(Kedrodasos) and Kissamos (Falasarna) (Fig. 1). These sites were
purposefully selected to be similar regarding their ecological-
biophysical context as well as their institutional frameworks,
allowing interpreting the potential differences in participation
events and particularities. In particular, the three case studies are
characterized by the presence of the priority habitat 2250* (coastal
dunes with Juniperus spp.*, see Supporting Information II).
Commonly all sites attract tourism, for their beautiful sandy bea-
ches, and are also remote in relation to the local population.
Through the on-site investigations conducted through the
LIFE þ Junicoast project, the main threats identified to the priority
habitat were, restricted natural regeneration, tourism, lack of public
awareness, solid waste disposal, fire, wood cutting and grazing.

With regard to their institutional framework all three case
studies are similar. They are designated Natura 2000 sites and are
also protected by several national laws for their natural and cultural
features. In particular, Chrysi and Falasarna are protected by
archeological designations, while Kedrodasos and Chrysi also by
forest law. The requirements of the Greek environmental law 1650/
86 are not being implemented in any of these areas and conse-
quently, all areas lack an official Specific Environmental Study (SES),
as well as the Common Ministerial Decision (CMD) and/or Presi-
dential Decree (PD) necessary for the implementation of conser-
vation and management measures. Similarly, the provisions of
Greek law 2742/99 on the establishment of management agencies
have not been enforced for these areas. However, in the Falasarna
Natura 2000 site between 2004 and 2008 two LIFE-Nature projects
were implemented covering a part of the site, and there have also
been management plans covering part of the area as well as
management of specific activities (e.g., tree felling). In Chrysi island
EU funded and National projects have taken place in the past,
indicatively a management plan has been developed, yet never
adopted or implemented.

http://www.junicoast.gr
http://www.junicoast.gr


Table 1
Samples of interviewees and local communities’ surveys.

Interviewed stakeholders
Generic stakeholders total 64
Site-specific stakeholders total 32

Stakeholders from Chrysi 13
Stakeholders from Falasarna 10
Stakeholders from
Kedrodasos

9

Generic and site-specific stakeholders
total

96

Local Communities Surveys Confidence
level (95%)

Household sample size and confidence
interval for Chrysi

4.38 454

Household sample size and confidence
interval for Falasarna

6.86 184

Household Sample size & confidence
interval for Kedrodasos

9.67 98

Household sample size for all three sites 736
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The case studies were selected in order to be representative of
the typical status of management of Natura 2000 sites in Greece, of
“no management agency” and “no official management plan”
(Apostolopoulou and Pantis, 2009).
Fig. 1. Map of the region of Crete, depicting
2.3. Data collection and analysis

2.3.1. Stakeholder interviews
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 64 generic

and 32 site-specific stakeholders (Table 1, see also Supporting
Information I). In both cases, the selection of interviewees was
based on a stakeholder analysis (Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996) of the
governance structures in Greek Natura 2000 sites, in conjunction
with the snowball sampling technique. Given that the number of
stakeholders for decisions concerning Natura sites is undoubtedly
large, we employed the snowball sampling technique whereby
each interviewee was asked to indicate important stakeholders to
be included in the research and the process ended only when
interviewees were proposing no new stakeholders.

Regarding the three case studies a distinction has been made
between stakeholders who have direct influence on the decision-
making process such as government bodies, and those who
although directly affected by the decisions taken, may not be
directly involved in the decision making process itself, such as the
local communities. Therefore, decision-making stakeholders (from
here on site-specific stakeholders) were subsequently interviewed,
and local community stakeholders (from here on local community)
views where obtained through surveys (see section 2.3.2).
the three case study Natura 2000 sites.
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The interview guide used for generic and site-specific inter-
viewees differed only in that the latter had to answer to additional
site-specific questions. The guide included both open- and close-
ended questions focusing on: (i) how participation is taking place
in Greek Natura sites without management agencies (types of
stakeholders involved, degree and nature of participation), (ii)
perceptions of participation effectiveness, (iii) determination of
level of knowledge regarding the case studies’ conservation and
management status (this categorywas included only to site-specific
interviews), (iv) perceptions of barriers and limitations to effective
participation, and (v) recommendations for improvement.

Interviews ranged from 60 to 80 min and were tape-recorded,
transcribed, and followed by extensive note taking. The data anal-
ysis for the qualitative responses (open ended questions) was based
on content analysis (Miles and Huberman, 1994). In particular, the
transcript datawere reduced, organized and presented following the
methodof themeorcategory formation (LarsenandValentine,2007).

2.3.2. Local community surveys
For the three case studies (Fig. 1), we conducted household

community surveys in the municipalities to which the Natura 2000
sites belong. We used random sampling and distributed self-
completion questionnaires in schools and public authority build-
ings in each municipality enabling an even geographical coverage.
Out of the 934 questionnaires 736 (Table 1) were fully completed
(78.5% return rate) and maintained for further analyses. (For details
see Supporting Information III).

We formulated the questionnaire themes according to the
interview guide in order to ensure comparability of results. In
particular, we analyzed the following main categories of questions:
(i) perceptions on current participation practices and their effec-
tiveness (1e5 Likert scale), (ii) level of knowledge regarding the
three case studies’ conservation and management status (binary
data 0e1), and (iii) recommendations for improving participation
(binary data 0e1).

We statistically analyzed data from each category to describe
the main perceptions in each area. For open-ended questions we
conducted content analysis (see section 2.3.1). For statistical anal-
ysis of binary data (ii, iii) we conducted Chi-square tests, while for
the questions answered in a Likert scale we conducted one-way
ANOVA (i), to examine potential statistically significant differ-
ences on the perceptions of the local communities among the three
sites as well as to test the overall robustness and wider applicability
of the results.

During data analysis, we integrated the information gathered
through observations, field notes, interviews, and surveys into
databases, according to informants and to different key themes and
afterwards the data were coded according to topics, factors, and
variables (see also Nygren, 2004).
3. Results

3.1. Participation practice in Greek Natura 2000 sites: the case of
stakeholders’ participation

3.1.1. Stakeholders’ perceptions (generic and site-specific)
As mentioned above with Law 2742/99 there has been a shift, at

least on paper, towards a more participatory approach in biodi-
versity governance, mainly through the establishment of manage-
ment agencies.5 However, for the majority of Natura 2000 sites for
5 We should notice that the establishment of the management agencies is
a complex issue of biodiversity governance in Greece which is not investigated in
this paper.
which such agencies have not been established, until very recently
participation could take place through “management contracts”
with central or/and local administration, universities or/and public
research centres, or other legal public or/and private entities (Law
2742/99). In practice, however, as generic interviewees pointed out,
evidence of such contracts being implemented and supporting
participatory approaches is rare.

As of 2009 the general responsibility for the management of
protectedareas inGreece lieswith thenewMinistryof Environment,
Energy and Climate Change. As themajority of generic interviewees
explained, the chronic coexistence of forest and conservation
legislation that foresee different provisions andmechanisms for the
designation andmanagement of Natura 2000 sites has often proven
to be problematic. Interviewees identified overlapping responsibil-
ities between management agencies (where existent), forest
services, municipal authorities, and regional environmental and
port authorities. Additionally, theymentioned thatmany other state
bodies are related to biodiversity governance, resulting in increased
governance fragmentationandhighbureaucracy involveddue to the
plethora of formal co-decision procedures for a specific site limiting
the accountability and legitimacy of the process. Generic inter-
viewees pointed out that in this context individual initiatives and
personal will for collaboration are often the main factors deter-
mining stakeholders’ participation.

Indicatory of the implications of the above general context are
the results of the case studies’ stakeholder analysis and interviews
that revealed on average22 relevant stakeholders per site (including
those directly involved fromnational and regional levels). However,
from the interviews it was established that national and regional
stakeholders, despite having significant decision-making powers
(e.g., issuing of Environmental Impact Assessment - EIA permits for
largeprojects), proclaimednot tohave specific knowledge regarding
the sites, never having visited them, and thus often relying on
information provided by local level stakeholders.

When site-specific interviewees were asked which stakeholder
they perceived to have the greatest influence on ensuring sites’
protection, the Forest Service was ranked first, followed by the
archeological authority, in cases where sites also included archeo-
logical zones. Local Forest Services were considered to play a key
regulatory role, in conjunction with port and archeological
authorities, which also had regulatory powers. From the site-
specific interviews it became evident that financial and site main-
tenance’ roles are mainly undertaken by municipalities whereas
regional and national authorities have advisory roles in the form of
issuing statutory opinions and guidance.

Overall it became clear, through both generic and site-specific
interviewees that for the majority of Natura 2000 sites formal
governance structures that require participation in decision-
making processes do not exist. As it was confirmed from site-
specific interviewees this situation is being translated at local
level in a situation where the most common form of communica-
tion is the documentation exchange and the request for written
opinions from the different statutory authorities, when required by
law, as is the case of EIA or planning application approval within
a Natura 2000 site. In the absence of formal mechanisms for
participation, site-specific stakeholders underlined the importance
of personal relations and interpersonal communication even with
regard to collaboration within the local public authorities.

3.2. Participation practice in Greek Natura 2000 sites: the case of
local community participation

3.2.1. Stakeholders’ perceptions (generic and site-specific)
Local community participation provisions in Greek law are

limited and at the time of data collection they were restricted to



Table 2
Local communities’ perceptions of current participation practices and their effec-
tiveness. (For the questions asked see Supporting Information IV). The results of
Post-hoc Tuckey test are depicted (F-values), as well as the level of significance in the
measured differences among the three sites. The answers were given in a 1e5 Likert
scale where 1: Never/I do not know, 2: Rarely/I strongly disagree 3: Sometimes/I
disagree, 4: Often/I agree, 5: All the time/I strongly agree.

Question Case study site Total ANOVA (F-values)

Chrysi Falasarna Kedrodasos

Level of
information
provision

1.20 1.22 1.21 1.21 0.074 (p ¼ 0.929)

Participation
opportunities

1.52 1.71 1.72 1.60 3.479* (p ¼ 0.031)

Trust in public
authorities

2.29 2.03 2.51 2.25 7.953* (p < 0.001)

Current
participation
effectiveness

2.59 2.48 2.69 2.58 1.158 (p > 0.05)
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a 15-day public consultation of the SES and CMDs and/or PDs.6 As
generic interviewees from central administration argued, the
degree to which the results of the public consultation must be
considered is unclear and subject to legal interpretation. Given the
limited efforts historically made to initiate public dialogue to
reverse the climate of mistrust between the public and authorities,
the consultation process for the establishment of the Natura
network mainly involved state and public authorities (see also
Koutalakis and Font, 2006) as well as few big environmental NGOs.
However, some generic interviewees emphasized that in many
cases unofficial negotiations have occurred regarding the bound-
aries of the sites or their zoning plans while powerful interests have
often strongly shaped governmental decisions leading to a biased
participation of specific interests or to unofficial consultation
processes that last many years due to strong oppositions (see also
Apostolopoulou and Pantis, 2009, 2010; Apostolopoulou et al.,
2012a).

In practice, as it was revealed from the results of the three case
studies, it is solely up to each assigned-involved authority to initiate
collaborative and consultation procedures whereas decisions
regarding who will be involved in decision-making processes are
often shaped from governmental actors. It is indicative that the
opportunities for participation mentioned by generic stakeholders
were not mentioned from themajority of site-specific stakeholders,
as they have been considered of very limited importance during
actual decision-making processes involved in the management of
a specific site.

It is important to note that all stakeholders proclaimed as
significant for effective sites’ management the inclusion and
representation of all relevant authorities, experts and NGOs in
decision-making, yet not of the local community. The participation
of the latter tended to be described more as passive one-way
information provision, rather than the community having an
active engagement in the sites’ management. As indicated, mainly
from generic interviewees, in practice, even dissemination of
information is often absent despite the funds allocated mainly
through EU projects for the establishment of information centers
and material in several Natura sites. Most importantly, it became
evident that initiatives towards promoting social learning, building
trust and adaptive capacity, or encouraging incentives for local
people’s participation, have been quite restricted in Greek Natura
2000 sites, as site-specific interviewees confirmed.

3.2.2. Local communities’ perceptions
The results from the community surveys in the case study areas

are quite indicative of the above-described situation. In particular,
asking the local communities, “Has anyone ever informed you on the
actions taken for the conservation of the case study site?” themajority
(w41%) responded Never, with quite homogeneous outcomes in all
three sites (non-statistically significant difference p >> 0.05)
(Table 2). Similarly, the opinions were negative regarding offered
participation opportunities with the most negative result docu-
mented in the case of Chrysi (Table 2).

These results are most interesting when compared to the stated
willingness of local communities to volunteer in actions for the
conservation of the sites. This result is interesting as although the
44.5% of local communities appeared willing to allocate personal
time and effort to actively participate in sites’ management, the
public authorities have never asked them to.
6 Recently, there has been a shift toward “e-democracy” by giving the opportu-
nity to citizens to participate in laws’ consultation through the internet. The extent
to which consultations are taken into account however not known or prescribed in
any guidance or legislation.
3.3. Participation effectiveness in the Natura 2000 sites

3.3.1. Stakeholders’ perceptions (generic and site-specific)
Consultation between stakeholders as well as between stake-

holders and local communities was perceived as quite problematic
from both generic and site-specific stakeholders (Table 3). Indica-
tively, in response to the statement “Consultation and collaboration
between stakeholders is being carried out effectively” all the inter-
viewees from Falasarna and Kedrodasos, 76.9% of the interviewees
from Chrysi and 68.8% of generic stakeholders disagreed. Specific
reference was made to the limited communication between
national and regional as well as local level stakeholders and the
absence of specific structures for ensuring meaningful cross-level
cooperation. Similarly, more than 50% of site-specific and generic
stakeholders considered community participation limited (Table 3).

When site-specific stakeholders were asked to give further
information regarding the case study areas they mentioned that
there had been ad hoc information provision initiatives, mainly
initiated by NGOs or funded by the government, whereas in two of
the sites basic information signs had been erected.

The extent to which awareness had been raised regarding the
protection status of the sites was used as an indicator of partici-
pation effectiveness. The results indicate overall poor performance
with an average of 15.6% of site-specific interviewees knowing the
exact designation status of their sites (Table 4a). Interestingly, 25%
of site-specific stakeholders declared no knowledge of the protec-
tion status of the areas. Site-specific stakeholders seemed to be only
aware of the legal status and designations relevant to their
profession, for instance the forestry service knew forest laws and
site boundaries, whereas the archaeological authority knew the
boundaries and archeological designations.

3.3.2. Local communities’ perceptions
Local communities perceived the participatory and information

measures carried out for the three sites as far from effective
(Table 2). When questioned whether “The current participation
structures and processes ensure the effective management of the case
study site” the majority responded I disagree, with non-statistically
significant difference between case study sites.

Regarding local communities (Table 4b), interestingly enough,
although the percentage of respondents who knew all designations
and the exact protection status of the site was very low (3.9%), the
average percentage of community respondents (41.71%), who knew
that the sites were designated as Natura 2000 was higher than that
of interviewed site-specific stakeholders (34.4%).



Table 3
Stakeholders’ perceptions of the effectiveness of current participation practices. (For the questions asked see Supporting Information IV). Site-specific stakeholders referred to
the case study sites whereas generic stakeholders to the overall management of Natura 2000 network in Greece.

Statement Answer Site-specific stakeholders% Generic stakeholders % Total %

Chrysi Falasarna Kedrodasos

Effective stakeholder
consultation

I strongly agree e e e e e

I agree 15.4 e e 7.8 7.3
I disagree 76.9 100 100 68.8 76
I strongly disagree 7.7 e e 17.2 12.5
I do not know e e e 6.2 4.2

Effective local community
consultation

I strongly agree e e e e e

I agree 15.4 20 22.2 17.2 17.7
I disagree 46.2 30 33.3 48.4 44.8
I strongly disagree 23.1 30 33.3 23.4 25
I do not know 15.4 20 11.1 10.9 12.5
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Simultaneously, a relatively low number of local people knew
the activities causing loss of the priority habitat as well as the
forbidden activities to their site (Table 4b).

3.4. Barriers to effective participation

3.4.1. Stakeholders’ perceptions (generic and site-specific)
When site-specific interviewees were asked to define the

problems hindering consultation and collaboration the most
important issues seemed to be the ambiguity or/and absence of
specific and clear delegation of responsibilities, as well as juris-
diction areas, the limited representation of stakeholders, and the
lack of transparency of rules during the decision-making process
(Table 5). Overall, the accountability of the decision-making
Table 4a
Site-specific stakeholders’ awareness of the protection status, forbidden activities
and drivers causing loss of the priority habitat in the case study sites. (For the
questions asked see Supporting Information IV).

Question Answer Site-specific stakeholders% Total%

Chrysi Falasarna Kedrodasos

Protection status
awareness

Natura 2000 site 30.8 40 33.3 34.4
Correct answer
(knowledge of
all designations)

23.1 10 11.1 15.6

Do not know or
It is not protected

15.4 30 33.3 25

Activities causing
habitat loss
awareness

Correct answer 23.1 20 11.1 18.8

Forbidden
activities
awareness

Correct answer 22.2 20 15.6 28.1

Table 4b
Local communities’ awareness of the protection status, forbidden activities and drivers c
indicated with (*). (For the questions asked see Supporting Information IV).

Question Answer % i

Ch

Protection status awareness Natura 2000 site 40
Correct answer
(knowledge of all designations)

3

Do not know or It is not protected 10

Activities causing habitat loss
awareness

Correct answer 15

Forbidden activities
awareness

Correct answer 10
processes has been highly questioned by the interviewees. Indica-
tive are the following quotes from two site-specific interviewees:

“How can you talk about accountability when a simple permit in
a protected area requires over 40 different signatures. if some-
thing is wrong how can you determine who is accountable?”

And:

“The local environmental authorities are our eyes and ears on the
ground, if they don’t voluntarily inform us of the status and issues
at the sites, we have no idea what is going on. it is important to
understand however, that they are not obliged by law to report to
us, it is up to each individual officers good will to do so.”

However, for generic stakeholders the hierarchy of answers was
slightly different. In particular, the factor obstructing collaboration
was perceived as lack of information provision and limited publicity
and access to information (75%). Moreover, lack of transparency
was indicated by 73.4% of generic interviewees whereas a signifi-
cant stakeholder percentage (26.6%) emphasized the general lack of
motivation to consult and collaborate (Table 5).

The majority of all interviewees considered the governance
regime to be fragmented and without time or resource opportu-
nities to promote collaboration, thus creating significant barriers to
the effective cooperation and communication among and within
different governance levels. As one site-specific interviewee stated:

“I have been charged to conduct two site inspections in the area for
over a year now, but without the traveling expenses approved,
talking about participation and meetings seams a luxury, when
there are no foreseen traveling budgets to do so”.

Regarding the level of consultation between local communities
and stakeholders the latter emphasized the problems arising due to
the absence of specific mechanisms through which local people can
ausing loss of the priority habitat in the case study sites. Significant differences are

n the case study site Total% Chi-square

rysi Falasarna Kedrodasos

.5 29.9 69.4 41.7 41.71*

.70 5.40 2.00 3.90 2.07

.8 7.1 11.2 9.9 2.252

.90 19.00 22.40 17.50 2.8

.8 7.1 11.2 9.9 2.252



Table 5
Main perceived barriers by the stakeholders on effective participation. Site-specific stakeholders referred to the case study sites whereas generic stakeholders to the overall
management of Natura 2000 network in Greece.

Barrier Site-specific stakeholders% Generic stakeholders % Total %

Chrysi Falasarna Kedrodasos Site specific total

Limited inclusion/representation of stakeholders 30.8 20 44.4 31.25 64.1 53.1
Lack of transparency of rules 23.1 20 44.4 28.1 73.4 58.3
Ambiguity or/and absence of specific

responsibilities/Jurisdiction areas
61.5 40 55.6 53.1 51.6 52.1

Lack of information provision e limited publicity
and access to information

7.7 e e 3.1 75 51

Lack of awareness, knowledge and interest 7.7 e 11.1 6.25 23.4 17.7
Lack of motivation to consult and collaborate 15.4 10 11.1 12.5 26.6 21.9
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participate in governance processes. Additionally, site-specific
stakeholders tended to blame individual “non-environmental
friendly” behavior due to limited knowledge while representatives
of NGOs pinpointed the fact that there is no official interest in
raising environmental awareness and promoting local involvement
through specific actions, projects, and state initiatives. On the other
hand, generic stakeholders emphasized the clientelistic relation-
ships between local communities and local administration, leading
to negotiations between local interests and authorities and to non-
transparent, power-laden public participation processes. They also
mentioned the latter as a factor creating mistrust among local
people towards state initiatives.

3.4.2. Local communities’ perceptions
This lack of trust in public authorities was recorded in the

community surveys (Table 2) with the majority disagreeing with
the statement that “Public authorities fulfill their duties with regard
to the case study site” whereas the most negative opinions docu-
mented in the cases of Falasarna and Chrysi.

3.5. Recommendations for improving participation

3.5.1. Stakeholders’ perceptions (generic and site-specific)
Ensuring better cross-level cooperation between all relevant

state and non-state actors including the establishment of joint
working teams, common goals, and joint decisions (89.1%), clarifi-
cation and division of responsibilities and tasks (81.3%) and clearly
defined legislation (75%) were recommended the most by generic
stakeholders followed by the need to hire specialized educated
personnel (64.1%) and ensure better exchange of information
(60.9%). Interestingly, the need to change the current political
culture was mentioned by 42.2% of stakeholders.

For site-specific stakeholders the ranking of answers was quite
different. Establishment of an independent management agency
Table 6a
Recommendations for the improvement of stakeholders’ participation. Site-specific stake
management of Natura 2000 network in Greece.

Recommendation Site specific stakehold

Chrysi Falasarn

Clarification and division of responsibilities 15.4 10
Closer cooperation between public authorities and NGOs 15.4 e

Exchange of information - frequent meetings 15.4 40
Establishment of an independent management agency 23.1 40
Better cross-level cooperation 7.7 20
Joint educative workshops 15.4 20
Specialized educated personnel 7.7 10
Operational regulations, clear defined legislation and

official management plans
7.7 10

Change of political culture 7.7 e

Empowerment of local level stakeholders e e
and exchange of information as well as joint educative workshops
were highly recommended (Table 6a).

On the other hand, for improving local community participation
(Table 6b), 69.8% of all stakeholders recommended actions towards
raising environmental awareness and education while 62.5%
highlighted the need for better information provision and publicity
on the allowed and forbidden activities, studies conducted and
decisions made. These percentages were particularly high in the
case of generic stakeholders who emphasized the need for
a “constant educational campaign”. Simultaneously, a significant
percentage of all stakeholders considered the determination and
demarcation of land uses and protection zones (55.2%) as well as
the implementation of management plans (58.3%) as necessary
towards participation improvement.

These percentages were particularly high for generic stake-
holders, but much lower for site-specific stakeholders. It is worth
noting that although a considerable percentage of all stakeholders
(36.5%) proposed active participation of local people in the
management process, they were unable to describe the exact form
of participation, propose specific actions and define who should
participate and how the current situation could change. Moreover,
a relatively low percentage of all stakeholders (19.8%) perceived
public consultation as necessary during policy designation and
none during policy evaluation.

3.5.2. Local communities’ perceptions
Regarding communities’ proposals for the improvement of

participation in the management of the three Natura 2000 sites
(Table 7) better information provision through seminars, work-
shops or on site education was ranked first (78.1%) followed by the
need to define explicit management measures through manage-
ment plans, increased conservation funds as well as monitoring
actions (72.1%). Simultaneously, the need to adopt inclusive, fair
and transparent governance processes was the third most popular
holders referred to the case study sites whereas generic stakeholders to the overall

ers % Generic
stakeholders %

Total %

a Kedrodasos Site specific total

11.1 12.5 81.3 57.3
e 6.25 10.9 9.4
44.4 31.25 60.9 51
22.2 28.1 48.4 41.6
22.2 15.6 89.1 64.6
22.2 18.75 39.1 32.3
11.1 9.4 64.1 45.8
11.1 9.4 75 53.1

e 3.1 42.2 29.2
11.1 3.1 12.5 9.4



Table 6b
Recommendations for the improvement of local communities’ participation. Site-specific stakeholders referred to the case study sites whereas generic stakeholders to the
overall management of Natura 2000 network in Greece.

Recommendation Site specific stakeholders% Generic
stakeholders %

Total %

Chrysi Falasarna Kedrodasos Site specific total

Better information provision and publicity 46.2 10 11.1 25 81.25 62.5
Environmental awareness and education 30.8 30 44.4 34.4 87.5 69.8
Public consultation during policy designation 7.7 e e 3.1 28.1 19.8
Active participation of local people in the management process 30.8 20 22.2 25 42.2 36.5
Change of the clientistic political culture 7.7 10 11.1 9.4 45.3 33.3
Inform people on nature conservation and sustainable development e 10 e 3.1 51.6 35.4
Clarification of property rights e 10 e 3.1 25 17.7
Economic incentives to local people to protect the areas e e e e 29.7 19.8
Specific environmental studies, legislative context and

territorial planning instruments
e e e e 70.3 46.9

Delineation of land uses and protection zones e 10 11.1 6.3 79.7 55.2
Conservation funds/resources, management plan e 20 22.2 12.5 81.25 58.3
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suggestion (65.4%) whereas a significant percentage (42.5%) high-
lighted the need for state control over private exploitation of
natural resources.
4. Discussion and conclusions

4.1. The role of participation in the management of Greek Natura
2000 sites

In Greece, the 27.1% of national area is designated as Natura
2000 (EC, 2011) comprising 419 sites, many of which with a strong
human presence. However, as the results of this study revealed
there is still a major gap in the adoption of effective, fair and
meaningful participation structures and processes. This holds true
for both stakeholder and local community participation as was
evident from the vast majority of interviewees across all gover-
nance levels indicating several problems in the degree (Arnstein,
1969; Biggs, 1989) and nature (Rowe and Frewer, 2000; Reed,
2008; Schultz et al., 2011) of participation. Similarly, the vast
majority of the local communities in all case studies, although
aware of the existence of the Natura 2000 sites, had not been
consulted, did not participate or ever receive specific information
on their design and management. This problematic situation could
be explained by the current national context where “public
communication” (Rowe and Frewer, 2000) has proven to be the
main form of participatory involvement in the design and
Table 7
Local communities’ proposals for the improvement of participation in the
management of the three case study sites.

Proposal % in the case study site Total%

Chrysi Falasarna Kedrodasos

Explicit management measures 79.70 57.10 65.30 72.10
Inclusive, fair and transparent

governance processes
59.30 70.10 84.70 65.40

Better information provision 85.90 51.60 91.80 78.10
More responsible authorities 45.9 66.1 30.4 54.5
Establishment of independent

management agency/authority
45.80 17.90 26.50 36.30

Promotion of environmental
friendly activities

27.3 30.6 21.2 26.2

Promotion of equity and justice
from all levels of state
administration

50.00 63.40 52.70 59.00

State control over private
exploitation of natural
resources

28.60 54.80 19.60 42.50
management of Greek Natura 2000 sites at least for the wide
majority of people (see also Apostolopoulou and Pantis, 2009).

In particular, the absence of meaningful two-way communica-
tion flow and knowledge sharing observed by generic stakeholders
has been reflected in the lack of information provision and the
limited knowledge of both site-specific stakeholders and local
communities (see also Buono et al., 2012; Xu et al., 2006) on the
sites’ protection status, the forbidden activities and the negative
impacts of their actions. This is further underpinned by the lack of
documented, context-specific information on appropriate conser-
vation and management actions for the Greek Natura 2000 sites.
Significant knowledge gaps in protected area designations have
also been documented previously (Booth et al., 2009) where it has
been shown that the level of knowledge regarding the importance
of nature conservation enhances conservation initiatives (van den
Born et al., 2001). Moreover, our results indicate that the dissemi-
nation of information during the designation of Natura 2000
network and also while implementing management plans and
funded (e.g., LIFE) projects has been quite limited.

Simultaneously, the knowledge of site-specific stakeholders
proved to be strongly related to their professional background,
resulting in partial knowledge systems; something further aggra-
vated by the complicated and overlapping institutional framework
that creates major confusion about stakeholders’ responsibilities. It
is worthmentioning that there are 16 differentmanagement bodies
that should cooperate in the conservation of priority habitat 2250*
in the Region of Crete while 38 legislative or/and administrative
measures can be enacted (see also Smpokos, 2009).

The implications of the practical absence of participation
became particularly obvious in the perceptions of local communi-
ties, as well as in the role attributed to local people by both generic
and site-specific stakeholders. The chronic barriers in establishing
participatory processes in Greek biodiversity governance, as well as
current approaches and practices have created mistrust between
authorities and local residents and have reinforced the feeling of
injustice between local communities especially in cases where
several projects have been funded but their results have been
limited as in the cases of Chrysi and Falasarna where mistrust was
bigger than in Kedrodasos.

This documented underestimation of the needs and perceptions
of the majority of local people in the formulation of biodiversity
conservation plans has been acknowledged as amain cause of policy
and management failures at least the last two decades (Borrini-
Feyerabend, 1996; Harrison et al., 1998). Until today, these issues
have not been solved and in a recent study the unequal social
participation, and the strong hiatus in local communities trust
towards government initiatives have been identified as key barriers
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to the establishment of a national network of protected areas
(Apostolopoulou and Pantis, 2009) creating natural resource
conflicts and obstructing the integration of social and ecological
resilience inGreekNatura2000sites (Apostolopoulouetal., 2012a,b).

It is crucial to emphasize that unclear roles and limited trust are
significantly related to political and institutional factors and to the
absence of a participatory governance style (see also Mostert et al.,
2007). A significant consensus among interviewees concerning the
absence of specific procedures promoting the equal participation of
stakeholders and communities, and the problems created by the
weak and fragmented institutional framework has been docu-
mented. Despite the increased involvement of various stakeholders
in Greek biodiversity governance the last decade, the characteris-
tics of corporatist governance, as well as a power laden participa-
tion process proved to be dominant. However, generic interviewees
emphasized the need for better legislation and regulations over
resource use, whereas local participation was perceived more as
a method to reach local consensus on already designated plans (see
also Durand and Vázquez, 2011) or as environmental education to
change people’s behavior. Similarly, site-specific stakeholders even
though they considered both community and stakeholders partic-
ipation as inadequate, they tended to acknowledge the better
collaboration of state authorities as most significant and they
showed an inability to propose specific measures for local people
participation. This indicates the general lack of participation culture
and is strongly related to the dominant understanding of partici-
pation as inclusion of powerful economic or political interests.

Overall, one of the most important findings of this study is that
recent support towards participation as well as relevant institu-
tional developments seemed to be mainly rhetorical (see also
Durand and Vázquez, 2011) and contradictory given the absence of
specific initiatives towards ameaningful and fair engagement of the
wide majority of local people to Greek biodiversity governance.

4.2. Policy initiatives towards meaningful and fair participation in
the management of Greek Natura 2000 sites

This study revealed the need for policy initiatives enabling
participation in Natura 2000 sites. These initiatives should provide
for multilevel stakeholder engagement as well as transparent
mechanisms for the local community involvement. They should be
designed to create the preconditions for people empowerment and
capacity building at all levels (Abrams et al., 2003; Carlsson and
Berkes, 2005; Tuler, 1998) by approaching participation itself as
a necessary institutional prescription for adaptive co-management
(Huitema et al., 2009) and as a social learning process (Koskinen
and Paloniemi, 2010; Mostert et al., 2007). Social learning can
deal with existent differences in knowledge systems, dominant not
only in the Greek case but also in most resource management
contexts (Armitage et al., 2009), and contribute to the emergence of
interdisciplinary and integrative approaches. The latter can be
supported through collaborative knowledge-sharing activities,
active engagement with management through learning-by-doing
(Armitage et al., 2009), along with a multi-directional informa-
tion exchange among different stakeholders on management
decisions (Stringer et al., 2006). Successful mechanisms towards
this direction could include the use of interactive techniques, such
as workshops or focus groups (Stringer et al., 2006), as well as
structures to integrate the necessary technical expertise, regulatory
requirements as well as public values in a constructive manner
(Varjopuro et al., 2008 cites Renn, 2006). These issues are crucial for
Greek Natura 2000 sites given the absence of official management
plans, specific environmental studies and stakeholder training in
engagement and facilitation methods rendering the consideration
of anticipated outcomes difficult.
Most definitions of co-management require institutionalized
arrangements for intensive user participation in decision making
than mere consultation or ad hoc public participation (Berkes,
2009). However, as this study showed, both generic and site-
specific stakeholders do not explicitly acknowledge the need for
a two-way community engagement (see also Xu et al., 2006). In this
context, the establishment of networks by the wider conservation
community, including scientists, academics, local community
groups and practitioners, is of fundamental importance in order to
establish the necessary links and partnerships for allowing the
interaction between different types of knowledge and experiences,
developing best practice guidance and creating a strong basis for
co-management. Bridging organizations could play a critical role in
knowledge production, learning, vertical and horizontal collabo-
ration and trust building across governance levels (Berkes, 2009;
Olsson et al., 2007), all issues of great importance for Greek Natura
2000 sites as indicated from the results of this study.

Including local communities in this research proved very
important given that it gave us the opportunity to document that
local people show a preference for more participatory management
(see also Dimitrakopoulos et al., 2010), although they do not
currently participate in the management of the three Natura 2000
sites, something supportive for the adoption of the above-
mentioned initiatives. In particular, despite the fact that people’s
perceptions about the three Natura 2000 sites proved to be diverse,
complex and often contradictory (see also Allendorf et al., 2007),
the comparison of the case studies revealed that there is a similar
positive trend allowing for a common design of future initiatives.
However, this finding should not be interpreted uncritically as a de
facto positive attitude towards conservation. It is very possible that
it is related to the limited management measures implemented in
the areas, the remoteness and the perceived high recreational value
of the three sites. Most importantly, the fact that negative opinions
were stronger in cases where programs for participation have been
implemented without actually involving local people or generating
benefits for them highlights the significance for meaningful and fair
initiatives and emphasizes the negative implications of imple-
menting plans or programs with limited success. This became
particularly evident from the results of the case studies where the
most negative perceptions regarding offered participation oppor-
tunities were observed by the local community of Ierapetra
(Chrysi), something that could be attributed to the fact that
conservation funds have been utilized ineffectively in knowledge of
the local people. For example, it is indicative that a license and
funding was granted for a visitor information center on the island,
which never materialized, but instead a restaurant was built.

Moreover, it is crucial for future research to define inmore detail
the differences within stakeholders and especially local commu-
nities. Even if this task goes beyond the scope of this study this does
not at all imply a simplified understanding of communities or social
groups as homogeneous. A more specific analysis of the way that
local people and stakeholders are embedded in dependencies and
hierarchies, holding different positions and views, and therefore
respond differently to policies and incentives, is necessary for
successful and fair participatory processes (see Apostolopoulou
et al., 2012a,b; Ferse et al., 2010; Singleton, 2009) especially given
the fundamental role of power relationships in shaping their terms
and outcomes.

Despite the need for participatory processes it is crucial to
emphasize that the institutionalization of participation is not
a panacea especially given that at all governance levels remains
a significant gap between the rhetoric on participation and the real-
life implementation of participatory processes (Rauschmayer et al.,
2009). Moreover, the character of innovative governance arrange-
ments, such as participatory arrangements, is in most cases highly
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contradicting and decidedly “Janus-faced” (Swyngedouw, 2005).
Thus for steps towards participation, in terms of ensuring social-
ecological resilience and environmental justice, a different philos-
ophy and practice emphasizing empowerment, equity, trust and
learning, is of major importance. Participatory processes occur in
specific social-ecological and institutional contexts where power
relations set limits on people’s participation in research, decision-
making, and action (Stringer et al., 2006). The fact that issues of
justice, fairness and control of private exploitation were raised
mainly by local communities further highlights that initiatives
towards promoting meaningful participation need to be based on
effective rights, meaningful regulations, participants’ competence
and reliable procedures and protocols (Ferse et al., 2010; Palerm,
2000). Such procedures in Greece currently do not exist. Partici-
patory management needs participatory roots, i.e., some measure
of effective dialogue, discussion of issues and participatory
democracy internal to all relevant social actors (Borrini-Feyerabend
et al., 2004: 175, cited in Berkes, 2009). These challenges are further
highlighted by the fact that site-specific stakeholders seem to be
much more discouraged than generic stakeholders and less willing
to make proposals given the on the ground reality of failures to
involve local people or promote effective cooperation between
stakeholders.

This research is among the first cross-level analyses of partici-
pation in Greek Natura 2000 network, and as such is a significant
first step in determining the present situation, recognizing the
significance and barriers to effective participation from different
perspectives. The results have been disappointing regarding the
progress made over the last decade in adopting meaningful, fair
and collaborative two-way forms of participation. However,
stakeholder recognition of the need for change and improvement of
participation, and the recorded willingness of local communities to
get more involved in the management and conservation of the sites
are encouraging.
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