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Figure 2 — Expansion of the protected area from 1924 to 2010.

conservationists. The latter established the Coalition
of Non-Government Organizations for the Preserva-
tion of Triglav NP, which also held several meetings
(Komac 2003). In 2010, after long discussions, a new
Triglav NP Act was adopted specifying new protec-
tion arrangements and areas, and new development
orientations regarding the manner of allocating incen-
tives and funds to the park’s local communities and
residents. Now the park covers 83982 ha, 76.1% of
which is core area. 54% of the land is privately owned,
24% is owned by local communities and only 22% is
state-owned.

In addition to changes in the views on the pro-
tected area one can observe changes in the content
of published research and discussions. The motive
for the first protection in the 1920s was conservation,
whereas Triglav NP guides (e. g, Berginc et al. 1987)
published after 1981 treat natural and cultural heritage
on an equal basis. Discussions on the threats posed
to the protected area (e.g, Rejec Brancelj & Smrekar
2000) are a constant, and over the past 20 years an
increasing number of studies has focused on (sustain-
able) regional development within the park and on its
residents as preservers of the cultural landscape (e. g,
Bajuk Sencar 2014).

Methods

The municipal development coefficient was used to
show the development of municipalities. The method-
ology for calculating this coefficient is determined in
an ordinance issued by the Slovenian government and
represents the ratio between the arithmetic mean of
standardized indicator values in the municipality and
the arithmetic mean of standardized indicator values
in the country, in which the coefficient of the average
development of municipalities in the country equals
1.00. The coefficient is calculated based on three
groups of indicators: the municipality’s development,
its economic vulnerability and development poten-
tials. The first group includes: corporate gross value
added per employee, income tax base per resident and
number of jobs per number of employed persons in
the municipality. The second group consists of ageing
index, registered unemployment rate and employment
rate within the municipality. The third group includes
supply of goods and public utility services, presence
of cultural infrastructure, share of Natura 2000 sites
and settlement. As a rule, the development coefficient
is calculated every two years based on the data from
previous years. The last five calculations from 2009
onwards are considered in this paper. In the case of
Triglav NP, no municipality is located entirely within
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Table 1 —

The respondent sample. "Source: http:/ [ www.tnp.si/ images/

uploads/ 5_socio-ekonomska_analiza.pdf = Source: own elaboration based

on survey
Sex [%] Age Education [%]
Men | Women | Average | Primary ed. | Secondary ed. | Tertiary ed.
completed | completed degree
Population”| 50 50 441 32.9 52.9 14.2
Sample” 59 41 52.5 13.4 77.6 9.0

the park, only a smaller share of settlements and popu-
lation, and therefore the park’s impact on development
can be only conditionally inferred from these data.
Hence the goal was to at least partly establish devel-
opment at the level of settlements. Only some demo-
graphic data are available at this level; the ageing index
is one. A demographic analysis was conducted based
on the 1981 census (when the park was founded) and
the 2011 census. It included 22 settlements from five
municipalities in which the majority or all residents live
within Triglav NP. Three of eight municipalities only
include unpopulated areas within the park.

The residents’ perception of their area’s develop-
ment often differs from the actual state of affairs, but
it is key to understanding their relationship towards the
protected area. The perception of the local residents
of Triglav NP was assessed through an analysis of re-
sponses to a survey, which included 68 locals (Bajde et
al. 2007). The survey focused on the relationship with
the protection arrangements and the inclusion of locals
in the protected area development. A third of the ques-
tionnaires were administered in the area along the Soca
River and two-thirds were administered in the area
along the Sava River, which roughly corresponds to the
spatial distribution of the population. The respondent
sample also roughly corresponds to the sex, age and
education structure of the park’s population (Table 1).
The survey was carried out in April and May 2007.

The analysis of newspaper articles and public dis-
cussion minutes yielded a second source of data on
the locals’ changing relationship with Triglav NP. To
this end, the documentation of the national newspa-
per publisher Delo was examined. It included articles
published in Delo and other (daily, weekly, and month-
ly) newspapers since the early 1980s. Several hundred
journalistic and other contributions on Triglav NP
were found, mirroring the turbulent history of debates
on Slovenia’s only NP. In an effort to also include lo-
cal discussions on the park, the local newspaper of
the municipality of Bohinj (with the largest popula-
tion within Triglav NP) was examined. The monthly
Bobinjske novice has been published since 1996, at first
as a supplement to the regional weekly Gorenjski glas,
and from 1998 as an independent monthly. All of the
households in the municipality of Bohinj have been
receiving it for free for many years now and it is also
freely available on the municipal website. At first it fo-
cused primarily on the news, but over the years it has
increasingly discussed local issues. We analysed how
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Figure 3 — Development coefficients of municipalities within
Triglav NP.

the residents along the Soca River perceived the park
by looking at comments on the supplemented draft
Triglav NP Act presented during the draft act’s public
unveiling and public presentations in 2004. The fre-
quency of words in the published text of this public
discussion (approximately 25000 characters) was also
analysed (Stalis¢a do pripomb na dopolnjen predlog
zakona o Triglavskem narodnem parku 2004). This is a
document that reflects the opinion of residents at that
time on the Act and indirectly speaks of their relation-
ship with the park and life in it. Based on proposed
amendments, we identified the topics that were signifi-
cant for the park’s residents. Special attention was paid
to the part of the debate related to the part of the park
along the Soca River.

Results

Development of the park’s municipalities and
their demographic conditions

A comparison of municipal development coeffi-
cients shows that the municipalities of Bovec, Gorje,
Bohinj and Kobarid are pootly developed, whereas
the municipalities of Kranjska Gora, Tolmin, Bled
and Jesenice are above the Slovenian average. Hence,
in terms of development, municipalities that only
have an unpopulated portion of their territory in the
park are in a better position. A comparison between
the municipalities in the Soc¢a Valley and Upper Carni-
ola shows that the Upper Carniolan municipalities are
better developed; however, the development trends
in these municipalities are falling, whereas in the Soca
Valley they are rising. It can be concluded that regional
differences between the two parts of the park are di-
minishing (Figure 3).

Both within Triglav NP and in the park’s munici-
palities in general, the demographic conditions are
poorer than in the two regions as a whole in which
the park is located (Goriska and Gorenjska). The
area of the park along the Soca River is character-



Table 2 — Ageing index and population changes. Source: Slove-
nian Statistical Office.

Ageing . Population
index Population index
Year

1981 2011 1981 2011 [2011/1981
Goriska 61.11129.11118320| 119163 100.7
Region
Municipalities 88.7 | 156.9| 16444 | 14839 90.2
within the park
Settlements 179.2 | 240.6 802 598 74.6
within the park
Gorenjska 42.61108.9 179250 | 203703 113.6
Region
Municipalities 65.3|145.1| 12898 | 13450 104.3
within the park
Settlements 98.2138.4 1465 1572 107.3
within the park

ized by poor age structure and a loss of population.
In Gorenjska settlements within the park even present
a slightly better demographic picture than the park’s
municipalities in general (Table 2). According to the
Slovenian Statistical Office, 2185 people lived in the
22 analysed settlements in 2011, as opposed to 2340
in 1981 (Popis prebivalstva 1981 & 2011). The total
population thus decreased by 155 or 6.63%. During
the period from 1981 to 2011 the population declined
in 13 settlements and grew in eight. In interpreting the
population changes one must be careful because of
the changed statistical definition and fictitious regis-
trations of permanent residence in holiday homes
for reasons of real estate tax evasion, especially in the
Gorenjska part. A higher population growth index in
settlements with a predominant holiday structure thus
does not reflect the actual state of affairs (Marolt et
al. 2012). The demographic trends between 1981 and
2011 were the same within the park and in both re-
gions. Even in 1981, when Triglav NP was created, the
settlements within the park had a less favourable age
structure. Hence it can be concluded that the creation
of the park itself did not have a significant impact on
the demographic conditions.

Residents’ attitude towards the park and its
development potentials

The 2007 survey showed that the residents of
Triglav NP mostly agreed with the area being pro-
tected (85%), especially because this makes it possible
to preserve the pristine natural environment and pre-
vent any changes to it. Protection was better regarded
in the Goriska region (92%) than in Gorenjska (59%).
However, the attitude was different towards the protec-
tion arrangements. More than half of the respondents
(52%) thought they were too strict or unrealistic and
only just over a third (35%) thought they were suit-
able. People in the Soc¢a Valley were more concerned
with the overly strict rules of the protection arrange-
ments (71%) than in the area of the park along the Sava
River (41%). Complaints were primarily related to the
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numerous restrictive factors that prevented any modifi-
cations to the physical space, hindered business activity
and required time-consuming bureaucratic procedures.
The majority of respondents in both parts of the park
believed it would make sense to use public funds, espe-
cially those secured from the government as the park’s
founder, for operating and maintaining the protected
area. At the same time the majority (62%) believed
these funds were insufficient; this was expressed more
strongly in the Soca Valley (71%) than in the Sava Val-
ley (57%). Just under a third of respondents (31%)
were included in the development of Triglav NP in one
way or another. This had mainly to do with their partic-
ipation in associations, but partly also with their activi-
ties in tourism, agriculture and the park’s management.
At the beginning of 2015, Triglav NP employed a staff
of 50, (Nacrt upravljanja Triglavskega narodnega parka
2016—2025 2016). Jobs in the park service are relatively
more important in the Soc¢a Valley than in the Sava Val-
ley. In the village of Trenta in the Upper Soca Valley,
for instance, jobs in the Triglav NP information centre
are the only ones apart from seasonal employment in
tourism and agriculture.

The issues connected with Triglav NP were con-
stantly discussed in Slovenian daily newspapers, which
allows us to summarize debates on amending the
legislation and the opinions on the suitability of the
protection arrangements within the park, the quality
of its management, violations of the law within the
park, and so on. Here we briefly present just a few
topics that the media covered more frequently. Vio-
lations and the failure to implement the Triglav NP
Act were of course a constant, not only for residents
and visitors, but also for the government and the lo-
cal communities. After 1991 a legal vacuum was cre-
ated because the Triglav NP Act did not conform to
the new spatial and conservation legislation. The park
management was unable to operate effectively due to a
lack of funds and so it was forced to engage in activi-
ties of its own, especially commercial hunting, which
was completely against the NP’s fundamental objec-
tives. The park residents expected greater benefits, a
workable and sustainable funding system, agricultural
tax exemptions and financial compensation for the
restrictions within the park. The first decade of the
21* century was characterized by fervent debates ac-
companying the adoption of a new act. The conser-
vationists’ views were often diametrically opposite to
those presented by the local communities. Since the
2010 adoption of the Act, the main focus has been
on adopting a management plan and the government’s
failure, because of the economic crisis, to fulfil its legal
obligations to allocate incentives and to co-fund pro-
jects in the park.

Even towatds the end of the 20™ century, at least
part of the local population reflected on how the
1981 Triglav. NP Act mainly imposed restrictions
on the park residents while not providing them with
any benefits. Nonetheless, hardly any articles on the
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Figure 4 — Breakdown of statements by topic in the public
debate on the draft Triglav NP Act.

preparation of a new bill on Triglav NP can be found
in the newspaper Bobinjske novice before 2009; the bill
was submitted for parliamentary reading in 2003 and
adopted in 2010. Only a year before its adoption, a
series of articles were published reflecting a hope for
changes and positive effects for the local community,
which was also confirmed by the mayor’s statement
that the upcoming Act offered “opportunities for the
Bobiny Valley to develop normally and in harmony with the
natural environment in tourism, agriculture, forestry, and fisher-
ies” (Polajnar Peternelj 2010). Soon after the adoption
of the new Act, the Bohinj Valley locals were disap-
pointed to see that the government had not fulfilled
its legal obligations. What bothered them most was the
fact that it had not even begun arranging the envisaged
80% co-funding of infrastructure projects, preparing
the National Location Plan for the Vogel Ski Resort
as the central winter tourism site in the municipality,
and relocating the park’s headquarters to the Bohinj
Valley, as specified by the new Act. As a result, at gen-
eral meetings, which had a nearly 10% attendance, the
locals called for exclusion of the populated areas, Lake
Bohinj, and Mount Vogel from the park (with 90% of
the votes in favour) (Lotric Ogrin 2012). In the mu-
nicipality of Bohinj, tourism workers are dissatisfied
with restrictions regarding the organization of various
sports activities, such as mountain biking (Polajnar
Horvat & Drofenik 2015).

In the Soca Valley there have been various opinions
on whether the park represented an opportunity or an
obstacle ever since the park was created in 1981. Until
the early 1990s, some locals even regarded the park
and its management as “a fool of violence in the hands of
the ruling class” whereas later on the relationship with
the locals is said to have improved and become “wore
partner-like,” considering that, according to the director
at that time, the locals should “gazn something from living
in the park” (Smukavec 2011, 2). At the formal level,
local participation is ensured in that the municipali-
ties have their representatives in Triglav NP’s council
and the park representative is on the expert council
of the Soca Valley Development Centre, which con-
sists of seven members. This opens up possibilities for
life in Triglav NP and also represents an opportunity
(Simonic 2014).

The analysis of views on comments on the sup-
plemented draft Triglav NP Act presented during its
public unveiling and public presentations (Stalis¢a do
pripomb na dopolnjen predlog zakona o Triglavskem
narodnem parku 2004) shows that, in addition to le-
gal aspects (44% of statements), the population in the
Soca Valley was primarily concerned about economic
aspects, whereas fewer statements were related to the
population (5%), nature, and infrastructure (3% each).
A relatively large number of statements were connect-
ed with space (Figure 4).

With regard to legal topics, the most frequent state-
ments used were those referring to legislation (18.1%),
the measures that should be included in legislation or
be implemented (11.5%), and their evaluation (4.2%).
The most frequent statements used in relation to eco-
nomic topics were those referring to development
(5.8%) and agriculture (4.9%). Hunting was also an
important topic (4.5% of words used). Other topics
mentioned included finance (1.9%), forestry (0.9%),
trade and industry (0.5%), exploiting natural resources
(0.4%) and the energy industry (0.3%). It is interest-
ing that tourism was not a particularly important topic
(1.8%) and it can be concluded that it was also not
challenging. In terms of space, statements that were
most frequently mentioned in the material were those
related to limiting the park’s size because during that
time there were frequent discussions on the possible
inclusion or exclusion of settlements into or from
Triglav NP (13.9%). Of the statements related to resi-
dents, locals (3.7%) and the quality of life in the park
(0.6%) were mentioned most frequently. It is interest-
ing that, despite the generally known park orientation
towards conservation, expressions related to nature
were not particularly frequent. Natural resources
(without forests), primarily in terms of their exploita-
tion, were only mentioned in 1.2% of the cases, nature
protection and natural disasters were referred to in
0.9% of cases and plant species in 0.4%.

Discussion

The development coefficients of the park’s munici-
palities and the demographic analysis showed great dif-
ferences between the areas of the park along the Soca
and Sava Rivers in terms of regional development. The
findings agree with those from other Alpine regions;
namely, that parks have a “stimulating potential’ primar-
ily in their “peripheral rural areas” (Mose & Weixlbaumer
2007). In terms of development challenges, Ham-
mer et al. (20106) distinguish protected areas under the
strong influence of nearby urban centres from rural
peripheral parks. Characteristics of the former can be
observed in the eastern, Sava Valley, part of Triglav NP,
and of the latter in its western, Soca Valley, part. These
data provide good insight into the differences within
the park, but they make it difficult to determine the
park’s direct and indirect impact on development be-
cause this also depends on a number of other factors.



Especially in the part of the park along the Sava
River, a significant portion of land is privately owned;
in addition, settlement and related activities, especially
forestry and, in places, intensive tourism, extend to the
vicinity of the most strictly protected zone. These two
facts make comprehensive and long-term (i.e., sus-
tainable) management of natural and social resources
in the park practically impossible. Because settlement
in Triglav NP is mainly concentrated in the Alpine
valleys, whose surroundings lie within the protected
area, another topic is relevant for Triglav NP: pro-
tection against dangerous natural processes, such as
flash floods in streams; however, this is only possible
through maintenance interventions in the protected
area (Hochtl et al. 2005; Komac & Zorn 2011). There-
fore, at least in the medium term, one can expect that
the long-standing problematic relations between the
locals and the park managers and the failure to meet
protection goals (Mose 2007) will continue. For exam-
ple, this is evident from the analysis of articles in vari-
ous newspapers that proved to be an excellent source
for studying the relationship of various stakeholders
with Triglav NP. The number of items on Triglav NP
in the main Slovenian dailies exceeded initial expecta-
tions; the items were not limited to the periods of the
public debate accompanying the adoption of new laws
or management plans, but they appeared throughout,
from the creation of the park until today — that is,
throughout the period for which this documentation
was examined. The documentation provides good
insights into the relations between the protection ini-
tiators and the park’s manager, on the one hand, and
the local residents, on the other. This relationship was
often characterized by conflict, which of course had
a negative impact on the area’s development; this is
also confirmed by the highest frequency of legal ex-
pressions in the analysed texts. In professional circles
there is consensus about the need to include the af-
fected residents in the earliest possible stages of deci-
sion-making on protected areas (Hammer et al. 2012).
The newspaper reports clearly show that the public
was included too late and that the participatory pro-
cess, which is vital for sustainable development (Nared
et al. 2015a, b), was insufficient. The locals were not
included more fully in the process until the stage of
preparing the management plan, but their proposals
were often rejected as not conforming to the Triglav
NP Act (Bajuk Sencar 2014). The newspaper material
collected makes it possible to conduct even more thot-
ough analyses in the future.

A challenge for the future is a more detailed study
of direct and indirect economic effects of the park.
Such an analysis was carried out for German (Job et
al. 2016) and wider European national parks (Mayer &
Job 2014). A comparative analysis of Alpine national
parks (Job et al. 2003) included Triglav NP, also based
on an interview with the then director of Triglav NP.
Given the smaller population and poorer economic
development, direct economic effects are relatively
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more relevant for the part of the park along the Soca
River. For instance, the government funding of post-
earthquake recovery was 30% higher there than out-
side the park (Solar 2010), and the jobs in the public
institute that manages the park are also relatively im-
portant. In addition, no estimates are as yet available
on how much income the locals generate through
higher agricultural subsidies and certain development
incentives. The possibly increased tourism income re-
sulting from the Triglav NP trademark also represents
an interesting challenge for future research. On the
other hand, an analysis of the losses in income due to
restrictions on certain activities in the park still needs
to be carried out. In the Bohinj Valley, complaints are
primarily voiced against the prohibited expansion of
the Vogel Ski Resort and artificial snow making there.

Nonetheless, Triglav NP has different developmen-
tal potentials that contribute to sustainable develop-
ment. In terms of sustainable development, these po-
tentials are not necessarily economic, but also include
social, environmental or cultural aspects (Smid Hribar
et al. 2015) and international cooperation (Marzelli &
Lintzmeyer 2015).

Conclusion

A key factor for successful regional development
of a protected area is trust between those promoting
protection, or the managers, on the one hand, and the
local population and landowners, on the other. In the
municipality of Bohinj, which has the most residents
living inside Triglav NP, the first protected area in the
Triglav Lakes Valley was established against the will of
the locals, who opposed it because of the loss of graz-
ing rights. Under communist Yugoslavia, private land-
owners in the park were not included in decision-mak-
ing about park management. After Slovenia attained
independence, the government included various meas-
ures in the legislation for introducing development
incentives within the park. Unfortunately, however,
many of these were not carried out in practice due to
poot management and /ot the financial ctisis. Thus,
at least in the part of the park in Upper Carniola, the
locals continue to lack trust in the park and their per-
ception is that the park offers more limitations than
advantages.

Thus Triglav NP does not have a uniform structure
with regard to the economy, culture and the popula-
tion. The western part of the park, which lies in the
Soca Valley, is economically less developed. In this
sparsely populated part of the park that is difficult to
access, jobs in the public institute that manages the
park are extremely important for the locals, who have
also largely managed to exploit various development
incentives. The calculated development indices also
point to the positive impact of the park in the Soca
Valley.
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