
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COMMUNITY RELATIONS WITH 

 GRAZUTE REGIONAL PARK 

 

A study report for 
Community Programme for Sustainable Development (CPSD) 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2014 

FACULTY OF SCIENCE/ Department of Geography/ Miisa Pietilä, Finland 

 



 2 

Foreword 

Protection of natural, historical and cultural heritage is one of the key elements for providing 

high quality living conditions for the future generations. One of the most effective ways of 

fulfilling this task is designation of protected areas as the key storage sites for the common 

heritage of the whole society. Yet, the part of society that is most directly involved in these 

processes, i.e., people living either inside protected territories or in the nearest vicinity, are 

not always aware of the surrounding values and, consequently, the need of measures 

implemented to protect them. At the same time, benefits of tourism development remain 

unknown to them.  

Based on the previous experiences from the Baltic Sea region local community members and 

protected areas’ personnel would value deeper collaboration and knowledge but have often 

reported a limited interaction between the interest groups. While time and financial resources 

have been evaluated as main reason for limited collaboration, the lacking information on 

protected areas management issues and local needs have also caused mismatch, mistrust and 

conflicting views between authorities and communities. For example, a key conclusion of 

COASTSUST project that focused on the Archipelago National Park (Finland), the West 

Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Reserve, the North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve (Latvia) and 

the Curonian Spit National Park (Lithuania), was that there exists a major information gap 

between the areas (i.e. authorities) and the local people causing limited cooperation between 

the groups (Grönholm et al. 2007; see also Rämet et al. 2005). This has resulted challenges for the 

sustainability of protected areas' management and community participation and involvement. 

Considering the advantages provided by international networking, life-long and informal 

learning to be the best way of contribution to both - awareness of local people about the 

values surrounding them and awareness of the managers of protected areas about the needs of 

people living inside; as well as being convinced that this combination is a key to success in 

securing sustainable development and protection of our common heritage on a wider scale, 

the Project “Community Programme for Sustainable Development” was set up and started 

within Nordplus Adult Programme in 2013. It involves three case areas, differing by their 

country, management system, size, population, development of Sustainable tourism and other 

aspects – Northeastern Finland with Oulanka and Syöte National Parks in Finland, Ķemeri 

National Park in Latvia and Gražute Regional Park in Lithuania. The Partners of the Project 

are Metsähallitus Natural Heritage Services (Finland), Oulu University (Finland), Ķemeri 

National Park Fund (Latvia) and Gražute Regional Park Directorate (Lithuania). 

The report you are reading is the first step of this Project – analysis of results of a profound 

survey of local inhabitants in case areas conducted in the end of 2013.  These will serve as 

basis for creating Action plans for each of the territories to meet the needs of local people. 

The experiences of all the processes covered in the course of the Project – data collection, 

analysis of results, elaborating action plans, etc. – will then be put together into a common 

“Community programme” for Protected areas involved in developing Sustainable Tourism; 

expected to be available by the end of 2014. Further steps of implementation of the Action 

plans will be based on combination of resources and initiatives provided by local, regional 

and international development projects.  
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1 Introduction 

People living in the regions affected by tourism are asked to cope with the increasing impacts 

of tourism on their everyday lives. Noticing, that tourism causes also positive effects, 

communities in tourism destinations are often said to face a ‘development dilemma’, meaning 

that they are required to engage in a trade-off between the benefits they perceive to receive 

from tourism and the negative consequences they feel tourism development to cause 

(Sharpley 2014). Studying these aspects is vital in order to understand the complexities 

beyond the surface.   

Knowledge of community attitudes is also crucial in tourism development, because local 

support for tourism industry is seen to be an important success factor of tourism system (Getz 

1983; Sharpley 2014) and a key attraction of single tourism destination (Järviluoma 1993). 

Because the success of tourism is said to be dependent on this support, it is vital that the 

impacts of tourism on the host community is understood, monitored and managed (Deery et 

al. 2012). 

From management perspective, systematically collected information concerning local’s 

attitudes towards tourism is extremely valuable. As the prevailing paradigm in tourism 

development highlights the management by objectives -approach (Moore et al. 2003) 

indicators are needed to monitor possible changes in the social, physical and economic 

environments. At the same time management operations have started to call for public 

participation pronounced. Therefore, management actions need more indicators that reveal 

possible changes from the experienced perspective. As McGehee and Andereck (2004) argue:  

from planning perspective, the understanding residents’ perception of tourism’s impacts is as 

important, if not more so, than understanding the impacts themselves. In addition, monitoring 

community perspectives is essential in order to manage that the impacts do not exceed limits 

considered as acceptable within the community (Deery et al. 2012). 

Studying tourism development from community perspective is important from the ethical 

point of view. Since tourism is often seen as an industry that pays the most attention on the 

economic dimension, it easily results in a situation where the needs and values of the 

customers (non-local people) and the industry are the leading guidelines in tourism 

development (Saarinen 2013). Therefore, tourism destinations are in danger of creating places 

that represent values, needs and activities of non-local tourism industry rather than the locals 

(Saarinen 2004). In order to serve better the equity principal of sustainable development, 

community perspectives should be emphasized.   

Altogether, the key principal in sustainable use of natural resources is participation: 

especially in relation to public lands, citizens should have equal possibilities to participate, be 

responsible for and benefit from the opportunities that are brought by the development based 

on the utilization of natural resources. This study is carried out to analyze the attitudes that 

the local community has towards tourism and  nature conservation in Grazute Regional Park. 
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The study aims thus to increase local involvement and power over the natural resource 

management. The results of this study can be used to support decision making concerning 

tourism development as well as broader operations in the conservation areas. 

1.1 Research area 

Directorate of Grazute Regional Park (DGRP) is a budgetary governmental organization 

responsible of managing protected area - Grazute regional park (31 933 ha) (GRP). GRP was 

established in 1992 to preserve and restore natural and cultural heritage of valuable laky, 

forested landscape of upper reaches of the River Sventoji, as well as to organize a sustainable 

use of its resources, to spread environmental ideas and raise eco-awareness of locals 

stakeholders and park visitors. DGRP are located in Salakas, Zarasai district. 6 employees 

and volunteers take care of nature and culture reserves, monuments and other valuable 

objects. Park staff organize scientific research, collect data and information about natural and 

cultural values within the area and provide it to visitors in the GRP visitor centre or in 

publications, create conditions for visiting the park without making harm to nature as well as 

environmental education. Sustainable development has been a priority action of DGRP since 

2007, and in 2010 GRP have been rewarded as “EDEN destination for its Aquatic Sustainable 

Tourism Offer” in the national competition of EDEN (European Destinations of Excellence, a 

project promoting sustainable tourism development models across the European Union).  

All Gražute regional park territory, except recreational, agricultural and other 

(residential) purpose of the zones, the European Commission in the area corresponding to the 

natural habitat protection areas important selection criteria.  

Lithuania is set to 53 out of 218 in the European Union protected habitat types listed in the 

Habitats Directive. Protected habitat includes various types of marine, fresh water, sand, 

grasslands, forests, and wetlands habitats. Lithuania joined the EU had the right to provide 

for the protection of habitats of European importance. It is not only the commitment of the 

European Union - will be able to adequately handling long to enjoy the unique natural values 

and leave them for future generations. 

Gražutė Regional Park is a complex protected area, which is divided into 

functional areas of priority:  residence (1.3%), agriculture (1.4%), forestry (17.1%) 

recreational priority (4.5%), conservation priority (45.8%), ecological protection zone 

(24.2%), another (water) priority (5.7%), a buffer zone (443 ha). 
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Population 

In Gražutė regional park is included into the territories of 2 regions: Zarasai and Ignalina 

regions. Those are further divided into elderates: Antaliepte, Deguciai, Salakas, Zarasai, 

Dukstas. Overall, about 1800 inhabitants live in the territory of Grazute regional park (mainly 

in Salakas). The number of inhabitants tends to decrease and most inhabitants is retired. 

The main economic activities in the region are related to logging and wood processing, 

agriculture, fishery, as well as tourism services – accommodation and catering. 

 

1.2 Research methods and material 

Methods 

The data of this study was collected as a house-to-house survey in December 2013. 

Altogether 385 questionnaires were delivered to the residents of Grazute Regional Park. 

Residents had on average two to three days to fill in the questionnaires after which the 

questionnaires were gathered back. Mail boxes were used to help the delivery and gathering 

of questionnaires. In some cases, especially if the respondent was old, the questionnaire was 

filled under guidance. Filling up the questionnaire took from 20 minutes to one hour. 

The questionnaire included four parts. At first, the questionnaire measured residents’ outdoor 

behavior in the park area as well as their willingness to take part in voluntary work. The 

second part of the questionnaire measured attitudes towards tourism, following the 

measurements of attitudes towards nature conservation. At last, individual information of the 

respondents were asked. The questionnaire contained mostly Likert scale measurements but 

included also open-ended questions. The questionnaire available in Appendix 1. 

The results of this study are analyzed and presented using crosstabs with relative distribution 

throughout the study report. A general picture of the attitudes towards tourism and nature 

conservation is interpreted presenting averages of opinions measured using Likert scale. The 

relationship between respondents’ individual factors and attitudes were tested using X2-test. 

Related to these mean figures, the statistical significance between different groups of 

residents was tested using one-way ANOVA. Differences that resulted in p-values less than 

0.05 were considered statistically significant and are reported in this study report. 

Research material  

The population of the study consists of residents living in Grazute Regional Park area. To get 

a representative sample of the population the research area was divided into Elderates. The 

number of inhabitants living in these elderates was used to estimate the number of households 

in each subarea. In the smaller elderates, all households were included in the sampling: 

Zarasai elderate (estimated 50 households), Dūkštas elderate (70 hh) and Antalieptė elderate 
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(150 hh). In the two biggest elderates Degučiai and Salakas 200 households of each were 

randomly selected in the sampling. Turmantas elderate was excluded from the sampling due 

to small number (2) of households. 

The realized sample included altogether 233 households, resulting to a response rate of 60 % 

The biggest amount (43 %) of those residents that answered the survey lived in Salakas 

elderate. Almost half of the respondents were newcomers to the area. The lowest income 

group was most well represented, since 49 percent of respondents informed that they earned 

less than 12 000 LT. Men answered the questionnaire more eagerly than women. The 

distribution of education was rather even among residents although those who had only 

primary school or similar degree education were a minority in the sample. Most of the 

respondents belonged to age group 46-65 and the biggest occupation group was retired (40 % 

of all respondents). 18 percent of respondents informed that they worked in tourism related 

job. 43 percent of the respondents owned land and 18 percent owned a second home in the 

park area (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Distribution of respondents according to individual factors. 

Homeregion n %  Education n         % 

Zarasai elderate 12 5  Primary school or similar 12 5 

Dukstas elderate 24 10  Secondary school 42 18 

Salakas elderate 99 43  Vocational school 52 22 

Antaliepte elderate 51 22  College 54 23 

Deguciai elderate 38 16  University 61 26 

Missing 9 4  Missing 12 5 

Origin n %  Age n % 

Native 86 37  Under 45 51 22 

Returnee 28 12  46-65 96 41 

Newcomer 107 46  Over 65 68 29 

Missing 12 5  Missing 18 8 

Income n %  Occupation   n        % 

less than 12 000 LT 113 49  Entrepreneur or self-employed 13 6 

12 001 ï 42 000 LT 58 25  Employee 66 28 

42 001 ï 72 000 LT 10 4  Unemployed 32 14 

more than 72 001 LT 6 3  Retired 94 40 

Missing 45 19  Other 15 7 

    Missing 13 6 

Gender n %  Tourism related job      n         % 

Male 133 57  No 154 66 

Female 91 39  Yes 41 18 

Missing 9 4  Missing 15 6 

Second home owner                   n              %   Land owner                                         n        % 

No 154 66  No 108 46 

Yes 41 18  Yes 101 43 

Missing 38 16  Missing 24 10 
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2 Results of the study 

The results of the survey are divided into four parts in this study report. The first part reveals 

how the residents of Grazute Regional Park use the park for outdoor recreation and how they 

perceive the park infrastructure and services to support their use of the park. The second part 

of the study report concentrates on residents’ attitudes towards tourism and how the impacts 

of tourism are perceived in the park area. Following this, the next part covers the attitudes 

towards nature conservation and how the impacts of conservation are considered within the 

study area. The last part of the study report presents, how local people receive information of 

the park and how they are willing to participate in voluntary work.  

2.1 Community participation in outdoor recreation  

The most common activity among the inhabitants of Grazute National Park is collecting 

nature products. Half of the respondents (52%) informed that they collect nature products 

often, meaning at least two times per month, in the park area. Walking and hiking were also 

popular activities among the residents, since over 30 percent of the respondents reported to 

participate in these activities often and 47 percent sometimes. Cycling, nature observation or 

photo shooting, fishing and having picnics were also practiced by more than half of the 

respondents often or sometimes. The rarest activities among the residents were canoeing, 

cross country skiing and hunting (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1. Relative distribution of residents’ attendance to outdoor activities in the park area.  
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In addition to the activities that are recently available in the park area, residents expressed 

their interest to participate in horseback riding, paintball and winter sports, such as skiing. 

“Adventure-park clamber ropes” were also considered interesting by one respondent. 

Park facilities and services supporting outdoor recreation 

Residents of Grazute Regional Park perceived that the infrastructure and services of the 

Regional Park support best the most popular activities: walking, nature observation and 

cycling. More than 60 percent of the respondents perceived that these activities are supported 

extremely or quite well in the park area. Skiing was considered to be worst supported, since 

almost 20 percent felt that the park infrastructure or services support skiing extremely or 

quite badly. Having picnics with fires or barbequing in the park area was also considered to 

be badly supported by almost 10 percent of respondents (Figure 2). 

Figure 2. Relative distribution of residents’ perception of how park facilities and services support 

different outdoor activities.  
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Spatial perspective to recreational use of Grazute Regional Park 

Respondents indicated altogether 287 places that they use for outdoor recreation in Grazute 

Regional Park. According to these markings, the recreational use is concentrated in three 

areas: Lake Luodis, Bikenai and Antaliepte. The region around Deguciai was also as a whole 

marked as rather popular place for outdoor recreation (Figure 3).  

Most of the marked development needs related to the infrastructure development of the area: 

manors, water mills, channels and damns in the area were considered needing to be 

reconstructed. Tourism infrastructure such as parking places and campsites were also 

considered needing to be managed better and few road reparation needs were indicated. 

Recreation infrastructure improvements included wishes of reparation of benches, tables, 

stairs etc.  In addition, several places needing to be cleaned up were indicated and some 

places were considered needing better signposting (Figure 3). Marked development needs of 

each category are presented in appendix 2.  

 

 
Figure 3. The intensity of recreational use of Grazute Regional Park and the spatially 

indicated development needs. 
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Regionally, lake Dunkstas was considered especially needing new recreation infrastructure 

such as tables and benches. There was also rather many markings indicating that better 

signposting is needed near the center of Dukstas. Lake Luodis was considered needing 

managerial actions such as cleaning and infrastructure improvements especially in the Luodis 

beach side.  Antaliepte area was relatively often commented about the need to repair 

footbridges and manage the damns and water mills in the area. Deguciai area in turn 

consisted versatile improvements needs (Figure 4).  

 

 
 

Figure 4. Perceived development needs in different villages of Grazute Regional Park. 
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2.2 Attitudes towards tourism  

Almost half (49%) of the respondents considered that tourism business in Grazute Regional 

Park has developed during the past five years. 15 percent did not have any opinion whether 

there have been any development and 35 percent felt that there had happened no development 

at all. Those residents that considered tourism to have developed expressed that the 

development can be noticed in the improvements of bicycle paths (5 comments), increase in 

village tourism (5 comments), improvements of canoeing and kayaking opportunities (3 

comments) and in the creation of new homesteads (2 comments). Building campground in 

Bikėnai, setting up the Deguciai educational trail as well as Šavaša trail were also mentioned 

as notable effects of tourism development in the area. 

Perceived change in attitudes 

Most of those residents that had lived in the regional park area for more than five years felt 

their own attitude towards tourism to have either sustained or improved during that time: half 

of the respondents (50 %) felt their attitude to be more positive than five years ago, whereas 

10 percent felt their attitude to be more negative (Figure 5). There were no significant 

differences between different socio-economic groups in relation to the perception of change 

in attitudes.  

 

 

Figure 5. Residents’ assessment of their attitudes towards tourism. Distribution of perceptions 

among those who had lived in the park area for more than five years (n=200). 
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General attitudes towards tourism 

The residents of Grazute Regional Park considered tourism to be altogether a positive 

proportion. Grazute Regional Park was seen to be an interesting tourism destination as well. 

Tourism was considered to be an important factor of regional development and assessed to 

have an important role in the future of the Park. Residents had the most critical attitudes 

against the behavior of tourists visiting Grazute Regional Park and against how the financial 

profit from tourism stays in the community (Figure 6). The evaluations did not differ 

significantly according to respondent’s individual factors, except that landowners and 

residents with better income were significantly more critical towards the behavior of tourists 

visiting Grazute Regional Park.  

 

Figure 6. Averages of residents’ evaluations against tourism. 
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Regional influence of tourism  

Tourism was perceived to have most positive effects in Salakas elderate where 66 percent of 

the respondents considered the effects of tourism to be positive. Almost half the respondents 

considered tourism to also affect positively on Antaliepte, Deguciai and in Zarasai elderates, 

with only single respondents feeling the influence to be negative. Respondents evaluated 

tourism to have the most negative influence in Dukstas elderate, although many of the 

respondents were not familiar with this elderate (Figure 7). 

 

Figure 7. Relative distribution (%) of perception of tourism influence in differnet elderates.  
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to be in relation to practicing everyday duties. Residents in Salakas, Dukstas and in 

Antaliepte elderates considered the effects of tourism to be more positive than in other 

regions (Appendix 3). Young age also improved the perception of tourism impact on 

services: respondents under 45 year old perceived tourism to affect more positively on the 

service provision in the villages than older respondents. 

In addition, residents considered tourism to affect positively on how the region is appreciated. 

National appreciation was considered slightly more positive than international appreciation, 

but in both cases, almost 70 percent of the respondents evaluated the effect to be extremely or 

somewhat positive. 

The impacts of tourism on the economy were evaluated to be more moderate. Around 40 

percent of respondents evaluated tourism to have positive effect on the regional employment, 

as well as on general economic development and extra household income. The economic 

influence of tourism was not only perceived positive, since approximately 15 percent of 

respondents’ evaluated tourism to effect negatively on the economic aspects. The economic 

benefits of tourism were again considered to be more positive in Salakas and in Antaliepte 

elderates than elsewhere (Appendix 3).  

Environment of the area was considered to face the most negative impacts of tourism, since 

67 percent of respondents felt that tourism caused littering in the area and 46 percent 

considered that tourism had accelerated degradation of the environment. Residents above 46 

years old considered more often that tourism caused littering or pollution than younger 

respondents. Age also explained the perceptions of degradation: older people were relative 

more critical to the impact of tourism on degradation of the environment.  
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Figure 8. Relative distribution of perceived impacts of tourism in Grazute Regional Park. 
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2.3 Attitudes towards nature conservation 

The attitudes towards nature conservation were in general rather positive in Grazute Regional 

Park. Respondents mainly agreed that nature must be preserved for future generations and 

that conservation areas are vital, although they are not in own use. Residents also considered 

that the primary purpose of nature conservation is the protection of natural environment. On 

average, residents neither agreed nor disagreed with statements: Landowners should donate 

their ecologically valuable areas to conservation for money, or there is no wilderness where I 

live and Nature conservation in the area increases hunting and fishing possibilities(Figure 9). 

 

Figure 9. Average of opinions towards towards nature conservation. 
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The attitudes towards nature conservation differed weakly between different socio-economic 

groups. Those respondents who owned second home in the park area felt relatively more 

often that nature conservation restricts economic activities than the ones that did not own 

second home in the park. People representing lower income classes agreed more often that 

the primary purpose of nature conservation is the protection of natural environment than 

those representing higher income classes. In addition, retired people agreed more often than 

other occupation groups that the existence of nature conservation areas is vital, although they 

would not use the areas themselves. The perception whether there is wilderness in the park 

area differed according to respondent’s income class and education level: people from lower 

income classes and from lower education levels agreed more often that there is no wilderness 

in Grazute Regional Park anymore. 

Suitability of outdoor activities in conservation areas  

Most of the respondents perceived that the activities presented (Figure 10) suit to 

conservation areas well, except quardbiking and cycling off-roads. Activities such as fishing, 

photo shooting as well as berry and mushroom picking were considered notably more 

suitable as private personal activity than as organized activity. In contrary hiking, cycling 

along the roads, boating and hunting were considered more suitable as organized activity than 

as private activity. Over half of the respondents evaluated quardbiking to be unsuitable 

activity within conservation areas.  One third of respondents also evaluated cycling off-roads 

to be unsuitable for conservation areas.  

 

Figure 10. The relative distribution of respondents’ perception how certain activities suit to 

conservation areas (n=185-197).   
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Perceived impacts of nature conservation 

As well as tourism, nature conservation was also considered to affect strongest on residents’ 

social wellbeing; 83 percent of respondents evaluated that nature conservation improves the 

beauty of the scenery and 78 percent assessed that nature conservation has extremely or 

somewhat positive impact on the enjoyment of the area (Figure 11). In addition, over 70 

percent of the respondents felt that nature conservation improves the diversity of nature as 

well as locals’ appreciation towards their own environment. Nature conservation was also 

evaluated to impact notably on regional appreciation, since over 70 percent of respondents 

felt that nature conservation improves both the national and international appreciation of the 

area. 

Economic influences of nature conservation were evaluated to be slightly more moderate than 

other positive impacts of nature conservation. Most residents (69%) felt that nature 

conservation promotes tourism industry in the area. Nature conservation was considered to 

affect also mainly positively on other economic development, although there was a notable 

group of respondents who expressed that nature conservation can have negative economic 

impacts as well. Approximately 10 percent of respondents felt nature conservation to affect 

negatively on economic development of the area and on the employment situation.  

Perceptions of nature conservation impacts were influenced by the nature of work. Those 

residents that worked in tourism industry considered the effects of nature conservation to be 

more positive on the employment situation of the area than other respondents. Otherwise, 

there were no significant differences in the perceptions of nature conservation between socio-

economic groups. 

Nature conservation was perceived to affect most negatively on the employment and other 

economic development in Dukstas region. The residents of Dukstas elderate were also most 

critical to the other effects of nature conservation. In contrary, the residents of Deguciai 

elderate considered tourism to affect more positively on the national and international 

appreciation of the park than residents in other elderates. Residents of Deguciaia also 

perceived nature conservation to affect the enjoyment of the area and the diversity of nature 

more positively than other residents, but the effect on tourism was perceived to be more 

moderate than elsewhere (Appendix 3).  
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Figure 11. Relative distribution of perceived impacts of nature conservation in  Grazute Regional Park 

(n=161-184). 

Nature related problems 

Residents’ major concerns related to nature were again the littering of the environment. When 

asking respondents to explain what kind of nature related problems they had faced, 40 

respondents commented that littering either in general or littering of forests, lakes, rivers or 

cemeteries was a real problem in the area. Deforestation concerned also locals, since 11 

mentioned this to be an increasing problem within the park. Other mentioned problems were: 

over exploitation of natural products (3 comments), poaching, deforestation during the 

breeding, devastation of the forest paths, fallen trees that block the forest roads, collection of 

berries with a comb (2 comments), artisanal fisheries in lake Luodis lake (4 comments). Ticks 

during the spring and wild boar were also mentioned by single respondents.   

 

Residents wished for better waste management, especially higher number of rubbish bins in 

the Regional Park area. Higher fines and guarding was also suggested in those areas where 

the litter situation is really bad. In addition, more attention was wished to be paid on the 

protection of wildlife. Single comments such as recreational facilities should be taxed and 

protection of the nature has become limitation to residents were also given. Original 

comments related to nature problems are presented in Appendix 4. 
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2.4 Communication and volunteering   

Received information 

Over half of the respondents considered that it is rather easy to find information of Grazute 

Regional Park, whereas 43 percent perceived it to be neither hard nor difficult to find 

information and only 3 percent evaluated it to be hard to find information.  

The most common source of information about the Regional Park was newspapers: almost 

half of the respondents (46%) said that they had got their information from the newspaper 

(Figure 12). Secondly important source of information were webpages. Nature conservation 

agency’s webpages and municipality webpages were considered evenly important. 

Community meetings were also a rather important source of information, since 24% or 

respondents got their information of Grazute Regional Parks from these meetings. Other 

information sources were friends and relatives, library and TV. Residents were willing to get 

more information by email (n=11) and mail (n=5), especially postcards were considered 

desirable. 

 

Figure 12. Number of respondents who informed to have received information from certain sources 

(N=233). 
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Perception of participation possibilities in tourism development 

The perceptions of how residents felt that they had been heard in tourism planning varied in 

all levels of tourism planning. Around 20 percent of the respondents perceived that they had 

been taken well into account in tourism planning, whereas over 30 percent felt that they had 

not been taken into account at all. Residents felt especially that they were not heard by the 

Grazutes Regioninio Parko (Figure 13). The perception of participation possibilities differed 

between elderates, estimating that the residents of Zarasai and Salakas elderates feel more 

positive about how they are heard in tourism planning than the residents of other elderates.  

 

Figure 13. Residents perception of their participation possibilities in tourism development (n= 

170-173).  

Interest towards voluntary work

One third of the respondents informed that they have attended to once or twice the education 

events arranged in the Regional Park area. In addition, every tenth respondent informed that 

they had attended in these events more than two times. Half of the respondents had never 

attended nature education events. The ones that had never attended the events expressed that 

the reason for not attending was either lack of information related to the events, lack of time, 

age, health problems or lack of interest (Table 2). 

Table 2. Reasons for not attending education events.  

Reason for not attending Number of 

comments 

Lack of information  33 

Lack of time 10 

Too old for attending 5 

Health problems 4 

Lack of interest 1 
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Conservation activities in Grazute Regional Park were considered appealing among the park 

residents, since 70 percent of respondents (n=162) were willing to attend these activities. The 

ones that did not want to attend had either health problems (n=10), no time (n=7) or they 

considered themselves too old to attend (n=7). Residents considered clean ups to be the most 

interesting conservation activity; 67 percent of those that informed willingness to attend 

conservation activities were willing to attend clean ups. Voluntary monitoring, habitat 

management and nature education or events were perceived interesting by approximately 20 

percent of those interested in voluntary conservation activities (Figure 14). Other interesting 

conservation activities were: management of Dukstas manor, historical site preservation and 

tree planting. 

 

Figure 14. Number of respondents interested in attending certain conservation activities. 

Resident perceived rather short activities to be the most appealing option for voluntary work:  

45 percent of those willing to participate in voluntary work wanted to spend from one to three 

hours doing the activity at a time.  In addition, 20 percent wanted to attend activities taking 

less than one day and the other 20 percent wanted to participate in activities that take from 

one to two days. The minority (15 %) of those wanting to do voluntary work were willing to 

spend more than two days doing voluntary activities with a possibility of living and spending 

the night on the spot.    

Table 3. Willingness to devote time to conservation activities at a time among those 

respondents interested in attending (n=166). 

Duration of the activity Willingness to attend 

% 

1-3 hours 45%  

Less than one day 19%  

From 1 to 2 days 19% 

More than 2 days 15%  
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Age, occupation, education and tourism job affected the willingness to attend conservation 

activities. Younger people were relatively more willing to attend conservation activities than 

old people as well as retired people were relatively less interested in attending voluntary work 

than employed people. Respondents that had vocational or university degree education were 

relatively more willing to participate in conservation activities than respondents representing 

other levels of education. In addition, respondents working in tourism industry were 

relatively more eager to attend conservation activities than the ones not working for tourism. 

  



 

 

3 Summary 

A house-house-survey was conducted in Grazute Regional Park area in November-December 

2013 to study local residents’ attitudes towards tourism and nature conservation. In addition, 

residents’ outdoor behaviour and their willingness to attend voluntary activities were studied. 

Altogether 233 residents answered the survey and the sample was considered sufficient to 

give a general picture of community relations to Grazute Regional Park.  

The study revealed that the most common outdoor activities in Grazute National Park are 

collecting nature products, walking and cycling. In contrary, hunting and cross-country skiing 

were informed to be most rare activities among residents. Park infrastructure was perceived 

to support well, especially the most common activities, whereas skiing was considered to be 

badly supported. The recreational use of the park concentrated in Lake Luodis, Bikenai and 

Antaliepte.  

Almost half of the respondents considered that tourism business had developed in Grazute 

Regional Park during the past five years. Residents also felt that their own attitude towards 

tourism had either sustained the same or improved during the past five years. The residents of 

Grazute Regional Park considered tourism to be an altogether positive proportion and 

Grazute Regional Park to be an interesting tourism destination. Residents had the most 

critical attitudes against the behavior of tourists visiting Grazute Regional Park and against 

how the financial profit from tourism stays in the community.  

Tourism was perceived to have most positive effects in Salakas and Antaliepte elderates. 

Tourism was seen to improve residents’ social wellbeing, especially recreation possibilities in 

the area as well as the possibilities of enjoyeing the nature in general. The impacts of tourism 

on the economy were evaluated to be more moderate. Environment was considered to face 

the most negative impacts of tourism. Especially littering was perceived to be a major 

problem in the area. In addition to better waste management, residents exposed that the park 

infrastucture should be enhanced. 

The attitudes towards nature conservation were also in general rather positive in Grazute 

Regional Park. Respondents mainly agreed that nature must be preserved for future 

generations. Residents neither agreed nor disagreed that landowners should donate their 

ecologically valuable areas to conservation for money. Nature conservation was also 

considered to affect strongest on residents’ social wellbeing. Economic influences of nature 

conservation were evaluated to be slightly more moderate than other positive impacts of 

nature conservation. Though, most residents felt that nature conservation promotes tourism 

industry in the area.  

Over half of the respondents considered that it is rather easy to find information of Grazute 

Regional Park. The most common source of information was newspapers. Residents’ feelings 

of how they have been taken into account in tourism planning varied notably. Residents felt 

especially that they were not heard by the Grazutes Regioninio Parko. Though, respondents 

have been in rather close contact with Grazutes Regioninio Parko, since one third of the 



 

 

respondents informed that they have attended once or twice the educational events arranged 

in the park area. Main reasons for not attending conservation activities were lack of 

information related to the events, lack of time or old age. Conservation activities were also 

considered appealing among the park residents. Residents considered clean ups to be the most 

interesting conservation activity and they preferred attending to rather short volunteer 

activities.  

Experiences of conducting the survey 

An essential aim of the CPSD -project was also to experiment different ways to gather 

information in order to form best practice how to monitor community attitudes towards 

tourism and nature conservation. The approach how the study was carried out in the Baltic 

context increased this knowledge at its part, giving valuable information, how the research 

design should be altered for future monitoring.  

The house-to-house delivering of the questionnaires was perceived to be challenging, because 

people were often absent from their homes during the day time. Therefore, the timing of 

carrying out the survey should be changed and implementing the survey during the summer 

season could be recommended. Delivering the questionnaires was also problematic, since it 

was unclear, when the form should be left to the participant and when would it be better to 

fill the questionnaire together with the respondent. Especially old people were considered 

needing assistance with the questionnaires and they were helped personally. In the case the 

questionnaire was filled in together with the respondent, the delivering of the questionnaires 

slowed down remarkably making the whole process inefficient. 

According to the experience gained from encountering the residents, the inhabitants of 

Grazute Regional Park reacted in different ways against the study. Some people considered 

the questionnaire to be mainly waste of time while others were happy to get the chance to 

express their attitudes and willing to fill in the questionnaire.  

The questionnaire used for data collection was noticed to be too long, including too many 

questions as well as too many answering options. In addition, the question of income was 

considered to be too personal and should be considered to be left out totally. The questions in 

the form were also considered to be too complicated and should be simplified and specified 

for future monitoring.  
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Appendix 1. Survey questionnaire   

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 



 

 

 
 



 

 

Appendix 2. Spatially indicated development needs 

 

Road reparation 

¶ need to repair road to village 

"Zvilbuciai" 

¶ repair road and roadsides  

¶ need to manage road to the lake 

Recreation infrastructure development 

¶ need tables, tables, arbour (2) 

¶ need repair footbrige and stairs (2) 

¶ need new benches and sing 

¶ footbridge 

¶ Access and camping equipment for the 

lake Azukalnio 

¶ manage trail to 'Luodis' lake 

¶ need to make stairs for Deguciai 

mound 

¶ manage benches 

Other infrastructure development 

¶ need to manage "Deguciai" church 

¶ need to manage Deguciai "Freedom 

Monument 

¶ need to manage Deguciai Mound 

¶ need to manage Deguciai "lakeshore 

¶ need to manage Deguciai " burial 

mound 

¶ manage Zvilbuciai manor (2) 

¶ "Gaideliai" rural beaches 

reconstruction 

¶ èavaÜa runway reconstruction 

¶ need to repair manor place 

¶ need to develop tourism infrastructure 

¶ parking (2) 

¶ water infrastructure 

¶ manage the campsite (3) 

¶ manage the lake shore "Luodis" (2) 

¶ Napoleon Stone Preservation 

¶ manage the cemetery, to prevent the 

construction of their destruction 

¶ manage "Sabalunkos" resort 

¶ manage the lake shore "Luodis" 

¶ manage water mill 

¶ manage the lake shore "Luodis" 

¶ manage channel 

¶ manage the dam 

¶ need to manage and improve the 

energy Tiltiskes museum 

¶ need development Dukstas manor 

Environmental management 

¶ manage the environment 

¶ collect rubbich 

¶ clean up beach 

¶ clean -up "Luzu" forest 

¶ In parking need rubbish bins 

Information improvement  

¶ need sign next to the main road 

"Pa×emiÜkis" (2) 

¶ need signpost "Grazute" regional park 

(2) 

¶ need in Salakas signpost 

¶ information stand about the lake 

èventas and new sing



 

 

Appendix 3. Perceived impacts of tourism and nature conservation regionally. 

 

TOURISM NATURE CONSERVATION 

Elderate n Negative 
Neither 

nor Positive Elderate n Negative 
Neither 

nor Positive 

 Employment 
Deguciai  26 19% 50% 31% Deguciai  22 0% 55% 45% 

Antaliepte  37 3% 41% 57% Antaliepte  40 5% 40% 55% 

Salakas  87 21% 39% 40% Salakas  83 13% 33% 54% 

Dukstas  21 29% 48% 24% Dukstas  20 25% 30% 45% 

Zarasai  11 9% 73% 18% Zarasai  10 0% 60% 40% 

           

Economic development 
Deguciai  25 28% 56% 16% Deguciai  22 0% 45% 55% 

Antaliepte  36 3% 39% 58% Antaliepte  39 0% 49% 51% 

Salakas  79 18% 38% 44% Salakas  76 13% 30% 57% 

Dukstas  20 30% 40% 30% Dukstas  20 20% 30% 50% 

Zarasai  11 0% 73% 27% Zarasai  10 0% 60% 40% 

           

National appreciation of GRP 
Deguciai  17 12% 18% 71% Deguciai  23 0% 17% 83% 

Antaliepte  35 0% 23% 77% Antaliepte  37 0% 27% 73% 

Salakas  76 7% 26% 67% Salakas  79 4% 23% 73% 

Dukstas  19 5% 26% 68% Dukstas  20 5% 35% 60% 

Zarasai  10 0% 50% 50% Zarasai  10 0% 40% 60% 

           

International appreciation of GRP 
Deguciai  18 11% 39% 50% Deguciai  19 0% 16% 84% 

Antaliepte  34 0% 24% 76% Antaliepte  37 0% 24% 76% 

Salakas  76 5% 36% 59% Salakas  77 5% 26% 69% 

Dukstas  18 6% 28% 67% Dukstas  18 11% 28% 61% 

Zarasai  11 0% 55% 45% Zarasai  9 0% 56% 44% 

           

[ƻŎŀƭǎΩ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 
Deguciai  22 9% 41% 50% Deguciai  22 5% 18% 77% 

Antaliepte  37 3% 27% 70% Antaliepte  38 5% 16% 79% 

Salakas  83 8% 25% 66% Salakas  82 6% 23% 71% 

Dukstas  23 17% 17% 65% Dukstas  21 10% 19% 71% 

Zarasai  11 0% 36% 64% Zarasai  9 0% 22% 78% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

TOURISM NATURE CONSERVATION 

  n Negative 
Neither 

nor Positive   n Negative 
Neither 

nor Positive 

Recreation possibilities  Enjoyment of the area 

Deguciai  30 3% 23% 73% Deguciai  28 0% 14% 86% 

Antaliepte  42 0% 17% 83% Antaliepte  41 0% 17% 83% 

Salakas  90 4% 13% 82% Salakas  81 1% 21% 78% 

Dukstas  24 21% 13% 67% Dukstas  21 5% 29% 67% 

Zarasai  11 0% 27% 73% Zarasai  10 0% 40% 60% 

           

Possibilities of enjoying nature Beauty of the scenery 

Deguciai  28 7% 36% 57% Deguciai  28 0% 14% 86% 

Antaliepte  40 0% 8% 93% Antaliepte  41 0% 17% 83% 

Salakas  92 3% 15% 82% Salakas  82 2% 15% 83% 

Dukstas  23 13% 4% 83% Dukstas  21 5% 19% 76% 

Zarasai  11 0% 0% 100% Zarasai  10 0% 20% 80% 

            

Practicing everyday duties Diversity of nature 

Deguciai  22 9% 59% 32% Deguciai  25 0% 12% 88% 

Antaliepte  36 0% 44% 56% Antaliepte  39 0% 28% 72% 

Salakas  86 10% 42% 48% Salakas  78 4% 17% 79% 

Dukstas  21 14% 29% 57% Dukstas  21 10% 29% 62% 

Zarasai  10 10% 70% 20% Zarasai  10 0% 30% 70% 

           

Services in my village Tourism 

Deguciai  26 19% 54% 27% Deguciai  22 0% 41% 59% 

Antaliepte  36 0% 47% 53% Antaliepte  39 0% 26% 74% 

Salakas  88 13% 31% 57% Salakas  82 6% 21% 73% 

Dukstas  21 19% 29% 52% Dukstas  20 10% 30% 60% 

Zarasai  10 0% 70% 30% Zarasai  10 0% 50% 50% 

            

Extra household income       
Deguciai  25 12% 68% 20%       
Antaliepte  36 6% 36% 58%       
Salakas  79 18% 43% 39%       
Dukstas  20 15% 35% 50%       
Zarasai  11 0% 64% 36%       

            

Littering or pollution       
Deguciai  28 82% 7% 11%       
Antaliepte  38 58% 29% 13%       
Salakas  88 68% 13% 19%       
Dukstas  22 64% 23% 14%       
Zarasai  11 55% 18% 27%       

            

Degradation of the environment       
Deguciai  21 57% 29% 14%       

Antaliepte  35 40% 40% 20%       
Salakas  79 46% 39% 15%       
Dukstas  17 41% 35% 24%       
Zarasai  10 50% 30% 20%           



 

 

Appendix 4. Residents‘ comments related to tourism and nature conservation in Grazute 

Regional Park. 

Tourism 

¶ Antalieptė establish kayak point 

¶ Build more cafes and guest houses 

¶ Instruct tourists about the ecological requirements 

¶ Lineup links where you can gather blueberries, cranberries, blackberry 

¶ No ski rentals, campsites should be taxed 

¶ Manage the park campsites 

¶ Not enought bench next to the lakes 

¶ Tourism businesses need more caterers network 

¶ Tourism is a business that is necessary to promote, support, finance 

¶ Provide more information to local residents about the park activities 

¶ A large amount of tourists may negatively affect the Earth's natural ecosystems  

¶ Too much rubbish  

¶ I want to cooperate GRP and other rural tourism 

 

Nature conservation 

Littering (40)  

¶ Littering (17) 

¶ Littering in the woods (16) 

¶ Littering next to the lakes (2) 

¶ I had nowhere to dispose of household waste 

¶ Littering next to the rivers 

¶ Not enough rubbish bin  

¶ The old cemetery in Salakas littering  

¶ Vacationers trash left 

 

Environment (18) 

¶ Deforestation (11)  

¶ Deforestation during the breeding 

¶ Devastate the forest path  

¶ Fallen trees block the forest roads 

¶ Littering 

¶ Manage Luodis lakeshore, restrict wild boar 

¶ River pollution  

¶ Spring abundance of ticks, particularly in not-mowed areas 

 

Over-exploitation of natural products (3) 

¶ Berry and mushroom picking non-compliance, poaching  

¶ Collection of berries with a comb 

¶ Many artisanal fisheries in "Luodis" lake  

 

Other problems 

¶ It is not enough resorts 

 


