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Abstract

Initially, research on ‘social responsibility’ focused on the sphere of business (corporate social responsibility,
CSR). However, taking into account the fact that social responsibility is connected with understanding society's
expectations in a broader perspective, the concept is now considered applicable to all organisations, not only
business ones. The aim of this article is to draw attention to the problems in the socially responsible functioning
of landscape parks. The areas of activity of parks, for which specific legal, ethical or economic expectations may be
formulated by various groups of stakeholders, are characterised. The results of pilot surveys carried out among
employees of landscape parks in the Wielkopolskie voivodship are also presented.
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1. Introduction

The definitions of responsible business
are dominated by a purely economic
approach to this issue, while CSR itself is
referred to as a management strategy, or the
concept of running a company. However,
social responsibility does not apply only
to business organizations. Elements of
social responsibility are connected with
the broadly understood expectations of
the global society, the local community, as
well as individuals. Therefore, the term
social responsibility of the organization
is increasingly used, because every
organization (business, public, non-profit,
small, medium, etc. according to the division

criterion) should act socially responsible
(Walkowiak 2009: 10).

The theoretical aim of this article is to
present the issues of social responsibility of
organizations in relation to the functioning
of landscape parks, to indicate the areas
of their activities in which it is possible to
implement the assumptions of this idea
and the ways of its implementation. The
literature considerations were supplemented
with the results of pilot studies carried out
among the employees of landscape parks in
the Wielkopolskie voivodship.
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2. The essence of the social responsibility
of the organization

Social responsibility is considered as one of
the greatest challenges of the 21° century
and plays an increasingly important role
in the functioning of many enterprises.
Organizations around the world and their
stakeholders are increasingly aware of the
need for socially responsible activities
and their benefits. The attitude of the
organization towards the society in which it
functions and its impact on the environment
is becoming an essential element in assessing
the performance of the organization as
a whole and its ability to continue to act
effectively (Krodkiewska-Skoczylas, Zarlicka
2015: 277).

In the literature on the subject, the
concept of corporate social responsibility
is defined, among others, as the degree to
which a company undertakes economic,
legal, ethical and discretionary obligations
imposed on it by parties involved in its
activities (Maignan et al. 1999: 457) or
expectations of the aforementioned type
that society has towards the organization at
a given moment (Carroll 1979: 499).

Based on these definitions, it can be stated
that the social responsibility of the broadly
understood organization can be treated in
a multidimensional manner and manifested
in diverse activities (Web-o01). A socially
responsible organization should be aware of
its impact on society and the environment.
The decisions and actions affecting the
environment should be transparent and
based on ethics, fairness, equality and
integrity. Organizational responsibility also
manifests itself in respect for the needs and
expectations of stakeholders, as well as the
acceptance and respect of applicable law.
It is also extremely important to respect
human rights and to consider both their
importance and universality (Projekt
standardu... 2009)

The multitude of planes that can be
affected by socially responsible activities
does not mean that organizations wishing
to act according to this concept must

demonstrate responsibility at all levels
simultaneously (Woloszyn, Ratajczak
2012: 9). The investigation into the full
implementation of the assumptions of this
idea is a process spread over time.

The social responsibility of an organization
can be considered in three dimensions:

+ internal — directed to internal interest
groups in organization, i.e. owners,
managerial staff, other employee
groups, trade unions;

+ external — addressed to stakehold-
ers operating in a closer and further
environment, i.e. clients, suppliers,
competitors, financial institutions,
representatives of state and local
administration, business organiza-
tions, local communities, social or-
ganizations, media, international
institutions;

+ activities related to the natural envi-
ronment — taking into account the en-
vironmental aspect of the company’s
activities, including the impact of the
entity on its condition, caring for the
natural environment (Zelazna-Blich-
arz 2013: 14.).

It is also extremely important that socially
responsible activities are undertaken by the
organization’s owners on a voluntary basis
(Rok 2004: 70) and should be implemented
mainly to improve relations with stakehold-
ers (Kalinowska 2012: 330).

In the context of the theoretical considera-
tions quoted above, the question was posed:
can one talk about the social responsibility
of landscape parks and, if so, in what areas
can it be implemented?

3. Plane social responsibility of landscape
parks

Landscape parks as organizations are
entrusted with general public goods,
which are natural and cultural values,
whose protection becomes their statutory
task. The purpose of parks is also to
conduct educational activities and create
conditions for the development of forms
of tourism desired in the protected area.
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A characteristic feature of this form of
nature protection is also the possibility
of economic use of the area covered by it,
which is particularly important due to the
fact that landscape parks are often areas
of great potential. This potential should
be used in a manner consistent with the
principles of sustainable development and
with respect for protective provisions.

It is the multiplicity of functions assigned
to landscape parks that makes the group
of their stakeholders i.e. entities (people,
communities, institutions, organizations,
offices), which may influence the organization
or remain influenced by its activities
(Freeman 1994: 417). In the case of parks,
these include the Minister of Environment,
regional council, municipalities, Regional
Directorate for Environmental Protection,
park employees, residents, tourists, students,
National Fund for Environmental Protection
and Water Management and voivodeship
funds for environmental protection and water
management. Indication of stakeholders in
the case of a landscape park is important
because their actions often determine the
possibility of effective implementation of
protective tasks (Donaldson, Preston 1995:
66).

Management of protected areas should
be based primarily on cooperation between
various groups of entities, including central
government, local authorities, private
companies, NGOs and residents (Stockdale,
Barker 2009; Lockwood 2010) (Fig. 1).

So how should landscape parks work in
order to fulfill socially responsible tasks
assigned to them? The areas of social
responsibility in the landscape parks
activity can have a diverse character. They
may include organizational aspects, task
planning, actions in the field of protection
of securities, supervision of respecting the
introduced prohibitions, broadly understood
cooperation and financial management.

Presented areas of socially responsible
activities in landscape parks have been
proposed based on, among others on
the report of the Supreme Audit Office
Implementation of statutory tasks in
landscape parks. Information on the results
of the inspection (Web-02). Determining
the scope of social responsibility of parks
can be treated as an attempt to define the
conditions that must be met so that these
institutions effectively protect the natural
and cultural environment in the event of
leaving in the economic use of the land

Fig. 1. Example stakeholders of a landscape park. Source: own study
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subjected to protection, when the living and
managing communities want to develop and
improve (Web-03).

4. Socially responsible activities
in landscape parks

Problems regarding the functioning of
landscape parks began in the 1990s and have
been described in more detail in several
monographs (Kurowski, Witostawski 2002;
Zimniewicz 2002; Mizgajski 2003; Kistowski
2004).

Landscape park so that it can effectively
and socially responsible carry out the
tasks entrusted to it, should be a well
organized and well managed institution
(Kistowski 2012). It is, among others, about
the existence of a legal framework for
the functioning of the park, delineation
of its boundaries, proper organizational
structure and staffing situation. Each
park should have its own, well-marked
headquarter, preferably in the park itself, so
that employees can always be present on
its premises and that all interested parties
can always get direct contact. In the socially
responsible functioning of a landscape
park, it is extremely important to employ
well and properly educated employees. It
is also important to provide them with
opportunities to improve the skills needed
to perform work, that is participation in
training, conferences in the field of nature
and landscape protection, conducting
negotiations, changes in regulations, their
use, etc. It is also important to properly
equip the work places, work organization,
the nature of the tasks performed,
participation and delegation of powers.

Another aspect of park activities, where
social responsibility assumptions should
be taken into account, is task planning.
A landscaped park should have clearly
defined goals and methods of action, which
entails defining clear priorities and ways
to protect values (which depends largely
on existing legal regulations). The park
should also have a well-developed and
systematically implemented protection plan.

Due to its lack, parks do not have the basic
instrument for planning protective tasks in
a given area in the long-term perspective.

A manifestation of the responsibility of
parks for the common goods entrusted to
them is proper supervision over respecting
the prohibitions introduced in the parks.
For this purpose, it is necessary to conduct
systematic monitoring activities, such as
patrols or field inspections, and in the
case of irregularities — notification of the
competent authorities of the commune,
building supervision, municipal police, fire
brigade or police to establish and punish the
guilty and take corrective action.

A landscaped park should also actively
seek partners for cooperation and strive
for establishing permanent contacts with
administrative authorities, first of all with
municipalities. Convincing local governments
for the necessity of joint action is one of the
basic conditions for effective protection of
values. Co-operation may take the form of
mutual non-binding consultations, informing
and notifying about planned activities,
presenting their position on the case,
arrangements for directions of activities, etc.
In situations, where the scope of cooperation
is not regulated by law, it should be a part of
a good practice and partnership.

A landscaped park should have adequate
financial potential, enabling the implementa-
tion of protective tasks. It should have prior-
ity access to voivodship means of financing
environmental protection - voivodship
funds for environmental protection and wa-
ter management should primarily support
pro-ecological activities implemented in
protected areas (including landscape parks).
The establishment of the park should also in-
volve providing funds to protect its values,
especially in the initial phase of its function-
ing. The park should also be able to provide
at least partial financial compensation to
private owners in cases of losses caused by
changing the way of management for envi-
ronmentally friendly or directly affecting the
protection of values (e.g. change of the heat-
ing method or organic farming).
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In opposition to socially responsible
activities, one can also point out many
practices that affect the reduction of the
effectiveness of protective activities in
landscape parks and their surroundings
(Mackowiak 2016: 57).

In the organizational sphere:

*

functioning of the park, which is
a cohesive area in terms of natural
values, within separate organizational
structures, entailing, inter alia, the
need to develop separate planning
documents;

formal difficulties regarding the trans-
fer of part of the subsidy allocated to
the functioning of landscape parks be-
tween neighbouring voivodships, con-
stituting justification for the operation
of parks of the same name in separate
organizational structures;

entrusting to the heads of teams of
landscape parks tasks related to other
forms of nature protection, located
also outside the landscape parks;
minimizing the advisory and evalu-
ation functions of the parks’ coun-
cils and landscape parks’ assemblies,
which limits the participation of social
factors in decision-making, and also
the requirement to sit on these coun-
cils of representatives with a high level
of expertise that may affect the quality
of these decisions;

lack of adequate housing base, in
particular of the education base, and
insufficient number or lack of appro-
priate cars.

In the sphere of planning:

*

unjustified postponement during the
preparation of the protection plan;
continuation of work on the establish-
ment of conservation plans, despite
the lack of establishing protective
tasks for the Natura 2000 site located
in the landscape park.

In the sphere of activities in the field of
values protection:

*

lack of the possibility to effectively
enforce the provisions of landscape

parks protection plans in practice in

relation to the decision on building
conditions;

limiting the possibility of implement-
ing statutory tasks in parks as a result
of taking over by the Regional Direc-
torates of Environmental Protection

some employees of Landscape Service

Units (SPK), while reducing financial

resources for employment and pre-
serving tasks of landscape parks un-
der the Nature Conservation Act (A)
and qualification requirements SPKS;

a short date for reconciliation of in-
vestments planned for implementa-
tion in landscape parks is indicated
as the reason for the lack of such
a reconciliation.

The sphere of supervision over respect of
existing prohibitions:

.

insufficient human resources and in-
sufficient technical potential, resulting
in incomplete implementation of the
statutory tasks of the SPK in the field
of environmental inventory, identifi-
cation and assessment of existing and
potential threats to monitor compli-
ance with prohibitions in force in the
park;

lack of systematic activities carried
out in the field, supervision of respect-
ing the bans through analysis and giv-
ing opinions on submitted planning
documents and decisions;
discrepancies in decisions taken at
various levels, e.g. regarding the rec-
onciliation of building conditions —
questioning the provisions of the first
instance authority by a higher one.

In the sphere of cooperation:

.

lack of cooperation between land-
scape park directors and the regional
directorate for environmental protec-
tion, especially regarding the recon-
ciliation of the conditions for building
planned investments;

adding to the municipal or city
council the reconciliation of a draft
resolution regarding, for example, the
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extension of a park area located on
its territory, from the relaxation or
abolition of most of the bans in force;

+ failure to inform the directors of parks
or landscape parks’ teams by compe-
tent public administration authorities
about administrative proceedings be-
ing initiated regarding investments
planned for implementation in land-
scape parks.

In the area of financial management,
illegal activities may occur when contracts
are concluded or settled and expenditure is
realized. They can depend on:

+ non-compliance with the provisions

of the concluded contracts,

+  concluding contracts for an indefinite
period with contractors selected
on the basis of the provisions of the
Public Procurement Law,

o unsecured parks’ interests in con-
cluded contracts,

+ accepting works and paying remu-
neration to contractors, even though
the works performed did not meet
the requirements specified in the
agreements.

5. Landscape parks of the Wielkopolskie
voivodship

There are 13 landscape parks on the analyzed
area (Fig. 2), which together cover almost
180,000 hectars, which is slightly above
6% of the province’s surface area (Rocznik
statystyczny 2017). Three such areas are of
cross-border nature: Pszczewski, Przemecki
and Barycz Valley. The first protected areas
of this type in Wielkopolska were created
at the end of the 1980s (Lednicki and
Pszczewski), but the most were founded in
the 1990s. The youngest landscape park is
the Nadgoplanski Park Tysiaclecia (Skulsk
commune), established in 2009. The
Promno Landscape Park is the smallest
protected area of this type (3,000 hectars)
(Web-04). Within the voivodship there is
a fragment (only 20.23% of the total area)
of the largest landscape park in Poland -
Barycz Valley.

LANDSCAPE PARKS (LP)

1 Pszczewski LP

2 Sierakowski LP

3 Puszcza Zielonka LP

4 Promno LP

5 Lednicki LP

6 Powidzki LP

7 Nadgoplanski
Park Tysiaclecia

8 Nadwarcianski LP

9 Zerkowsko-Czeszewski LP
10 Rogalinski LP

11 Gen. D. Chlapowskiego LP
12 Przemecki LP

13 Barycz Walley LP

Fig. 2. Landscape parks of the Wielkopolskie
voivodship

Source: https://pl.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Zesp%C3%B3%Cs5%82_Park%C3%B3w_Krajobrazowych_
Wojew%C3%Bsdztwa_Wielkopolskiego (9/02/2019)

Such protected areas of Wielkopolska are
characterized by a diversified landscape,
which is a consequence of the Scandinavian
glacier. Hence the occurrence of bottom
and frontal moraine, post-glacial gutters
or sander plains. Concentration of these
forms translates into the presence of many
attractive vantage points, and on the other
hand, it creates huge potential for the
development of various forms of tourism
and recreation. Landscape parks in the
Wielkopolskie voivodship are also famous
for well-known cultural values such as
Ostrow Lednicki with the remnants of
Mieszko I and Bolestaw the Brave, Baroque-
Classicist Raczynski’s palace in Rogalin or
a hunting palace in Antonin.

Numerous walking, cycling, horse-
riding, water trails and didactic routes run
through the Wielkopolska landscape parks
— according to the recent analyzes, there
are about 50. A wide range of ecological
education classes is carried out in two
centers located in Chalin and Lad.
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Less than 26 full-time employees take
care of the implementation of statutory
actions, and the substantive support in the
field of the implementation of the protective
function is provided by the Council of
Landscape Parks of the Wielkopolska
Voivodship.

The dissemination of natural and cultural
values are served by various actions imple-
mented by various entities and institutions,
including by the Board of Wielkopolska
Landscape Parks — cyclic walks accompa-
nied by a guide for each park: “Go astray”,
walking and cycling rallies, rafting, pho-
tography, recitation, art contests, knowledge
about parks, etc. Two mobile applications
were also prepared for the youngest visi-
tors (“Bee” and “Antonin Path”) and outdoor
games — quests (11) (Web-o05).

As noted, among others Spychala (2010:
160) the mere coverage of the area with the
status of a landscape park generates tourism,
but it should develop as part of forms of
cultural and natural tourism (Uglis et al.
2012: 31).

6. Methodology of empirical research

The presented results are the result of
pilot studies carried out among employees
of landscape parks located within the
Wielkopolskie voivodship. The assumed
intelligence questionnaire will be directed to
employees of all landscape parks in Poland.
It should be emphasized that the work on
the questionnaire included consultations
with representatives of the administration of
various protected areas as well as with the
management of the Landscape Parks Com-
plex of the Wielkopolska Voivodship (Zespo6t
Parkéw Krajobrazowych Wojewddztwa
Wielkopolskiego). Discussion and mutual
exchange of views as well as the confron-
tation of theoretical and practical assump-
tions were to serve the proper formulation
of questions and their interpretation.
Finally, the questionnaire consisted of 28
closed questions with a 7-element Likert
scale. The introduction of such a version
of the Likert scale was aimed at increasing

the accuracy of the measurement. Its
popularity is determined by the relative
simplicity of scale construction, standard
principles of checking one-dimensionality
and reliability, the ability to capture many
aspects of the phenomenon studied, and the
convenience of using the form of a synthetic
variable (Jezior 2013: 118). On the other
hand, the issues included in the research
questions form the thematic blocks in the
questionnaire, which group questions from
a given scope (Olbrych 2009: 138).

The issues included in the questionnaire
were divided into the following blocks:

+ organization of work in the aspect
of the possibility of realizing the
assumptions of social responsibility;

«  substantive and legal tools (scientific
council, current protection plans, etc.)
and implementation of the ecological
function;

o  the attitude of administration to the
local environment.

The research was carried out from Sep-
tember to November 2018. Despite the
complexity of works on the preparation of
the questionnaire itself, the effectiveness
of research in the first stage implemented
among representatives of landscape parks
in Wielkopolska proved to be low. Only 11
completed surveys were received.

The authors of the research, striving
to diagnose the cause of the distance or
sometimes even the reluctance of the re-
spondents to express their opinion, submit-
ted the results of the independent expert
consultation (among the representatives of
protected areas). The effect of these meet-
ings was a jointly developed intelligence
questionnaire.

7. Research results

It should be emphasized that respondents al-
ways had the same range of answers to cho-
ose from: yes, rather yes, hard to say, rather
not, no. For this reason, these options were
often grouped as positive (positive two), ne-
gative (last two) and neutral opinions. In
a few cases, the issues that were examined
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were still divided into individual main
functions, which the landscape park was
supposed to play in the legislator (didactic,
ecological, protective), but the conclusions
were made jointly.

The survey questionnaire begins with
questions about the employees themselves,
in the opinion of the respondents in the
team there are far too few employees —
over half of them answered this question;
on the other hand there is a large number
of ambiguous indications (3) and one —
definitely contradictory.

It is not surprising that the answer to the
next issue that raises the relevant compe-
tences of employees — the respondents judge
themselves positively as properly prepared
in terms of content.

When it comes to the possibility of profes-
sional development, in general, six people do
not see such opportunities, but at the same
time three people are convinced that they
exist, two people have no responsibility in
this matter.

The study also asked about the motivation
system, possibly encouraging a stronger
involvement in professional activities — in
this case, as many as nine respondents
had negative opinions, and two people
could not take an unequivocal position.
Almost identical distribution of responses
was obtained by discussing the subject
of an efficient and satisfying system of
communication between employees.

Employees rated their creativity very
high — up to nine respondents believe that
it is the person who contributes to the tasks
performed by landscape parks.

The next part of the questionnaire
concerned the organizational structure
of Landscape Parks Complex of the
Wielkopolska Voivodship (LPCWV) — Fig. 3
illustrates the answers of respondents
regarding its impact on the implementation
of specific functions assigned to this form of
nature protection. Positive opinions prevail
in a slightly different configuration, while the
majority of affirmative indications received
didactic tasks.

Respondents were asked for a statement
about the LPCWYV Council. Four
respondents welcomed its substantive
competences, however, the majority (six)
did not take a position on this issue. Lack
of willingness to answer — or maybe a solid
knowledge of the topic — on this issue also
confirm questions regarding the possible
use of knowledge of board members in the
implementation of specific functions; the
distribution of opinions was identical: up to
ten employees had no opinion on the matter.

The least problematic issues were ques-
tions about external sources of financing
the implementation of projects, as well as
promotion of activities aimed at protecting
the natural environment (e.g. segregation of
rubbish). All employees are convinced that
LPCWYV is active both in the sphere of pro-
jects and in the promotion of pro-ecological
behaviour.

A very important document, properly
necessary for the proper operation of
a landscape park, is its protection plan;
however, as previously stated, not all parks
included in the LPCWYV have such a study.
As for its impact on the implementation of
the protective function, the majority of the
respondents (eight) confirmed the positive
role of the document (Fig. 4). However,
in the case of didactic and ecological
functions, half of the respondents could
not give a definite answer — perhaps this is
due to the fact that up to nine respondents
defined their professional tasks as related
to protection. Also, the protection relates
primarily to bans that compliance should
be supervised by the employees of that unit
— is this really the case? Eight respondents
confirm this thesis, but on the other hand —
two employees rather reject it.

Another analysed issue concerns possible
cooperation with municipalities, to which
the landscape park belongs administratively.
In this case, the respondents are very much
in agreement — most of them confirm
such activities, especially in the didactic
sphere (Fig. 5). Interestingly — according
to employees, this cooperation takes into
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hard to say =
rather not ‘ﬁ/

rather yes

 didactic = protective m ecological

Fig. 3. The impact of organizational structure of Landscape Parks Complex of the Wielkopolska
Voivodship on the implementation of specific functions assigned to landscape park.

Source: own study

rather yes
hard to say
rather not
not

= didactic = protective m ecological

Fig. 4. The impact of protection plan on the implementation of specific functions assigned to

landscape parks. Source: own study

rather yes Ty /

hare to.say rather not

w didactic ¥ protective M ecological

Fig. 5. The impact of cooperation with municipalities on the implementation of specific functions

assigned to landscape parks. Source: own study
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account the needs of local communities!
Thus, either the LPCWV conducted targeted
research in this regard, or the respondents
come from these territorial units and
are perfectly aware of local expectations.
Actually, it is uncertain, that any if these two
version are really true, what confirms the
necessity of conducting more detailed study
concerning described subject.

The issue of joint activities in the eco-
nomic field was discussed separately — and
here there was a certain dissonance. Well,
the distribution of responses regarding co-
operation with local business was almost
perfectly proportional (positive, negative
and abstaining), although it should be em-
phasized that there was not a definitely
positive option — the respondents only in-
dicated the “rather yes” option. In turn, the
statement “LPCWV supports the economic
development of the region” was supported
by six respondents, while five of them did
not have an opinion in this regard. In other
words, landscape parks as an institution sup-
port the local economy, but rather do not
engage in private initiatives.

8. Summary

Considering the social responsibility of
a non-profit organization, which are land-
scape parks, attention should be paid first of
all to the fact whether it implements its ob-
jectives and tasks in an ethical manner, con-
sistent with the law and taking into account
the expectations set by its stakeholders. The
main objective is not to improve financial
performance, but rather a friendly attitude
of society, building a competitive advantage
as a settlement area and an attractive tourist
area, or employees satisfaction, which trans-
lates into the way of performing duties.

The analyses made as well as the conclu-
sions from the conducted research also show
defects in the sphere of top-down organiza-
tional structure, which does not fully enable
the implementation of key assumptions of
social responsibility. Limitations resulting
from, among others, the insufficient num-
ber of employees assigned to certain tasks,

combined with the inflexible remuneration
system, do not stimulate such activities, es-
pecially among younger people.
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Parki krajobrazowe spotecznie odpowiedzialne.
Studium przypadku parkéw krajobrazowych wojewddztwa wielkopolskiego

Streszczenie

Pierwotnie zainteresowania badawcze ,odpowiedzialnoscia spoteczng” koncentrowaty sie na sferze biznesu (CSR).
Biorac jednak pod uwage fakt, ze spoteczna odpowiedzialnos¢ wigze sie ze zrozumieniem oczekiwan spoteczenistwa
w szerszej perspektywie, obecnie pojecie to znajduje zastosowanie w odniesieniu do wszystkich organizacji, nie
tylko biznesowych.

Celem artykutu jest zwrocenie uwagi na problematyke spotecznie odpowiedzialnego funkcjonowania parkéw kra-
jobrazowych.

Scharakteryzowano ptaszczyzny dziatalnosci parkow, wobec ktérych moga istniec szczegdlne oczekiwania natury
prawnej, etycznej czy ekonomicznej formutowane przez rézne grupy interesariuszy. Przedstawiono takze wyniki
pilotazowych badan ankietowych zrealizowanych wérdd pracownikéw parkéw krajobrazowych wojewddztwa wiel-
kopolskiego.

Stowa kluczowe
CSR, odpowiedzialno$¢ spoteczna organizacji, park krajobrazowy




