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deliberation. Bargaining can take place within a framework of deliberation that “… 
facilitates learning and common understanding …” within the regulative, normative, 
cognitive and imaginary dimensions (Sorensen and Torfing 2007:9). Planners can 
encourage participants to create particular shared norms, values, codes, knowledge and 
sentiments concerning geopark in their negotiations. At the same time, laws, mandates 
and procedures that govern geopark development in Langkawi should be made clear, 
reminded and adhered to. The negotiation process may be better facilitated in that way. 
In simple terms, ideally networks can better facilitate negotiations as everyone should 
know everyone else in close proximity and contact, and all of them would have and 
be aware of some common shared hopes, values, ideas, beliefs, knowledge, concepts, 
norms and others concerning geopark development and benefits while playing their 
formal roles and responsibilities. If they do not, then planners may evoke and highlight 
the commonalities to the participants and argue for their significance in geopark context. 
In short, planning consultations based on networks technique would encourage a new 
form of public governance of Langkawi Geopark that emphasises more on public-private 
partnerships and networks; less command and control on the part of the government; an 
integration of horizontal and vertical relationships; steering and facilitating state roles; 
relative autonomy and empowerment for all stakeholders; and negotiation, persuasion 
and collaboration and not just the usual top-down coordination (see Ingraham and Lynn 
2004, Francesch-Huidobro 2008, Kjaer 2004, Kooiman 2007 and Sorensen and Torfing 
2007 on new definitions of governance, public governance and networks governance).

In the consultation of any geopark event or activity, planners may already know the 
formal roles and functions of the governmental participants in the consultations. 
However, perhaps the new networks between them and the participants may give them 
the opportunity to sit down, discuss and identify together any overlapping roles or 
functions detrimental to geopark development and clearly identify roles and functions 
that can be effectively integrated and synchronised for geopark development while not 
omitting them altogether. That task may not be difficult if there would have been frequent 
and regular meetings and interactions, and creation of norms and values on closeness of 
relationships and personal familiarity, from the beginning to the end of the consultation 
and networking process. In fact, the authors and their team members learned from their 
interviews that some of the stakeholders involved in the carnival and conference were 
already familiar with one another and have worked with one another before. Hence, 
newly established networks may allow the planners and consultation participants to 
better negotiate, bargain and even comfortably persuade one another without or with 
less animosity concerning the nature of role and functions overlap and integration. 
Through the networks, the planners may better communicate key geopark (i.e. heritage 
conservation and sustainable development) principles such as environmental protection, 
resource conversation, quality of life, intergenerational obligations, social justice and 
the significance of participation for development to all the participants. Convincing 
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participants of the importance of geopark principles will not be stressful and challenging 
due to potentially evoked similar mindsets, norms, values, beliefs concerning Langkawi 
Geopark significance among the networked participants.

LESSON FROM SIMILARITIES

Once the networks have been established, they need to be maintained and stabilised. To 
do that, planners can urge for many more frequent meetings (face-to-face if possible) 
between the participants throughout the planning process, and consequently, in managing 
and implementing the activities. The networks ought to be constantly interactive and 
on-going. The Geopark Carnival and Geopark Conference as exampled demonstrated 
that most of the participants always attended meetings conducted by LADA, prior and 
during the activities. Frequent interactions definitely occurred between them. In fact, 
such frequent interactions and meetings can serve as a good lesson in networking for 
future planning of other geopark projects. Planners can learn from the achieved benefits 
of such interactions and networking. In any networks established through consultations, 
frequency of meetings and on-going interactions may be sustained depending on patterns 
of similarities or commonalities between the participants that planners can identify and 
draw out during the consultation process, for example, similar values (cultural or social), 
beliefs, knowledge, norms, viewpoints, mindsets, and sentiments concerning geopark 
development. As noted earlier, some patterns of similar ideas, knowledge and awareness 
about geopark concept and benefits were discovered from the informants and respondents 
of the studies. These may be drawn out to evoke a strong sense of similarities among the 
stakeholders that would convince them to see the importance of their similarities for 
effective networking, and consequently, effective work cooperation and success of future 
geopark activities. Planners could even make the effort to evoke a strong (or stronger) 
sense of belonging and ‘geoparkian’ identity among the stakeholders. Findings from 
semi-structured interviews with some local Langkawians uncovered that a strong sense 
of geoparkian identity has already existed among them (see Ong 2010b). This feeling 
can be further fostered and spread through potential networks among many other local 
people and authorities who could be involved in future geopark development projects.

In the Geopark Carnival and Geopark Conference examples, at the cognitive level, 
the stakeholders projected similar viewpoints concerning their understanding of the 
meaning of geopark, and awareness of the importance of the geopark status to Langkawi 
socio-economic development, geological heritage conservation, ecological heritage 
conservation, and to socio-cultural heritage conservation in Langkawi. That had a 
positive impact on their work cooperation. They also demonstrated particular similar 
behavioural orientations depicting positive work attitude in terms of cooperation. For 
instance, most of the stakeholders made similar efforts to understand the information 
and messages conveyed by the organiser, and to always communicate with the main 
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organiser, always refer and contact LADA in case of doubts or problems about the activity, 
and finally, always comply and follow LADA’s work orders. These would be the work 
norms and related values that emerged in both activities and had led to positive work 
motivation and cooperation. As noted earlier, mutual moral support was also confirmed 
to be present among some stakeholders and even social cohesion that was indicated by 
the intensity, density and interactiveness of the work relationships. In future planning 
of geopark activities, planners may learn from the carnival and conference to develop 
those similarities at the normative, cognitive and emotive levels, develop relevant social 
norms and values, and then ‘use’ them as a mechanism to develop new work networks 
and ensure cooperation and commitment from every participating stakeholder. 

Through any networks created from geopark activity, planners may also learn about 
how the stakeholders get on with their daily lives and activities, e.g. how they do 
things effectively in their own ways, how they communicate among themselves, and 
how they may networked between themselves in everyday lives. Trust, a social value 
at the communal level, may have already existed among those people on a daily basis 
prior to any planning consultations or face-to-face meetings or geopark involvement. 
As mentioned earlier, some of the stakeholders already know one another on a work 
and personal basis prior to their involvement in the carnival and conference. Some of 
them may be friends, neighbours or even relatives. Nonetheless, the power of social 
networks in daily communal and organisational lives may still be uncovered, learned 
and utilised by the planners in their consultations with those people, especially in their 
efforts to encourage new networks formation and maintenance among them. Examples 
of potentially effective social networks are friendship networks, family ties, religion-
based ties, village networks, neighbour networks, old school networks, club membership 
networks and others. The already existing social networks among the stakeholders may 
become a means to maintain, stabilise and even strengthen their new work relationships 
and networks in future involvement in geopark activities. For effective networks 
maintenance and stability, the informal networks and their cognitive, normative and 
imaginary dimensions maybe as effective as the formal bases normally based on formal 
organisational roles, positions and public sector obligation, and rules and regulations. If 
those people are to be involved in new geopark activities and their mutual trust already 
known to the planners, the planners may then know what to do and how to cement 
their new work relationships to bring about successful planning and implementation 
of new geopark activity or project. The planners may just need to further strengthen 
the trust between the stakeholders throughout the planning process. Even better work 
commitment may be ensured; social cohesion better still. 

Still on the subject of trust, in the Geopark Carnival and Geopark Conference cases, its 
presence between LADA and some stakeholders was indicated through the participation 
of similar stakeholders in both the Geopark Carnival and Geopark Conference activities, 
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such as LADA, Majpeda, Pejda, Podiram, Watedip, Latga, Lata and Mahot. Of course, 
one can argue that Majpeda, Pejda, Podiram and Watdip ought to be involved in the 
geopark activities by virtue of them being local authorities and government agencies 
performing their work responsibilities and public duties. However, it can be assumed 
that trust may have already existed between them and LADA considering the frequency 
of their meetings and interactions in various different geopark activities in the past, 
as discovered by the authors in their interviews and analysis of both the activities. In 
both activities and many others not cited in this article, trust may have acted as a social 
capital that may have contributed to those activities’ past successful implementation. 
In general, planners can regard trust as a social capital for future effective planning 
and implementation of geopark activities, and for the same stakeholders and others to 
continue coming together to carry out new geopark activities and projects effectively and 
successfully.

RECIPROCITY, MUTUALITY AND EXCHANGE

Once new networks are established through geopark activities consultations, they 
may allow the interacting planners and stakeholders to exchange resources such as 
information, knowledge, ideas, and others that are important to get the activities going. 
Norms and values relating to reciprocity and mutuality would then be assured in the 
networks. Exchange of resources between LADA and the stakeholders in both the 
Geopark Carnival and Geopark Conference activities was undoubtedly present, more 
so through the professed frequent meetings and interactions between them throughout 
the planning, managing and implementing processes. Planners can learn from these 
two examples, i.e. to incorporate stakeholder exchange behaviour in their planning of 
geopark activities, at best to further increase the flow and content of resource exchange 
relevant to geopark development. Ideally, if any resource exchange were to take place 
through networks of planners and participants, the planners can better communicate their 
planning intentions, goals, strategies, perceived effects of the plans and problem solving 
to the stakeholders through the networked participants throughout the planning process. 
Instead of forecasting and imagining potential problems and challenges independent of 
a social context, the planners may be able to identify signs of problems and challenges 
right from the beginning of the planning stage and plan appropriate action to counter 
them.  

To elaborate on more networks qualities, planners may learn even more about the 
structural positions of the actors in the networks and make the most out of that. They may 
learn to identify who are important or central persons or potentially important persons 
in the networks, who can become good channels of communication, who can bridge 
links between people, which top level person can communicate and get along with lower 
level people, who is dominant in the networks, who is influential and powerful in the 
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networks, cliques found in the networks, what connects the cliques, who can establish 
social cohesion, who is the trouble maker or destructive to the networks, who can resolve 
conflict, and others. In the Geopark Carnival and Geopark Conference examples, key 
networks actors identified would be LADA, Majpeda and Pejda by virtue of their main 
positions as Federal Government agencies (LADA) and key local authorities (Majpeda 
and Pejda) in charge of socio-economic development in Langkawi, specifically the 
geopark. In terms of their active participation in the geopark activities and high motivation 
for involvement and frequent attendance of meetings, Lata and Latga also seem to be key 
NGOs networks actors from the non-governmental side.

CONCLUSION

This article has introduced networks as a technique in the planning of Langkawi Geopark 
activities, e.g. in development planning activities, community activities, social events, 
projects, conference events and others. A study of some geopark activities and stakeholder 
interview data has revealed the presence of work relationships between some public 
and private stakeholders who participated in the activities. The relationships led to the 
successful completion of the activities. Interestingly, some features of the relationships 
indicated some semblance to certain characteristics of networks of relationships and 
have the potential to be developed into effective future networks of relationships. 
The findings have thus offered an early argument on the feasibility of networks as a 
normed technique for effective governing of future geopark activities, including land use 
planning. Relevant authorities, policy makers, managers, administrators and planners 
could consider developing stakeholder relationships into actual networks in their future 
planning consultations for the planning and implementation of new development 
activities in Langkawi Geopark.
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Abstract
There is an increasing movement towards acceptance of public participation as a 
logical approach to heritage conservation and sustainable use of natural resources. In 
conservation initiatives, to ensure effective participation is to see it as a social process. 
Thus, the importance of community participation and consultation in planning for heritage 
conservation is emphasised using an example from fishing community involvement in 
community-based fisheries management in Langkawi. The setting up of cooperative 
community resource management Komuniti Pengurusan Ekosistem Perikanan (KPEP) 
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is a significant attempt that acknowledges the value of local involvement in natural 
resource management. It aims to understand local fishers’ participation in resource 
management activities towards heritage conservation. One of the findings revealed that 
although the resource management activities did not mentioned explicitly the importance 
of heritage conservation. However it could be assumed that intention for heritage 
conservation is at the heart of the initiatives. Implicit in such an approach is a sense that 
local fishers’ participation in managing resources would utilise local knowledge gained 
from past down traditions of previous generations.  The application of local knowledge 
encourages them to become aware of their fishing cultural heritage and to encourage 
them to conserve it. It is crucial for development activities surrounding the area of KPEP 
Kuala Teriang are compatible and complementary to the existing activities of fisheries 
heritage conservation and promotion of social well-being. 

Keywords: Langkawi Geopark, public/community participation, heritage conservation, 
community-based fisheries.

INTRODUCTION

The importance of community participation throughout the decision-making, 
implementation and enforcement processes has gained recognition among policy 
makers and planners (Goodwin 1998). The realisation stemmed from the concern over 
the inability of development projects to achieve its targets due to the lack of attention 
in ensuring holistic participation among stakeholders (Rahnema 1992). At the same 
time, there has been an increased focus on building partnerships among stakeholders at 
different institutional and society levels as an attempt to move away from simple form 
of consultation to more participatory and collaborative resource management (Izurieta 
2007). 

In conservation initiatives, to ensure effective participation is to see participation as a 
social process. Participation as a social process means communicating and working 
together in groups and with different people in order to achieve common goals as well as 
learning and sharing from each other’s experiences. However, it is important to note that 
both conservation and participation are concepts and physical practices that are matters 
of contest and interpretation between policy and social actors (Goodwin 1998:483). 
There is an implicit assumption by conservation organisations that local people and 
conservation professionals have shared expectations surrounding the informing ideas, 
organisational form and subsequent outcomes of local participation. Thus, to ensure 
success in participatory conservation initiatives is to ensure that ‘people have the 
institutional framework and resources required to act upon the knowledge they generate 
and receive, and to be heard as well as consulted’ (Goodwin 1998:495). In this article, 
the importance of community participation and consultation in planning for heritage 


