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ABSTRACT

An integrated approach to the landscape requirexaat formulation of the main object
of our interest — the landscape. Nowadays, theaqtnaf landscape occurs on broad scale
in other sciences. Basically, at least two maieastrs should be identified: the so called
“hard” geosystem based concepts, and, the “soffitual-heritage, value and perception
based concepts of landscape. The first approachepsesented by geographers and
landscape ecologists, the second one by very diftegroups of “friends of landscape”,
including specialist from the first group, as wedl very broad group of social scientists to
architects and artists. The problem is not in theat scale of concepts, but in the
acceptance of landscape science in the practice p&per explains two points of view on
landscape definitions.

INTRODUCTION

A long term desire of specialists in geography,l@&gy and landscape ecology was
a general approval of complex, large-scale appremdo the landscape - nowadays
recognised as the “integrated” approach - in lasd-and spatial planning procedures
(Fabos1979,Ruzikka, Miklés, 1982, Barsch, H., Saupe, G. et al.,3198ngevelde, 1994,
Izakovicova, Miklés, Drdos, 1997 and many others). ThiErason has been supported by
substantial scientific research since the sixtieshe last century (e.g\Neef, E., 1967,
Schmithdsen, J., 1976, Zonnenveld, |.S., FormanTR.TEds.), 1990, Haase, et al. 1991,
Naveh, Z., Liebermann, A., 1994). The complex appho has been pronounced in
scientific circles in the German geographical/larage ecological school — including
scientific centres in Central Europe (Neef, E.,H&ec, H., Barsch, H., Haase, G., 1973,
Proceedings 1976, DrdoS (ed.), 1983) - and in tnde$ landscape sciences school (the
Landshaftovedenyje, Sochava, V. B., 1977, Preolerssity, V.S., Minc, A.A., 1973).
Many scientific conferences and symposia have b#eroted to clarifying the basic
concepts, e.g. the3 4" and %' international symposia on the problems of landscap
ecological research organised in by the Institiiteamdscape Ecology of Slovak Academy
of Sciences (Proceedings 1973, 1976, 1979), orcthegresses of the Czechoslovak
geographers (e.g. the XVIth congress, Zbornik, 19T&ey discussed, sometimes even
disputed the relations and differences betweensgatécomplex physical geography and
later born landscape ecology. In general, this schmderstands the landscape as
ageographical complex, a geosystenAnother group of scientists - let's call them the
West European-American landscape ecological schdotused on the structure laind
cover and its pattern(e.g. Forman, R.T.T., Godron, M., 1981, 1986, Buri., 1990). Of
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course, those schools are never distinguishly prooed and never expressed any
opposition. This was confirmed through the comreffiort to establish the International
Association for Landscape Ecology, which happendéie¥any (Slovakia) in 1982 during
the VIth International Symposium on Problems of dscape Ecological Research.

Nowadays we can also recognize a third distinguaisireup of ,friends of landscapes*
coming from different professional backgrounds,ingvthe beauty and other values of
landscapes, whose activities are based more oncuharal-heritage approach to the
landscape. They consider the landscape to be apteon, as thé&scape” of the land, as
cultural-heritage value. The specialists from this group do not alwayssinsn the deep
knowledge of landscape as geosystem, on the kngelefithe elements of landscape, of
their physical structure (see eRyeuste, J., Kozova, M., Finka, M. (Ed2009.

Of course, this is not a new issue. According tovéllaand Leiberman (1994) the
landscape is historically perceived in two waysadangible material reality and also as an
intangible, mental and artistic experience. Inféilwing lines we present a comparison of
two examples of the understanding of landscapetlagid consequences for the practical
acceptance of landscape-ecological concepts.

Landscape as a geosystem — a “hard” definition odhdscape

The concept of landscape as a geosystem is breadlypted among geographers and
landscape ecologists. It is based on the theorgewmieral system (Bertalanffy, L. von,
1968). The general geosystem theory was modified by mamnssts according to the
goals of geographical sciences (e.g. as Krcho, , 1968388, Chorley, Kennedy, 1971,
Demek, 1974, Sochava, 1977, Preobrazhensky, 1983ck&n, Antrop, 1983, Miklds,
Izakovicova, 1997 and others). A congregated system defindf landscape according to
the understanding of the above mentioned authoss beapresented asandscape is a
geosystem, an integrated complex of elements ofogeaphical sphere and their
interactions with each other. Of course,this definition might be modified by various
.Jmprovements”, mentioning the time, the space, $treicture, the dynamics and other
aspects of the system, but those, who really faldlne geosystem theory know, that all
those aspects are implicitly included within thesibadefinition of the system, as
fundamental attributes of the ,elements and theeractions"”.

The explicit expression of the elements and thecsire of geosystem decisively helped
to implement very successfully applied conceptiofsLandscape Ecological Planning
(Landep, Ruzgika, Miklos, 1982) as well as the concept of therif@ial System of
Ecological Stability (TSES) to the legislation guidnning practice in the Slovak Republic.
The basis was the definition of landscape as aygém® in the Act 50/1976 Coll. on
Territorial Planning and Building Code (Building ¢ amendments 262/1992 Zb. and
237/2000 Coll. which reads as follows:

Article 139a Terms of territorial planning:

“(5) Landscape is acomplex systenof space, location, georelief and other mutually,
functionally inter-connected material natural elemseand elements modified and created
by man, in particular geological basement and sodlating substratum, water bodies, soill,
flora and fauna, artificial objects and elementsutfisation of territory, as well as their
connection determined by socio-economic phenomenidea society. Landscape is the
environment of man and other living organisms.”

Second decisive moment of this success was thaiti@fi of the properties of the
elements of landscape abligatory regulative for planning, namely for the “ecologically
optimal spatial arrangement and functional utilmabf territory”, as:

Article 139a Terms of territorial planning
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“(1) Regulative of spatial arrangement and functional utilisatodrierritory is abinding
guideline which guides thiecalisation and arrangementof a certain object or realisation
of a certain activity in territory. It is expresststoughvalues of properties of elements of
landscape structure by words, figures and graphically, ifspible. Regulative has
a character obans, limitations or supporting factorsin relation to spatial arrangement
and functional utilisation of territory. In this wahe regulative determines banned, limited
and acceptable activity or function in territory.”

So, the certain properties of the elements abtaas, limitations andsupporting factors
of spatial arrangement.

Landscape as a natural-cultural phenomenon — a ggt“ approach to landscape

A compromise between different approaches to laquscare represented in the
European Landscape Convention (Council of Eurofderefce, 288 October, 2000),
celebrating its 10 anniversary Basically, we appreciate the rolehaf €onvention, the
huge asset of the Convention towards the developaig¢he acknowledgment of landscape
in politics. However — like every international a@mtion — also this one shows the
compromises between professionals, diplomats afiticians. The following lines aim to
point out a few possible problems with the acceptaanf “softly” defined concepts of
landscape.

The definition of landscape #rticle 1of the Convention says:

» @) "Landscape" is an area, gserceivedby people, whoseharacteris the result of the
action andinteraction of natural and/or humafactors*

One may say that each word in the definition isetriNevertheless, it is a non-
materialistic definition, landscape is not defirssda material system structured by elements
in interaction, but as an imaginary entity based merception, character, action,
interaction, factors.

Other articles define the landscape as an asseohblperitage®, ,values®, ,quality”,
as:

JArticle 5 — General measures

Each Party undertakes: a) to recognise landssap law as an ... expression of ... their
shared cultural and naturdieritage and a foundation of theidentity;"
LArticle 6 — Specific measures

A Awareness-raising

Each Party undertakes to increase awarenessf thevalue of landscapes, ...

D Landscape quality objectives

Each Party undertakes to define landscapelity objectives ..."

The problem is not the wording of the definitiobut the acceptance by practice and

the possibilities to apply such definition to preal procedures. The Convention states
that the (,softly” defined) landscape should bateel by hard” measures as:

»Article 3 — Aims

The aims of this Convention are to promote laagsprotection, managemerdnd
planning, ...

Article 5 — General measures

Each Party undertakes: ... establish and implenendscapeoliciesaimed at
landscapeprotection, management and planning

How is possible to force those hard and mostlyawy $upported policies to accept softly
defined landscapes?!

As an example might serve the promotion of theqmtidn of landscape heritage, values
and qualities. Every state of landscape, every widdistically perceived state of its
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structure, itsquality, value, "scape”is a result of the use of single material elemefts
landscape, result of land-use. Thaesggle elements in the reality displayed as dots, lines
and areas of the landscape space — creatgsttape” of the land, which we can evaluate —
probably in a holistic way - as more or less valeabf lower or higher quality.

If we wish to protect or change this ,scape”, valuquality, there is no way to do it
Lholistically“ . In our countries the management of the change®gslated by legal
procedures — bgpatial planning. Each policy starts with a simply materialisticegtion:
do we like the present structure of the landscapeot? If yes, we shall do everything
possible to keep the single elements of the lam#scdructure — their quality, extent,
position — as they are now. If not, we try to préenchanges: each change of the landscape
structure is based on the change of single pdiness and polygons of present landscape
elements. Furthermore, it is to mention, that gaat of the landscape has its owner, who
has to be obliged to keep or change its ownershigpproper way by legal tools.

Of course, this is nothing new: there are functignsystems of spatial/territorial/physical
planning, land-use planning, ecological networkigigsbut they are in various countries on
various levelof complexity and integration.

Therefore it is inevitable, that policies and légfion

» define the landscape as a cersystem of material elementsvhich can be
changed or preserved;
* regulating the changes related to these material elements.

If we shall not apply this approach and the landecas not defined strictly,
materialistically, if its elements are not-tangilifehey are not related to regulative,

then policies, planning practices will apply thedketical provisions in @oluntary way,
not as arobligatory regulative.

Other theorethical problems in the Landscape Conveion
There are few other antilogism in the Conventi@kjrtg into account the geographical
scientific point of views. Let us open three bagiestions:

a) Is the landscape only alementor a part of something else, or it is eomplex
system,which is structured bgll elementsof geographical sphere?

Of course, the scientific understanding promotes second statement, the question
might sound even irrelevant. However, the paragathe Convention read as follows:
.Preamble

Believing that the landscape ikay elemenof individual and social well-being ...

Acknowledging that the landscape is an important of the quality of life for people..
Article 5 — General measures

Each Party undertakes:... to recognise landssapdaw as aressential componeruf
people’s surroundings ... ,,

So, the Convention reads, that landscape is n@nargl frame condition for the social
well being and for the life quality, not a spatie@me, not the environment itself, but only
an element, a part, a component.

b) Is the landscape thing, that is not everywherenly somewhere where we designed it,
where it has values, or everywhere, covering ilmle mainland surface? Again an
apparently irrelevant question, but the Conventeads as follows:
JArticle 15 —Territorial application
1 Any State or the European Community magpecifythe territory or territories to
which the Convention shall apply.
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2 Any Party may, at any later date, dgclaration... extendthe application ... to any
other territory
3 Any declaration ...made ... above may .wiibdrawn by notification ..."

Of course, the above mentioned paragraphs relateéket regional application of the
Convention, not to the definition of the landscagevertheless, the paragraphs suggest that
landscapes may/will appear only where the parti¢seoConventiorwish them to be they
canspecify, extendor withdraw them! This conflict could deeply influence the reare
and planning of landscapes.

Landscape ecologists prefer the systematic apprdiaep understand landscape as
- acomplex (integrated) system

- which is composed dll other elements of geographical sphere

- awhole-mainland-surface coveringentity,

- auniversal frame for life and activity of people.

c) Problems of (political) acceptance of the Corioen

We would like to believe that each Party signed @mnvention with a good will.
Anyway, by particular application of the Conventioone can not exclude
political/economical problems in various countriespnflict of interests among
stakeholders, therefore, we mention other problevhgsh might appear during a very strict
application of the following paragraphs:
~.Chapter Il — National measures
Article 4 — Division of responsibilities
Each Party shall implement this Convention ... adcw to itsown division of powers...
in conformity with its constitutional principles @amadministrative arrangements ...

Chapter IV — Final clauses

Article 12 — Relationship with other instruments

The provisions of this Conventighall not prejudicestricter provisions ... contained in
other ... national or international instruments.*

Neither of the latter cited paragraphs appears efaoug, and we hope, they are never to
be misused. It is also necessary to say, suchhlasiwording in international documents
IS quite common. It is just to express, that ifdieg them very rigidly, jurisdictionally, they
could be understood that the Parties are quite trepply the Convention according to
their (good?) will, they may treat landscape adyuas they did prior to the Convention,
without strict legal sanctioning!

CONCLUSION

The present development of landscape scienceshgybrievel, much higher than several
decades ago. Also the acceptance of our sciencprantice has improved, several
landscape-ecological concepts has been successfppyied to policies and planning
processes. Obijectively, the theory and the praabtdandscape ecology decisively
influenced the basement pillars of sustainable ldgweent, of the environmental
protection, natural resources management, naturgeceation, e.g. see several chapters of
AGENDA 21, the pan-European ecological network empicNATURA 2000, landscape
planning procedures, the integrated watershedagement, integrated landscape
management, and, of course, also the birth of tirefiean Landscape Convention. In spite
of that, the acceptance of those issues is stillomothe desired level, there is still a gap
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between politics and science. Therefore, furtheetigment of both theory and application
of landscape ecological concepts is still a pryoigsue of all specialists in landscape
sciences.
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