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Abstract

Landscapes change because they are the expression of the dynamic interaction between natural and cultural forces in the
environment. Cultural landscapes are the result of consecutive reorganization of the land in order to adapt its use and spatial
structure better to the changing societal demands. Particularly in Europe, history has recorded many successive and even
devastating landscape changes, which have left barely any relics today. Today, the changes are seen as a menace, as a negative
evolution because they cause a loss of diversity, coherence and identity, which were characteristic for the traditional cultural
landscapes that are rapidly vanishing. This growing concern is also expressed in the European Landscape Convention, which
will be used as a start for the analysis in this article. Three periods of landscape dynamics are considered: the traditional
landscapes before the important changes that started in the 18th century, the landscapes of the revolutions age of the 19th to 20th
century, and the post-modern new landscapes. The combined effect of the driving forces such as accessibility, urbanization,
globalization and the impact of calamities have been different in each of the periods and affected the nature and pace of the
changes as well as the perception people have had about the landscape. Values change accordingly and so does the way of
using and shaping the landscape. It is argued that this changing perception also influences what kind and aspects of landscapes
are studied, protected and managed. Diversity and identity of cultural landscapes are central in the discussion. It is shown
that coherence between small composing elements in a broader spatial context is important for the legibility of the landscape
and that the ability to tell the (his)story of a place strongly enhances the identity and the overall value. This offers criteria for
inventorying and assessing landscapes, which is needed to define future management and development. Although the general
trends of future development of the European landscapes are rather well known, planning and managing future landscape
remains difficult and extremely uncertain. The processes and management in past traditional landscapes and the manifold
relations people have towards the perceivable environment and the symbolic meaning it generates, offer valuable knowledge
for more sustainable planning and management for future landscapes.
© 2003 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction: landscapes change, naturally!

This article analyzes the unique character of
changes in today’s landscapes, the reasons why these
are felt by many as a menace and why the gradually
disappearing traditional landscapes are still valuable
for the future. The focus is upon the European situ-
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ation. First the nature of landscape changes during
different periods in history is discussed and the driv-
ing forces of these changes are examined. Secondly,
values of the past landscapes are discussed, consider-
ing the different ways we actually protect, study and
use them. How can these values become integrated
with the future demands and needs of society? This is
discussed in relation to planning objectives and prac-
tice in a society characterized by an ongoing urban-
ization and globalization. Finally, some possibilities
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of the lessons past cultural landscapes can teach us
are examined, as guidelines for the building of future
landscapes.

The concern about the vanishing traditional cultural
landscapes and new emerging landscapes has become
a recurring topic in most of recent international scien-
tific conferences and workshops. Landscape changes
are seen as a threat, a negative evolution, because the
current changes are characterized by the loss of diver-
sity, coherence and identity of the existing landscapes.
New elements and structures are introduced which
look alike everywhere. Landscapes always change
because they are the expression of the dynamic interac-
tion between natural and cultural forces in the environ-
ment. Cultural landscapes are the result of consecutive
reorganizations of the land in order to adapt its use and
spatial structure better to changing societal demands.

History has recorded many successive and even
devastating landscape changes, which have left barely
any relics today. All the important periods of landscape
change also showed proper initiatives for adapted
policy and rules for landscape management and pro-
tection. Many important land reclamations and de-
forestation initiatives during the Middle Ages were
systematically planned (Muir, 2000; Verhulst, 1995;
Butlin, 1992) and many were subject to specific laws
and regulations (Van Hoorick, 2000). The sustainable
control of natural resources was often an important
concern as shown for example by the management
of water resources and forests. Measures were taken,
mainly by the great landlords, to maintain and protect
certain qualities and values. For example, hunting was
an important factor, which lead to protection of forests
and the creation of deer and landscape parks in many
countries in Western Europe (Muir, 2000; Verhulst,
1995). Also, the enclosure movement which spread
from England over the north-western part of Europe
between the 18th and 19th century (Nitz, 1992) was
mainly a regulated process. The main goals were to
conserve certain land qualities and natural resources,
including wildlife, not to maintain the natural or
cultural characteristics of landscape (Van Hoorick,
2000). Since the Renaissance, ‘cultural’ landscapes
were designed and build around wealthy and powerful
villas, palaces and castles and little concern was given
to the ‘ordinary’ landscapes (Preece, 1991). From the
16th to the 19th century, garden architecture evolved
in landscape architecture and landscaping (Enge and

Schröer, 1990; Jellicoe, 1975) and in general a ra-
tional, geometrical order in urban planning and land
organization emerged.

It was only at the end of the 18th and beginning of
the 19th century that the transformations induced by
the Industrial revolution were considered as devastat-
ing and threatening for the environment and the land-
scape. It was also during the Romantic period, that
naturalist scientists offered new revolutionary views
upon nature and landscape and their evolution. Then
the first legislation on nature and landscape conserva-
tion emerged. Besides the protection of sites and nat-
ural ‘monuments’, the visual and functional aspects
for visitors were always considered. Only since the
second half of the 20th century a more ecological ap-
proach towards integrated landscape management has
developed. With the revival of landscape ecology since
the 1980s, a holistic approach to the landscape has
been slowly emerging as well, as a more integrated ap-
proach that ultimately aims at transdisciplinarity: the
integration of fundamental and applied research and
policy implementation. It was only at the turn of the
20th to 21st century that the concern for landscapes as
a cultural heritage has been emerging again. Aware-
ness about the threat of globalization forces on lo-
cal identity and regional diversity has been arising as
well. Several initiatives have been taken to reorient re-
search and policy concerning the landscape, such as
during the 25th anniversary of the Dutch association
for Landscape Ecology held by WLO in Wageningen,
1997 (Vos and Klijn, 2000), the Dornach conference
“The Culture of the European Landscape as a Task”
(Pedroli, 2000) and certainly with the European Land-
scape Convention (Council of Europe, 2000).

Internationally the landscape was put on the agenda
since the Dob̌rı́š Assessment on Europe’s environ-
ment by the European Environmental Agency in 1991
(Stanners and Bourdeau, 1995). Policy makers be-
came aware of the growing challenge when trying
to preserve any value of traditional landscape and
researchers increased the number of publications in
this domain (Holdaway and Smart, 2001; Nohl, 2001;
Austad, 2000; Green, 2000; Pedroli, 2000; Wascher,
2000; Wascher and Jongman, 2000; Antrop, 1997;
Meeus et al., 1990). In parallel, since 1994, the Coun-
cil of Europe had worked on the formulation of a Eu-
ropean Landscape Convention that was finally opened
for signature on 20 October 2000, in Firenze. The
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important difference with older regulations regarding
landscape protection was that all landscapes were in-
volved and not just very special valuable sites, such as
natural protection sites. The definition of landscape in
the Convention is clear and broad: “Landscape means
an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the
result of the action and interaction of natural and/or
human factors” (Council of Europe, 2000). This brings
all ‘ordinary landscapes’ back into the attention, as
well as the ‘cultural landscape’ as stated in art. 2,
defining the scope of the Convention, which “covers
natural, rural, urban and peri-urban areas. It includes
land, inland water and marine areas. It concerns land-
scapes that might be considered outstanding as well
as everyday or degraded landscapes” (Council of
Europe, 2000). The importance of aesthetics, of
scenery and not just economic and ecological func-
tions and utility are also implied. Landscapes are seen
as “part of Europe’s common heritage, which deserve
protection and management” (art. 30). The aims of
the landscape Convention are “to promote landscape
protection, management and planning, and to orga-
nize European co-operation on landscape issues” (art.
3). The European Landscape Convention essentially
aims to bridge the past with future landscapes, but it
is not very specific how to proceed.

2. The ending of the past and the beginning of
the future

In Europe, several breaks have occurred in the de-
velopment of the cultural landscapes. Some breaks
have even resulted in wiping away the existing
landscape as for example with the transition of the
Roman era towards the Dark Ages (Yorke, 2001;
Verhulst, 1995). Many completely new landscapes
were created during the population explosion in the
Middle Ages, causing important land reclamation ac-
tivities and forest a proper identity. New forms of land
organization and management were still ecologically
clearings. Nevertheless, the newly created landscapes
were then integrated and developed rapidly sustain-
able and mostly inspired by utilitarian and econom-
ical motives of the local or regional society. Little
is known about aesthetic aspects involved, although
symbolic values were important, as can be seen by
the preservation and care of old landmarks. It is only

with the Renaissance that aesthetical concerns and
deliberate landscape planning and designing emerged
(Kolen and Lemaire, 1999).

The pace and magnitude of landscape changes
depended upon increasingly faster technological in-
novations and societal changes (Antrop, 2000a). An
increase of speed and magnitude of changes could
be observed for many features since the 18th century
(Fig. 1). Most were associated with the increase of
population and the growth of urbanization. The bal-
ance between city and countryside was broken and
increasing mobility allowed a faster diffusion of in-
novations over long distances. Most of these changes
showed an exponential growth but were not smooth
and continuous. Successive revolutionary breaks
could be noticed. To understand the actual landscapes,
three periods have to be recognized:

(1) Pre-18th century landscapes, which have still pre-
served many remnants and structures going back
to a remote past. They will be referred to as tra-
ditional landscapes.

(2) Landscapes of expanding industrialization and
cities from the 19th century to the Second World
War. Irreversible breaks with the past happened
in many domains of society and culture, thus
changing life-styles and mentality towards the
land and environment. Totally new landscapes
were superimposed upon the traditional ones,
which were often wiped away completely. These
are the landscapes of the revolution age.

(3) Post-World war landscapes characterized by in-
creasing globalization and urbanization. These
will be called the post-modern new landscapes.

2.1. Traditional landscapes

For many centuries the changes were local and
gradual and seldom were existing landscape struc-
tures wiped away completely. In the past, landscapes
were experienced as rather stable and having a dis-
tinct character or identity. They formed a basis for the
homeland of those who created it during centuries of
work. This meaning is well contained in ‘paysage’,
the French term for landscape, which is closely as-
sociated with the specific appearance of a region, the
land of . . . (‘pays de. . . ’) (Claval, 2002; Antrop,
2000b). A similar meaning is found in the Dutch term
‘landschap’ which denotes both landscape as scenery
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Fig. 1. Three periods of landscape change.
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and as the area under a particular regime of adminis-
tration (Lorzing, 2001; Muir, 1999; Zonneveld, 1995).

Consecutive generations lived and worked in the
same landscape and tried to improve and preserve it.
Valuing the land and sustainable development were
inherent to this kind of development, which is also
referred to as involution (Klijn and Vos, 2000). Many
places or elements in the landscape received a sym-
bolic value. Also the concept ofgenius lociis closely
associated with the identity of each landscape and
emphasizes its uniqueness. I call this type of land-
scape a traditional one (Antrop, 1997). It contains
the complex history of a place or region, which still
can be read from its composition and structure. In
Europe, with its long and complex history and great
cultural diversity, a rich variety of traditional land-
scapes emerged, which form an integral part of our
cultural heritage. Here, landscape and soil are im-
portant and unique sources of essential knowledge.
The main threats for these are land development and
intensive agriculture. Valuable maps and archives do
exist for these landscapes but are still insufficiently
exploited and poorly preserved. Most knowledge is
based upon case studies and local data.

2.2. Landscapes of the revolutions age

Since the 16th century, and continuing in the
18th, 19th and early 20th century, successive breaks
with the past could be observed that had a broad
geographical impact upon the landscape. The main
driving forces were demographic changes, changing
economy by overseas trade and the introduction of
new crops, intensification of land use by innovative
techniques in agriculture and related land reforms
(Overton, 2002; Butlin, 1992). Most nation states in
Europe were formed and central political authority
and a broadening economy imposed changes over
vast areas. During the Age of Enlightenment, land-
scape design evolved into landscape architecture and
many of its principles were used in the planning of
booming cities. Simultaneously, successive techno-
logical innovations and dramatic political and social
changes abruptly changed the tools and will for pro-
found, irreversible changes. The whole environment
could change in one generation’s life-time (Robinson,
2001). A whole succession of technological and so-
cial revolutions, and the increasingly devastating wars

from the end of the 18th century to the mid-20th cen-
tury, completed the definite break with the past. New
landscapes created during that period very often had
disappeared again. Systematic and comprehensive
surveys and inventories of that period are rare and
most information is site-specific, such as the archives
of a company that created an industrial site. Illustra-
tions and photographs are important sources for that
period. Oral history, however, came to a definite end.

2.3. Post-modern new landscapes

After the Second World War, the dynamics changed
again. It was the acceleration of global dependency and
the decrease of local autonomy. Today’s fast changing
society and environment has resulted in the creation
of completely new landscapes and in the rapid dete-
rioration of all previous ones, both natural and cul-
tural. Again, new landscapes have been superimposed
rather than being integrated. A visible break in the
continuity with the past is created. However, all these
changes are made with the same concern of improving
the living environment to the new needs of a growing
population, which is mainly urban. People become in-
creasingly mobile and the ecological footprint of the
urbanites now stretches far beyond their city.

The main difference between traditional and new
landscapes resides in their dynamics, both in speed,
and scale, as well as the changing perceptions, val-
ues and behavior of their users. There are too many
changes everywhere and they are faster than can be
recorded and studied; although never before in history
has such an amount of data recording has existed as
today. The main question has become: what informa-
tion is significant in this data deluge? Recording oral
history proved to be a valuable tool, in particular to
reveal hidden agendas that can explain some of the
apparent illogic or chaotic changes.

3. The driving forces of landscape change

The analysis of the nature and causes of landscape
changes in the past centuries show three main driv-
ing forces that act simultaneously in varying mutual
importance. These are: accessibility, urbanization and
globalization. An additional and unpredictable factor
should be added: calamity.
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3.1. Accessibility

The accessibility of a place is an important factor in
the site selection by humans. Controlled access is an
important quality when creating a settlement (Roberts,
1987). The functional specialization of a place, such as
a market place, harbor or defensive place, demanded
different accessibility qualities. The growth of a place
and the development of its economical or political
power depended in a large extent on its geographical
situation and its accessibility (Taaffe et al., 1996). The
modern process of urban sprawl is highly determined
by the transportation pattern and accessibility (Lucy
and Philips, 1997; Lewis and Maund, 1976). New city
models, such as the ‘lobe-city’, have been considered
to be based on accessibility (Rombaut, 2001). Also, the
transportation network has specific ecological proper-
ties (Forman, 1998) and can be used as a frame for
the creation of greenways (Viles and Rosier, 2001).
The impact of transportation infrastructure upon the
landscape is very diverse (Stanners and Bourdeau,
1995).

Areas that are not easy accessible by people are of-
ten characterized as stable natural landscapes. When
disclosed by a new transportation infrastructure, these
areas start changing rapidly. Transportation nodes such
as road crossings, stations and halting places initiate
and attract modern developments of different kinds
(Antrop, 1999). The early development of railways is
a typical example. Besides connecting cities, harbors
and industrial areas, early 20th century railway con-
nections also disclosed resort sites (beaches, spa’s)
and natural monuments (caves, waterfalls) to stimu-
late tourist development, mainly for wealthy urban
dwellers (Carpenter, 1994).

3.2. Urbanization

Most of European landscapes were created by vil-
lagers in the effort to organize their land for a better
and guaranteed subsistence. This is the basis of the
historical land zoning around villages based upon
various land use forms of different intensity. Also
medieval towns had particular effects upon their ru-
ral hinterland that could be vast for important trade
and production centers. Not only was food found
in the surrounding countryside, but also cheap labor
and space for the production of special goods, such

as wool or plants for dyeing cloths (Verhulst, 1995;
Butlin, 1992). The exponential growth of cities since
the Industrial revolution, and again after the Second
World War, when automobiles changed the mobil-
ity of the masses drastically, has been referred to in
many ways: urban sprawl, urbanization, suburbaniza-
tion and counter-urbanization, and by such concepts
as urban fringe, edge cities and exurbs all reflect the
complexity of the process (Champion, 2001; Pacione,
2001; Antrop, 2000c; Geyer and Kontuly, 1993;
Bryant et al., 1982). Cities form extended networks
that affect large areas that contain a multitude of
different functions. The concept of Functional Urban
Areas (SPESP, 2000; Cheshire, 1995) describes this
complexity well. The management of the countryside
becomes complex and interdisciplinary (Brandt et al.,
2001). Urbanization is basically a change in life-style
and can affect even remote villages in the countryside
(Van Eetvelde and Antrop, 2001).

3.3. Globalization

As a driving force in landscape changes, globaliza-
tion refers to all general processes and initiatives that
affect decisions and actions at the local level. Eco-
nomic globalization emphasizes hypermobility, global
communications and the neutralization of place and
distance (Sassen, 2000). New global and regional hier-
archies of cities emerge and vast areas become increas-
ingly peripheral. Very often, these processes break the
intimate relationship a local society has with its land.
In the EU the impact of the CAP upon the landscape
is a striking example.

3.4. Calamities

In densely populated regions and intensively used
land, the hazard for calamities increases and the num-
ber of people affected as well. Each time a disaster
occurs, massive means are invented to reduce the im-
pact and to restore the feeling of security that ‘it will
never happen again’. In crisis situations there is rarely
time for careful planning and detailed impact assess-
ment. Only in the phase after the disaster, new op-
tions for landscape restoration are considered. Often
interesting new opportunities might emerge that would
never be thought of or difficult to realize otherwise
(Fig. 2).
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Fig. 2. Versailles before and after the disaster of 1999. The storm destroyed most of the park, but its restoration can follow other principles
than the ones used for managing until now and a more authentic landscape can be recreated.

4. The values of the past

4.1. What do we perceive and value?

Because conceptually landscapes have a holistic
and complex character, which bridges natural and cul-
tural aspects, they are valued in many different ways.
Most people experience landscapes also in a holistic
way and integrate what they perceive immediately
with what they know and remember (Tuan, 1990;
Meinig, 1979). They interpret or ‘read’ the land-
scape within their own cultural context (Muir, 1999;
Lowenthal, 1997; Cosgrove, 1989). Each traditional
landscape expresses a unique sense or spirit of place
(genius loci) that helps to define its identity (Antrop,
2000b). Special places and monuments receive a sym-
bolic value and act as landmarks that allow orientation
in space and time (Coeterier, 2002; Holtorf, 1998;
Lynch, 1973). The perceived landscapes contribute to
local or national identity (Sooväli et al., 2003) and at
the same time landscapes are shaped by ideology and
politics (Olwig, 2002).

4.2. What do we study?

In the natural sciences, basic research in landscapes
prefers particular landscapes that fit well the objec-
tives of the investigator (Antrop, 2001). For example,
landscape ecologists focus upon specific natural land-
scapes, such as wetlands, forests and riparian land-
scapes. Applied landscape research deals with other

landscape types that are in the scope of policy makers.
Many belong to ‘ordinary’ landscapes that are under
heavy human pressure and demand adapted manage-
ment and design (Nassauer, 1997).

4.3. Coherence: the key to identity

The coherence of particular properties defines iden-
tity (Fig. 3). Changing the characteristics and coher-
ence leads to loss of identity or its change into a new
one. What changes and how many are needed to trans-
form a landscape so that it becomes alienated? The
metaphor of an aging person is (to some extent) ap-
propriate to describe the meaning of identity, as well
as the continuity and change of landscapes. During
a lifetime one’s physical appearance changes a lot.
However, it is still easy to recognize the identity and
character of a person one once knew, even after a long
time and many physical changes. This illustrates the
holistic coherence of a person and the continuity of
his personality. Sometimes changes, physical or men-
tal, can be so great that recognition becomes difficult,
or even that one’s personality is lost. What magnitude
of change could cause a landscape to loose identity
and to become unrecognizable? What processes can
break down irreversibly its coherence and continuity?
The changes in a living person are an expression of
the continuous adaptation needed to function and sur-
vive. If not, his life ends. When life ends in landscapes,
they become deserts where only physical and chemical
forces cause any change. So, what processes, changes
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Fig. 3. Identity appears only when the elements of a landscape are coherent and become legible.

and functions are necessary for cultural landscapes to
survive?

Similarly, landscape research and management can
be compared with two medical approaches towards
health. One is the medical science that studies dis-
eases of humanity, the other is the general practitioner
helping a patient. Most scientific research in landscape
is dealing with the characteristics of a large popula-
tion. Average, normal ‘health’ and ‘illness’ conditions
of landscape and nature are searched for, trends of
‘epidemic’ diffusion of disturbances and change have
to be identified, groups and types are defined and clas-
sified. This kind of knowledge becomes only useful
when it can be applied by a general practitioner to help
and cure one particular patient having very specific
needs. Here the scientific community of landscape re-

searchers lacks interest or even competence to answer
adequately specific questions in particular cases. How
should a particular piece of land be organized and
shaped? What functions can be allowed? How severe
will be the impact of a particular factor on the cultural
values of landscape?

4.4. What do we protect?

A way to preserve values of the past is to protect
them legally. In most countries, special institutions
and an adapted legislation have been developed for
different categories of natural and cultural heritage.
The first initiatives to conserve nature and landscape
came about the second half of the 19th century and
were initiated by upper class urbanites (Van Hoorick,
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2000). Private societies were formed for the protec-
tion of wildlife, natural sites and nice scenery. The
names of these societies are significant: the “Société
Nationale de Protection de la Nature” (France 1854),
the “Selborne Society for the Protection of Birds,
Plants and Pleasant Places” (England 1885), the “Na-
tional Trust for Places of Historic Interest or Natu-
ral Beauty” (England 1895), the “Société Nationale
pour la Protection des Sites et Monuments” (Bel-
gium 1892), the “Société de Protection des Paysages
de France” (France 1901), the “Deutsche Bund
Heimatschutz” (Germany 1904), “Vereniging tot Be-
houd van Natuurmonumenten” (The Netherlands
1905) (Van Hoorick, 2000). In 1872 the first national
park (Yellowstone in the USA) was established to pro-
tect natural beauty, flora and wildlife “for the benefit
and enjoyment of the people” (Van Hoorick, 2000)
and started a movement that reached Europe in the
beginning of the 20th century. The focus was mainly
upon elements, places or landscapes that are outstand-
ing, rather unique and often spectacular. A similar
idea can be found in the World Heritage Convention
of 1972, where in the beginning mainly cultural arte-
facts were selected to be put on the World Heritage
List. Since the Santa Fé Conference in 1992, this
was extended to ‘Cultural Landscapes of Outstanding
Universal Value’, which could be designed (parks,
gardens), organically evolved landscapes (relict and
continuing landscapes, traditional rural landscapes)
or associative landscapes (landscapes with religious,
artistic or spiritual values).

Common categories to protect are monuments,
sites, landscapes and natural habitats. Monuments
often combine a historical, an architectonic and aes-
thetical value. Sites are special places where an en-
semble of elements of different nature, age and origin
are clustered and form a whole. They are not always
visibly spectacular, as for example archaeological
sites, where the main value resides in the scientific
information contained in the area. There is no clear
definition of landscapes that are potentially subject to
protection. Most often different qualities that exist in
a rather extended area are combined. In some cases
this can lead to situations that are difficult to manage
and where visions of future preservation can result in
conflicts. This happens for example when natural and
heritage landscapes overlap. Although the common
aim would be to protect an area against any kind of

development that may deteriorate its value, objectives
for the future might be contradictory and different
management schemes can lead to the destruction of
certain values. This can be the case when (re)creation
of new nature or restoration of past landscapes are
aimed that destroy more recent historical or cultural
values that exist in the same area. The International
Union of the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) has
established following categories:

I. Strict nature reserve/wilderness area.
II. National park.

III. Natural monument.
IV. Habitat/species management area.
V. Protected landscape/seascape.

VI. Managed resource protected area.

It is clear that these can include areas of great cul-
tural importance as well, demanding an appropriated
management.

At international level, the confusion is even greater
as the definitions for similar categories can differ be-
tween countries. Also, there are special categories that
can overlap spatially, so that the same area receives
multiple designations. Legally the category ‘pro-
tected landscape’ in Flanders can overlap with ‘nature
reserve’, as is also the case in the United Kingdom
with the ‘sites of special scientific interest’ (sssi) (Van
Hoorick, 2000). However, in England and Wales,
landscapes can be designated also as ‘Areas of Out-
standing Natural Beauty’ (AONB). Due to differences
in definitions and criteria used, the numerical assess-
ment of the situation in different countries gives re-
sults that are hardly interpretable. In Flanders 2.7% of
the area is ‘protected landscape’, in The Netherlands
protected ‘nature monuments’ are similar areas and
cover 2.9% of the country. Similarly, these cover 2.4%
in Germany, while the corresponding sssi’s in the UK
occupy 8.7% of the country. In the definition of pro-
tected landscape in the concept of the AONBs, 14.0%
of England and Wales have this kind of protection, and
in Germany 24.5% of the area profits of a similar reg-
ulation, while in the smaller Netherlands and Flanders
such categories do not yet exist (Van Hoorick, 2000).

According to the European Landscape Convention,
landscape protection implies all ‘actions to conserve
and maintain the significant or characteristic features
of a landscape’ and landscape planning is a ‘strong
forward-looking action to enhance, restore or create
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landscapes’. This is much broader than the protection
of small and well-defined landscapes in most of the
existing laws. Initially, it implied also cross-border
and international co-operation and integration in the
protection and maintenance of vast areas.

4.5. Landscape classification and inventorying

The European Landscape Convention (2000) stim-
ulates the creation of landscape inventories for as-
sessing their condition and setting up monitoring
systems to follow and manage the changes. Several
countries in Europe had already a long tradition in
this field, but mainly focused upon the effects of land
cover change in relation to biodiversity (Dramstad
et al., 2001; Haines-Young et al., 2000; Holdaway and
Smart, 2001; Aalen et al., 1997; Wrbka et al., 1997;
Ihse, 1996). In many countries new landscape classifi-
cations are developed and mapping of character areas
of landscapes is considered as a basis for landscape
assessment (Antrop, 2002; Pinto-Correia et al., 2002;
Somper, 2002). Monitoring systems can use these as
a framework for a stratified sampling scheme (Banko
et al., 2002; Brandt et al., 2002).

5. What are the future demands and needs?

5.1. Well-known ongoing trends

The main trend of actual landscape changes is the
one of polarization between more intensive and more
extensive use of land. There is a continuing concen-
tration of people and activities in rather small, highly
intensive and densely crowded areas, while vast areas
of land become disaffected or even abandoned.Vos
and Klijn (2000)recognize the following trends of the
transformation in European landscapes:

• Intensification and scalar increase in agricultural
production transforms wetlands and natural areas
into agricultural land; this is likely to occur in
densely inhabited areas in particular.

• Urban sprawl, the growth of infrastructures and
functional urbanization.

• Specific tourist and recreational forms of land use
that still develop at an accelerating speed in coastal
and mountainous regions.

• The extensification of land use and land abandon-
ment that is likely to continue to affect remote rural
areas with less favorable and declining social and
economical conditions and poor accessibility.

The driving forces behind all these are urbaniza-
tion, accessibility and globalization. All three interact
simultaneously and differently according to the geo-
graphical situation of a place or area. In many Euro-
pean countries more than 80% of the population have
become urbanites living in urban places of various
sizes (United Nations Centre for Human Settlement,
1996, 2001).

5.2. The needs

In Europe most of the population in concentrated on
only one percent of the land (Stanners and Bourdeau,
1995). The direct result is a fundamental change in
the evaluation of rural and natural landscapes. The
urban perspective is expressed in the definitions used
to describe the Functional Urban Regions (SPESP,
2000). Rural areas are considered according their po-
tential for satisfying urban needs and are defined as a
series of urban–rural partnerships (Table 1). However,
these are planners’ views. Empirical evidence of this
changing mentality towards the rural landscape has
been formulated mainly by cultural geographers and
philosophers, such asLowenthal (1997, 1985), Meinig
(1979) and Kolen and Lemaire (1999). Important
statements made byLowenthal (1997)are: “The coun-
tryside is becoming a place for living, not for making
a living”; and “landscape and rural life are becoming
ominously disjoined.” These reflect the fundamental
break of the link between landscape structure and

Table 1
Types of relations or partnership between urban and rural formu-
lated in theSPESP (2000)

Home-work relationships

Central place relationships
Relationships between metropolitan areas and urban centers in

rural and intermediate areas (in fact: urban hierarchy)
Relationship between rural and urban enterprises
Rural areas as consumption areas for urban dwellers
Rural areas as open spaces for urban areas
Rural areas as carriers of urban infrastructure
Rural areas as suppliers of natural resources for urban areas

(ex. water)
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processes that shaped the landscape.Lowenthal (1997)
considers the actual countryside as a ‘rural residue’.

5.3. Controlling the changes

Landscape is a difficult thing to manage as it con-
sists of numerous pieces of land owned by many peo-
ple who all have particular interests. In our civiliza-
tion, land is private property and the usufruct is an
important right for the landowner, which implies a
free of use of the land and determines also its value.
However, landscape is considered as a common her-
itage and transgresses property boundaries. Landscape
is not there for the benefit of the landowners only,
but also for temporary visitors, such as recreants and
tourists. Landscapes are the perceivable result of com-
plex forms of multifunctional land use.

Management of landscapes begins with land use
planning. Land use changes are made by numerous
users acting in a non-concerted manner each on their
own plot of land. The result is a rather chaotic au-
tonomous development of the landscape (Fig. 4). Plan-
ning aims to steer, control and guide this process.
Interference with the autonomous development starts
at the moment the intention of a planned action is
announced. Different reactions initiate developments,
which are opposed, even illegal, parallel and sequen-
tial and use new opportunities the new plan offers,
although these effects were not intentioned. It is rare
that the planned developed is realized fully. Conse-
quently, several effects initiated by the announced plan

Fig. 4. Autonomous development and the process of planning.

will become visible in the landscape at the same time.
Even the real development will be affected by minor
chaotic autonomous changes and new steering by new
planning will become necessary. Planning evolves as
sub-sequential redirections of the autonomous devel-
opment, and chaotic changes always will follow the
temporal main trends. Strictly planned landscapes with
controlled management only occur in completely ar-
tificial landscapes such as gardens, parks and urban
sites, although even then the development is far from
completely determined. Preserving historical-cultural
landscapes implies controlling their functionality in
the changing spatial context of society.

6. Lessons from the past help to build the future
landscapes

Traditional rural landscapes resulted in a great
diversity of sustainable landscapes. Those have a
better legibility and give a clear character and iden-
tity to place and region. Landmarks and symbols are
necessary ancestral roots. Also, they contain many
forgotten lessons and landscape structure is crucial
for the maintenance of diversity, both biodiversity
and cultural diversity. These landscapes are a source
of essential (barely studied) knowledge about sus-
tainable management techniques. They possess un-
explored wisdom and inspiration for making better
future landscapes and offer a base for restoration.

Lowenthal (1997)stresses three attributes when
considering landscape as patrimony:
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• Materiality: landscapes are perceived with all our
senses, which makes them tangible.

• Landscape is used as container for a large variety
of artifacts and gives them a broader context and
hence enhances their singular values.

• Stability: landscape is the most fixed, immovable
phenomenon in our environment. This quality
makes landscape feeling like secure and reliable.

Austad (2000)formulated six strategies for agri-
culture to maintain cultural landscape values. First,
in the best-maintained and most ‘authentic’ cultural
landscapes, semi-natural vegetation types should be
protected and preserved as traditional agricultural sys-
tems are valuable because they had been sustainable
for centuries and can be models for the future. Sec-
ond, revitalization and intensification of the outfields
and low-intensity farming systems should be stimu-
lated. Third, more incentives and substantial finan-
cial support are needed for farming that maintains
biological-historical values. Fourth, organic farming
and agro-forestry should be encouraged. Fifth, local
knowledge and traditions should be combined with
concepts of landscape ecology to develop ‘new’ cul-
tural landscapes and agro-systems. Sixth, more re-
search is needed on traditional sustainable agriculture
as well as more applications of its results. These strate-
gies all focus upon adapted use and functionality of
the landscape based upon knowledge of its historical
development and past functioning.

7. Conclusion: nothing is new under the sun, but
the atmosphere changed

Landscapes are dynamic and change is one of their
properties. Humans have always adapted their envi-
ronment to better fit the changing societal needs and
thus reshaped the landscape. All the important driv-
ing forces are related to the population growth and the
life-style becoming increasingly more urban and more
mobile. Since the 18th century, however, the pace and
magnitude of the changes increased greatly, causing
definite breaks with the past. Only in the beginning of
the 20th century was there a first concern regarding
the loss of natural and cultural values. A second period
of concern emerged gradually at the end of the 20th
century, stimulated by the growing awareness of en-

vironmental deterioration and loss of ancestral roots.
Modern developments are found to be not very sus-
tainable when compared to traditional land manage-
ment practices that lasted for centuries. More attention
is given to the scattered remnants of the past tradi-
tional landscapes. Their importance is manifold. They
are the tangible witnesses of ancestral values everyone
can perceive and experience directly in the landscape.
Symbolic and cognitive values pass through estheti-
cally felt scenery. They contain a lot of information
concerning the still poorly known history of ordinary
people and land management traditions. Much wis-
dom and inspiration for sustainable management can
be found here, which is useful when decisions have
to be taken for the future management of landscapes,
their restoration and even for creating new ones. Land-
scapes of the past can not be brought back, but ways
how valuable elements and areas can be preserved and
become embedded functionally in the modern urban-
ized and globalized society must be studied.
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