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Abstract

Abstract
The spatial dimensions of many social, economic and environmental challenges
facing 21st century societies can be addressed through the idea of landscape. Scholars
working in the area of environmental and landscape change research have
increasingly advocated the need to enhance integrative approaches between the
natural, human and applied sciences. At a statutory level, this paradigm shift has
been formalised through the publication in 2000 of the European Landscape
Convention - ELC (Council of Europe, 2000a). The aim of this research is to explore
the contribution of the ELC to the advancement of knowledge that serves to promote
the landscape resource as integral to the pursuit of sustainable territorial
development across the European model of society. Anchored within the context of
the implementation of the ELC as symbolic policy, this exploratory research links
conceptual insights on ‘landscape’, ‘scale’ and ‘governance’, with empirical insights
into the value of these concepts.

A comparative study was undertaken between two European territories presently in
the process of implementing the ELC: the Autonomous Community of Catalonia,
Spain; and the Republic of Ireland. This research posed a central question: what is
the ‘added-value’ of the ELC as a framework to guide processes of multi-scalar
landscape governance? Ultimately, the guiding framework of the ELC has
contributed to the re-positioning of landscape as the primary context for our
universal search for more sustainable ways of living within the contemporary
European project. The governance of the landscape resource has correspondingly
emerged as a prime consideration for spatial planning systems across Europe. In this
regard, the research findings show that public authorities tasked with landscape
governance must engage in the local realities of particular places, as both socially
constructed spaces and natural-spatial entities. This necessitates intensive
interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary co-operation (i.e. the incorporation of local
knowledge), in order to progress common understandings of a) the idea of landscape
and b) the complex relationship between the spatial scales, political levels and
natural scales of the landscape governance process. In this regard, the ELC offers a
guiding framework for handling complex locally-anchored challenges of multi-scalar
landscape governance.
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Introduction

1 Introduction
1.1 The European Landscape Convention as symbolic policy
The spatial dimensions of many social, economic and environmental challenges
facing 21st century societies can be addressed through the idea of landscape. As a
concept, landscape is increasingly understood as uniting the physical, mental, natural
and cultural dimensions of human existence. In its broadest sense, the landscape
phenomenon bridges the human lived experience of our physical environment, or
existence in and part of nature, with our perception of this reality and its articulation
through the ideational construct of landscape. Due to its complex nature, the
phenomenon of landscape encompasses many scales and levels. Moreover, in a
world of globalised media and trade, people inhabit multiple landscapes
simultaneously. Whether we refer for example, to the local, regional, national or
transnational scale, they are all ‘landscapes’ that have the ability to shape human
perceptions of the world or the ‘world of worlds’ we inhabit simultaneously. Yet, as
White (1998:3) maintains mental processes and views of life cannot be separated
from physical locations:
“Our ‘world view’ as a conceptual framework depends quite literally on our
view of the world from a physical place in the universe”.
In his book The Overview Effect – Space Exploration and Human Evolution, White
(1998) investigates astronauts’ experiences of seeing first-hand the reality of planet
Earth from outer space. White (1998) has coined the term ‘the Overview Effect’ to
describe this phenomenon and the corresponding cognitive shift in awareness
reported by some astronauts, which is the direct result of having experienced a
remarkably rare and radically different physical perspective. Ultimately this
philosophical insight may be condensed as the realisation that Earth is merely a
small planet in a vast universe, on which all existence (both human and non-human)
is interconnected and interrelated as one whole system, which in turn necessitates a
global commitment to care for this fragile sphere of life (see White, 1998).
Drawing on this philosophical viewpoint, the landscape concept may be understood
as a means of exploring the unified physical, mental, natural and cultural dimensions
1

Introduction

of human existence from the global perspective of our physical place in the universe.
In recent decades there has been a growing international awareness that the problems
and challenges facing our global landscapes require a greater understanding of how
they function and change, as well as their meanings and values. Yet, as Phillips and
Clarke (2004) outline the complex characteristics of the landscape phenomenon
make it an elusive concept which is difficult to embed in policy. In this paper they
identify three distinguishing characteristics of landscape which have resulted in a
retrospective reluctance to specifically address the concept of landscape in
international policy discourse: “landscape is a convergence ground for different
disciplines; attitudes and responses towards it are culturally-related, change over
time, and are considered subjective; and few of its qualities can sensibly be
quantified” (Phillips and Clarke, 2004: 50). Nevertheless, whilst the subject of
landscape has been relatively neglected by policy-makers in the past, it has in recent
years emerged on the international agenda as a medium through which to address the
universal challenge of sustainable development. Emerging from this context, the
European Landscape Convention – ELC (Council of Europe, 2000a) is notably the
first international policy instrument exclusively devoted to the landscape concept. As
encapsulated by Kidd (2013), the ELC reflects the now internationally recognised
view that landscape is to be found everywhere and that given the accelerating pace of
landscape change (associated with for example, rising human population, growing
levels of urbanisation, increasing resource demands and human induced climate
change) proactive, future, orientated and democratically informed landscape
planning is urgently required.
The origin of the European Landscape Convention can be traced to March 1994,
when the Standing Conference of Local and Regional Authorities of Europe, the
predecessor of the CLRAE – the Council of Europe’s Congress of Local and
Regional Authorities, adopted Resolution 256 (1994) on the 3rd Conference of
Mediterranean Regions. In this text, the Standing Conference called on its
succeeding body, the CLRAE, “to draw up, on the basis of the Mediterranean
Landscape Charter – adopted in Seville by the regions of Andalusia (Spain),
Languedoc-Rousillon (France) and Tuscany (Italy) – a framework convention
on the management and protection of the natural and cultural landscape of
Europe as a whole” (Council of Europe - CoE, 2000b: I. 1). In September 1994
2
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CLRAE set up an ad hoc drafting group composed of members of the CLRAE’s
Chamber of Local Authorities and Chamber of Regions. Several international,
national and regional bodies and programmes were invited to take part in the group’s
work i.e.: the Parliamentary Assembly and the Cultural Heritage Committee of the
Council of Europe (CC-PAT); the Committee for the activities of the Council of
Europe in the field of biological and landscape diversity (CO-DBP); the UNESCO
World Heritage Committee; the IUCN; the Committee of Regions and the
Commission of the European Union; and the Bureau for the Pan-European
Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy; and the regions of Andalusia (Spain),
Languedoc-Roussillon (France) and Tuscany (Italy). The Secretary General of the
Council of Europe submitted a draft Convention to the Committee of Ministers for
adoption, which they adopted on the 19 July 2000, and subsequently opened the
Convention for signature on 20 October 2000 in Florence, Italy.
The fundamental aim of the ELC is to promote landscape protection, management
and planning, and to organise European co-operation on landscape issues (CoE,
2000a: 3). The ELC defines ‘landscape’ as “an area, as perceived by people,
whose character is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or
human factors” (CoE, 2000a: 1a). In this definition, the character of landscape is
considered as the unique identity of an area (as for example, a region or country)
shaped by the interplay between both human and natural forces. Innovatively, the
ELC is the first international treaty to direct attention to all aspects of landscapes, as
the scope of the Convention applies to landscapes that may be deemed to be of
outstanding quality as well as those considered to be everyday or degraded
landscapes:
“….this Convention applies to the entire territory of the Parties and
covers natural, rural, urban and peri-urban areas. It includes land,
inland water and marine areas. It concerns landscapes that might be
considered outstanding as well as everyday or degraded landscapes”
(CoE, 2000a: 2).
Additionally, the ELC requires that the entire population should be involved in the
landscape governance process, and it is in this sense that landscape is viewed as
having become “democratised” (Déjeant-Pons, 2006: 365):
3
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“…landscape is a key element of individual and social well-being and
(that) its protection, management and planning entail rights and
responsibilities for everyone” (CoE, 2000a: Preamble).
The ELC advocates that “people are given an active role in decision-making on
landscape” (CoE, 2000b: 24) and identifies that “landscape must become a
mainstream political concern” (CoE, 2000b: 23).
In reference to the ELC’s definition of landscape (as quoted above – CoE, 2000a:
1a), Olwig (2007b: 581) explains that landscape is conceptualised as more than just
an area or “an objective scenic spatial framework of a location”. As it also expresses
the perceptions of an area that people share, value and use, as “a place constituted
through the tangible and intangible social and cultural practices that shape the land”
(Olwig, 2007b: 581). On this basis he identifies the Convention’s approach to
landscape “as a field of practice and perception” (ibid). In regard to the practice of
landscape, Olwig (2007b) draws our attention to the significance of the genesis of
the ELC in a convening of local and regional authorities, and thus infers that the
practice of landscape, as mandated by the Mediterranean Landscape Charter, is very
much a regional affair. The significance of a regional and local dimension to the
practice of landscape is recognised in the Explanatory report accompanying the
ELC:
“Landscape is the concern of all and lends itself to democratic treatment,
particularly at the local and regional level” (Council of Europe, 2000b: II,
23).
Moreover, the Explanatory report which was published alongside the ELC identifies
the local and regional level as the scale at which the role of landscape practice comes
into operation:
“If people are given an active role in decision-making on landscape, they
are more likely to identify with the areas and towns where they spend
their working and leisure time. If they have more influence on their
surroundings, they will be able to reinforce local and regional identity
and distinctiveness and this will bring rewards in terms of individual,
social and cultural fulfilment. This in turn may help to promote the
4
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sustainable development of the area concerned, as the quality of
landscape has an important bearing on the success of economic and
social initiatives, whether public or private (CoE, 2000b: II, 24).
According to Olwig (2007b: 583), the ELC thus conceptualises landscape as a
regional ‘res publica’1, which he explains as “a political community shaped through
discourse and the core of its power……depends upon a process of agreement about
things that comes about through deliberation – the kind of deliberation that takes
place through a convention…”.

1.2 The implementation of the European Landscape Convention
In regard to the administration of law, the European Landscape Convention is
identified as an international convention:
“An international Convention is a dynamic legal instrument, which evolves
together with the subject matter of its provisions. An international legal
instrument intended to deal with landscape values and interests should be
able to keep pace with changes in those values and interests” (CoE, 2000b: II,
32).
In law the word ‘convention’ is defined as “an international agreement that is usually
binding between the states who signed up to it” (Park, 2007). Thus, a convention is
essentially an agreement which only becomes legally binding when the parties to the
agreement agree to make it binding upon ratification within their jurisdictions. As is
the case with the ELC, the parties to a convention essentially agree to self-enforce its
provisions, rather than being subject to the enforcement of an outside authority, such
as that of the European Union:
“Each Party shall implement this Convention, in particular Articles 5 and
6, according to its own division of power, in conformity with its
constitutional principles and administrative arrangements, and respecting
the principle of subsidiarity, taking into account the European Charter of
Local Self-government. Without derogating from the provisions of this

‘Res publica’ is defined in the Oxford English dictionary as “the state, republic, or commonwealth”.
The origin of the word is Latin and it literally translates as ‘public matter’. Available at:
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/res-publica?q=res+publica. [Accessed 29
September 2015].
1
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Convention, each Party shall harmonize the implementation of this
Convention with its own policies (CoE, 2000a: II. 4).
Although Council of Europe law forms part of general international law (see BenoîtRohmer and Klebes, 2005), the ELC may be more aptly described as a supranational
convention (as opposed to an international convention) as its present application is
confined to the nation states which comprise the region/continent of Europe. The
ELC is open to signature by the Council of Europe member states and to date (2015)
forty of the forty-seven member states have signed and, with the exception of Iceland
and Malta, have ratified the Convention (see Appendix No.1). With the remaining
seven member states of Albania, Austria, Estonia, Germany, Liechtenstein, Monaco,
and Russia having neither signed nor ratified the ELC (notably three of which are
also member states of the European Union – Austria, Estonia and Germany). As
illustrated in Figure 1.1, the Council of Europe has a significantly more expansive
view of Europe than that of the European Union’s 28 member states (see Figure 1.2).
This difference emanates from the nature and purpose of these European level
institutions which is best understood in relation to their origins.
In the aftermath of the Second World War the signatories to the 1949 Treaty of
London, which approved the founding Statute of the Council of Europe, identified
the purpose of the treaty as:
“Convinced that the pursuit of peace based upon justice and
international co-operation is vital for the preservation of human society
and civilisation;”
“Reaffirming their devotion to the spiritual and moral values which are
the common heritage of their peoples and the true source of individual
freedom, political liberty and the rule of law, principles which form the
basis of all genuine democracy;” (section of the Preamble of the 1949
Treaty of London, as quoted in Benoît-Rohmer and Klebes, 2005: 19)
According to Benoît-Rohmer and Klebes (2005) the Council of Europe’s raison
d’être is thus based on the achievement of two inseparable aims: a) to unite its
members more closely for the purpose of safeguarding democratic ideals and
principles; and b) to promote their economic and social development. Membership of
6
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the Council of Europe (as set out in the founding Statute) centres on two basic
criteria: the first is geographical, states must be part of Europe; and the second is
political, they must accept the democratic values on which the Council is based (see
Benoît-Rohmer and Klebes, 2005). The main component parts of the Council of
Europe are: the Committee of Ministers (CM), which is the organisation’s decisionmaking body and is composed of the 47 Foreign ministers or their permanent
diplomatic representative in Strasbourg; the Parliamentary Assembly (PACE),
consisting of 318 members of parliament from the 47 member states; the Congress of
Local and Regional Authorities, which comprises 636 elected representatives
representing more than 200,000 local and regional authorities; a Secretary General
and Secretariat; the Commissioner for Human Rights; the European Court of Human
Rights; and a Conference of INGOs, including some 400 international nongovernmental organisations (Council of Europe, 2015a).
In comparision, the founding of the European Union as a geo-political entity
followed the establishment of the Council of Europe but it also shared the same
fundamental purpose of securing peace, unity and stability across Europe. In 1950
the Schuman Declaration proposed the creation of a community to integrate the coal
and steel industries of Europe. On the basis of this declaration, the Treaty of Paris
(1951) was enacted and thus brought into being the European Coal and Steel
Community (ECSC). Later the Treaty of Rome (1957) established the European
Economic Community (EEC) or ‘Common Market’, with both the ECSC and the
EEC being later incorporated into the present day EU (European Union, 2015).
Becoming a member of the EU is a complex and comprehensive procedure which
involves meeting a set of conditions known as the ‘Copenhagen criteria’, which
include having free-market economy, a stable democracy and the rule of law, and
accepting all EU legislations, including the euro (European Union, 2015).
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Figure 1.1 Map of the 47 Member States of the Council of Europe (no scale provided).
Source: https://edoc.coe.int/en/map-of-the-member-states/5332-map-of-the-council-of-europe47-member-states.html

Figure 1.2 Map of the 28 Member States of the European Union (no scale provided).
Source: http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-24367705
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In the interests of clarity, it is necessary at this point in the discussion to create a
distinction between the Council of Europe and the councils of the EU (European
Union, 2015). The European Council is composed of the heads of state and
government of the EU member states that provides policy guidance to the Council of
the European Union, which is a governing body that forms, along with the European
Parliament, the legislative arm of the EU. The EU councils thus have the function of
a state in that they participate in the making and enforcing of legislation. Whereas, in
comparison to the councils of the EU i.e. the European Council or the Council of the
European Union, the Council of Europe does not represent the power of a state, as it
does not enforce laws but facilitates conventions.
As outlined in Voghera (2010), the Council of Europe envisages two interwoven
levels of the implementation of the ELC: the adhesion of the states and the
construction of a common policy in regional contexts (top-down), in addition to
strategies and practices shared by population (bottom-up). In the Explanatory report
it is stated that the ELC should be interpreted in terms of responsibility and
accountability for public authorities:
“The general purpose of the ELC is to encourage public authorities to adopt
policies and measures at local, regional, national and international level for
protecting, managing and planning landscapes throughout Europe” (CoE,
2000b: 25).
Article 5 (General measures), which is perhaps the key element of the ELC, outlines
the measures necessary to implement the Convention within each Party (see CoE,
2000a: 5 – as paraphrased below). Under Article 5 each Party undertakes:
a. to recognise landscapes in law;
b. to establish policies aimed at landscape protection, management and planning
through the adoption of specific measures contained in Article 6 (as detailed
below);
c. to establish procedures for the participation of the general public, local and
regional authorities;
d. to integrate landscape into its regional and town planning policies and in its
cultural, environmental, agricultural, social and economic policies etc.
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Article 6 (Specific measures) of the ELC, outlines the special measures Parties must
take at national, regional and local level (see CoE, 2000a: 6 – as paraphrased below):
A. Awareness-raising: Each Party undertakes to increase landscape awareness
across civil society, private organisations and public authorities;
B. Training and education: Each Party undertakes to provide a) specialist
training in landscape appraisal and operations, b) to promote
multidisciplinary training in landscape matters for professionals in both the
private and public sector, and c) to develop school and university courses for
the study of landscape issues;
C. Identification and assessment: In line with Article 5.c (as detailed above),
each Party undertakes to identify, analyse and monitor landscape change
throughout its territory; to assess landscape values through public
consultation; and to engage in mutual assistance and exchange of information
on landscape identification and assessment at a European level;
D. Landscape quality objectives: Each Party undertakes to define landscape
quality objectives for the landscapes identified and assessed, following public
consultation procedures conducted in accordance with Article 5.c (as detailed
above).
E. Implementation: To put landscape policies into effect, each Party undertakes
to introduce instruments aimed at protecting, managing and/or planning the
landscape.

1.3 Landscape and spatial planning
As previously highlighted, under the ELC each party undertakes to “integrate
landscape into its spatial planning and town planning policies” (CoE, 2000a: 5d).
In the interests of clarity, it is important to establish from the onset that this research
project will use the term ‘spatial planning’ in its broadest sense. Following on from
Zodio-Naranjo (2006: 56), ‘spatial planning’ incorporates the terms ‘town planning’
and ‘landuse planning’, is applicable to all areas – whether urban, rural, natural or
man-made – and is centred on the achievement of a balanced distribution consistent
with the activities, landuse and values associated with the various parts of a territory.
The importance of the relationship between spatial planning and landscape policies
is clearly established in the Convention, as evidenced through the direct references to
the activity of spatial planning contained in the ELC text (i.e. in the Preamble and
10
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Article 5d - CoE, 2000a) and in the Explanatory report (i.e. paragraph 36, 50, and
53b - CoE, 2000b). Furthermore, Zoido Naranjo (2006) explains that the scope of the
Convention, which covers the Parties’ entire territory, makes territory the common
subject of spatial planning and landscape policies (see Article 2 as quoted above in
Section 1.1 – CoE, 2000a). Additionally, De Montis (2014) states that the ELC
marks a transition towards an environmental and territorial interpretation of the
concept of landscape and the associated actions of landscape protection,
management and planning. As outlined in the preceding section, each Party to the
Convention is expected to implement the ELC as a supranational treaty according to
its own legal system and division of powers, in compliance with the principle of
subsidiarity (see CoE, 2000a: II. 4). In relation to this the ELC presents landscape as
essentially an element of public administration (see CoE, 2000b: 25 – as quoted
above) to treat as “a territorial project” (Cartei, 2012: 274). Nevertheless, the multifunctionality of the landscape resource together with the diverse relations people
have towards the ‘perceivable’ environment, make the protection, planning and
management of landscape a challenging process. Hence, the inherent complexity of
the landscape phenomenon presents major challenges across the European territories,
regarding both the governance of the landscape resource as a process of spatial
planning, and in relation to the formulation and implementation of territorial policies
anchored within the legal framework for the ELC.
These challenges are most evident at a ‘landscape scale’2, where statutory planning
processes aim to steer landscape actions and landuse changes which are made by
various users acting in a non-concerted manner. Fundamentally, landscape is an
intrinsically difficult ‘resource’ to manage, as it consists of numerous pieces of land
owned by many people, all with particular vested interests. Nevertheless, landscape
is widely considered as a common heritage which transgresses human-made
boundaries, be they property, national or other forms of territorial demarcations. This
sentiment is reflected in the text of the ELC where European landscapes are
identified as a common resource and basic component of a shared European heritage,
which necessiates co-operation towards their protection, management and planning
There is no single agreed definition of the ‘landscape scale’, rather it is a term commonly used to
refer to action that covers a large spatial scale, usually addressing a range of ecosystems processes,
conservation objectives and land uses (for an expanded version of this definition see The Natural
Choice - Natural Environment White Paper, DEFRA, 2011: 18).
2
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at a European level (CoE, 2000a – Preamble). As previously discussed in Section
1.1, within the context of international policy discourse landscape has come to be
viewed as both an environmental resource with a strong appeal to society; and a
medium through which sustainable development programmes can be pursued in the
future (Phillips and Clarke, 2004). In relation to this, Selman (2010) claims that
through the publication of the ELC landscape has come to be identified more
strongly with the core concerns of spatial planning. Furthermore, as a consequence
of the formulation of the ELC Dejéant-Pons (2006) contends that the status of
landscape as a spatial planning issue has become prioritised and regarded as
increasingly central to matters of sustainability and place-making across the
European model of society.
As Selman (2006) affirms landscape needs little justification as a subject of
importance in spatial planning. For decades many countries have sought to protect
areas of exceptional scenic beauty through their legislative frameworks (see Gray,
2004). Moreover, the achievement of a harmonious coexistence between the built
and natural environments has always been a central tenet of town planning. It was
implicit in the housing and public health reform legislation of the industrialised 19th
century, and it was an argument re-iterated by Patrick Geddes (1854-1932), the
progenitor of modern town planning who re-interpreted the phenomena of
urbanisation in ecological terms (Selman, 1981). It is this concern for the general
qualitative enhancement of the environment which has bestowed town planning its
distinct professional identity - the practice of which Selman (2010: 390) describes as
being “centrally concerned with the mediation of space and the making of place”.
However, as Selman (2010: 381) explains landscape planning (referring specifically
to a UK context) has traditionally been a “Cinderella specialism” within town
planning. He summarises this approach as being “bounded” in three main ways,
namely:


it has relied on a designatory approach, with planners giving little attention to
landscape lying outside the identified boundaries;



it has separated rural areas (which may possess natural beauty) from more
urbanised areas (whose green spaces may possess amenity);
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it has been a sector, governed in a dis-integrated way by single agencies, with
little input from stakeholders and the public (Selman, 2010: 390).

Kidd (2013) and Selman (2010) both present valuable accounts of the origins and
evolution of landscape planning (from a European perspective). Selman (2010)
conceptualises landscape as an integrative framework, as it brings together so many
aspects of sustainable development and positions an understanding of landscape
character, distinctiveness and resilience at the heart of place making and the
integration of multiple planning goals. Kidd (2013) outlines how both the activity of
landscape planning and of spatial planning have reached the same conclusion about
the need for integrative planning approaches to promote more sustainable patterns of
development. However, she stresses that if this vision of landscape planning is to
realise its potential it has to be taken on board by many others who lie beyond the
landscape profession. Evidently, ideas about the nature and role of the
interrelationship between landscape and spatial planning are continuously evolving.
Notably two relatively recent trends have significantly contributed to the
identification of ‘landscape’ as a mainstream concern within the domain of European
territorial development (see Selman, 2006). Firstly, as Selman (2006) outlines the
concepts of sustainability and sustainable development have become increasingly
prominent since the early 1990s, with planning having been identified as a key
vehicle for its delivery. The use of these concepts became extensive after the
publication of the Report ‘Our Common Future’ (World Commission on
Environment and Development, 1987). In this report sustainable development was
defined as a means “...to ensure the needs of the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (1987:43). The UN Rio
Conference on Environment and Development 1992, Agenda 21, and the
Johannesburg Conference on Sustainable Development 1998, all identified the strong
relationship between sustainable development issues and the practice of planning. In
line with this, Selman (2006) further argues that planning has come to be viewed as
an instrument for spatial justice and for listening to the voices of all stakeholders
who may be affected by development decisions. Over the last two decades, issues of
stakeholder engagement and community participation have come to be seen as a
prerequisite for landscape policy formation, and have been addressed by deliberative
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and collaborative planning approaches (see for example Forester, 1993; Healy,
2006a, Murtagh, 2004; & Selman, 2004).
Secondly, Selman (2006) explains that European planning has become centrally
associated with new conceptions of spatiality, to the extent that ‘spatial planning’ has
now become the term of preference (as opposed to landuse planning or town
planning, although these terms are still frequently used). Spatial planning is
summarised as a form of public policy that claims to focus on the spatial dimensions
of a wide range of other sectoral policies, from economic development,
transportation, and environmental protection through to health, culture and language
(Adams et al., 2006). Spatial planning is presented as an activity that can be
undertaken at any scale, from the supranational to the national, regional and local.
However, the way in which spatial scales and political levels intersect in Europe is
particularly complex and varies considerably across European territories. The
European Union has been an important force in promoting the concept and practice
of spatial planning within Europe, through the formation of spatial strategies for
territorial development. A key part of this has been the publication in 1999 of the
European Spatial Development Perspective. According to Albrechts et al. (2003), the
objective has been to articulate a more coherent spatial logic for landuse
management, resource protection, investment in regeneration and infrastructure.
Therefore, as outlined by Scott (2006), spatial planning frameworks embrace a wider
agenda than regulatory approaches to landuse management in an attempt to secure
integrated policy delivery and more effective linkages between strategic and local
planning. Spatial plans are thus incorporated within a hierarchy of other plans and
coordinating mechanisms to mesh policies for landuse, community, economy and
environment (Selman, 2006). However, it is important to note that many human
actions which result in landscape change are outside the direct influence of spatial
planning systems, as they lie beyond statutory definitions of what constitutes
‘development’ within a territory’s legislative framework e.g. activities of the
agricultural or marine sector etc.

1.4 Description of research
The fundamental aim of this research project is to explore the contribution of the
European Landscape Convention to the advancement of knowledge that serves to
promote the landscape resource as integral to the pursuit of sustainable territorial
14
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development across the European model of society. The theoretical framework
underlying this project draws upon key concepts shared across the realms of
‘integrative’ landscape research, geography and spatial planning. Anchored within
the context of the implementation of the ELC as symbolic policy, this exploratory
research links conceptual insights on ‘landscape’, ‘scale’ and ‘governance’ with
empirical insights into the value of these concepts (see Figure 1.3).

Figure 1.3 Conceptual framework. Source: Author

In order to pursue this aim a comparative study was undertaken between two
European territories presently in the process of implementing the European
Landscape Convention: the Autonomous Community of Catalonia, Spain and the
Republic of Ireland (see Figure 1.4 below).
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Figure 1.4 Location of Study Areas: The Autonomous Community of Catalonia, Spain and the
Republic of Ireland.
Source: The Geography Department, NUIG

This study poses the central research question:
What is the ‘added-value’ of the European Landscape Convention as a
framework to guide processes of multi-scalar landscape governance across
the European model of society?
In relation to this the core objectives of this exploratory research are:


the development of a conceptual framework appropriate to ‘integrative’
landscape research, drawn from geographical and planning theory;



to investigate how ‘landscape’ as an element of public administration is
conceptualised as a ‘territorial project’ and to assess the current practice of
landscape governance against the guiding framework of the ELC;
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to provide an insight into the individual challenges experienced at a
‘landscape scale’ in the practical application of the ELC conceptualisation of
landscape;



to capture plural notions of the landscape idea at a ‘landscape scale’ through
the utilisation of a diverse range of landscape embedded case study projects
across the territories of Ireland and Catalonia;



to contribute to the development of the open toolkit of planning practice, by
presenting a means of organising ideas, identifying drivers of change and
difficulties relating to interpretations and the potential implementation of the
ELC.

This thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2 (Literature Review) expounds the
conceptual framework of this study and is divided into two main parts. Part I
presents a critical review of the ‘landscape idea’ from an ‘integrative’ research
perspective and aims to create an overview of the various conceptualisations of
landscape. Part II explores the conceptual triangle of ‘landscape’, ‘scale’ and
‘governance’. It begins by examining the interpretation and application of the
concept of scale in integrative landscape research. Following which it assess the
implications of scale complexities for the challenge of landscape governance.
Following on from Chapter 2, Chapter 3 details the research methodology employed
in this study. As previously outlined, this research project employs a comparative
analysis of two European territories presently in the process of implementing the
ELC. This chapter first opens with a reflection on what constitutes ‘integrative’
landscape research, before it evaluates the use of ‘mixed methods’ i.e. the research
approach employed in this study. In addition, this chapter provides a preliminary
introduction to the two territorial units of analysis: Catalonia and Ireland, and
provides a detailed account of the ‘three strand’ methodological design employed in
this study.
Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 present the findings of the comparative analysis conducted
within the territories of Catalonia and Ireland, respectively. For the purposes of
comparison both chapters adopt an identical structure. Through the creation of a
‘vertical core’ this research project aims to extend the analysis of landscape
governance and ELC implementation through the various spatial/hierarchical scales
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of the identified territories, i.e. from the european level, to national/sub-national
level, to regional level, to local level and finally to a ‘landscape scale’. Three
‘landscape scale’ case study projects were selected within each of the territories of
Catalonia and Ireland (six in total). These case studies, as presented in Chapter 4 and
Chapter 5, represent a variety of landscape types, landscape actions, sectors, people
and scales. Fundamentally, the findings chapters set out to address a core research
objective or methodological aim of this study i.e. to investigate how ‘landscape’ as
an element of public administration is conceptualised as a ‘territorial project’, and to
assess the current practice of landscape governance against the guiding framework of
the ELC. In Chapter 6 the empirical findings of this comparative study are
interwoven with insights gained from the application of the conceptual framework of
this study. In order to critically evaluate the ‘added-value’ of the ELC as a guiding
framework for multi-scalar landscape governance, this chapter concludes with a
synthesis of the conceptual and empirical insights gained from this research
endeavour and relates them to broader debates concerning the interlinked practice of
landscape governance and spatial planning across the European model of society.
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2 Literature Review
2.1 Introduction
The theoretical framework underlying this research project draws upon key concepts
shared across the realms of ‘integrative’ landscape research, geography and spatial
planning. Anchored within the context of the implementation of the European
Landscape Convention (Council of Europe – CoE, 2000a) as symbolic policy, this
exploratory research links conceptual insights on ‘landscape’, ‘scale’ and
‘governance’ with empirical insights into the value of these concepts. Set within this
conceptual grounding, the literature review chapter is divided into two main parts.
Part I endeavours to provide an examination of ‘the landscape idea’ from an
‘integrative’ research perspective, through presenting an overview of the various
conceptualisations of landscape. Part II explores the interconnected conceptual
triangle of ‘landscape’, ‘scale’ and ‘governance’. The interpretation and application
of the concept of scale in integrative landscape research is first examined. This is
followed by an assessment of the implications of scale complexities for the challenge
of landscape governance.

PART I:
2.2 The landscape idea
In the course of its conceptual history, the idea of landscape has been embraced by
many disciplines and used to frame scientific, political and professional discourses.
Landscape both as a term and as a concept has and continues to inspire multiple
interpretations within both ‘everyday’, artistic and scientific contexts. As a
theoretical tool, the concept is steeped in ambiguity and complexity, with hundreds
of nuances surrounding the term. In addition, debates about landscape do not simply
rest on what landscape is, but also on what landscape does – how it is produced and
how it works in social practice. Makhzoumi (2010: 129) describes how landscape’s
discursive elasticity allows it to expand temporally, to include the past, present and
future; spatially, to embrace the continuity from local to region; and
programmatically to include people and place. Contemporary approaches to
landscape research are underpinned by diverse philosophical assumptions about
appropriate forms of explanation, chosen treatments of time, space, scale, and the
type of relationships that are thought important. This range of perspectives raises
significant questions about developing more overarching approaches to researching
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the state of landscape, and contributing to knowledge that serves to protect it as a
finite resource and enhance it as an integral part of the human lived experience.
Widgren (2004: 463) explains that there are four things to bear in mind when
studying landscapes: forms, functions, processes and context. These four attributes
can all be studied separately - but then one is not studying landscape. However,
analysis and holistic character are difficult to integrate. Considering all of
landscape’s multiple meanings, it is not surprising that the approaches to landscape
are very broad and not always clearly defined. Cosgrove (2003) broadly identifies
two divergent approaches to landscape – ecological and semiotic discourses. An
ecological landscape discourse focuses on the complex interactions of natural
processes (geomorphological, climatic, biological, vegetational, etc.) shaping
characteristic land areas, and extending its concerns to the ways that human activities
interact with these natural processes. He attributes a declensionist tone to this
discourse based on the associated premise that human interactions are seen as
detrimental to landscapes in modern times. The semiotic approach lays scholarly
emphasis on the context and processes through which cultural meanings are invested
into and shape the world whose ‘nature’ is known only through human cognition and
representation, and is thus always symbolically mediated. And in contrast to the
ecological discourse, the semiotic approach is generally less pessimistic in its
conclusions about the future of landscape. Cosgrove (2003: 15) claims that anyone
seriously concerned with understanding and perhaps regulating the changing
appearance of Europe’s landscapes, and the natural and social processes that have
shaped and sustained them, needs to be attentive to both these discourses, and to
hope for some kind of open dialogue between them.
Yet the fundamental question still remains - what is landscape? The purpose of this
section is to give an answer to this question, from a perspective that is cognisant of
the constant conflicting and oscillating demands placed on the landscape idea,
ranging from analytical and holistic approaches, to desires and aspirations. Despite
the fact that landscape is a significant element of everyday matters of concern, it
remains an amorphous subject that continues to demand careful attention from those
intent on using it. The weight of history and the diversity of vernacular and academic
interpretations of ‘landscape’ are intimidating, particularly when attempting to
synthesis the various layers of understanding. The following section presents an
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account of vernacular and lay understandings of landscape within the context of the
English language. This is accompanied by a preliminary assessment of the
significance of the language of landscape and the implications of its various forms of
expression for knowledge production and consequent understandings within wider
society.
2.2.1

Vernacular understandings of landscape

John Wylie (2011: 300-301) identifies three common ‘vernacular’ understandings of
landscape. The first centres on an understanding of landscape that is defined in terms
of a world or environment – either built or natural, it is the real, objective, external
world and is composed of visible material objects such as roads, rivers, houses, and
mountains etc. Furthermore, it can be classified by type i.e. urban landscapes,
mountainous landscapes etc. The second understanding is landscape as the visual
depiction of a scene or view depicted through artistic representation i.e. landscape
painting, landscape photography etc. Wylie (2011: 301) describes how this sense of
landscape “as a framework through which the world is pictured and represented”
permeates the visual dimensions of everyday life. The third understanding
emphasises the design and practice of landscape gardening and architecture and
relates to the improvement of amenity and visual aesthetic appeal through the
activity of ‘landscaping’.
Contemporary English dictionaries (e.g. The Oxford English Dictionary, 2014)
commonly define landscape in the following manner – firstly in terms of the visual
features of an area of land; secondly, as a picture or image of land; and thirdly, as the
distinctive features of an area of intellectual activity e.g. the political landscape. In
verb form, ‘to landscape’ entails the modification/improvement of the appearance of
land. While as an adjective it refers to a format for printed material which is wider
than it is high. These definitions demonstrate clear linkages to vernacular
understandings of landscape as outlined above. In essence, landscape is
simultaneously the phenomenon – in the form of a material, external world, and our
perception of the phenomenon – in the inner world of human meaning, symbolism
and imagination.
The origin of the term ‘landscape’ can be traced to northern European and Germanic
roots, its etymological evolution demonstrates a historical and continuous reworking
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of the word both as a term and as a concept. Olwig (2002) discusses how the concept
of landscape first appears historically as a term which described a particular
substantive nexus of 1) a people 2) the lands they inhabited and 3) the laws and
customs through which they governed themselves. Parcelled together these
constituted a landscape – a certain type of legal, material, and political – cultural
entity. One common, Olwig (2002) argues, in the feudal patchwork of medieval
northern Europe. Through time, however, the German term Landschaft came to be
tied much more closely to the land itself and to words like ‘area’ and ‘region’. In
contrast the Dutch equivalent, landschap is much closer to the idea of the land as
perceived, or a picture of the land, which reflects the influence of the genre of
‘landscape art’ which flourished in seventeenth-century Holland.
It is generally acknowledged that the use of language matters because of the way it
reflects understandings and knowledge. According to Tress et al. (2006) integrative
research requires that new knowledge is created, but also that it is placed within a
broader framework of understanding. They explain how in order to become research,
knowledge has to be transformed from being what they term tacit knowledge (as
subjective knowledge) to a form of explicit knowledge (as objective knowledge) –
see Table 2.1 below.

Table 2.1 Characteristics of tacit and explicit knowledge.

Source: Tress et al. (2006: 22)
For example, in terms of knowledge sharing within the arena of landscape research
or policy, in contrast to tacit (or implicit) knowledge, explicit knowledge is
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accessible to others (i.e. the public/stakeholders) through its expression in clear
language that can be presented in the medium of publically accessible documents,
which can in turn be assessed within the context of existing knowledge, beliefs and
commonly held attitudes.
It is evident that landscape has complex and multiple meanings that change
depending on the particular context. Furthermore, the term ‘landscape’ has countless
associations and is difficult to delineate with any degree of precision. Various
definitions of landscape exist emanating from numerous research perspectives.
Furthermore, the complexity of the English language also presents many potential
substitute words that can be identified as proxies for understandings of landscape –
e.g. environment, scenery, landforms, townscapes etc. However, in regard to the
pursuit of a holistic approach to the landscape concept as espoused by the European
Landscape Convention, numerous applications of the word landscape and its proxies
reflect a partial as opposed to holistic understanding of the concept. Thus the ELC
sets forth definitions of various terms used in the Convention “to ensure that they are
interpreted uniformly by everyone concerned with the well-being of Europe’s
landscapes” (CoE, 2000b: Article 1 (37)).
As contained in Article 1 – Definitions, the ELC defines the identified key terms as
follows (CoE, 2000a: Article 1):
a) “Landscape” means an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the
result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors;
b) “Landscape policy” means an expression by the competent public authorities
of general principles, strategies and guidelines that permit the taking of
specific measures aimed at the protection, management and planning of
landscapes;
c) “Landscape quality objective” means, for a specific landscape, the
formulation by the competent public authorities of the aspirations of the
public with regard to the landscape features of their surroundings;
d) “Landscape protection” means actions to conserve and maintain the
significant or characteristic features of a landscape, justified by its heritage
value derived from its natural configuration and/or from human activity;
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e) “Landscape management” means action, from a perspective of sustainable
development, to ensure the regular upkeep of a landscape, so as to guide and
harmonise changes which are brought about by social, economic and
environmental processes;
f) “Landscape planning” means strong forward-looking action to enhance,
restore or create landscapes.
In the ELC definition of “landscape”, the character of landscape is considered as an
expression of the unique identity of a geographical area shaped by the people who
live there. This definition reflects the idea that landscapes evolve through time, as a
result of being acted upon by both natural and cultural forces. Furthermore, it also
presents the idea that landscapes form a whole, whose natural and cultural
components are taken together, not separately (see CoE, 2000b: Article 1 (38)).
However, this is but one conceptualisation of landscape. The following section will
present an outline of the prevailing conceptualisations of landscape and will
conclude by assessing how these various interpretations collectively relate to the
ELC idea of landscape.

2.3 The various conceptualisations of landscape
This section will present a comprehensive overview of the various conceptualisations
of the landscape idea, identified as the prevailing notions of: landscape as
morphology; landscape as scenery; landscape as ‘a way of seeing’; landscape as
polity; and, landscape as interface. Building on the preceding section (Section 2.2)
which provided a broad introduction to the landscape idea, this discussion further
advances this exploration by providing an overview of the various conceptualisations
of landscape and their application in a range of scientific, political and professional
discourses. In doing so, it simultaneously traces the evolution of the landscape idea
and aids the development of an awareness of the relationship between various
conceptualisations of landscape and their manifestation in 21st century landscape
perspectives. This discussion will be subsequently followed by an assessment of the
manner in which these differing landscape perspectives collectively relate to the
ELC conceptualisation of landscape as ‘an area, as perceived by people’ (see Section
2.4).
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2.3.1

Landscape as morphology

The conception of landscape as morphology focuses on the material forms of the
physical environment. Material landscapes change over time as various biophysical
processes act in and on natural elements - landforms, soils, vegetation cover, animal
life and the visible aspects of weather and climate. In this sense, landscape is studied
by scientists in an ostensibly objective manner as a unit of the earth’s surface of
distinctive physical character, associated forms or interrelated features. A distinction
is often made between the natural dimensions of the landscape phenomenon, studied
from a natural science perspective, and its cultural dimensions, studied from a
humanities or social science perspective. However, ambiguity surrounds what may
be labelled natural or cultural. Traditional treatments of the landscape concept as
morphology stress the interaction of diverse objects at the earth’s surface and tend to
be descriptive, historical and holistic in their outlook (see Spedding, 2003). The
systematic exploration and description of landscapes began with the Age of
Discovery, which was characterised by the development of cartographic science and
the growing interest of naturalists (Antrop, 2005:29). Throughout the nineteenth
century, the interpretation of the earth’s surface continued with the advancement of
the discipline of geology through the work of scientists such as, John Mitchell
(1724-93), James Hutton (1726-97), William Smith (1796-1839) and Louis Agassiz
(1807-73).
During the first half of the twentieth century, the writings of W.M. Davis (18501934) in Geographical Essays (1954) and Sauer in The Morphology of Landscape
(1925) (reprinted in Leighly, 1963) set out some of the most dominant thinking prior
to c. 1950 on the meaning and the importance of landscape. Building on the
foundations of pioneering work in geology, Davis’s geographical cycle, put forward
in the late nineteenth century, provided the first widespread theory of landscape,
although it concentrated on geomorphology and preferred to use time, not the action
of earth surface processes, as its major causal agent (Spedding, 2003). Davis himself
rarely made use of the specific term ‘landscape’ – he used ‘land form’ where we use
‘landscape’ today. Furthermore, Davis’s cycle imposed uniformity upon the earth’s
surface. He did recognise geological contrasts, but the basic scheme assumed
constancy of climate and processes so that the appearance of the land surface was
read as a straightforward function of its age. Davis encountered criticisms
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concerning the manner in which slopes are eroded and the likelihood that cycles of
erosion would be disrupted by the rejuvenating effects of phases of uplift long before
a landscape had passed from youth to old age (Muir, 1999: 105). However, his ideas
can still provide useful perspectives on the physical landscape (Muir, 1999: 105) –
i.e. the notion that landforms can be understood in terms of structure (their
geological characteristics), processes (the different processes of erosion which have
acted upon them) and stage or time – the stage reached in their development.
Sauer wrote The morphology of landscape in 1925, after his appointment as Chair of
the Department of Geography at the University of California, Berkeley. Sauer
popularised ideas of landscape as a synthetic entity produced by the spatial and
temporal interaction of different earth surface forms, but according to Spedding
(2003) his ideas also tended to overlook the action of earth surface processes.
Sauer’s idea of landscape disregarded the significance of processes: “It is
geographically much more important to establish the synthesis of natural landscape
forms in terms of the individual climatic area than to follow through the mechanics
of a single process, rarely expressing itself individually in a land form of any great
extent” (Sauer, 1925 - reprinted in Leighly, 1963: 336). After the Second World
War, traditional morphological understandings of landscape as a holistic entity
attracted much criticism for not being sufficiently scientific. Critics of this way of
thinking have preferred to split landscapes into their constituent parts, emphasizing
the explanatory power associated with the analysis of individual processes. The new
enthusiasm for mathematical methods, greater use of physics and analysis of
individual processes undermined the standing of landscape studies as a core part of
physical geography.
In contrast, Gray (2009) ascribes landscape as comprising three, predominantly
superimposed primary layers – physical, biological and cultural. He describes the
physical layer – the geodiversity of rocks, sediments, land form, soils and physical
processes, as being frequently undervalued in its contribution to the character and
aesthetics of landscapes. Gray (2009) argues that while much has been written about
landscape, it has predominantly focused on landscape ecology or on cultural
landscapes or combinations of these, while little has been written about the direct
and indirect contribution of abiotic elements to landscape character. His 2004
contribution - Geodiversity firmly identifies the concept of geodiversity as central to
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the key themes of ‘landscape conservation, ‘natural areas’, ‘landscape restoration’
and ‘landscape character assessment’ (Gray, 2004). In the last few years, the idea of
landscape as a historically and spatially complex entity has enjoyed something of a
revival. Significant advancements that have contributed to this include, a rethinking
of what kind of science is best suited to physical geography, the development of new
spatial technologies, and the rise of the environmental and conservation movements.
2.3.2

Landscape as scenery

The conception of landscape as scenery centres on the interpretation of landscape as
the visual dimensions of an area considered in terms of its appearance. It relates to
underlying human perceptions of landscape aesthetics and beauty, emanating from
subjective human experiences, feelings and emotions. These ideals present a basis
against which landscape change can be assessed, and as of such, strongly influence
what is considered to be acceptable change and what constitutes appropriate visions
for future landscapes. In this regard the tourism industry is a significant feature of
modern times, in terms of its effects on perceptions of landscape beauty, which can
in turn lead to changes in the physical landscape. This meaning of landscape as
scenery developed from the Renaissance period onwards when a new landscape
conscience emerged manifested in the first artistic representations of landscapes in
the Western world.
Ideals of landscape continued to be socially constructed during the course of history,
inspiring advancements in garden architecture, theatre, art, photography and
literature. According to Appleton (1996: xv) in essence the ‘aesthetic approach’ to
landscape research sets out to answer the questions: “What is it that we like about
landscape, and why do we like it?” The nature of landscape aesthetics is a centuriesold debate for philosophers, artists, designers, and in recent decades for
environmental managers and policy makers. One of the most influential of earliest
thinkers on landscape aesthetics was John Dewey (1859-1952) an American
philosopher whose works include Experience and Nature (1929) and Art as
Experience (1939) (referenced in Muir, 1999: 245). According to Appleton
(1996:43): “Dewey’s’ main message is that beauty resides neither intrinsically in
‘beautiful’ objects nor ‘in the eye of the beholder’, but that it is to be discovered in
the relationship between the individual and his environment, in short in what he calls
‘experience’”. Furthermore, Bourassa (1991: 15) remarked that: “Although Dewey’s
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work did not address landscape as such in any detail, his assertion that art is implicit
in everyday experience clearly encompasses the aesthetics of the ordinary
landscape”. Dewey’s ideas have greatly influenced contemporary evolutionary
perspectives of landscape aesthetics, including the habitat theory of Orians (1980 cited in Muir, 1999) and the prospect-refuge theory of Appleton (1975, 1988 - cited
in Muir, 1999). The fundamental tenet of these theories being that human preference
of scenic quality is rooted in human perception of survival enhancing landscapes.
Many scholars have discussed the need for a unified theory of landscape aesthetics to
be developed (see Muir, 1999: 244-270). However, Bourassa (1991) identifies the
limited engagement of philosophers in the landscape debate as a major obstacle to
theory development. While Appleton (1996) highlights the division between arts and
science perspectives as another such limitation.
During the latter half of the twentieth century, visual landscape quality assessment
emerged as an area of research and it continues to play an important role in
environmental management and policy. Daniel (2001) describes how the history of
visual landscape quality assessment has featured a contest between expert and
perception-based approaches, which parallels the long-standing debate in the
philosophy of aesthetics. He explains how the expert approach has dominated in
environmental management practice, while the perception-based approach has
dominated in research. However, he points to the fact that both approaches generally
accept that landscape quality derives from an interaction between biophysical
features of the landscape and perceptual/judgemental processes of the human viewer.
Though, the approaches differ in the conceptualisations of and the relative
importance of the landscape and human viewer component. According to Daniel
(2001), the central challenge of the twenty-first century lies in merging both the
biophysical and human perception/judgement components in the final environmental
management decision making process.
Gobster et al. (2007) further advances this discussion through presenting the
possibility of an ‘ecological aesthetics’ that relates to landscape planning, design,
and management and addresses future landscape patterns, while simultaneously
protecting and enhancing ecological goals. Lothian (1999) proposes that landscape
quality assessment may be approached on the basis of two contrasting paradigms
which he traces through the trajectory of the philosophy of aesthetics; the objectivist
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paradigm regards quality as inherent in the physical landscape and classifies and
maps landscapes based on established assumptions of quality, and the subjectivist
paradigm which regards quality as a product of the mind – in the eye of the beholder
and requires the assessment of respondent preferences to landscape. However, he
claims that only the subjectivist model should be used in research of landscape
quality and that it is time to abandon the use of the objectivist paradigm. In contrast
to the objectivist model, Lothian (1999: 195) claims that the subjectivist paradigm
offers a method that is scientifically and statistically rigorous; is replicable and
objective; reflects the preferences of communities; can indicate the degree of
accuracy of its results; and offers predictive capability which can be used to assess
the effect of landscape quality on land management actions.
2.3.3

Landscape ‘as a way of seeing’

Cultural geographers have also tended to emphasise the visual aspects of the physical
world when they employ the term landscape. Wiley (2011) describes how for most
of the twentieth century, geographers, archaeologists and landscape historians
broadly defined landscape as a material record of human activity. In this regard
Sauer’s (1925) paper, The morphology of landscape, is a foundational statement in
American cultural geography. It argues for an empirical observation method to study
the morphological features of the landscape as evidence of cultural difference. This
work set the course for the study of landscape as a product of human activity that
shapes the natural environment – “culture is the agent, the natural area is the
medium, the cultural landscape is the result” (Sauer, 1963: 343). Yet, Sauer and
members of the Berkeley School were not the only scholars who read landscapes as
evidence of the past. Landscapes were seen as palimpsests (a manuscript written
over a partly erased older manuscript, overlain with newer forms and patterns) from
which those with ‘trained eyes’ could reveal past cultural/environmental histories or
in the words of Lewis (1979: 12) “our unwitting biography”. Researchers such as
D.W. Meinig, J.B. Jackson, Henry Glassie, H.C. Darby, Oliver Rackham, W.G.
Hoskins and Richard Muir, all in various manners saw landscape as a richly layered
palimpsest. A similar approach to landscape as a palimpsest can also be found in the
French historical geography of Vidal de La Blache, founder of modern French
academic geography. Vidal saw landscapes as visual indicators of holistic
relationships among humans and natural environments, each stamped with a
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particular ‘genre de vie’ or way of life (Duncan and Duncan, 2010: 228). Similarly,
Meinig (1979: 164-92) writes of symbolic landscapes that serve as “idealisations of
American communities” and are reflective of cultural values – “The New England
village”, “Main street of Middle America”, and “Suburbia”.
Landscape is viewed by some geographers as a form of visuality. Tuan (1979)
argued that it is not landscape as a bit of land that is of interest to humanistic
geographers, rather it is landscape as the visual and aesthetic human experience. The
adoption of Marxist, poststructuralist and feminist approaches to geography has led
to the emergence of a diverse range of ways of understanding landscape as the
‘lived’ experience. One of the first statements in Anglophone cultural geography that
brought a Marxist sensitivity to artistic representations of landscape is Cosgrove’s
(1984) Social Formation and Symbolic landscapes – in this book he understands
landscape ‘as a way of seeing’ associated with the rise of capitalist property
relations. Furthermore, in their preface to The Iconography of Landscape, Denis
Cosgrove and Stephen Daniels state that: “A landscape is a cultural image, a pictorial
way of representing, structuring and symbolizing surroundings” (Cosgrove and
Daniels, 1988:1). This understanding of landscape ‘as a way of seeing’ has become a
taken-for-granted starting point for much recent Anglophone literature on
landscapes. Thus, landscape may be thought of in the first instance as a ‘thing’ - an
area or the appearance of an area, and the particular ways component parts of that
area have been arranged to produce that appearance. However, landscapes have both
material and ideological aspects. Landscapes have physical, material form or
‘morphologies’ that are produced through labour and other lived relationships
(Mitchell 1996). Landscapes are also represented in various media (film, painting,
advertising, photography) and they themselves are representations of lived
relationships. Over the past few decades, Anglophone cultural geographers have
come to recognise how important representational practices are to the production of
landscapes and, hence, to social relations and social structure (Cosgrove, 1984;
Duncan, 1990; Rose, 1993). Therefore, landscape is not only a ‘thing’ but must also
be considered an ideological or symbolic process that has the power to actively
(re)produce relationships among people and between people and their material
world.
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While vision is the biologically based sense of sight, visuality refers to the
dependence of vision on culture (Duncan and Duncan, 2010: 237). John Walker and
Sarah Chaplin (1997) point out that vision provides about 70% of all information to
the brain – more than all the other senses combined. “The fact that we perceive one
world rather than five (corresponding to each of the five senses) suggests that inside
the brain/mind visual information arriving from eyes merges with information
arriving from the other senses, and with existing memories and knowledges, so that a
synthesis occurs” (Walker and Chaplin, 1997: 18). Because such memories and
knowledges are historically, socially and culturally specific, Duncan and Duncan
(2010: 237) explain that critical discourse analysis is required to show how vision is
mediated. As described below, recent researchers have offered such critiques of
visuality. Rose’s (1993) Feminism and Geography challenges the masculinist
foundation of geography’s history and geographical knowledge, including a critique
of the ‘masculinist gaze’ embedded in landscape studies. Duncan’s (1990) The City
as Text helped usher in poststructural linguistic theory into geography’s landscape
studies by analysing the creation of the urban landscape of the pre-colonial Kandyan
kingdom in Sri Lanka. In this book, attention is paid to layers of landscape
signification, rhetorical devices, power relations and intertextuality. W.J.T. Mitchell
suggests that landscape should be used as a verb rather than as a noun. Researchers
should ask, ‘not just what landscape “is” or “means” but what it “does”, how it
works as a cultural practice’ (Mitchell, 1994:1). This approach investigates below
and beyond the visible surface of landscapes to reveal the complex history of
embedded labour (Mitchell, 1996) and the social and economic relations that have
materialised in the landscape.
2.3.4

Landscape as polity

The conception of landscape as polity is the earliest use of the term ‘landscape’ and
is closely related to law. It refers to historical administrative-territorial units in which
the land was literally shaped according to the customs and laws of the people,
including specific systems of land rights (Jones and Stenseke, 2011: 7). In his book –
Landscape, Nature and the Body Politic, Kenneth R. Olwig (2002) has demonstrated
that the medieval notion of ‘landscape’ incorporated the characteristics and
conditions of a land, including its customs, institutions, and law making bodies. For
example, historically, the territorial landskap or landskab of Scandinavia was a
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politically organised unit or polity within which the shaping of the land expressed
the practices of the area’s legal system and culture. Olwig (2002: xxv) argues that
the meaning of landscape is closely tied to questions concerning representation, both
artistic and political. He poses the question – is the country a polity, defined by
political, legal, or ethnic criteria, or is it a landscape, defined by the scenery of a
geographical body? Furthermore, he questions why it seems natural to take for
granted the links between ideas of nature, landscape and country? Specifically in
regard to artistic representation, Olwig (2002) claims that much contemporary
writing on landscape is misinformed by the assumption that from the 16th century
onwards landscape painting’s primary subject matter was natural scenery. And as a
result of which, attention has been diverted from the politically charged connotations
of landscape in the artistic and political discourse of European history.
Zoido-Naranjo (2006) claims that although territory and landscape are two separate
concepts and realities they cannot be dissociated. He states that territory is an
essential element of any polity and as such “it is bound up with society’s population,
culture and norms of co-existence” (2006: 57). Furthermore, he highlights how the
concept of territoriality has been used through history to determine the spatial limits
of laws and legal rules and he associates this tradition with the contemporary
formulation of spatial planning policies, which reflect social choices about resource
use and the organisation of the built and natural environment of Europe. In his
exposition of the concept of territory, David Delaney (2005: 10) identifies territories
as “human social creations” that “reflect and incorporate features of the social order
that creates them”. He proposes that cultures create or “produce” territories, “through
the process of reproducing and re-creating themselves”, thus the concept of territory
as “bounded meaningful space…..informs key aspects of collective and individual
identities” (2005: 11-12). Zoido-Naranjo (2006: 64) claims that as landscape is
usually defined with reference to ‘territory’, landscape may thus be conceptualised as
being “a constant living test for spatial planning, a set of signs reflecting a territory’s
history and the appropriateness or inconsistency of human practices in the lived
space”.
In relation to the idea of landscape as a ‘lived space’ a newly emerged development
within the legal dimensions of the landscape discourse centres on ‘the right to
landscape’. Egoz et al. (2011) relate this conception to the role of landscape in
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working towards justice and wellbeing in society, and thus seek to expand the
current conception of human rights. Human rights, by definition are the rights
stemming from a universal moral standard that transcends any national laws. The
establishment of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) in 1948 in the
aftermath of World War II atrocities and genocide was an aspiration to guarantee
both concrete needs for survival and the spiritual/emotional/psychological needs that
are quintessential to the human experience. Egoz et al. (2011) suggest that ‘the right
to landscape’ offers the new theoretical lens to confront the twenty-first-century
challenges that impede on social justice. The potential of ‘landscape’ to progress
human rights is seen to lie in its conceptualisation as the integration of tangible
spatio-physical elements and resources and intangible socio-economic and cultural
values (Egoz et al., 2011). “Landscape therefore contextualises the universal by
anchoring the concept of human rights in spatial and socio-cultural specificities, thus
serving as an inclusive framework for negotiating the rights of local communities
and the marginalised, just as it serves as a medium for securing physical and spiritual
wellbeing” (Egoz et al., 2011: 17).
2.3.5

Landscape as property

Whilst the idea of a ‘right to landscape’ constitutes a new theoretical lens in the legal
dimensions of the landscape discourse, in comparison the conceptualisation of
landscape in relation to the social dimensions of property law, holds a longstanding
position in the legal representation of the idea of landscape as a ‘lived space’ entailing both practices in and representations of social space. In his exploration of
the social dimensions of property, Blomley (1998: 582) argues that the value of the
concept of landscape rests in its ability to “alerts us to both the discursive and
practical qualities of property”. In support of his proposition, Blomley (1998)
identifies the key linkages between property and landscape, which are summarised as
follows: firstly, property, like landscape is a form of representation; secondly,
property, like landscape, is a set of lived relationships, given material form; and
finally, both property and landscape, is a site for struggle that is simultaneously
material and representational, both of which exist and are made possible by a
contradictory tension between ground that is “commodified and alienable, or as
charged with meaning and validated through use and struggle” (Blomley, 1998:
584).
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For Mitchell (2001: 274) the central question raised by the relationship between
landscape and property is one of rights - “Who has the right to ownership? How are
those rights limited? (and) What of competing claims? Drawing on the work of
Blomley (1998) and Lippard (1997), Mitchell (2001: 274) outlines how the
complicity between landscape and property is most clearly seen in struggles over
gentrification and redevelopment – “through struggles that arise when profit rises
above people in the claim for space”. This in turn, argues Mitchell (2001), raises the
question of how private property becomes a ‘public landscape’? For Mitchell (2001)
underlying all explorations of the nature of public and private space, public and
private property, public and private landscapes, is the question of ownership over
space and identity. In relation to which he argues that landscape and identity are
inseparable from property, regardless of whether that property is public or private.
Returning to the nature of the relationship between landscape and property, and
drawing again on examples of struggles relating to contested spaces undergoing for
example gentrification and redevelopment, it is clearly evident that further embedded
in these processes are the central themes of commodity and consumption. Thus the
socio-spatial dimensions of the concepts of landscape and property may also be
interpreted in terms of their material representativeness as sites of commodification
and consumption within the broader context of economic systems and associated
market forces.
Although the relative contingencies of capitalism and other social relations
embedded in the production of landscape continues to be debated (see for example,
Holloway, 2009), to date a number of significant ideas have emerged. Cosgrove
(1984), for example, in his Social Formation and Symbolic Landscape, defines
landscape as a ‘way of seeing’ associated with the rise of capitalist property
relations. The relationship between property and landscape was a central
consideration of this research, with the commodification of space as a form of
bourgeois property being fundamental to his conceptualisation of ‘landscape as a
way of seeing’. Also of significant note is Mitchell’s (1996) study of Californian
labour history, where he argues that landscapes have physical, material form or
‘morphologies’ that are literally produced through labour and other lived
relationships. Similarly, Harvey (1989) identifies landscapes as ‘worked’ spaces,
which although caught up in webs of local and global relations and mobilised by
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divisions of labour, landscapes are essentially the material form of embodied human
labour. Drawing on these key geographical insights, Blomley (1998) proposes that
due to its dual and related meanings, as both a material space and as a particular way
of seeing space, the concept of landscape can serve as a useful bridging device to
reify and naturalize dominant property relations but can also serve as spaces of
contestation. Consequently, the conceptualisation of landscape as property also
offers a means of exploring the power of landscape to challenge or subvert the
existing social order, particularly in regard to competing understandings of claims to
public versus private space, property or landscapes.
2.3.6

Landscape as interface

In the words of John Wylie (2007:1) “landscape is tension” and this tension is
signified most strongly by the couplet of nature/culture. This is reflected in
landscape studies, where major conflict appears to exist between the humanities and
the natural sciences. Both knowledge streams lay claim to landscape studies and both
exert ‘ownership rights’ over particular aspects of landscape knowledge. The central
question then is - how do we combine these and other knowledge cultures (including
policy and practice) in the landscape research endeavour? A core challenge
surrounding this objective connects to the interface between material and mental
landscapes and on a deeper level, to ontological and epistemological issues
concerning the philosophy of scientific inquiry – i.e. what constitutes reliable
knowledge and what can be accepted as data? Palang and Fry (2003) explain that
part of the problem with this ‘interface’ is that the extreme relativist approach to
landscape has rather little to offer landscape management, which deals with very real
problems in material landscapes. Thus they present the key question - How can
insights gathered from studying the mental landscape best be incorporated into the
knowledge base needed for solving current landscape conflicts?
One proposal centres on increasing ‘integrative’ approaches to landscape research. A
growing number of researchers, for example Antrop (2000; 2005), Opdam et al.
(2002), Tress et al. (2007; 2009), Vallés-Planells et al. (2014) and Wu and Hobbs
(2002), have discussed the need for integrative research (i.e. interdisciplinary or
transdisciplinary) approaches to capture the wider dimensions of landscape change,
and to understand how change in one area can have an impact on others. Tress et al.
(2009: 2921) define interdisciplinarity as “a mode of research that involves several
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unrelated academic disciplines in a way that forces them to cross subject boundaries
to create new knowledge and reach a common research goal”. They define
transdisciplinarity as “the involvement of academic researchers from different
unrelated disciplines as well as non-academic participants, such as land managers,
user groups, and the general public, to create new knowledge and theory by
researching a common question”. From this research perspective, the concept of
‘holism’ is claimed to offer the possibility of increasing collaboration between
different approaches – although, Palang and Fry (2003: 4) stresses that the detail of
what this means at an operational level requires further clarification.

2.4

Landscape as ‘an area, as perceived by people’

Last (2006) highlights the significance of the ELC in being the first legal text
explicitly to recognise the ‘interface’ or dualism inherent in landscapes – “landscape
is a basic component of the European natural and cultural heritage” (CoE, 2000a –
Preamble) and the Convention applies to either the cultural, man-made or natural
components of landscape (CoE, 2000b (26)). Jones (2007a) considers the importance
of the ELC definition of ‘landscape’ (CoE, 2000a – Article 1) within a legal context
and explains that “as perceived by people” implies that account should be taken of
people’s attachments to their physical surroundings (including previously neglected
areas such as suburbs, industrial areas, degraded landscapes etc.) and that the views
of all groups should be considered – not just the views of an academic or political
elite. This development is further supported by the obligation placed on the ratifying
parties to establish procedures for the participation of the general public, local and
regional authorities and other interested parties in matters concerning landscape (see
CoE, 2000a – Article 5 c).
The association between ‘landscape’ and law or the recognition of ‘landscape as
polity’ has been formalised through the ELC (CoE, 2000a), where first on the list of
General Measures is the obligation placed on the ratifying parties “to recognise
landscapes in law as an essential component of people’s surroundings, an expression
of the diversity of their shared cultural and natural heritage, and a foundation of their
identity” (CoE, 2000a – Article 5a). This means that parties are obliged to make
legal provision for landscape protection, management and planning, and to establish
relevant landscape policies through the adoption of specific measures (see CoE,
2000a - Article 6). Prior to any discussion of the legal treatment of the ‘landscape’
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concept within the ELC, it must first be acknowledged that the Convention is an
international treaty, that is a juridical act, and, as such it must be understood and
interpreted accordingly. Therefore on the basis of its legal identity, the Convention
does not set forth prescriptions; its contents consist of principles, not rules; of
objectives not means. Furthermore, the Convention does not discuss landscape in
terms of ‘human rights’ but in terms of ‘duties’. In reference to the ELC, it is
according to Strecker (2010: 494) not yet possible to speak of a ‘human right’ to
landscape, as landscape does not have a place in rights language and as such this
will only occur when the current individualistic conceptualisation of human rights
are expanded to include collective interests. The Convention specifically refers to the
activities of public servants and their powers and responsibilities; it does not endow
individuals with a right to landscape. Landscape is essentially an element of public
administration to treat as ‘a territorial project’ – “The general purpose of the
Convention is to encourage public authorities to adopt policies and measures at local,
regional, national, and international level” (CoE, 2000b (25)).
Jones (2007a: 209) identifies six major challenges facing the legal implementation of
the ELC, summarised as follows:
1. There is a need to acquire a dynamic rather than static approach to landscape
protection, planning and management, in order to find ways of safeguarding
not just material objects in the landscape, but also the livelihoods, cultural
activities and ways of life of those who live in and use this material
framework;
2. There is a need to find ways of making landscape management economically
and ecologically sustainable;
3. There is a need to be aware of differing interpretations of the law and the
consequences of such;
4. There is a need to find appropriate ways of institutionalising participation by
all interested groups of stakeholders;
5. There is a need to recognise and accept that participatory approaches (such as
the Habermasian approach of communicative rationality) requiring dialogue
and negotiation are frequently and necessarily time-consuming, while
administrative bureaucracies in many cases favour quick and measurable
results, and economic interests demand clear and unambiguous decisions
37

Literature Review

allowing development. Yet, it also must be acknowledged that the
contestation of power through various forms of direct action cannot be
excluded as a strategy that may be adopted by dis-satisfied groups;
6. There is a need to recognise the role of customary institutions and the
complexity of land rights, in order to take account of the cherished diversity
of European landscapes.

Landscape is already to varying degrees recognised in most European countries
through environmental and cultural heritage legislation – i.e. the designation of
conservation areas such as national parks, landscape protection areas, cultural
heritage sites etc., as well as to some extent in spatial planning laws. However,
whereas such legislation is concerned with the designation of particular areas and
landscapes with specific qualities, the ELC differs in that it recognises that the
landscape is an important part of the quality of life of people in all areas - whether
urban or rural; everyday surroundings or outstanding landscapes. According to Jones
(2007a: 209) this implies the necessity for adjustments to existing legislation in most
of the countries that have ratified the Convention. The Explanatory Report states
that, besides having local significance, Europe’s landscapes are of value to all
Europeans, and are cherished outside the locality and beyond national borders - “In
their diversity and quality, the cultural and natural values linked to European
landscapes are part of Europe’s common heritage”; hence landscape is a collective
European concern (CoE, 2000b (29-30)).
This move towards a ‘people’s’ landscape complements Meinig’s vision of
landscape as “part of the iconography of nationhood, part of the shared set of ideas
and memories and feelings which bind people together” (Meinig, 1974: 164).
However, the ELC moves beyond ideas of individual ‘nationhood’ to the promotion
of a shared European landscape. This in itself raises questions regarding the process
of Europeanization. Sassatelli (2006) explores this question through her discussion
on the role of the ELC in the construction of a European identity. She states that “in
the idea of landscape, decades of construction of the idea of European identity as
‘unity in diversity’ seem to find their ‘natural’ place” (Sassatelli, 2006: 20).
However, according to Last (2006: 15) the objective of the ELC to consolidate
European identity is unlikely to be achieved because the national and cultural
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heritage values associated with landscapes tend to be linked to a national or subnational identity rather than a European identity. Different cultures perceive and
interpret landscape, with regard to the manner in which they give landscape
symbolic meanings.

PART II:
Part I of the literature review concerned itself with presenting an exploration of the
landscape concept from an ‘integrative’ research perspective, by endeavouring to
synthesise the myriad conceptualisations and expressions of ‘the landscape idea’
within a variety of contexts. In Part II as follows, this discussion aims to develop the
specific contribution made by the European Landscape Convention to the concept
and practices associated with ‘landscape’ more fully. This examination is
underpinned by the conceptual framework of this research project, which centres
upon the conceptual ‘triangle’ of ‘landscape’, ‘scale’ and ‘governance’ (see Figure
1.6).

2.5 Landscape, scale and governance – a conceptual triangle
Recent developments in the evolution of landscape research emphasise the need to
enhance integrative approaches between the natural, human and applied sciences.
However, drawing together collective insights from across the sciences presents a
range of conceptual and methodological issues. The question of scale as it pertains to
different scientific realms is a key example of this kind of challenge. Landscape,
scale and governance are all contested concepts that have and continue to inspire
much discussion and debate across the sciences. The overarching aim of this section
is to explore the interconnections between the concepts of landscape, scale and
governance. The concept of scale is the central focus of this discussion and its
complex meaning and diverse applications will be explored in relation to the scalar
nature of the concepts of landscape and governance. In particular, this discussion
seeks to: a) synthesise scalar issues amongst multiple perspectives, with a view to
understanding the theoretical implications for how landscape is conceptualised and
thus produced through academic and policy discourses; and b) to explore the
implications of scale complexities for the challenge of landscape governance.
2.5.1

Conceptualising scale in integrative landscape research

Scale pervades ‘integrative’ research on complex human-environment systems, scale
concepts are woven into the data, methodology and theory of landscape and
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environmental change research. As researchers, we regularly engage in activities that
invoke scale concepts e.g.:


scale identification – questions what scale a process such as land change is
best understood;



scale optimization involves choosing the most efficient scales for human
activity – such as applying carbon taxes;



scale generalisation involves applying the lessons learned at one scale to
another - as when attempting to apply knowledge of deforestation from
specific locales to larger regions;



scale causality involves discovering how phenomena at different spatial or
temporal orders of magnitude are interrelated.

Thus, the concept of scale has come to be viewed as central to understanding a
variety of political, socio-cultural, economic and environmental phenomena (Herod
and Wright, 2002; Sheppard and McMaster, 2004). A surfeit of competing
definitions, uses and theories of scale are recognised in the literature, while common
understandings of what the concept of scale means and how to use it continue to
remain elusive. This constitutes a barrier to integrative landscape research, as the
successful application of scientific knowledge requires good communication and
reciprocity in understanding (see Antrop, 2001). Gibson et al. (2000) aim to address
this challenge by presenting definitions of key terms related to the concept of scale.
They define ‘scale’ as “the spatial, temporal, quantitative, or analytical dimensions
used to measure and study any phenomenon” and “levels” as units of analysis that
are located at different points on a scale (Gibson et al., 2000: 218). To date, a limited
number of scholars have endeavoured to synthesise multiple research perspectives on
scale (see for example, Gibson et al., 2000; Sheppard and McMaster, 2004; Sayre,
2005; Cash et al., 2006; Manson, 2008; Ruddell and Wentz, 2009; Sayre, 2009).
According to Ruddell and Wentz (2009: 683), acknowledging the various ways of
understanding scale is desirable for two reasons: a) to clarify similarities and
differences among perspectives; and b) the identification of commonalities increases
the potential for integration.
A review of literature undertaken by Higgins et al. (2012) sought to explore the
interpretation and application of the concept of scale in integrative landscape
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research, in order to better comprehend the tensions and the points of convergence
within and across certain disciplines, and to contribute to a clearer understanding of
how integrative research might be developed. In order to do so, it unpacked ‘the
question of scale’ from the three disciplinary perspectives of ecology/landscape
ecology, geography and spatial planning. These three disciplines were chosen as they
are identified in the literature as representative of the key disciplines contributing to
academic landscape research (see Conrad et al., 2011b – for a review of the key
trends in landscape research). This systematic literature review commenced with the
identification of research that has endeavoured to synthesise scalar issues in
interdisciplinary contexts. This process was then extended by focusing on the
selected disciplines of ecology/landscape ecology, geography and spatial planning.
Once the literature was identified, the content was analysed. This was based on a
comparative analysis of points of difference and commonality on scale, within and
between the selected disciplines, focusing on five priority ‘forms’ of content. The
five areas targeted included: interdisciplinary research; discipline-specific research;
conceptual/theoretical discussion; methodological discussion/application; and policy
issues (for further details see Higgins et al., 2012: 139). By focusing solely on the
three selected disciplines, this review paper evidently does not represent a complete
overview of how ‘scale’ is currently conceptualised in landscape research. However,
it is argued that it provides a useful template which may be readily extended to
include other relevant disciplines in order to further advance understandings of the
various disciplinary perspectives on scale within academic landscape research.

Scale has come to be viewed as more than a methodological issue, with the core
debate centring on whether scale is an epistemological or an ontological category.
Sayre (2009: 98) contends that scale cannot be understood as either ontological or
epistemological, as scale has both ontological and epistemological moments and
“understanding these as moments of a dialectic underscores the manifold
relationality embedded in scale”. Manson (2008: 776) argues for an “epistemological
scale continuum” that arranges scale perspectives from the realist contention
anchored in the ontological premise that there is a single shared reality and that
reality is readily accessible to objective observers (see Figure 2.1 below).
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Figure 2.1 Epistemological scale continuum. Source: Manson (2008:785)

To the constructionist ontological claim that while there may be a reality, in
epistemological terms, knowledge about this reality is socially mediated and
manipulated. Manson (2008) describes how the relative absence of explicit human
decision making, makes physical systems more amenable to realist perspectives on
scale. Whilst in contrast, social constructionism is more suitably applied to the
“messy human research enterprise” (Manson, 2008: 786). He proposes that “we must
strike a balance between accepting seemingly apparent scales of observation and
explanation and recognizing their purposeful construction for social, economic and
political ends” (ibid.). In attempting to strike this balance what becomes apparent is
that in the analysis of human-environment systems there is no single correct ‘scale’
of study.

Cash et al. (2006) focus on scale as a concept critical to understanding and
responding to human-environment interactions that can be viewed as seven distinct
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aspects: spatial, temporal, jurisdictional, institutional, management, networks, and
knowledge. They suggest that this perspective is necessary to present one synthesis
of scale, in order to strengthen the capacity to analyse and resolve societal challenges
arising from complex cross-scale dynamics, from both an academic and governance
perspective. Geographers such as Howitt (1998; 2003) and Sayre (2009) organise
their analysis of the concept around three central facets; scale as size, level and
relation. They explain that scale as a matter of size and level are relatively well
recognised, while in contrast scale as relation is an underemphasized facet of scale.
They propose that thinking about scale as relation fills the gaps left by the narrow
focus of size and level as metaphorical facets of the concept, particularly in regard to
providing insights into the nature and dynamics of complex geographical totalities
(Howitt, 1998). Wu and Li (2006) also categorise the concept into three main
elements; from an ecological perspective they organise scale definitions into a
conceptual hierarchy that consists of the a) dimensions, b) kinds, and c) components
of scale. The inherent value for them in this perspective is that they view the threetiered structure as providing a clear and consistent representation of how various
concepts differ from or relate to each other.

It is evident that scale presents a significant conceptual challenge across all the
sciences. The question of scale has and continues to inspire a range of responses
from diverse disciplinary perspectives. However, the relationship between pattern
and process is of great interest to all sciences, and scale is an integral part of this
relationship. Broadly speaking, the natural science disciplines explicitly
acknowledge ‘scale’ in their research activities and have a long trajectory of doing
so. Both ecologists and physical geographers have found that the consideration of
scale problems is fundamental to the identification of patterns and their explanation
(Gibson et al., 2000), with strong correlations existing between ecological scale and
scale as employed by physical geographers (Sheppard and McMaster, 2004). In
contrast, researchers from the social sciences have only recently begun to fully
realise the significance of the concept to their analysis. Increasing global
environmental and landscape change and the dominance of humans within this
process, has resulted in researchers from both the natural and social sciences
addressing broader spatial scales of analysis and integrating the study of humanenvironment interactions. Consequently, emphasis now falls on processes and their
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interactions, and on quantitative and qualitative scaling effects. While no interaction
between ecology and human geography on the subject of scale seems obvious, Sayre
(2005) proposes that as ecological scales are no less produced than geographical
scales, this should enable both disciplines to help each other theorise and study
processes that are simultaneously natural and social, thus resolving some of the
confusion about scale.
However, with reference to his “epistemological scale continuum” Manson (2008:
785) contends that while there are distinct differences in scalar concepts between
disciplines (i.e. ecology versus human geography) and between sub-disciplines (i.e.
human versus physical geography), the epistemological indeterminacy of scale
makes it risky to assume that a given scale perspective is automatically applicable to
a given research question, particularly if it relates to a complex human-environment
system. He warns against assuming that scale perspectives naturally map onto
specific disciplines or the systems they study in terms of being ‘environmental’
versus ‘human’. Manson (2008) suggests that the lessons of the ‘continuum’ relate to
a) the inherent value of a range of views on scale, b) the utility of realist and
hierarchical scales, c) the need for constructionist interventions in humanenvironment systems and d) the role of complex scale in supporting and reconciling
differing scale perspectives. From a management perspective, Cash et al. (2006)
claim that human-environment systems that more consciously address scale issues
and the dynamic linkages across levels are more successful at assessing problems
and finding solutions that are more politically and ecologically sustainable. They
claim that the opposite poles of top-down and bottom-up approaches are inadequate
in providing both socially robust information and viable management solutions. And
in place, they propose a middle path that addresses the complexities of multiple
scales and multiple levels – whether the model is one of institutional interplay, comanagement boundary/bridging organisations or an integration of all three (Cash et
al., 2006).
2.5.2

Scale complexities and the challenge of landscape governance

Due to its complex nature, the phenomenon of landscape encompasses many scales
and levels. Furthermore, in a world of globalised media and trade, people inhabit
multiple landscapes simultaneously. Oles and Hammarlund (2011) discuss how the
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neighbourhood, the region, and the nation are all ‘landscapes’ that have the ability to
shape people’s identities. However, many scholars have indicated how this
multiplicity creates difficulties in distinguishing between the binaries of ‘local’ and
‘global’, ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ (see for example, Olwig, 2007a; Howard, 2007;
Harvey, 2000; Leitner et al., 2002). The difference between insider and outsider
perspectives is identified as central to analyses of local global relations embedded in
the landscape (see Olwig, 2007a; Howard, 2007). According to Olwig (2007a:215),
institutions involved in the preservation of landscapes deemed to be of worldwide
value, measure landscapes on a global scale, a perspective which he describes as
favouring “the expert’s mode of perception over that of the insider”. Primdahl (2007)
also raises questions concerning how landscape planning and policy mediate
between landscape functions at the local scale; with decisions made at distant scales
(e.g. European or International). In a study of changing agricultural landscapes in
Europe, Primdahl (2007) claims that the agenda of globalisation has resulted in the
threatening of the heritage of ordinary local landscapes, which he claims has in turn
created the basis for the sustainability agenda promoted by the ELC.
The ELC conceptualises landscape as central to social and political processes, to the
extent that landscape has come to be identified as a mainstream concern within the
domain of territorial development. The Convention presents a broad definition of
landscape, referring to a spatial scale above the agri-environmental policy units of
the field/farm, the environmental designations of international, European or national
significance or the bounded geographical dimensions of local/national planning
policies and strategies. It considers the European landscape as a shared resource
which transgresses boundaries whether national, administrative or property.
Nevertheless, there are challenges regarding its implementation, which relate
specifically to the multi-scale, fluid and contested nature of landscape and the scalar
complexities of the process of landscape governance. According to Olwig (2007a:
215) the real challenge of the ELC lies in the disjuncture between the local and
regional on the one hand, and the global on the other. This is also a particularly
relevant consideration to the proposed establishment of an International Landscape
Convention.
Set within its broader context, the evolution of the ELC conceptualisation of
landscape as a social and political process has emerged from the late 20th century
45

Literature Review

shift from ‘government’ to ‘governance’ as an explanation of how the state governs.
As Rydin (2013) expounds during the 1990s and into the early 21st century,
governance theories were developed to understand the change that was occurring in a
range of public sector activities (including spatial planning) at both central and local
levels. However, the concept of ‘governance’ is now viewed as having become “one
of the most iridescent scientific concepts in recent years” (Grӧg, 2007: 954). As
distinct from the term government, “governance addresses not only the state, but all
sectors and actors involved in ‘the processes of regulation, co-ordination and control’
that enable or constrain the actions of members of a society” (Pierre, 1999: 376 as
quoted in Alexander, 2005: 218). Similarly to the concept of governance, the linked
concept of ‘environmental governance’ is associated with a “vagueness and
malleability……(which) serves to obscure a broad range of interests and ideological
positions” (see Bridge and Perreault, 209: 475). In their critique of environmental
governance, Bridge and Perreault (2009) identify six ‘problematics’ of the concept,
namely: spatial scale and its administrative reconfiguration; commodity chain
coordination; management of common pool resources; popular participation and
democratic action; institutional re-regulation under capitalism; and the production of
social order. They summarise that environmental governance “is about both the
social organisation of decision making with respect to the environment, and the
production of social order via the administration of nature”. Therefore,
environmental governance should not be interpreted as the “governance of nature”
but rather as “governance through nature”, that is “as the reflection and projection of
economic and political power via decisions about the design, manipulation and
control of socio-natural processes” (Bridge and Perreault, 2009: 492).
Patsy Healy (2006b) outlines how in the context of her work the concept of
governance is employed “to encompasses all forms of collective action focused on
the public realm (sphere) in one way or another, from those orchestrated by formal
government agencies, to lobby groups, self-regulating groups and social campaigns
and movements targeted at resistance or challenge to dominant governance relations”
(Healy, 2006b: 302). However, Rydin (2013) argues that the broader shift in how the
state governs has provided the opportunity for growth dependence to become the
accepted paradigm for spatial planning, claiming that governance approaches (in
both policy practice and academic theory) have provided the legitimacy for market
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actors to exercise power within relationships of governing given public sector
inadequacies. As Rydin (2013) details, in accordance with the ideology of
governance market actors sit alongside other actors from other sectors (public,
private, civil society), with the overall aim being a win-win outcome, agreement and
compromise to the mutual satisfaction of all parties. However, she reminds us that
the reason for market actors being involved in policy formulation and
implementation is that they hold resources (particularly financial resources) that the
public sector does not. Consequently, this creates a structural imbalance within the
governance process and promotes market-led economic activity, hence presenting an
opportunity for the embedding of growth dependence within the planning system.
The notion of ‘a politics of scale’ has become an accepted truism particularly within
human geography, where there is an understanding that scales are socially and
politically constructed, and thus contested (see Brenner, 2001; Marston, 2000;
McCann, 2003). The politics of scale involves “continuous reshuffling and
reorganisations of spatial scales”, which are “an integral part of social strategies and
struggles for control and empowerment” (Swyngedouw, 2000: 70). Bulkeley (2005:
897) argues that insights from the debate on the politics of scale can provide a means
through which to reconfigure notions of environmental governance to create an
approach which can be simultaneously sensitive to processes of scaling and rescaling
the objects and agents of governance, and the consequent political, social and
environmental implications, while also engaging with the politics of networks.
Bulkeley (2005) proposes that through the careful deployment of the concepts of
hierarchy and territory, common ground between scalar and network geographies
can be forged, in order to inform our understanding of contemporary configurations
of global environmental governance. Bulkeley (2005) concludes that the recognition
of new spatial grammars is necessary for understanding emerging hybrid forms of
environmental governance and their political and ecological implications.
Meadowcroft (2002) argues that scale issues are always important in politics, but
that the density of physical and social scales implicated in the constitution and
resolution of environmental problems is particularly notable. Meadowcroft (2002:
173) explains that “environmental problems are not given, but are defined by human
agents”, hence re-defining problems may shift the configuration of relevant scales
and as such is a typical discursive strategy for those involve in environmental
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conflicts. Meadowcroft (2002: 173) outlines how it is possible to track the scale of a
given ‘environmental problem’ from its forward projection into the domain of social
consequences, to its origins in the realm of social causation. He claims that this
process requires the consideration of: the manner in which physical impacts effect
the perceived interests of particular societal groups; the character of the practice with
which the impacts are associated and how this is embedded within the larger socioecological formation; and the distribution of social power resources and the character
of the institutional frameworks within which solutions are to be worked out (ibid).
It is thus evident that as a component of environmental governance, landscape
governance relates to the social organisation of decision making with respect to the
landscape resource. Thus, the concept of landscape governance centres on the scalar
complexities of socio-cultural, economic and political processes, which are invisible
to the eye but are manifested in the landscape. Consequently, landscape governance
must address themes of multi-level governance – however, this raises questions
about how political decision making levels themselves are produced and which
power relations are involved, which is discussed under the term the ‘politics of
scale’. Yet, according to Gӧrg (2007) there is a further problem hidden within this
question which is essential to environmental governance: it concerns the question of
how to deal with the biophysical conditions of particular places – i.e. their reference
to natural scales. Gӧrg (2007) claims that problems of environmental governance
begin precisely at the point at which the concrete relationship between the two
aspects of ‘place’, i.e. between societal production and natural-spatial conditions,
become thematic. He presents the concept of landscape governance as a means of
dealing with the interconnections between socially constructed spaces (the ‘politics
of scale’) and the ‘natural’ conditions of places. According to Grӧg (2007: 964),
while the concept of landscape governance does not refer to an ontologically given
space it represents an appropriate approach for the handling of complex, locallyanchored problems. Furthermore, “it can also establish new accents within
governance approaches and stimulate new kinds of research….. as it is concerned
with the complex reconfiguration of politics, multi-level decision making and the
transformation of statehood as well as with environmental problems at concrete
regions and at particular places” (ibid).
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Revisiting Manson’s (2008: 776) “epistemological scale continuum” provides an
efficient tool to aid the advancement of our understanding of the complex
relationship between the spatial scales, political levels and natural scales of the
landscape governance process as discussed in Grӧg’s (2007) article. In reference to
Manson’s (2008) “epistemological scale continuum”, landscape governance must
simultaneously:
a) address the ‘natural’ conditions of places - or the physical layer or system of
landscape which is amenable to realist perspectives of scale;
b) select the appropriate spatial scale within the relevant spatial planning hierarchy
and acknowledge the relationship between these territorial units – through the use of
hierarchical scales;
Add c) landscape governance must acknowledge the social construction of scale and
understand how political decision making levels are operationalized and how they
may be subject to purposeful construction for social, economic and political ends.
Meadowcraft’s (2002) conceptualisation of scale and environmental problems,
illustrated how the physical and social effects of a particular environmental
disturbance may potentially be distributed, perceived and managed across space and
time. Through the use of a practical example of an environmental controversy
involving a choice between development and conservation, Meadowcroft (2002:
173) demonstrated how in questions of environmental and landscape change, the
argument rests on whether the effects are deemed acceptable, and how costs and
benefits are to be distributed amongst different social groups (i.e. the developers,
local residents, wider society etc.). Park and Doak (2012: 44) state that “at its core
sustainability is about ensuring that decisions taken today are justifiable and
beneficial in the long term and that short-term motives, such as profit making or
responding to a need or want of today, cannot be overriding factors in our decisions”.
However, they explain how in practice spatial planning systems broadly interpret
sustainability in terms of ‘balance’, with the spatial planning process demonstrating a
long standing commitment to the balancing of different impacts and interests
resulting in “the implementation of a form of pragmatic or ‘net sustainability’” Park
and Doak (2012: 41). This may also be interpreted as a prevalence by public
authorities to see sustainability in terms of ‘the scaling of balance’. Campbell (1996)
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outlines how (spatial) planners work within the tensions generated by the three main
competing sustainability demands of social justice, economic growth and
environmental protection. He has conceptualised these ‘contradictions of sustainable
development’ into what he terms ‘the triangle of conflicting goals for planning’ or
the ‘planner’s triangle’, with sustainable development located at its centre (See
Figure 2.2 below). Campbell (1996) claims that the ‘sustainable development’ centre
of the ‘planner’s triangle’ cannot be reached directly, but only through a sustained
period of confronting and resolving the triangle’s conflicts – which he specifically
identifies as ‘property conflict’, ‘development conflict’ and ‘resource conflict’.
Campbell’s (1996) ‘planner’s triangle’ presents a useful model for planners and
others involved in environmental and landscape governance, to analyse the present
dominance of economic arguments over environmental issues and questions of social
equity. Fundamentally, Campbell (1996) argues for a redefinition of sustainability as
he claims that its current formulation is too vaguely holistic and romanticised.
Furthermore, he proposes that in order to confront economic and environmental
injustice, it is essential that planners integrate social theory and environmental
thinking into their existing professional skillset.

Figure 2.2 The triangle of conflicting goals for planning, and the three associated conflicts.
Planners define themselves, implicitly, by where they stand on the triangle. The elusive ideal of
sustainable development leads one to the centre. Source: Campbell (1996: 298)
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Similarly, Park and Doak (2012) assert that planning needs to become more
integrated and efficient in thinking about the governance of resources and the
associated social impacts, economic priorities and the environment goods. Selman
(2010: 398) identifies the landscape resource as “at the heart of many of the most
important themes of contemporary planning – sustainability, quality of life, placemaking, attracting inward investment and healthy lifestyles”. Thus, it must be
reiterated that the re-positioning of landscape within the sustainable development
agenda, as formalised through the discourse of the ELC, necessarily reasserts the
governance of the landscape resource as a prime consideration of the spatial planning
system. However, the discourse and reflection of sustainability and sustainable
development in both landscape governance and spatial planning systems is in a
constant process of construction and (re)construction as new developments emerge
from the research, policy and governance environments.

2.6 Conclusion
Anchored within the context of the implementation of the ELC (CoE, 2000a) as
symbolic policy, the theoretical framework of this research project draws upon key
concepts shared across the realms of ‘integrative’ landscape research, geography and
spatial planning. Fundamentally, ‘landscape’, ‘scale’ and ‘governance’ form the core
conceptual triangle underpinning this thesis. Accordingly, this literature review
chapter set out to explore these central concepts from an ‘integrative’ landscape
research perspective. Part I of this chapter entailed an examination of ‘the landscape
idea’ by presenting an overview of the various conceptualisations of landscape. This
clearly is no easy feat, as landscape, both as a term and as a concept, has and
continues to inspire multiple interpretations within both a variety of contexts and
from a range of perspectives. Ultimately, the fundamental question posed was – what
is landscape? The answer proffered in Part 1 of this literature review is written from
a perspective which is cognisant of the constant conflicting and oscillating demands
placed on the landscape idea. Therefore, the researcher is aware that this offering is
by no means an exhaustive account of the conceptual history of the landscape idea,
nor does it capture the full extent of the myriad perspectives which permeate our
collective diverse interpretations of the landscape phenomenon. However, it is
argued that this section does successfully demonstrate the central importance of the
landscape idea as an object of investigation, an organising principle and an
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interpretative lens, for generations of researchers drawn from differing disciplinary
backgrounds and multiple perspectives grounded in a diverse range of ‘everyday’,
artistic, political, professional and scientific contexts.
Expanding on this examination of the landscape idea, Part II of the literature review
chapter set out to explore the interconnected conceptual triangle of ‘landscape’,
‘scale’ and ‘governance’. This discussion commenced with an assessment of the
interpretation and application of the concept of scale in integrative landscape
research, before proceeding to analyse the implications of scale complexities for the
challenge of landscape governance. Essentially, the fundamental aim of this
discussion was twofold: a) to synthesise scalar issues amongst multiple perspectives,
with a view to understanding the theoretical implications for how landscape is
conceptualised and thus produced through academic discourses; and b) to explore the
implications of scale complexities for the challenge of landscape governance. Whilst
it is clear that ‘common’ definitions of scale may not be possible, common
understandings are achievable and advantageous to the progress of landscape and
environmental change research. However, as scale has at once methodological,
epistemological and ontological dimensions, it is pivotal that researchers
acknowledge the multiple ways of understanding and using the concept.
Fundamentally, the concept of scale offers a means of simultaneously analysing the
phenomenon of landscape from multiple research perspectives. Thus, ‘scale’ may be
understood as a ‘common integrating tool’ which can be employed during the
research design process to synthesise disciplinary perspectives of the landscape
phenomenon. Yet, in problem orientated research there must also be an awareness of
the impact of scientific knowledge within the domain of landscape governance.
Therefore, as highlighted in Part II of this chapter, scale issues are particularly
prominent in examples of landscape transform and consequently have a direct impact
upon decision-making processes within landscape governance systems. Evidently,
both scientists and non-scientists are impacted by scale issues. Therefore, it is
imperative that there is an awareness of and engagement with these concepts within
the interlinked processes of both landscape research and landscape governance. In
order to address this need, and also through doing so further advance the key debates
presented in this literature review chapter, this thesis sets out to link insights
regarding ‘the conceptual triangle’ of landscape, scale and governance, with
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experimental insights into the value of these concepts generated from empirical
research conducted ‘on the ground’ in the territories of Catalonia and Ireland. The
next chapter (Chapter 3) sets out the research methodology employed to gather this
empirical data. Following which, the subsequent chapters outline the resulting
empirical findings (Chapter 4 & Chapter 5), before presenting a synthesis of the
fundamental conceptual and empirical insights derived from this exploration as
detailed in the final chapter (Chapter 6).
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3 Research Methodology
3.1 Overview of research approach
Set within the wider context of the implementation of the European Landscape
Convention - ELC (CoE, 2000a) as symbolic policy, this research project employs a
comparative analysis of two European territories presently in the process of
implementing the ELC: the Autonomous Community of Catalonia, Spain and the
Republic of Ireland. Whilst this research project endeavours to contribute in some
manner to the advancement of ‘integrative’ approaches to landscape research, the
methodology employed in this study is more accurately aligned with a broader
research design of qualitative orientation. This methodology centred on conducting
legislative and policy analyses, multiple ‘embedded’ case studies, and key
stakeholder interviews within identified territorial units of analysis. The “nested
arrangement” (Yin, 2009: 63) of this research approach, entails the case study
element forming the central part of this qualitative research approach. The
methodological aim of this research is to investigate how ‘landscape’ as an element
of public administration is conceptualised as a ‘territorial project’; and to assess the
current practice of landscape governance against the guiding framework of the ELC.
This chapter opens with an overview of the comparative approach utilised in this
research, which incorporates a detailed account of the territorial units of analysis.
Following which the associated research design employed in this study is outlined
and the corresponding data analysis process is then presented. This chapter
concludes with an evaluation of the research methodology employed in this
exploratory research project.

3.2 The comparative approach
The ELC embodies a transition towards a territorial interpretation of the concept of
landscape, one which explicitly identifies public authorities as occupying a central
position within the process of landscape governance. Due to its supra-national
nature, the treaty sets forth general principles and objectives, not detailed rules and
procedures. De Montis (2014) explains how as a result, the path towards ELC
implementation is complex and varies depending on specific national institutional
frameworks. De Montis (2014) employs a qualitative, indicator-based, and
comparative method to study the on-going institutional and planning situation in six
European countries: Catalonia (Spain), France, Italy, Switzerland, the Netherlands,
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and the United Kingdom. The results of this study confirm that ELC implementation
depends on local government systems and the traditions that dominate landscape
planning. This research project similarly employs a comparative analysis, however in
contrast to De Montis (2014) this investigation is confined to two territories – The
Autonomous Community of Catalonia, Spain and the Republic of Ireland.
Furthermore, through the creation of a ‘vertical core’ this research project aims to
extend the analysis of ELC implementation, through the various spatial/hierarchical
scales of the identified territories, i.e. from national/sub-national level, to regional
level, to local level and finally to a ‘landscape scale’ (as appropriate to the particular
territorial context). The research design, as detailed in the subsequent section, is
intended to accommodate this movement between the various scales of inquiry.
Fahy & Rau (2013) claim that while great diversity exists with regard to the unit of
analysis used, comparative efforts remain crucial to the investigation of
sustainability. By comparing the multi-scalar territorial approaches demonstrated by
Catalonia and Ireland to the interlinked processes of landscape governance and ELC
implementation, the fundamental aim of this study is to explore the contribution of
the ELC to the advancement of knowledge that serves to promote the landscape
resource as integral to the pursuit of sustainable territorial development across the
European model of society. The identified territories were selected for a variety of
reasons. Ireland was an obvious choice due to the fact that it is the residence of the
researcher, the location of the research institute and also, the funding for this
research project emanates from the Irish government – a government which is in the
process of implementing the ELC. Of the other territories party to the Convention,
Catalonia (Spain) has been identified as possessing a territorial approach that
demonstrates an integrated and progressive approach to ELC implementation (see for
example De Montis, 2014 and Heritage Council, 2010). Furthermore, the researcher
proposes that within the relatively compact territorial units of Catalonia and the
Republic of Ireland, a significant range of landscape typologies exist, a diversity
which exemplifies the CoE symbol of the ELC (see Figure 3.1 below). Another
similarity, relates to the challenging economic environment Catalonia and the
Republic of Ireland have both experienced as a result of the speculative property
bubble and the associated pattern of events which occurred across Spain, Ireland, the
UK and the USA over the last two decades. However, there are also major
56

Research Methodology

dissimilarities between the territorial units of analysis. Apart from significant
differences emanating from their contrasting geographic locations in northern and
southern Europe, one of the most important dissimilarities centres on the fact that
Ireland is an independent nation state and a member state of the European Union and
the Council of Europe, while Catalonia is a region of the State of Spain and is thus a
region of Europe and not an independent nation, therefore it is not eligible for direct
membership of either the Council of Europe or the European Union. Table 3.1 below
presents preliminary comparative statistics on the selected territories. Evidently this
comparative analysis of Catalonia and Ireland will be further expanded respectively
in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5.
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Territorial unit of

The Autonomous

Republic of Ireland-

analysis:

Community of Catalonia –

EU Nation State = NUTS

EU Region = NUTS level 2

level 1 (IE)

(ES51)
&
Spain – EU Nation State =
NUTS level 1 (ES)
Population:

7,416,237 = Catalonia
3

(Source: Eurostat )

4,625,885 (2015 -estimate)

(2014)
46, 439, 864 = Spain (2015
– provisional)

Population density –

232.9 (2013) = Catalonia

67.2 (2013)

inhabitants per km2:
(Source: Eurostat)

92.9 (2013) = Spain

GDP per capita in PPS

113 (2011) = Catalonia

132 (2014)

– Purchasing Power
Standards % of EU 28
average:
(Source:

93 (2014) = Spain

Eurostat)
Surface area (square

32,108 (2014 – idescat)

70, 280 (2014)

kilometres):
(Source: The World

505, 600 (Spain – 2014)

Bank4 & idescat official statistics
website of Catalonia5)
Terrestrial areas

No regional data available

protected to total

for Catalonia

14.39% (2014)

surface area,
percentage (excluding
marine areas)

27.97% (Spain - 2014)

3

Eurostat website: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat
The World Bank: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/AG.LND.TOTL.K2
5
Idescat: http://www.idescat.cat/en/
4
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(Source: 2010 United
Nation Millennium
development goals
indicators6)
Dominant
governmental systems
(Source: ESPON

Regional (Catalonia)

Unitary State

Composite State (Spain)

project 2.3.2)
Dominant spatial

Urbanisation; land use

Land use planning;

planning traditions

planning

Comprehensive integrated

(Source: ESPON

approach; Regional economic

project 2.3.2)

approach

Table 3.1 Preliminary comparative statistics on the identified territorial units of analysis

(Adapted from De Montis, 2014 – Table 3: 58)

3.3 The research design
Set within the context of the implementation of the ELC as symbolic policy, the
conceptual framework informing this research design centres on merging insights on
the concepts of ‘landscape’, ‘scale’ and ‘governance’, with empirical data emanating
from the concrete reality of landscape governance processes operating within the
identified territories of Catalonia and Ireland. A central aim has been the
development of a ‘transferable’ research design, which could potentially be applied
within any of the territories party to the Convention. The resulting research design
consists of a three strand methodological approach: strand one entails the conducting
of legislative and policy analyses; strand two centres on the use of multiple
‘embedded’ case studies; and, strand three involves undertaking key stakeholder
interviews with landscape researchers, policy makers and practitioners. For
comparative purposes, the three strand methodological design was replicated within
the two territories under investigation. A detailed outline of each of the three strands
of this research design is presented as follows.

6

2010 United Nation Millennium development goals indicators:
http://mdgs.un.org/unsd/mdg/Default.aspx

59

Research Methodology

3.3.1

Strand one: Legislative and policy analyses

The legislative and policy analyses considered key contemporary legislation and
government publications relating to landscape governance in the identified territories
of the Autonomous community of Catalonia, Spain and the Republic of Ireland. A
qualitative content analysis was employed, the objective of this stage being to assess
how landscape as an element of public administration is currently being formalised,
with particular regard to strategic spatial planning strategies. This methodology was
informed by a Natural England desk based study on the implementation of the ELC
in England (Roe et al., 2008). Focusing on a broad range of national and regional
level sectorial policies and strategies, the Natural England study assessed each
document under the following headings:


Language Assessment:
o Is the term ‘landscape’ used? (Y/N)
o In a holistic sense? (Y/N)
o In a partial sense? (Y/N)



Intent Assessment:
o Is the intent of the ELC reflected: 1=explicitly, 2=implicitly, 3=in
part, 4=vaguely, 5=or not at all?



Article 5 of the ELC – Key Measures Assessment
o Public participation provision
o Integrated cross sector – explicitly, implicitly, in part, vaguely, or not
at all?
o Implication of rights and responsibilities



Article 6 of the ELC – Key Measures Assessment
o Awareness raising
o Training activities
o Identification and assessment
o Landscape change and monitoring evidence
o Sharing experience and methodologies
o Definition of landscape quality objectives

This project adopts a similar approach to that of the Natural England study (Roe et
al., 2008), albeit the numeric rating system is omitted and the detailed assessment of
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Article 5 and Article 6 was not incorporated, as the focus of this research design on
the ELC as symbolic policy did not require that level of operational detail. However,
at this juncture it is important to note that whilst the assessment criteria of this study
(which centres upon four categories: the ‘language of landscape’; the landscape
resource and sustainable territorial development; landscape and public participation;
and awareness-raising) incorporates the themes of public participation and
awareness-raising (as contained in Article 5 and Article 6 of the ELC respectively),
the structure of this assessment does not correspond to the methodology employed to
assess Article 5 and Article 6 of the ELC in the Natural England study (Roe et al.,
2008). In addition, the documentary analysis is limited to the national level in regard
to the Irish context, and the regional/sub-regional level in reference to Catalonia.
Due to the limitations of this research project, it was not feasible to extend this
evaluation to include all documents at local government level in both jurisdictions.
Furthermore, this evaluation does not represent a comprehensive overview of every
sectoral strategy or policy that pertains to the landscape resource, failing to address
for example the agricultural, natural resource and transport infrastructure sectors etc.
However, the case study element of this research design extends to the local
government level and also addresses a variety of sectoral influences; as a result, local
government policy documents have been consulted as they relate to the six case
study projects as introduced in Section 3.4.2 below (these documentary sources are
listed in the case study sub-sections in Chapter 4 & Chapter 5 under the
heading‘landscape sources’). The findings of the legislation and policy analyses are
primarily presented in Section 4.3 and Section 5.3 of the subsequent chapters.
3.3.2

Strand two: Multiple ‘embedded’ case studies

Strand two of the research design constitutes the most significant element of this
methodology. Baxter (2010: 81) defines case study research as “the study of a single
instance or small number of instances of a phenomenon in order to explore in-depth
nuances of the phenomenon and the contextual influences on and explanations of
that phenomenon”. Case study strategies are widely recognised as a useful means of
contributing knowledge and exploring complex phenomenon whilst maintaining a
holistic view of processes in a real life context (Yin, 2009: 18). Baxter (2010: 84)
notes that one thread of the case study’s history is the on-going use of multiple
methods, including the combination of qualitative and quantitative methods in the
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same case studies. Within the case study methodological approach, several design
variations are present. Yin (2009: 46) identifies four main types of design for case
studies, which include:


Type 1 – single case (holistic) designs;



Type 2 – single case (embedded) designs;



Type 3 – multiple case (holistic) designs;



Type 4 – multiple case (embedded) designs.

The Type 4 - multiple case ‘embedded’ design was identified as the most
appropriate design for the purposes of this research project. Multiple case designs are
often preferred over single case designs, as the analytic benefits of having two (or
more) cases provides an opportunity to critically compare and contrast the features of
each case, and also to derive evidence relating to the influence of external factors on
the phenomenon under investigation (Yin, 2009: 61). Furthermore, as earlier
described, the embedded case study involves more than one unit or object of analysis
and is not limited to qualitative analysis alone (Scholz & Tietje, 2002: 9). However,
one major danger associated with the embedded design is that the focus of the case
study will move to the subunit level and fail to return to the larger unit of analysis,
which results in the original phenomenon of interest becoming the context and not
the target of the study (Yin, 2009: 52).

As identified by Stark and Torrance (2005: 34) a major epistemological issue to be
addressed by case study is where to draw the boundaries – what to include or what to
exclude, and thus what is the claim of knowledge that is being made – what is it a
case of? Drawing the boundaries around a phenomenon under study is clearly not a
straightforward process. In the context of this research project, this challenge is
particularly evident due to the complex nature of the ‘landscape’ phenomenon. The
spatial dimensions of the ELC idea of landscape simply come into being wherever
land and people come together – so landscape is everywhere and everything!
Clearly, in this context crucial decisions need to be made before the case study
boundaries can be drawn. Fundamentally, the selection of case studies for this
project was inspired by the CoE symbol for the ELC (see Figure 3.1 below – CoE,
2000c). This symbol exemplifies the diversity of Europe’s landscapes through the
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use of a three line design. Representing a range of landscape typologies, the
individual lines illustrate a mountainous upland landscape, a landscape of human
settlement, and a seascape or coastal landscape.

Figure 3.1 The ELC symbol.
Source: CoE (2000c)

The three lines of this symbol provided further inspiration by drawing the
researcher’s attention to the tripartite nature of the landscape actions as identified
and defined in the ELC – landscape protection, landscape planning and landscape
management. This creative process resulted in the selection of three ‘landscape
scale’ projects in each territory (six in total), which were deemed to both represent
each line of the CoE ELC symbol; and in addition, demonstrate the three forms of
landscape action: protection, planning and management. However, in the interests of
clarity it must be stated that although the ‘landscape scale’ projects have been
selected to exemplify these three different forms of landscape action, technically
speaking each project contains (albeit to varying degrees of representativeness and
significance) a mixture of landscape protection, planning and management activities.
The term ‘landscape scale’ is used to describe the scale of the selected projects as
opposed to the ‘local scale’. There is no single agreed definition of the ‘landscape
scale’, rather it is a term commonly used to refer to action that covers a large spatial
scale, usually addressing a range of ecosystems processes, conservation objectives
and land uses (for an expanded version of this definition see The Natural Choice -
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Natural Environment White Paper, DEFRA, 2011: 18). The term ‘landscape scale’
was preferenced over that of the ‘local scale’ in order to ensure that the focus was
firmly placed on the boundaries of the landscape project, as opposed to those of the
relevant administrative boundaries relating to the corresponding local government
authorities operating at a ‘local scale’.
The selection of the ‘landscape scale’ projects emerged in a gradual manner, through
the searching of various documentary, media and online sources, in addition to
requesting recommendations from the key stakeholders interviewed as part of this
project. The names of the selected ‘landscape scale’ case study projects, their
territories of origin, and their associated landscape actions are presented in Table 3.2
below:
Landscape action

Catalonia

Ireland

‘landscape scale’

‘landscape scale’

project

project

Landscape protection

MónNatura Pirineus

Wild Nephin

Landscape planning

Fem Rambla

21st Century Liffey

Landscape management

Consorci Terra de Pas

The Bere Island
Conservation Plan

Table 3.2 Overview of landscape scale projects and their associated actions

A number of data-collection techniques are employed in case study strategies. Stake
(1995) identified six sources of evidence that can be used in case studies: documents;
archival records; interviews; direct observation; participant-observation; and
physical artefacts. In relation to this project, case study data was gathered through
the use of documents, interviews, field observations, online material, images, aerial
photography, maps and online mapping tools. Each of the case study project sites
was visited and semi-structured interviews were conducted with the project
managers of each case study unit. With appropriate modifications, the project
manager interview questions were replicated across the six case study units, see for
example Appendix No. 3. During the data collection process it became evident that
in order to create a complete picture of the relationship between the case study
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projects and the relevant local government authorities, in addition to those listed
above another method of data collection was required. An online survey tool was
designed to match this requirement. As a component of the case study approach, the
survey was divided into two main sections and contained both open end and closed
ended questions. The intended recipients of the survey were identified as local
government (professional) officers, whose work in anyway relates to the relevant
case study project and to the governance of the landscape resource in general.
Section 1 of the survey contained questions relating specifically to the ‘landscape
scale’ project, which directly corresponded to the local government authority of the
survey respondent. Section 2 contained more general questions pertaining to ELC
implementation at local government level.
The online surveys were administered through the use of Survey Monkey. Survey
respondents were primarily identified by requesting names of local government
officials from case study participants, in addition to drawing on the researcher’s
personal networks to gain access to the contact details of local government officials
(details that are generally not publicly available). Despite repeated efforts, the
administration of the online survey ultimately received a markedly poor response
rate – in total 14 surveys were returned by the recipients across both territories of
Ireland and Catalonia. Reflecting on possible solutions to this significantly poor
response rate, the researcher has arrived at the conclusion that in order to achieve
greater survey participation a greater investment of resources (i.e. time and finances)
would have been required in order to foster interpersonal professional associations
with key individuals within the relevant local government authorities who have the
authority or influence to request participation of the professional officers. In specific
regard to the Catalan context, this would have also necessitated the employment of
an interpreter to assist within this process. Due to the time and financial constraints
of this PhD project, the survey administration has been suspended. Overall, the
majority of attention was focused on the administration of the survey within the Irish
context. However, a survey was designed and translated into the Catalan language
(see Appendix No. 5). Although initiated the administration of the survey in
Catalonia made even less progress than that of the Irish survey, this was primarily
due to communication challenges.

65

Research Methodology

As a research strategy, case studies have traditionally been regarded as a less
desirable or inferior form of inquiry. In his critique of the conventional view of case
study research, Flyvbjerg (2006: 221) explains and corrects five misunderstandings
he believes to characterise this prejudice, summarised as follows:


Misunderstanding 1 - General, theoretical (context-independent) knowledge
is more valuable than concrete, practical (context-dependent) knowledge.



Misunderstanding 2 - One cannot generalise on the basis of an individual
case; therefore, the case study cannot contribute to scientific development.



Misunderstanding 3 - The case study is most useful for generating
hypotheses; that is, in the first stage of a total research process, whereas other
methods are more suitable for hypotheses testing and theory building.



Misunderstanding 4 - The case study contains a bias towards verification,
that is, a tendency to confirm the researcher’s preconceived notions.



Misunderstanding 5 - It is often difficult to summarize and develop general
propositions and theories on the basis of specific case studies.

Flyvbjerg (2006) contends that these five misunderstandings indicate that theory,
reliability, and validity are at issue - elements which are central to the status of the
case study as a scientific method. However, probably the most common criticism of
case study research is its supposed lack of generalisability. Generalizability is a term
primarily used in quantitative research and concerns the external validity of research
findings – i.e. whether the results can be generalized beyond the specific research
context in which it was conducted (Bryman, 2006: 694). In qualitative research the
term ‘transferability’ is preferred over that of ‘generalizability’ (Baxter, 2010: 94).
Baxter (2010: 96) explains that although a case study may only involve a case study
of one, a carefully chosen and well-studied case can produce robust and credible
theoretical explanations. He claims that these explanations are generalizable, or
transferable, in the analytical sense rather than in the statistical sense. In this sense,
the case studies presented in this study aim to strike a balance between describing the
concepts and details pertaining to the specific cases, while simultaneously being
sufficiently abstract to apply to the landscape phenomena in different contexts over
space and time. The case study findings will be presented in Section 4.4 and Section
5.4 of the subsequent chapters. The presentation of each case study is subdivided
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into three main parts and is structured as follows: a) Landscape sources – this
subsection details the fieldwork activities, the interviews conducted and the data
sources used in specific regard to the associated case study project; b) The
‘landscape scale’ project – details key information pertaining to the case study
project; and c) Evaluation of ‘landscape scale’ project – presents the key analytical
findings corresponding to each individual ‘landscape scale’ case study. In specific
regard to the interview dimension of this case study research, the project managers of
each ‘landscape scale’ case study were the primary targets. In some of the case study
units the project manager role was represented by more than one individual i.e. a
team. In the interests of clarity this information is additionally displayed in Table 3.3
below.
Catalonia

Interviewees:

Ireland

Interviewees: Project

‘landscape

Project Managers

‘landscape

Managers

scale’ project:

scale’ project
Project Manager – NPWS

MónNatura

Project Manager - Director

Pirineus

of the Department of

employee (1 Project Manager

Territori I Medi Ambient

interviewed)

Wild Nephin

(Territory and
Environment) of Fúndacio
Catalunya – La Pedrera (1
Project Manager
Interviewed)

Fem Rambla

Project Management team
(UrbanIN+) – composed of

21st Century
Liffey

Project Management team
(Urban Nexus) – composed of

two professional

two professional practitioners

practitioners (2 Project

(2 Project Managers

Managers interviewed).

interviewed).

Consorci

Project Manager –

The Bere Island

Terra de Pas

President of Consorci

Conservation

Terra de Pas & Mayor of
Vilajuïga (1 Project

Plan

Manager interviewed).

Project Management team:
Head of Policy and Research –
The Heritage Council of
Ireland;
Project Co-ordinator of BI
Projects Group;
BI Conservation Plan
Development Worker (3
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Project Managers
interviewed).
Table 3.3 Project Manager Interviewees

3.3.3

Strand three: Key stakeholder interviews

In-depth semi-structured interviews were conducted with key stakeholders from the
interlinked arenas of landscape research, policy and practice. Interviewing is a useful
method for the collection of qualitative data (Stake, 1995; McCraken, 1998). Semistructured interview schedules were designed according to the professional or
disciplinary identity of the individual stakeholder. The interview questions derived
from themes which organically developed from the conceptual framework of this
study. Semi-structured interviews allow for focused questions but also enable the
researcher to explore new themes when interesting or valuable information is offered
by the interviewee. All interviews were recorded and transcribed and were conducted
face-to-face, primarily at the interviewees’ places of work.
Due to the broad range of people, sectors and perspectives involved in the research
and governance of the landscape resource, in addition to the actions of landscape
planning, management and protection, within both territories it is possible to identify
a significant number of key stakeholders. However, the process of selecting
interviewees depended ultimately on the accessibility and availability of stakeholder
representatives, set within the time and financial constraints of this PhD project. In
both territories interviews were conducted with individuals involved in landscape
research within the university sector, with practitioners involved in the process of
landscape governance (i.e. operating within the spatial planning arena), and
representatives of key institutions involved in landscape policy formulation within
an Irish and Catalan context (Ireland - The Heritage Council; Catalonia –
L’Observatori del Paisatge de Catalunya – The Landscape Observatory of
Catalonia). Table 3.3 (Catalonia) and Table 3.4 (Ireland) profile the key stakeholders
interviewed within the territories of Catalonia and Ireland (as follows). The findings
from this stage of the research design are presented in section 4.5 and section 5.5 of
the following chapters.
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Territory: Professional/disciplinary identity of the
Catalonia interviewee:
1.
Co-ordinator of The Landscape Observatory
of Catalonia

2.

Professional officer of The Landscape
Observatory of Catalonia/Landscape
practitioner and researcher.

3.

Director of the Department of Territori I
Medi Ambient (Territory and Environment)
of Fúndacio Catalunya – La Pedrera.

4.

Environmental Planning Consultant
/Landscape practitioner and researcher.

5.

Lecturer in Landscape research/Architect.

Additional
information:
This interview process
took place over two
days and incorporated
a visit to the offices of
and consultants with
the staff of the
Landscape
Observatory of
Catalonia situated in
Olot.
This interview process
also took place over a
number of days.
Furthermore, this
individual was
particular helpful in
providing professional
guidance during the
‘landscape scale’ case
study selection stage.
This individual was
also interviewed in
relation to the
‘landscape scale’
project – MónNatura
Pirineus (see Section
4.4.1 – subsection a)
Landscape sources).
This consultancy in
situated in Barcelona
city.
This individual is
affiliated with the
School of Architecture
of Universitat
Internacional de
Catalunya – the
Barcelona campus.

Table 3.4: Key stakeholder interviews - Catalonia
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Territory: Professional/disciplinary identity of the
Ireland
interviewee:
1.
Chairman of The Heritage Council of
Ireland/University Lecturer.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Additional
information:
A number of
interviews were
conducted with this
individual over the
course of the PhD
project.
Head of Policy and Research – The Heritage This individual was
Council of Ireland.
also interviewed in
relation to the
‘landscape scale’ case
study project – The
Bere Island
Conservation Plan
(See Section 5.4.3 –
sub-section a)
Landscape sources)
Planning Officer - Heritage Council of
This planning
Ireland.
practitioner has
expertise in the area of
landscape governance.
Planning Consultant/Landscape practitioner This individual
and researcher.
operates a planning
consultancy in the
West of Ireland.
Senior Lecturer in Planning with a
This individual is
speciality in landscape research/Planning
affiliated with
practitioner.
University College
Cork.
Table 3.5: Key stakeholder interviews – Ireland

3.4 Data analysis
The analytical strategy adopted for this study is based on a combination of
qualitative content analysis and thematic analysis. NVivo - a qualitative data analysis
software programme, was employed as a key data management tool. The data
collected comprised a variety of forms, including: legislative and policy documents,
interview transcripts, field notes, webpages, videos, audio, images, diagrams,
published research and other documentary materials specifically pertaining to the
case study units. As a single database-style file NVivo assists the researcher in
undertaking a range of tasks, such as: data management, idea management, data
query, date visualisation and data reporting. Due to the large amount and varied
forms of data collected for this project, NVivo primarily served as an easily
70

Research Methodology

accessible multi-media data management tool. In reference to the particulars of the
analytical strategy as applied, content analysis was employed to explore the data
collected during the legislative and policy review stage of data collection (strand one
of the research design). Content analysis is a general term for a number of different
strategies used to analyse text and as such, it is a systematic coding and categorising
approach used for exploring large amounts of textual information unobtrusively to
determine trends and patterns of words used, their frequency, their relationships, and
the structures and discourses of communication (see Mayring, 2000; Pope et al.,
2006; Gbrich, 2007).
Thematic analysis was concurrently employed to examine the data collected through
the multiple ‘embedded’ case studies and key stakeholder interviews, respectively
strand two and strand three of the research design. Thematic analysis as an
independent qualitative descriptive approach is mainly described as “a method for
identifying, analysing and reporting patterns (themes) within data” (Braun & Clarke,
2006: 79) and as an approach which focuses on ‘what’ is stated rather than ‘how’ it
is stated (Bryman, 2004). Vaismoradi et al. (2013) claim that while content analysis
and thematic analysis are two commonly used approaches in qualitative data
analysis, boundaries between the two have not been clearly specified and
consequently they are used interchangeably. In their review paper, they present a
useful discussion to assist in the clarification of this matter, by presenting key
definitions, aims, philosophical backgrounds and methodological differences.
Vaismoradi et al. (2013) conclude that the main difference between these approaches
lies in the opportunity for quantification of data i.e. in contrast to thematic analysis it
is possible to measure the frequency of different categories and themes in content
analysis.
Both content analysis and thematic analysis are associated with the application of
two modalities: inductive and deductive. Inductive coding uses the data to identify
and develop themes from them (Boyatzis, 1998). While deductive coding involves
the development of a codebook prior to the analysis of data (Crabtree and Miller,
1999). Deductive qualitative coding often uses categories or themes derived from
earlier work such as theories or models, mind maps and literature reviews to analyse
data (Sandelowski, 1995). A deductive approach is deemed appropriate, when the
general aim of thematic analysis and content analysis is to test a previous theory in a
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different situation, or to compare categories at different periods (Vaismoradi et al.,
2013: 401). Within the identified territories, the core objective of this research
methodology is to investigate the current performance of public authorities in their
task of managing the landscape resource as a ‘territorial project’; to assess the
current practice of landscape governance against the guiding framework of the ELC;
and to explore the potential use-value of applying the ELC to a wide range of
landscape challenges across a variety of differing contexts. Therefore, a mixture of
both a deductive approach and an inductive approach was considered most suitable
as it focuses both on deriving lessons and on theory building. Through an inductive
approach the collected data was used to identify key theoretical and conceptual
insights, which were in turn combined with a deductive approach which centred on
the identified themes/categories largely derived from the assessment criteria of the
Council of Europe’s Landscape Award (See Appendix No.2). The objective of the
CoE Landscape Award is to reward exemplary practical initiatives aimed at
successful landscape quality objectives in the territories of the Parties to the
Convention (CoE, 2000d). Drawing from and expanding on this criterion, the
following key coding themes emerged: 1) ‘the language of landscape’ 2) the
landscape resource and sustainable territorial development 3) landscape and public
participation and 4) awareness raising. This assessment criterion directly informed
the design of the data collection tools, most notably the online survey questionnaires,
and also the interview questions presented to the project managers of the six
‘landscape scale’ case studies (see for example, Appendix No.3, No.5 & No.6).
Following the emergence of this assessment criterion through applying a mixture of
an inductive and deductive approach, deductive coding was performed on the
collected texts and interview transcripts. Hard copies were coded manually, as the
use of NVivo software was solely confined to database management (as previously
discussed above). The resulting coding segments were organised in accordance with
the three strand methodological design and subsequently the data was then compared
across the different data sources to enable the researcher to interpret the findings.

3.5 Evaluation of research methodology
The overarching aim of this research methodology was to, in some manner, engage
with the ‘integrative’ landscape research endeavour. However, although significant
energy was invested in attempting to achieve this aim through the use of ‘mixed
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methods’ research, it was not realised due primarily to the failure of the quantitative
element of the initial methodology design i.e. the online survey tool. Fundamentally,
the administration of the online survey received a markedly poor response rate,
despite repeated efforts, the quantitative data simply did not materialise. Therefore,
the ambition of ‘mixing’ or integrating qualitative and quantitative data through the
use of NVivo software could not be realised. This reality in turn raises the questions
– is it actually possible to conduct ‘integrative’ research at the level of a PhD
project? Or is it simply an overly ambitious endeavour for an individual researcher
within the resource constraints of a PhD project? However, although ultimately a
primarily qualitative research methodology was utilised in this project, during the
process of designing and attempting to execute the initial ‘mixed methods’ approach
the researcher benefited professionally from undergoing extensive training in both
qualitative and quantitative methods in social research, and also through completing
advanced training in NVivo qualitative data software.
Conducting research in another European territory was a particularly rewarding
learning experience. However, as the researcher neither speaks Catalan nor Spanish
this undertaking was not without its challenges. English translations of legislation
and policy documents were overwhelmingly restricted to a limited number of
regional level documents. The majority of sub-regional and local level documents or
online material pertaining to the case studies was only available in Catalan.
Consequently this language barrier became an impediment to the accessibility of a
significant number of potential data sources and the researcher was therefore
restricted to documentary sources which had been translated into English by other
parties. This raises significant issues in regard to the potential misinterpretation of
these sources during the translation process, a factor which is beyond the control of
the researcher who does not possess the requisite language skills. In addition, the
majority of case study participants had limited English and therefore employing the
services of an interpreter was a prerequisite. Due to financial restrictions, it was only
possible to use professional translation services in a limited manner. As a result, the
details and nuances of the Catalan language and of Catalan society in general, may
not have been fully comprehended by the researcher, particularly in regard to the
local scale. In addition, as the case study projects were chosen to represent a variety
of landscapes, scales, sectors and people, the researcher was confronted with a
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different type of language or communication challenge. This challenge relates to the
researcher being required to draw from a wide range of knowledge streams with their
associated languages, in order to be able to effectively converse with the various
cases study participants, with differing landscape perspectives, disciplinary and
professional expertise.
Ultimately, the experience of undertaking comparative research at a European scale
provided a valuable insight into the inherent complexities which permeate the
European project and particularly the Europeanisation of the interlinked processes of
landscape governance and spatial planning. Firstly, through conducting research in
Catalonia, and particularly at a local level, the researcher has become acutely aware
of the communication challenges which accompany the diverse linguistic traditions
of Europe and the associated complex array of differing interpretations and
expressions of the landscape idea across Europe. Secondly, through examining the
specific institutional frameworks and spatial planning contexts of the territories of
Catalonia and Ireland, the researcher has gained a greater understanding of the
variety of governance and planning systems that exist across Europe. The territorial
spatial planning of Europe cannot be reduced to a common system and as such
undertaking comparative research across European territories presents a complex
scenario. However, European level data produced by ESPON (The European
Observation Network for Territorial Development and Cohesion) serves as a useful
resource to aid comparative assessments. Furthermore, an additional challenge of
comparing the territorial units of Ireland and Catalonia rested on their mismatched
identities as a nation state and as region, respectively. However, the NUTS
classification (Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics - which serves as a
hierarchical system for dividing the economic territory of the EU for the production
of statistical data by Eurostat), provides a useful framework to draw on for
comparative purposes (see for example, Table 3.1 and Sections 4.3 and 5.3).
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4 Catalunya – ‘Terra de Pas’
4.1 Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to present the findings of a comparative analysis
conducted within the territory of Catalonia. This chapter opens with a portrait of
Catalonia, providing an overview of the distinct identity of this territory and its
people (Section 4.2). This is followed by an account of the landscape governance
process of both Spain and Catalonia, centring on the implementation of the European
Landscape Convention (ELC) and the interlinked activities of the core institution
that is L’Observatori del Paisatge de Catalunya – ‘The Landscape Observatory of
Catalonia’ (Section 4.3). In order to ground this analysis within the concrete reality
of the physical environment of Catalonia, three ‘landscape scale’ cases are presented
(Section 4.4). The identified case study units represent a variety of landscape types,
sectors, people and scales. The case studies focus consecutively on the actions of
landscape protection (Case study unit no. 1: MónNatura Pirineus), landscape
planning (Case study unit no. 2: Fem Rambla) and landscape management (Case
study unit no. 3: Consorci Terra de Pas). The resulting data from the three strand
methodological design (legislation and policy analyses, ‘landscape scale’ multiple
case studies and key stakeholder interviews) is interwoven in this analysis and
evaluated against the assessment criteria for this comparative study. As previously
outlined in Chapter 3 (Section 3.5) the key themes of this criteria are: 1) ‘the
language of landscape’; 2) the landscape resource and sustainable territorial
development; 3) landscape and public participation; and 4) awareness raising. To
reiterate, with specific reference to the territory of Catalonia, the core aim of this
research methodology is to investigate the current performance of Catalan public
authorities in their task of managing the landscape resource as a ‘territorial project’;
and to assess the current practice of landscape governance against the guiding
framework of the ELC.

4.2 The territory – a portrait
The territory of Catalonia (or Catalunya in the Catalan language) is one of seventeen
autonomous communities (regions) that together comprise the independent state of
Spain since 1978 (see Section 4.3 for further information). Situated in the northeastern corner of Spain, Catalonia borders the nation of France and the principality
of Andorra to the north, and the Spanish autonomous communities of Aragon and
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Valencia to the west and south, respectively. Catalonia has a population of
7,504,008, 16.1% of the population of the Spanish state (which totals 46,600,949),
within a total surface area of circa 32,000 square kilometres (Idescat, 2015). The
territory of Catalonia is physically bounded to the east by the Mediterranean coast, to
the north by the Pyrenees Mountains, and to the south and east by the River Ebro and
the Iberian mountain system. Catalonia and by extension Spain, are part of the
Mediterranean basin (also known as the Mediterranean region) which is formed by
the Mediterranean Sea and the land that surrounds it. The Mediterranean Sea is a sea
of singular characteristic, derived from its condition as a sea enclosed within lands,
from hence the meaning of the term ‘mediterranea’ originates. The surrounding
lands of the Mediterranean basin are divided into 26 recognised states, accompanied
by a significant degree of irredentism within this geographical ambit (i.e. Spain,
Gibraltar – British overseas territory, France, Monaco, Italy, Malta, Slovenia,
Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Albania, Greece, Macedonia,
Turkey, Northern Cyprus - limited recognition, Cyprus, Akrotiri and Dhekelia British overseas territory, Portugal, Syria, Lebanon, Israel, Egypt, Libya, Tunisia,
Algeria, and Morocco). The Mediterranean basin stretches c. 3,800 km east to west
from Portugal to Lebanon and c. 1,000km north to south from Italy to Morocco and
Libya. The climate is characterised by hot dry summers and humid, cold winters.
These climatic conditions in addition to its varied topography and its long
association with man, has resulted in an ever changing Mediterranean landscape
characterised by high mountains, rocky shores, impenetrable scrub, semi-arid
steppes, coastal wetlands, sandy beaches and a myriad of islands. This landscape
diversity results in a markedly rich biodiversity, with over 50% of the plants and
animals listed in the EU’s Habitat Directive present in the Mediterranean basin
(European Commission, 2009).
The territory where Catalan is spoken potentially comprises approximately 13
million people. Over seven million are located in Catalonia, with the remaining
Catalan speakers scattered across the territories of Valencia, the Balearic Islands,
Aragon, the principality of Andorra, the Pyrénées-Orientales area of France,
Cataluyna Nord and the Italian city of l’Alguer in Sardinia. Catalunya Nord is a
term used to describe the areas of France that were part of Catalonia in medieval
times and that continue to have significant Catalan-speaking communities. These are
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Roussillon, Perpignan, Conflent, Capcir, Alta Cerdanya, Vallespir, and Fenolleda
and correspond to an area of circa 14,145 square kilometres, with a population of
approximately 411,000 people (for further details see Buffery and Marcer, 2011:
110-113). Catalan nationalists refer to these territories as the Paisos Catalans (the
Catalan-speaking countries) which is itself a highly contested designation. As
Dowling (2012) plainly explains there is no consensus over Catalan cultural,
political or territorial identity and as a result Catalan nation building has been
confined to a core territory rather than a potentially much greater area. However,
Buffery and Marcer (2011) claim that contemporary Catalan identity is firmly rooted
in the popular traditions and folklore which were developed and celebrated during
the 19th century late romantic revivalist movement of the Renaixença, a period which
sought to recover Catalonia’s distinct culture, through the promotion of the Catalan
language as a viable literary vehicle. They assert that whatever the political project,
this cultural foundation provides a sense of collective Catalan identity around which
other social groups can affiliate.
Even more so than other territories, Catalonia cannot be understood without some
knowledge of its history. Two significant dates in the history of the Catalan nation
include the years 1640 and 1714. In 1640, Catalonia rebelled against increasing
centralisation from Spanish Castile, known as the Revolt of the Catalans. However,
Catalonia was defeated and one consequence was the cessation of its northern
counties to France - Catalunya Nord. According to Dowling (2012: 2) this resulted
in the loss of one-fifth of Catalonia’s population and this area continues to be evoked
as a terra irredenta today. In the intervening period, repeated attempts and failures to
become an independent nation state culminated in the 1714 ten week siege of
Barcelona which resulted in a crushing defeat by Spanish forces at the close of the
War of Spanish Succession. Notably, the 11th of September is now celebrated
annually as the Diada – Catalonia’s national day, in commemoration of the defeat of
Catalan forces on this date in 1714. From this period onwards, major political and
economic decisions concerning Catalonia were made in Madrid. As one of Europe’s
oldest states, Spain encompassed all of its present-day territory by 1512 (see Henders
2010: 50), however as a unified political entity the Spanish State grew in stature
following the completion of the War of Spanish Succession in 1714.
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From the nineteenth century onwards, Catalonia’s industrial revolution made it the
economic powerhouse of the Spanish state and contributed to the emergence of the
world’s largest anarchist movement and its involvement in the 1936 socialist
revolution. The resulting Spanish Civil War with the victory of Franco and Spanish
nationalism in 1939 led to the suppression of all national rights and an attempt to
wipe out Catalan identity. During Spain’s transition to democracy following the
death of Franco in 1975, Catalonia was given privileged access to devolution
through the Statute of Sau (the original Statute of Autonomy) in 1979; this has since
been revised in 2007 granting greater autonomy to the region (see Section 4.3).
Support for autonomy has long extended across the political spectrum of Catalan
society, however since the mid-2000s there has been an unprecedented social,
political and cultural shift towards the pursuit of a political strategy of independence
for Catalonia. According to Dowling (2012) a growing dissatisfaction with the
economic exchange with Spain has emerged as central to the Catalan political
narrative, pointing to the claim that “charges of discriminatory redistribution abound
in actual secessionist movements” (2012: 154). The mobilisation of civil society
resulted in the popular initiative for a non-binding referendum. An informal
referendum was held on 9th November 2014, after Spain’s Constitutional Court ruled
against the holding of a formal referendum. Voters were asked two questions – “Do
you want Catalonia to be a state? If so, do you want that state to be independent?” In
excess of 40,000 volunteers helped to set up and run the informal exercise.
According to El País newspaper, more than two million Catalans over the age of 16
voted, representing a turnout of 37% of the Catalan population. 81% of voters
answered “yes” to both questions, with those answering “no” to the first question
making up less than 5% of votes (Hedgecoe, 2014). However, it has been proposed
that Catalans opposed to a break with Spain may not have participated due to the
referendum’s outlaw status. Spanish unionist parties argue that as the ballot was
organised by grassroots pro-independence groups it cannot legitimately reflect the
wishes of the region (BBC News Europe, 2014). This period in the ongoing story of
the Catalan nation is what Dowling terms the “aspirational phase of secessionism”
(2012:158).
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Figure 4.1 ‘Catalonia is not Spain’ protest banner and the L’Estelada – The Catalan Independence flag.

Source: BBC News Europe (2012) In pictures: Catalonia rally attracts 1.5 million people.
Available at: http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-19565464 [Accessed 2 May 2015].

The Catalans often refer to their own country as a ‘terra de pas’: a place people pass
through, a thoroughfare or strategic crossroads (see for example Eaude, 2007: ix).
This quality is reflected in the intensely creative offerings of this highly distinctive
region i.e. Catalan food, art, architecture, cultural, social and economic innovation
etc. Buffery and Marcer (2011: 105) identify Catalonia as “a region of fluid
boundaries and cultural contact”, which they attribute to its historical trade via its
Mediterranean Sea ports, its accessible border crossings between France and Spain,
and the traditional route through the Catalan province of Lleida, from the European
continent southward into the Spanish peninsula. Of further note, is the present day
strategic position of the territory of Catalonia along the most direct trade route
between the Spanish state and the EU’s economic core area. Interestingly, Ross et al.
(2008: 294-295) propose that Catalonia “resembles a microcosm of the (Spanish)
country itself”, with its range of landscapes passing from the Pyrenees, to inland
plateau, to the Mediterranean coast and the wetlands of the Ebro delta. It may thus be
claimed that this range of landscapes as described, exemplifies the Council of
Europe’s symbol for the European Landscape Convention (see Figure 3.1). The three
lined symbol may be viewed as seamlessly representing the mountainous landscape
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of the Pyrenees, which descends into the low-lying plains with their urbanised
settlements, which intensively culminate at the Mediterranean coastline.
Embedded within the diverse landscapes of Catalonia is the complex and traumatic
story of the birth and rebirth of the Catalan nation. Delaney (2005) identifies the
concept of territory as a human social creation, he proposes that cultures create or
‘produce’ territories and that they do so through the process of reproducing and recreating themselves. The employment of a case study approach allows this research
project to be rooted in the social and material reality of the 21st century landscapes of
Catalonia. The case studies present an opportunity to further explore the relationship
between Catalan territorial identity and the governance of the landscape resource,
within a variety of contexts which embody different landscape types, people, sectors
and scales. Whilst acknowledging the significance of the movement towards
secession in present day Catalan society and its articulation through landscape
related themes and materialities, it is important to reiterate that the focus of this
research is grounded within ‘the territorial project’ that is the implementation of the
ELC in Catalonia, and not within the project that is the movement towards ‘Catalan
Independence’. Furthermore, in line with the philosophy of the ELC it is reaffirmed
that landscapes are not merely manifestations of culture; they are also areas of
nature. Therefore, in regard to landscape and environmental change, the case studies
will illuminate the consequences of an ‘unsustainable’ approach to the landscape
resource which recently culminated in Spain’s and by extension Catalonia’s
speculative bubble of 1996-2010. The following section lays the foundations for this
exploration, by assessing the landscape governance system of Catalonia, by first
placing it within its wider context in respect to the legal, administrative, political and
territorial planning system of the Spanish state.
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4.3

Landscape governance – the view from Catalonia, Spain

This section begins by presenting an overview of the territorial governance system of
the State of Spain. Moving from the national level, this assessment extends to the
regional, sub-regional and local levels of governance within the autonomous
community of Catalonia. The fundamental aim of this assessment is to create a
vertical core through the various scales of territorial governance within Spain and
Catalonia, thus permitting a more nuanced understanding of the multi-scalar nature
of both ELC implementation and the interrelationship between landscape governance
and spatial planning processes.
4.3.1

The State of Spain

The present day constitutional monarchy of Spain was earlier a unitary and
centralised State under the lengthy dictatorship of General Francisco Franco
Bahamonde. The dictatorship was established following the victory of the
Nationalist forces over the Republicans in the Spanish Civil War (1936-1939) and
ended with General Franco’s death in 1975. Franco’s dictatorship was followed by a
period of democratic transition which culminated in the adoption of the 1978
Constitution. This document marked a milestone in the restoration of democracy and
it is the product of an intensely complex and delicate political process. The
provisions of the Constitution with regard to the creation of a decentralised State are
of fundamental significance. The Constitution recognises the right to autonomy of
the country’s nationalities and regions and it outlines the devolution of powers to the
autonomous communities. The 1978 Constitution created a unique system of
regional government, known as the ‘state of autonomies’. Today political power is
channelled through Spain’s central government, its seventeen autonomous
communities (or comunidades autónomas in Spanish) and Spain’s two autonomous
cities of North Africa: Ceuta and Melilla. In line with the NUTS 2010 classification7
(i.e. the regional classification of territorial units of statistics applied to the EU-28
Member States), Spain (identified by the code ES) is divided into seven NUTS level
1 classifications (i.e. seven groupings of the autonomous communities and cities),
nineteen NUTS level 2 classifications (the autonomous communities and cities – see
Table 4.1 below) and fifty-nine NUTS level 3 classifications (Spain’s provinces and
islands, Ceuta and Melilla). Consequently, the overall spatial division of the state of

7

NUTS - Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics.
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Spain into the seventeen autonomous communities corresponds to the NUTS 2
regional level classification (see Table 4.1 and Figure 4.2 below).
NUTS level 2 – Spain (ES) Code

No.
1.

Galicia

ES11

2.

Asturias

ES12

3.

Cantabria

ES13

4.

Basque Community

ES21

5.

Navarre

ES22

6.

La Rioja

ES23

7.

Aragon

ES24

8.

Madrid

ES30

9.

Castile-Leon

ES41

10.

Castile-La Mancha

ES42

11.

Extremadura

ES43

12.

Catalonia

ES51

13.

Valencian Community

ES52

14.

Balearic Islands

ES53

15.

Andalusia

ES61

16.

Region of Murcia

ES62

17.

Ceuta

ES63

18.

Melilla

ES64

19.

Canary Islands

ES70

Table 4.1 The NUTS level 2 regional classification of the State of Spain.
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Figure 4.2 This map shows the NUTS level 2 regional classifications of Spain.
Please note the Canary Islands (ES70) are not shown on this map. Source: Eurostat – Statistical
Atlas (2014) The NUTS level 2 Regional Classifications of Spain. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistical-atlas/gis/viewer/. [Accessed 2 May 2015]

The autonomous communities have their own parliaments and regional governments
and possess wide legislative and executive competencies in many fields (e.g.
education, health and social services, culture, economic development and territorial
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planning etc.). However, the distribution of power may differ between each
community, in accordance with their individual Statutes of Autonomy – legal texts
which establish the rights and powers of each autonomous community. The national
State retains exclusive competence over certain subjects, including the foundation
and co-ordination of general planning and economic activity, basic legislation
concerning the protection of the environment, and all legislation which refers to
public works and infrastructure affecting more than one autonomous community (see
Larsson, 2006). In the 2006 ESPON Project 2.3.2, Spain has been reclassified as a
‘Composite’ State having previously been identified as possessing a ‘Regionalised
Unitary’ State structure. This reclassification is deemed necessary due to the unique
degree of autonomy at the regional level, which is in some cases (Catalonia
included) higher than some federal states (within a European context), and for this
reason Spain is defined as a ‘Composite State’ as it is functionally federal, although
it is in fact unitary (see ESPON, 2006). The devolution of Spain’s autonomous
communities is an extensive and continuously relevant process.
Prior to the adoption of the 1978 Constitution, the administrative structure of Spain
was a simple three tiered hierarchy, composed of the State (on the top), the provinces
(the middle layer) and the municipalities (at the bottom). The municipalities are the
Spanish local government unit with the longest tradition and date from the Middle
Ages. There are 8,111 in total, which vary widely in size and nature from rural
hamlets to cities, with corresponding populations of one hundred inhabitants to more
than a million. Municipal governments are based on elected councils, presided over
by mayors with the support of several committees. Of the various committees, Land
Planning Committees are of special importance to spatial planning processes.
Spain’s fifty provinces were created only in the early nineteenth century as a means
of extending central government control down to local level (see Ross et al. 2008).
After 1975, they were given a new role as the upper tier of a democratised system of
local government. This was partly in response to the problems posed by the small
size of many municipalities. The 1978 Constitution also determined that autonomous
communities could internally divide their own territory. These divisions did not
replace the existing system of local government composed of municipalities and
provinces but rather overlapped this shared structure. This process of territorial
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division, specifically in regard to the autonomous community of Catalonia, will be
subsequently discussed in Section 4.3.2.
Spain’s current spatial planning framework also emanates from the decentralisation
process. The political and administrative configuration which followed the adoption
of the 1978 Constitution has gradually resulted in the Spanish planning system being
almost completely within the powers and competencies of local authorities (Larsson,
2006). In Spain there is no institution or key planning agency at a national level. The
regions have competence in territorial organisation and urban and regional planning
issues, while at the local level spatial planning responsibilities rest in the
municipalities. At national level the current framework planning legislation is the
Texto Refundido de la Ley Sobre el Régimen de Suelo y Ordenación Urbana which
was passed in 1992. It coexists with several other laws enacted by the autonomous
communities. The Texto Refundido de 1992 contains provisions concerning the
establishment of a Plan Nationale. However, a complete national plan has not yet
been drawn up. Although not a planning instrument inscribed in law, the instrument
with the broadest scope in the planning or organisation of the national territory is the
Plan Director de Infrastructure. Also of importance for spatial planning at a national
level, are sectoral laws such as Ley de Espacios Naturales Protegidos (National Law
for Protected Natural Spaces), Ley de Ordenación de los Transportes Terrestres
(National Law on Transport) and Ley de Patrimonio (National Law on Heritage).
Planning at a national level falls directly within the competence of the Ministerio de
Obras Públicas, Transportes y Medio ambiente, Mopta (Ministry of Public Works,
Transport and the Environment). Larsson (2006: 232) explains that the key feature of
the planning system in Spain is the obligation for local municipal authorities to
establish, adopt and revise structure planning and land-use regulations and
ordinances which should totally cover their respective areas. Whilst in contrast,
regional planning is not obligatory. De Montis (2014) explains that the southern
European countries, i.e. Spain and Italy, are dominated by the urbanism tradition,
where planning is connected to architectural and urban design, townscapes, and
building controls. However, the ESPON Project 2.3.2 (2006) which examines the
state of territorial and urban policies across the EU, outlines how although Spain was
traditionally classified under the urbanism tradition, it now qualifies under both the
urbanism tradition and land use planning categories, as Spain did not abandon its
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previous dominant style of spatial planning but rather expanded its model to
incorporate land use planning. The ESPON report (2006) further claims that this
progression is indicative of the growing importance of land-use planning across the
European territory.
4.3.2

The Autonomous Community of Catalonia

In 1983 the Generalitat de Catalunya (The Government of Catalonia) passed the Llei
de política territorial – the first spatial planning act of the newly established
autonomous community of Catalonia. On the passing of the Spatial Planning Act of
1983, the Catalan territory was divided into administrative units called comarques
(or counties, which currently number 41). As previously indicated, this territorial
division of Catalonia (as permitted under the 1978 Constitution) simply overlapped
the existing local government structure of provinces (numbering four) and
municipalities (numbering 946). Catalonia is mapped by different overlapping modes
of territorial organisation, which according to Buffery and Marcer (2011: 109) is
“testimony to the different forms of imagining and organizing the region throughout
history”. Currently, the territory is divided into four provinces: Girona to the north,
Lleida to the west, Barcelona in the centre, and Tarragona to the south, each
represented by a diputació (a provincial council), as well as being divided into
smaller comarques, which have their own local political representation. In addition,
urban settlements (of varying sizes) have municipal governments (town or city
councils) and a mayor. Drawing on data from the Statistical Institute of Catalonia
(2011), Serra et al., (2014: 1283) indicate that approximately 79.9% of Catalan
municipalities have fewer than 5000 inhabitants in contrast with the largest
municipality and capital city, Barcelona, with 1.6 million inhabitants. The subregional level of territorial governance in Catalonia is still officially composed of
provinces, comarques, and municipalities. However, there is an ongoing debate to
reorganise Catalonia into seven regions, that is, groupings of the comarques, which
would replace the four provinces by seven vegueries - an administrative division
which would correspond to the spatial planning sub-divisions of territorial partial
plans - Plans Territorials Parcials - PTPs (on which further detail is provided in the
subsequent paragraph). Uncertainty and conflict permeates the ongoing territorial
division of Catalonia. This situation directly influences spatial planning practice
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because the spatial planning sub-divisions (PTPs) are not yet fully supported by
political and administrative institutions.
The Catalan spatial planning system can be divided into three main categories: first,
the General Territorial Plan of Catalonia (Pla Territorial General de Catalunya –
PTGC, 1995), covering the whole of the region and the sectors which affect it; and,
at a lower level, sectoral planning and sub-regional plans. The General Territorial
Plan was the first regional plan to be approved in Catalonia in 1995. It covers the
entire territory and establishes the planning framework for Catalonia. It defined the
need to create territorial partial plans (Plans Territorials Parcials - PTPs) for seven
subdivisions (or functional areas) of Catalonia. The regional plans are prepared by
the Department of Territory and Sustainability, the first PTP was approved in 2001
and all seven PTPs have since been finalised (see Figure 4.3 below).

Figure 4.3 Map of Catalonia’s functional areas.
Source: Department de Territori i Sostenibilitat (2015) Map of Catalonia’s functional territorial
areas. Available at:
http://territori.gencat.cat/ca/06_territori_i_urbanisme/ordenacio_del_territori/plans_territorals
/plans_territorials_parcials/. [Accessed 2 May 2015]
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However, it is important to acknowledge that (as previously explained) the seven
sub-regions which correspond to the PTPs are not yet officially established as
political-administrative divisions. The formal planning system is completed by two
other types of plans at the lower scale of the municipalities: Plans Directors
Urbanistics – PDU (urban director plans) and Plans Generals d’Ordenació
Urbanística Municipal - POUMs (local land use/urban plans). These two plans are
regulated by another legal framework, llei d’urbanism – the 2006 urbanism law of
the Generalitat de Catalunya. The PDU plan is only formulated to solve specific
problems at a supra-local scale, while the POUMs are drafted by municipalities and
have a compulsory character like the PTPs.
Decentralisation is an ongoing process which to date has brought about the
emergence of a regional planning scale which represents a new form of territorial
governance in Spain. Nonetheless, the new territorial divisions (as exemplified in the
case of Catalonia’s proposed vegueries and their associated existing Plans
Territorials Parcials) are permeated with ambiguity, which in turn creates a
challenging environment for the progression of spatial planning and the interlinked
activity of landscape governance. This challenge is further exacerbated by a complex
web of multi-layered administrative divisions, with an associated complexity
regarding competencies. A further challenge for planning at the regional scale is the
fact that regional plans have no regulatory power for classifications and restrictions
on land use and they have to respect current urban planning at the local scale of the
municipalities. With local plans mainly focused primarily on ‘urbanism’, the major
emphasis rests on decisions concerning whether land is ‘developable’ or ‘nondevelopable’.
4.3.3

The implementation of the European Landscape Convention in Spain and
Catalonia

Spain – ELC implementation at the national level

The Spanish state signed the European Landscape Convention in October 2000 and it
was ratified seven years later on 26th November 2007. Spain was one of the original
sixteen countries to sign the ELC at a ceremony held in the Plazzo Vecchio palace in
Florence in October 2000. Zoido Naranjo (2010: 248) states that the final ratification
of the ELC by Spain was “seemingly” delayed by the emergence of a legal question
pertaining to a reference to the British colony of Gibraltar in regard to the application
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of the ELC in Spain. Once this legal matter had been resolved the Spanish
Government proceeded with the ratification of the ELC, which was duly published in
the official gazette - Boletín Oficial de Estado (BOE), and the ELC finally entered
into force on 1st March 2008 (for further details see Zoido Naranjo, 2010).
‘Landscape’ in the Spanish legal framework has been traditionally treated as an
unspecified or complementary concept. The Spanish Constitution of 1978 contains
no single reference to landscape, although it may be argued that it is included in the
general approach to the environment and natural resources (Elorrieta and SánchezAguilera, 2011). Despite numerous references to landscape in fundamental laws (e.g.
laws concerning the protection of environmental resources and urban planning
activities), these legal references are generally viewed as being of an ambiguous and
vague character, with much debate continuing to permeate the concept’s legal
definition (for further discussions on this matter (in regard to English texts) see
Elorrieta and Sánchez-Aguilera, 2011 and Zoido Naranjo, 2010). Nonetheless,
Spain’s ratification of the ELC implies full legal recognition of the concept and its
transposition into Spanish law. Following the ratification of the ELC in 2007, a
series of fundamental laws were passed: Law 42/2007 on Natural Patrimony and
Biodiversity; Law 45/2007 on Sustainable Development in Rural Communities; and
the Royal Legislative Decree 2/2008, approving the edited Law on Urban Planning.
Zoido Naranjo (2010) maintains that while the aforementioned laws relate to the
ideas and principles of the ELC, these connections are insufficient and inconsistent
in regard to the requirements of ELC implementation.
Elorrieta and Sánchez-Aguilera (2011) assert that during the seven year period of
delayed ELC ratification, Spanish central government did not promote the
incorporation of the ELC conceptualisation of landscape into regional territorial
planning processes; instead, a number of autonomous communities took the initiative
and introduced their own instruments of landscape governance. In relation to this
activity, Elorrieta and Sánchez-Aguilera (2011) present a comparative analysis of
landscape legislation and policies existing at the regional level (2011: 104-105 –
Table 6.1). For the purposes of this study, the autonomous communities were
selected on the basis of the importance of work undertaken in regard to ELC
implementation, and include: Andalusia; Catalonia; the Valencian Community; the
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Basque Country; Galicia; and the Canary Islands. Each of the six autonomous
communities (as listed) was examined in regard to the following:


Landscape legislation passed by the autonomous communities;



Regional landscape planning regulations;



Other instruments, including landscape observatories.

In spite of what they describe as central government’s limited concrete results since
signature of the ELC in 2000, Elorrieta and Sánchez-Aguilera (2011) assert that
virtually all of Spain’s autonomous communities are striving to adapt their actions to
the operational framework established by the ELC. Their comparative analysis
outlines a series of key developments in regard to landscape legislation and policy
formulation which have taken place at Spain’s regional level. Notably, the analysis
demonstrates that a number of communities have passed specific landscape laws
which directly incorporate the definitions and principles of the ELC - Catalonia (Law
8/2005), Valencia (Law 4/2004) and Galicia (Law 7/2008). Furthermore, Valencia is
identified as the only community to date which has established a specific
government landscape department. Whilst Catalonia is noted as the community
which has taken the most initiatives in developing a landscape policy approach that
is closely linked to its regional planning policy. Of further consideration are the two
specialist landscape agencies identified as Landscape Observatories, which have
been created under the auspices of the regional governments of Catalonia and
Andalusia, namely the Landscape Observatory of Catalonia, and the Centre for
Landscape and Territory Studies in Andalusia. Elorrieta and Sánchez-Aguilera
(2011) describe these organisations as the main institutions supporting the
implementation of the ELC in Spain and they provide a comparison of the main
characteristics and functions of both institutions (2011: 110-113 – Table 6.2). A
profile of the Landscape Observatory of Catalonia will be subsequently presented
under the following section on the subject of ELC implementation in Catalonia.
According to Zoido Naranjo (2010) of greater importance to the aforementioned
landscape legislation and policy developments of the autonomous communities, are
the references to landscape included in recent reforms to some Statues of Autonomy
(organic laws approved by the national parliament – as previously discussed in
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section 4.3.1). As stated in the Statute of Catalonia (Ley Orgánica 6/2006), the
Government of Catalonia (Generalitat) has “exclusive competency” with respect to
“land zoning and landscape” (Article 27.1 – English citation as per Zodio Naranjo,
2010: 249). Article 27.1 further recognises that:
“everyone has the right to live in a balanced and sustainable environment, one
which is respectful of health, in accordance with the standards and levels of
protection established by law. They also have the right to enjoy natural
resources and landscapes under conditions of equality and they have the
obligation to use them responsibly and avoid wasting them.” (English translation
cited in Zoido Naranjoy, 2010: 249 – emphasis to word ‘landscapes’ added by
author).
However, while the new generation of Statutes governing the autonomous
communities grants greater importance to landscape, Cortina Ramos (2009) outlines
how as a result of Spain’s markedly fragmented approach to ELC implementation,
the Spanish State does not yet possess a framework that clearly establishes at a
national level the basic legislation and regulations for implementing its landscape
policies (as cited (in English) in Elorrieta and Sánchez-Aguilera, 2011).
Catalonia – ELC implementation at the regional level

The Parliament of Catalonia (Les Corts Generals de Catalunya) was the first
European legislative chamber to sign the ELC in December 20008. Subsequently, on
8th June 2005 the Generalitat de Catalunya approved the Ley de proteccion, gestion
y ordenacion del paisatge 8/2005 (the law on Catalan landscape protection, planning
and management - hereafter, referred to as ‘The Catalan Landscape Act’9). This Act
embodies the entirety of the philosophy contained in the ELC, and provides a legal
framework for the protection, planning and management of Catalan landscapes. In
2006, Regulations were approved to develop the instruments created by the Catalan
Landscape Act and to define landscape impact, integration studies and reports10. The
Catalan Landscape Act adopts the ELC’s definition of landscape and according to
Ganyet (2010: 243) “thus, it starts with a comprehensive and integrating concept of

8

Resolution 364/VI of December 14 2000 of the Parliament of Catalonia to adhere to the ELC.
Published in the official gazette, DOGC, number 4,407, page 17,625 on 16 June 2005.
10
The Regulations were approved by Decree 343/2006 and were published in the official gazette,
DOGC, number 4,723, page 39,384, on 21 September 2006.
9
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landscape” which is applicable to the Catalan territory as a whole. Cortina Ramos
(2010: 251) describes how the Catalan Landscape Act was “designed with a positive
approach rather than as a means to delimit or sanction”. In addition, Cortina Ramos
(2010: 251) outlines how the Act acknowledges ‘the right to landscape’ as declared
in the 2006 Statute of Catalonia (see quotation above). The aim of the Catalan
Landscape Act is to recognise, protect, manage and plan Catalan landscapes, in order
to preserve their natural, heritage, cultural, social and economic value within a
framework of sustainable development. In line with this aim, the Act contains the
definitions and principles as set out in the ELC and accordingly promotes the full
integration of landscape in all public policies that have a territorial impact (i.e. landuse policies and other sector-specific policies) (for further discussions on this subject
see Cortina Ramos, 2010 and Ganyet, 2010 – English texts).
In 2004, the Ministry of Town and Country Planning and Public Works of the
Government of Catalonia instituted L’Observatori del Paisatge de Catalunya - the
Landscape Observatory of Catalonia, which acts as an advisory body for the
Government and Catalan society in general, on all questions relating to landscape
(Nogué, 2010). It was created under the Catalan Landscape Act but was legally
formed earlier, in 2004, its constitution being published in the Government of
Catalonia’s Official Gazette through resolutió PTO/3386/2004 of 16 December 2004
(Observatori del Paisatge, 2015a). The Observatory is organised as a public
consortium with a legal status independent of its members. The core objectives of
this consortium are to raise awareness within Catalan society of its landscapes and to
support the application of the European Landscape Convention in Catalonia (Nogué,
2010). Membership of the Observatory incorporates over thirty public and private
institutions, including: the Government of Catalonia; the Catalan public universities;
the four provincial councils of Catalonia; the two municipal associations of
Catalonia; representatives of professional associations closely linked to the subject of
landscape; a representative of the private foundation Fundacío Catalunya- La
Pedrera; and the Mayor of Olot City Council (Olot is the location of the
headquarters of the Observatory) (see Observatori del Paisatge – website, 2015a).
The Observatory also has an advisory council that acts as a consultative and advisory
body; its membership is composed of diverse social collectives, as well as individual
scientists and figures from the Spanish government and Europe possessing relevant
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expertise in the areas of landscape research, policy and practice. According to Nogué
(2010) the organisation of the Observatory as a public consortium with an
independent legal status, provides greater operational flexibility and social
permeability, which he describes as essential for the performance of its wide ranging
functions, as listed below (see Nogué, 2010 and the official website of the Landscape
Observatory- http://www.catpaisatge.net/cat/index.php):


To establish criteria for the adoption of measures for landscape protection,
management and planning;



To determine criteria for establishing landscape quality objectives and
actions necessary for achieving these objectives;



To establish mechanisms for observing the evolution and transformation of
landscapes;



To propose initiatives orientated towards landscape improvement, restoration
or creation;



To prepare the landscape catalogues of Catalonia, aimed at identifying,
classifying and evaluating the various existing landscapes;



To promote social awareness campaigns with respect to the landscape, its
evolution and its transformation;



To publish studies and reports and establish working methodologies
regarding the landscape;



To stimulate scientific and academic collaboration in matters of landscape
and the exchange of knowledge amongst specialists and experts from
universities and other academic and cultural institutions;



To follow landscape initiatives across Europe;



To organise seminars, courses, exhibitions and conferences and promote
publications and specific programmes for information about and training on
landscape policies;



To create a documentation centre for public use.

Olot situated in the province of Girona provides the location for the technical
office/headquarters of the Observatory; while the organisation’s central office is
situated in Barcelona in the Ministry of Territory and Sustainability. The
Observatory places a significant emphasis on the effective public communication of
its work through a publication series, digital newsletter and the use of social media,
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in addition to the active maintenance of several websites: including, the official
website of the Observatory (which may be accessed through the languages of
Catalan, Spanish, English and French at http://www.catpaisatge.net/eng/) and a
number of additional websites available as external resources (see
http://www.catpaisatge.net/eng/webs.php) – these websites are primarily in Catalan
and cover various subject matters such as the historic landscapes of Catalonia, drystone agricultural landscapes of the Mediterranean, industrial landscapes of
Catalonia and local landscapes etc.
In addition to the establishment of the Observatory, the Catalan Landscape Act
establishes two fundamental instruments to integrate landscape into spatial planning,
namely landscape catalogues and landscape directives11. The Act defines landscape
catalogues as “documents that determine the type of landscape in Catalonia and
its current and potential values and which propose quality objectives” (Ley,
8/2005: Premable III, 2 – English translation). The creation of the landscape
catalogues has to date been the most important activity of the Landscape
Observatory of Catalonia. Sala (2010)12 describes the landscape catalogues as tools
for introducing landscape into spatial and sectoral planning. In addition to raising
awareness of the value of landscape in Catalan society, Sala (2010) outlines the main
objectives of the landscape catalogues as being: to contribute to the incorporation of
landscape criteria into - zoning plans (i.e. the partial territorial plans at a provincial
level), spatial and urban development master plans (at the level of municipal urban
planning), and sectoral plans linked with landscape (i.e. nature conservation,
agriculture, industry, transport, cultural and tourist infrastructure). The territorial
scope of the landscape catalogues corresponds to each of the seven areas of
application for the zoning plans (i.e. the PTPs as outlined earlier in section 4.3.2): Alt
Pirinue i Aran, Comarques Centrals, Camp de Tarragona, Terres de Lleida, Regió
Metropolitana de Barcelona, Comarques Gironines and Terres de L’Ebre (see
Figure 4.4 and Table 4.2 below). However, as previously highlighted these spatial
planning zones are not yet administrative or political entities.

11

As per Article 12 of the Catalan Landscape Act, Landscape Directives are those determinations
based on the landscape catalogues which define and incorporate proposed landscape quality
objectives in spatial plans – specifically the partial territorial plans (PTPs).
12
Pere Sala is the current Co-ordinator of the Landscape Observatory of Catalonia.
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Figure 4.4 The zoning plans (PTPs) and the landscape catalogues have the same territorial area of
application.
Source: Observatori del Paisatge - Landscape Observatory of Catalonia (2015) Map of the
landscape catalogues. Available at: http://www.catpaisatge.net/eng/catalegs.php. [Accessed 2
May 2015].

The Catalogue:

Year of publication:

Camp de Tarragona

2012

Comarques Gironines

2014

Terres de l’Ebre

2013

Terres de Lleida

2010

Alt Pirineu i Aran

2013

Regió Metropolitana de Barcelona

2014

Comarques Central

Unpublished - under development

Table 4.2 The approval status of the seven landscape catalogues of the Landscape Observatory of

Catalonia.

The seven landscape catalogues are based on “an integrated vision of landscape”
(Sala, 2010: 258) and their formulation is prescribed by Article 11 of the Catalan
Landscape Act. Sala (2010: 259) describes the landscape catalogues as “a completely
new tool with very few precedents on an international scale”, whilst he also
acknowledges the contributing influence of significant expertise across Europe, with
particular reference to the United Kingdom (specifically, the government body of
Natural England); Ireland (in regard to landscape character assessment); and
Belgium, France, Slovenia and Spain (with their respective landscape atlases). Sala
(2010: 263) claims that landscape catalogues should aid in the progress towards “a
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new culture of spatial planning which clearly demands that the intervening
stakeholders attain high levels of landscape awareness”. A significant outcome of the
production of the seven landscape catalogues was the creation of a new map of the
landscape units of Catalonia which defines 135 landscape units. The landscape units
are areas that share the same landscape feature i.e. they are characterised by a set of
elements that distinguish one landscape from another (Sala, 2010) (see Figure 4.5
below). The landscape units have an average surface area of 237km² - which is
deemed a suitable size for integration into zoning plans and spatial master plans,
additionally the map of the landscape units is also viewed as having significant
educational properties (see Sala, 2010).

Figure 4.5 Map of the 135 landscape units of Catalonia.
Source: Observatori del Paisatge (The Landscape Observatory of Catalonia) (2015) Map of the
135 landscape units. Available at: http://www.catpaisatge.net/eng/catalegs_mapa.php. [Accessed
2 May 2015].
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With particular regard to the promotion of education, training and awareness raising
within Catalan society, the Observatory has focused on the creation of an innovative
online educational programme – ‘City, Territory and Landscape’. The core aim of
this programme is to boost awareness amongst the 12-16 year-old population of
Catalonia regarding landscape issues and the process of ELC implementation,
through the promotion of new technologies for learning at school. The project has
involved the creation of an educational website on landscape studies and can be
accessed via the Observatory’s website at:
http://www.catpaisatge.net/eng/materials_ctp.php. The project website is in Catalan;
however, it is accompanied by a demonstration in both the Spanish and English
languages. The project began in 2007 and it was implemented in all the public and
semi-private secondary schools in Catalonia. This project received a special mention
in the Council of Europe’s 2011 Landscape Award.
In regard to its future role in the landscape governance system of Catalonia, the
Observatory has established a roadmap for the continuous development of the
institution and the progression of its work. This strategy is titled ‘CATPAISATGE
2020. Country, Landscape, and Future’ and is structured into ten lines of research,
detailed as follows (Observatori del Paisatge, 2015a):
1. Internationalisation from singularity
This policy centres on the continued development of the international profile of
Catalonia. However, the Observatory simultaneously emphasises the need to protect
the unique identity of Catalan landscapes.
2. Living and producing in quality surroundings
The Observatory highlights the role of quality landscapes in regard to advancing the
international profile of the country and in facilitating the competitiveness of the
territory, for example, by attracting skilled labour and innovative companies.
3. Landscape, creativity and strategic sectors
Furthermore, landscape quality is presented by the Observatory as having a positive
impact on sectors such as cinema, advertising, fashion, gastronomy, design etc. With
a special emphasis placed on the tourism and agricultural sectors.
4. Landscape and the local world
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Landscapes are viewed as contributing to local development not only from an
economic perspective but also in terms of “self-esteem, identity, and quality of
life”.
5. The creation of new benchmark landscapes
The Observatory calls for the creation of new “benchmark landscapes”. Through
the use of design and projects, the Observatory claims that ordinary, everyday
landscapes can be converted into places of identity for local populations.
6. Landscape, values and community
The Observatory views the awareness and enjoyment of both the visual and
natural/cultural heritage dimensions of landscape, as values that reinforce the social
fabric of communities.
7. Landscape, employment and entrepreneurship
Under this line of research, the Observatory identifies landscape as “an agent for
creating employment in sectors linked to the territory” – including economic
opportunities in agriculture, education, the environment and creative industries etc.
8. Climate change, energy and landscape
The Observatory describes landscapes as “a first-class indicator for understanding
the effects of climate change, imagining future scenarios, and designing
adaption strategies”. The widespread use of renewable energies is identified here as
a central means of combating this change.
9. Research and innovation as growing values
According to the Observatory “landscape research is a growing value that
provides a comprehensive response to some of the new global challenge”.
Furthermore, it is viewed as reinforcing the potential for entrepreneurship and the
creation of employment in various sectors.
10. Education and communication
The Observatory unequivocally states its position on landscape education “landscape education is not sufficient: we must know how to communicate the
value of landscape education”. Through the identification of communication as a
crucial aspect of contemporary societies, the Observatory stresses the importance of
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maximising the use of the communicative value of landscape – “as the true bearer
of messages easily recognised by the population”.

4.4 ‘Landscape scale’ multiple case studies
The purpose of this section is to present the findings of three ‘landscape scale’ case
studies. The geographical locations of the case studies within the territory of
Catalonia are shown in Figure 4.6 below. The case studies are identified by the term
‘landscape scale’ in order to distinguish their geographical ambit from the local level
or scale of local government, with its associated delimitated administrative
boundaries. Case study unit no. 1: MónNatura Pirineus is situated in the Catalan
High Pyrenees, in the valley of Alt Ànue. This case study unit is predominately
associated with the action of landscape protection. Its rural landscape setting exhibits
significant recent change caused by forces of land use and economic restructuring –
particularly in regard to a reduction in traditional farming practices and an increase
in seasonal tourism activities. Case study unit no. 2: Fem Rambla – Rambla del
Poblenou is set within the urban landscape of the Poblenou district of Barcelona, an
area which has emerged as the focal point for the new technological district of the
city as outlined in the strategy - Barcelona 22@. The Fem Rambla case study centres
on the action of landscape planning in regard to the urban public space – La Rambla
del Poblenou. As a direct result of the implementation of the ongoing planning
strategy Barcelona 22@, the landscape of the Poblenou district is currently
undergoing accelerated change due to the restructuring of land use and economic
activities and the accompanying renovation of its urban fabric. Case study unit no. 3:
Consorci Terra de Pas is located in the landscape setting of the Costa Brava in the
province of Girona. The case study area encompasses the administrative units of
thirteen municipalities, which combine the inland and coastal landscapes of the Alt
Empordá and Cap de Creus regions of the province of Girona. This case study
concentrates on the action of landscape management, in regard to the concerted
efforts of the municipalities to simultaneously conserve the identity of traditional
landscapes, whilst striving to realise the full economic potential of the local
landscape as a tourist resource. The findings of the three cases studies as introduced
will be elaborated in the following sub-sections.
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Figure 4.6 Location of ‘landscape scale’ case study sites within the territory of Catalonia.
Source: The Geography Department, NUIG.
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4.4.1

MónNatura Pirineus: Case study unit no. 1

a) Landscape sources

Places: Fieldwork

 Field visit to MónNatura Pirineus located at
the address: Son, Alt Àneu, Pallars
Sobrià/25589, Lleida. I travelled by car from
Barcelona on the 14th December 2013 to Alt
Àneu and stayed overnight in the local village
of Esterri d’Àneu. I received a guided tour of
MónNatura Pirineus from the manager of the
facility on 14th December 2013. The tour was
conducted solely through the Catalan language
and I required the assistance of an interpreter.
 Interview with project manager of MónNatura
Pirineus – the Director of the Department of
Territori I Medi Ambient (Territory and
Environment) of Fundació Catalunya – La
Pedrera. This interview was conducted
through English and took place in the head
office of Fundació Catalunya, located in Casa
Milà, “La Pedrera”, Carrer Provença,
Barcelona. The interview took place on 13th
December 2013, and the quotations from this
interview as contained in this section are
shown in bold.

Places:
Maps, archives, plans

 Collection of additional primary data (in
Catalan and English) concerning the project
and project area – online (project and the
Fundació website) & documentary material
(e.g. promotional material for MónNatura
Pirineus and tourism literature for the Valls
d’Àneu area).
 The Observatori del Paisatge - Catàleg de
paisatge de l’Alt Pirineu I Aran – Unitat de
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paisatge 5: Valls d’Àneu (which is available
only in Catalan).
Places:
Published material

 Collection of secondary data - journal articles
(in English), websites and spatial plans (all in
Catalan) relating to the natural and cultural
heritage of this area of the Catalan High
Pyrenees and the protected landscapes of the
Spanish National Park – Parc Nacional
d’Aigüestortes I Estany de Sant Maurici and
the Catalan Natural Park – Parc Natural de
l’Alt Pirineu.

b) The ‘landscape scale’ project

Figure 4.7 The exterior façade of MónNatura Pirineus as viewed from the vehicular access road to
the facility.
Photo by Author, December 2013

MónNatura Pirineus is a facility of the private foundation Fundació Catalunya - La
Pedrera. Opened in 2002 this facility offers residential visits and environmental
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education activities set within the Catalan High Pyrenees. MónNatura Pirineus is
situated in the north-west of Catalonia, with the French border lying to the north, the
independent state of Andorra to the east and the region of Aragón to the west (see
Figure 4.6 above). The project site is located within the spatial planning area of the
Plans Territorials Parcials (PTP) de l’Alt Pirineu i Aran which was officially
published by the Generalitat de Catalunya in 2006 (Department de Territori i
Sostenibilitat, 2015). Corresponding to the spatial planning area of this PTP, the
landscape catalogue tool of the Observatori del Paisatge – Catàleg de paisatge de l’
Alt Pirineu i Aran was approved by the Generalitat de Catalunya in 2013
(Observatori del Paisatge, 2015a). Both of the aforementioned documents are
available only in Catalan. Broadly speaking, the landscape of this area is
characterised by a series of valleys created by rivers that flow from the Pyrenean
Mountains to the south. MónNatura Pirines is located in one such valley, namely
Valls d’Àneu, a large wide valley which is situated in the comarca (county) of
Pallars Sobirà, in the province of Lleida. Valls d’Àneu has an area of 20.793,8
hectares and contains the municipalities of Alt Àneu, Espot, Esterri d’Àneu, la
Guingueta d’Àneu and Llavorsí. The Plans Directors Ubanístics (PDU) is an
intermediate planning tool between the territorial partial plans (PTPs) and the local
land use plans (POUMs), which was created to address the immediate and specific
demands of the territorial area in question. Of the Pyrenean municipalities the
council of Pallars Sobirà was one of the first to approve a PDU in 2007, in response
to a high level of urban development pressure relating to tourism activities and
second home developments (see Domingo & Beunen, 2013).
The overriding purpose of the project MónNatura Pirineus, which translates from
Catalan as ‘Natural World Pyrenees’, is to create a ‘learning landscape’ in the
Catalan Pyrenees, anchored around an architectural innovative bioclimatic building.
The facility is located in a remote location which is accessed from the C-28 (a major
route through the Catalan Pyrenees) by a country road which passes through the
small village of Son. It has high levels of connectivity to the urban centres of
Catalonia, including the metropolis of Barcelona (at a distance of approximately
265km). However, access to the centre from the C-28 can be problematic during the
winter season due to heavy snowfall. The Centre’s 3000m² is divided into two parts,
the residential or service area and the activity area which is dedicated to education
103

Catalunya – ‘Terra de Pas’

and awareness-raising in regard to the sustainable development and protection of the
landscape and environment of Catalonia. The activities of MónNatura Pirineus
include a wildlife centre, an astronomical observatory, a laboratory, organised
educational programmes, and access to numerous walking trials. During the winter
season snow is used as a resource for building igloos and as an aid in the
identification of animal tracks. The target market centres on the domestic sector
comprising families, school trips and retired people. The website for this facility is in
the languages of Catalan, Spanish and English (see
http://monnaturapirineus.com/ca/home/portada). However, the language of the
employees, exhibitions and associated literature is primarily Catalan.
MónNatura Pirineus is located at the edge of one of Spain’s seventeen national parks
and Catalonia’s only national park – Parc Nacional d’Aigüestortes i Estany de Sant
Maurici (see Figure 4.8 below). This wild mountainous landscape, with peaks rising
over 3,000 metres, is representative of the main elements that characterise the
geological phenomena and flora and fauna of the Pyrenean Mountains. However, the
presence of over two hundred glacial lakes provides the National Park with its name
and its distinct identity; from Catalan Aigüestortes i Estany de Sant Maurici freely
translates as ‘the winding streams and lakes of St. Maurice’. MónNatura Pirineus is
located at the edge of the park’s buffer zone, in the meadows and pasture lands of
Valls d’Àneu, which is itself a natural park of Catalonia – Parc Natural de l’Alt
Pirinue (see Figures 4.8 and 4.9).
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Figure 4.8 The location of the facility MónNatura Pirineus in relation to the protected areas of Parc
Nacional d’Aigüestortes i Estany de Sant Maurici and Parc Natural de l’Alt Pirinue and also the
village settlements of Son and Esterri d’Àneu.
Source: Fundació Catalunya – La Pedrera promotional material for MónNatura Pirineus.
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Figure 4.9Aerial photograph showing the landscape setting of MónNatura Pirineus located in close
proximity to the village settlements of Son and Esterri d’Aneu.
Source: The Geography Department, NUIG.

This valley would traditionally have been farmed by the local people, however
across the Pyrenees the economy is presently in transition from the agricultural
sector to tourism and service activities. Consequently, the cessation of traditional
farming practices and associated land abandonment has resulted in significant
landscape change and degradation in the Pyrenean Mountains (see for example,
Arnaez et al. (2011)). Whilst the majority of Catalans live in urban settlements along
the Mediterranean coastline and in the interior plains, the Pyrenees Mountains are
identified as a symbolic and spiritual landscape of the Catalan people. The valleys of
the Catalan Pyrenees contain a rich cultural heritage of Romanesque churches and
monasteries. In particular, the churches of the Vall de Boí became a UNESCO World
Heritage Designation in 2000 and are according to criterion (iv) of this designation
“an especially pure and consistent example of Romanesque art in a virtually
untouched rural setting” (UNESCO, 2015). However, the same cannot be said in
regard to the preservation of the natural heritage of the Pyrenees, due to the profound
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landscape changes which have occurred in this rural setting in recent decades.
According to Gracia et al. (2011), at the beginning of the nineteenth century the
Mediterranean mountain landscape was characterised by a fine and varied mosaic of
traditional farming areas combining multiple land uses. Whereas, by the late
twentieth century due to a decline in traditional farming practices, population
emigration and land abandonment, such fine-grained diversity had disappeared, with
forest, shrubs and pastures forming larger homogeneous areas with an associated
reduction in biodiversity and habitat diversity.

Figure 4.10 The picturesque Pyrenean village of Esterri d’Àneu located in the valley of Valls d’Àneu
.
Photo by Author, December 2013
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c) Evaluation of ‘landscape scale’ project

Prior to the 1st January 2013, the private foundation Fundacío Catalunya – La
Pedrera was previously known as Fundació Territori i Paisatge (the Territory and
Landscape Foundation of Catalonia). This name change occurred in conjunction with
the creation of a new board of directors and a revision of the structure of the
foundation. These changes arose over the period 2008 to 2012, as a direct result of
Spain’s financial crisis. In its previous manifestation Fundacío Catalunya was
formerly part of a Social Action programme sponsored by Caixa de Catalunya,
which was a large savings bank or co-operative bank in Spain. However, in the
aftermath of the global financial crisis and the associated collapse of the Spanish real
estate market, this sponsorship ended when Caixa de Catalunya was taken over by
the Central Bank of Spain. During its 40 year sponsorship of Fundació Territori i
Paisatge, Caixa Catalunya channelled substantial ‘green investment’ into the
financing of landscape protection and the management of natural resources in the
territory of Catalonia. For example, over the period 2002 to 2011 in excess of 2
million euro was dedicated to the delivery of 232 projects in the fields of
conservation, awareness raising and environmental education (see Elorrieta and
Sánchez-Aguilera, 2011: 114). In addition, the initiative custodia del territorio was
established. This term is adapted from the US and Canadian models of land
stewardship and is inspired by the work of the National Trust in the UK, the
Natuurmonumenten in the Netherlands, and the Conservattiore du Littoral in France.
The initiative involves a voluntary agreement between a landowner and a
stewardship body which helps the owner maintain and protect his land. It has also
been termed ‘social property’ i.e. lands under private ownership are managed as if
they were public (see Elorrieta and Sánchez-Aguilera, 2011: 115).
As a result of the withdrawal of the sponsorship of Caixa Catalunya, the expenditure
of the re-named Fundacío Catalunya has been significantly reduced. The majority of
revenue is now derived from the existing assets of the private foundation, previously
acquired by Caixa Catalunya, which include landholdings of high natural heritage
value and properties/built structures of significant cultural value. This includes
Gaudí’s Casa Milà – “La Pedrera” (see Figures 4.11 & 4.12), which contains the
headquarters of Fundacío Catalunya – La Pedrera, and as a major tourist attraction
of Barcelona it generates significant revenue for the Fundacío in the form of
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entrance fees. As a result of the 2013 restructuring, Fundacío Catalunya – La
Pedrera is now divided into five departments or designated funding streams: Impuls
Social (Social Upliftment); Cultura (Culture); Territori I Medi Ambient (Territory &
Environment); Coneixement (Knowledge); Alimentació (Food). Through the
Department of Territori I Medi Ambient, the Fundacío provides a network of natural
areas and facilities, the purpose of which is to educate and raise awareness amongst
Catalan society of the value of landscape, nature and the environment and to protect
and conserve special areas of high value for future generations (Fundacío Catalunya,
2015). The Fundacío currently manages a network of protected areas across the
territory of Catalonia, through land stewardship programmes, agreements with local
municipalities, agreements with private land owners, and through the maintenance of
twenty four sites (8,000 hectares) which are in the private ownership of the
Fundacío. This network encompasses over 160,000 hectares, representing
approximately 5% of the region, thus giving the Fundacío considerable influence in
relation to landscape protection in the territory. In regard to the management of this
land trust, particular emphasis is placed on the re-wilding of landscapes and the
restoration of ecological habitats. In addition to MónNatura Pirineus, the facilities of
the Fundacíó include MónNatura Delta de l’Ebre, Món St Benet and Muntanya
d’Alinyà – La Rectoria. The projects MónNatura Pirineus and Delta de L’Ebre are
identified on the website of the Observatori del Paisatge – Paisatge I Món Local as
a case of interest under the category ‘Patronage and Landscape’, this category is
described as landscape initiatives born as a result of sponsorship of companies or
private enterprises (Observatori del Paisatge, 2015b).
The Director of Territori I Medi Ambient explains that “one of the initial goals of
the foundation was to work for creating awareness of the society for nature and
environmental issues”. The siting of MónNatura Pirineus in the Catalan High
Pyrenees was especially chosen for the purposes of “environmental seduction”,
which in essence involves impressing on the Catalan people the importance and
value of the landscape and environmental resources of their territory. He claims that
through the creation of MónNatura Pirineus “we (the Fundacío) came up with
something that was from the architectural point of view and an energy point of
view, and an environmental point of view, something very special”.
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Figure 4.11 Casa Milá – “La Pedrera” by Antoni Gaudí (1906-1912)
This modernista building on Passeig de Gràcia Avenue, contains the headquarters of Fundacío
Cataluny – La Pedrera. The design is reminiscent of an open quarry, with fluid forms inspired
by nature. Photo by Author, December 2013

Figure 4.12 The roof terrace of La Pedrera.
Gaudí’s famous ‘unfinished’ work La Sagrada de Familia is evident in the city skyline, in
addition to Torre Agbar – the skyscraper building located in the Poblenou neighbourhood – this
building is identified as marking the gateway to the new technological district of Barcelona.
Photo by Author, December 2013
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While the project MónNatura Pirineus contains no direct reference to the definitions
or principles of the ELC, the ELC conceptualisation of landscape as uniting the
dualism of nature and culture imbues the founding philosophy of this project. The
Director of Territori I Medi Ambient stated that “the spirit was also to work not
only for nature, biodiversity, and environment but also for taking care of
landscape as an approach that was much more open and holistic than just
natural science”. He claimed that MónNatura Pirineus is essentially “a place
where people can really understand better their relationship between man and
nature and the landscape approach is a central part of it”. The Director
explained how the Fundacío had gradually moved towards the adoption of a
landscape approach which centred on acknowledging the integrity of the natural and
cultural dimensions of the Catalan territory. As a result of this progression, the
Fundacío became one of the founding members of the Observatori del Paisatge and
through which it continues to provide significant support to the process of ELC
implementation in Catalonia. This understanding of the importance of an integrated
approach to the landscape resource has also resulted in an increase in knowledge
sharing and collaborative activities between the various departments of the
Fundacío. For example, a 2013 seminar entitled ‘Paisatge + Alimentació +
Creativitat + Identitat’ ‘Landscape + Food + Creativity + Identity’ was held in
collaboration with the Observatori del Paisatge and the departments of Territori I
Medi Ambient and Alimentació (Food) of Fundacío Catalunya – La Pedrera . The
aim of this seminar was to share knowledge concerning creative food as an
expression of the identity of Catalan landscapes and to explore ways of further
developing the economic potential of this field.
Public participation was not a feature of the project MónNatura Pirineus. The
Director explained that this project did not involve public participation because it
was “very pioneering, so it could be not well understood at the very beginning”.
They choose instead to prioritise the creation of a facility that would serve as an
exemplary model for future developments in fragile landscapes. The central vision
underlying the creation of MónNatura Pirineus was to demonstrate how through
innovative architectural design, this built structure could assimilate into this delicate
ecosystem thus limiting negative environmental impacts. The design of the
bioclimatic building, which cost over 7 million euro to construct, draws from
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traditional local building techniques. To the rear of the modern structure stands a
Shepard’s shelter in ruins (see Figure 4.13). This traditional rural structure provided
the basis for the design of MónNatura Pirineus, specifically in regard to the building
of the modern structure into the earth (the building is half underground) which
provides shelter and decreases its visual impact on the surrounding landscape. In
addition, the orientation of the front elevation to the south permits maximum
daylight in the main activity areas and the presence of solar panels captures natural
energy to power the heating system. This modern structure showcases pioneering
environmental building technologies such as solar panels and biomass technologies
for heating and contains a complex air circulation system. The Director stated that
MonNatura Pirineus should be viewed as a guide for future development in the
Pyrenees, particularly in relation to ski resorts and holiday home construction.

Figure 4.13 A traditional Shepard’s shelter of the Catalan Pyrenees.
This ruined structure provided direct inspiration for the architectural design of the MónNatura
Pirineus building. Photo by Author, December 2013

During the closing decades of the twentieth century, tourism grew rapidly in the
Catalan and Spanish Pyrenees. Of particular significance, the neighbouring
independent state of Andorra stands out in regard to its rapid growth as an important
tourist destination between the 1980s and 2000s, owning to its tax-free shopping, ski
operations, and summer mountain landscapes (see for example, Timothy, 2001 &
2014). The tourism development model was mainly based on the construction of
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alpine ski resorts and as a consequence access roads were widened and hotels,
apartments, holiday homes, food and entertainment facilities were built. According
to Lasanta et al. (2013) this transformation occurred concomitantly with a process of
urbanisation, resulting in significant socio-economic and territorial impacts to these
peripheral mountain areas. The findings of this study show that ski resorts became
nodes of urbanising networks that reshaped the territorial structure of the affected
areas. Furthermore, the authors claimed that ski resort developments have had a
gentrifying effect in these mountain areas, with which they associate significant and
unprecedented increases in real estate value (see Lasanta et al., 2013). In their
analysis of Spain’s speculative property bubble (covering the period 1996-2010)
Romero et al. (2012) assert that during the second half of the economic growth cycle
the wave of residential construction reached many inland and mountainous and rural
areas. This they claim was due to the attractiveness and uniqueness of these areas for
large segments of the urban middle classes, reinforced by high levels of connectivity
from built-up areas. Since the mid-twentieth century, the Catalan High Pyrenees has
undergone a rapid transition from being an area of managed farmland, with a
relatively small amount of tourism, to becoming the ‘playground’ of Catalonia’s (and
Europe’s) largely urban population. When asked if there had been any opposition to
the development of MónNatura Pirineus the Director stated that some opposition
arose not from local villagers but from people living in secondary residences, who
were anxious their “paradise” would not be stolen from them.
An overemphasis on the landscape resource as a site of consumption for tourism and
recreational activities has placed considerable stress on the sensitive ecosystem of
the Pyrenees Mountains, to the extent that these urbanising forces are obliterating the
unique wild and natural characteristics that create this environment’s unique appeal.
Perhaps the greatest contribution of the project MónNatura Pirineus is that it
presents an alternative to the recent trajectory of landscape consumption in the
Pyrenean Mountains. The residential facility MónNatura Pirineus presents an
opportunity to submerse oneself in the wild landscape of the Pyrenees in a green
technology building that is sensitively designed for its fragile landscape setting. The
Director of Territori I Medi Ambient claims that MónNatura Pirineus affords the
opportunity to “stay in such a natural environment without damaging it, without
creating a big impact, you have many things that benefit you from a mental
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point of view…..it is a privilege to be there, you are a host of that place which is
so beautiful”. With the associated emphasis on environmental education activities,
this experience can be particularly formative and inspiring, especially for young
urban dwellers. The Fundacío has and continues to demonstrate a pioneering,
visionary and integrative approach to the celebration and conservation of the natural
and cultural heritage of the Catalan territory. Thus, in this regard the work of the
Fundacío plays an important role in the process of strengthening and promoting the
relationship between landscape, identity and sustainable territorial development.
4.4.2

Fem Rambla – La Rambla del Poblenou: Case study unit no. 2

a) Landscape sources

Places: Fieldwork

 Numerous field visits to the El Poblenou district
of Barcelona, centring on its central public space
- La Rambla del Poblenou. These field visits took
place in October, December 2013 & February
2014.
 Interview with project managers of Fem Rambla
– UrbanIN+. This interview was conducted on
6th February 2014 primarily in broken English
and was aided by translation services, quotations
from which as contained in this section are
indicated in bold.

Places:
Maps, archives, plans

 Collected primary data includes Fem Rambla
project documents, for example - Document de
resultats del procés participatiu Fem Rambla
(Poblenou, desembre de 2013). The online
presence of Fem Rambla was continuously
monitored – via the project blog & social media
accounts (twitter) and press releases (all of the
listed public communications are available only
in Catalan).

Places:
Published material

 Collected secondary data including - websites
and blogs associated with the Fem Rambla
project (all in Catalan only). In addition,
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published journal articles (in English), spatial
plans (in Catalan only) – which relate in various
manners to the El Poblenou district of Barcelona.

b) The ‘landscape scale’ project

Fem Rambla (literally ‘We Rambla’) is a neighbourhood association of the El
Poblenou area of Barcelona city. It was established in response to the proposed
redevelopment of La Rambla del Poblenou by the local government district of Sant
Martí, on the grounds that the local residents had not received proper consultation in
regard to the planned remodelling of this public space. Sant Martí is one of ten
districts that form the governance system of the metropolitan area of Barcelona since
1984 (see Figure 4.14 below), which is presided over by an elected city council (of
41 city councillors) and the current Mayor – Ada Colau (2015 to present)13 . The
spatial plan for the entire metropolitan area of Barcelona is the Plans Territorials
Parcials (PTP) de l’Àmbit Metropolità de Barcelona (see Department de Territori i
Sostenibilitat, 2015), approved in 2010 - it is one of the seven PTPs or territorial
plans of Catalonia. The metropolitan area of Barcelona is composed of the seven
comarques (counties) of l’Alt Penedès, el Baiz Llobregat, el Barcelonès, el Garraf,
el Maresme, el Vallès Occidental and el Vallès Oriental. The Landscape Observatory
of Catalonia has produced a landscape catalogue for the Regió Metropolitana de
Barcelona to correspond to the aforementioned PTP. This landscape catalogue was
approved by the Generalitat de Catalunya in December 2014 (Observatori del
Paisatge, 2015a).

13

In Spanish municipalities the Mayor is elected by and from the membership of the publically
elected city council.
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Figure 4.14 The ten districts of Barcelona.
Source: Busquest (2005:347).

La Rambla del Poblenou forms the main thoroughfare (a predominantly pedestrian
route) of the Poblenou neighbourhood. The beginning of this thoroughfare forms a
right angle to the important transportation route – Gran Via Corts Catalanes, from
hence it extends in a north-south orientation to its culmination at Passeig de Calvell,
a few metres from the Platja del Bogatell on the Mediterranean coastline. The length
of this rambla is approximately 1.6 km in length and it is dissected by the main
routes of Avenue Diagonal and Pere IV in the upper northern section of the rambla.
La Rambla del Poblenou is a typical example of a Barcelona rambla, structured in
rectangular and circular forms; this tree lined avenue elegantly follows the contours
of the Barcelona plain, with a gradual change in elevation from its mountainous
terrain in the north, to its culmination in the Mediterranean Sea (see Figures 4.15,
4.16, & 4.17 below).
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Figure 4.15Aerial photograph of La Rambla del Poblenou, Barcelona.
Source: The Geography Department, NUIG.

Figure 4.16 The Rambla del Poblenou.
Photo by Author, October 2013
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Figure 4.17 Terrace placement on La Rambla Poblenou.
Photo by Author, February 2014

The plain on which Barcelona city is situated is delimitated by the rivers Llobregat
and Besòs, and the coastal mountain range of Collserola (with its highest point of
Tibidabo – 512 metres). The gradual flow of the plain to the sea is only interrupted
by the mountain of Monjuïc beside the sea and the tres turons, or ‘three hills’, in the
north (Busquets, 2005). The word ‘rambla’ has its origins in the ancient Arabic word
for ‘river bed’, revealing that this public thoroughfare was typically formed from
seasonal river beds which historically flowed through urban settlements as illustrated
in Figure 4.18 below.
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Figure 4.18 Streams and torrents of the plain on which Barcelona city is situated.
Source: Busquets (2005: 67).

In addition to providing functions such as shops, bars, restaurants and entertainment
venues, the ‘rambla’ as a distinct public space is identified as the epicentre of the
social and cultural life of Catalan urban society. The most famous rambla of
Barcelona city – Las Ramblas, is described by Eaude (2007: 172) as “the city’s great
intimate boulevard”. From the Plaça de Catalunya, Las Ramblas follows a slightly
meandering path, following the contours of the ancient medieval stream it once was,
down to the Columbus column and the sea (see Figures 4.19 & 4.20 below). Las
Ramblas forms the dividing line between the Raval and Barri Gothic
neighbourhoods of Barcelona. It is the great aorta of this historic city centre and is
now one of the world’s most renowned, colourful and bustling city avenues. Eaude
(2007) explains that since its development over 200 years ago, it has been the place
where people go to walk and to be seen and where others go to stare at them.
However, in its present life it is less the epitome of elegance for Catalan society and
more the domain of mass tourism, souvenir bazaars, kiosks, street performers and
fast-food chains.
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Figure 4.19 The tree lined avenue of Las Ramblas and its associated Columbus statue.
Photo by Author (taken from the port), December 2013

Figure 4.20 Las Ramblas facing the Colombus statue and the sea.
Note the ‘wave’ design of the Las Ramblas pavement. Photo by Author, December 2013
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In contrast, La Rambla del Poblenou has less of the high-octane energy of Las
Ramblas. Whilst it exhibits similar characteristics of Barcelona’s street life, it does
so against the backdrop of a palpable village or neighbourhood atmosphere. El
Poblenou, which translates from Catalan as ‘new village’, was originally part of the
Eixample district of Barcelona, its layout having been drafted by Ildefons Cerdà (see
Figure 4.21 below). The origins of La Rambla del Poblenou, in its present form, date
back to 1853 when the Cerdà Plan was laid out around an industrial Poblenou which
was starting to grow in the centre of the Sant Martí district. On the Cerdà plan the
rambla was originally named the Passeig del Triomf, however this name was not
adopted by the local residents and the name was officially changed to La Rambla de
Poblenou in 1986.

Figure 4.21 Map of the Eixample Project for Barcelona by Ildefons Cerdà, passed in 1859.
The lower left section shows a fragment of the Eixample Plan. While the lower right section
shows the definitive layout of Cerdà’s project in 1863. Source: Busquets (2005: 127).
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During the industrial revolution of the mid-nineteenth century, beyond the ancient
city walls of Barcelona, the coastal swap land of the area now known as El Poblenou
emerged as a space or ‘new town’ to accommodate new technologies of production
(steam factories) and their vital population of workers. During the 1840s Barcelona
was famously referred to as “the Manchester of Catalonia, which is the Lancashire of
the Peninsula” (the words of Robert Ford as quoted in Eaude, 2007: 76). In line with
the gradual decline of the manufacturing industry in Western Europe, the Poblenou
fell into a state of economic neglect and abandonment, starting in the 1960s the crisis
in the industrial sector gradually worsened during the 1970s. However, this trend
began to be reversed in the decades following the end of the dictatorship in 1975
through the initiation of urban regeneration processes. One of the key events in
Barcelona’s urban regeneration was the XXV Olympics which were held in 1992
under the mayoralty of Pasqual Maragall. The Olympic bid was used as a way of
regenerating the city and focused on four main areas – the Olympic ring on
Montjuïc, Barcelona’s port, the Vila Olímpica (The Olympic Village) in Poblenou,
and the Vall d’ Hebró. The regeneration of Barcelona’s port and sea front resulted in
the creation of the Rambla del Mar and Maremagnum, and the Port Olímpic. The
development of the Vila Olímpica in the Poblenou district heralded the re-imagining
of this previously downmarket de-industrialised neighbourhood as the new focal
point for the information technology industry of Barcelona. The core strategy for the
continual development of the ‘knowledge economy’ in El Poblenou is manifested in
the ‘22@Barcelona project’14 (see for example Casellas & Pallares-Barbera (2009)
& Gdaniec (2000)). The project was created in 2000 by Barcelona City Council
under the remit of the municipal society ‘22 ARROBA BCN, S.A.U.’, with the aim
of fostering the development of high-tech economic activities and the initiation of
one of the most ambitious urban renewal processes in 21st century Europe. Under the
label ‘22@Barcelona project’ the local government of Barcelona city is spearheading
an urban and economic transformation of 200 hectares within the de-industrialised
working-class neighbourhood of El Poblenou, into ‘a technological platform’ for
Barcelona and Catalonia (for a discussion on this see for example Casellas and
Pallares-Barbera, 2009). However, questions continue to be raised concerning the
place of the local working class population within this emerging space of production

14

The official website of ‘22@Barcelonaproject’ is available at: http://www.22barcelona.com/.
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and consumption of new technologies, with its associated influx of a new population
to Barcelona’s knowledge-economy-based district (see for example Gdaniec (2000)
& Degen & García (2012)).

Concomitant with this urban regeneration process, the physical environment of the
Poblenou has been rehabilitated, with associated improvements to the infrastructure
of this district (i.e. roads, parks, buildings, green spaces and the beach area). Yet, the
industrial heritage of the area is still highly visible, particularly evident in the
remaining tall chimneys of the decommissioned textile factories, the most impressive
of which is that of the Can Saladrigas factory in the Carrer Joncar. In particular
regard to the Poblenou seafront, these recent developments build on the creation of a
new maritime district in the 1980s as part of the 1992 Olympic bid. In addition to the
significant seafront redevelopment of the Vila Olímpica (The Olympic Village), the
seafront was rehabilitated through the creation of new beaches and the relocation
underground of 2.5 miles of coastal railway line, resulting in a newly redeveloped
area with 50 hectares of parks, a small marina, a promenade lining the new beach
front and the port and a series of new buildings including two skyscrapers – a hotel
and office complex, residential properties and commercial businesses (see Casellas
and Pallares-Barbera, 2009: 1152). Prior to this redevelopment of the seafront in the
1980s, the beaches of the Barcelona suffered specific problems relating to the heavy
implantation of industry along the metropolitan coast. Breton et al. (2000) outline
how during the 1950s long stretches of metropolitan beaches were used as industrial
dumps and for other marginal purposes. However, during the 1960s and 1970s
recreational uses gradually grew in importance, with the situation improving
significantly during the 1980s with local government intervention as previously
detailed. These landscape interventions have directly resulted in the re-connection of
the Poblenou district with its Mediterranean coastline. The historic thoroughfare of
La Rambla del Poblenou now leads to a seafront promenade and metropolitan
beaches (see Figures 4.22 & 4.23 below), which has in turn raised the profile of this
public space and the Poblenou neighbourhood in general, in terms of its recreational,
amenity, tourism and real estate investment desirability.
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Figure 4.22 The path through Parc del Poblenou to the seafront promenade lining Platja Bogatell.
La Rambla del Poblenou ends at Passeig Calvell, however this pathway completes the pedestrian
route to the sea. (See also Figure 4.23 below). Photo by Author, February 2014

Figure 4.23 The seafront promenade lining Platja del Bogatell.
Photo by Author, February 2014

The neighbourhood association Fem Rambla formed as the result of a public meeting
held in April 2013 by local residents of El Poblenou to discuss the proposed redevelopment of La Rambla del Poblenou. Following this initial public meeting, the
specialist services of UrbanIN+ were enlisted in order to guide the organisation and
process of this civil movement. UrbanIN+ is a non-profit association that combines
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the expertise of a sociologist, an architect and (for the purposes of this project) two
public participation consultants. This group of professionals are united in their
mission to realise the concept of ‘inclusive urbanism’, which UrbanIN+ describe as
essentially entailing a movement from the productive life or capitalist model of the
city to an inclusive city model that meets the needs of daily life for everyone15. In
relation to their role as project managers of Fem Rambla, UrbanIN+ provides the
expertise required to design and implement a public participation methodology.
According to the architect of UrbanIN+, “we guarantee the legitimacy of the
process….as we are objective actors and technical actors”, and therefore “the
Mayor of Barcelona does not have the argument or reason to say Fem Rambla
isn’t a credulous process”. As Fem Rambla has no source of finance, UrbanIN+
was not paid in return for their expertise; however, through local collections, costs
such as printing, materials etc. were funded directly by the neighbourhood
association. The public participation methodology of Fem Rambla centred on
conducting a series of public meetings and workshops, in addition to undertaking a
survey of the views of local residents. The structure of Fem Rambla is essentially
composed of two levels; the lower level entails the working groups which
collectively design the vision (this group incorporates representatives of retail
interests, young people etc.), and the upper level, the Assembly, makes the final
decisions regarding the formulation of a shared vision for the future planning and
development of the rambla. This process has resulted in the production of a
document - Document de resultats del procés participatiu Fem Rambla (Poblenou,
desembre de 2013) which was presented to the (previous) Mayor of Barcelona in
December 2013. This document clearly articulates the shared vision of the local
residents of El Poblenou for the future of La Rambla del Poblenou. The submission
of this document was supported by a public petition (of over 1,700 signatures) and
the endorsement of the work of Fem Rambla by the Consell d’Associacions de
Barcelona (CAB) and the Federació d’Associacions de Veïns i Veïnes de Barcelona
(FAVB) (which are the representative groups of the neighbourhood associations of
Barcelona). As a result of this civil activism, the Mayor of Barcelona met with
representatives of Fem Rambla in February 2014. The outcome of this meeting was

15

The website of UrbanIN+ is available at: https://urbanismeinclusiu.wordpress.com/about/.
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deemed positive and Fem Rambla is now firmly involved in the process of
redeveloping this public space.
Construction works commenced in December 2014 on the remodelling of the lower
section of the rambla closest to the sea - from Passeig Calvell to Talut (this section
was not originally part of the historic rambla of the Cerdà plan). Prior to the
involvement of Fem Rambla, this final section of the rambla was not included in the
remodelling project. According to Fem Rambla representatives, their involvement in
this process directly resulted in the inclusion of this section which they claim was in
significant need of remodelling, particular in regard to the provision of sustainable
mobility infrastructure and improved access to the seafront (see December 2014 post
of the Fem Rambla blog – Fem Rambla, 201516). In collaboration with the local
government authorities Fem Rambla continues its involvement in this process, with
close attention being given to the implementation of the physical design aspects of
the remodelling - which are the result of decisions reached during the consultation
process between the public authorities and Fem Rambla, pertaining to urban design
features such as pavement surfaces, species of trees and street furniture etc. This
process is ongoing, with construction works on the rambla expected to be completed
by 2015.
c) Evaluation of landscape scale project

The ‘Barcelona model’ was a term originally used to describe the model of
governance which emerged during the transition from authoritarianism to democracy
following the death of General Franco in 1975. Public participation emerged as a
crucial element of the ‘new’ Barcelona model of governance and this Blakeley
(2005) explains arose from a context of economic recession, globalised competition,
low local government spending and an inadequate welfare system. According to
Blakeley (2005: 159) this resulted in the creation of a unique governance model in
which “participation became a subject of public policy” and in which key actors of
civil society were engaged in the city’s urban regeneration. Embedded within the
Barcelona model, the 1992 Barcelona Olympic Games are broadly viewed as a
marketing success which contributed to putting Barcelona on the contemporary
urban map and effectively promoted Catalan culture to an international audience.

16

The online presence of Fem Rambla centres on the blog: https://femrambla.wordpress.com//.
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Furthermore, it is one of the few such mega-games to be broadly identified as a
success, with the associated redevelopment of Barcelona having been widely
acknowledged as a successful mix of cultural strategies with urban regeneration to
address social problems (see for example, McNeill, 1999). The Barcelona Olympic
Games achieved a high level of social acceptance; however Buffery and Marcer
(2011: 74) claim this has not been repeated with any subsequent major campaigns
for urban development in the city. Degen and García (2012) outline how the
‘Barcelona model’ has since evolved, with changing relationships between urban
regeneration, the use of culture and modes of governance. Degen and García (2012:
1034) state that “the governance model based on participatory consensus – in which
the city government is capable of incorporating citizens’ pursuit of urban objectives
– has been gradually diluted”. In her study of citizen participation and governance in
Barcelona and Manchester, Blakeley (2010) identified two paradoxes which have
emerged in the new governance arrangements of these two cities. “The first paradox
is the continuing power of the state despite the plurality of actors involved in
governance” and the second “is that a growth in citizen participation within new
modes of governance does not necessarily enhance citizen empowerment” (Blakeley,
2010: 142). Blakeley (2010) points out that at the root of both paradoxes is the
continuing centrality of government within these new governance models.
According to UrbanIN+ the emergence of the Fem Rambla association is strongly
linked to the broader context of the transition of El Poblenou to Barcelona’s new
knowledge-economy-based district and also what they claim is the prioritisation, by
city authorities, of international place-marketing strategies. UrbanIN+ state that “the
Poblenou like a neighbourhood is changing from the local model of the city to
the model of Barcelona…the tourism city, the design city”. In specific regard to
the Rambla del Poblenou, UrbanIN+ assert that “there is a problem of conflict
between different uses of the public space” (e.g. conflict regarding the extensive
use of terraces on the rambla by bars and restaurants, which is viewed as prioritising
the tourist experience and the associated economic use of this public space over that
of the needs of local residents), however they declare that Fem Rambla “..is not a
protest movement….it proposes solutions” and they seek the achievement of “a
balance between different uses in the public space”. On 6th January 2014, the
Consell d’Associacions de Barcelona (CAB), a representative group of the
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neighbourhood associations of Barcelona, issued a position statement in support of
the participatory model employed in the Fem Rambla project.
“Es tracta d’una gran opertunitat per avancar en la qulitat democratica de la nostra
ciutat, que no podem deixar perdre si mantenim la intenció de continuar definint
nous models de governance que permetin una major participació de la societat civil
en la presa de decisions sobre tots els assumptes d’interes public.”
“It is indeed a great opportunity to move forward on the democratic quality of our
city, which can’t be lost if we want to maintain the intention of continuingly defining
new models of governance to allow a greater involvement of civil society for
decision making in all public matters”.
CAB distils the core demands of the Fem Rambla project as:
a) “They are looking for an acknowledgment from the administration as a valid
spoken group for the process of designing the public space”.
b) “They are looking for a better dialogue, planning and consensus to establish an
atmosphere for the work of public spaces, designs, urban facilities and their
accessibility”.
UrbanIN+ and by extension Fem Rambla argue that “we are the people and we
want to decide how is the city where we are living”. For the original residents of
the Poblenou neighbourhood their ‘Barcelona’ is local and rooted in the history and
heritage of this de-industrialised district. This contrasts sharply with the new
economies of production, consumption and mobility associated with forces of
globalisation and the City Council’s 21st century conceptualisation of Barcelona city.
The local residents of the Poblenou describe the Rambla del Poblenou as “the spine
of the quarter”. UrbanIN+ explained how the rambla is the setting for the daily
lives of the local people, “the people understand the rambla” and for local
residents their “daily life is a little village”. Through the workshops and meetings of
Fem Rambla the local residents discussed a sense of place - feelings of belonging
and identification with this public place and they expressed their emotional
attachment and memories associated with the rambla.
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UrbanIN+ does not use the term landscape in their work and they do not see how the
landscape concept and the European Landscape Convention relate in any way to
their work in the urban environment of Barcelona. In the Fem Rambla project the use
of the word ‘landscape’ is confined to references of ordinances concerning the
aesthetics of the urban landscape, such as shop front and signage regulations etc. In
the description of this project the word ‘public space’ is most widely used. Fem
Rambla contains no reference to the ELC. One of the project managers, who through
her work as a territorial planner and architect, stated that she was familiar with the
Landscape Law of Catalonia. However, she questioned its value and claimed that its
relevance, if any, is limited to the regional scale. She also detailed how her
colleagues (other architects, urban planners and urban designers) who work at the
local scale, at the municipality level, do not know anything about this law or the
work of the Landscape Observatory in general. It is clear that a different language to
that of the ELC is being articulated through the work of UrbanIN+ and the
FemRambla project, however in essence the same goals are being sought albeit from
a different perspective. At the core of the ELC philosophy is the idea of the
democratisation of landscape, this ‘right to landscape’ mirrors the call of UrbanIN+
and FemRambla for ‘the right to the city’ (Mitchell, 2003). Furthermore, the
relationship between place making and quality of life is recognised as being of
central importance in the policy of the ELC. In this context, perhaps the greatest
value of the ELC is that it furthers the work of the Council of Europe in its
promotion of democracy and human rights, whilst grounding it in the physical reality
of the places people perform their daily existence. The following quote from
Blakeley (2010), which relates to research conducted in the cities of Barcelona and
Manchester, echoes the core sentiment underlying the work of Fem Rambla and to
some degree highlights the significant challenge of realising the ELC goal of
landscape democratisation.
“Those participating in local governance projects in their respective cities recognize
that they are involved in a power struggle where the odds are stacked against them.
That they continue to participate is not due to any ‘false consciousness’ on their part,
but is rather testament to their belief that their participation does make a difference,
however small that difference might be”. (Blakeley, 2010: 143).
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4.4.3

Consorci Terra de Pas: Case study unit no. 3

a) Landscape sources

 Interview with the

Places: Fieldwork

President/Project Manager of
Consorci Terra de Pas – (the
Mayor of Vilajuïga) & his
assistant (who acted as
interpreter). The interview was
conducted primarily in Catalan
and it took place on 16th
December 2013 in the Tourist
Office of Llança, a town of the Alt
Empordà situated in the province
of Girona on the Costa Brava. I
travelled to this meeting in Llança
from Barcelona by train. Direct
quotations from this interview are
indicated in bold below.
 Field trip to Cap de Creus –
travelling by public transport –
bus (October 2013). Including
numerous journeys through the Alt
Emporda by public transport train and bus (October &
December 2013);
 Collection of primary data –online

Places:
Maps, archives, museums,

& documentary material

plans

concerning the Consorci Terra de
Pas project - the official project
website, associated promotional
material (primarily in Catalan) and
internal project documents (in
Catalan);
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 The Observatori del Paisatge Catàleg de paisatge de les
Comarques Gironines (in Catalan
only).
 Visit to the Teatre-Museu Dali
(Dalí Museum), Figueres, Girona.
 Collection of secondary data –

Places: Published material

tourism statistics for Catalonia,
journal articles on the landscape of
the Consorci Terra de Pas project
area and published research on the
tourism industry of Catalonia &
the Mediterranean region.
 Online local media reports on the
progress of the Consorci Terra de
Pas project.

b) The ‘landscape scale’ project

Consorci Terra de Pas is a project emanating from a consortium of thirteen
municipalities, born of a shared ambition to fully realise the tourism value of their
collective administrative areas through the promotion, marketing and place branding
of the landscape resource. This local government initiative commenced in 2010 and
initially comprised the thirteen municipalities of Roses, Llança, Cadaquès, Portbou,
Colera, Selva de Mar, Palau Savardera, Pau, Pedret i Marzá, Garriguella,
Vilamaniscle, Rabós and Vilajuïga – situated in Northern Catalonia (see Figure 4.24
below). The thirteen municipalities as listed, represent a combined area of 26,150
hectares containing a population of approximately 35, 573 inhabitants (Consorci
Terra de Pas – unpublished internal document). The project site of Consorci Terra
de Pas is located within the spatial planning area of the Plans Territorials Parcials
(PTP) de les Comarques Gironines which was officially published by the
Generalitat de Catalunya in 2010 (Department de Territori i Sostenibilitat, 2015).
Corresponding to the spatial planning area of this PTP, the landscape catalogue tool
of the Observatori del Paisatge – Catàleg de paisatge de les Comarques Gironines
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was approved by the Generalitat de Catalunya in 2010 (Observatori del Paisatge,
2015a).

Figure 4.24 Location of the thirteen Catalan municipalities of the Consorci Terra de Pas consortium.
Source: Geography Department NUIG

Both of the aforementioned documents are available only in Catalan. The
geographical area of the project Consorci Terra de Pas incorporates a range of
Catalan landscapes. To the north the Pyrenean piedmont landscape of the natural
parks of Massis de l’Albera and Cap de Creus dominates (reaching up to over 1,000
metres in height), culminating to the east in the ‘wild’ Mediterranean coastline of the
Costa Brava. To the south and west the project area extends into the fertile low-lying
plains of the Alt Emporda region and the fluvial wetlands of the Bay of Roses. The
Costa Brava is renowned for its wild, dramatically beautiful shoreline that stretches
from Blanes in the South of Catalonia, to the French border in the north, with the
exception of the marshy fluvial plain around the Bay of Roses, which divides the
Costa Brava in two. The project Consorci Terra de Pas relates only to the northern
part of the Costa Brava which stretches from the Bay of Roses to the French Border.
The coastline of Consorci Terra de Pas has escaped much of the intense coastal
development which has occurred in the southern section and it has thus managed to
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retain the wild quality from hence it gets its name (Costa Brava translates into
English as ‘Wild Coast’). The coastal village of Cadaquès is the undisputed jewel of
the Costa Brava (see Figure 4.25 below), situated in a remote location on the rocky
headland of Cap de Creus, it is neither associated with the high-rise buildings or
package holidays of the 20th Century fordist paradigm of mass tourism, as evidenced
in for example – Lloret de Mar (located in the southern section of the Costa Brava).

Figure 4.25 The ‘postcard-perfect’ coastal village of Cadaqués on the Costa Brava.
Photo by Author, October 2013

The landscape of Consorci Terra de Pas provided the context for the life of the
infamous Catalan Surrealist Salvador Dalí (1904-1989), providing ample inspiration
for his artistic expression as a painter, sculptor, writer, and film maker. Eaude (2007)
claims that much of what seems surreal in Dalí’s work (see Figure 4.26) emerges
from the improbable geology of Cap de Creus and the real weather of the bright
tramuntana light and stark shadows (the tramuntana is a cold mountain wind that
blows from the north in winter, prolonged exposure to which is purported to drive
people insane).

133

Catalunya – ‘Terra de Pas’

Figure 4.26 An interior room within the Teatre-Museu Dali (Dalí Museum)
Located in the town of Figueres (the place of Dalí’s birth), in the province of Girona.
Photo by Author, October 2013

The inland section of the project Consorci Terra de Pas is located in the Alt
Empordà Comarca (County), a region of low-lying fertile plains associated with
traditional Mediterranean farming practices. The plain is composed of a mosaic of
crops (mostly irrigated), watercourses, canals, marshlands, small population nuclei,
and tourist and residential complexes. Pavón et al., (2003) demonstrate how land use
changes in the Alt Emporda county from the 1950s to the 1990s, stemmed from the
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effects of afforestation, irrigation, tourist development, and the protection of
ecosystems, which have in turn produced significant modifications in the landscape
and have generated a series of important socio-environmental conflicts.
Fundamentally, the project Consorci Terra de Pas is representative of this
continuous transition from the traditional dominance of the agricultural economy, to
the development of the tourism industry in this inland location.
The central aim of the project Consorci Terra de Pas is to create an internationally
recognisable ‘landscape’ brand, in order to attract a ‘different type’ of tourist to the
local area, in terms of both its coastal and inland locations. The President of the
consortium described the target market as a “tourist for heritage, for landscape”,
“people that want to walk, to eat special food, to buy….I don’t know different”.
He outlined how the core objective of the project is “to promote the landscape
with all the different things we have, with the towns, the product, the people
that do local craft products, the natural parks”. Within a challenging economic
environment, job creation is of central importance to the local governments involved
in this project, with a particular emphasis being placed on the creation of year round
employment, in contrast to the typically seasonal nature of the tourism industry.
According to the President of the consortium, the desired outcomes of this project
are “sustainable and local” and “work for all persons”.
During this interview (held on 16th December 2013) the President of Consorci Terra
de Pas outlined the consortium’s intention to extend the boundaries of the project
site, in order to incorporate the natural park of Les Alberes and its surroundings. The
planned project extension also involves crossing the national border dividing Spain
and France, and would thus incorporate the French municipalities of: Cervera,
Banyuls, Portvendres, Cotlliure, Argelers, Sant Andreu de Sureda, Palau del Vidre,
Sureda, Sant Genis de Fontanes, La Roca de l’Albera, Vilallonga dels Monts and
Montesquiu - which together form part of the Pyrénées-Orientales department of
southern France (see Figure 4.27 below)17. This area within the South of France
shares strong cultural links with Catalonia particularly in regard to the Catalan
language and cultural identity. This planned re-configuration of transfrontier space

17

Please note that the Catalan names for the French villages and town are listed, as they appear in the
documentation provided by the Consorci Terra de Pas project team.
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also forms the basis for a proposed Interreg18 funding application, the central vision
of which centres on the creation of a model of sustainable tourism that promotes the
transfrontier landscape and shared heritage of the twenty five municipalities of
Northern Catalonia and Southern France. The planned collaboration with the
Communauté de Communes Albèrese Côte Vermeille (the collective identity of the
French municipalities) would result in an increase in the project area from 26,150 to
51, 227 hectares and an increase in its corresponding population from 35,573 to 74,
633 (Consorci Terra de Pas unpublished internal document – figures from 2012).

Figure 4.27 Location map of the proposed expansion of the Consorci Terra de Pas project
To incorporate the French municipalities of the Communauté de Communes Albèrese Côte
Vermeille.
Source: Geography Department, NUIG

Subsequent to this interview, the proposed project extension was initiated through
the changing of the project name to Consorci Cap de Creus-Alberes in April 2014.
According to the President of the consortium the name change was necessary in

18

European Territorial Cooperation (ETC), better known as Interreg, is a goal of cohesion policy
which provides a framework for the implementation of joint actions and policy exchanges between
and across the EU member states.
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order to garner greater public attention, as the natural parks are internationally
recognisable geographical areas an association with such would assist in the
promotion of the consortium’s project. However, in a recent series of largely
undocumented events the municipalities of Roses, Cadaqués and Llança (the three
largest coastal municipalities of the consortium) have officially resigned from this
project (as of October 2014). At the point of withdrawing from the consortium, the
Mayor of Roses concurrently held the presidency of Consorci Cap de CreusAlberes19. As per a news article in EL PUNT AVUI+ (2014), the Mayor of Roses is
quoted as saying -“no tenim ni el pressupost ni la gent per assumer aquesta gestió” “we have neither the budget nor the people to take this management (of the project)”,
a change of circumstances which she directly attributes to recent local municipality
reforms emanating from a new regional law - La llei de racionalització i
sostenibilitat de l'administració local (2013). When questioned in regard to both the
future of Consorci Cap de Creus-Alberes and the financial resources which have
already been invested in this project, the Mayor of Roses is further quoted as saying
“la feina no es perd”- “the work is not lost” and she claims that the project will
continue to serve as a useful tool for the smaller municipalities of the consortium.
Yet, as of February 2015 it is no longer possible to access the project website:
http://ca.terradepas.cat/ . This website provided the central focus for the
communication of the central project vision to its target international and domestic
markets. It provided tourist information on each of the thirteen municipalities of the
consortium, including detailed information on accommodation options, places to eat,
shopping and activities. Activities listed included (accompanied by the contact
information of service providers): hiking trails; sports; cycling and mountain bike
trails; cultural heritage; natural heritage; fairs and festivals; museums; wineries;
riding; organised visits; and beaches. The website also contained an introduction to
the consortium, photo galleries of the local area, an interactive map, links to social
media platforms and external links (to weather and transport information etc). Figure
4.28 displays an image of the homepage of the project website (which at the time of
writing was unavailable), Figure 4.29 illustrates the original project logo, and Figure

19

The new President of Consorci Cap de Creus-Alberes was appointed in 2014. I interviewed the
former President in December 2013, who also serves as the Mayor of Vilajuïga.
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4.30 provides a sample of the promotional imagery used in the communication of
this project.

Figure 4.28 Image of homepage of Consorci Terra de Pas project website
(Source: Author’s NVivo archive - Project website is now unavailable as of 26th February 2015).

Figure 4.29 Consorci Terra de Pas project logo.
Source: Unknown Graphic Design website. Available at:
http://senyorestudi.com/terradepas.html. [Accessed 16 February 2015].
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Figure 4.30 A sample of the promotional imagery used in the communication of this project Consorci Terra de Pas (2011).
Note the use of photographic imagery of traditional dry stone walls, symbolic of with the
agricultural landscapes of this Mediterranean region. Source: Unknown Graphic Design
website. Available at: http://senyorestudi.com/terradepas.html. [Accessed 16 February 2015].
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c) Evaluation of landscape scale project

Over the last half of the 20th century, parallel to the general outsourcing process in
Western economies, the Catalan economy has been gradually re-structured towards
service industries and within this context tourism has developed as one of the
region’s main economic activities. According to figures released by Instituto
Nacional de Estadística (2015) the number of overnight stays in hotel establishments
across Spain reached a total of 294.4 million in 2014, representing an annual
increase of 2.9%. Of this 294.4 million, a figure of 104.2 million accounts for the
number of overnight stays by Spanish residents, with the corresponding figure for
foreign residents standing at 190.2 million. Andalucía, Comunitat Valencian,
Cataluña and Comunidad de Madrid were the main destinations of guests resident in
Spain in 2014. With the corresponding figures for overnight stays of Spanish
residents being 21.9%, 13.9%, 13.6% and 9.5%, respectively. While the Canarias,
Illes Balears and Cataluña were the main destinations of foreign residents with the
overnight stays of foreign residents being 28.9%, 25.4%, 18.9% respectively.
Evidently, Catalonia has emerged as one of the market leaders of Spanish tourism in
regard to both domestic and international tourism.
In their study of the historical development of the tourism industry in Catalonia,
Garay & Cànoves (2011) claim that Catalonia’s future as a destination is heading
towards a new phase of consolidation (the post-fordist phase), which is characterised
by the customisation of the tourism product specifically orientated towards the value
of territorial resources and tourist experiences. The (former) President of Consorci
Terra de Pas identified the project area as possessing a “different integrated
culture”, a distinguishing quality that the consortium intended to promote through
tourism branding strategies. The original name of this project – Terra de Pas was
selected to recognise the historically open character that has been bestowed on this
territory, which is reflected in its cultural, social, economic and gastronomic identity.
The changing of the project name to Consorci Cap de Creus – Albera demonstrates
an understanding of the environmental value of the landscape resource with its
associated international and domestic appeal. Consequently, this tourism strategy
promotes every aspect of this territory, through firmly linking the natural and
cultural dimensions of the landscape resource. Essentially, this project is a local
government led initiative searching for new means of generating revenue and
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creating local employment in a challenging economic climate. The local landscape
resource is viewed as an economic asset with tourism potential that has not yet been
fully realised. However, the emphasis placed by the consortium on achieving
sustainable local development is supported by a tangible sense of local pride in the
rich cultural and natural heritage of this area. The (then) President of the consortium
likened his homeland of the Alt Empordà to the Italian region of Tuscany, with its
traditional Mediterranean rural landscape, high quality agricultural produce and
world renowned haute cuisine (made famous by Catalan chefs such as Ferran Adrià
and Jordi Roca i Fontané).
The overexploitation of resources associated with mass tourism, can cause problems
of sustainability due to excessive pressures on the landscape resource and also the
disturbance of the quality of life of local populations, thus reducing the positive
impacts on local communities and the attractiveness of the place. Through the
application of a Tourism Area Life Cycle model (TALC), Romão et al. (2013)
found that Catalonia is presently in a stagnation phase in regard to the process of
tourism evolution in the Mediterranean regions of the south west (Italy, France,
Spain and Portugal). They claim that regions in stagnation such as Catalonia are
reaching a limit in their tourism attractiveness and infrastructures, which is expressed
in a very high volume of visitors. They propose that “tourism development in these
regions must take into consideration the carrying capacity of the territory and focus
their strategies for the future on the differentiation of products, trying to increase the
quality of the products and services provided in order to obtain more benefits per
tourist, instead of trying to increment the number of visitors” (Romão et al., 2013:
531). An important result of this study is the identification of a positive relationship
between the regional availability of natural and cultural assets and regional efforts on
innovation and the evolution of tourism demand. This suggests that these regions are
incorporating local specific resources in innovative ways to differentiate their tourist
supply (see Romão et al., 2013). In the project Consorci Terra de Pas the landscape
resource is strongly identified with the concept of heritage – “landscape is
heritage” (Interview material – 16th December 2013). The landscape resource is
approached in an integrative manner in regard to the emphasis placed on the interlinkages between the natural and cultural heritage of this territory. The place
marketing strategy presents a tourism product that centres on the consumption of the
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diverse local landscape (from the coastal to inland environment) through exploring
its natural and cultural heritage, to tasting the flavours of the Alt Empordà region and
the produce of the Mediterranean Sea. Consorci Terra de Pas signifies the 21st
Century search for alternatives to the ‘beach tourism’ model characteristic of the
Spanish mass tourism cycle, as the project endeavours to create a tourism product
which celebrates the natural and cultural heritage of the local landscape resource.
Nevertheless, research by Cortés-Jiménez (2008) reveals that while both
international and domestic tourism have a significant and positive role for regional
economic growth in Spain (and Italy) the pattern of these effects differs amongst
different types of regions and within regions. For example, while both domestic and
international tourism in coastal locations are important for regional growth, for
internal regions only domestic tourism seems to be relevant. Within a particularly
challenging economic context the growth of regional tourism development within
Catalonia continues to predominatly focus on the international market.
Consequently, in contrast investment in inland regions as tourism destinations for the
domestic market is not accompanied by similarly attractive financial incentives.
Consorci Terra de Pas is identified as a landscape project of interest on the
Observatori del Paisatge de Catalunya website – Paisatge i món local (Observatori
del Paisatge, 2015b), under the category ‘local landscape promotion or place
branding’. While the project contains no reference to the European Landscape
Convention and its implementation in Catalonia, the President of the consortium
expressed an interest in the work of the Observatory and the implementation of the
ELC. However, he associated the work of the Observatory with the regional scale
and did not draw any direct associations to his work at the level of local government.
There was no direct public participation in the design and implementation of
Consorci Terra de Pas, as this project was under the exclusive remit of the
consortium of municipalities. Although the (then) President of the consortium
claimed that there was broad public support for this initiative, and he also outlined
proposals to incorporate a public participation element into the proposed Interreg
project (Interview material 16th December 2013). Undoubtedly, the official
withdrawal of the municipalities of Roses, Cadaqués and Llança from the
consortium in 2014 (over cited resource constraints), raises considerable questions
regarding the future of this project particularly in relation to the transfrontier
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dimension and the associated proposed Interreg application. The evolution of the
original project Consorci Terra de Pas into its recent re-branding as Consorci Cap
de Creus – Albera in 2014, was the first step in the establishment of a transfrontier
project in collaboration with the Communauté de Communes Albèrese Côte
Vermeille. The President of the consortium claimed that the project had (to date)
received strong institutional support from the Costa Brava tourism organisation and
the Generalitat de Catalunya, and in terms of the proposed Interreg application he
expressed an assumption that this support would be further extended to this initiative
(Interview data – 16th December 2013).
Interreg funding as part of the Europeanisation project directly impacts on the ever
changing geography of Europe through the redefining of political and economic
boundaries. Transfrontier collaboration or cross-border governance across the
Pyrenean region presents significant opportunities for tourism growth in particular
(see for example, Blasco et al., 2014 and Timothy, 2014). Thus, in regard to the
pursuit of socio-economic growth the attractiveness of the Cap de Creus – Albera
transfrontier project for both the Catalan and French municipalities is clearly evident.
Yet, in regard to his research on the case of the Andorran-French border, Timothy
(2014) concludes that tourism has the potential to bring about significant changes in
the geopolitical landscapes at international borders. He describes how the changing
of shapes and forms of nation-states through boundary modification and territorial
exchanges involve actions “that were typically relegated to the domain of war or
colonisation” (Timothy, 2014: 27). The national border between the Spanish region
of Catalonia and the Pyrénées Orientales department of France is in itself a symbolic
landscape that is strongly represented in the history of Catalan irredentism, and in the
collective memory of the Catalan people who fled to France after the Spanish Civil
War and during the Franco regime. Consequently, it would be naïve to overlook or
underestimate the associated geopolitical connotations of any initiative which
attempts to re-configure the Spanish-French national border, particularly within the
context of the current move towards secession in Catalonia.
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4.5 Reflections and complementary views
The period 1996-2007 is broadly identified as the strongest investment cycle in
Spanish history, with a significant share of this economic growth being based almost
entirely on the construction sector. Drawing on data generated by the Observatorio
de la Sostenibilidad en España, Romera et al. (2012) show that this phase of
economic growth resulted in an unprecedented increase in artificial surfaces across
the Spanish territory, with more than one third of urban land being created in just
two decades of Spain’s history. Romero et al. (2012) assert that the sudden bursting
of Spain’s speculative bubble (which culminated in 2010 and contributed to the
onset of a deep economic recession) has revealed devastating territorial,
environmental and socio-political consequences across the Spanish State. Whilst
Romera et al. (2012) acknowledge that from an economic viewpoint the speculative
bubble in Spain followed a similar pattern of events as in the USA, the UK, and
Ireland; they claim that the Spanish example also exhibits specific elements of its
own institutional design and political, social and economic history. These unique
aspects include: the decentralisation of political power which begun with the ‘state of
autonomies’; the subsequent process of creating new political elites and networks of
players; and, the consolidation of new local and regional institutional contexts where
clientelism could spread (Romero et al. 2012: 471). Essentially, they attribute the
causes of the speculative property bubble as being primarily “due to bad design of
government institutions, particularly at regional and local levels” (Romero et al.,
2012: 470).
This account of the Spanish speculative bubble (covering the period 1996-2010)
overwhelmingly presents the impression of an unsustainable territorial approach to
the landscape resource, a resource which was primarily seen as a financial asset and
as an exploitable commodity. Romero et al. (2012) reflect on the consequences of
this era in regard to the spheres of politics, democracy and the governance of the
Spanish territory – with a specific emphasis on the landscape resource. In
summation, they point to the need for a new form of territorial governance in Spain,
necessitating a departure from the present system of governance, which they regard
as being dominated by fragmented and traditional views of managerial government.
However, the authors state that this first requires the political will to foster land
development which can combine history, culture, identity, productivity and
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modernity. This call is similarly voiced by Nogué & Wilbrand (2010) who claim
(with particular reference to Catalonia) that “a new culture of landscape in the
framework of a new culture of territory is urgently needed” (Nogué & Wilbrand,
2010: 648). Nogué and Wilbrand (2010) also reflect on the recent and intense
territorial transformations which have occurred in European Mediterranean
countries, with their resulting consequences for territorial identities, tied to the loss
of a sense of place for local societies. They propose that it is now necessary to move
from an ‘environmental consciousness’ (which they associate with “a protective
vision” of the Catalan territory), to “a landscape consciousness” –
“that enables us to simply enjoy contemplating the landscapes that surround
us because it has been demonstrated many times before that an attractive,
pleasant, and aesthetically harmonious physical environment generates an
agreeable sense of well-being, which markedly improves the quality of life of
citizens” (Nogué & Wilbrand, 2010: 649).
Nogué & Wilbrand (2010: 649) directly link this idea of “a landscape consciousness”
with the ELC, which they describe as “the clearest expression of the increasingly
greater interaction between landscape, territory, and civil society”.
As previously outlined in Section 4.3.3 Catalonia was the first legislative chamber to
sign the ELC in 2000, and this was subsequently followed by the approval of The
Catalan Landscape Act in 2005. A representative of the Landscape Observatory of
Catalonia described the signing of the ELC as “symbolic”, as “we know the ELC
can only be signed by States not by regions” (Interview material 15th October
2013). When further questioned on why Catalonia took this initiative, he explained
that “Catalonia has always looked to Europe and what is happening in Europe,
the avant-garde of Europe and what is modern and new…so, when something
appears Catalonia look at it.” Furthermore, he added that as landscape is closely
associated with identity, “it is one of things that stimulate also the interest of
Catalonia”. However, the representative of the Observatory stressed that in
particular contrast to the status of the Catalan language, landscape is not a political
priority in Catalonia, but as it relates to identity it holds some degree of political
interest. As corroborated by various interviewees working in the related spheres of
landscape research, policy and practice, the initial motivation for the creation of the
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Landscape Observatory and the associated implementation of the ELC in Catalonia
came from civil society. In response to the unprecedented transformation of the
Catalan territory and the loss and degradation of landscapes in recent decades, the
initiative to implement the ELC emerged from civil society, with Catalan universities
and the academic Joan Nogué being of central importance within this process. The
idea of ELC implementation and the creation of a Landscape Observatory was
“bought by the administration” because as the representative of the Observatory
claims “Catalonia has always been pioneering in environmental issues…and
when the ELC appeared there was no problem to sign it because it was like one
step more” (Interview material 15th October 2013).
The symbolic act of ELC signature by the Catalan parliament in 2000, as a region of
both the Spanish State and of the European Union, is clearly accompanied by
significant geopolitical connotations. Since its establishment as one of the seventeen
autonomous communities of the Spanish State after the 1978 Constitution, the
regional government of Catalonia or the Generalitat (which was initially led by a
moderate nationalist coalition), has continuously sought to separate itself as much as
possible from the Spanish administrative network (see Keating, 2001). Henders
(2010) explains how the Catalan special status arrangement has experienced ongoing
tensions over asymmetry and autonomy, with respect to both autonomous
community and State relations, and internal tensions regarding: the character of the
democratization process; Spanish national unity, citizen equality, and democracy
norms; the politics of social solidarity; and processes of economic globalisation and
European integration (for an in-depth analysis see Henders, 2010). The latter years of
the 2000s have witnessed a political shift from devolution to secession embodied in
the rise of a bottom-up Catalan secessionist movement. Through what he identifies
as the emergence of ‘emancipatory nationalism’, emanating from this recent shift,
Guibernau (2013) summarises the current political landscape of Catalonia as follows:
“In Catalonia public political distrust of and resentment towards politicians
and the political system is combined with unhappiness regarding long-lasting
limitations to demands for greater political autonomy. They also lament
Catalonia’s fiscal deficit as well as the lack of recognition of Catalonia as a
nation within Spain. Cultural and identity issues feature prominently among
their demands” (Guibernau, 2013: 390).
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Since its establishment as an Autonomous Community, Henders (2010) claims that
Catalan nationalists have been central agents of the Europeanisation of Spain, seeing
it as a force for modernisation and a way of bolstering Catalan autonomy vis-à-vis
the Spanish central government. Yet, as Henders (2010) explains the single
European market and other EU policies have in turn put limits on Catalan special
status and autonomy. Accordingly, it is evident that throughout its evolution as a
regional administration during both the late 20th and early 21st century, Catalonia has
exhibited territorial ambitions that have been markedly characterised by their
European as opposed to Spanish orientation. However, up until the recent political
shift Catalan territorial ambitions have never been so explicitly aligned with the
quest for independence as a nation state within the European Union.
As ELC signature by the Catalan parliament in 2000 predates the emergence of the
secessionist movement, it is thus not possible to simply cast ELC implementation as
a mere pawn in Catalonia’s demands for independence. Moreover, whilst the
Spanish State also signed the ELC in 2000, signature was followed by a period of
discernible inactivity, which stands in stark contrast to the Catalan approach to ELC
implementation during the same period (as outlined in Section 4.3.3). De Montis
(2014) outlines how each member state party to the ELC is expected to implement
the Convention as a supranational treaty according to its own legal system and
divisions of powers in compliance with the principle of subsidiarity institutional
intervention. The ELC is to be applied at two levels: adhesion of the states, and the
construction of common regional policies, strategies and practices that share the
values of local societies. Due to the unique decentralisation of political and
administrative power within the Spanish State, the autonomous communities have
exclusive jurisdiction over town and country planning and are thus, according to
Romero et al. (2012), largely responsible for the creation and enactment (where
appropriate) of legal frameworks for the promotion of greater territorial coherence to
public policy. Thus, in regard to both the unique system of decentralisation and the
overall absence of territorial cohesion in terms of spatial planning across the Spanish
State, the process of ELC implementation within the autonomous communities does
not necessitate the construction of a common approach to the development of
regional implementation operations, nor does it necessitate territorial cohesion in
regard to ELC implementation at the national scale.
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4.6 The challenge of multi-scalar landscape governance and the
implementation of the ELC in Catalonia.
As a consequence of topographical relief and historical processes, Catalonia is a
highly urbanised society with its main spatial dynamics being associated with urban
growth, focused primarily near the metropolitan areas and municipalities, with mass
tourism along the coast (Serra et al., 2014). Through their use of statistical data from
the 1980s, the early 2000s and 2009, Serra et al. (2014) present an account of the
general trends of Catalan regional planning and their consequences for the local
scale. They identify the five key dynamics of territorial change that have occurred in
Catalonia within this timeframe as: urban sprawl, urbanalization, depopulation,
reterritorialization and coastalization. Firstly, the growth of Barcelona over the
identified study period has produced major urban sprawl around the Metropolitan
Region, resulting in the socio-environmental consequences of increased mobility,
traffic jams and atmospheric pollution. Secondly, the process of ‘urbanalization’ defined in Serra et al. (2014) as the homogenization of urban environments and the
standardization of urban landscapes, is identified as another consequence of urban
sprawl, which fundamentally results in the creation of urban areas that are
increasingly similar in terms of their physical landscapes, atmospheres and lifestyles.
The third key dynamic of territorial change concerns the depopulation of the Catalan
Pyrenees and inland municipalities characterised by the Mediterranean dry farming
tradition. The fourth key dynamic, namely ‘reterritorialization’, is identified within
the context of the Catalan Pyrenees, where some processes of reterritorialization
linked to protected areas and tourism have emerged. Serra et al. (2014) demonstrate
how a consequence of this ‘reterritorialization’ has been a slight increase in
population which is directly linked to an upsurge in tourism activity. Finally, the
fifth key dynamic of ‘coastalization’ is understood as the process of concentrating
population and economic activities in coastal spaces. Serra et al. (2014) demonstrate
that despite the introduction of Catalan planning policy objectives specifically aimed
at reducing coastalization through the Pla Territorial General de Catalunya (1995),
this process of territorial transformation has continued to steadily increase
throughout the study period (1980s-2000s) demonstrating a stark failure of Catalan
planning policy in regard to the management of the coastal landscape.
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The key stakeholder interview process of Catalan landscape experts revealed a
commonly held view of the ELC as an opportunity to achieve a more integrated or
holistic approach to the landscape resource, which would signify a departure from
the unsustainable territorial approach to the landscape resource associated with the
recent property speculation model previously applied across the Spanish State.
According to one of the interviewees (an environmental consultant who works in the
area of landscape governance) part of the attractiveness of the ELC philosophy to
Catalan policy makers is that it does not involve freezing the landscape, with no
possibility of development - “we don’t want to freeze it but we want to manage
the change” (7th February, 2014). This idea relates to what Parker and Doak (2012)
outline as the practice of spatial planning systems to broadly interpret sustainability
in terms of ‘balance’, resulting in a prevalence of public authorities to view
sustainability in terms of ‘the scaling of balance’ (as discussed in Section 2.5.2).
Notably, the ‘landscape scale’ projects of MónNatura Pirineus and Consorci Terra
de Pas are imbued with this underlying idea that it is possible to balance
development and conservation objectives.
MónNatura Pirineus as the flagship building of Fundació Catalunya, is the physical
manifestation of the guiding vision of this regional level organisation. Fundació
Catalunya set about creating a ‘learning landscape’ anchored upon the built form of
MónNatura Pirineus; in order to afford Catalonia’s highly urbanised society the
opportunity to intimately experience the wider landscape setting of the Catalan High
Pyrenees. The creation of the building MónNatura Pirinieus is centred upon the idea
that it is possible to balance both development and conservation objectives, through
the use of innovative sensitive architectural design, and as such it is put forward as
an exemplary model for ‘reterritorialization’ developments in a fragile ‘protected’
landscape setting, such as that of the Catalan High Pyrenees. Similarly, the project
Consorci Terra de Pas is based on the premise that it is possible to balance tourism
development objectives with the conservation of local landscape heritage. The
historic growth of Catalonia’s tourism sector has played a major role in the mismanagement or ‘coastalization’ of the Costa Brava. The project Consorci Terra de
Pas is essentially a local government scale initiative to ‘re-brand’ both their inland
and coastal landscape resource and as such it forms part of Catalonia’s larger
strategy to differentiate their tourism product.
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The five key dynamics of territorial change as outlined by Serra et al. (2014), have
resulted in significant accelerated and unprecedented change to Catalan landscapes
and as previously discussed the reaction of civil society to this has resulted in the
adoption of the ELC through The Catalan Landscape Act (2005) and the associated
establishment of the Landscape Observatory of Catalonia. Both the Catalan
Landscape Act and the activities of the Landscape Observatory have been widely
recognised as exemplary initiatives in regard to ELC implementation within both a
European and Spanish context (see Section 4.3.3). In particular, the Catalan
Landscape Act embodies the philosophy of the ELC by adopting an integrated
approach to the landscape resource. This Act clearly and effectively communicates
the philosophy and guiding principles of the ELC and as it is Catalonia’s only
landscape law, the clarity of this message is underpinned by the simplicity of the
territory’s juridical framework as it pertains to the landscape resource. Furthermore,
the Landscape Observatory as created by the Catalan Landscape Act is the central
agency responsible for studying and monitoring landscape change, and for providing
baseline information for developing landscape policies in Catalonia. This institution
has demonstrated an innovative and creative approach to the realisation of its
founding vision. To date the production of the landscape catalogues has been the
most significant activity of the Observatory and the public participation
methodology employed in their formation presents an exemplary mechanism for
increasing the democratisation of the Catalan landscape governance system. In this
regard, De Montis (2014) identifies the main contributions of the landscape
catalogues as enabling local communities to know the nature and value of the
landscape, to assist in their understanding of the nature of the landscape, its
evolution with respect to current financial states, social and environmental dynamics,
and the type of desired landscapes and the methods to achieve it. Essentially the
landscape catalogues are designed to facilitate greater public participation in the
formulation of landscape policy. As a central figure in the creation of the Landscape
Observatory, Joan Nogué advocates the promotion of public participation “as a tool
to implicate society and make it co-responsible for the management and planning of
landscape” (Nogué & Wilbrand, 2010: 648):
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“Participation should be the basic mechanism through which citizens involve
themselves in designing the landscape they desire, and through it, contribute to
decisions on the policies to be implemented” (Nogué & Wilbrand, 2010: 648).
It is important to stress that this progression towards enhanced public participation in
Catalan public policy, is set within the broader context of what Guibernau (2013:
391) describes as “the consolidation of democracy (which) has allowed people to
express their political aspirations without fear…while regarding them as legitimate”,
he reminds us that “this is new to a society that has endured almost 40 years of a
dictatorship”. To this “consolidation of democracy” Guibernau (2013: 391) also
attributes Catalan’s eagerness “to engage in grass-roots mobilization to express their
discount with the status quo”. The case study project Fem Rambla project presents
an interesting example of such grass-roots mobilisation set within the context of the
transformation of Barcelona’s urban landscape. The Fem Rambla also highlights the
challenge presented by transnational or global governance to traditional models of
governance and their relationship with civil society. In contrast to the other two
‘landscape scale’ case studies, which occur at the scales of regional (MónNatura
Pirineus) and local governance (Consorci Terra de Pas), the scale of this project is
firmly grounded in the ‘grass-roots’ level of a street in an urban neighbourhood. This
‘landscape scale’ project highlights the importance of local landscape identity, place
attachment and quality of life issues to the residents of the Poblenou district of
Barcelona – a city which the Fem Rambla supporters claim, is increasingly placing
global investment interests, over those of the local people. This project demonstrates
the desire of the Fem Rambla participants to be involved in the design of and
contribute to decision making in regard to the future of their resident urban
landscape. Thus, democracy and public participation are central themes of this
project.
The unique system of territorial decentralisation of Spain and EU integration has
resulted in multi-level governance with decision making competences being shared
across diverse tiers of public administration across the Catalan territory. It is
apparent that there exists a marked disconnect between the activities of ELC
implementation at a regional level, with that of the reality of landscape governance
practices at the various sub-regional administrative tiers of Catalan territorial
governance (as detailed in Section 4.3). However, this scalar disconnect between the
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regional and sub-regional tiers of governance raises significant questions in regard to
the future progress of ELC implementation in Catalonia, particularly in relation to
the integration of the ELC vision of landscape as promoted by the Catalan
Landscape Act, into decision making processes at a ‘landscape scale’. As it was
deemed to surpass the remit of this study, decision making competences at the
various administrative scales of the Catalan territory were not adequately analysed.
Yet, as previously highlighted Romero et al. (2012) essentially attribute the causes
of the Spanish speculative property bubble as being primarily “due to bad design of
government institutions, particularly at regional and local levels”, which they link to
a strong mayor system and clientelism (Romero et al., 2012: 470). It is thus evident
that the enhanced integration of landscape governance and spatial planning processes
crucially centres on the nature of decision making processes at the sub-regional
scales of territorial governance. Thus in order to advance the implementation of the
ELC in Catalonia at the ‘landscape scale’, the local realities of multi-level
governance must first be engaged with. In this sense it must be acknowledged that
ELC implementation in Catalonia is still at a very early stage of development. The
passing of the Catalan Landscape Act in 2005 and the associated creation of the
Landscape Observatory are both relatively recent developments in Catalonia’s
history of landscape governance. In specific regard to the seven landscape
catalogues, the first catalogue was only published in 2010 (Terres de Lleida), with
one catalogue (Comarques Central) yet unpublished (see Table 4.2). Findings from
the ‘landscape scale’ case studies (Section 4.4) indicate an overall lack of knowledge
of and engagement with both the Catalan Landscape Act and the outputs of the
Landscape Observatory. Essentially, the case study participants primarily view ELC
implementation in Catalonia as a regional level activity and were collectively unable
to demonstrate any direct linkages between their work at the ‘landscape scale’ and
that of ELC implementation at the regional scale.
As a region of both Spain and the European Mediterranean, Catalonia has exhibited
significant transformations in regard to the adoption of EU spatial planning
processes at a domestic level. Giannakourou (2005: 319) explains that “these
transformations are not the product of forced compliance to EU models but the
outcome of complex socialization and learning processes enabling domestic actors to
experience new ideas and practices and to adapt their methods and strategies
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accordingly”. Giannakourou (2005) claims that the Europeanisation process cannot
be identified with hard institutional convergence of domestic policy styles, as it is
rather grounded in soft and alternative paths of socialisation and learning, causing at
different times varying degrees of domestic change. This idea of a process of
‘cultural innovation’ as discussed in relation to the EU system of spatial planning in
the Mediterranean, may also be applied to the Catalan approach to ELC
implementation, which is ultimately another channel of Europeanization, albeit
emanating from the Council of Europe. Giannakourou (2005: 329) asserts that
southern (Mediterranean) responses to EU spatial planning “can open new avenues
for comparative debate between national spatial planning actors, values and
discourses, necessary for the understanding of the evolution of institutions and
policies in a post-modern, multi-level and diversified Europe”. In a similar sense, as
a European region Catalonia’s individual approach to the implementation of the
Council of Europe’s ELC, set within a particularly unique system of territorial
governance, presents a parallel opportunity for the further exploration of the
challenges of multi-scalar landscape governance across the multi-level and
diversified European model of society. In this regard an exploration of the ELC as a
guiding framework for multi-scalar landscape governance will be further expanded
in Chapter 6. This subsequent discussion essentially entails the comparison of
insights gained through the application of an assessment criteria in the territories of
Catalonia and the Republic of Ireland, which is founded upon the key themes of 1)
‘the language of landscape’; 2) the landscape resource and sustainable territorial
development; 3) landscape and public participation; and 4) awareness raising. These
themes will be examined in greater detail in Chapter 6, however in preparation for
this discussion the following concluding scheme (see both Figure 4.31 and Table 4.3
below) has been created in order to present a synthesis of the key empirical findings
gained from the territory of Catalonia.
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S.1
Key findings = Table 4.3

Strand one: Legislative
& policy analyses

Case study unit no. 1:

Key findings = Table 4.3

MónNatura Pirineus
The research design:

S.2

A three strand
methodological
approach

Strand two: Multiple
'embedded' case
studies

Key findings=

Case study unit no. 2:
Fem Rambla

Talble 4.3

Case study unit no. 3:

Key findings=

Consorci Terra de pas

Table 4.3

S.3
Key findings = Table 4.3

Strand three: Key
stakeholder interviews

Figure 4.31: Three strand methodological design & the production of key findings
Overview of the key findings gained from the territory of Catalonia, grouped in accordance
with the four categories of the assessment criteria and in line with the three strand
methodological approach of this project:
Three strand
‘The language The
Landscape
Awareness-raising
approach:
of landscape’ landscape
and public
resource and
participation
sustainable
territorial
development
S. 1

Presence of a
specific
landscape law
which
embodies the
philosophy of
the ELC and
draws heavily
on the
symbolic
‘landscape
language’ of
the ELC text.

A key strength The
of Catalonia’s
implementation
territorial
of the ELC's
approach to
public
ELC
provision
implementation procedures
is the simplicity has
of its
predominantly
institutional
centred on the
framework.
creation of
One agency landscape
L’Observatori
catalogues.
del Paisatge
de Catalunya –
is primarily
responsible for
the coordination of
ELC
implementation
and landscape
governance
activities.
Table 4.3: Overview of key findings - Territory of Catalonia
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S.2

1.
MónNatura
Pirineus

2.
Fem
Rambla

3.
Consorci
Terra de
Pas

S.3

Whilst the
word
‘landscape’ is
used in the
communication
of this project,
it is
predominantly
used in
conjunction
with the
concepts of
nature,
biodiversity
and the
environment.
The
‘landscape
language’
used in this
case study
primarily
relates to the
study of the
urban
environment.
Words such as
‘townscape’,
‘public
space/realm’
and ‘place’ are
broadly used
instead of the
word
landscape.

This project
places
emphasis on
both the
natural and
cultural
heritage of the
landscape
resource and
the future
protection of
this diversity.

Principally due
to the fact that
- Fundacío
Catalunya - is
the exclusive
landowner of
the project site,
public
participation
was not a
feature of the
design or
implementation
of this project

This project is a central
component of Fundacío
Catalunya’s work in
regard to raising
environmental/landscape
awareness and
consciousness amongst
Catalan society.

This case
study raises
pertinent
questions
regarding
democratic
interactions
with the urban
landscape
resource and
the role of local
communities in
the creation of
future urban
landscapes.

Although the project
does not focus on raising
environmental
awareness or
consciousness, it places
a discernible emphasis
on raising awareness of
the value, role and future
evolution of the urban
landscape resource
through the action of
landscape planning.

The
‘landscape
language’
used in this
case study
draws heavily
on the
concepts of
heritage,
rurality and
place when
discussing the
landscape
idea.

The core
objective of
this project is
to manage the
changing
social,
economic and
environmental
conditions on
the local
landscape
resource.

Whilst the
‘landscape
language’ of
the ELC is
present (to
varying

The
implementation
of the ELC in
Catalonia has
resulted in the
evolution of

Fem Rambla
has a notably
high level of
effective public
participation,
as it
constitutes an
example of
grassroots
mobilisation
established to
elevate the
collective voice
of the
Poblenou
residents
within
Barcelona’s
landscape
governance
system.
The public
participation
element of this
project is
exclusively
confined to the
involvement of
local
government
officials drawn
from the
consortium of
municipalities
involved in the
design and
implementation
of this project.
Although the
landscape
catalogues are
characterised
by a high level
of involvement
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degrees) in the
legislative and
policy
framework of
Catalonia
(particularly
through the
various
outputs of
L’Observatori
del Paisatge
de Catalunya),
the ‘landscape
language’ of
the ELC is not
widely used
outside of the
legal and
policy context
of Catalonia’s
regional scale.

existing
institutional
frameworks –
most notably
through the
creation of the
core institution
L’Observatori
del Paisatge
de Catalunya.
Of which the
most
significant
output or policy
tool to date
being the
landscape
catalogues.
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in reality the
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more
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issues, as
opposed to
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effective public
participation
procedures
within
Catalonia’s
existing spatial
planning
system.

landscape awareness
and landscape
consciousness, with
these activities anchored
within the
implementation of the
ELC by public
authorities.
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5 Ireland – ‘Our Island Home’
5.1 Introduction
This chapter adopts an identical structure to the previous chapter on Catalonia. The
purpose of this chapter is to present the findings of a comparative analysis conducted
within the territory of the Republic of Ireland (also known as Ireland). In line with
the structure set out in Chapter 4, this discussion opens with a portrait of Ireland,
providing a brief overview of the distinct identity of this territory, its landscape and
its people (Section 5.2). This is followed by an account of Ireland’s approach to
statutory landscape governance, with special attention given to the progress of ELC
implementation through the drafting of a National Landscape Strategy for Ireland
(Section 5.3). This analysis is subsequently extended to a ‘landscape scale’, with the
presentation of three case studies units which represent a variety of landscape types,
sectors, people and scales within an Irish context (Section 5.4). The case studies
focus consecutively on the actions of landscape protection (Case study unit no. 1:
Wild Nephin), landscape planning (Case study unit no. 2: 21st Century Liffey) and
landscape management (Case study unit no. 3: Bere Island Conservation Plan). In
correspondence with the previous chapter, the resulting data from the three strand
methodological design employed in this territory (legislation and policy analyses,
multiple ‘embedded’ case studies and key stakeholder interviews) is interwoven in
this analysis and evaluated against the assessment criteria of this comparative study.
As previously outlined in Chapter 3 (Section 3.5) the key themes of this criteria are:
1) ‘the language of landscape’; 2) the landscape resource and sustainable territorial
development; 3) landscape and public participation; and 4) awareness raising. To
reiterate, with specific reference to the territory of Ireland, the methodological aim of
this study is to investigate the current performance of Irish public authorities in their
task of managing the landscape resource as a ‘territorial project’; and to assess the
current practice of landscape governance against the guiding framework of the ELC.

5.2 The territory – a portrait
The territory of the Republic of Ireland (or Ireland) is an independent sovereign state
located on an island at the edge of the North Atlantic Ocean, on the periphery of
north-western Europe. Ireland shares its only land border with Northern Ireland, a
dominion of the United Kingdom. To its east and separated by the North Channel,
the Irish Sea and St. George’s Channel, lies Ireland’s nearest neighbour, the island
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nation of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (incorporating
the regions of England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland). Ireland’s former
status as a territory of British colonialism has led to the creation of a complex,
ambiguous and contested historical narrative. Efforts to achieve independence from
Britain culminated in the Easter Rising of 1916, the Irish War of Independence
(1919-1921), and the Anglo-Irish Treaty (1921) that brought Free State Status to
twenty-six counties of the island, with the Irish Free State being later declared a
republic in 1948. The Anglo-Irish Treaty concluded the Irish War of Independence
but it also led to the partition of the island of Ireland into two distinct territories or
‘two Irelands’ i.e. present day Northern Ireland (U.K.) and the Republic of Ireland.
Disagreements over the provisions of the Anglo-Irish Treaty led to a split in the Irish
nationalist movement, resulting in a subsequent Irish Civil War (1922-1923)
between the new government of the Irish Free State and those opposed to the Treaty.
In addition, the imposition of partition left a majority Catholic state in the South (i.e.
the twenty-six counties of the island of Ireland) and a deeply divided society in
Northern Ireland (i.e. the six counties of the province of Ulster – see Section 5.3.1
for a discussion of the territorial organisation of the island of Ireland).
As Todd (2015) outlines the newly formed Irish Free State was formally pluralist
and informally dominated by a Catholic majority, existing alongside a small
Protestant minority which came to accept an Irish national identity and state loyalty.
Whereas in contrast, in Northern Ireland the much larger Catholic minority was
excluded economically, culturally and politically by the Protestant majority, leading
to a protracted violent conflict known as the ‘Troubles’. Throughout most of the 20th
Century, the Irish State had no formal relations with Northern Ireland. However,
from the 1980s the Irish and British governments worked alongside the political
representatives of Northern Ireland towards a resolution to the ‘Troubles’. The
‘Troubles’ are identified as a period of civil unrest or ethno-nationalist conflict
which reached its peak during the 1960s to the 1990s. Although concentrated in
Northern Ireland the violent conflict which characterised this period, was also
experienced in the Republic of Ireland and mainland U.K. As the outcome of intense
political negotiations, The Good Friday Agreement was signed in 1998 and as such it
represents a major political development in the Northern Ireland peace process of the
1990s. In addition, the Agreement created Northern Ireland’s present devolved
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system of government and established a number of institutions between Northern
Ireland and the Republic of Ireland and between the Republic of Ireland and the
United Kingdom.
As a geographical entity the island of the ‘two Irelands’ possesses a total surface area
of 84,415 km2 (OSI, 2015). With a population of 4, 588, 252 (Central Statistics
Office - Ireland, 2011) the Republic of Ireland occupies 70, 284km2 of this
landmass, with the remaining 14,131km2 lying within the adjoining territory of
Northern Ireland, with a corresponding population of 1,810,863 (UK Census, 2011).
According to Todd (2015) the differences between Northern and Southern concepts
of the Irish nation are highly negotiable as they relate to matters of emphasis
(orientation or belonging) and logic (disaggregation rather than merging of shared
distinctions). She claims that although partition has had major irreversible
consequences, these are political and institutional more than national. Whilst
acknowledging that ethno-national distinctions function differently between North
and South, Todd (2015) proposes that the substantial commonalities and linkages in
the elements of nationality which remain in each part of Ireland present a basis for
island-wide empathy. However, as Tonge and Gomez (2015) explain although
Northern Ireland may have become a more secure political entity, as an identity
Northern Irish has failed to flourish on a cross-community basis, as both
communities do not look to each other to redefine nationality, but rather continue to
instead be shaped by intra-communal debates over how best to express Britishness or
Irishness.

A significant difference between the territorial identities of Northern Ireland and the
Republic of Ireland, relates to the status of the Irish language as the first official
language of the Irish State. Irish (Gaeilge) is a historic language that has been
spoken on the island of Ireland for over 2000 years and is identified as the oldest
written language in Northern Europe which remains a living community language
(see Ó Flatharta, 2015). Since the foundation of the Irish Free State there has been an
official policy of supporting and promoting the Irish language. The Irish language is
afforded strong legal protection in Bunreacht na hÉireann (The Irish Constitution of
1937). Under Article 8.1 of the Constitution the Irish language is recognised as the
national language and the first official language of Ireland; while Article 8.2
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identifies the English language as the second official language of the Irish State. In
addition, the status of the Irish language has been further promoted through its
designation as an official working language of the European Union in 2007.
According to the most recent census of 2011, 1.77 million of the total population of
4.5 million or 41.4% of the Irish population, claim the ability to speak Irish (Central
Statistics Office - Ireland, 2011). Nonetheless, as a living community language,
usage of the Irish language is primarily confined to Gaeltacht areas, which are
geographically specified areas designated as Irish-speaking communities
predominately located on the western seaboard of Ireland. The 2011 Census
identifies the population of these Gaeltacht areas as 96,628 and of this population
68.5% or 66,238 indicated they could speak Irish, with 24.0% or 23,175 indicating
that they spoke Irish daily outside of the education system. Across Ireland and
outside of the education system, 77,185 of the Irish population speak Irish on a daily
basis. Since the foundation of the Irish State, the relationship between socio-political
aspirations and the linguistic reality of Irish has been problematic and this minority
language continues to provoke contemporary debates pertaining to its current status
and future as a living language.

Apart from its linguistic heritage and in addition to other unique aspects of Irish
culture such as its music, folklore, literature etc., Ireland’s cultural imprint is
noticeably visible in the Irish landscape where the remains of nine millennia of
human activity take the form of archaeological sites, historic human settlements and
continued traditional land uses, with a particular emphasis on farming practices.
McGrath (2013) claims that as a nation Irish people more readily identify with
aspects of the built environment of Irish heritage, whereas in contrast landscape
(which unites both natural and cultural heritage dimensions) is the least
acknowledged part of this heritage. He asserts that Ireland’s natural heritage is
frequently taken for granted by its inhabitants. Yet, the landscape resource is
identified as one of most valuable assets of the Irish tourism sector. Tourism is the
largest indigenous sector of the Irish economy. Combining data from both domestic
and international markets the total tourism revenue for the economy in 2013 was
around €5.7 billion. The importance of landscape to the Irish tourism sector is
evidenced in the Visitor Attitude Surveys frequently commissioned by Fáilte Ireland
(Ireland’s National Tourism Development Authority). The most recent Visitor
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Attitudes Survey of 2014 (Fáilte Ireland, 2014) found that from a wide range of
factors that might influence the choice of a holiday destination, the most important in
choosing Ireland are the friendliness of the people (95%), the beautiful scenery
(90%), the natural unspoilt environment (85%), the range of natural attractions
available (87%), and attractive cities and towns (83%).
Ireland’s topography is principally composed of a broad central lowland, interrupted
by detached hills and mountain blocks, with a coastal perimeter ringed by a broken
rim of upland areas (see Aalen, 2011: 9-15). The prevalent, moist westerly winds
from the North Atlantic give Ireland an oceanic climate, characterised by frequent
rain and low annual temperature ranges and create the island’s lush vegetation,
which earns it the sobriquet the Emerald Isle. Ireland’s climatic conditions and
varied topography, in addition to its long association with man, has resulted in a
landscape diversity which exhibits a rich biodiversity. Under the EU Habitats
Directive there are 59 Annex I European habitats in Ireland, sixteen of which are
priority habitats, the highest conservation status that is accorded in the Habitats
Directive. These habitats incorporate active raised bog, limestone pavements, orchidrich calcareous grasslands, alkaline fens, turloughs, machair, fixed dunes, coastal
lagoons and three different types of woodland habitat. In addition to marine habitats
of saltmarshes, several lake types, heaths and scree/rock habitats. Aalen (2011)
outlines how broad regional contrasts in environmental conditions have played a
major role in the formation of Ireland’s historic settlement pattern and cultural
landscape. He explains that this contrast is between the poorer western and northwestern parts, with their extensive wet uplands, blanket bogland and ill-drained, acid
soils (i.e. peats and peaty gley which are best suited to grazing and forestry); and the
more physically accessible fertile land of the south and east of the country, with its
drier climate and extensive drift-covered (grey-brown and brown podsols) lowlands,
in addition to the east’s closer cultural and commercial links to Britain and Europe.
Located on Ireland’s east coast, Dublin is the largest city and administrative capital
of Ireland. During the ‘Celtic Tiger’ boom (a period of marked economic growth
which roughly dates from 1993-2007 – see Section 5.5 for further details) the cityregion of Dublin and the Greater Dublin Area experienced rapid but unsustainable
urban expansion, urban sprawl and peri-urban development, which has resulted in an
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uneven development pattern and the emergence of a major regional imbalance in
Ireland. The population of Dublin City and County is 1,273,069, with 1.8 million
people or 39% of the Irish State’s population currently living in the Greater Dublin
Area – a region comprising Dublin and the counties of Meath, Kildare and Wicklow.
Economic activity in the Dublin region accounts for 47% of GDP and represents
over 40% of the total number of people employed in the State (Dublin Chamber of
Commerce, 2015). Ireland is identified as having one of the most monocentric urban
patterns in Europe, with an over-concentration of population and economic activity
around Dublin and the under-utilisation of the economic potential of other regions.
Following the collapse of the ‘Celtic Tiger’ during the global financial crisis of
2007-2008, problems of inequity and imbalanced development across Ireland
became increasingly apparent. According to Linehan and Crowley (2013) the
collapse of the ‘Celtic Tiger’ represented not only the decline of a certain economic
model but also the disintegration of the powerful national narrative that imagined the
Irish State as a perpetual growth machine. Furthermore, they propose that the
modernisation of Irish society during the Celtic Tiger era and its subsequent demise
“was a ‘spatial drama’ involving transformation in the material landscape and the
imaginative representation of the island” (Linehan and Crowley, 2013: 5). As later
outlined in Section 5.5, the dramatic and unprecedented scale of landscape change in
Ireland during the Celtic Tiger era has had significant consequences for the lived
realities of its communities and the places they inhabit. The case studies presented in
Section 5.4 present an opportunity to explore the relationship between Irish
contemporary society and the Irish landscape resource in regard to a range of
landscape actions and settings. The following section provides the context for this
exploration, by assessing the process of landscape governance of Ireland, by first
placing it within the wider context of the legal, administrative, political and
territorial planning system of the Irish State.
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5.3 Landscape governance – the view from the Republic of Ireland
This section opens with an overview of the territorial governance system of the Irish
State, with a particular emphasis given to the national planning context as the key
vehicle for the delivery of ELC requirements. Moving from the national level, this
assessment extends to regional and local levels of governance within the Republic of
Ireland. The fundamental aim of this assessment is to create a vertical core through
the various scales of territorial governance within the Irish State, thus permitting a
more nuanced understanding of the multi-scalar nature of the interrelationship
between landscape governance, spatial planning processes and the progress of ELC
implementation.
5.3.1

The Irish State

Ireland is a constitutional republic with a parliamentary system of government,
where the Oireachtas (the bicameral national parliament) consists of the President of
Ireland, and the two houses of the Oireachtas: Seanad Éireann (Senate) and Dáil
Éireann (House of Representatives). In the 2006 ESPON Project 2.3.2 Ireland has
been classified as a ‘Unitary’ State, characterised by a strong, centralised system of
government and administration, with a relatively narrow range of functions
performed at the regional/local government level (ESPON, 2006). The territorial
system of the Republic of Ireland is divided into provinces, counties, regional
assemblies/authorities, and local government authorities. The island of Ireland is
divided into four provinces - Ulster, Connacht, Leinster and Munster. The provinces
are historical divisions which have no political or administrative role or functions.
The counties of the island of Ireland are further historical sub-national divisions,
formed following the 12th century Norman invasion of Ireland, which have
traditionally been, and in some cases continue to be used to demarcate units of local
government administration. There are 29 counties in the Republic of Ireland,
however the historic sub-division of the island of Ireland into 32 counties (and the
four provinces as groupings of these counties) continues as a geographical frame of
reference for primarily cultural purposes.
In line with the NUTS 2010 classification, NUTS level 1 applies to the entire State
of Ireland (identified by code IE0), the State is then divided into two NUTS level 2
classifications or Regional Assembly Areas – the Border, Midland and Western
NUTS-II Region (identified by code IE01) and the Southern and Eastern NUTS-II
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Region (identified by code IE02) (see Figure 5.1 below). These two classifications
are further subdivided into eight NUTS 3 classifications or Regional Authority Areas
(see Table 5.1 below).
NUTS level 1

Republic of Ireland (IE0)

NUTS level 2

NUTS level 3

Regional Assembly

Regional Authority

Areas

Areas

Border, Midland and

Border Region (IE011)

Western NUTS-II Region

Midlands Region (IE012)

(IE01)

Western Region (IE013)

Southern and Eastern

Dublin Region (IE021

NUTS-II Region (IE02)

Mid-East Region (IE022)
Mid-West Region
(IE023)
South-East Region
(IE024)
South-West Region
(IE025

Table 5.1 The NUTS level (1-3) regional classifications of the State of Ireland.
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Figure 5.1 The NUTS level 2 regional classifications of Ireland.
Source: Eurostat – Statistical Atlas (2014) The NUTS level 2 Regional Classifications of Ireland.
Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistical-atlas/gis/viewer/ [Accessed 8 May 2015]

Through the recent enactment of the Local Government Reform Act 2014, plans are
currently underway to replace the eight Regional Authorities and two Regional
Assemblies with three new Regional Assemblies. At the time of writing (May 2015)
this process remains ongoing, however the planned new regions will be created as
follows (see Figure 5.2 below):
1. Connacht-Ulster Region
2. Southern Region
3. Eastern-Midland Region
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Figure 5.2 The 3 ‘new’ regional assemblies of Ireland.
Source: DECLG (2012: 191) Putting People First. Available at:
http://www.environ.ie/en/Publications/LocalGovernment/Administration/FileDownLoad,31309,
en.pdf [Accessed 10 May 2015].

Furthermore, under the Local Government Reform Act 2014 the number of local
authorities in Ireland has been reduced from 114 to 31 (see Table 5.2 below). Prior to
the introduction of this Act, the local government system was composed of 29
county councils, 5 city councils, and 80 borough councils and town councils. With
effect from June 2014, town and borough councils were replaced by a
comprehensive system of municipal districts and a number of local authorities were
merged.
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Number:

County or City Council:

1.

Carlow County Council

2.

Dublin City Council

3.

Dún Laoghaire –
Rathdown County
Council

4.

Fingal County Council

5.

South Dublin County
Council

6.

Kildare County Council

7.

Kilkenny County Council

8.

Laois County Council

9.

Longford County Council

10.

Louth County Council

11.

Meath County Council

12.

Offaly County Council

13.

Westmeath County
Council

14.

Wexford County Council

15.

Wicklow County Council

16.

Clare County Council

17.

Cork City Council

18.

Cork County Council

19.

Kerry County Council

20.

Limerick City and County
Council

21.

Tipperary County
Council

22.

Waterford City and
County Council

23.

Galway City Council

24.

Galway County Council

25.

Leitrim County Council

26.

Mayo County Council

27.

Roscommon County
Council
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28.

Sligo County Council

29.

Cavan County Council

30.

Donegal County Council

31.

Monaghan County
Council

Table 5.2 List of the 31 county and city councils of the local government system of the Republic of

Ireland.

Set within this territorial system, Ireland’s spatial planning framework involves
national, regional and local level institutions. The Planning and Development Act
2000 (as amended), introduced a more plan-led system, structured upon a hierarchy
of inter-related plans and policies at national, regional and local levels. At a national
level the Department of the Environment, Community and Local Government –
DECLG - is responsible for planning legislation in Ireland, while An Bord Plenála
(Irish Planning Board) operates primarily as an independent third party appeals
board. The Department of the Environment, Community and Local Government
(then the DEHLG) spearheaded the development of the National Development Plan
2007-2013 (DEHLG, 2007) and the National Spatial Strategy 2002-2020 (DEHLG,
2002) which provide general frameworks for strategic spatial planning in Ireland at a
national level. Similarly to the UK, the main tradition of land use regulation and
planning is based on controlling land-use change at both the strategic and especially,
the local scale. The ESPON Project 2.3.2 identifies a recent movement from land use
planning towards a ‘comprehensive integrated approach’ and ‘regional economic
approach’ in Ireland’s spatial planning style (ESPON, 2006). De Montis (2014)
explains that the comprehensive integrated approach is carried out through a formal,
hierarchical, and systematic framework at national and local levels, with public
sector activities being specifically co-ordinated to create territorial harmonisation,
rather than economic development and programming. Whereas, the regional
economic approach, being largely associated with France, entails the central
government taking a leading role in the development and management of public
sector investment across the entire territory (see De Montis, 2014).
Whilst the DECLG is the national authority responsible for determining spatial
planning and land-use policy, responsibility for implementing such policy locally
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primarily rests with local government authorities. Spatial planning is one of a narrow
range of mandatory functions carried out at the local government scale in Ireland.
Within this governance hierarchy, the regional level is relatively weak, having been
primarily established as a mechanism for the administration of EU Structural
Funding. However, the regional level has been gradually strengthened, with the
regional authorities now tasked with developing planning guidelines for their
regions, after consultation with the local authorities and the public (Grist, 2013).
Regional authorities must review and make new guidelines every six years. Local
authorities are required to review their development plans and to ensure that they are
consistent with established regional guidelines by amending them as necessary
(Grist, 2013).
The legal character of a local authority (county and city councils – see Table 5.2)
comprises two elements, the elected council of the authority and the chief executive.
The elected council is the policy-making arm of the local authority whose members
act by what is termed ‘reserved functions’, which are defined in law and comprise
mainly decisions on matters of policy and finance. Whereas, the chief executive has
responsibility for ‘executive functions’, which in effect involve the day-to-day
running of the authority within the policy parameters as determined by the council
(DECLG, 2015). An important task undertaken by local government authorities is to
prepare and revise development plans and determine spatial planning and land-use
policy for their administrative areas. The Planning and Development Act 2000
makes provision in Pt II, c. I, for the making of the development plan, which is the
main policy document for each planning authority. The development plan constitutes
the main instruction for the regulation and control of development and it must be
updated every 6 years. The adoption or making of a development plan is the reserved
function of the local elected members within each administrative area. In the main,
development plans comprise a written statement and a set of land-use zoning maps.
The zoning maps may indicate specific objectives such as the preservation of trees,
protection of views or areas of archaeological potential. A written statement typically
contains the following: a background section outlining population, employment
statistics etc.; a policy section which contains specific policies on housing,
employment, shopping, conservation etc.; a section outlining zoning objectives and
land uses; another section will deal with items of development control, such as car
169

Ireland – ‘Our Island Home’

parking standards, open-space requirements, garden sizes etc.; a final section will list
protected structures, conservation areas, protected views etc.; furthermore, the
written statement will itemise infrastructural projects, incorporating roads, water,
sewage, recreation parks, libraries etc. (see Grist, 2013).
In addition, the Planning and Development Act 2000 makes provision in Pt II, c.II,
for the making of local area plans. Within the framework of high-level plans (i.e.
Regional Planning Guidelines and City and County Development Plans – as outlined
above) local area plans provide more detailed planning policies for areas where
significant development and change is anticipated, without having to prepare very
detailed local planning policies and objectives for many specific areas within city
and county development plans (DECLG, 2013). The procedure of making a local
area plan is based on that for making a development plan, but in contrast it is shorter
and simpler. In addition, whereas it is mandatory for each planning authority to make
a development plan every six years, planning authorities are empowered to make
local area plans but are not required to do so. Furthermore, where a development
plan is varied or a new development plan is made, if there is conflict between the
provisions of the development plan and the local area plan, those of the former
prevail (see Grist, 2013).
Another mandatory function of local government planning authorities is
development management, this process relates to the consent procedure for
authorising development. The decision to either grant or refuse a planning
application is an executive function of the chief executive and/or delegated officials
of a local authority. Thus, local authority planners do not make decisions on
planning applications, but rather make recommendations which are either accepted
or overturned by the manager or delegated officials. Interestingly, a unique feature of
the Irish planning system when compared with other European planning systems is
the ability to make an appeal to An Bord Pleanála against any development
management planning decision of a local authority within its established third party
appeal system (see for example Ellis, 2002).
5.3.2

The implementation of the European Landscape Convention in the
Republic of Ireland

The Irish State signed and ratified the European Landscape Convention on 22nd
March 2002 and the Convention entered into force on 1st March 2004. In regard to
170

Ireland – ‘Our Island Home’

ELC implementation, the most significant developments to date, rest on recent
changes to Irish planning law and the emergence of a National Landscape Strategy
for Ireland 2015-2025 (Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht - DAHG,
2015). The purpose of this section is to firstly examine the nature and significance of
these developments and secondly to accompany this assessment with a broad
evaluation of the progress of ELC implementation in Ireland.
The Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) represents the principal
statutory instrument of the Irish planning system. In 2010, the Planning and
Development (Amendment) Act based alterations to previous landscape
requirements contained in the original 2000 Act on the new interpretation of
landscape advocated by the ELC. Prior to the 2010 Amendment Act, ‘landscape’ was
not defined in Irish planning law. Into Section 2 of the Principal Act (the Planning
and Development Act 2000) the 2010 (Amendment) Act inserts the ELC definition
of landscape as follows:
“‘landscape’ has the same meaning as it has in Article 1 of the European
Landscape Convention”
In addition, a reference to the ELC is inserted into Sections 10 and 23 of the
Principal Act by the 2010 (Amendment Act):
“landscape, in accordance with relevant policies or objectives for the
time being of the Government or any Minister of the Government
relating to providing a framework for identification, assessment,
protection, management and planning of landscapes and development
having regard to the European Landscape Convention”.
The Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended by this 2010 Act) is now in
interpretative compatibility with the ELC. Central to this interpretation is the concept
of ‘perception’, replacing what up to then was an interpretation of ‘landscape’
largely based on designations, with a strong emphasis on the visual. Up to this point,
Ireland’s approach was broadly identified as “a designation policy rather than a
landscape policy, a concern with sites rather than landscapes, with elements rather
than wholes” (Aalen, 1997: 255). The Irish State’s strategy for the protection of
natural areas initially relied predominantly on the acquisition and public ownership
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of lands enabling their direct management for conservation by state agencies,
including national parks (presently numbering 6) and nature reserves (presently
numbering 78). More recently, the use of regulatory and other mechanisms have
been employed to conserve areas still owned and managed by private landowners i.e.
Natural Heritage Areas (NHAs), and Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) - established under the EU Habitats Directive
(1992) and the EU Birds Directive (1979), respectively (see Craig, 2001).
Despite lying outside statutory definitions of development, in addition to
representing a variety of sectoral interests and a multiplicity of corresponding
agencies, many landscape issues can nonetheless be linked to wider strategic spatial
planning processes. However, in practice the Irish statutory planning system may be
broadly described as adopting an oblique approach to the landscape resource.
Nonetheless, under the Planning and Development Act 2000 planning authorities
have considerable duties and powers in relation to landscape, for example:


Planning authorities have a duty to include, within the development plan,
objectives for the preservation of the character of landscape. Section 10
requires the inclusion of objectives for, inter alia: ‘(2) (e) the preservation
of the character of landscape (emphasis added) where, and to the extent
that, in the opinion of the planning authority, the proper planning and
sustainable development of the area requires it, including the preservation of
views and prospects and the amenities of places and features of natural
beauty or interest’.



Under Sections 202 to 204 planning authorities have powers to designate two
different categories of special landscape, within which development may be
prevented or limited. The first is the area of special amenity (Section 202) – a
designation for a landscape of outstanding natural beauty or of special
recreational value; and the second category of special landscape is the
landscape conservation area (Section 204) – for the purposes of the
preservation of the landscape, a planning authority may designate any area or
place within its functional area as a landscape conservation area.
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Under the 2000 Act planning authorities must also have regard to a number
of nature conservation sites including ‘European sites’ (SPAs and SACs) and
National Heritage Areas (NHAs).

At around the same time that the Planning and Development Act 2000 came into
force, consultation draft Landscape and Landscape Assessment Guidelines were
published by the (then) Department of Environment and Local Government - DELG
(DELG, 2000). The guidelines were intended to heighten awareness of the
importance of landscape in all aspects of physical planning, provide guidance to
planners and others as to how landscape considerations should be dealt with, and
indicate specific requirements for development plans and development control. The
guidelines propose that planning authorities should classify the landscapes in their
areas, recommending the use of landscape character assessment. Landscape
character assessment (LCA) is generally regarded as a key tool for landscape
governance. It is concerned primarily with the entire landscape of a territory, not just
with high quality landscapes. The method favours characterisation i.e. the
discernment of the character of the landscape based initially on land cover – trees,
vegetation, settlements, water, etc. and landform which results from geological and
geomorphological history. Added to this first level of assessment is a second layer,
described in the guidelines as “values”, which take into account historical, cultural,
religious and other understandings of the landscape (DELG, 2000).
In 2005 The Heritage Council of Ireland commissioned a review of LCA practice in
Ireland (Julie Martin Associates et al., 2006). The main findings of this review
indicated that an urgent overhaul and formal issue of the existing ‘draft Landscape
and Landscape Assessment Guidelines’ was required in order to provide better
guidance to planning authorities on landscape considerations. Furthermore, it was
argued that better recognition of landscape at a national level in planning and policy
is dependent on the creation of a national landscape classification (Julie Martin and
Associates et al., 2006). The Heritage Council subsequently commissioned Minogue
& Associates to update this 2006 report. This 2009 report demonstrates that
nationwide coverage of landscape character assessment remains uneven and in
relation to this a number of recommendations are presented as follows (Heritage
Council, 2009):
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The creation of a National Landscape Character Assessment or
Characterisation remains a key priority;



As landscape character does not adhere to (local authority) administrative
boundaries, a regional approach to landscape characterisation is proposed as
more appropriate, using the relevant Regional Planning Authorities as the
key driver;



An all-island approach and recognition of shared landscape resources
between the Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland is proposed, in order
to facilitate an integrated approach to landscape planning, particularly in
terms of large infrastructure and tourism projects;



There remains a continued need to raise awareness about landscapes and to
increase the availability and accessibility of landscape character work to
date;



The continued association of landscape character assessment with solely
local authority planning functions weakens Ireland’s overall response to the
ELC;



Local Elected Members require awareness raising and education/training on
landscape issues considering their critical function in the planning regime;



County LCAs could have wider applications in terms of tourism promotion,
recreation, agricultural activities and infrastructural developments;



There remains an urgent need to revisit the Draft LCA Guidelines and to
promote consistency in language and classifications. Further guidance
should also be included in how to undertake stakeholder consultation and
effective public participation in landscape assessment work, in accordance
with the tenets of the ELC.

The Heritage Act of 1995 established the Heritage Council as a statutory
independent body and identified national heritage as including monuments,
landscapes, archaeological objects, flora, fauna, wildlife habitats, geology, heritage
parks and gardens, inland waterways, wrecks, heritage objects, seascapes and
architectural heritage. Under the Act, landscape is identified as including ‘areas,
sites, vista and features of significant scenic, archaeological, geological,
historical, ecological and other scientific interest’. The role of The Heritage
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Council is to propose policies and priorities for the protection, preservation and
enhancement of Ireland’s national heritage. In undertaking its responsibilities the
Heritage Council advocates an integrated approach to managing cultural, built and
natural heritage, as opposed to seeing them as discrete entities or stand-alone
designations (Heritage Council, 2010). In 2010 the Heritage Council published a
paper entitled ‘Proposals for Ireland’s Landscapes’, “presented with a view to
ensuring that we have the best possible structures and frameworks to plan, manage
and conserve all our landscapes, now and for future generations” (Heritage Council,
2010) . This policy document is centred on the following five proposals:
1. Establishing a Landscape Observatory of Ireland
The Heritage Council proposes the establishment of a Landscape Observatory of
Ireland in order to promote the recognition of landscape at a national level. The
Heritage Council proposes that the Observatory would “champion the landscape
approach” through the following objectives: a) the promotion of a “landscape
approach” in all sectoral land-use policies within a specified timeframe; b) propose
policy; c) assist the implementation of a National Landscape Strategy; and d)
facilitate co-ordination and co-operation. It is further suggested that the proposed
Observatory could be located within the existing Heritage Council headquarters in
Kilkenny.
2. Introducing a Landscape Ireland Act.
The Heritage Council recommends that a new legislative framework embodied in a
Landscape Ireland Act is required to introduce new participative approaches for
communities, in order to encourage and enable collaboration between national and
local government, State agencies and local communities on an agreed range of
landscape management and conservation measures.
3. Landscape-proofing existing primary legislation, government
programmes and policies.
Although the Heritage Council welcomes the recent changes to the Planning Acts
(which through the enactment of the 2010 Amendment Act now incorporate the ELC
definition of landscape – as discussed above), they also call for an urgent need to
recognise landscapes in all existing primary legislation and policies, and to take into
account the emerging National Landscape Strategy – such as, the National
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Development Plan, fiscal policies such as area-specific tax incentives, climate
change, renewable energy and agri-environmental policies etc.
4. Promoting a vibrant research and learning culture on landscape.
While acknowledging the challenge of multidisciplinary training and research, the
Heritage Council proposes that the creation of a new landscape research programme
should be a strategic target for the Irish university sector. The Council also stresses
the need to consolidate and encourage collaboration on landscape research at third
level. In addition to the further promotion in landscape education outside the
academic sphere, particularly in regard to professional training courses (e.g. the
multidisciplinary Landscape Character Assessment/Continuing Professional
Development – LCA/CPD Training Course Programme - provided by the Heritage
Council) and farmer training in association with agri-environmental schemes etc.
5. Increasing public participation, accessibility and the use of local
knowledge in landscape management.
The Heritage Council stresses the centrality of public participation provision in the
implementation of the ELC. Whist highlighting the successful application of public
participation mechanisms by the Heritage Council (and its partners) in projects such as Village Design Statements, Waterway Corridor Studies, the Field
Monuments Advisor Scheme, Conservation Plans etc. The Heritage Council claims
that greater public policy support is required, not just through the Heritage Council,
but also across government departments, agencies and local government, in order to
promote landscape scale projects such as High Nature Value Farming and Green
Infrastructure practices etc.
Fundamentally, The Heritage Council views the European Landscape Convention as
the framework through which these proposals can be advanced. Ireland’s approach to
ELC implementation centres on the application of a National Landscape Strategy
(NLS) and the Heritage Council was actively involved in the Advisory Group
established by the Minister for the Department of the Environment, Heritage and
Local Government- DEHLG - to develop this strategy (Heritage Council, 2010).
However, whilst the NLS was originally under the remit of the then DEHLG,
following a change in government, a different government department - the
Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht (DAHG) - was instead given
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responsibility for the creation of this strategy. Following its initial publication in
draft form in 2014 (see DAHG, 2014), The National Landscape Strategy for Ireland
2015-2025 was subsequently published in 2015 (see DAHG, 2015).
In line with ELC ratification, this strategy contains six core objectives. The Strategy
states that these core objectives will ensure that landscape is integrated in our
collective decision-making processes and that all landscapes are recognised in this
regard. These core objectives are accompanied by nineteen key actions, which
outlines: i) the specific actions pertaining to each of the core objectives; ii) the
authorities responsible for implementing each action. The six core objectives and
their corresponding actions are listed below (see DAHG, 2015):
1. To recognise landscapes in law
The Strategy seeks to ensure that landscape is recognised as an explicit factor in
decision-making under a range of existing and future legislation – Action 1.
2. To develop a National Landscape Character Assessment
A National Landscape Character Assessment will be undertaken on a transboundary
basis, with the co-operation of a range of partners including local planning
authorities, agencies and community organisations – Actions 2, 3 & 4.
3. To develop landscape policies
Policies will be developed and implemented for the management, protection and
sustainable planning of the landscape in all relevant sectors of public administration
– Actions 5 & 6.
4. To increase landscape awareness:
The Strategy will promote increased public awareness and understanding about
landscapes, including the linkages between the land’s resources, its layout and
ecology and the well-being of its people– Actions 7, 8, 9, 10 & 11.
5. To identify education and training needs:
The Strategy sets out to identify current knowledge and gaps in education, research
and training in relation to the landscape to ensure an all-inclusive and effective
approach to landscape management – Actions 12, 13, 14 & 15.
6. To strengthen public participation:
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The Strategy will seek effective methods of partnership, engagement and agreement
between public authorities, the general public, voluntary organisations and interest
groups to promote sustainable landscape change, protection and planning – Actions
16, 17 & 18.
Action 19 identifies the central role of the Department of Arts, Heritage and the
Gaeltacht in the co-ordination and implementation of the NLS. In reference to the
principle of subsidiarity, which is embedded in Article 4 of the ELC, this Strategy
specifies that “the implementation of many of the key actions of the Strategy will be
at the most local levels possible while ensuring guidance and procedures are coordinated at a national level” (DAHG, 2014: 14).
At the publication launch of the draft National Landscape Strategy in 2014, Minister
Deenihan (of the DAHG) identified the purpose of the Strategy as being to allow for
the sustainable management of “change”, as opposed to being about “freezing”
landscape at a particular point in its continuing evolution. In relation to this process
of sustainable landscape management, he stated that “one of the main objectives of
the strategy will be to achieve greater consistency in decision-making across the
country when dealing with landscape issues.” In addition, the press release also
contains the following statement (Merrion Street, 2014):
“The primary role of planning authorities and the consultative roles of other
bodies in relation to issues governed by the provision of the Planning &
Development Acts are not affected.”
Thus it is evident that apart from the existing provisions in the Planning and
Development Acts pertaining to landscape and the ELC, as referenced in the
National Landscape Strategy (in both the draft and finalised version), there is no
statutory or official relationship between the National Landscape Strategy and the
Planning and Development Acts, and by extension the Irish planning system.
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5.4 ‘Landscape scale’ multiple case studies
The following section presents the findings of three ‘landscape scale’ case studies
conducted within the territory of the Republic of Ireland. The geographical locations
of the case studies are shown in Figure 5.3 below. To reiterate, the case studies are
identified by the term ‘landscape scale’ in order to distinguish their geographical
ambit from the local level or scale of local government with its associated delimited
administrative boundaries. Case study unit no. 1: Wild Nephin is situated in the
Nephin Beg Range of County Mayo, in the northwest of Ireland. The Wild Nephin
project is predominately associated with the action of landscape protection. It
exhibits a post-productivist approach to the landscape resource, which centres on a
movement towards the cessation of timber and peat extraction within this rural
setting and the creation of a ‘wild’ landscape or ‘wilderness’ area for the
achievement of a range of objectives relating to landscape protection, ecological
restoration, nature conservation, tourism, recreation and education. Case study unit
no. 2: 21st Century Liffey is set within the urban landscape of Dublin, Ireland’s
capital city and the epicentre of Ireland’s urban identity. This case study centres on
the action of landscape planning in relation to urban public space, specifically in
regard to the re-visioning of the River Liffey quays as the civic spine of Dublin city.
Case study unit no. 3: Bere Island Conservation Plan concerns the coastal landscape
and community of Bere Island, situated in Bantry Bay in South West Cork. This case
study project examines the role of a conservation plan developed by this island
community both in regard to the action of landscape management and in terms of the
interrelationship between the landscape resource and the continuation of life on Bere
Island for the local community. The findings of the three case studies as introduced
will be elaborated in the following sub-sections.
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Figure 5.3 Location of ‘landscape scale’ case study sites within the territory of the Republic of
Ireland.
Source: The Geography Department, NUIG.
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5.4.1

Wild Nephin: Case study unit no. 1

a) Landscape sources

 Attendance of the Wild Nephin

Places: Fieldwork

project conference entitled:
‘Wilderness in a modified
European landscape’ on 15th May
2013, in the Westport Plaza,
Westport, County Mayo. The
conference was organised by
Coillte, in cooperation with the
National Parks and Wildlife
Service (NPWS) and Mayo
County Council, and was
supported by Pan Parks and Wild
Europe.
 Interview with NPWS Project
Manager of the Wild Nephin
project. All quotations from this
interview contained in this
section are shown in bold.
 Informal conversations with
various attendees (representative
of various institutional,
organisational and disciplinary
landscape perspectives) of the
Wild Nephin conference - 15th
May 2013.
 Visit to Ballycroy National Park
and guided tour of the Wild
Nephin project site (located in the
Nephin Beg Range, North-West
Mayo);

181

Ireland – ‘Our Island Home’

 Primary data: press releases,

Places: Maps, archives, plans

news articles, promotional
material (online videos);
conference materials; Mayo
County Council Development
Plan (2014-2020);
 Secondary data – published

Places: Published material

works: journal articles, books,
websites, reports.

b) The ‘landscape scale’ project

Figure 5.4 Wild Nephin
From left to right - Mr. Jimmy Deenihan (Minister for Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht); Denis
Strong (National Parks and Wildlife Services); An Taoiseach Enda Kenny TD (Head of the
Government of Ireland); and Bill Murphy (Head of Recreation Coillte). This photograph was
taken to mark the signing of the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) (2012) between Coillte
and the Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht – the agreement which underpins the
creation of the Wild Nephin project. Source: Ken Wright Photography http://www.coillte.ie/aboutcoillte/news/article/view/irelands-first-wilderness-project-launched/.
Accessed 04/04/2015.

The Wild Nephin project centres on a proposal to create “Ireland’s first wilderness
area” in the Nephin Beg Range located in the northwest of County Mayo, Ireland.
The Wild Nephin project area encompasses the Nephin Beg forest controlled by
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Coillte and the adjacent lands of Ballycroy National Park, which comes under the
remit of the Irish State’s National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS). This project
was initiated in 2010 and was spearheaded by Bill Murphy - Coillte’s Head of
Recreation, Environment and Public Goods, and chairman of the Wild Nephin
project group. A memorandum of understanding (MoU) was created in 2012, as a
result of joint collaboration between Coillte - a statutory corporation operating in
forestry and land based businesses (further information in regard to this company is
provided in section c) below) and the NPWS - a government sub-division of the
Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht tasked with managing the Irish
State’s nature conservation responsibilities under national and international law.
Essentially, this MoU entails the setting aside of approximately 11,000 hectares of
land in the Nephin Beg Range as a ‘wilderness’ area for a period of 50 years. Of
these 11,000 hectares, the Coillte managed Nephin Beg forest represents circa 4,600
hectares of coniferous plantation and constitutes 1% of the total landholding of
Coillte, while the remaining project area is formed by adjoining lands which
constitute part of the 11,000 hectare State owned Ballycroy National Park. The Wild
Nephin project is located within the local government administrative area of Mayo
County Council and it is thus subject to the Mayo County Development Plan 2014 2020 (Mayo County Council, 2015).
The Nephin Beg Range is dominated on its western side by Atlantic blanket bog,
while its eastern side is characterised by an expansive landscape of forest, bog, lakes
and rivers. Nephin Beg, Corslieve and Slieve Carr form the central spine of the
Nephin Beg Range. Slieve Carr is the highest mountain in the range standing at 721
metres above sea level, and between Nephin Beg and Slieve Carr lie the Scardaun
Loughs. The renowned Irish naturalist Robert Lloyd Praeger famously described this
landscape as follows:
“Indeed the Nephinbeg range of mountains is I think the very loneliest place in this
country, for the hills themselves are encircled by this vast area of trackless bog, I
confess I find such a place not lonely or depressing but inspiring. You are thrown at
the same time back upon yourself and forward against the mystery and majesty of
nature” (Praeger, 2014: 206-207, c.1937).

183

Ireland – ‘Our Island Home’

During the early part of the 20th Century, the then Forestry Division of the newly
established Irish Free State acquired part of the Burrishoole estate in the 1940s (on
the eastern side of the Nephin Beg Range) and began to experiment with forests on
western peat land soils. During the 1950s and 1960s 4,600 hectares was gradually
acquired and planted by the Forest Service, providing local employment through this
timber resource and thus creating the present landscape of Coillte’s Nephin forest.
The establishment of the coniferous plantation by Coillte changed the eastern side of
the Nephin Beg Range, while in contrast the western side of the range - the present
day landscape of Ballycroy National Park - has remained largely unchanged since
Praeger’s 1937 account. Interestingly, Coillte’s commercial plantation has resulted in
the creation of a more diverse landscape, containing pristine bog, upland wet heath
and maturing woodlands which continue to form new habitats for a variety of
animals and birds. In 1998, Ballycroy National Park was established as Ireland’s
sixth National Park located on the Western seaboard of northwest Mayo (see Figure
5.5 below). It comprises 11,000 hectares of Atlantic blanket bog and mountainous
terrain, covering a vast uninhabited landscape dominated by the Nephin Beg Range.
To the west of the mountains is the Owenduff bog, one of the last and largest intact
and active blanket bog systems in Ireland and Western Europe, making it an
important scientific and visual feature of the National Park. The Park protects a
variety of important habitats and species. Habitats of interest include alpine heath,
upland grassland, heath, and lakes and river catchments. Fauna of importance
associated with the National Park include Greenland White-fronted geese, Golden
plover, Red Grouse and Otters. The National Park is itself part of the
Owenduff/Nephin Complex Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Special
Protection Area (SPA). These European designations are part of the Natura 2000
Network, which protect rare and important habitats and species under the EU
Habitats and Bird Directive (NPWS, 2015).
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Figure 5.5 Map showing the location and landholding of Ballycroy National Park.
Source: http://www.ballycroynationalpark.ie/visit.html. Accessed 04/04/2015.

Prior to becoming a National Park, these lands were used for turbary, agriculture and
recreational uses such as fishing, shooting and hillwalking. Fishing and hunting
lodges are still in evidence outside of the Park, with native red deer, which formerly
roamed the Nephin Beg Range, having been one of the main species hunted. There is
no archaeological evidence of human habitation within the Wild Nephin project site,
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apart from along the Bangor Trail near the Owenduff and Tarsaghaun rivers, where
the remains of stone buildings and traditional cultivation ridges are present. The
Bangor Trail is an old drover path, approximately 29 km in length it stretches from
the settlement of Bangor Erris in the north, through the Nephin Beg Range to the
town of Newport in the south (this route is shown on Figure 5.5 above). It served as
the main transportation route for the movement of both people and livestock in this
area prior to the construction of roads during the 19th century.
The Wild Nephin project team define wilderness as “an extensive wild landscape
that protects and enhances nature conservation and provides opportunities for
primitive recreation” (Murphy, 2012: 32). The Wild Nephin project team assert that
the Nephin Beg Range exhibits sufficient ‘wilderness’ characteristics to have the
potential to become a wilderness area following the implementation of a conversion
programme. The landscape of the Nephin Beg Range in northwest Mayo is
characterised by its unpopulated nature and the relative absence of man-made
infrastructure (i.e. roads, power lines, houses etc.), which is unique within an Irish
context due to the historic dispersed settlement pattern of the island. In addition to its
proximity to Ballycroy National Park, the absence of human habitation in the Nephin
Beg Range has been a key factor in the selection of this location as a proposed
wilderness area. The project vision was presented at the Wild Nephin conference
entitled ‘Wilderness in a modified European landscape’, which was held on 15th May
2013 in Westport, County Mayo. The conference was organised by Coillte, in
cooperation with the National Parks and Wildlife Service and Mayo County Council,
and was supported by the European level organisations - Pan Parks and Wild Europe
(two European level organisations which advocate the rewilding of large areas of
land across the EU member states). It is envisaged that through the implementation
of a conversion programme, the present ‘managed’ landscape of the Nephin Beg
forest, in addition to the adjoining section of Ballycroy National Park, will develop
the characteristics of a fully functional wild landscape of forest, mountain, bog,
rivers and lakes. The conversion programme essentially entails Coillte removing
4,600 hectares from their commercial forest operation and ‘re-wilding’ this land
through improving habitat and landscape quality over an identified 15 year period. It
is envisaged by the Wild Nephin project team that the proposed conversion of the
forest to a full wilderness will focus on opening vistas on to the mountainous terrain
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and lakes, improving the boundaries between forest and adjacent open land, and
transforming areas for bog and riparian zone restoration. In addition, existing forest
roads will be removed or re-engineered as trails, in addition new trails will be laid
out to minimise environmental impact and through selective harvesting, naturalised
forests will be encouraged (Murphy, 2012). The conversion programme has recently
begun with the blocking of bog drains created for the purposes of harvesting turf.
The objective of this intervention is to again raise the water-table to within 10cm of
the land surface, in order to allow the bogs to grow with sphagnum mosses (see
Reilly, 2014).
The project team wish to create what they term “a free or self-willed landscape”,
which in essence involves landscape change without human intervention (Interview
with NPWS Project Manager – 8th April 2014). Fundamentally, the project aim is to
create a protected landscape of significant scale with functioning ecosystems, while
providing an authentic “wilderness experience” for visitors. Landscape architects Cregan and Associates - were employed to assess the ‘wildness’ value of the
proposed Wild Nephin project site. They developed a set of six criteria which were
applied to approximately eighty locations across the project area. This methodology
involved rating each location on its ‘wildness’ value, assessing landscape integrity
and quality (positive), the presence of human artefacts (negative) – roads, powerlines, built structures and human activities (negative) – forest harvesting, turf cutting
etc. An aggregate score was compiled for each location and these points were plotted
onto a mapping system to give a composite map of the land that could be identified
as wild. In addition, a North American model called the Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum was also applied to the area (for a discussion of this model and its
application within another European context see for example, Gundersen et al.,
2015). Through identifying the presence of features such as roads, houses and
topography, this model centres on dividing the landscape into landscape zones which
range from urban to primitive. Through the application of this model the project site
was divided into a core area of primitive and semi-primitive zones, the core area is
then surrounded by a buffer zone. The wilderness experience or primitive
recreational activity centres upon the core wilderness area of the project site i.e. the
primitive and semi-primitive zones. Furthermore, Baxter State National Park in the
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State of Maine, U.S.A. has been identified by project managers as a model for the
design of the Wild Nephin project.
The primitive and semi-primitive zones are planned to encompass approximately
6,870 hectares of forest, mountain, bog, rivers and lakes. This core area will allow
visitors to camp overnight in remote campsites and will thus afford a primitive
recreational experience for potentially two or three days where people will be alone
in a wild landscape of significant scale, which is free of vehicular traffic, houses,
power-lines and light pollution at night. It is planned to confine visitor facilities to a
car park area and some trails in the outer buffer zone of the Wild Nephin project site.
Furthermore, it is proposed to construct designated campsites in the form of
primitive shelters, tent platforms, fire rings and toilet facilities (Murphy, 2012).
According to Bill Murphy “the overall vision is that Wild Nephin can be used in a
number of ways by those who want to experience a real wilderness, from those
who want a gentle introduction with a two-hour walk on forest trails to those
who want an authentic wilderness experience, perhaps spending several days in
this unique landscape” (Reilly, 2014). The project team claim that the Wild Nephin
primitive recreation experience is a significant selling point of this project, as it will
offer an outdoor recreational experience which will be unique within an Irish and
European context. In addition, the NPWS project manager also stressed the potential
value of the Wild Nephin project for educational purposes. Building on the existing
educational facilities of Ballycroy National Park visitor centre, it is envisaged that
Wild Nephin will provide a ‘learning landscape’ where guided educational tours can
be held in a protected ‘wilderness’ area, a presently ‘imagined’ landscape which will
potentially exhibit a greater richness of biodiversity in its matrix of ecologically
restored and created habitats.
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Figure 5.6 A river of the Wild Nephin project area.
Photo by Author, April 2014

c) Evaluation of landscape scale project

The Wild Nephin project does not contain any direct reference to the European
Landscape Convention, although the project managers are aware of the Convention
and Ireland’s role in ratifying this international treaty. In regard to the European
scale of landscape governance, the Wild Nephin project team is instead focused on
the European Parliament’s 2009 resolution on wilderness in Europe, which calls on
member states to set aside areas of wilderness (European Parliament, 2009). On foot
of this 2009 resolution, the European Commission for the Environment published a
guidance report on how best to ensure the conservation of wilderness areas in the EU
member states within the context of the Natura 2000 network (European
Commission, 2013). Consequently, wilderness has been formally identified as an
important part of the Natura 2000 programme. It is envisaged that the Wild Nephin
project will form part of this European-wide commitment to designate in excess of
1,000,000 hectares to re-wilding by 2020.
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The word ‘landscape’ is widely used in the communication of this project, and is
specifically used in conjunction with the concepts of ‘wilderness’, ‘wildness’ and
‘nature’. Particular emphasis is placed on the activities of landscape protection,
nature conservation, ecological habitat restoration and wilderness/primitive
recreational experiences. At the Coillte organised 2013 conference, the Wild Nephin
initiative was unveiled as an ecological restoration project of a large scale ‘natural’
area. Introduced by the project managers Bill Murphy (Coillte) and Denis Strong
(NPWS), the conference opened with a personal message of support from Enda
Kenny, the Irish Taoiseach (Head of Government) and the then European Union
President of 2013. The conference brought together experts representing national and
international organisations to share knowledge on approaches to re-wilding
‘modified’ landscapes, particularly former plantation forests and other impacted
landscapes. The topics discussed centred on the challenge of setting aside wilderness
in Europe and the value of wilderness areas for nature and society. The reference to
European landscapes in the conference title - ‘Wilderness in a modified European
landscape’, reflects the emphasis placed on the contribution the Wild Nephin project
can potentially make to the European-wide re-wilding initiative. Furthermore, the
inclusion of the reference to a ‘modified’ European landscape has particular
resonance. The long history of human settlement in most parts of Europe has resulted
in the creation of man-made landscapes that are highly modified, with natural
ecosystems having long since been replaced by systems that may be placed
somewhere on the spectrum between ‘semi-natural’ and ‘artificial’ or ‘created’
habitats (see Perrow and Davy, 2000). Perrow and Davy (2002) outline how apart
from some coastal and artic-alpine regions, natural and semi-natural habitats in
Europe have become highly fragmented as the ecosystem processes which sustain
them have been disrupted by intensive agriculture and urban-industrial development.
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Figure 5.7 Diagram to show the position of selected European habitats in relation to degree of human
intervention.
Source: Perrow and Davy (2002: 33).

Evidently the human relationship between nature and landscape is a long one. Yet,
human ideas of both nature and landscape are profoundly cultural in origin; a notion
which is clearly manifested in Williams’s (1980) highly influential formulation
“Ideas of nature, but these are the projected ideas of men” (quotation contained in
Cronon, 1996: 458). According to Adams (2010: 77), the concepts of nature, culture
and landscape are intertwined deeply within the DNA of environmentalism, and
ultimately within all present-day choices about society and nature lie within their
coils. As Carver (2013) explains, this human relationship with nature and landscape
has shaped who we are as a species and in turn we humans have shaped it. This
relationship is continuously evolving and as part of this evolution Carver (2013)
identifies the emergence of a shift in the nature-culture-landscape paradigm towards
a focus on the (re) creation of wildness through processes of ecological restoration or
(re) wilding. According to Carver (2013), a ‘rewilding’ project generally represents a
long term commitment to removing human influence and control, with associated
time scales spanning significant periods of time (e.g. tens to hundreds of years),
which are accompanied by the absence of an end date and are rather characterised by
open-ended, long-term objectives. He explains that whatever the scale and how ever
the rewilding project is carried out, “the intention is always to create landscapes that
are self-willed, that are masters of their own destinies and subject only to the
ecological rules governing succession and interruption, competition, symbiosis and
biocenosis” (Carver, 2013: 388). Yet, Cronon (1996) argues that the human
relationship with wilderness is essentially founded upon a central paradox:
wilderness embodies a dualistic vision in which the human is entirely outside the
natural. As he explains, “if we allow ourselves to believe that nature, to be true, must
also be wild, then our very presence in nature represents its fall – “the place where
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we are is the place where nature is not” (1996: 81). Drawing on William’s (1980)
notion that nature is the projected ideas of human beings, Cronon (1996) proposes
that nature is the meeting place between the world ‘out there’ and the culturally
constructed ideas, beliefs and values we project onto that world. This world he
explains is nonhuman, yet it is real and autonomous and unlike our human
conceptualisation of ‘nature’, it “is not (just) our creation” (Cronon, 1996: 458). In
conclusion, Cronon (1996) strongly recommends that we give greater attention to
what we mean when we use the word ‘nature’, and also to how we should and should
not draw boundaries between the things we call ‘human’ and the things we call
‘natural’.
Cognisant of the challenge of defining wilderness and of the many debates
surrounding this highly contested concept, the Wild Nephin project team formulated
a definition of wilderness which they believe is applicable to a modified landscape
within an Irish context. The project team assert that a wilderness should be “a wild
or perceived wild landscape of scale, capable of providing challenging and
primitive recreation, while protecting and enhancing nature conservation and
biodiversity” (Murphy, 2012: 35). Whereas for example, wilderness is defined in
the EU Wilderness Guidelines (European Commission, 2013: 10) as “an area
governed by natural processes. It is composed of native habitats and species,
and large enough for the effective ecological functioning of natural processes. It
is unmodified or only slightly modified and without intrusive or extractive
human activity, settlements, infrastructure or visual disturbance”. In contrast to
the EU Wilderness Guideline definition, the Wild Nephin definition of wilderness
places a central focus on the human experience or perception of wild landscapes. The
facilitation of primitive recreational experiences is a fundamental objective of the
Wild Nephin project brief. According to Roggenbuck (2004: 22) “primitive
experiences represent immediate and deep contact with raw nature without the
clutter and aid of modern conveniences”. Based on this definition, Roggenbuck
(2004) explains that a wilderness experience is regarded as primitive “to the extent to
which it represents living/eating/sleeping/travelling/playing in a simple, unguided,
multiday, non-motorised, non-mechanised, non-electronic, and non-facilitated way.
However, to this definition he adds the caveat that “defining what is modern is of
course a value judgement” (2004: 22).
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The Wild Nephin project area presently represents the physical manifestation of the
interface between nature conservation/landscape protection and a productive
commercial landscape of resource extraction - i.e. small scale turf cutting undertaken
by local land owners and timber harvesting operations under the control of Coillte.
Coillte was established under the Forestry Act 1988, as a private limited company
which operates in forestry and related activities on a commercial basis. The company
is registered under and subject to the Companies Acts 1963-86 and all of the shares
in the company are held by the Minster for Agriculture, Food and the Marine and the
Minister for Finance on behalf of the Irish State. Coillte is organised into three
divisions: Coillte Panel Products – which manages its panel products companies;
Coillte Forest - which manages the Group’s forestry business; and Coillte Enterprise
- which comprise a range of businesses developed from the company’s assets,
including forestry and land development, and training and safety. The company
owns over 445,000 hectares of land, which represents approximately 7% of the land
cover of Ireland (Coillte, 2015). In 2010, speculation emerged that Coillte’s
harvesting rights could be sold by the Government of Ireland as part of cost-cutting
measures. However, in 2013 the Irish Government officially abandoned these
privatisation plans, with the focus being instead placed on creating a new company
through the partial merging of Coillte and Bord na Móna (another semi-State
company, which is responsible for the mechanised harvesting of peat), with a view to
maximising the financial benefits to the State in regard to shared commercial bioenergy and forestry interests (Collins, 2014).
The profile of Coillte as a private limited company has in recent decades moved
from being solely focused on timber production to incorporating the provision of
outdoor recreational activities within its landholdings. Coillte Outdoors (the
recreational department of Coillte) presently manages twelve forest parks and over
180 recreational sites, with estimated visitor numbers of over 18 million annually
(Coillte Outdoors, 2015). The Wild Nephin project which aims to provide a primitive
recreational experience, is a new and innovative departure for the company. The
economic potential of this ‘wilderness’ experience as a tourism product was
expounded by various speakers at the 2013 Wild Nephin Conference, in particular by
Coillte representatives, the Mayo County Manager, and a representative of Fáilte
Ireland – the Irish Tourism Development Board. The conference speakers
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highlighted the growing international market for outdoor recreational activities and
wild or wilderness experiences.

Figure 5.8 The Coillte managed coniferous plantation of the Wild Nephin project area.
Photo by Author, April 2014

The Wild Nephin project centres on setting aside approximately 11,000 hectares of
public land for the purposes of landscape protection, primate recreational or
wilderness experiences, and nature conservation and (re)creation. This project
involves the conversion of circa 4,600 hectares of a less productive part of Coillte’s
landholding from a commercial plantation for timber production, to an area of
ecological restoration and nature tourism. As previously outlined, the remaining area
of the project site (approximately 6,400 hectares of Ballycroy National Park) is
already designated as a protected landscape which is under the management of the
NPWS. Apart from public information meetings on the Wild Nephin project held in
the local area, public consultation/public participation has not been a major feature
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of this project. The Wild Nephin project site is exclusively in the ownership of the
Irish State, consequently the cooperation of private landowners is not an integral
component of this project. This project centres on collaboration between a
commercial company and a government department dedicated to nature
conservation, in order to create a wilderness area in one of Europe’s least densely
populated countries. The Wild Nephin project vision unites the objectives of
landscape protection, nature conservation and re-creation, ecological habitat
restoration and the development of Wild Nephin as a tourism and outdoor recreation
destination. These conflicting landscape resource demands will inevitably necessitate
a balancing of the different impacts and interests associated with this project, with
particular regard to the challenge of visitor management. This project is currently in
its infancy with the first phase of withdrawing Coillte’s Nephin Beg forest from
commercial forest production having just begun. Consequently, at this early stage it
is not possible to assess the exemplary value of this initiative. However, at this point
it is possible to state that the Wild Nephin project has so far contributed to the
elevation of the re-wilding agenda, with its message of humility and of stepping
back, through the promotion of non-intervention land management practices.
Aldo Leopold’s famous quotation - “to those devoid of imagination, a blank space
on a map is a useless waste; to others, the most valuable part” (Leopold, 1966,
c.1949: 176) - highlights the conflicting perspectives that surround landscape
protection activities such as the Wild Nephin project. Perhaps, the greatest
contribution of the Wild Nephin project is simply the protection of a blank space on
the map of Europe for the next half century (at least). Simply put, blank spaces on
maps are essential in order to leave room for nature to exist. Adams (2010) describes
landscape conservation as a critical challenge that is not really about preserving the
past but is about the fight for the future. He points to the teachings of Aldo Leopold
on conservation, who explains that the right management of nature centres on an
understanding founded on a strong sense of place, which concerns both the human
place in the ecosystem and the individual’s place in known and valued landscapes. In
this sense the question of whether Wild Nephin will succeed or fail in regard to the
realisation of its commercial potential as a tourism/recreational product, appears as a
short-term and arguably secondary concern.
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5.4.2

21st Century Liffey – An Urban Nexus Initiative: Case study unit no. 2

a) Landscape sources

Places: Fieldwork

 Interview with Urban Nexus project managers
of 21st Century Liffey (12th August 2013) in
the Dublin Civic Centre;
 Field-visits – numerous journeys through the
project space – Dublin’s Liffey quays (on
foot, by car, by bus);

Places: Maps, archives,
plans

 Primary data – visit to an Urban Nexus
Exhibition in the Dublin Civic Centre (12th
August 2013); project documents (hardcopies
and online publications); Dublin City Council
plans and policies.

Places: Published material

 Secondary data – journal publications,
newspaper articles, websites, social media –
facebook & twitter etc.

b) The ‘landscape scale’ project

21st Century Liffey was an independent urban design project self-initiated in 2010 by
Urban Nexus, an urban design and planning consultancy composed of David Jordan
and Fergus Browne. According to its creators, the aim of this project was “to
stimulate conversations about the future of the Liffey Quays”, while
“emphasising the important role design plays in making a place successful”
(Urban Nexus, 2013 – Prologue). Urban Nexus described 21st Century Liffey as “a
self-initiated attempt to initiate change along the Quays, by considering them as
a mise en scène, or stage, through which to showcase contemporary Dublin”
(Urban Nexus, 2015). They refer to their work as a “blurring of the worlds of art,
urbanism and visual art” (Urban Nexus, 2015). Drawing from a combination of
artwork and urban design concepts, the project 21st Century Liffey presents a long
term 2030 vision for the future of the River Liffey Quays, through exploring how
greater interaction between the River, the City and its people can be achieved.
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Since Dublin city’s beginning as a Viking settlement, the River Liffey has played a
key role in the development of the city. From its source in bogland near Kippure in
Co. Wicklow, the River Liffey flows approximately 135km to its confluence with
the Irish Sea at Dublin Bay. The source of the Liffey is at approximately 540m
elevation in the Wicklow Mountains and is located 20km south of Dublin. The
catchment area of the river drains over 1380km2 of land, and the river’s course
forms a wide arc shape as it flows first to the west, then in a general northerly
direction and finally east through Dublin city where it meets the sea. During its
journey, the Liffey runs over a range of geological formations, namely granite,
sandstone, sandstone-limestone and limestone. Since its earliest settlement, the River
Liffey has divided Dublin city into its north and south banks, thus the crossing of the
river has been a subject of continuous focus, with ancient fords and ferries having
been gradually replaced by a series of bridges (see Philips & Hamilton, 2003 – for an
overview and history of the Liffey’s bridges).

Figure 5.9 The course of the River Liffey through Dublin City.
Source: OSI 2010 Ortho Boundary [Accessed through NUIG Library, 2015].

Eighteen bridges cross the river along the line of the quays; three of them are
exclusively pedestrian bridges, one a railway bridge, two for Luas trams and
pedestrians, and the remainder for vehicular and pedestrian use. The Liffey Bridges
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and the adjoining Liffey quays are pivotal movement channels in Dublin’s urban
transportation system. The Liffey quays form two central roadways that run along
the north and south banks of the river. Both roadways run approximately 4.3km from
Sean Heuston Bridge in the west. The southern roadway and a portion of the
northern roadway comprise part of the N4, while another portion of the northern
roadway is part of the N1 road. The name designations of the northern roadway are
(from west to east): Wolfe Tone Quay, Sarsfield Quay, Ellis Quay, Arran Quay, Inns
Quay, Upper Ormond Quay, Lower Ormond Quay, Bachelors Walk, Eden Quay,
Custom House Quay and North Wall Quay. The name designations of the southern
roadway are (from west to east): Victoria Quay, Usher’s Island, Usher’s Quay,
Merchant’s Quay, Wood Quay, Essex Quay, Wellington Quay, Crampton Quay,
Aston Quay, Burgh Quay, George’s Quay, City Quay, Sir John Rogerson’s Quay
and Britain Quay. The quays were first developed during the time of King John in
the early 13th century when the monarch licensed citizens to erect buildings on the
River Liffey. They became the centre of the Irish shipping trade until the 1800s
when the river in this section was considered too shallow for the more modern heavy
ships.
The River Liffey and its quays have provided inspiration for many artistic
endeavours, including for example Jack B Yeat’s 1923 painting entitled ‘The Liffey
Swim’. Furthermore, the work of James Joyce contains many references to the River
Liffey and the Liffey Quays. According to Michael H. Begnal, Joyce associated the
Liffey Quays with the desire for escape (Begnal, 2002). Bataillard claims that
Joyce’s epic Ulysses, is a case of art producing reality through the fulfilment of
Joyces’ proclaimed wish to confirm Dublin as an international metropolis: “When
you remember that Dublin has been the capital for thousands of years, that is the
‘second’ city of the British Empire, that it is nearly three times as big as Venice, it
seems strange that no artist has given it to the world” (James Joyce as quoted in
Bataillard, 2014: 39).
The 21st Century Liffey project space is confined to a sliver of the Liffey Quays, this
space is bookended by the Four Courts to the west and the Convention Centre to the
east (see Figure 5.10 below). The project space comprises approximately 7km of
quays, 11 bridges and 1.1km of quay side parking. Furthermore, it represents pivotal
movement routes through Dublin’s urban centre and presents a transect through
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Dublin’s historic and modern urban fabric, incorporating the new townscape of the
Dockland developments (Urban Nexus, 2013: 5).

Figure 5.10 The 21st Century Liffey project space, shown in red.
Source: Urban Nexus project material. Available
at:http://www.urbannexusinitiative.com/Evaluation(2940734).htm [Accessed 30 May 2015].
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Figure 5.11 The River Liffey flowing downstream to Dublin Bay.
Photo by Author, June 2013

Despite the fact that the project space is confined to a section of the Liffey Quays,
Urban Nexus placed considerable emphasis on the contextual significance of the
River Liffey’s hinterland. Urban Nexus identify the River Liffey as “Dublin’s most
important, but frequently overlooked asset” and through their 21st Century project
they set out to “re-imagine and re-vision the Liffey Quays as a green boulevard
linking park to bay and north to south: in short, becoming the mise-en-scène of
the Irish capital” (Urban Nexus, 2013 - Epilogue).
The independent project 21st Century Liffey was self-initiated in 2010 by Urban
Nexus and was subsequently endorsed by Dublin City Council and the Dublin Civic
Trust. The project process essentially centred on an evaluation and visionary stage,
this two stage process entailed a consultation phase with Dublin City Council (which
took place during the evaluation stage and informed the final visionary stage), a
series of public exhibitions, and the production of key publications. The timeline,
key events and key publications of this project are outlined below.
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Project Timeline: 21st Century Liffey - An Urban Nexus Initiative:
2010:

Project initiated - Urban Nexus approach Dublin City Council (DCC),
meetings ensue and result in DCC endorsing their independent
project;

2011:

(October) Publication of The Liffey: Dublin’s Connector – Evaluating
the Liffey Quays;
(November) Publication of Dublin City Views Study;

2012:

(May) Interim Exhibition – Darcspace: ‘21st Century Liffey –
Connector and Divider’;

2013:

(May) Exhibition – Darcspace: ‘21st Century Liffey – A Boulevard of
Rooms and Corridors’;
(Summer) Exhibition extended - Dublin Civic Trust: ‘21st Century
Liffey – A Boulevard of Rooms and Corridors’;
(December) Exhibition – Studio –X NYC (part of Columbia
University’s Graduate School of Architecture, Planning and
Preservation’s global network of urban future laboratories): 21st
Century Liffey - Design Concepts for Dublin’s River Quays;
Publication of 2030 A Vision for the Liffey Quays – Concepts +
Artwork of the 21st Century Liffey Project (Online Publication).

The key themes that emerged from this evaluation process are detailed in the
corresponding document The Liffey: Dublin’s Connector – Evaluating the Liffey
Quays (Urban Nexus, 2011a) and are summarised as follows:
1. Enhancing the pedestrian and cyclist experience;
2. Reconnecting the Docklands with the city centre;
3. Stimulating a diversity of land uses along the quays;
4. Re-orientating the public realm away from the car;
5. Animating the Liffey;
6. De-cluttering the corridor;
7. Greening the quays.
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The evaluation document concludes with a S.W.O.T analysis of the status of the
Liffey Quays as a public space (as of 2011).
Its strengths are listed as follows:


The character of the built heritage;



The River;



The continuity of the quays as a connector of people and spaces;



Recent Docklands developments;



The presence of recent and historic iconic architecture;



A growing inner-city population.

Its weaknesses being identified as:


Traffic Congestion;



Hostile environment for pedestrians;



Interventions proceeding in isolation to an overall strategy for the quays;



Poor and cluttered public realm;



Division between north and south;



Administrative and design divide between Dublin Docklands Development
Authority and Dublin City Council;



Retaining status quo.

Future opportunities as:


The current lull in development is the optimal time for implementing a
strategic vision for the quays;



To facilitate the creation of a green corridor between the Phoenix Park and
Dublin Bay;



To pilot emerging policies aimed at re-orientating the public realm away
from car provision;



To break down divisions between north-south and east-west.

And finally, threats are listed as:


Lack of available funding to facilitate improvements;



Negative perceptions of the quays in relation to anti-social behaviour;
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Lack of implementation of national polices to foster a shift away from car
based transport;



Continued peripheral development affecting performance of the City Centre;



Global warming and flood risk.

The urban design framework or 2030 Vision for the Liffey Quays generated by
Urban Nexus, was developed from the project concepts, the assimilation of key
findings from the evaluation phase, and is guided by the vision of the Dublin City
Development Plan 2011-2017. Urban Nexus define the strategic principles
underlying 21st Century Liffey as: 1) cities are for people, not for cars; 2) the city is
in a constant state of flux; and 3) the street must be treated as a public space.
Furthermore, they identify the site specific principles of this project as: 4) the Liffey
Corridor shall be the nexus between the grey, green and blue dimensions; 5) the
quays will be considered as a blank canvas between the building façade and quay
walls; 6) east-west movement shall become as important as north-south movement;
7) the Liffey should be the mise-en-scène which showcases the civic pride of the
capital; 8) this urban design framework will provide a designated thread which
unifies the varied spaces along the quays together.
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c) Evaluation of landscape scale project

Urban Nexus found the interview question – ‘Do you use the word landscape in the
communication of your project or do you think landscape is useful in terms of the
delivery of this project?’ to be of particular interest. They outlined how in their
project 21st Century Liffey, “we did not necessarily use the word landscape but
that doesn’t mean to say that it was not implicit throughout our work….we
mightn’t use the term explicitly everywhere but it does form the basis of
basically the work that we are doing… it is the context” (Urban Nexus Interview
– 12th August 2013). They detailed how from an urban design perspective, “our
version of landscape is townscape”, “we speak a lot about the hard landscape
and the soft landscape in terms of public spaces” and also “we would of used the
term landscape when we were looking at views”. Urban Nexus produced an
internal document entitled - Dublin City Views Study (Urban Nexus, 2011b), a
reference document for their own work and for the associated stakeholders in Dublin
City Council. They claimed that the production of this document demonstrated how
conscious they were of the importance of the views within the River Liffey corridor
and furthermore it formed their contribution to what they described as “a gap in
present policy towards it” (Urban Nexus Interview – 12th August 2013). While the
project 21st Century Liffey does not contain any direct reference to the European
Landscape Convention, Urban Nexus stated that, as a consequence of their
professional backgrounds, they were reasonably familiar with the definitions and
principles of the ELC. In terms of relating their work to the principles of the ELC,
they described how ‘21st Century Liffey’ “to an extent, sought to engage with
people as in appreciating their landscape and wanting to improve their
landscape and their townscape, the Liffey townscape”. In addition, their mission
has been to raise awareness within public authorities and amongst Irish society in
general of the importance of the role of design in place making, and to instil an
appreciation of the small scale detail of the urban landscape. Urban Nexus explained
how through their work they wish to contribute to “the promotion of urban design
principles which we would of felt are weak and poorly understood in Ireland
and in Dublin” (Urban Nexus interview – 12th August 2013).
Dublin city is a river city. Urban Nexus, an independent early career urban design
and planning consultancy, felt the need to reaffirm this connection between the city
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and its people, to the River Liffey. Through their project 21st Century Liffey, Urban
Nexus set forth to explore the future potential of the quays and to begin the process
of initiating change via the formulation of a long term 2030 vision for the River
Liffey Quays. Urban Nexus described Dublin’s Liffey Quays as “a space largely
left-behind in the City” (Urban Nexus, 2013: Prologue). They explained how they
had always thought that the Liffey Quays was a “neglected” space and in response
they decided to initiate this project in order “to do something about it” with the
simultaneous objective of raising their professional profiles (Urban Nexus Interview
– 12th August 2013). Urban Nexus explained how due to the absence of a DCC Local
Area Plan or specific policies relating to the Liffey Quays, development proposals
were being “judged in isolation” and they claimed that “for such a pivotal key
space……an urban landscape style of approach was really lacking”. As a direct
result of the initiation of their 21st Century Liffey project, Urban Nexus purported
that the profile of the River Liffey was elevated in importance by Dublin City
Council, with the Liffey Quays becoming identified as “the No.1 space in the
public realm” (Urban Nexus Interview – 12th August 2013). In 2012 Dublin City
Council produced the city’s first public realm plan (a local authority plan of nonstatutory status), according to Urban Nexus their project 21st Century Liffey had a
direct influence on the formulation of this strategy in regard to its treatment of the
River Liffey as the “Civic Spine” and “Liffey corridor” of Dublin City (Dublin
City Council, 2012). The Liffey Corridor Project is featured as one of the Public
Realm Strategy Projects 2012-2013 featured in this document (See Dublin City
Council, 2012 - Table 4.1: 44). In addition, Dublin City Council plan to create a
Local Area Plan (a local authority plan of statutory nature – see Section 5.3.1) for the
Liffey Quays and it has been indicated to Urban Nexus that their work will directly
inform the making of this plan (Urban Nexus Interview – 12th August 2013). Urban
Nexus assert that their role in this process has been to help Dublin City Council see
the importance of the River Liffey Quays for contemporary Dublin city.
The 2013 New York exhibition of the project 21st Century Liffey centred on the
notion of the city as being “in a constant state of flux, a work in progress”. In
regard to Dublin City and its Liffey Quays, Urban Nexus presented the idea that “the
stagnation of space due to conflicts in governance produces a type of civic
ambivalence, one which has an insidious impact, affecting the citizens’ ability to
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connect with their city” (Urban Nexus blog, 2013). Urban Nexus claim that their
project 21st Century Liffey proved to have been “an effective tool to initiate debate
among key decision makers + the general public” (Urban Nexus, 2013 –
Prologue). Consultations with Dublin City Council, primarily in the form of a
discussion group, were a key dimension of the evaluation phase of this project. The
process of the evaluation stage is detailed in the publication: The Liffey: Dublin’s
Connector – Evaluating the Liffey Quays. This interaction between Urban Nexus and
DCC culminated in the formulation of the 2030 vision for the Liffey Quays, which
formed the second phase of this project. During the 2012 (May) interim public
exhibition in Darcspace: 21st Century Liffey – Connector and Divider, Urban Nexus
used this event as an opportunity to engage with the public by asking those in
attendance to write and submit their views of the Liffey Quays on post-it notes and
secondly, to circle on a map of the project space, what they considered as the
problem areas of the Liffey Quays (see Figure 5.12 below). In addition, throughout
this process Urban Nexus has engaged with social media platforms and have created
online publications of project material, in an attempt to disseminate their work to the
wider public.

.
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Figure 5.12 Public engagement with 21st Century Liffey project.
Source: Urban Nexus blog – November 2012, Available at:
http://www.urbannexusinitiative.com/Blog(2489226).htm [Accessed 30 May 2015].

Thus, it is possible to say that public participation has been an element of this
project, albeit in a very limited form. In contrast to their social media and online
presence, which potentially has the ability to reach a larger audience, the public
participation activities which occurred at the project’s interim exhibition, was limited
to those who attended the event. Consequently, it is not plausible to claim that the
views of a broad cross section of Irish society have been represented in this project.
Urban Nexus stated that the post-it study conducted at their interim exhibition (May,
2012), revealed that the three main issues identified by the public in regard to the
Liffey Quays, were 1) traffic congestion, 2) anti-social behaviour and 3) a lack of
connection between the Docklands area and remainder of the quays. Urban Nexus
claim that the Liffey Quays has been “stuck in a traffic-choked malaise for the
past generation or more” and that in order to break free from this “car-dominated
limbo” a strategic plan which focuses on urban design is required (Urban Nexus,
2013- Prologue).
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Figure 5.13 An imagined space - the 21st Century Liffey urban design vision for the Liffey Quays.
Source: Urban Nexus blog, Available at:
http://www.urbannexusinitiative.com/Blog(2489226).htm [Accessed 30 May 2015].

Figure 5.14 The existing space – a section of the Liffey Quays.
Photo by Author, August 2013
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21st Century Liffey is an urban design vision and as such, its primary focus centres on
the aesthetic and sensory experience of the Liffey Quays as a public thoroughfare.
Drawing from their grounding in spatial planning and urban design, the creators
move between various scales, from the broader context of views from the River
Liffey Quays to its surrounding hinterland, through to the small scale detail of the
quality of urban footpaths and street furniture etc. Through the application of high
quality graphics and slick visual presentations they effectively communicate an
attractive vision for the future development of the Liffey Quays. This planned
landscape centres on the promotion of increased integration between the River
Liffey, Dublin city and its people. Urban Nexus calls for the development of the
Liffey Quays as a central amenity of contemporary Dublin and propose that in order
to address this challenge it is time for “a daring + creative response at City
Council level”(Urban Nexus, 2013 - Epilogue). They identify their approach, as
demonstrated in their project 21st Century Liffey, as “a passionate approach” and
contrast this with what they label as “the utilitarian approach” of public
authorities, which has “resulted in an unchanged Quays in an ever-changing
City” (Urban Nexus, 2013 - Epilogue). Dublin city has experienced unprecedented
urban change in recent years; with the townscape of the Liffey Quays having been
significantly modified, most notably in relation to the modern architecture of the
Docklands developments. As urban designers, Urban Nexus explain that their focus
is “the space in between the buildings, which are just as important as the
buildings” (Urban Nexus Interview – 12th August 2013). Dublin City Council does
not currently contain an urban design department; although some council employees
possess urban design postgraduate qualifications, they are not identified in terms of
their job description as urban designers. Dublin and by extension Ireland, is new to
urban design and arguably urbanism in general. The project 21st Century Liffey
constitutes a valuable contribution to raising awareness, within public authorities and
amongst Irish society, of the importance of design in place making and landscape
planning.
Underlying their 21st Century Liffey 2030 vision is what Urban Nexus pronounce as
“the belief that we are currently at the threshold of a new urban paradigm +
that conventional ways of planning + designing the city are becoming
increasingly limited” (Urban Nexus, 2013 - Prologue). They identify the themes of
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the 21st Century city as sustainability, green infrastructure, cultural regeneration and
public transport, and state that despite these ideas “conflicts of interest occur
preventing this ‘idyllic’ city emerging”, they claim that with “this ‘please all’
approach the bigger picture becomes diluted + the result is a mish-mash of
unfulfilled plans” (Urban Nexus, 2013 - Prologue). The vision of the ‘idyllic’ 21st
Century city as presented by Urban Nexus echoes the ideal of the ‘European city’,
which has over the last two decades become a dominant rhetoric within policy
documents and academic writing throughout Western Europe. The ‘European city’ is
viewed as exemplifying a more socially equitable form of urban society,
characterised by good public transport, high-density living, a balanced social
structure and the progressive redistribution of wealth in contrast to a North American
model of segregation and sprawl (Haubermann and Haila, 2005; Molnar, 2010 as
referenced in Lawton and Punch, 2014). Lawton and Punch (2014) examine the
notion of the ‘European city’ in relation to urban change in Dublin since the 1990s.
The central aim of this article being to provide an insight into how “a largely design
and image-driven discourse revolving around a loose notion of the ‘European city’
acted as a hegemonic device in the wider toolkit of Dublin’s developmental
trajectory” (2014: 881). The paramount challenge public authorities’ face is the
continuous pursuit of ‘the common good’. Urban Nexus referred to Dublin City
Council as having to date adopted a “please all” approach through attempting to
balance competing interests (Urban Nexus Interview – 12th August 2013).
Conversely, Lawton and Punch (2014: 881) in reference to the same time period,
claim that City officials convinced themselves and others that they were promoting
the common good and a progressive city, through endorsing projects which the
authors identify as being associated with the ‘European city’ ideal. In relation to this,
Lawton and Punch (2014: 881) claim that the experiences on the ground raise
concerns about the unfolding social realities:
“ ‘Creative ideas’ about regeneration, participation and urban design (including
public spaces, urban sociability, density and social mixing) are in fact deeply
implicated in some of the harsher social realities (housing need and homelessness,
gentrification and other injustices and inequalities), inefficiencies and financial
irrationalities that were hallmarks of the neoliberal economic model of Celtic Tiger
Ireland (2014: 881).”
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Lawton and Punch (2014: 881) propose that a leading contribution to the ideal of the
‘European city’ was “to obfuscate to some degree the class character of urban
development priorities in the transformation of the city”. Thus the question emerges,
does the project 21st Century Liffey in any way relate to the Lawton and Punch
(2014) assessment of Dublin city’s recent development trajectory? Unquestionably,
due to its nature as an urban design vision, improving the aesthetic experience of the
Liffey Quays is a central motivation of this project. This is compounded by
pronounced efforts to rebrand the image of this public space as, for example, “the
civic spine” or “grand boulevard” of 21st Century Dublin city. This place-making
or place-branding strategy targets both a domestic and international audience. Urban
Nexus expressed the opinion that Dublin city contains “an impressive building
stock” of both colonial architecture and the modern architecture of the ‘Celtic Tiger’
era, rivalling that of other European cities (Urban Nexus Interview – 12th August
2013). However, they identify a lack of appreciation and pride amongst Irish society
in their nation’s capital. Improving the everyday public experience of navigating the
Liffey Quays is a central priority of the 21st Century Liffey 2030 vision. With over
half the population of the Republic of Ireland residing in the Greater Dublin Area,
improving the quality of life for those who live and work in this city centre space is
of national importance. Addressing the mobility challenges of pedestrians, cyclists,
disabled people etc. on the Liffey Quays, will undoubtedly have a positive impact
across society. Creating high quality “rooms” or public spaces along the Liffey
Quays will provide opportunities for social interaction and will permit greater
engagement with the natural environment of the River Liffey. A design approach to
ameliorating the landscape of Dublin city’s Liffey Quays, with its manifest social,
economic, cultural and environmental challenges, is not solely the solution but it is
part of it.
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5.4.3

The Bere Island Conservation Plan: Case study unit no. 3

a) Landscape sources

 Interviews with Project Managers

Places: Fieldwork

of The Bere Island Conservation
Plan: The Heritage Council
(Head of Policy and Research)
(6th August 2013); Project Coordinator of the Bere Island
Projects Group (11th September
2013); and the Bere Island
Conservation Plan Development
Worker (11th September 2013);
 Field visit to Bere Island (2 day –
11th & 12th September 2013 overnight stay);
 Primary data: The Bere Island

Places: Maps, archives, plans

Conservation Plan; other spatial
plans - Bantry Bay Local Area
Plan; Cork County Council
Development Plan; The Bantry
Bay Charter; and the online
presence of Bere Island – tourism
websites, military websites etc.
 Secondary data – published

Places: Published material

works: journal articles, books,
tourism promotion literature etc.

b) The ‘landscape scale’ project

Bere Island (or Bear Island) lies approximately 1.5km off Castletownbere in Bantry
Bay, County Cork, on the south-west coast of the island of Ireland. The creation of
the Bere Island Conservation Plan (2003) arose from the islanders’ concern to stem
the continuous depopulation of the island and to ensure the long term survival of the
island’s unique natural and cultural heritage (Heritage Council, 2003). Bere Island
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(which from Irish translates as big island) measures 9.5km long by 3km wide, it is
approximately 18.5km2 in area with the main axis of the island orientated east-west.
Bere Island is located in Bantry Bay which is home to Ireland’s only oil terminal and
the island’s nearest mainland settlement of Castletownbere, is Ireland’s second
largest fishing port. In addition, Bantry Bay contains a diverse range of coastal
activities, including aquaculture, tourism, fishing, conservation and shipping.

Figure 5.15 Map of Bere Island, Co. Cork, Ireland.
Source: OSI – Street Map [Accessed through NUIG Library, 2015].

Presently the 5,800km coastline of Ireland is regulated by a large number of
government departments, local authorities and national agencies (O’Connor et al.,
2010). In regard to spatial planning, Bere Island is subject to the Bantry Bay Coastal
Zone Charter (i.e. integrated management proposals for the coastal zone of Bantry
Bay), Cork County Council’s Development Plan (2014) and the West Cork Local
Area Plan (2003) and the Bantry Bay Local Area Plan (2011). Furthermore, policies
from the Bere Island Conservation Plan were adopted by Cork Council for the 2003
West Cork Local Area Plan and The Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht
affairs has encouraged the implementation of its recommendations on the West Cork
Islands of Whiddy and Dursey. The Bere Island Conservation Plan has also been
recognised for its exemplary value by the European Small Islands Network (ESIN)
Interreg project (Walsh, 2009). In the foreword to the Bere Island Conservation Plan
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it is stated that “The Plan should be viewed in the context of the Bantry Bay
Charter, both in its recommendations and the process used in its drafting, with
consensus as the cornerstone” (Heritage Council, 2003: 6). The Bantry Bay
Charter Project was established to ensure the participation of all stakeholders in the
Bantry Bay area and to develop “a consensus-based Integrated Coastal Zone
Management strategy through the adoption of a stakeholder’s charter, the use of
innovative dispute resolution techniques and a community-based GIS catalogue of
resources” (O’ Hagan and Ballinger, 2010: 754).
In common with the surrounding terrain of the eastern side of the Beara Peninsula,
Bere Island is characterised by an undulating mountainous landscape. The southern
side of the island rises steeply from the sea to its highest point at Knockanallig
(267m), while the northern side gradually slopes down to the shore. The lower areas
of the northern side and eastern end of the island are dominated by species-rich peaty
grasslands, while in the higher areas heathland is the predominant habitat.
Agriculture is the dominant land use, the island contains approximately 1,600
hectares of farmland, with animal husbandry (principally sheep) being the main
farming activity. Of these 1,600 hectares, one thousand hectares are in private
ownership and the remainder is commonage. The Department of Defence (DoD)
owns approximately 72 hectares, the majority of which is leased to local farmers,
while the remainder is used for light military training exercise mainly during the
summer season (Heritage Council, 2003).
Bantry Bay is one of the deepest harbours in Europe, with Berehaven Harbour
(Sound), the body of water between the island and the Beara Peninsula, providing an
area of shelter for ships, fishing boats and yachts. Since the 18th century there has
been a military presence on Bere Island, up until 1938 the bay was used as a base for
the British Atlantic Fleet. This military tradition continues to the present day with
the Irish army base located at Rerrin village. Bere Island’s cultural heritage has been
largely influenced by its maritime nature and its strategic defence position near the
mouth of Bantry Bay. The architectural heritage of the island is largely linked with
the theme of defence and fortification, with the most significant buildings dating
from two distinct periods: the Martello Towers of the early 19th century; and the
batteries and associated buildings of the late 19th and early 20th centuries (see Figure
5.16 and 5.17 below).
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Figure 5.16 Martello Tower of Bere Island.
Photo by Elizabeth Burns, September 2013

Figure 5.17 Fort Berehaven – military building of Bere Island.
Photo by Author, September 2013
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Figure 5.18 The undulating mountainous landscape of Bere Island.
Photo by Author, September 2013

The economy of the island is based on small-scale extensive agriculture,
fisheries/aquaculture, tourism, and employment in industries on the mainland. The
current population of Bere Island is in the region of 200 permanent residents.
However, this can treble in the summer season with the arrival of holiday makers
and the presence of the army and Reserve Defence Forces personnel on training
exercises at the military camp. In addition, the island hosts European student interns
as part of the ERASMUS and DAVINCI education exchange programmes. While the
permanent population has remained relatively stable over recent years, there has
been a dramatic decline since the mid-1800s when the population was over 2,000.
There are two main centres of population on the island: Rerrin village and harbour at
the eastern end of the island, adjacent to the military camp, and Ballinakilla, towards
the centre of the island. Access to the island is by ferry. Regular ferries run from
Pontoon to Rerrin at the eastern end of the island, and from Castletownbere to Oilean
na gCaorach at the western end. Prior to 2000, the management of waste on the
island, particularly scrap metal, was a significant challenge on the island. Since the
adoption of the Conservation Plan Bere Island now manages its own waste collection
and recycling in partnership with Cork County Council. They installed a glass
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crusher to provide cullet for drainage and non-structural concrete and an industrial
shredder to provide farmers with shredded paper for animal bedding (see Walsh,
2009). In addition, the island is a regular winner of the ‘Tidy Islands Award’ (which
is part of the Irish government’s ‘Tidy Towns’ competition) having been awarded
their seventh consecutive win in 2013.

Figure 5.19 The ferry crossing from Castletownberehaven to Bere Island.
Photo by Author, September 2013

John Walsh (Project co-ordinator for the Bere Island Project Group) explained how
in 2000 the community of Bere Island realised that the island population was in
decline. In response a series of initiatives were initiated by the Bere Island Project
Group, including the development of a heritage trail, a renewable energy windmill
project and a heritage centre. During this period the islanders, as represented by the
Bere Island Project Group, were in consultations with The Heritage Council and
Cork County Council and from these discussions the idea of a conservation plan
emerged. Originating in Australia, the idea of conservation planning was developed
in response to the challenges of managing change in historically sensitive
environments (see Walsh, 2009). For the purposes of the plan, the term conservation
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is interpreted as meaning ‘wise use’ (Heritage Council, 2003: 9). In conjunction with
The Heritage Council and Cork County Council, The Bere Island Conservation Plan
was created through the application of a communicative approach to public
participation by The Bere Island Project Group, with assistance from M.C.
O’Sullivan & Co. Ltd (Planning Consultants) and the following heritage consultants:
Margaret Gown & Co. Ltd, Roger Goodwillie & Associates, Ray McGinley
Architects, Department of Folklore and Ethnology – UCC. The project budget was
£30, 000, with two-thirds originating from The Heritage Council, with the remaining
third from Cork County Council (Walsh, 2009).
The sequence of events in the creation of the Bere Island Conservation Plan as a
non-statutory community level plan is summarised below (Walsh, 2009: 187):


Autumn 2000/01 – consultation with islanders and other stakeholders



Spring 2001 – selection of consultants (MCOSullivan)



Summer 2001 – fieldwork, research, and consultation



Winter 2001/02 – final draft report



Spring 2002 - consultation with the islanders (ongoing)



June 2002 – consultation with other stakeholders



Winter 2002 – finalisation and adoption of plan



Summer 2003 – launch of plan.

The purpose of the Bere Island Conservation Plan is to assist the community and
various agencies in achieving the following objectives: conserving the island’s
heritage; planning a sustainable future for the island; and delivering the ‘islanders’
vision’ of Bere Island’s future (Heritage Council, 2003: 20). The islanders’ vision of
the future of Bere Island is stated as follows:
“The community of Bere Island has embraced this opportunity to document
and plan for the future development of their Island’s unique human, natural
and cultural resources, and to ensure their future role as a viable and vibrant
island community. It is a chance for the community to work together towards
the common aim of having a Bere Island of the future where:
1. People can live and work to their satisfaction, while being able to
fulfil their social and recreational needs.
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2. Traditional skills and ways of life are appreciated and built on.
3. Economic developments go hand-in-hand with care for our
environment and heritage.
4. The community has influence over what developments take place.”
Following studies by the specialist consultants, policies and management strategies
to achieve this ‘vision’ were developed and collated to form the Bere Island
Conservation Plan.
c) Evaluation of landscape scale project

Throughout the interview process the project managers of the Bere Island
Conservation Plan used the word ‘landscape’ in communications pertaining to the
Plan (although this may be primarily prompted by the language of the interview
question). However, interestingly the Plan does not actually contain the word
‘landscape’. Through the application of a NVivo ‘Word Frequency Query’ (confined
to a minimum of five characters) ‘heritage’ emerged as the most frequently used
word in this document second only to the word ‘island’, with a count of 105 (1.95%
– weighted percentage) and 256 (4.76%) respectively. ‘Development’ and
‘conservation’ followed as the next most frequently used words at corresponding
counts of 71 (1.32%) and 50 (0.93%). The results of this query are visualised below
in the form of a word cloud (see Figure 5.20).

Figure 5.20 NVivo Word Cloud.

Source: Heritage Council (2003).

In addition, the Plan does not contain any reference to the European Landscape
Convention. Despite this fact, the Plan was submitted as Ireland’s entry to the 3rd
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Edition of the Council of Europe Landscape Award (2012-2013). The application
was represented by Beatrice Kelly - The Heritage Council and John Walsh – Project
Co-ordinator of the Bere Island Project Group. While the ELC was not the guiding
force behind the creation of the Plan, it was selected by the Heritage Council as
Ireland’s entry to the CoE Landscape Award for the following reasons: a) it was
deemed to best match the criteria of the award in comparison to the majority of
Heritage Council projects which predominantly focus on policy and are not “very
people heavy”; b) the Heritage Council was involved in this project from the onset;
c) it contains a broad range of issues other than just heritage, including for example
waste management; and d) furthermore, because of its geographic nature “being an
island you have nice neat edges, for a landscape unit, it is convenient.”
(Interview with Heritage Council Head of Policy and Research - 6th August 2013).
While the Plan did not receive the CoE Landscape Award the judging panel gave
Ireland’s entry the following recognition:
“The Bere Island Conservation Plan is a sound plan representing an
exemplary approach and fulfilling all the criteria for the Council of Europe
Landscape Award, particularly where public participation and awarenessraising are concerned. It involves various participants (local people,
universities in the framework of the Erasmus programme, the army, etc.).
The project brings nature and the economy together and offers waste
management solutions. It is subject to integrated management using the
resources available, and is linked to every sector of island life. It has resulted
in stabilisation of the island’s population. The depopulation of rural areas is a
problem on a European scale. This project has the right dimension and sets a
useful example” (Council of Europe, 2014).
The islander representatives interviewed for this case study did not have any
knowledge of the ELC other than the retrospective links forged by the Heritage
Council to the Bere Island Conservation Plan. Furthermore, it is evident that ‘place’
as opposed to ‘landscape’ is the term of preference in the islanders’ communication
of this Plan, in the telling of their personal stories of island life and also in their
tourism strategy. ‘A place apart’ is the central slogan of the place marketing
campaign for Bere Island (Bere Island, 2015). The Heritage Council interviewee
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discussed the overall challenge relating to the use of the word ‘landscape’ and
explained that “as a concept it is so alien in this country that it is not really that
helpful to use it”. She stressed the importance of using language that people
understand, such as the term ‘place’, before gradually introducing other terms
alongside it such as ‘landscape’. She further outlined how “We (The Heritage
Council) have not been perhaps so successful in convincing people as to what
landscape means. And yet once you start talking about projects like Bere Island
or the Wicklow Uplands etc. people get at once exactly what you mean,
immediately they can see the value in taking a geographic unit as it were and
communities pulling together and deciding what they want to do and what their
priorities are. People instantly engage and understand it in practice” (Interview
with Heritage Council Head of Policy and Research - 6th August 2013).
As previously outlined, the fundamental aim of the Bere Island Conservation Plan is
to shape the sustainable future of the island and to stem the depopulation of its
community. In his study of the relationship between depopulation and education on a
Scottish Hebridean island, Gillies (2014) identifies depopulation as a worldwide
phenomenon that stretches back over more than 200 years. He reminds us that in
every continent and in almost every nation state, marginal and vulnerable island,
rural, or coastal communities are facing wider, national, and global pressures –
demographic, socioeconomic, and cultural. As a result, many of the same issues have
recurred in these various global contexts, albeit distinguished by local linguistic and
cultural distinctiveness. In an Irish context, Duffy (2007: 35) describes how due to
their relative inaccessibility Ireland’s islands (both coastal and lacustrine) have been
more immune to change and they are thus “sometimes the last outposts of landscape
and cultural heritage”. This statement is particularly significant in regard to the
survival of the Irish language, which has lasted longest in such remote places as
Clear Island, Inishvickillaune, the Blaskets, the Aran Islands, Inishbofin, Inishturk,
Achill, Aran Mór, Tory in Donegal and Rathlin off north Antrim. Duffy (2007: 36)
outlines how during the cultural revival of the late nineteenth century, the islands off
the west coast of Ireland “became popularly perceived as quintessentially Irish, the
last outpost of authentic Irish life” and this was further reinforced by the Blasket
Island writers of the twentieth century, including the legendary Peig Sayers. In
addition to not being a Gaeltacht community, Bere Island with its unique military
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history as Fort Berehaven, a strategic base of the British Atlantic fleet until 1938,
presents a particular challenge to this popular perception of Irish identity. The
landscape identity of Bere Island does not match this notion of Ireland’s west coast
islands being bastions of Irish nationhood, as special places that conjure, for
example, the image of Ireland as a rural idyll inhabited by Gaeilgeoirí, as presented
in De Valera’s 1943 speech ‘That Ireland which we dreamed of’ (speech reproduced
in Aldous, 2007: 91-95).
The inaccessibility and remoteness of Irish islands has had a detrimental effect on
their island communities, with many instances of these small populations having to
abandon their homesteads. Survival, self-sufficiency and inter-dependence are
central themes of island life, strongly evidenced in the aforementioned Irish literary
tradition. The community of Bere Island want to survive and the Bere Island
Conservation Plan is the formal manifestation of the continuous pursuit of this
fundamental aim. The Bere Island Conservation Plan is now over a decade in
existence and during this time period the population of the island has remained
relatively stable (Walsh, 2009). However, migration has shaped the cultural heritage
of Bere Island and continues to do so. Stockdale (2006) argues that within the
context of rural endogenous development migration is a pre-requisite, as it is only
through leaving the rural community (out-migration) that young adults are most
likely to acquire the necessary expertise to participate fully in endogenous
development. However, she points out that the donor community will not benefit
unless this human capital can be attracted back (return migration) or replaced
through in-migration. In order to do this the creation of employment opportunities
consistent with the individual’s level of qualifications is required. Stockdale (2006)
cites the work of Findlay et al. (2000) who demonstrated that quality of life
perceptions are important in attracting migrants with business ideas. Stockdale
(2006) concludes that for rural economic regeneration both endogenous and
exogenous development strategies are required. In addition, she presents the idea that
addressing the quality of life perceptions associated with declining peripheral areas
may hold significant potential in regard to encouraging the inflow of those with job
creation and economic regeneration potential.
While the Bere Island Conservation Plan is not an economic development plan, nor
a local government level statutory plan, realising the full economic value of the
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landscape resource in order to promote rural economic development, is a central
pillar of the Bere Island Conservation Plan. Through both formal and informal
conservations with the islanders it is clear that rural economic development is a
central priority of the community. The Bere Island Project Group is actively
exploring and supporting new initiatives to develop the island economy, for
example, the promotion of a Bere Island brand for alcohol and food produce, the
facilitation of upskilling courses such as fish filleting, and the marketing of tourism
activities – ‘Beara Way’ walking holidays, military history tours etc. The Heritage
Council interviewee described the Bere Islanders as “a very sophisticated group of
people ……..Compared to other community groups that I have worked with,
they are very sophisticated in how to use things, how to make use of schemes,
how to make use of say being successful in award schemes, how to grasp an
opportunity”. Yet, the community has a clear understanding of the importance of
preserving the unique natural and cultural heritage of the island. In relation to her
involvement in the creation of the Bere Island Conservation Plan, The Heritage
Council interviewee explained how from the onset the islanders were adamant that
they did not want to be inundated by unsustainable levels of tourists during the
summer months and nor did they want to see the Island populated with an excessive
holiday home developments - “I was struck by how people did not want it (Bere
Island) to become a playground for the urban populations” (Interview with
Heritage Council Head of Policy and Research - 6th August 2013).
Nairn (2005) discusses the fragility of the Irish coastline as a result of the intense
pressures placed on it by our population over recent centuries. He outlines the
historical over-use of the marine resource, noting for example, the depletion of fish
and shellfish, the over-grazing of sand dunes and the over-exploitation of turf on the
islands, a resource that is now exhausted. According to Nairn (2005: 169)
agriculture, dumping and recreational activities are the main reasons for the
contemporary damage of coastal areas. Ryan (2012: 104) asserts that the historical
‘exploitation’ of the coast was for survival; whereas in contrast today we overly
pressurise the coast for reasons of luxurious economics and preservation (in regard to
increasing levels of coastal erosion). She claims that in recent decades “a dramatic
re-embracing of our country’s edge has occurred”, in the past “we (the Irish) turned
our backs to the coast” (2012: 97-98). Through exploring the concept of landscape,
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Ryan (2012) revealed how Ireland moved from a productivist to a post-productivist
position during the ‘Celtic Tiger’ era:
“Our coast provided the fast forward nation with a sped up way to
‘relaxation’, and continues to do so. Involving purchasing and image, the
linchpins of contemporary Irish culture, the meeting of land and sea at all
edges of our country has inadvertently gained itself the status as being central
to the functioning of urban and suburban Irish life” (Ryan, 2012: 112).
Bere Island has largely escaped the excessive coastal developments associated with
the Irish property boom, such as large scale holiday home developments, luxury
hotels and golf resorts. As McManus (2011) outlines under the 1995 Finance Act
fourteen seaside towns (of which Bere Island was not included) were allocated
generous tax incentives, which applied to hotels, guesthouses, hostels, selfcatering
accommodation, B&Bs, and all weather facilities. As discussed by McManus (2011)
these tax incentives (which has since expired) led to frantic construction of holiday
homes in the designated areas (primarily on greenfield sites along the rural west
Ireland coastline), resulting in an abrupt transformation of the Irish coastal landscape
and following the housing market collapse, a high number of unfinished or vacant
holiday home units.
The islanders’ core aim in regard to the future sustainable development of Bere
Island centres on enticing families to establish permanent settlements on the island.
This desired increase in the island population, will in turn help sustain the long term
viability of primary services such as the local school, health care clinics and
social/recreational centres etc. The islanders’ vision as contained in the Plan, places
a strong emphasis on quality of life issues, with an importance placed on fulfilling
the social and recreational needs of the community. The ELC stresses the importance
of landscape as central to matters of place making and to quality of life issues. In
their ‘place making’ efforts, the community of Bere Island are attempting to put into
practice the idea that addressing quality of life perceptions will help encourage the
inflow of those with job creation and economic regeneration potential to this
peripheral area, which echoes the core message of Stockdale’s (2006) study (as
presented above).
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The value of islands as laboratories has long been recognised by scientists,
particularly naturalists, anthropologist, historians and folklorists. The Bere Island
Conservation Plan presents an opportunity to explore the application of an integrated
approach to the landscape resource within the confines of an easily defined
geographical unit. It is widely accepted that due to their remote nature, island
communities are associated with themes of survival, interdependency and selfsufficiency. It could be argued that this necessity of resourcefulness is evident in the
workings of the Bere Island community. Drawing from their involvement in the
Bantry Bay Charter, the Bere islanders transferred the expertise gained from this
experience to the process of creating the Bere Island Conservation Plan. The
establishment of the Plan is the result of a combination of ‘bottom-up’ community
activism and ‘top-down’ institutional support from The Heritage Council, Cork
County Council and a range of experts. The judging panel of the CoE Landscape
Award stated that “The Bere Island Conservation Plan is a sound plan
representing an exemplary approach and fulfilling all the criteria for the
Council of Europe Landscape Award, particularly where public participation
and awareness-raising are concerned” (Council of Europe, 2014). Furthermore,
the CoE recommendation stated that “this project has the right dimension and sets
a useful example” (Council of Europe, 2014). This statement inspires the following
questions – to what extent are the lessons derived from the Bere Island Conservation
Plan directly transferable to the larger island of Ireland? And secondly, is it possible
to view Bere Island as a microcosm of the island of Ireland? The Bere Island
Conservation Plan is the output of a highly organised and active community that has
capitalised on the national level institutional investment it received through, for
example (and amongst other sources), the Bantry Bay Charter project and the
support of The Heritage Council. The islanders’ fundamental aim is the continued
survival of their existence on Bere Island. Perhaps, the constant underlying threat of
having to abandon life on the island makes the islanders acutely aware of the value
of what they possess in regard to the entirety of the island’s landscape resource.
Maybe the greatest lesson that mainland Ireland can derive from this island case
study, is the need to increase society’s awareness of the value of landscape as a finite
resource that must be carefully managed for the continued benefit of future
generations.
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5.5 Reflections and complementary views
Until the 1990s, Ireland had been a relatively poor and peripheral European State
characterised by a weak indigenous economy. The substantial investment of
European Structural Funds in infrastructure and skills training throughout the 1980s
and 1990s contributed to an increase in employment, in addition to an influx of
foreign direct investment attracted by the availability of a well-trained English
speaking workforce and a low corporate tax regime (Counsell et al., 2014). This
rapid turnaround of Ireland’s economy during the so-called ‘Celtic Tiger’ era (19932007), saw a dramatic transformation in the social and economic life of the Irish
nation. The ‘Celtic Tiger’ economic model received international recognition and as
emphasised by Kitchin et al. (2012: 1302) “was widely heralded as a beacon of what
the deep liberalisation of a small open economy might deliver”. However, the deep
seated problems of the ‘Celtic Tiger’ were harshly exposed when Ireland became a
major casualty of the global financial crisis of 2007-2008. As Counsell et al. (2014)
explain the fundamental problem, which was disguised at the height of the ‘Celtic
Tiger’, was that the housing market was no longer being driven by economic growth,
but instead by chronic over-speculation in property and imprudent lending by some
Irish banks. While there are varying interpretations of how and why the economic
boom of the ‘Celtic Tiger’ years became translated into a property bubble, the
consequences of its bust are clearly identifiable. The Irish speculative property
model resulted in over-priced land and housing, an oversupply of poor quality
residential and commercial development, environmental degradation due to carbased urban sprawl, an excessive quantity of one-off housing built in rural areas in
an absence of adequate local infrastructure, in addition to extensive over-zoning of
lands and the associated emergence of unfinished “ghost estates” (see for example,
Kitchin et al., 2010; McDonald and Nix, 2005; An Taisce, 2012).
The unprecedented property development activity of the ‘Celtic Tiger’ era created
significant change to the Irish landscape. In the second edition of the ‘Atlas of the
Irish Rural Landscape’, Whelan (2011) outlines how up until the advent of the
‘Celtic Tiger’ landscape change was modest and incremental in nature. However, the
pace of change accelerated ferociously during the boom years, emanating from
various sectors of the Irish economic growth model i.e. agriculture, forestry, tourism,
energy, communications, construction etc. Yet above all, the housing sector has had
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the most transformative effect on the Irish landscape. According to Whelan (2011)
one-third of all residential housing in the Republic of Ireland has been built since
1997, which he claims is a statistic unmatched globally. Furthermore, Kitchin et al.
(2012) reveal that by 2007 Ireland, along with Spain, was producing more than twice
as many housing units per head of population than elsewhere in Europe. An Taisce
(2012) state that by 2008, Ireland had 42,000 ha zoned for residential development,
with much of it on greenfield sites. An Taisce (2012) argue that this quantity of
zoned land could have accommodated a virtual doubling of Ireland’s population, and
furthermore this designation led to inflated land prices which in turn spread into the
speculative bubble as ‘assests’ to secure loans. Whelan (2011) claims that as a direct
consequence of permissive zoning and supine planning, excessive levels of urban
sprawl and “extra-urban sprawl” were created - “the tiger spawned a messy glut of
new buildings in the countryside – ostentatious in numbers, scale, style and siting”
(Whelan, 2011: 116). According to O’ Leary (2014) one-off rural housing currently
accounts for around 25 per cent of the national housing stock. McGrath (2013: 177)
stresses that one-off rural housing remains one of the biggest challenges facing
landscape change in Ireland and claims that “one-off housing, more than any other aspect of the changing nature of the
rural landscape, illustrates the gulf that exists between planning practice in
Ireland and the absence of a working consensus around many issues”.
Dispersed housing in the Irish rural landscape continues to be “one of the most
contested issues facing rural Ireland and contemporary planning policy” (Gkartzios
and Scott, 2009: 1761). McManus (2011) proposes that ‘Celtic Tiger’ society’s
continuing preference for rural living, combined with “an understandable desire” for
contemporary mobility and lifestyle standards, has left a profound mark on the Irish
landscape –
“A sense of lifestyle entitlement is reflected in the one-off ‘McMansion’
housing in rural areas, with SUVs on cobble-lock driveways, satellite dishes
and decking that is seldom used but always seen” (McManus, 2011: 161).
McManus (2011: 161) continues to outline how these “aspirations” are also reflected
in, for example, the proliferation of second/holiday homes located in scenic rural
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landscapes and in the new marina and leisure centre developments situation along
the Irish coastline etc.
Fundamentally, the development activity of the ‘Celtic Tiger’ era, with its resulting
accelerated transformation of the Irish landscape, was underpinned by an
overwhelmingly unsustainable territorial approach to the landscape resource. In his
exploration of the relationship between landscape and contemporary Irish society,
McGrath (2013) raises important questions about the nature of this association.
McGrath’s reflection on “the unsatisfactory relationship that exists between
contemporary Irish society and the places it inhabits” (2013: 2), highlights the
ongoing competing demands placed on the Irish landscape by its people, who
demonstrate an ambivalent approach which priorities individual property rights over
the common good, and promotes the commodification and consumption of the
landscape resource over its protection, planning and management. Although the
reasons for Ireland’s ambivalent approach to landscape conservation remains
unclear, McGrath (2013: 199) contends that it “does not reflect a lack of landscape
heritage but is symptomatic of a distinctive cultural legacy which inhibits a
constructive engagement with that heritage”. This proposition exposes the complex
and problematic relationship that exists between Irish people and their island home.
Ireland’s lengthy period of British colonialism and the trauma of the Irish Famine
(1845-1852), have contributed to a long history of conflict over ownership and
control of land and property. Interestingly, 21st Century Ireland continues to exhibit a
strong cultural preference for land and property ownership. According to Whelan
(2011) Ireland has the highest rate of home ownership in the world, with 81 per cent
of Irish homes being owner-occupied. Conversely, O’ Toole (2007) suggests that one
of the legacies of Ireland’s history of dispossession is “that we’ve never, collectively,
taken ownership of the place we inhabit. We don’t belong to it and it doesn’t belong
to us”.
Whatever its cultural origin, the post-modern society of the ‘Celtic Tiger’ era
demonstrated a striking disconnect and ambivalence towards the Irish landscape,
with particular regard to its natural heritage dimensions. An Taisce (2012) highlights
Ireland’s record of implementing EU Environmental law as one of, if not the worst
in Europe - with specific reference given to the implementation of the Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) Directive, the Habitats Directive and the Birds Directive.
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The obligation of the Irish State to comply with EU environmental directives has led
to the extensive designation of areas for nature conservation through the Natura 2000
network (a product of the Habitats and Birds Directives). Laffan and O’Mahony
(2008) identify the Habitat and Birds Directives as the most significant pieces of
nature conservation legislation adopted across the EU member states and discuss the
contested and politicised nature of the implementation of EU level nature
conservation legislation in Ireland. McGrath (2013: 2000) describes how according
to popular rural sentiment, this EU-driven nature conservation strategy, as a creation
of both ‘Brussels’ and ‘Dublin’, is viewed as “having little to do with local people
other than the restrictions that they place on the use of their land”. From its initial
inception the establishment of the Natura 2000 network in Ireland has been a
contested ‘line-drawing’ process (see Bryan, 2012). These SAC and SPA
designations continue to inspire significant contestation, conflict and resistance at a
local scale, in particular recent ongoing controversy has centred on the prohibition of
the traditional right to cut turf in SAC designated bog habitats (see for example
O’Riordan et al., 2015).
This resistance to (EU led) environmental governance is similarly evidenced within
Irish society’s attitudes to planning as an activity of public policy. O’ Leary (2014)
discusses the notion of ‘a streak of anarchy’ in regard to Ireland’s reluctance to fully
embrace planning, compounded by an official apathy towards the Irish planning
system across the various scales of governance. According to O’ Leary (2014: 211),
“in early twenty-first-century Ireland planning was seen as an obstacle to the growth
imperative of the so-called ‘Celtic Tiger’ and something to be got around”. Yet, the
problematic nature of this approach was starkly exposed by the Irish boom, bubble
and bust cycle. In 2012 An Taisce - The National Trust for Ireland - published an
independent review of Ireland’s planning system, in which they highlighted the
“catastrophic failure of the planning system which drowned out and side-lined
questioning voices” (An Taisce, 2012: 6):
“Throughout the ‘Celtic Tiger’ bubble, An Taisce, together with other
environmental organisations, were marginalised for highlighting the far-reaching
economic, social and environmental consequences of promoting development-atall-costs, which came with an unthinking culture and misplaced ethos to
dominate Government, developers and councils”.
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The An Taisce review (2012) cites the findings of a tribunal of enquiry set up to
investigate planning corruption in Ireland (Government of Ireland, 2012), which
exposed systemic corruption in Irish planning, incorporating low level patronage,
cronyism and clientelism. In addition to this characterisation, various academics
have contended that throughout the ‘Celtic Tiger’ era the Irish planning system
became increasingly neoliberal and ‘developer-led’ (see for example, Kitchin et al.,
2012; Fox-Rogers et al., 2011).
Reflecting on the boom, bubble and bust years, Counsell et al. (2014) highlight ‘an
implementation gap’ between national and local levels of the Irish planning system,
which they attribute to a form of deeply entrenched localism. This is particularly
evidenced in the local government policies and development decisions which
resulted in the legacy of ghost estates and the extensive over-zoning of housing land.
According to Counsell et al. (2014) this centred on the problem that the national and
regional level frameworks were essentially advisory rather than binding, with limited
disciplinary power. Specifically, both the National Spatial Strategy and the Regional
Planning Guidelines were fundamentally advisory in nature, and as Kitchin et al.
(2010) assert the ‘laissez faire’ attitude of the Government in this regard contributed
to a sustained failure to impose a stronger say over the planning decisions of local
politicians20. In addition, the An Taisce (2012: 4) review claims that in the absence
of local taxation, local government authorities “compete fiercely for new
development, with their eyes firmly on the capital contribution levies and
commercial rates that result from development, leading to extremely bad planning
outcomes”. Furthermore, Fox-Rogers and Murphy (2014) raise serious questions
concerning the democratic nature of the planning system. Using empirical evidence
from the Irish development management process, their findings demonstrate the
existence of ‘a shadow planning system’, adjacent to the ‘official’ planning system,
which through the use of informal strategies, holders of power bypass the formal
structures of planning. Fox-Rogers and Murphy (2014) suggest that the central driver
of the emergence of informal interactions stems from the power imbalances that exist

20

The 2010 Planning and Development Amendment Act now requires that development plans and
development management decisions must now be consistent with national and regional policy,
whereas previously local planning authorities were only required to take account of same.
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between powerful economic interests and the executive arm of the local authority –
given their reliance on private investment to generate income streams. Their findings
suggest that greater cognisance of the structural relations that govern how power is
distributed by society is required and that ‘light touch’ approaches that centre on
participation and deliberation need to be replaced with more radical solutions that
look towards the redistribution of economic power between stakeholders (FoxRogers & Murphy, 2014).
The cross-sectoral growth imperative of the ‘Celtic Tiger’ era, aligned with the
emergence of a property market bubble in which the planning system was deeply
implicated, did not leave political space for dissenting voices, particularly those who
questioned the consequences of a ‘development-at-all-costs’ approach for the
environment. Ireland’s signature and ratification of the European Landscape
Convention in 2002, was a direct result of the lobbying activities of The Heritage
Council of Ireland. Established as a statutory body in 1995, The Heritage Council
has consistently promoted a landscape agenda. Yet, as McGrath (2013) highlights
very little progress has been achieved in regard to landscape policy in the previous
two decades. He suggests “this may reflect a pervasive alienation but it also reflects
a weakness in the institutions of state, which characteristically demonstrate an
‘intervening’ as opposed to a ‘managing’ capability” (McGrath, 2013: 200).
Evidently, in addition to palpable cultural and socio-political resistance and an
arguably under developed ‘environmental consciousness’, the institutional structure
of the Irish State presents a further challenge to the progress of ELC implementation
in Ireland and the associated advancement of an Irish ‘landscape consciousness’.
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5.6 The challenge of multi-scalar landscape governance and the
implementation of the ELC in Ireland
Drawing on empirical evidence from both national planning reform and city regional
planning in Cork, Counsell, Haughton & Allmendinger (2014: 59) propose that
recent experiences of planning in Ireland raise two sets of related questions:
“First there are issues around the nature of planning and its reform in Ireland,
concerning implementation and effective spatial strategies”.
“The second set of issues is wider and concerns the nature of planning as a
form of neoliberal spatial governance, managing and facilitating growth
through flexible, indirectly accountable means whilst simultaneously
acknowledging social and environmental concerns.”
These issues are equally relevant to ELC implementation in Ireland, a process which
presently centres on the recently published National Landscape Strategy for Ireland
2015-2025 (DAHG, 2015). While the Department of Arts, Culture and the Gaeltacht
is responsible for the implementation of this Strategy, the principle of subsidiarity is
identified in the draft Strategy as central to the delivery of ELC requirements at the
local government scale (DAHG, 2015). Thus the onus is placed on the local
government system, to implement many of the key actions of the Strategy at the
most local level possible. However, this is a challenging proposition, particularly
when consideration is given to the past performance of local authorities in respect to
the application of Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) in Ireland. LCA consists
of a tried and tested systematic methodology, yet as the Heritage Council’s (2009)
LCA review has clearly shown, nationwide coverage of LCA remains uneven and its
quality varies significantly across local authorities (see Heritage Council, 2009 –
recommendations as outlined in Section 5.3.2). Furthermore, O’ Sullivan and Ray
(2013) claim that there is limited evidence of LCA either having been validated
through local engagement or having been incorporated into formal, politicallyendorsed planning policy.
These shortcomings may be partly attributed to the resource and funding constraints
experienced by Irish local authorities. To these financial constraints An Taisce
(2012) attributes the inability of smaller councils to employ the necessary technical
staff to carry out complex functions - i.e. planners, architects, conservation
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specialists, ecology experts, hydrology engineers, senior personnel with competency
in European/Irish law, and within this context practioners with landscape expertise.
However, of fundamental significance is the prolonged ‘draft’ status of the
Landscape and Landscape Character Assessment Guidelines (DELG, 2000),
signifying a clear lack of urgency at a departmental level to promote or either
upgrade the status and content of this planning guidance document since its issue in
2000. The continued ‘draft’ status of the Landscape and Landscape Character
Assessment Guidelines (DELG, 2000) is symbolic of the lack of political interest
afforded to landscape issues in relation to the Irish planning system at a national
scale. This lack of political will is further evidenced at a local government scale, as
evidenced in the problematic implementation of the LCA methodology. As they
relate to the socio-political and economic nature of planning in Ireland, the first set
of issues raised by Counsell et al. (2014) are particularly pertinent when considering
how the aims and principles of the ELC, as set out in the NLS (DAHG, 2015), may
be operationalised and implemented as an effective spatial strategy at a local
government scale in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity. In this regard,
questions remain over the weaknesses of the Irish planning system as exposed by the
‘Celtic Tiger’ collapse and the evident need for reform – specifically, the
‘implementation gap’ between the national and local governance levels of the
planning system and the ‘laissez faire’ attitude of the Irish Government in regard to
the implementation of national and regional level strategic spatial policy at a local
level (as discussed in Section 5.5).
The second set of issues raised by Counsell et al. (2014) essentially concern the role
of the Irish planning system in the management of growth. As outlined in Section 5.5
the growth imperative of the ‘Celtic Tiger’ era permeated all sectors of the Irish
economy and as a result of this unprecedented development the Irish landscape
experienced an accelerated rate of change. Within this context the Irish planning
system was deeply implicated in the property market bubble and its subsequent bust.
Counsell et al. (2014) claim that the Irish planning system ultimately failed to
provide the political space to debate both the purpose of planning and a politics that
created opposing demands for high growth and constrained growth. As previously
highlighted, Fox-Rogers and Murphy (2014) add a further dimension to this debate
by demonstrating the existence of a ‘shadow planning system’ in Ireland, where the
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use of informal strategies allows powerful economic interests to bypass the formal
structures of the development management process. Evidently, this recent experience
raises important questions about both the democratic nature of planning, and the
nature of the common good or public interest in planning. At the publication of the
draft National Landscape Strategy in 2014, Minister Deenihan (DAHG) asserted that
in relation to the process of sustainable landscape management, one of the main
objectives of the Strategy is to achieve greater consistency in decision-making across
the country when dealing with landscape issues. However, the press release also
highlighted the fact that the draft National Landscape Strategy has no statutory or
official relationship with the Irish planning system (see Section 5.3.2). Interestingly,
the draft National Landscape Strategy was originally under the remit of the
Department of the Environment, Community and Local Government – DECLG however following a change in government in 2011, responsibility for its
formulation was then assumed by the Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht
(as previously discussed in Section 5.3.2). As a result of this departmental move, the
National Landscape Strategy was disassociated with the department which oversees
the Irish planning and local government system i.e. the DECLG. Yet this is in spite
of the recent changes to planning legislation through the 2010 Planning Amendment
Act, whereby landscape is now defined in accordance with the ELC, in addition the
Act now contains an obligation to have regard to the ELC in relation to landscape
issues (see Section 5.3.2). Yet, the National Landscape Strategy (DAHG, 2015) has
no legislative footing or relationship with the Planning and Development Act 2000
(as amended). Consequently, it remains unclear how exactly it can directly influence
or improve decision making in regard to the governance of the landscape resource,
with particular regard to the local government planning system.
Overall, there has been markedly little progress achieved to date in relation to ELC
implementation in Ireland. Arguably the most significant action undertaken has been
the introduction of the ELC definition of landscape into the Planning and
Development Act 2000 (as amended). However, O’Sullivan and Ray (2013) propose
that the ELC conceptualisation of landscape has created an emerging tension
between “perception-based” and “designation-based” approaches to landscape
assessment and management. They claim that these tensions pose significant
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challenges for the planning system and the creation of robust landscape policies and
targets –
“Landscape may be ‘everything and everywhere’ for many disciplines – a
notion offering a variety of intellectual and creative reasoning. For the
domain of the planning discipline however, the requirement to support and
inform strategic decisions is fundamental to the success of landscape
interventions everywhere” (Ray, 2013: 467).
Nonetheless as evidenced from the ‘landscape scale’ case studies, conceptualisations
of landscape are always accompanied by underlying and varying tensions, simply
because “landscape is tension” (Wylie, 2007:1). As Ireland’s entry to the CoE’s
landscape award, the Bere Island Conservation Plan was presented (by the Heritage
Council) as the manifestation of the ELC conceptualisation of landscape, and as such
it is the only Irish case study project of this study that shows a direct link to the ELC.
However, the language of the ELC was in fact retrospectively applied to this project.
As previously highlighted the concept of landscape is not evident in the text of the
Bere Island Conservation Plan or in the case study participant’s personal accounts of
life on Bere Island. There is instead a discernible preference for the concept of place
or sense of place, as an approach to explain the ‘lived experience’ of island life.
Fundamentally at play here is what Wattchow (2013) identifies as the ‘creative
tension’ between landscape and a sense of place. The concept of landscape is
associated with interpretative approaches, whereas in contrast the concept of place is
strongly linked to phenomenological approaches. This ‘tension’ is evident in the
disjuncture between the ELC identity bestowed by the Heritage Council on the Bere
Island Conservation Plan, and the language used in the Plan and by the Bere
Islanders in the communication of this project. In comparison, the project managers
of 21st Century Liffey unequivocally view the concept of landscape as implicit in all
aspects of their work. Although their urban design vision was confined to a section
of the Liffey Quays, they view the landscape of the River Liffey and Dublin city as
the central context of their work. Yet this recognition of the ‘urban’ landscape is not
widely replicated across Irish society, as landscape is predominantly perceived as
relating only to rural environments or areas of nature and not to the built form. This
is also reflected in current landscape policy, notably the draft Landscape Character
Assessment guidelines (DELG, 2000) which do not explicitly apply to urban areas
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and urban planning in general. Conversely, although the Wild Nephin project is
located in rural County Mayo, it does not in any way engage with the urban-rural
dichotomy in the communication of the project vision. Instead, the possibilities of a
‘modified’ landscape concept are explored in conjunction with the concepts of
‘wilderness’, ‘wildness’ and ‘nature’, with particular emphasis placed on the
activities of landscape protection, nature conservation, ecological habitat restoration
and wilderness/primitive recreational experiences. Fundamentally, the Wild Nephin
project focuses the interwoven conceptualisations of nature, culture and landscape,
which are central to environmentalism, as opposed to engaging with the rural
discourse of contemporary Irish society.
In addition to exhibiting varying conceptualisations of the landscape idea, the case
study projects demonstrate the multiscalar complexities and challenges of landscape
governance. As previously discussed in Section 2.5.2, landscape governance
essentially represents an appropriate approach for the handling of complex, locallyanchored problems. For example, the creation of the Bere Island Conservation Plan
arose from the Bere islanders’ concern to stem the continuous depopulation of their
island and to ensure the long term survival of the island’s unique natural and cultural
heritage. As it applies to a clearly demarcated geographical space, the Bere Island
Conservation Plan presents an interesting ‘landscape scale’ case study unit
particularly if viewed as a microcosm of the island of Ireland. In this sense it
presents valuable insights in regard to a landscape governance approach which
combines a community ‘bottom-up’ participation process with ‘top-down’ steering,
guidance and funding from institutions at both national level (Heritage Council) and
local government level (Cork County Council). In contrast the Wild Nephin project
may be characterised as an exclusively top down approach to landscape governance,
as a semi-state/state led initiative (Coillte and NPWS) which concerns publically
owned land. Fundamentally, the project aim is to create a protected ‘wild’ landscape
of significant scale (11,000 hectares) with functioning ecosystems. Wild Nephin is
presented as forming Ireland’s contribution to the European Parliament’s 2009
resolution on wilderness in Europe, which calls on EU member states to assist in the
creation of a European scale designation of circa 1,000,000 hectares to re-wilding by
2020. However, to an Irish audience the Wild Nephin project is also presented as a
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tourism opportunity to provide a ‘wilderness’ or primitive recreational experience,
which is marketed as a unique tourism product within an Irish and European context.
While Wild Nephin has contributed to the promotion of the re-wilding agenda in
Ireland, in juxtaposition the project managers of 21st Century Liffey have set out to
instil an appreciation of the small scale detail of the urban landscape and to raise
awareness amongst Irish society of the role of urban design in place making. Along
with the institutional support of Dublin City Council (a local government authority),
this independent urban design consultancy sought to reaffirm the connection between
this ‘River City’ and its people and to also promote a landscape approach to the
Liffey Quays, which they believe is not present in existing urban policy. This
summary of the key findings of this chapter demonstrates the wide range of themes
which relate to the governance of the landscape resource as a territorial project. The
following chapter will elaborate further on this discussion and will provide a
synthesis of insights gained in the territories of Catalonia and the Republic of Ireland
from the application of the assessment criteria of this comparative study. However,
in prepation for this discussion the following concluding scheme (see both Figure
5.21 and Table 5.3 below) has been created in order to provide a synthesis of the key
empirical findings gained from the territory of Ireland.
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S.1
Key findings

Strand one: Legislative
& policy analyses

Case study unit no. 1:
Wild Nephin
The research design:

S.2

A three strand
methodological
approach

Strand two: Multiple
'embedded' case
studies

Key findings

Case study unit no. 2:
21st Century Liffey

Key findings

Case study unit no. 3:
The Bere Island
Conservation Plan

Key findings

S.3
Key findings

Strand three: Key
stakeholder interviews

Figure 5.21: Three strand methodological design & the production of key findings
Overview of the key findings gained from the territory of Ireland, grouped in accordance
with the four categories of the assessment criteria and in line with the three strand
methodological approach of this project:
Three strand
approach:

‘The language
of landscape’

The landscape
resource and
sustainable
territorial
development

Landscape and
public
participation

Awarenessraising

S. 1

In accordance
with ELC
implementation
and specifically
through the
2010 Planning
and
Development
(Amendment)
Act, a reference
to the ELC
definition of
landscape was
inserted into
Irish planning
law. Prior to this
Act ‘landscape’
was not defined
in Irish planning
law.

To date ELC
implementation
by the Irish
government has
been limited to
the publication of
a National
Landscape
Strategy for
Ireland 20152025 (DAHG,
2015).

Although Ireland’s
National
Landscape
Strategy (DAHG,
2015) identifies
the strengthening
of public
participation as
one of its six core
objectives, apart
from referencing
the LCA
methodology
which is currently
in operation at
Ireland’s local
government
scale, it does not
provide essential
details on the
specific ‘means’

The Irish State’s
progress in
regard to
implementing
the ELC’s
measure on
awarenessraising has been
largely confined
to its
identification as
one of the six
core objectives
of the National
Landscape
Strategy for
Ireland (DAHG,
2015).
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S.2

1.
Wild
Nephin

Whilst the word
‘landscape’ is
used in
conjunction with
this project, it is
predominantly
used in relation
to the concepts
of nature,
biodiversity, the
environment
and the
concepts of
wilderness and
wildness.

The aim of this
project is to
create a ‘wild’ or
‘wilderness’
landscape of
significant scale,
for the
achievement of a
range of
objectives relating
to landscape
protection,
ecological
restoration,
biodiversity
enhancement,
nature
conservation,
nature centred
tourism,
recreation and
education.

2.
21st
Century
Liffey

As discussed by
the project
managers of
21st Century
Liffey although
the word
landscape is not
used explicitly in
their work within
the urban
environment,
they view it as
being implicit in
their work as it –
‘landscape’ is
essentially the
underlying
context.

3.
The
Bere
Island
Conser
vation
Plan

The ‘landscape
language’ used
in this project
draws heavily
on the language
of the heritage,
rural and
tourism sectors
and on
vernacular
words used to
describe the

This project is
strongly informed
by the imagery of
the European city
model.
Furthermore,
ideas of
entrepreneurial
planning underlie
this project,
through its
discernible
emphasis on the
underdeveloped
potential of
Dublin’s
landscape
resource, in order
to attract future
inward economic
investment.
The key principles
of the idea of
sustainability
clearly underpin
this project and
through its
continued
implementation
the Islanders are
endeavouring to
manage the
landscape
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through which this
objective may be
achieved.
As the institution
and company
involved in the
delivery of this
project are the
exclusive
landowners of the
project site, public
participation is not
a feature of the
design or
implementation of
this project, as
there is no legal
requirement to
engage with
public
participation
procedures.

This project
constitutes an
expert-led urban
design vision for
the River Liffey
Quays of Dublin
city, characterised
by an arguably
limited form of
public
participation
based primarily
on an active
social media and
online presence
and a series of
project exhibitions
with some
interactive
elements.
The high level of
effective public
participation
involved in this
project has
resulted in
European level
recognition, with
the judging panel
of the Council of
Europe
Landscape Award

This project
centres on a
proposal to
create Ireland’s
first wilderness
area in the
Nephin Beg
Range and
through doing
so contribute to
the EU’s rewilding agenda.
In addition, the
project aims to
promote
environmental/la
ndscape
awareness
through the
provision of
education and
recreational
activities in the
project site.
This project
uses a top-down
approach to
awarenessraising in order
to promote a
greater
appreciation of
the value, role
and future of
Dublin as a river
city. In addition,
it represents an
opportunity to
reflect on and
question Irish
society’s
attitudes and
perceptions of
Dublin’s urban
landscape.
As a direct
result of an
intensive public
consultation
process the
Islanders
produced a Plan
which
demonstrates
their social
awareness of
the interaction
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S.3

detail of their
local landscape.

resource and
steer its future
through the ideal
of sustainable
development.

stating that the
Plan represents
an exemplary
approach to
public
participation
provision as it
involves various
community
participants.

Although the
‘landscape
language’ of the
ELC is present
in the Irish
government’s
National
Landscape
Strategy
(DAHG, 2015)
and various
publications of
the Heritage
Council of
Ireland, this
language is not
widely used
outside this
specific legal
and policy
context.

The National
Landscape
Strategy 20152015 (DAHG,
2015) has no
legislative footing
or formal
relationship to
Ireland’s planning
legislative
framework.
Consequently, it
remains unclear
as to how exactly
it can directly
influence or
improve statutory
decision making
processes in
regard to
landscape issues.

Questions have
been raised in
regard to the
application of the
LCA methodology
currently
operating at
Ireland’s local
government
scale, particularly
in regard to what
is identified as
limited evidence
of either public
participation or
political
endorsement
through
representative
democracy.

Table 5.3: Overview of key findings - Territory of Ireland
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between human
activities and
natural forces
and the
associated
consequences
of these
interactions for
their future
existence on
Bere Island.
Despite
Ireland’s limited
progress in
regard to ELC
implementation,
the Heritage
Council of
Ireland
continues to
champion the
promotion of the
Irish landscape
agenda and has
made notable
achievements in
terms of
landscape
awarenessraising activities
through
community led
initiatives e.g.
the Bere Island
Conservation
Plan.
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6 ‘Landscape as a territorial project’ – The implementation of
the European Landscape Convention in Catalonia and
Ireland
6.1 Introduction
In this chapter the empirical findings of this exploratory research are interwoven
with insights gained from the application of the conceptual framework of this study,
in order to critically evaluate the ‘added-value’ of the European Landscape
Convention as a framework to guide processes of multi-scalar landscape governance
across the European model of society. This chapter opens with a discussion of the
place of the European Landscape Convention within the broader context of the work
of the Council of Europe as a European level institution, before examining the
intersection between this Convention and the European Union’s system of
landscape/environmental governance. This analysis will also explore the relationship
between the landscape phenomenon and contemporary notions of Europe, the
European experience and their manifestation within the European project. In order to
create a vertical core through Europe’s territorial planning hierarchy and thus
explore the ‘added-value’ of the ELC as a guiding framework for multi-scalar
landscape governance, this analysis will then be expanded to incorporate empirical
findings gained from the European territories of Catalonia and Ireland, as presented
in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 respectively. These findings will be evaluated against an
assessment criteria centred upon four categories: the ‘language of landscape’; the
landscape resource and sustainable territorial development; landscape and public
participation; and awareness-raising. This thesis concludes with a synthesis of the
conceptual and empirical insights gained from this research endeavour and relates
them to broader debates concerning the interlinked practice of landscape governance,
environmental governance and spatial planning across the European model of
society.

6.2 ‘Landscape’ and the European project
As a slender form of environmental governance, landscape governance has in the
past been relatively neglected by international policymakers. However as Phillips
and Clarke (2004: 52) assert, landscape has “come in from the cold”, with landscape
having gradually emerged towards the close of the twentieth century as a source of
global attention and as an international policy instrument. In this paper, Phillips and
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Clarke (2004) outline how on the international stage landscape has come to be seen
as both a precious environmental resource in its own right, and as a medium by
which sustainable development programmes can be pursued in the future. According
to the authors, landscape has become a respectable subject of international discourse
and this trajectory is most clearly manifested in: a global treaty i.e. the Convention
Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage Convention
(UNESCO, 1972); in IUCN programmes for protected areas; in a European
convention i.e. the European Landscape Convention (CoE, 2000a); and that it is on
the agenda of the European Commission (EC). The purpose of this section is to
discuss the harnessing of landscape as a legislative and policy instrument specifically
within the framework of European as opposed to international governance. While
this analysis centres on assessing European scale institutions and their activities in
regard to landscape governance, the second part of this section will also extend
beyond existing institutional frameworks to explore the relationship between the
landscape phenomenon and contemporary notions of Europe, the European
experience and their manifestation within the European project. This discussion will
culminate with an identification of future challenges for the evolution of landscape
governance and the implementation of the ELC across the European territory.
In a centenary paper of the Town Planning Review, Selman (2010) proposed that in
the first part of the twenty-first century landscape has been identified more strongly
with the core concerns of European spatial planning and through the publication of
the European Landscape Convention (ELC) landscape has become increasingly
central to matters of sustainability and place-making across both urban and rural
realms. Fundamentally, the ELC formalises the idea of landscape as a common
heritage and as a shared responsibility for the people of Europe (CoE, 2000a:
Preamble):
“Acknowledging that the quality and diversity of European landscape
constitute a common resource, and that it is important to co-operate
towards its protection, management and planning".
Furthermore, the Explanatory report to the Convention explains that as landscapes
often face threats that arise at the international level, these must correspondingly be
addressed through international cooperation (CoE, 2000b: 31):
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“A number of existing international legal instruments have some bearing
upon landscape, either directly or indirectly. However, there is no
international legal instrument that deals directly, specifically and
comprehensively with European landscapes and their preservation,
despite their immense cultural and natural value and the many threats
to them. The Convention is designed to fill that gap.”
Under Article 7 of the Convention (International policies and programmes) it is
recommended that the Council engage in landscape cooperation with other
governmental international organisations, namely – UNESCO, the European Union
and IUCN, as well as other non-governmental organisations. The Explanatory report
(CoE, 2000b: 62) expressly states that the ELC should establish formal links (where
appropriate) between the mechanisms of the Convention and these other legal and
policy instruments and initiatives (as subsequently outlined).

The ELC is presented as a dynamic legal Europe-wide instrument devoted
exclusively to landscape, which is also complementary to existing international legal
instruments concerning (either directly or indirectly) the natural and/or cultural
heritage dimensions of the landscape idea. These legal instruments are specifically
identified in the text of the Convention as (see CoE, 2000b: 33):


The UNESCO Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural
and Natural Heritage, (Paris, 16 November 1972);



The Council of Europe’s Convention on the Conservation of European
Wildlife and Natural Habitats, (Bern, 19 September 1979);



The Council of Europe Convention for the Protection of the Architectural
Heritage of Europe, (Granada, 3 October 1985);



The Council of European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological
Heritage (revised) (Valletta, 16 January 1992).

Additionally, the ELC is also identified as being complementary to international
initiatives i.e. the Pan-European Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy
(PEBLDS) adopted by the European Environment Ministers at their meeting in
Sofia, 25 October 1995. Through the PEBLDS initiative, landscape diversity was for
the first time placed alongside biological diversity as an aim for international action
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and as such it represents an important milestone in the promotion and evolution the
landscape agenda at a European scale.

Elsewhere in the Convention, reference is made to the promotion of sustainability
and sustainable development as fundamentally expressed in the cited legal texts:


The Convention on Biological Diversity (Rio, 5 June 1992)



The Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decisionmaking and Access to Justice on Environmental Matters (Aarhus, 25 June
1998) UNECE.

In addition, the Convention also makes references to other European legal texts,
namely:


The European Charter of Local Self-government (Strasbourg, 15 October
1985);



The European Outline Convention on Transfrontier Co-operation between
Territorial Communities or Authorities (Madrid, 21 May 1980).

These legal texts are cited as they define the principle of subsidiarity and outline the
use of associated implementation of tools for sustainable development, advocated by
the Convention.
Placed within its broader context, the ELC is part of the Council of Europe’s work in
the areas of natural and cultural heritage, spatial planning, environment and local
self-government (see CoE, 2000b: 36). As a European level institution, the Council
of Europe plays a key role in promoting Europeanist values on human rights
(McCormick, 2010), as it is widely regarded as “the moral authority of Europe”
(Olwig, 2007b: 582). As Olwig (2007b) outlines, the Council of Europe operates in a
manner which is the obverse to that of the EU councils (e.g. the European Council
and the Council of the European Union), as it does not represent the power of the
state, nor does it make and enforce laws, but rather it facilitates conventions (the
most well-known of which being the 1950 European Convention on Human Rights,
which serves as the basis for the European Court of Human Rights). Furthermore, in
regard to the ELC it is important to clearly establish that although 24 member states
of the EU-28 (excluding Austria, Estonia, and Germany) have ratified the
Convention and one member state (Malta) has signed but not yet ratified it, the EU is
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not itself a Party of the Convention. As outlined by Phillips and Clarke (2004),
retrospectively landscape had not been a topic of the EU’s agenda, having previously
been regarded as a matter for member states rather than that of the European
Commission. However, environmental governance (as distinct from landscape
governance) has held a long-standing position within the EU’s agenda. Von
Homeyer (2009) argues that EU environmental governance today can be analysed as
the evolution of an amalgam of five distinguishable environmental governance
regimes which have been successively layered on top of each other over the past
thirty-five years i.e. the ‘environmental regime’, the ‘internal market regime’, the
‘integration regime’, the ‘sustainable development regime’, and the emerging
‘climate regime’. Von Homeyer (2009) stresses the significance of the emerging
‘climate regime’, because of its nature as a global challenge climate change appears
to be the first ‘high politics’ environmental issue for EU environmental governance.
Hence, through the emerging ‘climate regime’ environmental governance is
increasing in significance in regard to the European Union’s political agenda. In line
with the political elevation of European environmental governance, Phillips and
Clarke (2004) claim that the CoE’s ELC and the Dobris assessment (Stanners and
Bourdeau, 1995) have influenced the European Commission’s increasing recognition
of landscape as a subject of EU-wide relevance, which has in turn been reflected in
inclusion of reference to the subject of landscape in the Sixth and Seventh European
Environmental Action Programmes. However as Philips and Clarke (2004)
acknowledge, while the full significance of these recent developments for the
activities of the EU’s European Commission or member states is not yet clear,
reference to the subject of landscape in an EC programme signifies an important
advancement in the progress of the landscape governance discourse at an
international level. Evidently, through the activities of both the Council of Europe
and the European Union as key European level institutions, landscape has emerged
as the object of European public policy and consequently it is thus relevant to our
contemporary notions of Europe, the European experience, and their manifestation
within the European project.

The idea of the European project is underpinned by the legislative and policy
activities of the European Union institutions i.e. the European Council, the
Commission, the Council of Ministers, the European Parliament, and the European
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Court of Justice. Yet, McCormick (2010) argues that while regional integration
under the European Union since 1945 has been pivotal in the coalescing of European
opinion on a range of political, economic, and social matters, the European project is
much more than the European Union and he proposes that a greater indicator of
‘Europe’ has been the growth of a European consciousness:
“More revealing as a means to understanding the dynamics of contemporary
Europe is the set of norms, values, and perceptions that its people hold in
common, and thus it is essential that more consideration be given to
understanding the content and parameters of Europeanism” (McCormick, 2010:
221).

Grounding his analysis in the concept of society, Delanty (2015) similarly argues
that ‘the idea of European society’ is not something that was produced by European
integration, but rather the evolution of this idea arose from the field of tensions
produced by capitalism and democracy as constitutive elements of European society.
Delanty (2015) proposes that the concept of society should be understood as a
relational field of interconnections, and in this regard European society can be seen
as emerging from the interconnections of many different centres as part of a longterm historical process. Whilst acknowledging Europeanism as a concept that is
remarkably under-studied, McCormick (2010) proposes that Europeanism may be
collectively understood as a set of political, economic and social norms, interests,
and values that define Europe and the European experience and guide European
views about their place in the world. In an effort to advance this discussion he
presents the major constituent qualities of contemporary Europeanism as being
rooted in the following themes, paraphrased as follows (2010: 217-220):


Remodelled identities: As European integration has progressed there has
been a decline in European attachment to the state to the extent that a
European identity is gradually emerging.



Cosmopolitanism: Europeanism since 1945 has promoted the idea that local
and global concerns cannot be separate or divorced, and the importance of
the universal trumps that of the local.
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Communitarianism: Europeanism supports a balance between the
individual and community interests, emphasising the responsibilities of
government to the citizens of its jurisdiction.



The collective society: Europeanism holds the view that societal divisions
will occur in spite of attempts to ensure equal opportunities, and recognises
the role of the state as an economic manager and as a guarantor of societal
welfare.



Welfarism: Europeanist notions of economic management maintain that the
community – via the state - has a responsibility to ensure that opportunity and
wealth are equitably distributed.



The civilian-industrial complex: Europeanism promotes the idea that
investment should meet the needs of the consumer market rather than
military production, and the political role of the defence industry should be
limited.



Sustainable development: The promotion of the concepts of sustainability
and sustainable development are at the heart of Europeanist thinking on the
environment.



Redefining the family: Europeanism has meant a redefinition of the family
i.e. marriage and fertility rates and marriage equality.



Working to live: Europeans have adopted post-material values and have
consequently changed their views about work.



Criminal rights: Europeanism means a greater emphasis on individual rights
and a preference for resolving disputes through negotiation rather than
confrontation through law.



Multiculturalism: Europe has a long history of multiculturalism arising
from the diversity of European societies; however racism and religious
discrimination are still significant societal issues.



Secularism: The role of religion is becoming increasingly marginalised in
Europe, with secularism having emerged as the driving force behind
Europeanist attitudes towards science and public policies (in which religious
beliefs have traditional played a role).



Opposition to capital punishment: Europeanism opposes capital
punishment, prohibited in all EU member states and CoE member states.
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Perpetual peace: Post-war Europeanism identifies closely with a rejection of
violence, war, and conflict as a means of resolving disputes. The ordering of
politics, economics, and society in contemporary Europe has made inter-state
war in the region all but unthinkable.



Civilian power: Europeanism emphasises the benefits of civilian power,
focusing on non-military and mainly economic means to achieve goals,
leaving the military to be used mainly in peacekeeping as opposed to peacemaking.



Smart power: Europe places an emphasis on smart power i.e. threats and
coercion (hard power) are balanced against incentives, diplomacy, and
encouragement (soft power).



Multilateralism: Europeanism eschews national self-interest in favour of
European scale cooperation and consensus and promotes the reliance on
international rules and agreements and on working through international
organisations to resolve problems.

Of the above themes or major constituent qualities of contemporary Europeanism,
those that directly relate to and are most evident in the symbolic policy of the
European Landscape Convention are:


Remodelled identities: The European Landscape Convention conceptualises
and promotes the landscape of Europe as an important component of a shared
European identity.



Cosmopolitanism: The ELC advocates a collective European response to
address the accelerated transformative multi-scalar impacts of processes of
globalisation, through the implementation of cooperative approaches to
landscape protection, management and planning.



Communitarianism: The ELC clearly emphasises the responsibilities of
government in regard to the landscape governance of its jurisdiction, to the
extent that landscape is principally conceptualised as an element of public
administration.



Sustainable development: Parallel to Europeanist thinking on the
environment, the ELC discourse is firmly grounded within the sustainable
development paradigm.
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Multilateralism: The effective implementation of the ELC hinges on the
achievement of European scale cooperation and consensus. In addition, as
detailed above the ELC supports a range of existing international legal
instruments concerning the natural and/or cultural dimensions of the
landscape idea.

In her contribution to the debate on the conception of a shared European identity,
Sassatelli (2010) explores the discursive and practical field of emerging European
landscape policies anchored upon the ELC, as an interpretative key for
representations of Europe as cultural ‘unity in diversity’ – a formula which has come
to embody the main narrative of the identity of Europe elaborated by European
institutions. As highlighted by Sassatelli (2010), as a way to protect the diversity of
European landscapes from the homogenizing effects of global flows and the
accelerated transformative impacts of processes of globalisation, the ELC claims that
the existence of a common European attitude to landscape is a central element of its
formulation (see CoE, 2000:2 – Preamble – see quotation above).Sassatelli (2010)
finds that while the official narrative of the identity of Europe may be reducible to a
simplistic model of nested identities i.e. from local to European, in practice
European identity discourse is currently undergoing a process of displacing binary
cultural and spatial logics – unity vs. diversity, places vs. flows – which inform
theories of identity. Sassatelli (2010: 80) links this binary displacement of European
identity with the ELC conceptualisation of landscape, conceived of as both
embodying the narrative of ‘unity in diversity’, and also as a means of advancing
understandings of Europeanisation and contemporary styles of imagining identities.
Building on these political and sociological understandings of the European project
in its broadest sense, Fauldi (2007a) further discusses the notion of a ‘European
model of society’ however he grounds his examination within the context of
European spatial planning processes underpinned by the concept of ‘territorial
cohesion’. As outlined by Fauldi (2007a), the ‘European model of society’ operates
both as a normative concept and as a conceptual device invoked in discussing
European integration. In 2005 the European Commission identified the shared values
underpinning the ‘European model of society’ as: solidarity and cohesion; equal
opportunities and the fight against discrimination; adequate health and safety in the
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workplace; universal access to education and health care; quality of life and quality
in work; sustainable development; and the involvement of civil society (see Faludi,
2007a: 19). Faludi (2007a) proposes that these shared values which are presented as
the basis for a distinctive European approach to economic and social policies,
overlap with those articulated through the concept of ‘territorial cohesion’ i.e. equity,
competitiveness, sustainability, and good governance. Territorial cohesion is broadly
understood as a successor concept to spatial planning and spatial development, and is
specifically concerned “with the manifestations of the elements of the European
model (of society) in concrete areas on various spatial scales” (Faludi, 2007b: 580).
Ultimately, both territorial cohesion thinking and the European model are founded
on the belief that the market is not everything, there are values beyond growth; and
also neither territorial cohesion policy nor the European model society can operate
without public intervention (Faludi, 2007b). Essentially the realisation of these
concepts centres on what Faludi (2007b: 580) identifies as “the decommodification
of certain policy objects” i.e. social rights, living standards, quality of life issues,
heritage preservation, landscape values and the provision of amenities. In regard to
progressing the achievement of these intangible ideals through territorial cohesion
policy, Faludi (2007a, 2007b) points to the ongoing work of ESPON and its
territorial indicators (as earlier referred to Section 3.6), and he further proposes that a
visionary element is also required, whereby spatial visions of European territories
and the EU as a whole, are articulated as more than places of production (20007b).
This movement towards the decommodification of territory through the
implementation of territorial cohesion policy parallels the symbolic policy of the
ELC which through its emphasis on the democratisation of landscape also has at its
core the promotion of the European project i.e. Europeanism and the ideal of the
European model of society.
As previously highlighted, Delanty’s (2015) research explores the interplay between
capitalism and democracy as shaping forces of European society. According to
Delanty (2015: 11) this interplay places an emphasis on “the contestation of power”,
which he claims raises the controversial question of neoliberalism and the prospect
that the contemporary process of European integration may in itself be undermining
the European social model of capitalism. As discussed above, various
understandings and interpretations of the European project (in its broadest sense) are
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founded on the common underlying belief that the market is not everything and there
are values beyond growth. In a similar vein, Rydin (2013) argues that a reliance on
growth-dependence in spatial planning alone is insufficient as it contains significant
flaws, particularly in regard to ensuring that all groups in society have equal access
to an environment that meets their needs, provides a good quality of life and
contributes to sustainability. In her agenda for planning reform she presents an
alternative approach founded on the concept of ‘just sustainability’, which centres on
the promotion of social equality and environmental justice concerns. This call for
‘just sustainability’ is echoed in the ideal of ‘the just landscape’ which Olwig
(2007b) discusses in regard to the European Landscape Convention and its call for
the public’s right in determining future landscapes. Olwig (2007b) contends that the
challenge of achieving the ideal of ‘the just landscape’ through the ELC rests on
reducing through discourse the tensions between defining and safeguarding local
community interests, while recognising those of people from outside the community.
This relationship between ideas of justice and the ELC conceptualisation of
landscape has been further explored through the proposed legal formulation of a
human right to landscape. As discussed in Chapter 2 Section 2.3.4, Egoz et al.
(2011) propose that the potential of landscape to progress human rights lies in its
conceptualisation as the integration of tangible spatio-physical elements and
resources, and intangible socio-economic and cultural values. Yet, as outlined by
Strecker (2010: 494) it is not yet possible to speak of a human right to landscape, as
landscape does not have a place in rights language and as such this can only occur
when the current individualistic conceptualisation of human rights are expanded to
include collective interests. Evidently, the idea of ‘a right to landscape’, analogous to
the concept of ‘the right to the city’, while not being grounded in human rights law
nonetheless promotes an agenda of social equality, environmental justice, and
enhanced democracy in decision making processes embedded within the physical
reality of the environment (whether rural or urban etc.) and its associated intangible
human perceptions, values and meanings.
As earlier discussed in Section 4.5-4.6 (Catalonia) and Section 5.5-5.6 (Ireland),
processes of Europeanisation follow individual pathways within the differing legal,
political, administrative and cultural contexts of European territories. Consequently,
as previously stressed this is relevant to the process of ELC implementation,
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particularly in relation to the varying spatial planning experiences across European
territories (see for example, De Montis, 2014). Akin to the adoption of EU spatial
planning processes and EU environmental legislation within the member states, the
implementation of the ELC within the CoE member states represents a further step in
the process of the “Europeanisation” of landscape policies, representing the formal
recognition of landscape as a shared European concern. Voghera (2010) outlines
how the ELC is a ‘soft’ law which proposes a ‘voluntary’ model of landscape
governance for CoE member states defined by discussing experiences. However, in
this regard Phillips and Clarke (2004) claim that the implementation of the ELC
faces significant challenges in regard to the restraining influence of governments,
who are perhaps scarred by previous negative experiences relating to the
implementation of the EU Habitats Directive21. Yet, as outlined in Section 4.6 the
Europeanisation process is grounded in soft and alternative paths of socialisation and
learning (Giannakourou, 2005) and thus despite lacking the weight of ‘hard’ EU
laws (i.e. an EU Environmental Directive) through a process of ‘cultural innovation’,
the symbolic policy of the ELC is helping to advance new ideas about landscape and
its relationship with the European project as a component of environmental
governance.
Nevertheless, the implementation of the ELC remains a challenging and inherently
complex proposition. In particular one of the most significant underlying challenges
to the implementation of the ELC as an international instrument, and by extension to
the contemporary European project in general, centres on the subject of the nation
and nationalism in 21st century Europe. As outlined in Chapter 1, the European
project and its corresponding institutions were founded in the wake of the continent’s
political and social disintegration under the impact of world war driven by
nationalism. Emerging from this historical context, the European project is rooted in

21

The Habitats Directive provides for the creation of a European network of special areas of
conservation (SACs) which is also known as Natura 2000. The directive lists priority natural habitat
types and priority species that member countries should specifically consider when designating
special areas of conservation. The implementation of the Habitats Directive has been controversial
and it has not conformed to the originally adopted deadlines. As outlined by Paavola (2003) the
Commission of the European Union has taken several member states – including Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, and the Netherlands – to the European Court of Justice because of
their failure to submit lists of designated sites (SACs) in conformance with the deadlines and other
requirements of Article 3 of the directive, and because of some member states’ failure to take
measures identified in Article 6 of the directive to prevent the degradation of sites identified as
protected areas under the directive.
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the achievement of perpetual peace and the pursuit of regional cooperation across
Europe’s territories. While the CoE assumes a more expansive view of the European
region than that of EU membership, both centre on the promotion of the ideal of a
European model of society which signifies a trans-national scale beyond the separate
identities and interests of Europe’s sovereign states. In relation to this, Delanty
(2015) argues that there is nothing inherent in the concept of society to tie it to the
nation state. Furthermore, he asserts that calls for a movement beyond the
conventional conceptualisation of European society as rooted in the nation state, are
similarly reflected in the open-ended debate on the emergence of a European
identity, which transcends the traditional representation of Europe as constituting
distinct national societies characterised by a narrative of internal homogeneity.
Placed within the context of this analysis, the secessionist movement in Catalonia
and its quest for independence within the EU raises significant questions regarding
cultural and identity issues pertaining to the nation state versus the conceptualisation
of a trans-national European society. Returning again to Sassatelli’s (2010)
exploration of the ELC as an interpretative key for representations of Europe as
cultural ‘unity in diversity’, in relation to Catalonia’s political landscape we can see
that although there are palpable tensions between Catalan identity versus Spanish
identity, in comparison the narrative of Catalan identity strongly relates to
contemporary imaginings of a European identity. As discussed in Section 4.5 this is
evident in Catalonia’s active participation in the Europeanisation of Spain and
latterly in the adoption and implementation of the ELC by Catalonia’s regional
government. Yet, as previously illustrated by Henders (2010) although Catalan
nationalists have been central agents of the Europeanisation of Spain, the
establishment of the single European market and the introduction of various EU
policies has conversely put limits on Catalonia’s territorial ambitions in regard to
special status and autonomy (see Section 4.5).
Although it is not possible to associate the adoption and implementation of the ELC
with Catalonia’s demands and associated political manoeuvrings to become an
independent nation state of Europe, as evidenced in the activities of the Landscape
Observatory of Catalonia there exists a discernible yet subtle basis within Catalan
society towards the landscapes of the northern part of the territory as opposed to the
parts of the territory which share land borders with Spain (i.e. to the west and south).
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As outlined by Nogué and Wilbrand (2010) Catalan nationalism is associated with
two basic landscape archetypes i.e. the green Pyrenean mountainous Catalonia
driven by the Renaixença movement, and the maritime, sunny, intensely humanised
Mediterranean Catalonia. In contrast Nogué and Wilbrand (2010: 642) describe how
the southern part of the country is according to Catalan nationalism “without national
cultural value”, as it is the site of intense industrial activity being the home of
Catalonia’s nuclear plants and its largest petrochemical complex. In addition despite
being crossed by one of the largest rivers of the Iberian Peninsula – the Ebro - it has
suffered severe drought due to controversial water transfers. Yet, in spite of the
significant landscape destruction and degradation which has occurred in southern
Catalonia, in addition to ongoing landscape threats, limited attention has been given
to this sub-region of Catalonia by the Landscape Observatory of Catalonia. In
comparison, as evidenced in the activities of the Observatory documented on the
official website, significantly greater attention has been given to the landscapes of
Northern Catalonia and also to transfrontier collaborations with the principality of
Andorra and La Cerdanya – a territory which is sub-divided between Spain and
France. Perhaps this focus on the landscapes of northern Catalonia primarily relates
to an overwhelming societal preference for the dramatic mountainous landscape of
the Pyrenees. However, due to the long standing cultural overtones, the presence of
irredentism within these landscapes, in addition to the emergence of ‘emancipatory
nationalism’ within the contemporary political landscape of Catalonia (see Section
4.2), it is plausible to claim that there is a strong societal preference for landscapes
that relate more to the narrative of the Catalan nation as opposed to those associated
with Spanish identity. If however a societal preference such as this was to become
formalised within landscape governance processes, it would be in direct
contradiction to the principles of the ELC and the ‘unity in diversity’ ideal of the
European project.
While questions of cultural identity continue to inspire tensions on the island of
Ireland, in comparison to Catalonia, as a sovereign state the identity of the Republic
of Ireland as a nation is formalised at a European scale through its membership of
European level institutions. Consequently, although an understanding of the
relationship between the concepts of identity, landscape, and territory, and the
manner in which they have driven discourses and practices of landscape governance
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within an Irish context remains relevant, in contrast to Catalonia it is not imbued
with the same degree of contemporary relevance to current debates regarding the
future of the European project. Due both to its geographical positioning on the
periphery of Europe and its spatial identity as an island nation, unlike the territory of
Catalonia Ireland is not a ‘terra de pas’ – a place people pass through - nor does it
have the same geographical proximity and access via land to the core economic
centres of Europe. Consequently, due to its spatial identity Ireland has a historically
different relationship than Catalonia to the concept of a European model of society.
As highlighted in Section 4.5 Catalonia has always looked to the ‘avant-garde’ of
Europe as a source of inspiration and innovation even prior to the formal initiation of
the European project through the founding of modern day institutions. Through its
membership of the European Union, the Irish State has been obliged to implement a
raft of EU environmental laws, the most controversial of which have been
instruments of European environmental governance. Specifically, the Habitats
Directive and Birds Directive have met significant resistance from Irish society and
to this day continue to inspire significant contestation, conflict and resistance at a
local scale. As discussed in Section 5.5, An Taisce (2012) highlights Ireland’s record
of implementing EU environmental law as one of, if not the worst in Europe.
Furthermore, as outlined by McGrath (2013) Ireland has an arguably underdeveloped
‘environmental consciousness’, which is compounded by the underperformance of
state institutions in regard to environmental governance (see Section 5.5).
Within this context, the ideals of the ELC as they pertain to the existence of a
common European attitude to landscape (see CoE, 2000a:2 – Preamble) and to the
achievement of a co-operative approach to the governance of European landscape as
a common resource, face significant challenges. The effective implementation of the
ELC first requires the considerable advancement of an Irish ‘landscape
consciousness’ before Irish society can begin to fully engage with debates regarding
the relationship between an emerging European identity and shared European
approach to landscape governance as manifested in the symbolic language of the
ELC. While this discussion has primarily focused on the European or trans-national
scale of landscape governance, the following section will extend this analysis to the
European territories of Catalonia and Ireland. The intended outcome of this
subsequent analysis is the creation of a vertical core through the European territorial
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planning hierarchy, in order to further explore the contribution of the ELC as a
guiding framework for multi-scalar landscape governance across two European
territories.

6.3 The European Landscape Convention as a guiding framework
for multi-scalar landscape governance – Insights from
Catalonia and Ireland
The following evaluation is loosely structured upon the assessment criteria of the
Council of Europe’s Landscape Award (see Section 3.5 and Appendix No. 2). It is
centred upon four criteria: 1) the ‘language of landscape’; 2) the landscape resource
and sustainable territorial development; 3) landscape and public participation; and 4)
awareness-raising.
6.3.1

‘The language of landscape’

“The language of landscape is our native language. Landscape was the original
dwelling; humans evolved among plants and animals, under the sky, upon the earth,
near water. Everyone carries that legacy in body and mind. Humans touched, saw,
heard, smelled, tasted, lived in, and shaped landscapes before the species had words
to describe what it did.”
Extract taken from Anne Whiston Spirn’s (1998: 15) The Language of Landscape.
Whilst cognisant of the tangible and intangible interconnections between the human
and non-human dimensions of existence and their articulation through what Spirn
(1998) terms ‘the language of landscape’ (see extract above), this discussion centres
on the expression of human understandings of landscape through the medium of
language, defined in the Oxford English Dictionary (2015a) as both:


a “method of communication, either spoken or written, consisting of the use
of words in a structured and conventional way”, and;



“a system of communication used by a particular country or community”.

As previously outlined in Chapter 2 – Part I, the landscape idea continues to inspire
multiple interpretations across various ‘everyday’, political, professional, scientific
and artistic contexts. These various conceptualisations of the landscape idea are
expressed through different forms of language e.g. vernacular, academic,
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disciplinary and sectoral etc. This complexity is further compounded by the diverse
languages of the world, which are accompanied by different linguistic approaches to
the idea of landscape. From the perspective of language science, Burenhult and
Levinson (2008) identify ‘landscape’ as an important but relatively neglected domain
for linguistic exploration. Yet, they claim that the language of landscape is an
important area of linguistics due primarily to its deep cognitive underpinnings and its
two major linguistic manifestations: landforms, and place names. Drawing on
findings gained from a cross-linguistic comparison of nine diverse global languages,
Burenhult and Levinson (2008) assert that there is considerable variation within and
across languages in how systems of landscape terms and place names are
ontologised:
“Landscape as it turns out does automatically give you an ontology – there is
a great deal of plasticity in how language models the earth and in what is
considered to be the essence of its features” (Burenhult and Levinson, 2008:
148).
The authors’ stress that this variation in underlying ontology has significant
implications for particular applications, as understandings of landscape terms and
place names is of central importance to many areas of human endeavour from
international law to mapping. Evidently, the complexity of diverse linguistic
interpretations of the landscape phenomenon, combined with various approaches to
the framing of the landscape idea across different landscape perspectives, has
significant implications for the practice of multi-scalar landscape governance. This
practical reality has had a particular bearing on the formulation of the text of the
European Landscape Convention (ELC). The ELC is published through the two
official working languages of the Council of Europe – English and French. However,
as Europe is a macro-region of great linguistic diversity there exist many different
perceptions and expressions of the idea of landscape across Europe’s ‘mosaic of
languages’ (for a discussion of this ‘mosaic of languages’ see Haarmann, 2011).
Within the European Union (EU 28) there are 24 officially recognised languages 22,

22

Bulgarian, Czech, Danish, Dutch, English, Estonian, Finnish, French, German, Greek, Hungarian,
Irish, Italian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Maltese, Polish, Portuguese, Romanian, Slovak, Slovene, Spanish
and Swedish. Croatian was further added in 2013 after the publication of this report in 2012.
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more than 60 indigenous regional and minority languages, and many non-indigenous
languages spoken by migrant communities (European Commission, 2012). Whereas,
across the 47 member states of the Council of Europe23 100 languages are officially
spoken and within these numerous languages it is claimed that 120 words are used to
denote landscape in all its various meanings (see Council of Europe, 2015b: 3). Thus
the relationship between linguistic traditions and the landscape phenomenon across
the macro-region of Europe was and continues to be an important component of the
Council of Europe’s ELC.
Additionally, the related dimension of the landscape languages of various
disciplinary perspectives and sectoral interests was also given considerable attention
during the formulation of the ELC. As Olwig (2007b: 586) explains because the
European Landscape Convention is the end result of a ‘coming together’ and mutual
‘agreement’ of not only representatives of the public, but also representatives of
nature conservation bodies, landscape architects, geographers and various interest
groups, “it does not, thus, reflect a philosophically or semantically consistent
definition of landscape, but rather a compromise between concepts and perceptions
of landscape that are currently in practice”. The Explanatory report of the European
Landscape Convention (CoE, 2000b: 37) outlines how Article 1 defines the various
terms used in the Convention in order to ensure uniform interpretation by everyone
concerned with the well-being of Europe’s landscape (these definitions were
previously set out in Section 2.2.1). The Council of Europe (2015b: 6) proposes that
the “single and common” definition of ‘landscape’ as contained in Article 1 of the
ELC is “open-ended” and thus respects the linguistic diversity of Europe while also
providing an aid to communication and discussion which all Europeans can adopt
and use. Furthermore, in this report it is claimed that the linguistic and semantic
diversity of European approaches to the landscape phenomenon has not been, and is
still not a barrier to implementing the ELC. Nonetheless, the translation of the word
‘landscape’ and the entirety of the ELC text carries with it different linguistic
baggage, which is further compounded by a multiplicity of interpretations from
differing landscape perspectives.

23

Incorporating the EU 28 member states in addition to the territories of Norway, Turkey, Iceland,
Switzerland, Liechtenstein, San Marino, Andorra, Albania, Moldova, Macedonia, Ukraine, Russia,
Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Monaco, and Montenegro.
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As it traces the implementation path of the ELC in the territories of Catalonia and
Ireland, this comparative analysis affords an opportunity to explore the
accompanying linguistic, semantic and philosophical challenges and opportunities
presented by the ‘landscape language’ contained in this legal text. As previously
discussed Catalan and Spanish are co-official languages of Catalonia (see Section
4.2) and the official languages of Ireland are Irish and English – with Irish being the
first official language (see Section 5.2). According to Lӧrzing (2001: 28-29) the root
of the word landscape (land) was translated into the Romance languages as pays.
Lӧrzing (2001) explains that as there is no original Roman term for landscape the
word was borrowed from the Northern European countries and used to transfer the
same double meaning of a tract of land or a picture thereof. Demonstrating a
noticeable similarity across the Romance grouping of the Indo-European languages,
the word for landscape is paisatge in Catalan, paisaje in Spanish, paysage in French,
paesaggio in Italian, paisagem in Portuguese, and peizaj in Romanian. The Irish
language (Gaeilge) is part of the Goidelic branch of the Celtic language group of
Indo-European languages (the Celtic language group also includes Welsh, Breton
and Scottish Gaelic) (see Haarmann, 2011). The Irish language word for landscape is
tírdhreach - (tir) translates as country or land and dreach (without the ‘h’) is the
Irish word for appearance (Foras na Gaeilge, 2013). However, although Irish is the
first official language of the Irish State, English is the language used by the majority
of Irish citizens in everyday and official communications and as such the empirical
data collected for this research project was undertaken exclusively through the
English language. In contrast, whilst regional level landscape legislation and policy
documents consulted for this study were generally available in both Catalan and
Spanish, data collected at sub-regional levels (both in written and verbal form) was
predominantly communicated through the Catalan language.
The challenge of communicating both the idea of landscape and the ELC
conceptualisation of landscape to the widest possible audience across the European
model of society, remains an ongoing and pertinent task to all those invested in the
process of ELC implementation. Article 5, a. (General Measures) of the ELC places
a requirement on each Party to recognise landscapes in law (CoE, 2000a):
“Each Party undertakes: a. to recognise landscapes in law as an essential
component of people’s surroundings, an expression of the diversity of
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their shared cultural and natural heritage, and a foundation of their
identity”.
This requirement has in turn elevated the ‘landscape language’ of the ELC as the
basis for both the creation of new legislation and the amendment of existing legal
frameworks within the ELC territories. As outlined in Section 4.3.3, Catalonia
enacted its first landscape law ‘The Catalan Landscape Act’ in 2005. This Act
embodies the entirety of the philosophy contained in the ELC and draws heavily on
the symbolic ‘landscape language’ of the ELC in order to establish a legal
framework for the protection, planning and management of Catalan landscapes. In
comparison, Ireland adopted a more diminutive approach which rests on the insertion
of a reference to the ELC definition of landscape into Irish planning law through the
2010 Planning and Development (Amendment) Act. Prior to the 2010 Amendment
Act ‘landscape’ was not defined in Irish planning law (see Section 5.3.2). In
addition, since ELC ratification both Catalonia’s and Ireland’s key landscape policy
documents plainly employ the landscape language of the ELC i.e. the various outputs
of L’Observatori del Paisatge de Catalunya as highlighted in Section 4.3.3, and in
regard to Ireland (as detailed in Section 5.3.2) the Irish government’s National
Landscape Strategy (DAHG, 2015), and various publications of the Heritage Council
of Ireland (see for example, Heritage Council, 2010). However, whilst the ‘landscape
language’ of the ELC is present (to varying degrees) in the legislative and policy
frameworks of Catalonia and Ireland, as evidenced in the findings of the ‘landscape
scale’ case studies, the ‘landscape language’ of the ELC is not widely used outside
the legal and policy contexts of both Catalonia’s regional scale and Ireland’s national
scale.
Spread across the territories of Catalonia and Ireland the case study projects
encompass a range of landscape types, actions, people and scales. Apart from
linguistic considerations, the ‘landscape scale’ findings essentially demonstrate that
in order to talk about the future of European landscapes we must do so in different
ways and for different audiences. For example, the case study projects of MónNatura
Pirineus and Wild Nephin similarly concern the action of landscape protection in
rural settings which exhibit a post-productivist approach to the landscape resource
and centre on the promotion of ecological restoration and nature - conservation, and
nature-centred tourism, recreational and educational activities. Whilst the word
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landscape is used in the communication of both of these projects, it is predominantly
used in conjunction with the concepts of nature, biodiversity, the environment, and
in specific regard to Wild Nephin – the concepts of wildness and wilderness. This is
primarily due to the fact that the institutions involved in these projects operate within
the environmental sector and the key individuals involved in the delivery of these
projects have disciplinary backgrounds in the environmental sciences. In
comparison, the case study projects of Fem Rambla and 21st Century Liffey centre on
the action of landscape planning in relation to processes of transformation within the
urban context. The ‘landscape language’ used by the people involved in the case
studies relates to the study of the urban environment i.e. urban politics and
sociology, urban geography etc. and also to the disciplinary perspectives of urban
design, urban planning and architecture. Words such as ‘townscape’, ‘public
space/realm’ and ‘place’ are broadly used instead of the word landscape. However,
as discussed by the project managers of 21st Century Liffey, whilst the word
landscape may not be used explicitly in their work within the urban environment,
they view it as being implicit throughout their work as it - ‘landscape’ is essentially
the underlying context (see Section 5.4.2). Lastly, the case study projects of
Consorci Terra de Pas and Bere Island concern the role of local communities in
landscape management within a coastal/rural context. Similarly both case studies
draw heavily on the concepts of heritage, rurality and place when discussing the
landscape idea. In this regard the ‘landscape language’ used by the people involved
in both case studies simultaneously draws on language used in the heritage, rural and
tourism sectors and on vernacular words used to describe the detail of their local
landscape.
Consequently, the arenas of landscape research, policy and practice must engage (as
appropriate) with a complex array of linguistic, identity, cultural, disciplinary and
sectoral approaches to the landscape idea in order to ensure good communication and
reciprocity in understanding (see for example, Antrop, 2001). The symbolic
‘landscape language’ of the ELC unites the dualism of nature and culture and thus
presents a common ground or shared language which offers a means of advancing
communications and understandings of landscape issues across the European model
of society and amongst different disciplinary and sectoral perspectives. ‘Expert’ or
‘elite’ landscape language is required by landscape practitioners who work in legal
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or quasi legal forums (i.e. decision making processes regarding the governance of the
landscape resource) where the use of precise, consistent and technical language is a
prerequisite. In this regard, the ELC as an international treaty presents legal
definitions of key landscape terminology and actions which have been agreed at a
European scale and are endorsed by the Council of Europe. Whereas, in contrast
engaging people with their everyday landscapes and in turn with the ELC inspired
idea of landscape, will initially require a ‘non-expert’ landscape language which may
draw on a wide lexicon of vernacular words and may also require an engagement
with other landscape related concepts such as environment, nature, heritage and
place etc. However, what must remain of central consideration is that we continue to
encourage people to engage with their physical environment and to foster an
appreciation of the landscapes or places24 they inhabit, consequently we must use the
language of landscape in different ways for different audiences as the context varies.
6.3.2

The landscape resource and sustainable territorial development

The conceptualisation of ‘landscape as resource’ brings into focus the ‘natural’
dimensions of the ‘landscape idea’ e.g. geology, landform, hydrology, air and
climate, soils, and flora and fauna. Thus, the conceptualisation of ‘landscape as
resource’ places our attention squarely on the material world of both human and nonhuman (both animate and inanimate) existence. Furthermore, usage of the term
‘resource’ in relate to notions of the material world (which in this instance concerns
the materiality of ‘landscape’) automatically invoke ideas of ‘nature’ and its
analogue ‘environment’ (for an in-depth discussion on same see Bakker and Bridge,
2006).
Specifically, the term ‘resource’ (usually ‘resources’) is defined as both:
1. “a stock or supply of materials or assets that can be drawn on when required”;
1.1. “a country’s means of supporting itself or becoming wealthier, as
represented by its minerals, lands, and other assets” (Oxford English
Dictionary, 2015b).
Whereas the relational term ‘natural resources’ has been defined as:

24

Or whatever other words they use to communicate their perception of this physical reality…
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“materials or substances occurring in nature which can be exploited for
economic gain” (Oxford English Dictionary, 2015b);

Clearly, both of the terms ‘resources’ and ‘natural resources’ are conventionally
understood as a means of providing for human wants or human well-being by
drawing on the material world. Additionally, this is strongly associated with the
influence of economic forces on interactions between people and
natural/environmental resources. ‘Resource’ is thus an instrumental concept that
designates a one-way form of relationship: from ‘material’ to ‘human’. Furthermore,
as outlined by Woodworth (2013: 2) embedded within this concept there is “a
familiar dialogue of the deaf” between two stark alternatives:


“those who see the environment only as a resource to be managed,
developed, and consumed; and



those who see human intervention in the environment only as desecration and
damage”.

Underlying this discourse is the premise that globalised human consumption of finite
or scarce resources (i.e. non-renewable environmental goods, including agricultural
land etc.) has already exceeded the carrying capacity of the planet, which is in turn
altering Earth’s macro dynamics – climate, carbon cycles and nutrient flows. As a
fundamental problem of the study of economics, the question of resource scarcity is
placed within understandings of the opportunities and limitations of using markets as
the primary social mechanism for making collective decisions about resource
production, allocation and consumption. Therefore, the intersection between the
concept of ‘resources’ and the economic concept of ‘scarce goods’, centres on
measuring the availability of a resource in relation to capital, labour and sociotechnical knowledge (which can be expressed through reference to price).
Ultimately, the normative goal of the field of resource economics is to improve
utility maximisation by attributing prices to environmental goods and services (see
Gregory et al., 2009: 649).
Yet, the question remains – how then does the conceptualisation of ‘landscape as
resource’ differ from the idea of ‘natural resources’? One answer proffered here is
that whilst ‘landscape as resource’ similarly refers to the biophysical materials of the
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natural environment, unlike the term ‘natural resources’ this ideation does not
identify human interaction with the material world as a one-way process which
primarily centres on economic production, economic gain or consumption. Rather,
the idea of ‘landscape as resource’ has come to represent the integration of natural,
social, cultural, perceptual, aesthetic and economic values, and is founded upon a
synergistic approach to one of Earth’s finite resources i.e. we can and should use
landscape, but we must learn to do so in a ‘sustainable’ manner. This understanding
of the multi-functional nature of the landscape resource is reflected in the European
Landscape Convention, where it is further associated with ideas of territory,
sustainability and sustainable development. Zoido Naranjo (2006) highlights the
numerous references and mentions to territory in the text of the ELC and its
accompanying Explanatory report, which he claims demonstrates that although
territory and landscape are two separate concepts and realities, in regard to the ELC
they cannot be disassociated. In addition, Cartei (2012: 274) identifies the ELC
conceptualisation of landscape as a territorial project, with the onus placed on public
administration in regard to implementation. In relation to which, the achievement of
sustainable development is regarded as being of central importance, as evidenced in
the linkages between landscape policies and sustainable development contained in
the ELC text. Yet, the ELC offers no definition of ‘sustainable development’ other
than the reference contained in the Preamble, according to which sustainable
development is “based on a balanced and harmonious relationship between
social needs, economic activity and the environment” (CoE, 2000a – Preamble).
From a planning perspective, Parker and Doak (2012: 27) identify the key principles
underlying the idea of sustainability as environmentalism, futurity, development,
equity and participation and assert that “at its most basic, the word sustainability
infers that desirable activity should be able to continue long term or indefinitely,
otherwise there is a danger of resource depletion or other environmental impacts that
may be difficult or impossible to replace or restore”. Whereas, they state that the
associated term ‘sustainable development’ is used to encompass a set of ideas about
how human beings should live (or could live, now and in the future) in relation to
other human beings and the physical environment (Parker and Doak, 2012).
Meadowcroft (2000) describes ‘sustainable development’ as an ideational construct
of broad sweep and ambition, which operates as a multi-dimensional bridging
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concept, linking environment and development; local, national and international
scales; present and future generations; efficiency and equity; government and society
actors; and so on. On this basis, from this research perspective it is argued that the
idea of ‘landscape as resource’ represents the intersection between the spatial
dimensions of the concepts of ‘landscape’ and ‘sustainability’. Furthermore, the
European Landscape Convention represents a transition towards a territorial
interpretation of the idea of landscape, with which it also strongly associates the
achievement of sustainable development. Thus, the ideational constructs of
landscape, territory and sustainable development are inextricably linked in the text of
the ELC.
Due to its legal nature as a supranational treaty, the ELC presents general concepts,
general principles and objectives, not detailed rules and procedures. However, as the
scope of the Convention covers the Parties’ entire territory, it makes territory the
common subject of spatial planning and landscape policies (see Article 2 of the ELC:
CoE, 2000a). Zoido Naranjo (2006) outlines how territory is an essential element of
any polity and in relation to this, the concept of territoriality has been used
throughout history to determine the spatial limits of laws and legal rules. This
process has evolved into the present day activity of ‘spatial planning’, which is
defined by the European Conference of Ministers responsible for Regional Planning
(CEMAT) as follows:
“spatial planning gives geographical expression to the economic, social,
cultural and ecological policies of society. It is at the same time a scientific
discipline, an administrative technique and a policy developed as an
interdisciplinary and comprehensive approach directed towards a balanced
regional development and the physical organisation of space according to an
overall strategy (As quoted in Déjeant-Pons, 2003: 403).
The significance of the relationship between spatial planning and landscape policies
is clearly established in the text of the Convention, to the extent that spatial planning
is viewed as the primary vehicle for ELC implementation. Yet as discussed in De
Montis (2014: 54), territorial or spatial planning across the European model of
society cannot be reduced to a common system as it is composed of “a patchwork of
experiences based on a variety of planning systems”. Consequently, the
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implementation of the ELC follows a complex pathway, which varies depending on
the national institutional framework and the associated spatial planning system of the
ELC member states.
The comparative analysis undertaken for this study provides an opportunity to assess
both differing territorial approaches to ELC implementation, in addition to changing
territorial interpretations of the conceptualisation of landscape as a resource.
Catalonia and Ireland have very different institutional frameworks and
corresponding spatial planning systems, which in turn has translated into their
individual territorial approach to landscape governance. Section 4.3 (Catalonia) and
Section 5.3 (Ireland) present an overview of the institutional frameworks of both
territories and the associated progress of ELC implementation in relation to these
institutional arrangements. Firstly, both territories have markedly different spatial
planning traditions. As highlighted by De Montis (2014) the spatial planning system
of Catalonia, as a region of Southern Europe, originates from the ‘urbanism’
tradition, where spatial planning activities are based on regulations which have
established rigid zoning and codes, applying directly to architectural and urban
design, townscapes and building control. Whereas in comparison, Ireland’s spatial
planning system, similar to the UK, is grounded in a tradition of land use regulation
and planning, and is based on controlling land use change at the both the strategic
and particularly the local scale. As explored in Sections 4.5 and 4.6 (Catalonia) and
Section 5.5 and 5.6 (Ireland), the evolution of territorial approaches to both the
governance of the landscape resource in general, and specifically in regard to the
implementation of the ELC, are the outcome of a complex web of political, social,
cultural, democratic and economic processes. Although Ireland and Catalonia (and
by extension Spain), were both major casualties of the global financial crisis of
2007-2008, the resulting economic recessionary environment was also a
consequence of the collapse of their individual speculative property bubbles, which
were created by the unique aspects of each territory’s institutional design and
political, social, cultural and economic history (as discussed in Section 4.5
(Catalonia) and Section 5.5 (Ireland)). However, this phase of economic growth,
characterised by its unsustainable approach to the landscape resource, has had
similarly devastating territorial, environmental and social-political consequences
across both Catalonia and Ireland. As symbolic policy, the ELC represents the
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advancement and promotion of a European landscape consciousness. Akin to the
idea of sustainability, the ELC conceptualisation of landscape is a malleable multidimensional bridging concept, which is also accompanied by significant
implementation challenges. Consequently, the implementation of the ELC at various
territorial scales (i.e. nation state, region, local, landscape scale etc.), necessitates
both the evolution of existing institutional frameworks, in addition to cultural
innovation and complex socialisation and learning processes.
Through implementing the ELC, the territories of Catalonia and Ireland are agreeing
to the adoption of a territorial interpretation of the landscape concept, and in doing
so are changing their approach to the governance of landscape as a common societal
resource. In an innovative manner the ELC presents landscape as a ‘territorial
project’ or activity of public administration, which shares the underlying key
concerns of ‘sustainable development’ - as an international project formulated to
address various environmental and developmental issues of global concern. In
Catalonia and Ireland, as elsewhere, public authorities have increasingly come to cite
sustainable development as a fundamental objective of their activity, and as such the
‘meta-narrative’ of the sustainable development discourse is reflected rhetorically in
the legislative and policy frameworks of spatial planning systems. Furthermore, as
discussed in Chapter 2 – Part II (Section 2.5.2) the re-positioning of landscape within
the sustainable development agenda, as formalised through the ELC, reasserts the
governance of the landscape resource as a prime consideration of spatial planning
systems. In addition, this section draws on the work of Gӧrg (2007) who presents the
concept of landscape governance as a means of dealing with the interconnections
between socially constructed spaces (the ‘politics of scale’) and the ‘natural’
conditions of places. Therefore, just as the conceptualisation of landscape as a
resource is at the heart of many of the most important themes of spatial planning (i.e.
sustainability, quality of life, place-making, attracting inward investment and healthy
lifestyles - see Selman, 2010), through the ELC the concept of landscape governance
(as an element of spatial planning) has also come to be viewed as a mean of
integrating the environmental and developmental concerns which underlie the
sustainable development agenda. However, questions regarding how spatial
planning, and by extension landscape governance, can increase sustainability or
attain sustainable development in practice remain highly contested. As discussed
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previously in Section 2.5.2, spatial planning systems broadly interpret sustainability
in relation to ‘balance’, with public authorities demonstrating a prevalence to see
sustainability in terms of a ‘scaling of balance’ (see Park and Doak, 2012). However,
this approach raises the following questions – is it actually possible to achieve
balance between social impacts, economic priorities and environmental goods? And,
if so how is this balance achieved?
Although the ‘landscape scale’ case studies presented in Chapter 4 (Catalonia) and
Chapter 5 (Ireland) represent a variety of landscape and territorial contexts, the
achievement of sustainable development is a common underlying objective of all six
landscape projects. In this regard, the case studies illustrate the broad nature of
sustainable development as a multi-dimensional bridging concept, in addition to the
complex challenge of operationalising this ideational construct through the actions of
landscape protection, planning and management as outlined in the ELC (Article 1).
Firstly, in regard to the action of landscape protection the ‘landscape scale’ case
studies of MónNatura Pirineus (Catalonia) and Wild Nephin (Ireland) similarly place
an emphasis on both the natural and cultural heritage of the landscape resource and
on the future protection of this diversity. A further parallel relates to the ongoing
process of changing land use and economic restructuring evident in the landscape
setting of both projects, from traditional rural industries (i.e. farming and natural
resource extraction) to tourism and recreational activities. Within this context, both
‘landscape scale’ projects represent new territorial approaches to the landscape
resource, which in turn reflect changing societal values and needs. As a facility of
the private foundation Fundació Catalunya, the project MónNatura Pirineus was
undertaken in order to create a ‘learning landscape’ in the Catalan High Pyrenees. As
outlined in Section 4.4.1, an overemphasis on the landscape of the Catalan Pyrenees
as a site of consumption for tourism and recreational activities has placed
considerable stress on the sensitive ecosystem of this mountainous area. Cognisant
of this trajectory, the project managers of MónNatura Pirineus set out to achieve a
‘balance’ between developing an educational facility in this landscape setting, whilst
simultaneously protecting its ecological integrity. Fundacío Catalunya believes that
this balance has been achieved through the use of architectural innovation and
environmental construction technologies. As such the project MónNatura Pirineus is
presented as contributing to sustainable territorial development in two ways – firstly,
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as proposed by Fundacío Catalunya it constitutes a model for future sustainable
development in the Pyrenean landscape (i.e. ski resort and holiday home
construction) and secondly, through providing educational and awareness raising
activities within this residential facility, it nurtures and promotes
landscape/environmental consciousness across Catalonia’s highly urbanised society.
In comparison to the high landscape quality of the landscape setting of MónNatura
Pirineus, the Wild Nephin project is located in a landscape which has been highly
modified by extractive industries. Within this setting the aim of the Wild Nephin
project is to create a ‘wild’ or ‘wilderness’ landscape of significant scale, for the
achievement of a range of objectives relating to landscape protection, ecological
restoration, biodiversity enhancement, nature conservation, nature centred tourism,
recreation and education. This project is presented as Ireland’s contribution to
Europe’s commitment to designate in excess of 1,000,000 hectares to re-wilding by
2020 (through the European Parliament’s 2009 resolution on wilderness in Europe).
Wild Nephin is part of this emerging re-wilding movement, which essentially entails
humans stepping back and leaving space for nature to simply exist. However,
although this project is in an early stage of development, the conflicting perspectives
that surround landscape protection activities are already present. As of yet, it remains
to be seen how conflicting resource demands, such as the concurrent promotion of
tourism development and ecological restoration, will be ‘balanced’ in this future ‘rewilded’ landscape.
In stark contrast to the landscapes of MónNatura Pirineus and Wild Nephin, the
‘landscape scale’ projects of Fem Rambla (Catalonia) and 21st Century Liffey
(Ireland) centre on the action of landscape planning in the largely human-made urban
surroundings of Barcelona and Dublin city. Both Barcelona and Dublin are the
capital cities of their respective territories, they similarly hold pivotal positions in
regard to the economic wealth of their individual nations and are the major
population centres of their respective territories. Urbanisation is an increasingly
global phenomenon, with virtually all the countries in the world becoming
progressively more urbanised. According to the United Nation’s World Urbanization
Prospects 2014, globally more people live in urban areas than in rural areas, with
54% of the world’s population residing in urban areas in 2014. In comparison, in
1950 30% of the world’s population was urban, and it is projected that by 2050 66%
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of the world’s population will be urban (United Nations, 2014). Within this context
of increasing global urbanisation, sustainable development challenges will be
increasingly concentrated in cities, and particularly in lower-middle-income
countries where the rate of urbanisation is fastest (United Nations, 2014). Evidently,
forces of urbanisation are rapidly changing landscapes on every continent, albeit in a
differentiated manner across regions and development levels. These ‘new’ urban
landscapes have consequences for both human health and that of the environment.
The negative impacts of rapid, unplanned and unsustainable urban growth are
particularly pronounced in developing cities, and are often associated with
conditions which place human health at risk, i.e. poverty, environmental degradation
and population demands that outstrip service capacity (see for example, Moore et al.,
2003).
As this discussion concerns the cities of Barcelona and Dublin, it is thus confined to
the context of European urbanisation. However, common to both European and
worldwide urbanisation, it is widely advocated that the creation of liveable and
sustainable cities must become a humanitarian, economic and environmental
imperative, in order to successfully realise the opportunities of urbanisation. The
‘landscape scale’ projects of Fem Rambla and 21st Century Liffey both centre on
processes of urban governance, however the projects represent two different but
interrelated approaches to planning the ‘urban’ landscape resource. As outlined by
Lawton (2013), the topics of urban liveability and placemaking have in recent
decades been dominated by two interrelated strands: firstly, through the
implementation of entrepreneurial forms of planning policies, the appearance of city
centres has received significant attention (e.g. through the European city model); and
secondly, there has been a desire amongst urban planning practitioners and theorists
to present the urban village as an ideal manifestation of urban society. As further
identified by Lawton (2013), a key element uniting each of these strands is the
manner in which they draw on geographical imaginary to promote a particular image
of urban life. As the ‘landscape scale’ projects of this study both relate to the action
of landscape planning, they both involve the creation and promotion of imagined
future urban landscapes. The project 21st Century Liffey is strongly informed by the
imagery of the European city model, with its focus on sustainable transport,
walkability, historic European urban fabric and the facilitation of European style
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social interactions etc. Furthermore, ideas of entrepreneurial planning underlie this
project, through its discernible emphasis on the underdeveloped potential of Dublin’s
landscape resource, in order to attract future inward economic investment. In
comparison, the Fem Rambla project relates more to the ideal of the urban village as
a mean of creating the liveable city. In addition to being the epicentre of Barcelona’s
emerging creative (knowledge) economy, the Poblenou district is an established
‘authentic’ neighbourhood attractively situated in close proximity to both the centre
of the city and its Mediterranean beaches. The Poblenou district of the 21st Century
has emerged as the urban village ideal, with its associated gentrification and middleclass consumption patterns, having become manifest in the landscape of this former
working class industrial neighbourhood. As a result of grassroots mobilisation the
Fem Rambla project represents a challenge to this evolving urban vision of
Barcelona city, drawing on concepts of social justice and ‘the right to the city’, the
neighbourhood residents of the Poblenou raise pertinent questions regarding
democratic interactions with the urban landscape resource and the role of local
communities in the creation of future urban landscapes in relation to the decision
making processes of urban governance and planning.
The role of local communities in relation to the action of landscape management is
the shared focus of the final two case studies of the project Consorci Terra de Pas
(Catalonia) and the Bere Island Conservation Plan (Ireland). Drawing on Ostrom’s
work in the area of governmentality and economics, the landscape resource can be
considered as a common pool resource and its effective management, particularly in
regard to the challenge of resource depletion, requires the participation of users of
the resource in the establishment of co-operative institutions (Ostrom 1990).
Although the public participation element of Consorci Terra de Pas and the Bere
Island Conservation Plan significantly differ (as discussed in Section 6.3.3), the core
objective of both communities is to manage the impacts of changing social,
economic and environmental conditions on their local landscape resource.
Furthermore, whilst the realisation of the full economic value of their landscape
resource is a central aim of both projects, it is accompanied by a strong desire to do
so in a sustainable manner, which balances economic development with the
conservation of the cultural and natural heritage values of the landscape resource.
However, whereas the project Consorci Terra de Pas represents a local government
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strategy formulated by public officials to develop more sustainable forms of tourism
in the local administrative areas of the consortium, the Bere Island Conservation
Plan is the outcome of an intense process of public participation through which the
vision for the future sustainable management of the Bere Island landscape resource
was directly created by this island community. Therefore, in comparison to the
political formulation of the Consorci Terra de Pas project, the Bere Island
Conservation Plan is the manifestation of the Islander’s shared ideas of how they
should live and could live, now and in the future, both in relation to their fellow
human beings and their physical environment. Thus, the key principles of the idea of
sustainability clearly underpin the Bere Island Conservation Plan and through its
continued implementation, the Bere Islanders are endeavouring to manage the
landscape resource and steer its future through the ideal of sustainable development.
In this regard, the most significant contribution of the ELC to all six ‘landscape
scale’ case studies, is that it innovatively establishes the interrelationship between
the concepts of landscape, territory and sustainable development in law, and
correspondingly presents a set of principles, values and objectives to support and
guide the evolution of both institutional frameworks and broader societal approaches
to the sustainable territorial development of the landscape resource.
6.3.3

Landscape and public participation

The concept of interaction between landscape and people is of central importance to
the focus of this discussion. According to Roe (2013: 335) landscapes can both
provide opportunities or “affordances” for interaction with other humans and
activities within landscape, and with the landscape itself. In this sense, Roe (2013)
firstly identifies landscape as a reflection of human interaction with natural forces
and secondly advocates that people’s participation in landscape issues has a potential
role in relation to democracy, decision making and justice. These two main forms of
interaction between landscape and people as highlighted by Roe (2013) are explicitly
supported and recognised within the text of the European Landscape Convention
(ELC). The ELC establishes demanding requirements on public authorities for the
provision of public participation procedures in regard to the governance of the
landscape resource (see for example Eiter and Vik, 2015; Jones, 2007b; Jones and
Stenseke, 2011; and Prieur & Durousseau, 2006). Specifically, Article 5c of the ELC
places an obligation on signatory states to establish procedures for the participation
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of the general public, local and regional authorities and other interested parties in
matters concerning landscape. In a broader sense, the ELC emphasises transparency,
democracy, and good governance as integral parts of ‘landscape’. In fact through the
publication of the ELC, landscape is viewed as having become “democratised”, in
that the entire population has the right to benefit from good quality landscapes and to
influence landscape change (Dejeant-Pons, 2006: 365). Additionally, Selman (2010:
397) describes the Convention as having “a genuinely radicalising potential”, due to
the fact that it directs attention to all landscapes and requires that people should be
actively involved in setting landscape objectives (as articulated in Article 6d of the
ELC text – CoE, 2000a).
Jones (2007b) explores the implications for policy-makers and administrators in
introducing effective public participation in accordance with the participatory
dialogue-based approach presented in the ELC. Whilst acknowledging its
accompanying challenges and complexities, Jones (2007b: 630) proposes that public
participation in accordance with the ELC can provide a “means” whereby different
values and ideologies expressed in attachments to physical surroundings can be
brought to the fore with the objective of negotiating a solution, which would also
complement the prevailing form of representative democracy based on the rule of the
majority. However, from a legal perspective Cartei (2012: 272) questions the
efficacy of the ELC precisely in regard to the absence of specific rules or “means” to
be applied by public institutions to enforce its principles, and consequently draws the
following conclusion:
“The Convention does not set forth prescriptions. Its contents in fact, consist of
principles and values, not rules; of objectives, not means. This is a methodological
limit that can hinder the implementation and enforcement of the Convention. Anyone
who is familiar with politics and the workings of land use knows very well that
means are no less important than objectives: it is the means, in fact, that often help
define objectives, not the reverse.”
Cartei (2012) thus proposes that as the legal structure of the ELC risks comprising its
effectiveness, one solution could be found by giving as much weight as possible to
procedures for public participation. In this respect, he recommends that the absence
of rules in the ELC can be compensated for by the rules contained in the Aarhus
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Convention or the European legal rules enshrined in the EC environmental directives
for European Impact Assessment and Strategic Environmental Assessment (see
Cartei, 2012 for further details).
Nevertheless, despite the fact that the involvement of the public in environmental
decision-making is established as a key feature of many such international and
national laws and policies, Conrad et al. (2011a) demonstrate the existence of a
prevailing gap between participation rhetoric in landscape policy and the reporting of
participation at the operational level. Their findings (which are drawn from a study
of four ‘best case’ European states - U.K., Norway, Malta and Slovakia) suggest that
implementation of the public participation goals of the ELC is still lacking and they
propose that for the democratic ideals of the ELC to be achieved at least three
components are required. Firstly, there is a need to understand better public
perceptions of landscape, especially since much of the literature available to date is
based disproportionately on expert opinion. Secondly, given evident shortcomings of
participatory mechanisms currently in use, there is a need to develop more effective
methods for public engagement, which are suitably tailored to different local
contexts. And thirdly, there is also a need for more explicit assessment and
evaluation of public participation procedures, introducing a stronger element of
rigour (see Conrad et al., 2011a). Additionally, the reporting results indicate overall
weaknesses in the general implementation of participation mechanisms - with public
participation being largely limited to consultation, with few efforts to ensure
representativeness of participants, with predominantly late involvement of the
public, limited influence of the public on outputs and with few efforts made to
facilitate participation for the public (Conrad et al., 2011a).
Insights gained from empirical research, conducted in the territories of Catalonia and
Ireland, demonstrate the central importance and changing nature of the concept of
interaction between landscape and people across the multiple scales of landscape
governance. The two main forms of interaction between landscape and people as
discussed above – democracy, decision making and justice and interaction with
landscape (see Roe, 2013) - are variously represented at the different scales of
inquiry. In accordance with the requirements of the ELC, landscape policy
formulation at both the national scale of the European States of Ireland and Spain,
and at the regional scale of the territory of Catalonia, focuses on the role of people’s
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participation in landscape governance in relation to the broader context of
democracy, decision making and justice. The legislative and policy analyses of ELC
implementation in Catalonia, Spain and Ireland (as set out in Section 4.3 and 5.3
respectively) demonstrate the presence of the democratic ideals and public
participation goals of the ELC at both national and regional scales of territorial
governance. However, corresponding to the previously cited work of Conrad et al.
(2011a) a prevailing gap continues to exist between the rhetoric of public
participation in landscape policy and evidence of effective participation at the
operational level. For example, to date Catalonia’s approach to the implementation
of the ELC’s public provision procedures has predominantly centred on the creation
of landscape catalogues through its landscape observatory. Yet, whilst the creation of
the catalogues was characterised by a high level of involvement by the communities
who inhabit the landscapes in question, in reality the activities of the Observatory
have been more successful in ‘raising awareness’ of landscape issues, as opposed to
implementing effective public participation procedures which would strengthen the
role of citizens in the decision making processes of Catalonia’s landscape
governance system. In regard to the Irish context, similar questions have been raised
in relation to the application of a Landscape Character Assessment (LCA)
methodology, which appears to be accompanied by limited evidence of either public
participation or political endorsement through representative democracy (see Section
5.6). Furthermore, although Ireland’s National Landscape Strategy (DAHG, 2015)
identifies the strengthening of public participation as one of its six core objectives,
apart from referencing the LCA methodology which is currently in operation at
Ireland’s local government scale, it does not provide essential details on the specific
‘means’ through which this objective may be achieved.
The implementation gap between the national level/regional level (i.e. the Spanish
autonomous communities) and local levels of governance is further evidenced in
regard to the failures of the planning systems of both territories, revealed by the
bursting of their individual speculative property bubbles (as discussed in Section 4.5
– Catalonia and Section 5.5 – Ireland). Catalonia and Ireland similarly demonstrated
an unsustainable territorial approach to the landscape resource, characterised by a
political concentration on economic growth and financial development, where
landscape is primarily considered as an exploitable commodity. Reflecting on the
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intense territorial transformations which have occurred in both Catalonia and Ireland
as an outcome of their corresponding economic growth cycles, it is evident that the
unique socio-political and economic realities of individual territories must be first
taken into account when assessing the means through which the democratic ideals of
the ELC can be achieved. With specific reference to ELC implementation at the local
scale, Oles and Hammarlund (2011) argue that building a ‘landscape democracy’ in
real places (with their individual histories, traditions, and social actors), requires
engaging with local realities ‘on the ground’ in the messy world of politics.
Evidently, in order to increase understandings of the challenges facing the
achievement of the public participation goals of ELC, it is necessary to explore the
‘on the ground’ realities of the landscapes people inhabit. In a world of widespread
communication people may inhabit multiple landscapes simultaneously, however in
a material sense humans can only be present in, and interact with, the physical reality
of the landscape they inhabit at a particular point in space and time. ‘On the ground’
‘landscape scale’ case studies were therefore undertaken in the territories of both
Catalonia and Ireland in order to accommodate the simultaneous exploration of
landscape as a site or reflection of human interaction with natural forces, in addition
to the role of people’s participation in landscape in relation to broader societal
questions of democracy, decision making and justice. Firstly, the case study projects
MónNatura Pirineus and Wild Nephin, which similarly centre on the action of
landscape protection, place a primary focus on the landscape resource as a site of
human interaction with the natural world/physical environment. Although the project
teams are tasked with working for the public interest or common good, public
participation is not a feature of the design or implementation of either project and
furthermore in both instances there are no legal requirements to engage with public
participation procedures due principally to the fact that the institutions and
organisations concerned are the exclusive landowners of the project sites. The
project goals of both MónNatura Pirineus and Wild Nephin are similarly founded on
the promotion of landscape protection, ecological restoration and nature conservation
and the facilitation of nature-centred tourism, recreational and educational activities.
The absence of a public participation methodology within these ‘landscape scale’
projects, and especially in regard to the success of MónNatura Pirineus as the
flagship project of Fundacío Catalunya, raises a pertinent question – does
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participation actually provide more sustainable landscapes? The considerable
complexity of landscape issues dictates that there is no ‘one size fits all’ solution to
challenges of landscape governance and this also extends to questions of landscape
and human interactions.
In contrast to the ‘landscape scale’ projects of MónNatura Pirineus and Wild Nephin,
public participation is a significant element of the case studies Fem Rambla and 21st
Century Liffey, which both centre on human interaction with landscape through the
action of landscape planning within the context of urban transformation. Most
notably, of all the case studies the Fem Rambla project and the Bere Island
Conservation Plan (which will be subsequently discussed) have the highest level of
effective public participation. The Fem Rambla project constitutes an example of
grass-roots mobilisation established to elevate the collective voice of the Poblenou
residents within the local governance process of creating Barcelona’s future
landscapes. Roe (2013) emphasises the need to place participation in landscape
within the wider context of participation in the political system and within cultural
experience and understandings. In this regard the Fem Rambla project represents a
strikingly illustrative example of the necessity of this approach. As previously
discussed in Section 4.6, Guibernau (2013) attributes Catalan’s eagerness to engage
in grassroots mobilisations such as Fem Rambla, to the consolidation of democracy
in Catalan society, which he reminds us, is new to a society which was previously
subjected to a lengthy fascist dictatorship. Furthermore, lessons gained from the
public participation experience of the celebrated ‘Barcelona model’ of governance
(discussed in Section 4.4.2) has had a direct influence on the present ‘political’
landscape of Barcelona city, which has in turned informed the activities of civil
society’s representative groups – i.e. Fem Rambla and Barcelona’s extensive
network of neighbourhood associations etc. The Fem Rambla project presents an
ideal research opportunity to further explore and enhance knowledge of the
prerequisites for community participation in the landscape change processes of the
urban public realm. However, the analysis presented in this thesis does not engage in
an adequately in-depth manner with what Stenseke (2009) identifies as the
prerequisites for successful community participation with landscape strategies,
namely - power relations, participants, the institutional framework, organisation,
communication, knowledge building, monitoring and contextual factors.
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Nevertheless, it does reveal the significance of these critical aspects as determinants
of local involvement in landscape governance processes.
In comparison to Fem Rambla, the 21st Century Liffey project constitutes an expertled urban design vision for the River Liffey Quays of Dublin city, characterised by
an arguably limited form of public participation predicated upon an active social
media and online presence, and a series of project exhibitions with some interactive
elements (i.e. a post-it study and the identification of problem areas on a map of the
quays – see Figure 5.12). Although it is possible to say that public participation is a
component of the 21st Century Liffey project, an assessment of the methodology
employed raises a series of questions regarding the scope of public participation, the
representativeness of the public involved and the influence of the public at the
various stages of the creation of this vision for the future landscape of the Liffey
Quays as a pivotal part of Dublin city’s public realm. Nevertheless, this critique does
not aim to diminish the essential and valuable role played by landscape experts or
specialists such as the 21st Century Liffey project team, in addition to the
involvement of Dublin City Council; rather it intends to question what constitutes
effective public participation within an operational sense.
The third coupling of ‘landscape scale’ case studies, the projects of Consorci Terra
de pas and the Bere Island Conservation Plan, concern the action of landscape
management and relate to ‘the paradox of participation’ and the nature of
institutional design. As explained by Stenseke (2009: 216) ‘the paradox of
participation’ is that top-down stimulus is a part of bottom-up development,
therefore in order for successful landscape participation strategies there has to be a
consistent institutional framework design, where government funding supports
positive outcomes and legislation/policy measures support local involvement and
collaboration. The aforementioned case study projects both concern the role of local
communities in the management of coastal/rural landscapes and are mutually centred
on the premise that it is possible to balance economic development objectives with
the conservation of local landscape heritage. However, they significantly differ in
regard to the public participation components of their project methodologies.
Emanating from a consortium of thirteen municipalities, the public participation
element of the Consorci Terra de Pas project is exclusively confined to the
involvement of local government officials elected through the system of
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representative democracy. Within an institutional framework of regional and local
level funding and support, this consortium of municipalities both designed and
implemented the Consorci Terra de Pas project. However, since the official
withdrawal of the three largest and most influential municipalities in 2014 (citing
resource constraints), the project’s momentum has ceased and the future of the
project remains uncertain.
In comparison, the Bere Island Conservation Plan which was created in 2003
remains a shared and active core vision of the local community for the future of Bere
Island. The Plan is the outcome of an institutional design which combines a bottomup participation process, inclusive of the entire island community, with top-down
steering, guidance and funding from institutions at both national and local
government level. The high level of effective public participation involved in the
creation of the Bere Island Conservation Plan has received recognition at a
European scale, with the judging panel of the Council of Europe Landscape Award
stating that the Plan represents an exemplary approach to public participation
provision as it involves various community participants (see Section 5.4.3). In this
sense, possibly the most significant contribution made by the symbolic policy of the
Council of Europe’s ELC, is that it explicitly supports and recognises landscape as
the intersection between human interactions and natural forces, while also placing
landscape and public participation within the broader context of democracy, decision
making and justice. Yet, it continues to remain of central importance to build or rebuild connections between humans and the physical reality they inhabit, in order to
foster both individual and collective engagement with the spatial dimensions of
many social, economic and environmental challenges manifested in 21st century
landscapes, and also to empower communities to take ownership of and action for
the protection, planning and management of future landscapes. In this regard the
ELC potentially offers public authorities a guiding framework or basis from which to
further advance the role of citizens in processes of sustainable territorial
development.
6.3.4

Awareness-raising

Awareness-raising is a central measure of the European Landscape Convention
(ELC) which signatories are expected to implement. Specifically, Article 6A
(Specific measures) states that “each Party undertakes to increase awareness
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among civil society, private organisations and public authorities of the value of
landscapes, their role and changes to them” (CoE, 2000a). Article 6A,
Awareness-raising is frequently associated with Article 6B – Training and education
- through which each Party undertakes to promote the following (CoE, 2000a):
a. Training for specialists in landscape appraisal and operations;
b. Multi-disciplinary training programmes in landscape policy, protection,
management and planning, for professionals in the private and public
sectors and for associations concerned;
c. School and university courses which, in the relevant subject areas,
address the values attaching to landscapes and the issues raised by their
protection, management and planning.
However, the focus of this section primarily centres on the activity of awarenessraising in regard to increasing human knowledge and perception of the value, role
and evolution of the landscape phenomenon, as opposed to evaluating landscape
education and training as a process of giving or receiving systematic instruction. In
particular regard to Article 6 A – Awareness-raising, Section 52 of the Explanatory
Report on the ELC addresses the question of public awareness and presents the
follow guidance:
“Every citizen has a share in the landscape and in the duty of looking
after it, and the well-being of landscapes is closely linked to the level of
public awareness. Campaigns for informing and educating the public,
elected representatives and associations about the value of present and
future landscapes should be organised in this perspective” (CoE, 2000b –
Section 52).
Yet, apart from the aforementioned references to awareness-raising, the ELC does
not provide any further guidance on how this measure is be operationalised by the
signatory states. This ambiguity is further compounded by the limited attention the
topic of awareness-raising has received within the arena of landscape research.
Whereas, in contrast the related and interlinked subjects of landscape and people,
public participation and the ELC, have been addressed by numerous researchers (see
Section 6.3.3). Hence, the conceptual or theoretical underpinnings of the activity of
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awareness-raising, in relation to both the landscape phenomenon and the
implementation of the ELC, are relatively unexplored.
However, Butler and Åkerskog (2014) have recently contributed to the development
of this discourse by presenting a conceptual understanding of awareness-raising of
landscape, which is based on the recognition that it cannot be an entirely top-down
process, but rather needs to be seen as a “multi-directional transfer of knowledge” or
“co-creation of meaning” (2014: 448). The authors outline how existing literature
tends to see awareness-raising as a top down approach for promoting the conscious
recognition of a particular subject, in addition to influencing associated attitudes and
behaviours (see for example Sayer, 2006 – as referenced below). Furthermore,
existing literature generally does not engage with the theoretical or conceptual
understandings of the activity, but rather focuses on normative or procedural issues.
Whilst they acknowledge the necessity of a top down approach for passing on a
common understanding of the ELC and the concept of landscape, Butler and
Åkerskog (2014) claim that an exclusively top down approach intrinsically
contradicts the democratic principles outlined in the ELC (for further detail see
Section 6.3.3). With direct reference to guidelines for the implementation of the ELC
(see CoE, 2008), the authors detail how from the ELC perspective awareness-raising
of landscape is more complex than purely informing society, as it sets out to
represent a multi-directional transfer of knowledge between civil society, private
organisations and public authorities (see Article 6: CoE, 2000a – as quoted above).
Fundamentally, the idea of landscape ingrained in the ELC presents a
conceptualisation of landscape which unites the visible and tangible qualities of the
landscape phenomenon, with the subjective and perceptual human experience of this
phenomenon. As discussed by Scott (2003), the public perception of landscape is a
psychological process of seeing and attaching value and meaning to landscape,
which shapes the way people live their lives e.g. where they choose to live or work,
their sense of well-being and their sense of place. As an area of research, landscape
perception has received significant attention in recent decades and as a result various
landscape perception paradigms (i.e. questionnaires, interviews, photographs, in situ
observations etc.) have been developed to gain insights into people’s observation and
perception of landscapes (see for example, Dupont et al., 2014). Nevertheless, as a
means of interpreting and understanding the landscape phenomenon, perception is an
281

‘Landscape as a territorial project’ – The implementation of the European Landscape Convention in Catalonia and Ireland

inherently subjective matter which inspires significant debate and contestation.
Furthermore, from a legal perspective Cartei (2012) argues that, however desirable it
may be to recognise landscape as “…an area as perceived by people…” (Council
of Europe, 2000a – Article 1 definition), the objective remains obscure and he poses
the following (unanswered) questions: who measures landscape perception and how?
And how can we tell whether that perception has been duly noted?
From this basis, Butler and Åkerskog (2014) propose that the ELC conceptualisation
of awareness-raising as a multi-directional process, can be seen as giving a voice to
all who have a stake in landscape and thus elevates awareness-raising from being an
activity centred on the promotion of information, to a process of social learning
which involves sharing knowledge and understandings of the perceptions, meanings
and values attached to landscape in regard to both an individual and community
basis. The authors apply this conceptual understanding of awareness-raising of
landscape as a lens to analyse how awareness-raising is addressed in the practice of
Landscape Character Assessment in England. The findings of this research suggest
that although awareness-raising is primarily treated as a top down endeavour,
landscape assessments have the potential to develop co-creation of meaning, yet
there is an outstanding need to develop a greater understanding of individual
landscapes and the values and aspirations people attach to them. Consequently, as
the activity of awareness-raising concerns influencing attitudes and thus changing
how landscape is perceived, in order to achieve ‘co-creation of meaning’ awarenessraising must evolve from an informing process (as it is predominantly viewed in the
professional domain), to a way for all to share an understanding of landscape as a
common resource and democratic entity. Evidently, the subject of perception, as
rooted in the ELC’s definition of ‘landscape’ as “..an area, as perceived by
people…” (CoE, 2000a – Article 1 a), is a shared focus for the interlinked activities
of awareness-raising and public participation as central measures of the ELC.
The ELC also links the subject of landscape perception with the concept of
landscape identity. As per Article 5 of the ELC, landscape is presented as: “an
essential component of people’s surroundings, an expression of the diversity of
their shared cultural and natural heritage, and a foundation of their identity”
(CoE, 2000a). Drawing on their working definition of landscape identity as “the
perceived uniqueness of a place”, Stobbelaar and Pedroli (2011: 334) advance the
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notion that ‘perceiving’ is both a personal and social matter and that ‘uniqueness’ is
based on the interaction between spatial factors and social factors. Based on this
understanding, they further develop the definition of landscape identity as “the
unique psycho-sociological perception of a place defined in a spatial-cultural space”
(2011: 334). Drawing on the interwoven ideas of landscape perception, landscape
identity and knowledge co-creation, Pedroli and Van Mansvelt (2006: 121) propose
that the achievement of an integrated comprehension of landscape centres upon two
central tenets:


Personal connection with the landscape, and;



Personal commitment to the landscape.

The authors purport that it is only through personal connection with the landscape
phenomenon, that people can know their landscape in depth, including its
opportunities and threats, and correspondingly base their actions and activities on
this knowledge. In addition, the authors claim that personal commitment or
engagement with a specific landscape can guarantee the sustainable development of
old landscapes into new living ones, whilst taking account the values of the former
one. Crucially for our present purpose, Pedroli and Van Mansvelt (2006) place this
call for enhanced connection with and commitment to landscape, within the context
of implementing the ELC’s landscape awareness-raising, education and training
objectives. In relation to which they recommend a) basing targets for landscape
development on natural processes described and quantified in a cognitive or
scientific manner; b) developing awareness amongst local communities that
landscape identity is and should be a reflection of current cultural processes; and c)
improving landscape quality through public involvement on the basis of co-ordinated
personal concern.
The legal implications of the ELC require that this Convention be interpreted in
terms of responsibilities and accountabilities for public authorities and this
correspondingly extends to the practice of landscape awareness-raising as a
normative or procedural concern (as per Article 6 A Council of Europe, 2000a- see
quotation above). In relation to this, the empirical data collected for this study
presents an opportunity to examine the performance of public authorities in the
territories of Catalonia and Ireland, in regard to raising citizen awareness of the
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value, role and evolution of the landscape phenomenon through a process of “multidirectional transfer of knowledge” or “co-creation of meaning” (as discussed above see Butler and Åkerskog, 2014: 448). In line with Article 6A of the ELC, this
examination of landscape-awareness raising activities is not confined to the public or
civil society, rather it concerns the widest possible target audience of all citizens,
including local elected representatives and key economic, social, cultural,
environmental actors in both private organisations and public authorities.
To date Catalan society has demonstrated significant innovation and creativity in
regard to their territorial approach to raising landscape awareness and landscape
consciousness, with these activities anchored within the implementation of the ELC
by public authorities. As examined in Section 4.3.3 the process of ELC
implementation by the Catalan government has placed considerable emphasis on
landscape awareness-raising through the collaborative activities of the Landscape
Observatory of Catalonia and the Department de Territori I Sostenibilitat (The
Ministry of Territory and Sustainability). Noteworthy awareness-raising initiatives
include the online educational programme – ‘City, Territory and Landscape’ for
school children and the creation of the seven landscape catalogues, both produced by
the Landscape Observatory of Catalonia (see Section 4.3.3). This is in addition to the
publication of ‘La Sensibilizzazoine al paesaggio – Una sfida per il XXI secolo’
(Awareness-raising on landscape – a challenge for the 21st Century) by Catalonia’s
Government Ministry of Territory and Sustainability (Generalitat de Catalunya,
2011), which forms part of the project PAYS.MED.URBAN (a territorial
cooperation programme of the European Union for Mediterranean regions), which
seeks to contribute to the European drive towards awareness-raising on landscape.
However, in comparison the Irish State’s approach to implementing the ELC’s
measure on raising landscape awareness has not received a similar level of attention
and to date progress has been largely confined to its identification as one of the six
core objectives of the National Landscape Strategy for Ireland (DAHG, 2015 – see
Section 5.3.2). Yet despite Ireland’s limited progress in regard to ELC
implementation, the Heritage Council of Ireland continues to champion the
promotion of an Irish landscape agenda and has made notable achievements in terms
of landscape awareness-raising activities through community led initiatives e.g. the
Bere Island Conservation Plan. Nonetheless, Irish society has a propensity to view
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the island’s heritage primarily in relation to it cultural dimensions i.e. the built
environment, monuments, churches, the Irish language etc., and is less likely to
perceive landscapes, flora and fauna and wildlife habitats as also constituting
heritage (see survey findings - Heritage Council, 2015). On this basis it is argued
that Irish society demonstrates an arguably underdeveloped environmental
consciousness, reflected in a lack of awareness and understanding of the island’s
biodiversity and natural heritage, which is a significant challenge that must be
addressed in efforts to nurture and develop of an Irish ‘landscape consciousness’.
The ‘landscape scale’ case studies undertaken in Catalonia and Ireland present an
insight into a range of landscape-awareness raising activities which include a
diversity of citizens i.e. the public or civil society, local elected representatives and
public and private authorities. Firstly, as a facility of Catalonia’s private foundation
Fundacío Catalunya – La Pedrera, the case study project MónNatura Pirineus is a
central component of the Fundacío’s work in regard to raising
environmental/landscape awareness and consciousness amongst Catalan society and
in promoting the integration of landscape, identity, heritage and sustainable
territorial development objectives (as discussed in Section 4.4.1). In comparison, the
project Wild Nephin which centres on a proposal to create Ireland’s first wilderness
area, is a collaborative undertaking between Coillte (a statutory corporation
operating in forestry and land based businesses) and the NPWS (National Parks and
Wildlife Service - a government sub-division of the Department of Arts, Heritage
and the Gaeltacht) (see Section 5.4.1). Fundamentally, the project’s core aim is to
create a protected landscape or ‘wilderness’ area in the Nephin Beg Range and
through doing so also contribute to the EU’s re-wilding agenda. As reflected in their
involvement in the Wild Nephin project, environmental/landscape awareness-raising
and education activities form a central component of the work undertaken by the
NPWS. However, in contrast Coillte places a greater emphasis on framing the Wild
Nephin project as an economic opportunity for the growth of Irish tourism through
the creation of a unique outdoor recreational activity or ‘wilderness’ experience.
Evidently, while awareness-raising and educational objectives form part of the Wild
Nephin project vision, they are accompanied by the competing economic objectives
of a private limited company which primarily centre on the promotion of awareness
raising through tourism consumption.
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As compared to MónNatura Pirineus and Wild Nephin, the landscape scale projects
of Fem Rambla and 21st Century Liffey are set within largely human-made urban
environments. Although neither project directly focuses on raising environmental
awareness or consciousness, both place a discernible emphasis on raising awareness
of the value, role and future evolution of the urban landscape resource through the
action of landscape planning. Through a process of grassroots activism the Fem
Rambla project galvanised the Poblenou community into creating a shared vision for
future changes to the urban landscape of the neighbourhood rambla. Through this
process Poblenou residents articulated their awareness of the value and role of the
rambla in relation to themes such as personal and cultural identity; quality of life;
and urban democracy (see Section 4.4.2). In contrast to Fem Rambla, the project 21st
Century Liffey centred on the promotion of an expert-led design vision for the future
evolution of Dublin’s Liffey Quays. Although awareness-raising formed a central
part of this undertaking, it may be characterised as a largely top-down informing
process as opposed to a process involving ‘co-creation of meaning’ (as discussed by
Butler and Åkerskog, 2014). Nonetheless, the project 21st Century Liffey embodies
an important contribution to raising awareness of the value, role and future of Dublin
as a river city and it also represents an opportunity to reflect on and question Irish
society’s attitudes and perceptions of Dublin’s urban landscape. However, unlike the
Fem Rambla project 21st Century Liffey does not make any evident attempt to
conceptualise the awareness-raising process as a means of developing shared
understandings of Dublin’s urban landscape as a common resource and as an
important democratic component of urban governance and planning.
Awareness-raising of landscape heritage is a major focus of the ‘landscape scale’
projects of both Consorci Terra de Pas (Catalonia) and the Bere Island Conservation
Plan (Ireland). Through its promotion as a tourism strategy, Consorci Terra de Pas
is a pronounced effort to raise awareness of Catalan cultural heritage as manifest in
the Mediterranean landscape of inland agricultural land, village and town
settlements, and the Costa Brava coastline. This focus on awareness-raising of
Catalan landscape identity to both a domestic and international audience is also
reflected in proposals to create a transfrontier project which would incorporate areas
of Southern France which shares strong cultural links with Catalonia i.e. through the
Catalan language and cultural identity (see Section 4.4.3). However, in terms of
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awareness-raising the project Consorci Terra de Pas essentially entails a top down
approach which centres upon marketing Catalan landscape identity and heritage as
part of a local government led tourism strategy. In this regard the Bere Island
Conservation Plan differs in that it is the result of an institutional design, which
involves both bottom-up public participation and top-down guidance and financial
support (as discussed in Section 6.3.3). The formulation of the Plan by the Bere
Island community entailed an intensive public consultation process during which the
islanders articulated their understanding, knowledge and awareness of the value,
meaning, importance and role of the island’s human, natural and cultural resources,
in addition to sharing their aspirations for their future life on Bere Island. Although
the islanders do not use ‘landscape language’ (as discussed in Section 6.3.1), there
are strong parallels between the ELC conceptualisation of landscape and their vision
for the future of Bere Island as contained in the Bere Island Conservation Plan.
Through this document the islanders demonstrate their social awareness of the
interaction between human interactions and natural forces and the associated
consequences of these interactions for their future existence on Bere Island. As
outlined in Section 5.4.3, the constant underlying threat of having to abandon island
life makes this community acutely aware of the value and importance of the island’s
landscape as a finite resource. Consequently, as evident in the Bere Island
Conservation Plan, this island community is aware of their shared personal and
collective duty to manage their landscape as a common pool resource in line with the
principles of sustainability and sustainable development (see Section 6.3.2).
Whilst acknowledging the broad and vague nature of the term ‘awareness’, Sayer
(2006) explains that essentially awareness-raising is an intuitively understood
activity which is formed by a permanent and interactive communication flow.
Furthermore, in a general sense it is a process which facilitates opportunities for
information exchange in order to improve mutual understandings and to develop
competencies and skills necessary to bring about changes in social attitudes and
behaviours. Evidently, the organisation of an awareness-raising campaign, as an
obligation placed on ELC signatories, is a complex process which involves
combining different approaches i.e. public relations (PR), advocacy, personal
communication, mass communication and/or educational programmes (see Sayer,
2006 for a discussion of these various approaches). However, as stressed by Sayer
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(2006) in order for this process to be effective awareness-raising must meet and
maintain the mutual needs and interests of the actors involved. Within the context of
the ELC conceptualisation of awareness raising, this process involves giving a voice
to all those of have a stake in landscape (as discussed above). In specific regard to
ELC implementation, Conrad et al. (2011c) claim that it is highly unlikely that the
Convention’s goal of fostering an appreciation of the value and importance of
landscape can be met, unless public views are taken into account by policy-makers
tasked with its implementation. In this regard, Conrad et al. (2011c) propose that
there is much to be gained from understanding the views of the public, firstly as the
achievement of individual and social well-being is a central principle of the ELC,
and secondly because the successful implementation of the ELC ultimately depends
on public opinions and actions. Therefore, in order to encourage connection and
commitment to the ELC conceptualisation of landscape, signatories states must
develop public awareness-raising strategies which effectively engage with issues of
landscape-human interactions in particular places, while also addressing both
personal and collective expressions of landscape perception and landscape identity
within varying territorial and multi-scalar contexts. Nevertheless, questions remain
as to how we can effectively integrate collective public perceptions of landscape as
“…an area as perceived by people…” (CoE, 2000a – Article 1 definition) and as
highlighted by Conrad et al. (2011c) perception research will continue to play a
central role in addressing these questions and in determining how the ELC can best
be implemented in practical terms.

6.4 Conclusions: The ‘added-value’ of the European Landscape
Convention
This thesis has sought to explore the contribution of the European Landscape
Convention (ELC) to the advancement of knowledge that serves to promote the
landscape resource as integral to the pursuit of sustainable territorial development
across Europe. Fundamentally, this investigation has set out to answer the following
central research question:
What is the ‘added-value’ of the European Landscape Convention as a
framework to guide processes of multi-scalar landscape governance across
the European model of society?
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In order to pursue this exploration, this study draws on comparative research
undertaken in two European territories presently in the process of implementing the
ELC: the Autonomous Community of Catalonia, Spain and the Republic of Ireland.
As evidenced in the preceding chapters, the multiple scales of Europe’s landscape
governance systems are accompanied by complex and varying institutional,
economic, socio-cultural and political-juridical realities. In an effort to unravel these
scalar complexities and the accompanying challenges they present to the interlinked
processes of landscape governance and the implementation of the ELC, the
theoretical aim of this study has been to link conceptual insights on ‘landscape’,
‘scale’, and ‘governance’ with empirical insights into the value of these concepts.
Through the use of a ‘mixed methods’ research approach, a vertical core was created
through the territorial planning hierarchies of Catalonia and Ireland, in an attempt to
gain a greater understanding of the complexities and challenges which confront the
multi-scalar governance of the European landscape resource.
The main empirical findings of this study are specific to the territorial units of
analysis and are summarised within the respective empirical chapters: Chapter 4.
Catalunya – ‘Terra de Pas’ and Chapter 5. Ireland – ‘Our Island Home’. So far this
chapter (Chapter 6) has synthesised these empirical findings and discussed their
significance in relation to the thesis statement. The purpose of this section is to draw
final conclusions from this synthesis and to provide evidence of how these findings
converge to address the central research question and core research objectives. This
study employed a qualitative comparative analysis to explore the ‘added-value’ of
the ELC as a framework to guide processes of multi-scalar landscape governance
within the territories of Catalonia and Ireland. As presented in the findings chapters,
this analysis centred upon executing a research design which set out to achieve three
core research objectives (see Section 1.4):


to investigate how ‘landscape’ as an element of public administration is
conceptualised as a ‘territorial project’, and to assess the current practice of
landscape governance against the guiding framework of the ELC;



to provide an insight into the individual challenges experienced at a
‘landscape scale’ in the practical application of the ELC conceptualisation of
landscape.
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to capture plural notions of the landscape idea at a ‘landscape scale’ through
the utilisation of a diverse range of landscape embedded case study projects
across the territories of Ireland and Catalonia;

Firstly, the empirical findings of this comparative study clearly show that both
Catalonia and Ireland are in the early stages of implementing the ELC. Nonetheless,
as the only international legal instrument exclusively devoted to landscape policy,
the ELC is accompanied by a significant and unequivocal ‘inspirational’ value, and
this ‘symbolic’ nature is evident in the ongoing implementation activities of both
Catalonia and Ireland. Both the Catalan Landscape Act (2005) and the associated
establishment of L’Observatori del Paisatge de Catalunya - the Landscape
Observatory of Catalonia, have been widely recognised as exemplary initiatives in
regard to ELC implementation within both a European and Spanish context (see
especially Section 4.3.3). In particular, as the territory’s singular landscape law the
Catalan Landscape Act draws heavily on the symbolic language of the ELC and
embodies the entirety of the guiding philosophy of the ELC. Furthermore, the
Landscape Observatory of Catalonia has demonstrated an innovative and creative
approach to fulfilling its role as the central agency responsible for studying and
monitoring landscape change, and for providing guidance on landscape policy
formulation in Catalonia. To date, the most significant activity of the Catalan
Observatory has been the production of landscape catalogues, with the public
participation methodology employed in their formation representing an exemplary
mechanism for enhancing the democratisation of the Catalan landscape governance
system. In comparison to Catalonia, Ireland has adopted a more diminutive approach
to ELC implementation. To date, progress has centred on the insertion of a reference
to the ELC and its definition of landscape into Irish planning law through the 2010
Planning and Development Amendment Act, in addition to the publication of a
National Landscape Strategy for Ireland 2015-2025 (DAHG, 2015). While
implementation progress has been markedly limited, the influence of the ELC on the
formulation of the 2010 Amendment Act to Ireland’s planning legislative framework
is of major significance, as up until the enactment of this legislation there was no
definition of landscape in Irish law.
Akin to the adoption of EU spatial planning policies and environmental legislation
within the EU member states, the implementation of the ELC within the CoE
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member states denotes a further step in the ‘Europeanisation’ process of landscape
policies, as it represents the formal recognition of landscape as a shared European
concern. The Europeanisation process is grounded in soft and alternative paths of
socialisation and learning (Giannakourou, 2005), therefore despite lacking the
weight a ‘hard’ EU law (e.g. an EU Environmental Directive), through a process of
‘cultural innovation’ the symbolic policy of the ELC is helping to advance new ideas
about landscape and its relationship with the European project as a component of
environmental governance. Nevertheless, the ‘utility in practice’ (Oles and
Hammarlund, 2011) or ‘added-value’ of the ELC in regard to its operationalisation
within the interlinked processes of landscape governance and spatial planning,
continues to remain questionable. Although Catalonia has been identified as a good
practice example in regard to ELC implementation (see De Montis, 2014 and
Heritage Council, 2010), this recognition is primarily based on the development of
‘tools’ for landscape governance i.e. the Observatory of Catalonia’s landscape
catalogues, which were formulated to advance a landscape policy approach that is
closely linked to the regional planning policy of Catalonia. However, the ‘utility’ of
these ELC inspired tools are still largely untested, specifically in regard to their
integration into the spatial planning system of Catalonia. In this regard, it is
important to acknowledge that although Catalonia’s seven landscape catalogues
correspond to the territorial scope its seven zoning plans (i.e. the PTPs as outlined in
Section 4.3.2), these spatial planning functional areas are still not recognised as
administrative or political entities and therefore they are not yet in operation.
Furthermore, the empirical findings indicate that there is a significant scalar
disconnect between the activities of ELC implementation at a regional level, with
that of the reality of landscape governance practices at the various sub-regional
administrative tiers of Catalan territorial governance. This disconnect raises
important questions in relation to the future progress of ELC implementation in
Catalonia, particularly in regard to the integration of the ELC approach to landscape
(as contained in the Catalan Landscape Act), into decision making processes at a
sub-regional and local government scale.
In regard to the Irish context, similar questions can be raised in respect of the
proposed implementation of the ELC through the Irish government’s recently
published National Landscape Strategy 2015-2025 (DAHG, 2015). Despite the fact
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that within Irish planning law landscape is now legally defined in accordance with
the ELC, Ireland’s recently emerged National Landscape Strategy (DAHG, 2015)
has no legislative footing or relationship to Ireland’s planning legislative framework.
Consequently, it remains unclear how exactly it can directly influence or improve
statutory decision making processes in regard to landscape issues, particularly in
light of the existing weaknesses of the Irish planning system which were starkly
exposed by the collapse of the Irish speculative property bubble, i.e. issues relating
to implementation failures of spatial strategies, and the nature of planning as a form
of neoliberal spatial governance (see Section 5.5 and 5.6).
The case study dimension of this research project provided an insight into the
challenges which confront the operationalisation of the ELC framework at a diverse
array of ‘landscape scale’ contexts. While the multiplicity of spaces examined in this
case study approach clearly highlight the importance of acknowledging differences
in context, it also showed that there are significant commonalities across these two
European territories in regard to the challenge of landscape governance as a process
of a spatial planning, and also in relation to the implementation of the ELC’s
principles. Section 6.3 presented a synthesis of insights gained from Catalonia and
Ireland, which was structured upon the assessment of four key criterion: 1) the
‘language of landscape’; 2) the landscape resource and sustainable territorial
development; 3) landscape and public participation; and 4) awareness-raising.
Fundamentally, the findings of this exploration illustrate the ‘added-value’ of the
symbolic policy of the ELC as a framework through which both interdisciplinary and
transdisciplinary co-operation can be advanced within existing processes of multiscalar landscape governance.
In setting up this thesis, reference was made to Jones (2007a: 209) and his
identification of six major challenges facing the legal implementation of the ELC
(summarised previously in Chapter 2, Part I, pp. 37-38). Whilst exploring the
research findings of this thesis, it is a valuable exercise to re-visit these six major
challenges in order to assess how these findings relates to Jones (2007a) prognosis of
the challenges inherent in the process and progress of the legal implementation of the
ELC. Firstly, this thesis has emphasised the symbolic nature of the ELC’s ‘landscape
language’, which unites the dualism of nature and culture and thus presents a
common ground or shared language. In specific regard to Challenge No. 3 – there is
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a need to be aware of differing interpretations of the law (Jones, 2007a), the
symbolic nature of the ELC’s ‘landscape language’ offers a means of advancing
communications and understandings of landscape issues across the languages of
Europe, and amongst different disciplinary and sectoral perspectives. Ultimately, as
an international convention the ELC presents legal definitions of key landscape
terminology and actions which have been agreed at a European scale and are thus
endorsed by the Council of Europe. Nonetheless, engaging people with their
everyday landscapes may initially require a ‘non-expert’ language. Consequently, in
order to gradually introduce the ELC ‘language of landscape’, we must first use
landscape language in different ways and for different audiences as the context
varies. This last point similarly relates to Challenge No. 5 – the need to recognise
and accept that participatory approaches requiring dialogue and negotiation are
frequently and necessarily time consuming (Jones, 2007a), in the sense that the
‘landscape language’ employed in such participatory approaches must be tailored
(particularly by experts, academics and policy makers) to match the requirements of
the relevant groups. This is a crucial component in the achievement of effective
participatory processes.
Challenge No. 5 (Jones, 2007a) is also pertinent to the second major finding of this
thesis. One of the most significant contributions of the ELC is that it explicitly
supports and recognises landscape as the intersection between human interactions
and natural forces, whilst also placing landscape and public participation within the
broader context of democracy, decision making and justice. In this sense, the ELC
offers public authorities a guiding framework or basis from which to further advance
the role in citizens in processes of sustainable territorial development across the
European model of society. Furthermore, thirdly as a central measure of the ELC
awareness-raising is conceptualised (in the ELC) as a process of social learning
which involves sharing knowledge and understandings of the perceptions, meanings
and values attached to landscape in regard to both an individual and collective basis.
However, whilst the ELC process of awareness-raising involves giving a voice to all
those who have a stake in landscape, significant questions remain as to how we can
effectively integrate collective public perceptions of the ELC landscape
conceptualisation. These questions continue to remain of central importance as the
successful implementation of the ELC ultimately depends on public opinions and
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actions. Yet, significant challenges remain as to how territories in the process of
ELC implementation can adapt their existing governance systems to meet the
universal challenges facing Europe’s diverse landscapes as identified by Jones
(2007a) - summarised as follows:


Challenge No. 4 - the need to find appropriate ways of institutionalising
participation by all interested groups of stakeholders…;



Challenge No. 5 – the need to recognise and accept that participatory
approaches requiring dialogue and negotiation are frequently and necessarily
time consuming…;



Challenge No. 6 – the need to recognise the role of customary institutions
and the complexity of land rights….

Finally, fourthly the ELC innovatively establishes the interrelationship between the
concepts of landscape, territory and sustainable development in law, and
correspondingly presents a set of principles, values and objectives to support and
guide the evolution of both institutional frameworks and broader societal approaches
to the sustainable territorial development of the landscape resource. Herein lies the
potential of a framework to guide individual territorial approaches to meeting the
remaining two challenges identified by Jones (2007a), as listed below:


Challenge No. 1 – there is a need to acquire a dynamic rather than static
approach to landscape protection, planning and management..;



Challenge No. 2 - there is a need to find ways of making landscape
management economically and ecologically sustainable..;

However, the evolution of both institutional and societal approaches to the landscape
phenomenon rests on the attainment of ‘good’ landscape practices, such as those
discussed in Section 6.3 of this thesis. Section 6.3 presented a synthesis of empirical
and theoretical insights gained from practices on the ground in the territories of
Catalonia and Ireland. This synthesis placed a particular emphasised on the portrayal
of the universal characteristics of ‘good’ landscape practices, specifically in regard
to: 1) the language of landscape; 2) the interdependent relationship between the
landscape resource and sustainable territorial development; 3) the nature of the
interactive process between people and landscape; and finally, 4) the value of
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landscape awareness-raising and education for the elevation of environmental and
landscape consciousness. However, although a particular emphasis is placed on
identifying the universal characteristics of ‘good’ landscape practices, underlying
this analysis is the fundamental understanding that each territory possesses its own
individual complex and varying institutional, economic, socio-cultural and politicaljuridical realities. Correspondingly, a key ‘take-home’ message of this research
project is that each territory in the process of legally implementing the ELC must
individually adapt and evolve the guiding symbolic framework of the ELC to match
their unique institutional and societal realities.
Primarily because the ELC is at such an early stage of implementation, this research
project constitutes de-facto policy analysis as it centres on exploring the ‘addedvalue’ or contribution of the ELC as symbolic policy within the broader context of
our universal search for more sustainable ways of living across the European model
of society. A core research objective which underscores this analysis is to contribute,
in some manner, to the practice of spatial planning as it relates to the practical
operationalisation of the ELC:


to contribute to the development of the open toolkit of planning practice, by
presenting a means of organising ideas, identifying drivers of change and
difficulties relating to interpretations and the potential implementation of
the ELC (see Section 1.4).

In line with De Montis (2014), this thesis confirms that the progress of ELC
implementation across the CoE member states is primarily influenced by local
governance systems and traditional territorial approaches to landscape governance.
Due to its legal nature as a CoE convention the ELC is a highly flexible legal
instrument, which bestows on CoE member states the ability to tailor their
implementation process to their unique and individual territorial context. Precisely
because of this flexibility, conventions are the CoE’s legal instrument of preference.
As Benôit-Rohmer and Klebes (2005) explain, this flexibility makes it easier for
member states to accept the Council’s conventions, particularly as they relate to
sensitive areas, such as the environment, bioethics, national minorities. The authors
argue that but for this flexibility many of these sensitive treaties, which have proved
vital to the progress of human rights and democracy across Europe, would never
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have been realised. However, the legal flexibility which accompanies conventions
may also be construed as a weakness, as in the absence of legally enforceable
mechanisms for compliance (see Section 1.2), CoE member states are under no
obligation to take the legislative, administrative and technical measures needed to
ensure that their commitments are respected. As previously highlighted, Cartei
(2012) asserts that it is precisely this absence of specific rules pertaining to CoE
conventions which risks hindering the implementation and enforcement of the ELC’s
principles. In this regard he proposes that as the legal structure of the treaty
compromises its effectiveness, it is thus necessary to invoke the aid of existing
international law, notably the Aarhus Convention (UNECE) and the EU
environmental directives for European Impact Assessment (EIA) and Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA). From a legal perspective, Cartei (2012)
recommends that this absence of rules accompanying the ELC can be compensated
for by the rules pertaining to access to participation, information and justice in
environmental matters contained in the Aarhus Convention, and/or in the provisions
for public involvement and consultation contained in EU environmental assessment
legislation (i.e. EIA and SEA).
As symbolic policy, the ELC represents a fundamental contribution to the
advancement and promotion of a shared European landscape consciousness.
However, akin to ideas of sustainability and sustainable development, the ELC
conceptualisation of landscape is a malleable, ambiguous, multi-dimensional
bridging concept, which is correspondingly accompanied by significant
implementation challenges in regard to its operationalisation by public authorities.
Yet, despite questions pertaining to the utility of the sustainability discourse, it has
had and continues to have a pervasive impact on planning practice from a global to
local scale. From this basis it is proposed that despite being subject to the similar
challenges which accompany the sustainability discourse, the ‘big ideas’ of the ELC
also have the potential to further shape planning policy and practice to become more
integrated and efficient in its approach to the landscape resource and the associated
economic priorities, social impacts and environmental goods. As outlined in Chapter
2 (Literature Review) and throughout this thesis, spatial planning systems broadly
interpret sustainability in relation to ‘balance’, with public authorities demonstrating
a prevalence to see sustainability in terms of a ‘scaling of balance’ between
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economic, social and environmental goals (see Park and Doak, 2012). As Campbell
(1996) explains, planners work within the tensions generated by these three main
competing goals - what he terms ‘contradictions of sustainable development’. As
illustrated in Figure 2.2 – Campbell’s (1996) ‘triangle of conflicting goals for
planning’ or ‘planner’s triangle’ – planners define themselves, implicitly, by where
they stand on the triangle. Furthermore, lying at the centre of the triangle is ‘the
elusive ideal of sustainable development’, which Campbell (1996) claims can only
be reached through confronting and resolving the triangle’s tensions generated by the
competing goals of social justice, economic growth and environmental protection.
While Campbell’s (1996) ‘planner’s triangle’ is primarily applicable to planning
policy and practice, it also presents a useful model to explore processes of
environmental and landscape governance within the context of the European project.
As discussed in Section 6.2, the idea of European society arose from the field of
tensions produced by capitalism and democracy as constitutive elements of European
society (Delanty, 2015). Thus, this interplay between capitalism and democracy are
shaping forces of European society. However as Delanty (2015: 11) explains, this
interplay places an emphasis on “the contestation of power”, and this he argues
raises the question of neoliberalism and the prospect that contemporary processes of
European integration may be undermining the European model of social model of
capitalism. Revisiting Campbell’s (1996) ‘planner’s triangle’ we can plot the
ongoing social, economic and environmental tensions and conflicts confronting the
spatial dimensions of the European project. ‘The elusive ideal of sustainable
development’, or the centre of the triangle, can according to Campbell (1996) only
be reached through confronting and resolving the triangle’s tensions generated the
three main ‘contradictions of sustainable development’. As accentuated throughout
Section 6.2, the European project has a longstanding association with the common
underlying belief that the market is not everything and there are values beyond
growth. As a successor concept to spatial planning, the concept of territorial
cohesion (Faludi, 2007a and 2007b) further advances this belief through its
promotion of “the decommodification of certain policy objects” i.e. social rights,
living standards, quality of life issues, heritage preservation, landscape values and
the provision of amenities (see Faludi, 2007b: 580). As the first legal text to
explicitly recognise the ‘interface’ or dualisms inherent in landscape, in addition to
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its innovative approach to landscape “as a field of practice and perception” (Olwig,
2007b: 581), the ELC further advances both territorial cohesion thinking and the
ideal of the European model of society. From this research perspective it is argued
that the ELC presents a framework through which public authorities, at various
spatial scales and political levels of action, can confront and work towards resolving
or ‘balancing’ the tensions of the ever-present competing sustainability demands of
social justice, economic growth and environmental protection as manifested across
Europe’s landscapes.
As demonstrated in the literature review chapter (Chapter 2) and again throughout
the findings chapters (Chapter 4 and Chapter 5), this research endeavour is
underpinned by the conceptual triangle of landscape, scale and governance. Set
against the backdrop of the implementation of the ELC as symbolic policy, this
conceptual framework presents a suitable platform from which to explore the multiscalar practice of landscape governance, and the interlinked progress of ELC
implementation, across a range of territorial contexts. Furthermore, the conceptual
design of this thesis has resulted in the realisation of a core research objective of this
project:


the development of a conceptual framework appropriate to ‘integrative’
landscape research, drawn from geographical and planning theory (see
Section 1.4).

As presented in Chapter 2, this conceptual exploration commenced with a review of
the multiple interpretations of the landscape idea (see Part I – Chapter 2). As
illustrated throughout this discussion, the weighty historical trajectory and the
associated diversity of vernacular and academic interpretations of ‘landscape’ are
particularly challenging, when attempting to synthesise landscape perspectives and
develop overarching ‘integrative’ approaches to address issues of landscape change.
However, a key insight to emerge from this review emanates from Duncan and
Duncan’s (2010) proposition that the idea of landscape is most useful if one sharpens
and narrows its analytical and critical focus. From this research perspective, it is
contended that the achievement of this may be greatly assisted by the use of the
concept of scale as a ‘tool’ in the landscape research design process.
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As discussed in Part II of the literature review chapter, the concept of scale may be
utilised as a key organising concept in environmental and landscape change research.
Following on from this insight the concept of scale was employed in this research
methodology to create a vertical core through the landscape governance systems of
the territories of Catalonia and Ireland, in order to unravel the inherent complexities
of the landscape governance process at a variety of spatial or territorial scales. This
empirical investigation was grounded in the synthesis of conceptualisations of scale
in both landscape research and landscape governance, as presented in Part II of the
literature review. In particular, Manson’s (2008) ‘epistemological scale continuum’
(see Figure 2.1) significantly aided the researcher’s understanding of the complex
relationship between the spatial scales, political levels and natural scales of the
landscape governance system (as identified by Gӧrg, 2007). Through combining
insights derived from Manson’s (2008) ‘epistemological scale continuum’, with
research on the multi-scalar nature of the concept of landscape governance (see
Gӧrg, 2007 and Meadowcroft, 2002), this research project is anchored in the premise
that processes of landscape governance must simultaneously:
a) address the ‘natural’ conditions of places – or the ‘natural scales’ of the
physical system which is amenable to realist perspectives of scale e.g. the
‘landscape scale’ ;
b) select the appropriate spatial scale within the relevant spatial planning
hierarchy and acknowledge the relationship between these territorial units –
through the use of hierarchical scales e.g. the continental, national, regional
to local scale; and,
c) landscape governance must acknowledge the social construction of scale or
the ‘politics of scale’ and understand how political decision making levels are
operationalised and how they may be subject to purposeful construction for
social, economic and political ends i.e. levels of political action – the
international, national, sub-national to local scale.
From this basis it is evident that in the study of the multi-scalar concepts of
landscape and landscape governance, there is no single correct ‘scale’ of study.
Consequently, landscape researchers and those tasked with the governance of the
landscape resource must conceive their questions in terms of scale, in order to
determine the most appropriate scale(s) to address the issue(s) in question (see Vogt
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et al., 2002). As Meadowcroft (2002) argues while scale issues are always important
in politics, the density of physical and social scales implicated in the constitution and
resolution of environmental problems is particularly notable. For example, firstly
there are the physical impacts of a given human activity on natural processes; and
secondly, these physical impacts translate into social terms (with the most obvious
environmental impact being to the landscape). Additionally, issues of scale feature
prominently in the active practice of participatory engagement within the
environmental/landscape governance decision-making process. Thus, the ‘scaling’ of
the political, physical and social dimensions of actions which result in
environmental/landscape change, encompass a governance system defined by a
‘pluralism’ of institutional frames (i.e. a variety of public bodies) and participating
groups – representing a diversity of social organisations and interests. Within this
context, Meadowcroft (2002) advocates that both sorts of pluralism are crucial if
governance structures are to adapt to the diverse scales at which environmental
governance initiatives are required. In this sense, the flexible legal nature of the ELC
accommodates diverse territorial approaches to it multi-scalar implementation, and
furthermore specifies a pluralist approach to its effective implementation by both
public authorities and civil society. Thus the application of the ELC’s guiding
principles may be tailored to address particular questions of landscape change and
socio-ecological interactions at the most appropriate corresponding scale of
landscape governance i.e. the spatial scales, political levels and/or natural scales of
the landscape governance system.
Problem solving in the arena of landscape and environmental change research
requires both interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary cooperation, and specifically the
engagement of various perspectives from the natural, social and applied sciences.
However, in problem-orientated research it is not enough that attention is only given
to the integration of scientific disciplines. There must also be an awareness of the
impact of scientific knowledge within the domain of landscape governance.
Ultimately, public authorities tasked with landscape governance must reach informed
decisions that are grounded in both scientific and non-scientific knowledge. A core
finding of this thesis is that landscape governance systems must engage in the local
realities of particular places, as both socially constructed spaces and natural-spatial
entities. This necessitates intensive interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary co300
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operation (i.e. the incorporation of local knowledge), in order to progress common
understandings of a) the idea of landscape and b) the complex relationship between
the spatial scales, political levels and natural scales of the landscape governance
process. In Catalonia and Ireland, as elsewhere, public authorities have increasingly
come to cite sustainable development as a fundamental objective of their activity,
and as such the ‘meta-narrative’ of the sustainable development discourse is
rhetorically reflected in the legislative and policy frameworks of their corresponding
spatial planning systems. Within this context, the re-positioning of landscape within
the sustainable development agenda, as formalised through the ELC, reasserts the
governance of the landscape resource as a prime consideration for spatial planning
systems. Fundamentally, the achievement of sustainable development is a common
underlying goal of all six ‘landscape scale’ case studies of this project, across both
Catalonia and Ireland. In this regard, the case studies illustrate the broad nature of
sustainable development as a multi-dimensional bridging concept, in addition to the
complex challenge of operationalising this ideational construct through the actions of
landscape protection, planning and management as defined in the ELC. Through
uniting the concepts of landscape, territory and sustainable development, the ELC
offers a guiding framework to advance both the United Nation’s 2015 international
sustainable development goals and the global ‘high politics’ climate change agenda,
as it represents an appropriate approach for handling the complex dualistic nature of
these challenges as locally-anchored problems of multi-scalar landscape governance.
Yet, in this regard it is acknowledged that the guiding principles of the ELC are
essentially ideas and ultimately the future impact or ‘utility’ of the ELC depends on
what people actually do with this symbolic policy.

In terms of future research, there is an evident need for the in-depth examination of
good practice case studies that directly embody and operationalise the principles of
the ELC, and thus serve as exemplary models to support and inform landscape policy
formulation across Europe. However, from this research perspective it is argued that
the greatest challenge facing the operationalisation of the ELC framework hinges on
the dominance of growth dependence as the accepted paradigm for spatial planning
(Rydin, 2013), in addition to the question of neoliberalism within the broader context
of the contemporary European project (Delanty, 2015). As it was deemed to surpass
the remit of this study, decision making competences at the various spatial planning
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scales within both Catalonia and Ireland were not adequately analysed. Yet, as
previously highlighted both Spanish and Irish commentators have primarily
attributed the causes of their respective speculative property bubbles, to issues of
poor institutional design associated with systemic corruption and supine planning,
particularly at a regional and local government scale (see especially Section 4.5 and
Section 5.5). Therefore, in order to guard against the future repetition of a similarly
overwhelmingly unsustainable territorial approach to the landscape resource, we
must ensure that the influence of economic power on statutory decision making
processes does not yet again create a framework of market led ‘development-at-allcosts’, which in turn overshadows environmental issues and questions of social
equity, and once more ends in devastating territorial, environmental and sociopolitical consequences. In this regard, future analysis needs to take into account the
structural relations that govern how power is distributed across the European model
of society, with specific focus given to processes of statutory decision making as
they pertain to the multi-scalar governance of the landscape resource as a shared
European concern.
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Appendices
Appendix No.1: Member States of the Council of Europe party to the
European Landscape Convention
European Landscape Convention
CETS No.: 176
Treaty open for signature by the member States of the Council of Europe
and for accession by the European Union and the European non-member States
Opening for signature
Place: Florence
Date : 20/10/2000

Entry into force
Conditions: 10 Ratifications.
Date : 1/3/2004
Status as of: 20/4/2015

Member States of the Council of Europe

Signature

Ratification

Entry into
force

Andorra

23/3/2011

7/3/2012

1/7/2012

Armenia

14/5/2003

23/3/2004

1/7/2004

Azerbaijan

22/10/2003

30/8/2011

1/12/2011

Belgium

20/10/2000

28/10/2004

1/2/2005

9/4/2010

31/1/2012

1/5/2012

Bulgaria

20/10/2000

24/11/2004

1/3/2005

Croatia

20/10/2000

15/1/2003

1/3/2004

Cyprus

21/11/2001

21/6/2006

1/10/2006

Czech Republic

28/11/2002

3/6/2004

1/10/2004

Denmark

20/10/2000

20/3/2003

1/3/2004

Finland

20/10/2000

16/12/2005

1/4/2006

France

20/10/2000

17/3/2006

1/7/2006

Georgia

11/5/2010

15/9/2010

1/1/2011

Greece

13/12/2000

17/5/2010

1/9/2010

Hungary

28/9/2005

26/10/2007

1/2/2008

Iceland

29/6/2012

Ireland

22/3/2002

22/3/2002

1/3/2004

Italy

20/10/2000

4/5/2006

1/9/2006

Latvia

29/11/2006

5/6/2007

1/10/2007

20/10/2000

13/11/2002

1/3/2004

Notes

R. D. A. T. C. O.

Albania

Austria

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Estonia

Germany

Liechtenstein
Lithuania
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Luxembourg

20/10/2000

Malta

20/10/2000

20/9/2006

1/1/2007

Moldova

20/10/2000

14/3/2002

1/3/2004

Montenegro

8/12/2008

22/1/2009

1/5/2009

Netherlands

27/7/2005

27/7/2005

1/11/2005

Norway

20/10/2000

23/10/2001

1/3/2004

Poland

21/12/2001

27/9/2004

1/1/2005

Portugal

20/10/2000

29/3/2005

1/7/2005

Romania

20/10/2000

7/11/2002

1/3/2004

San Marino

20/10/2000

26/11/2003

1/3/2004

Serbia

21/9/2007

28/6/2011

1/10/2011

Slovakia

30/5/2005

9/8/2005

1/12/2005

Slovenia

7/3/2001

25/9/2003

1/3/2004

Spain

20/10/2000

26/11/2007

1/3/2008

Sweden

22/2/2001

5/1/2011

1/5/2011

Switzerland

20/10/2000

22/2/2013

1/6/2013

The former Yugoslav
Republic of
Macedonia

15/1/2003

18/11/2003

1/3/2004

Turkey

20/10/2000

13/10/2003

1/3/2004

Ukraine

17/6/2004

10/3/2006

1/7/2006

United Kingdom

21/2/2006

21/11/2006

1/3/2007

Monaco
X

Russia

X

Non-members of the Council of Europe
Signature

Ratification

Entry into force

Total number of signatures not followed by ratifications:
Total number of ratifications/accessions:

Notes

R.

D.

A.

T.

C.

O.
2
38

Notes:
a: Accession - s: Signature without reservation as to ratification - su: Succession - r: Signature "ad
referendum".
R.: Reservations - D.: Declarations - A.: Authorities - T.: Territorial Application - C.: Communication
- O.: Objection.
Source : Treaty Office http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/Commun/ChercheSig.asp?NT=176&CM=8&DF=&CL=ENG.
Accessed 20th April 2015
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Appendix No. 2: Criteria for conferring the Landscape Award of the
Council of Europe
Appendix to the rules
Criteria for conferring the Landscape Award of the Council of Europe
Resolution CM/Res (2008)3 on the rules governing the Landscape Award of the
Council of Europe (Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 20 February 2008 at
the 1018th meeting of the Ministers’ Deputies).
Criterion 1 – Sustainable territorial development
The completed projects submitted must give tangible form to the protection,
management and/or planning of landscapes. This means that the projects must have
been completed and open to the public at least three years, when the candidatures
were submitted.
They must also:
- be part of a sustainable development policy and be in harmony with the territorial
organisation of the area concerned;
- demonstrate their environmental, social, economic, cultural and aesthetic
sustainability;
- counter or remedy any damage to landscape structures;
- help enhance and enrich the landscape and develop new qualities.
Criterion 2 – Exemplary value
The implementation of the policy or measures that have helped to improve the
protection, management and/or planning of the landscapes concerned must set an
example of good practice for others to follow.
Criterion 3 – Public participation
The policy or measures implemented with a view to the protection, management
and/or planning of the landscapes concerned should involve the active participation
of the public, local and regional authorities and other players and should clearly
reflect the landscape quality objectives.
The public should be able to participate simultaneously in two ways:
-through dialogue and exchanges between members of society (public meetings,
debates, procedures for participation and consultation in the field, for example);
-through procedures for public participation and involvement in landscape policies
implemented by national, regional or local authorities.
Criterion 4 – Awareness-raising
Article 6.A of the Convention provides that “each Party undertakes to increase
awareness among civil society, private organisations and public authorities of the
value of landscapes, their role and changes to them”. Action along these lines taken
as part of the completed project concerned will be assessed.
Source:
http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/cultureheritage/heritage/landscape/Prix/Anglais.pdf
Accessed: 20th April 2015
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Appendix No. 3: Sample of interview questions for project manager
of ‘landscape scale’ case study

Project manager interview questions for ‘landscape scale’ case study:
MónNatura Pirineus (see Section 4.4.1)
I.

The Interview:
1. Name of interviewer:
2. Name of interviewee/interviewees:
3. Details of interview (date / time / location):

II.

The Organisation:
1. What is Fundació Catalunya - La Pedrera?
2. What is your role within this organisation?
3. What is your personal background in terms of your training/
education/disciplinary perspective?

III.

The Project:
1. Name of the Project:
2. Location of the Project:
3. Start of the Project:
4. Partners:
5. Financing bodies:
6. Description of the project:
i. What is the vision of the project?
ii. What are the central aims of the project?
7. Relationship of the project to the European Landscape
Convention conceptualisation of ‘landscape’:
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i. Do you use the word ‘landscape’ in the description of your
project? Or do you preference the use of other terms such as
nature, environment, wilderness, rural or countryside?
ii. Are you familiar with the European Landscape Convention ELC (Council of Europe, 2000) definition of landscape?
iii. Are you familiar with the principles of the ELC and the
process of ELC implementation in Catalonia?
iv. In your opinion, does your project demonstrate a ‘landscape
approach’? What is your understanding of this term?
8. Sustainable territorial development:
i. Is this project part of a sustainable development policy?
ii. Does it contribute to the enhancement of environmental,
social, economic, cultural and aesthetic values of the
landscape? How?
iii. Does it help to enhance and enrich the landscape and
develop new qualities?
iv. Has it (to date) managed to confront or remedy any type of
environmental degradation or damage? If so how?
9. Exemplarity:
i. In your opinion can the project be considered exemplary?
Why or why not?
ii. What contribution do you think this project can make?
iii. What good practices has it helped to put in place/or plans to
put in place?
10. Public participation:
i. Does the project encourage the public’s participation in the
decision-making process? How?
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ii. Is the project in line with the wider policies implemented by
national, regional or local authorities?
11. Awareness raising:
i. Does the project raise the population’s awareness regarding
the value of landscape from the perspective of human
development, the consolidation of European identity and/or
individual or collective wellbeing? How?
IV.

The ‘landscape scale’ (questions specific to case study project):
1. Why in particular was this location within the Pirineus – les Valls
d’Aneu, al Pallars Sobirà selected as ‘a learning landscape’?
2. What impact has the development of the facility of Món Natura
Pirineus in this location had on the surrounding landscape, local
people and the local economy?
3. What in your opinion is the wider significance of the project
MónNatura Pirineus in regard to the territory of Catalonia and more
broadly in regard to the trans-national territory of Europe?

334

Appendices

Appendix No. 4: List of Abbreviations
CLRAE

Congress of Local and Regional Authorities

CoE

Council of Europe

DAHG

Department of the Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht

DECLG

Department of the Environment, Community and Local
Government

DEHLG

Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local
Government

DELG

Department of Environment and Local Government

EC

European Commission

EIA

Environmental Impact Assessment

ELC

European Landscape Convention

ESPON

European Observation Network for Territorial Development
and Cohesion

EU

European Union

IUCN

International Union for Conservation of Nature

MoU

Memorandum of Understanding

NLS

National Landscape Strategy

NPWS

National Parks and Wildlife Service

NUTS

Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics

PDU

Plans Directors Urbanistics

POUM

Plans Generals d’Ordenació Urbanistics

PTP

Plans Territorials Parcials

SAC

Special Areas of Conservation

SEA

Strategic Environmental Assessment

SPA

Special Protection Area

UN

United Nations

UNECE

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe

UNESCO

United Nations Organisation for Education, Science and
Culture
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Appendix No. 5: Online survey – Catalonia
Appendix No. 6: Online survey – Ireland (‘Landscape scale’ project Wild Nephin: Mayo County Council – corresponding local
government authority)
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Catalunya: El Conveni Europeu del Paisatge i l'administració local
Aquesta enquesta es duu a terme com a part d'un projecte de doctorat de la National University of Ireland Galway i
està realitzada en col•laboració amb Espai TReS i Irene Navarro. La recerca està subvencionada per l'Irish Research
Council, programa de beques de postgrau del govern d'Irlanda.
El projecte investiga la implementació del Conveni Europeu del Paisatge (Consell d'Europa, 2000) a Europa i
específicament als territoris de la República d'Irlanda i de Catalunya.
El Conveni Europeu del Paisatge promou la protecció, la gestió i l’ordenació dels paisatges europeus i organitza la
cooperació europea en matèria de paisatge. L'objectiu d'aquesta enquesta és examinar la implementació del Conveni
Europeu del Paisatge a Catalunya en l’àmbit del govern local.
La realització de l'enquesta té una durada de 5 minuts aproximadament i els resultats estaran disponibles a través de
la universitat a finals d'aquest any (2014). Les preguntes marcades amb un * s'han de completar per poder continuar.
La informació proporcionada en aquesta enquesta és anònima i confidencial, només s'utilitzarà per a la investigació,
no es mantindrà cap vincle d’identitat entre les respostes i els enquestats i només s’informarà de les dades
agregades.
Moltes gràcies per endavant pel vostre temps,
Sarah Higgins
Estudiant de doctorat
Investigadora de l'Irish Research Council
Department of Geography
Room 114
School of Geography and Archaeology
National University of Ireland Galway
s.higgins7@nuigalway.ie
Amb el suport de:
Xavier Sabaté i Irene Navarro Solé
Espai TreS – Territori i Responsabilitat Social
Milà i Fontanals, 14 28
08012 Barcelona
info@espaitres.net
www.espaitres.net

Catalunya: El Conveni Europeu del Paisatge i l'administració local

*1. Quina és la teva experiència professional en relació amb la teva

formació/educació/perspectiva disciplinària?
5
6

2. En quin municipi treballes?
3. En quina àrea, concretament?
4. Què entens pel terme "paisatge"?
5
6

*5. Coneixes el Conveni Europeu del Paisatge (Consell d'Europa, 2000)?
j Sí
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n

6. Estàs familiaritzat amb els principis d'aquest Conveni?
j Sí
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n
j Vagament
k
l
m
n

7. Saps que Catalunya està implementant el Conveni Europeu del Paisatge?
j Sí
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n

8. Coneixes la Llei 8/2005, de 8 de juny, de protecció, gestió i ordenació del paisatge de
Catalunya?
j Sí
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n
j Vagament
k
l
m
n

Catalunya: El Conveni Europeu del Paisatge i l'administració local

*9. Coneixes la tasca del govern de la Generalitat de Catalunya en relació al paisatge?
j Sí
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n
j Vagament
k
l
m
n

10. Durant la realització de la teva feina has demanat consell o has consultat material
d'orientació de la Generalitat de Catalunya?
j Sí
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n

11. Si has respost positivament a la pregunta anterior, si us plau especifica en què ha
consistit.
5
6

12. Durant la realització de la teva feina has consultat les Directrius de paisatge i/o les
guies d'integració paisatgística elaborades per la Generalitat de Catalunya?
j Sí
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n
j No ho conec
k
l
m
n

13. En relació amb la implementació del Conveni Europeu del Paisatge a nivell de
govern local, com qualificaries la qualitat de l'orientació/suport rebut fins ara de la
Generalitat de Catalunya?
Molt deficient

Deficient

Acceptable

Bona

Excel•lent

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

Catalunya: El Conveni Europeu del Paisatge i l'administració local

*14. Estàs familiaritzat amb la tasca de l'Observatori del Paisatge de Catalunya?
j Sí
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n
j Vagament
k
l
m
n

15. Durant la realització de la teva feina has demanat consell o has consultat material
d'orientació de l'Observatori del Paisatge de Catalunya?
j Sí
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n

16. Si has respost positivament a la pregunta anterior, si us plau especifica en què ha
consistit.
5
6

17. Durant la realització de la teva feina has consultat el catàleg de paisatge elaborat
per l'Observatori del Paisatge de Catalunya per a l’àmbit territorial corresponent a la
teva àrea administrativa?
j Sí
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n
j No ho conec
k
l
m
n

18. En relació amb la implementació del Conveni Europeu del Paisatge a nivell de
govern local, com qualificaries la qualitat de l'orientació/suport rebut fins ara de
l'Observatori del Paisatge de Catalunya?
Molt deficient

Deficient

Acceptable

Bona

Excel•lent

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

19. Apartat per a comentaris:
5
6
Moltes gràcies per participar en aquesta enquesta. Per a qualsevol comentari, pregunta o dubte, pots enviar un correu electrònic a aquesta
adreça: s.higgins7@nuigalway.ie.

Participant information sheet
This survey is being conducted as part of a PhD project on behalf of the National University of Ireland Galway. The
research is funded by the Irish Research Council – Government of Ireland Postgraduate Scholarship Scheme.
This project examines the implementation of the European Landscape Convention (Council of Europe, 2000) across
Europe and specifically within the territories of the Republic of Ireland and the Autonomous Community of Catalonia,
Spain. The European Landscape Convention promotes the protection, management and planning of European
landscapes and organises European cooperation on landscape issues. The objective of this survey is to examine the
implementation of the European Landscape Convention at the scale of local government. This survey tool is being
administered to a number of purposively selected local government authorities in the territories of the Republic of
Ireland and the Autonomous Community of Catalonia, Spain.
The survey is divided into two parts  Section A: The ‘landscape scale’ project and Section B: The European
Landscape Convention and local governance. In regard to Section A the identified project is particular to each local
authority and it also forms part of the multisite case study approach of this research project.
The results of this survey will be available through NUI Galway at the end of this year (2014). The survey will take
between 5 to 10 minutes to complete. Questions marked with an * must be completed before you can move on. The
information you provide in this survey is anonymous and confidential and is for research purposes only. No identity
links between responses and the individual responding are retained and only aggregate data will be reported.
Thank you in advance for your time.
Sarah Higgins
PhD Candidate
IRC Scholar
Department of Geography
Room 114
School of Geography and Archaeology
National University of Ireland Galway
s.higgins7@nuigalway.ie

Section A: The 'landscape scale' project

*1. What is your professional background in terms of your

training/education/disciplinary perspective?
5
6

2. What is your understanding of the term 'landscape'?
5
6

*3. Are you familiar with the project 'Wild Nephin'?
j Yes
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n
j Vaguely
k
l
m
n
If you answered No to Question 3 please feel free to proceed directly to Section B: The European Landscape Convention and local
governance.

4. To date, has there been any interaction between the local authority and this project?
j Yes
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n
j Do not know
k
l
m
n

5. If you answered Yes interaction has occurred, in what form has this taken?
5
6

6. In your professional opinion, what are the challenges that accompany the potential
realisation of this project?
5
6

7. In your professional opinion, what opportunities are presented by the potential
realisation of this project?
5
6

8. What (potential) value (if any) do you think this project has for either a subnational,
national and/or transnational level?
5
6

9. Are you aware of any plans for the future involvement of the local authority in this
project?
j Yes
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n
j Do not know
k
l
m
n

10. If yes, please provide a description of the planned involvement.
5
6

Section B: The European Landscape Convention and local governance

*11. Are you aware of the European Landscape Convention (Council of Europe,

2000)?
j Yes
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n

12. Are you familiar with the principles of this Convention?
j Yes
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n
j Vaguely
k
l
m
n

13. Are you aware that Ireland is in the process of implementing the European
Landscape Convention?
j Yes
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n

14. Are you aware that Ireland is in the process of drafting a National Landscape
Strategy?
j Yes
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n

15. To date, has this local authority received any consultation from either subnational
and/or national level authorities regarding the implementation of the European
Landscape Convention at local government level?
j Yes
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n

16. If you answered Yes to the above question, please detail what form this has taken.
5
6

17. In general, what guidance/support has this local authority received from either sub
national and/or national level authorities in regard to the process of governing the
landscape resource? Please detail.
5
6

18. Following on from Q.17, how would you rate the quality of guidance/support
received to date?
Very poor

Poor

Fair

Good

Excellent

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

19. Further comments section:
5
6
Thank you very much for participating in this survey. If you have any other comments, questions, or concerns please email
s.higgins7@nuigalway.ie.

