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PREFACE
In recent years, it has been widely recognised that Greece’s rich natural and cultural heritage constitutes an invaluable resource that must be effectively protected,
properly managed and wisely used for the benefit of present and future generations. Nowhere is this more critical than in the case of Greek landscapes.
Human interaction over time with the country’s diverse natural environment has
resulted in a wide variety of inland, coastal and marine landscapes, many of which
are renowned globally for their uniqueness and beauty –the monastic megaliths of
Meteora, for instance, or the Athonite Peninsula, the Vikos and Samaria Gorges, the
Prespa Lakes, the Caldera of Santorini and, of course, the Acropolises of Athens and
Corinth. These landscapes represent a comparative advantage for Greece and their
preservation needs to be seen as a means of development, rather than an obstacle,
in times of financial crisis. These landscapes constitute an identity for all Greeks,
who identify themselves with images and even feelings relating to these specific
landmarks.
Protecting, managing and enhancing the Greek landscape has become a major
policy objective for the Greek government, and led to the ratification by the Hellenic Parliament of the European Landscape Convention in February 2010. Since
then, the Hellenic Ministry of the Environment, Energy and Climate Change has
taken the necessary steps to initiate the implementation of the Convention. These
include the development of a typology of Greek landscapes, the study of the new
administrative and legal measures required, including the incorporation of the
landscape concept at all levels of territorial planning and into environmental impact assessments, and the beginning of a long-term public awareness campaign,
as recommended by the Convention. This is a major challenge, because it is the interaction of the natural with the urban environment, plus the accessibility of these
landscapes, that are of major policy interest.
To provide scientific guidance, a Landscape Committee has been set up at the Ministry consisting of experts from various sectors, while the Planning Directorate has
been entrusted with the preparation and implementation of the necessary measures.
The concept of landscape character assessment has already been incorporated in the
specifications for the recently launched preparation of Regional Plans, and a Strategy
for Greek Landscapes is expected to be completed by the end of the year.
These are positive steps, but the efforts required need to be long-term, persistent
and with broad participation. Thus, a broad alliance of all those who can contribute
is invited by the Ministry. In this context, this volume from Med-INA brings together international and national experience in analysing the challenges and prospects
of Greek landscapes and charts future developments. It is thus one more valuable
contribution from this scientific non-governmental organisation to the cause of
Greek landscapes.

Tina Birbili
Former Minister for the Environment, Energy and Climate Change, Greece
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0.
ÉNTRODUCTION
Thymio Papayannis and Peter Howard

0.1

General reflections on landscapes
The ratification of the European Landscape Convention by Greece in 2010, on the
tenth anniversary of the convention, is certainly a cause for celebration, especially
among those who have consistently argued that the Convention gives Greece the
opportunity to undertake an analysis of its landscapes and put them in the forefront
of its policy. As the sound of celebrations recedes, however, the enormity of the task
ahead becomes clear, for it is one thing to sign a convention, which does indeed indicate worthy intentions, and quite another to ensure that the landscape becomes a
focus of attention for everyone who has some claim over it –a group that includes
not only all Greeks, both at home and overseas, but several million visitors annually.
The very definition of the concept of landscape, as put forward in the Convention,
constituted a challenge. The round-table debate had to adopt a definition that all
countries could agree, but which also took note of all the nuances the various
translations of the word ‘landscape’ carry; as the word requires a clear understanding of both ‘nature’ and ‘culture’, that difficulty is obvious enough. Also, there were
a variety of disciplines around the table ranging from Ecology to Fine Art and Archaeology to Architecture, all of whom had their own particular gloss on the use of
the word ‘landscape’. The second part of the agreed definition –an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of natural
and/or human factors– may not cause very much controversy in a continent such as
Europe where no landscape is free of human hands. The first element is interesting,
however, as it is clear that landscape is not merely a mental construct, and that a
painting or photograph cannot be a landscape. A landscape exists in actuality as a
piece of territory, but landscape is not the same as land. Rather, it is land ‘as perceived by people’, so the image of the land is a mental construct, and there may be
many landscapes in any given piece of land. The landscape of the infantry soldier
will be very different from that of the artist, birdwatcher or mountain biker, and yet
the land will be the same (Meinig, 1979).
Perception implies more, however, and one of the most fundamental truths
about landscapes is that they are perceived and hence full of meanings: they are
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emotional constructs. Landscapes are as much about the heart as the head. They
are apprehended almost viscerally, which makes them very popular with people,
who become very emotional about ‘their’ landscapes being violated. Anyone involved with landscape planning knows how quickly rational debate can tip over
into emotional anger. Landscapes, as they are now understood, are not to be designated and validated by rational aestheticians, but by the nexus of meanings –
only one of which might be their visual aesthetic– which are attached to the place.

How perceived?
Landscape has usually been conceived as a primarily visual phenomenon, due to
its significance in painting and photography. However, the Convention makes no
such presumption, and a good deal of work has now been done which underlines
the significance of the other senses in our appreciation of places. Much poetry and
literature focuses its landscape descriptions largely on sound, both those ambient
sounds that seep slowly into one’s consciousness, and the sudden, dramatic sounds
that grab our attention, whether they be the rustle of an animal in the grass or the
sonic boom of an aeroplane overhead. Some countries are busy compiling tranquillity maps, although tranquillity does not mean silence, as some sounds, such as
bird song or the breeze in the trees, are clearly welcome.

Fig. 0.1: Drapetsona: abandoned industrial area
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Although the human sense of smell cannot match the finesse of a dog’s, there are
still many places whose scent is a major factor in their appreciation. The flowery
meadows of the high alpine pastures are clearly one, while the herbs of the
Mediterranean give the whole region a considerable sensory significance which
gardeners in northern Europe spend much time emulating. The earthy smell of
autumn is also much praised in literature, and many of our forest lands are redolent with distinct scents when their trees are in flower. Moreover, just as with noise,

there are certainly some places where smell is a negative factor: the drains in
splendid historic towns can be distinctly unpleasant, as can the smell of fields of
vegetables. As always, however, and this is a matter of considerable importance,
one person’s perfume is another’s stink. We rarely all agree on what constitutes a
pleasant landscape.
The sense of touch is also significant. The most obvious case is the joy of swimming, but literature is full of the pleasures of walking on the short, springy turf of
chalk downland, or the apprehension of walking on a bog. Once again, gardeners
often plant for the tactile qualities of a tree’s bark.
Taste may be less commonly deployed in the direct sensing of the landscape, but the
demand for local products has brought even this sense into a much closer relationship with landscape. The French concept of terroir, the local products of the earth,
means that most of the pays of France have their own products to eat and drink.
A few minutes of quietly perceiving a landscape through all five senses will soon
also reveal the active role played by memory. Sounds, and especially smells, remind us of previous experiences and other places. For our purposes, memory functions almost like a sixth sense, turning direct sensual experience into meaning.
Many such memories are entirely personal, but some relate to family experiences,
the most obvious example being family graves. Of course, there are also many
more formal national ‘places of memory’, perhaps the most obvious case being
battlefields, which slowly morph from the direct personal memories of those who
fought into national memory. Some of these sites are marked by memorial stones,
but there are many others which the entire community recognise as the spot where
some accident occurred, or more happily, where some joyous event took place. Europe’s landscape is packed with places of memory both national and regional, local
and personal. It behoves the landscape planner to tread gently, for one is treading
on someone’s dreams.

Perceived by whom?
The Convention puts a great deal of emphasis on the need for participation of
people, itself a novel demand on the signatories and a result of the Convention being a product of the Council of Europe with its emphasis on the building and
strengthening of democracy throughout the whole of Europe, and not only within
the EU. The people with whom there is a need for participation can be usefully
grouped under six headings: Governments themselves need to be consulted, and
the principle of subsidiarity means there is scope for disagreement about which
measures need to be taken at which level of government. Europe’s diversity of
landscape would suggest that this is an area in which relatively lowly government
levels –the province, county or even municipality– might have a special input. Indeed, given the requirement for public participation, the lowest-level democratically-elected body would surely have a special role to play. Governments themselves have an agenda for their landscapes. In many cases, the landscape itself
comprises a fundamental element in national identity. This is certainly the case in
England, for example, but in other countries the National Anthem may be a clue –
as in the case of Norway. So many countries have a ‘Golden Place’ much as they
have a Golden Age –a landscape that represents the quintessence of national identity. In Greece, such landscapes would include the Acropolis of Athens, Delphi and
Mount Athos. Government bodies at various levels may also transfer concerns relating to disliked minorities onto landscape issues. Such is surely the case with the
recent disputes in several Swiss cantons over planning permission for minarets.
However, governments do not only have a chauvinistic agenda for landscape,
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though it behoves those working in the field to be aware of the ugly past of much
championship of landscape issues. Governments also need to find landscapes
which they can ‘develop’ for the perceived national benefit. The developments
may be an airport, a new town, a power station or a wind farm, and governments
may well believe that none of these would stand a chance of being accepted, if we
agreed to too much local participation.
The Convention’s demand for participation is usually taken to mean the local people, and a good deal of research has been carried out into the views of these ‘insiders’. To be sure, there are other types of insider, so foresters have an ‘insider’ attitude to all forests, local or not. But local insiders are distinguished by having an attitude to place and landscape that is both very deep and –often– quite functional.
Places are likely to be assigned importance not on the basis of some rational aesthetic analysis or in accordance with some canon of good taste, but because of the
people or events with which they are connected. Many places will produce a response from memory. Intangible elements are much more important. Insider perceptions may be quite different from those of others, but they are not a homogenous group. Consulting local perceptions often seems to assume that the ‘village’ will have a unanimous voice, but the closest-knit communities may still manifest many different opinions stemming, not least, from the difference between
those who make their living from the land and those who do not. In many parts of
Europe, and the North West in particular, the migration to rural areas of the comparatively wealthy and well-educated, who either commute to their jobs in the cities or have retired, can produce a division in local views. Open meetings for local
people are frequently dominated by exactly this group, which can certainly produce a skewed picture of local attitudes. Then there are the children and young people who are so rarely consulted, but whose views can also diverge markedly from
those of their elders. Quite commonly, teenagers are keen for their rural landscape
to be as much like a town as possible, and this view is not without broader support.
They are often proud to be part of a globalising world, and welcome MacDonald’s
and streetlights and much of the paraphernalia the incomers are keen to banish.
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Fig. 0.2: Prespa lakes

The views of visitors may also differ very substantially from the locals, and in many
landscapes, especially the most spectacular and often the most protected, the visitors are critical to the economy. People on holiday perceive differently from people at home. As their livelihood is not vested in the landscape, so landscape is often appreciated not in plan but in elevation; the photographic view becomes so
important that people will often queue to photograph it –with their relatives in
shot, especially– when they could certainly purchase a much better picture from
the local shop. The tourist gaze is different (Urry, 1990). Many local entrepreneurs,
and governments, want to encourage tourism, whatever the environmental cost
of this most unsustainable of industries. However, just as not all locals share the
same perception, so there are many kinds of visitor, by no means all of them the
classic ‘tourist’.
These various perceptions –and there are others, too, including the perception of
the location-finder– are often mediated by experts, either those within university
departments, or those involved with NGOs, both to and within government. Such
experts may sometimes consider themselves as disinterested, neutral advisors, but
this is very rarely the case. They too have an agenda, both generally as academics
and specifically as specialists in their discipline, whether it be landscape planning,
management or –especially– conservation. If one were to take the example of conserving a building, one might assume that the advisory discipline would be architectural history, but most buildings also have other features. They may be functioning buildings –churches, for example– and there may be rare bats in the attic.
The fine west front of Exeter Cathedral, for example, is home to rare tunnelling spiders. In the case of landscape, no one discipline can claim sole rights; indeed,
different disciplines even define landscape differently. We require our experts to
authenticate landscape features, and to put that authentication into context: to tell
us that this is the only example of this feature in Europe, or that it is a very poor example of a very common feature. We also expect our experts to take part in educational activities –education is viewed as integral to the management policy of National Park authorities, for example– but such activities can easily tip over into indoctrination. All too often, the demand for the participation of local people is interpreted as a need to educate and inform, since experts can find it hard to accept
that participation is a two-way process. This is not to suggest that there is no role
for academic research and consultation in landscape planning, only that those with
a democratic mandate need to listen to such views as representing a particular
agenda, as with other groups.

Perceived where?
The Convention is unusual, again, in insisting that landscape is everywhere; it applies to the entire territory of the contracting parties. Most landscape discussion
and research has only related to the special bits, candidates for inscription on national park lists, areas of outstanding natural beauty, parcs naturels or other examples of the variegated landscape designations used in different parts of the continent (and usefully categorised by the IUCN). In insisting that it should apply to ordinary and degraded landscapes too, the Convention strikes a completely different
trajectory from the World Heritage Convention, which continues and develops the
policy of protecting the special. The Convention accepts that all landscapes carry
real meaning for some people. Past research into landscape has, apart from some
interest in city parks, tended to concentrate on places where there are few people.
In particular, we must note that the Convention applies equally to urban and rural
areas, and not just to city parks, but to the experience of living in the suburbs as
well as the town centre. If the perception of the city is one primarily of pollution,
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then that clearly becomes a landscape, as well as an environmental, issue. The term
‘townscape’ is thus rendered redundant. Indeed, if landscape is ‘as perceived by
people’, then places perceived by more people are presumably more important.
One wonders, then, whether there can be a significant landscape in Antarctica, given that so few have perceived it.
Then there is the everyday landscape, which is generally a landscape of farmed
land in much of Europe, but in many parts of the Mediterranean now comprises of
land with very little function as the miles of abandoned terraces attest to which is
rapidly being converted into residential plots in many areas. The rights of local residents and visitors to participate in landscape decisions may now conflict with the
rights of owners to do as they wish with their land, and indeed to remove it from
the access or perception of others. In Scandinavia and Scotland, there is now a
right of reasonable access for all, and this is likely to be a debate that develops in
other countries.
One element of the breadth of the Convention which applies most particularly to
inter alia Greece, the UK and Denmark and a few other states is its insistence that
landscape includes not only inland bodies of water, but also the sea. Landscape issues do not stop at the water’s edge. The state of the coastline is of critical importance in most countries, as is the state of offshore waters as drilling for oil and offshore wind energy produce landscape features that are quite new. The landscape
also extends across the sea bed, and is perceived by an ever-growing number of
divers for whom the state of the seabed is as important as the state of the surface
waters is for sailors and surfers. Placing wind turbines out to sea does not therefore
place them beyond the reach of the Convention.

Perceived when?
Landscapes change, but landscape –as defined in the Convention– changes even
more quickly, because it is subject to changes in perception as well as physical
changes to the surface of the land. The dynamic nature of landscape creates major
difficulties for administrators charged with landscape planning. There are several
dimensions to be borne in mind: Firstly, the attractiveness or otherwise of landscape depends heavily on factors which change over time and which can be frankly evanescent. Studying landscape painting or photography will soon make clear
that much of the attraction to the artist of a given landscape was fleeting: patterns
on the surface of a body of water, the shape of clouds, a particular crop or a weather pattern. The same place will vary dramatically throughout the four seasons: seaside resorts, for example, are inundated with people during the summer but empty
during the winter. Moreover, the ‘owners’ or users of a landscape may vary dramatically during a given year, month, week or day. The same urban park thus belongs
to dog walkers at 07:00, weary shoppers at 11:00, shop-workers having lunch at
13:00, schoolchildren at 16:00, young people at 18:00, lovers at 23:00 and addicts
at 02:00. Are all these groups to participate in the planning? Another particular feature of this temporal landscape is the nocturnal landscape and the issues of street
lighting that come with it.
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Over a longer period, the landscape changes with the development of new infrastructure to cater for changing cultural and functional requirements. Old buildings
crumble and new ones are built, fields change in size to reflect the crops planted
and the newest machinery available. Of course, a good deal of effort is expended
in trying to prevent precisely these sorts of changes to the landscape, but sensible
policies seek not to prevent, but rather to channel and change as a result of careful
consideration. It can certainly be argued that the landscape which most honestly

reflects a globalised world economy of metropolitan people is actually ‘suburbia’,
complete with shopping malls and car parks. However, such landscapes also have
a finite life, and no such excuse can be made for the huge swathes of derelict and
abandoned land, both rural and urban, that mar every European country. These are
the landscapes that require enhancement.
The third type of change is that of perception. A great deal of conservation is
predicated on the assumption that perceptions of landscape will not change significantly; of course, this allows us to salve our selfishness by claiming that we
are conserving landscapes for future generations. But there is plenty of evidence
that those generations’ preferences will have moved on. In the UK, mountains
were once perceived as dreadful excrescences, and the fascination with the rural
village and farmstead only dates back to the 1930s. Most wetland marsh areas
were considered useless, dreary swamps until well into living memory, whereas
empty heaths only began to be appreciated in the 1870s. Most recent of all is the
perceived need for biodiversity, which has already had a considerable impact on
garden design, and allowed us to begin to see beauty in very untidy places. The
process seems to be additive: we are constantly finding new landscapes and
landscape features to admire, relegating former preferences to the passé rather
than the ugly.

Fig. 0.3: Lemnos, Falakro

The dynamic and temporal, even evanescent, character of landscape, together with
the immense variety of landscape across an area as small as Europe, should give
very serious pause for thought for anyone attempting to design an administrative system for the planning of future landscapes (areas, as perceived by humans)
in any country. All of the caveats in this chapter –the need to deal with all forms
of perception, the right of all to participate, the fact that landscapes are so complex that no one discipline can pretend to single competence, the need to con-
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sider the entire territory and to accept that both landscape and perception are in
flux– all drive us to the conclusion that no single statute can ever ensure the protection, management and enhancement of landscapes. Landscapes are important to all of us, and we all now enjoy a legal right to participate in their planning. We need a system that can take account of the difference between places
which will also be different next year. Inevitably, therefore, the systems we adopt
will have an ad hoc character about them. They should be experimental systems
from which we can learn.
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0.2

The landscape issue in Greece:
challenges and prospects
Greece is famous for its diverse landscapes, which constitute a major part of its natural and cultural heritage. Yet these landscapes are rapidly being altered –and only
very rarely in a good way– by largely unsustainable development, the universal nature of which also poses a threat to diversity.

Diversity of Greek landscapes
The high diversity –and, in some cases, uniqueness– of Greek landscapes is a result
of multiple factors.
The geomorphology of the country is a key factor, as it includes a great variety of
elements from high mountains to large plains, from peninsulas to archipelagos of
differently-sized islands, from sandy or rocky coasts to many types of seabed, from
freshwater lakes to river deltas and lagoons.
The location of the country at the junction of two continents (Asia and Europe) and
in close proximity to a third (Africa) has been an important factor in the maintenance of high biodiversity. Although much reduced since ancient times when lions, pygmy elephants and blue monkeys may have roamed its landscapes, the current biodiversity of Greece is well-documented (Catsadorakis, 2003) and is particularly high in comparison with other European and Mediterranean countries (and
comparable only to Spain). The location of the country and its geomorphology
have resulted in the existence of different climatic zones, even in relatively small
areas, and has contributed to its biodiversity. The Athonite Peninsula, for example,
ranges from a coastal Mediterranean zone to an alpine one around the summit of
Mt Athos (2300 m) just a few kilometres away.
All these natural elements have been instrumental in the formation of diverse
Greek landscapes. Human actions, however, have transformed these landscapes
down the ages.
Archaeological research has demonstrated that the geographical area of contemporary Greece, including the major islands, has been continually inhabited for at
least 20 000 years (Vitelli, 1993). As a result, human activities carried out within the
natural environment have had a profound impact which has encompassed changes in vegetation cover through deforestation carried out to create arable land, and
actually at times transformed the geomorphology of the countryside, initially
through land terracing and river diversions (as in the famous myth of Hercules and
the Alphios and Pinios rivers). In the historic realm, the Minyans drained Kopais
Lake in around the thirteenth century BC, with the lake being redrained in recent
times (Papayannis, 1992; Iacovidis, 2001).
Over the millennia, Greece’s inhabitants dotted the countryside with towns and villages, temples and fortresses, bridges and roads. The remnants of their building
projects now seem well-incorporated into the natural environment and have resulted in harmonious natural and cultural landscapes, although they had no compunction about siting a fort, temple or monastery on top of a hill or mountain, with
the Acropolis of Athens or the Meteora monasteries in Thessaly providing prime
examples (Scully, 1962).
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Of course, this perceived harmony is largely the result of past interventions having
mellowed over time. A second factor may be that most of these works were built
on a small scale appropriate to the moderate scale of the country’s geomorphology. A third perhaps relates to the slow rate at which human interventions were implemented, which allowed for their gradual integration into the landscape.

Drivers of change and of degradation
In modern times, however, the character of human interventions has changed dramatically, driven by the demography of the country. In the beginning of the twentieth century, Greece had approximately two and a half million inhabitants. Then,
in 1922, approximately one and a half million of the Greek population of the Ottoman Empire had to emigrate, and they were followed later by other flows from
Egypt, the Black Sea and Russia. In 1928, the inhabitants of the country had just
exceeded 6 million. Legal and clandestine immigration from Albania, Africa and
Asia during the first decade of the twenty-first century has added one or two million
more. This increase in population has resulted in increased pressures on the natural
and anthropogenic environment of the country and, of course, on its landscapes.
The public sector (government, central and decentralised services, local government, authorities and public companies) have been constantly motivated by political and financial goals. Within the usual three-year period between elections, they
invariably attempt to absorb available national and Community funds, gain political and financial support and avoid any unpopular measure that might cost votes.
As a result, their sensitivity to environmental and cultural considerations –and,
therefore, to landscapes– is nil at best, with politicians criticising environmental
concerns as a constant block to development initiatives.
The Greek public bureaucracy has been responsible both for phenomenal delays in
investment efforts and for the lack of enforcement of positive legislation of all
kinds, ranging from statutes seeking to protect and manage the country’s National
Parks to others seeking to ensure the effective operation of the EC Natura 2000
Network. These inordinate delays have often provided an excuse for the rapid implementation of major public projects in a way which totally disregards environmental guidelines and measures and the impact on the landscape. It should be
pointed out at this point that, while environmental impacts are regulated (in principle, though not in practice) by national and Community law, this is not yet true of
the impact on landscape.
Via Egnatia motorway which crosses Northern Greece from West to East connecting the Adriatic with Turkey, provides a characteristic example. Newly completed, it
has not implemented environmental measures which would also have protected
the valuable landscapes it crosses. In addition, quarrying took place at various sensitive sites to reduce construction costs, without the construction sites being subsequently rehabilitated.
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Such insensitive and destructive practices by the public sector are echoed –and
condoned– by the private sector. In contemporary Greece, personal benefits and
profits seem to be the sole consideration, before which all others pale and disappear, including respect for the law. Perhaps the most flagrant case is ‘construction
outside city plans’ (εκτός σχεδίου δόμηση), which allows construction on any plot of
land exceeding 4000 sq m anywhere in the country. The plot size can decrease to
750 sq m if it is on a major road. Over and beyond the operational problems of providing access and services to the highly dispersed housing pattern that emerges
through this practice, the impacts on rural, peri-urban and urban landscapes have
been disastrous. Thus, natural areas, even ‘protected’ ones, have been degraded by

dispersed housing (mainly holiday resorts) or other built facilities, while traditional
settlements have lost their centrality and structure and spread uncontrollably along
road axes to create ubiquitous ‘octopus’ patterns, even on the islands.
The problem is exacerbated by a wide variety of illegal –and mostly uncontrolled–
building practices including appropriating public land, disregarding land use constraints, constructing without a permit, exceeding the limitations of the permit (in
relation to building coefficients, the number of floors, overall height and other
regulations).

Fig. 0.4: Piraeus: warehouses and railroad tracks near the port

Other related illegal practices that have a negative impact on landscapes include
the uncontrolled dumping of excavation spoil and demolition debris, the unauthorised extraction of sand and gravel from riverbeds and lake shores, the felling of
ancient trees and other protected vegetation, and the blocking of torrent flows. In
addition, large-scale industrial and domestic pollution, excessive water abstraction
from protected water bodies, illegal rubbish dumps and semi-legal quarries are
condoned by municipal authorities and ignored by the public, unless their own
properties –and the value of those properties– are affected. Equal social tolerance
is accorded to illegal hunting, the felling of timber as a prelude to urbanisation,
and four-wheel-drive and motocross races in natural areas.

The way forward
There is some light, however, within the dark image painted above.
The civil society of the country appears to be gradually changing its attitudes from
a constant demand for ‘development’ at any cost to as yet timid requests for health,
quality of life and sustainable practices. That this trend is gathering strength is
manifest from the number of environmental organisations that have been established, the numerous environmental demonstrations and events that have been
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staged, the TV documentaries screened by all channels on this subject, and the
launching of the ‘Greek Landscape Association’ by prominent academics, conservationists and experts.
The ratification of the European Landscape Convention by the Greek Parliament,
the approval of the law on biodiversity prepared by the Ministry of Environment in
close collaboration with major NGOs (though this was strongly opposed by many
members of the Hellenic Parliament), and the establishment of a government scientific and advisory Landscape Committee would also indicate that decision-makers have started to listen.

Fig. 0.5: View of Delphi and its surrounding landscapes

Ultimately, the serious economic, social and political crisis now facing Greece may
have some positive aspects. Firstly, it has tarnished beyond repair the glitter of unregulated and continuous income increases, while it has also demonstrated –admittedly, in a painful manner– that the country must adopt wiser and more prudent practices, including respect for the law, and more collaborative and responsible approaches to public issues. The notion of ‘green development’ is now heard
more often and more loudly, and efforts are being made to define its contents realistically. It is hoped that Greek landscapes will be recognised as a major re-

source among them.
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0.3

The Med-INA landscape project
and related actions
Med-INA, the Mediterranean Institute for Nature and Anthropos, was established in
Athens in 2003 by a trans-disciplinary group of scientists keen to investigate and
promote an integrated approach to the natural, cultural and spiritual heritage.
Their initial focus was on the cultural values of wetlands, in particular in the Mediterranean, and on close collaboration with the Ramsar Convention and its MedWet
Initiative (Papayannis, 2009). Its work in this sphere is ongoing, and has involved
technical meetings and publications in the framework of a new project which further develops the possibility of using cultural values to strengthen wetland restoration efforts (Papayannis and Pritchard, 2011).
In 2004, the IUCN/WCPA’s acceptance of a Med-INA proposal for a sustained project
aimed at sacred natural sites in technologically developed countries led to the start
of the Delos Initiative, which has already organised three major workshops in
Montserrat (Catalonia, Spain, 2005), Ouranoupolis (Greece, 2007) and Aanaar/Inari
(Finland, 2010) respectively1. In addition, Med-INA plays a major role in environmental activities relating to the Holy Mount Athos, a World Heritage Site both for
nature and culture, and its director has been appointed co-ordinator of an integrated study for the management of the spiritual, cultural and natural heritage of
the Athonite Peninsula.

Background
Some work on Greek landscapes has been carried out over the past twenty years,
mainly in academic institutions2. Part of it has been theoretical, while the rest has
documented serious threats to landscapes and examples of major deterioration in
landscape values through land use changes, urbanisation, construction of public
works and other similar interventions. Concern on the part of historians and archaeologists has also led to a greatly enhanced understanding of the evolution of
Greek landscapes.
In 2006, the Board of the MAVA Foundation –chaired by the eminent conservationist Dr Luc Hoffmann– visited the Prespa Lakes area. One of their main conclusions was that it was Greek landscapes, rather than biodiversity, that constituted
the greatest cause for concern, as they were being degraded with great rapidity.
Med-INA has been working on landscapes since its establishment in 2003, and has
published a paper on wetland landscapes and Prespa3. It has also actively participated
in several conferences and meetings, such as the Permanent European Conference
on the Study of Rural Landscape (PECSRL) and the European Landscape Convention of the Council of Europe, on whose list of ‘Partners of the Convention’ it is included. In early 2007, it submitted a project concept to the MAVA Foundation on
the ‘Conservation and management of Greek landscapes’, which was approved
later that year.

1 The Delos Initiative is co-ordinated by Thymio Papayannis (Med-INA) and Josep-Maria Mallarach (Silene).
2 Such as the University of the Aegean, the Agricultural University of Athens, the University of Thessaly and the Harokopio
University.
3 Papayannis T. and Sorotou, A. (2007), Mediterranean wetland landscapes: The case of Prespa Lakes, in Z. Roca et al.,
European landscapes and lifestyles: The Mediterranean and beyond, Edições Universitárias Lusófonas, Lisbon, pp. 249-262.
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The project
Despite Greek ratification of the European Landscape Convention in 2010, no concerted and systematic action has been taken for the protection of Greek landscapes
during the past decade. Med-INA therefore considered it imperative that a major
effort be made to develop a consistent scientific, technical and political approach
to this major issue. This brought into being the ‘Conservation and Management of
Greek Landscapes’ project, which seeks to promote the protection of Greek landscapes through sound scientific research, public awareness strategies and the encouragement of public sector and expert participation.
The three main objectives of the project were: (a) to document the main Greek
landscape types, (b) to analyse the threats against them and develop strategic proposals for remedial action, and (c) to improve the instruments governing landscape
development and the management of the whole complexity of territorial, nature
and human relations, as well as legislative protection and spatial planning, through
serious study, public awareness and lobbying.
To date, the following actions and activities have sought to implement these
objectives:
– Conducting interdisciplinary research.
– Studying and developing a typology of Greek landscapes.
– Conducting fieldwork at three characteristic sites (Evros in Thrace, Lemnos Island
in NE Aegean and Argolid in E Peloponnese).
– Organising a national capacity-building workshop on landscapes in 2009 and an
international conference in 20104.
– Conducting an awareness-raising campaign on Greek landscapes through articles
in the Press and in magazines.
– Launching a landscape portal hosted on the Med-INA website.
– Establishing a national network that will continue to enhance and promote
the protection of the Greek landscapes during and after the completion of the
project.
– Lobbying the Greek government and the media on the need for landscape
conservation and for Greece to ratify the European Landscape Convention (which
it ultimately did in February 2010).
– Publishing two books on Greek landscapes in Greek and English5.
The project was carried out between January 2008 and December 2010.

Related actions
Within the framework of the Med-INA project and its two workshops, the participating conservation scientists and academics decided to establish a Greek Landscape Association and join forces in support of landscapes. This association became operational early in 20116.

4 The national workshop entitled ‘In search of the Greek landscape’ hosted in Athens in May 2009, and the international
‘Reclaiming the Greek landscape’ workshop staged in Nafplion in May 2010.
5 Papayannis, T. and Sorotou, A. (2010) (eds), In search of the Greek landscape, Med-INA, Athens (in Greek); Papayannis,
T. and Howard, P. (eds) (2012), Reclaiming the Greek landscape, Med-INA, Athens.
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6 For an initial period, Med-INA will act as its secretariat.

Perspectives
During 2011-2013, and with the continued support of the MAVA Foundation, MedINA began a project aimed at a combined approach to facilitating the implementation of the European Landscape Convention in Greece following its ratification in
2010 (to which Med-INA contributed decisively).
The project includes the following actions:
– Analysing the Convention’s requirements and guidelines. Advice will be provided
by the Convention Secretariat and RECEP-ENELC7.
– Formulating and presenting proposals to the Hellenic Ministry of the Environment,
Energy and Climate Change relating to organising the public administration to
effectively undertake its responsibilities with regard to landscape at the central,
regional and municipal levels.
– Proposing modifications to the legal framework designed to facilitate the
implementation of the Convention, including the provision of enforcement
mechanisms based on the results of the workshops staged by Med-INA in 2009
(Athens) and 2010 (Nafplion).
– Proposing new terms of reference for landscape studies, promoting best practices,
and incorporating landscape considerations into territorial planning instruments
at every level.
– Averting significant threats to specific landscapes of exceptional values, creating
legal precedents and increasing related experience.
– Mobilising the Greek Landscape Association in relation to the above activities
and strengthening public awareness.
All the above will be implemented in close collaboration with the leadership and
services of the Ministry of the Environment, Energy and Climate Change8, and with
the participation of the Greek Landscape Association and of WWF Greece, thus
ensuring the acceptance of the proposals.
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chapter 1
FIELDS OF DISCOURSE:
A THEORETICAL APPROACH TO LANDSCAPES

Landscape is a concept of multiple meanings (Howard, 2011). However, numerous
perspectives and a range of disciplines provide useful insights which help us address and comprehend what can be a difficult idea to grasp (ESF, 2010: 2).
In order to quickly establish common ground, this book shares with the European
Landscape Convention the view of landscape as an ‘area as perceived by people’
and a result of the diachronic processes of nature and culture on the environment.
These three components –nature, culture and perception– can be understood in
three ways, which is to say as physically real, perceived or symbolic (Selman, 2006:
13). Landscape is thus quintessentially grounded in complex and extensive interrelations between the physical environment and ecosystems on the one hand, and
socio-cultural constructs and associations on the other.
This multiplicity of aspects has led to an increase in interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary landscape research. Landscape researchers soon recognised the need for
landscape studies with practical applications and socio-economic relevance. The
current landscape discourse is expected to contribute to solving environmental
problems, heritage issues, land use conflicts and land management and planning
matters.
This type of integrated approach to landscape is academically challenging and requires both overarching theoretical insights and painstakingly detailed datagathering at the local level. Landscape studies have to develop in parallel in various
scientific and artistic fields, and facilitate collaboration between these fields. The
current chapter draws on a number of pertinent and practicable theories on landscape values, services and functions, as well as landscape threats and opportunities.
Professor Marc Antrop analyses the issue of landscape values in depth, and suggests that, since they are assigned by people, they reflect their aspirations and perceptions. The latter become essential in the process of evaluating a given landscape (Landscape Assessment), providing solutions via landscape policies that
move beyond the quantitative to embrace qualitative data, thereby offering an holistic approach to conservation and planning, and to the implementation of the European Landscape Convention.
Drawing on his experience as a city planner, Thymio Papayannis takes Professor
Antrop’s ideas and further examines the multiple ecological and human functions
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of landscape which often provide significant services to humanity such as attracting tourists and providing material for research and education, support for conservation efforts and inspiration for the arts. He argues that, in turn, these services
create values which are appreciated in various, mostly subjective, ways. These
values are espoused by many people with a passion that is as visceral as it is rational.
Turning to the issue of landscape threats and opportunities, this chapter draws on
examples from a Mediterranean context with Professor Annick Douguédroit focusing on the contributions of climate change to landscape degradation (summer
fires, drought etc.), and Professor Louis F. Cassar documenting the threats facing
Mediterranean landscapes and the possibilities offered by holistic approaches to
landscape management and planning. He brings this chapter to a close by outlining a methodology which combines specialist ecological knowledge with stakeholder input in a process of ecological resources evaluation and planning within
the landscape matrix.
Although the four papers do not cover the entire theoretical spectrum of the discourse on landscape, they clearly present the need to develop a theory of landscape
that can provide the solutions and answers required to conserve, manage and enhance landscape. Accordingly, theory should serve to transform landscape into a
major force for environmental and social change and continuity in accordance with
the European Landscape Convention and other European Union policies.
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1.1

Intrinsic values of landscapes
Marc Antrop

Abstract
The European Landscape Convention defines neither landscape values nor criteria
for evaluating landscapes. Indications which can be indirectly drawn from the texts
are analysed and compared to theoretical concepts and methodological issues relating to the evaluation of landscape in a heritage protection context. These texts
suggest that value is a property attached to a given landscape by people, meaning
that different categories and degrees can be used, though quantitative evaluation
is not considered essential. This reopens the debate on the use of intrinsic, inherent and instrumental values in landscape assessment. The ultimate goal of landscape assessment is the preservation of the richness and diversity of landscapes
which are considered an essential part of Europe’s identity, and which are threatened by ongoing changes. Consequently, public aspirations and participation become an essential part of the evaluation process, and forces driving change have
also to be considered. Since landscape is defined as an holistic and dynamic phenomenon, different approaches to the study and evaluation of landscape are possible. This chapter focuses on landscape as a common heritage, and reconsiders different concepts and forms of landscape assessment useful in the context of implementing the European Landscape Convention.
Keywords: heritage, holism, landscape assessment, evaluation, participation, transdisciplinarity

Introduction
The debate on the assessment of landscape values was enriched by recent international conventions, such as the Cultural Landscapes in the UNESCO World Heritage
Convention (1992) and the European Landscape Convention (2000), and by the
growing importance of sustainable development and participatory planning. A
broadening of the disciplines and stakeholders involved in this transdisciplinary
approach also brought about a merging of concepts and the rethinking of older
concepts, such as the intrinsic and inherent values of landscapes.
The European Landscape Convention (ELC) defines neither values nor criteria for
evaluating landscapes; indications can be gleaned from the texts, but only indirectly.
I shall begin with a short review of how concepts such as intrinsic and instrumental
values were introduced into landscape evaluation. I will then analyse and comment
on what ELC texts say about landscape values and about how to evaluate them.
This is followed by a discussion of methodological issues related to valuing the
landscape with a focus on heritage, and of different forms of landscape assessment
and land evaluation useful in the framework of ELC implementation.
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Values: theoretical considerations
The debate on intrinsic and extrinsic value goes back to Plato and the ethical discussion of good and bad (Zimmerman, 2010). These are fundamental concepts in value
theory (axiology), which aims to understand and explain how, why and to what
degree humans value things. It belongs to the domain of philosophy and ethics, but
also has economic applications. In general, a distinction is made between intrinsic value and extrinsic or instrumental value. In philosophy and ethics, intrinsic value is a
property which an object has ‘in itself’, independent of its appreciation by a perceiver
or its utility for some purpose. One could also say it has this value ‘naturally’, and can
be considered ‘universal’. Consequently, an object with intrinsic value may be regarded as an end or end-in-itself. Intrinsic value is contrasted with extrinsic or instrumental
value, which arises from the object’s utility or usefulness and its potential for creating
more value. Extrinsic value is relational to things other than the object itself, including
the environment it is situated in. It is also called instrumental value, since it arises because of an agreement, as in –for example– market mechanisms. In finance, intrinsic
value is also called fundamental value, and refers to the value of a security which is
contained in the security itself, and is ordinarily calculated as the income generated
by comparing its actual value to its market value. A typical example is comparing the
value of the metal contained in a coin to its value as money for exchange.
The term inherent value, which is also used, is very often confused with intrinsic
value. Carter (2001) gives the following clear definitions, of which the easiest is for
instrumental value and the vaguest for intrinsic value:
- Instrumental value is the value which something has for someone as a means to
an end which they desire.
- Inherent value is the value which something has for someone, but not as a
means to a further end.
- Intrinsic value is simply the value which something has. No appeal need be made
to those for whom it has value. It is simply valuable, and is so independently of
anyone finding it valuable.
Sometimes inherent value is seen as the first-grade instrumental value, when a personal experience is of intrinsic value. For example, a beautiful landscape can have
value for me (and not for someone else), but not because it enables me to do
something further. This means that intrinsic value (‘beauty’) can be used to define
a range of instrumental values that can be realised (Nordstrom, 1993).
Intrinsic value (and holism) became a fundamental concept in environmental ethics as founded by philosophers including Holmes Rolston III (Rolston, 1988). Basically,
Rolston argues that wild nature and healthy ecosystems have intrinsic value prior
to and apart from their instrumental value as resources for humans, and should
therefore be preserved. Ethical duties are derived from these intrinsic values. Environmental ethics applies the notions of ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ to human behaviour in
relation to nature (Rolston, 1999), and therefore provide the philosophical basis for
assigning value using different instrumental and intrinsic moral values embodied
in nature and/or its component parts (Satterfield, 2002).
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Aldo Leopold broadened the compass of environmental ethics from individuals, species and ecosystems to the land as a whole as an holistic entity, and called it ‘land ethic’,
which ‘simply enlarges the boundaries of the community to include soils, waters,
plants, and animals, or collectively: the land’ (Leopold, 1949). Its basic principle is: ‘A
thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise’. This extends the moral and ecological to the aesthetic meanings, and includes non-material holistic qualities such as
integrity, stability and beauty. Although Rolston accepts that these concepts of value

are based on human perception –and are thus, in his view, not intrinsic– he argues
that these concepts are the product of humans’ interactive relationship with their environment, and that these values in the human mind are ’collectively relocated’ in
the environment, where they are ‘discovered’ as intrinsic value (Afeissa, 2008).
Environmental ethics brought the notion of intrinsic value into the debate on nature conservation (Vilkka, 1997), animal welfare (Van der Tuuk, 1999), the ‘deepecology’ movement (Nordstrom, 1993), landscape ecology (Naveh, 1995) and cultural heritage (De la Torre, 2002).
In landscape ecology, the concept of the intrinsic value of landscape is strongly associated with the holistic concept of landscape (Naveh, 1995), which considers
landscape as a Gestalt which is ‘more than the sum of the composing parts’. This is
reflected in such landscape concepts as diversity, complexity and heterogeneity,
but also in beauty and mystery etc. Holism also integrates the spatial pattern model of landscape with its perception (Antrop and Van Eetvelde, 2000). Anyhow, intrinsic value can refer to very different things and its meaning depends largely on the
context in which it is used. Also, related terms such as inherent value and extrinsic
value need to be redefined and clarified in the context of landscape assessment.

Landscape values and valuing in the ELC and related texts
Indications of landscape value or valuation can be found in the following articles of
the ELC (author’s italics):
Article 1. Definitions:
d: Landscape protection: ‘…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’.
Article 6. Specific measures:
A: ‘…to increase awareness among the civil society, private organisations, and
public authorities of the value of landscapes, their role and changes to them’.
B.c.: ‘…school and university courses which […] address the values attaching to
landscapes and the issues raised by their protection, management and planning.’
C1.b.: ‘…to assess the landscapes thus identified, taking into account the particular
values assigned to them by the interested parties and the population concerned’.
D. Landscape quality objectives: ‘… to define landscape quality objectives for the landscapes identified and assessed, after public consultation in accordance with Article 5.c’1.
The explanatory report on the ELC also provides some indications:
7. ‘…the special nature, multiplicity and variety of landscape values and of demands
on the landscape…’
25. ‘…maintain and improve landscape quality and bring the public, institutions and
local and regional authorities to recognise the value and importance of landscape…’
30. ‘In their diversity and quality, the cultural and natural values linked to European
landscapes are part of Europe’s common heritage…’
32. ‘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’.
54. ‘…the characteristics of each landscape, the evolutionary processes affecting
it and the value which the population concerned attaches to it. Evaluation need not
involve a precise scale of values’.
78. ‘[The ELC] covers all landscapes, even those that are not of outstanding universal
value, […] unlike the UNESCO Convention. Similarly, its main objective is not to
draw up a list of assets of exceptional universal value’2.
1 http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/en/Treaties/Html/176.htm
2 http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/en/Reports/Html/176.htm
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These texts suggest that value is a property attached to a given landscape and assigned by people; different categories and degrees are thus applicable. Point 30 in
the explanatory report is based on the First Assessment of Europe’s Environment by
the European Environmental Agency (1995), in which the Council of Europe found
inspiration to elaborate the ELC. Chapter 8 in the First Assessment is devoted to
landscapes and the following quotations summarise what the problem is and what
is at stake: ‘The richness and diversity of rural landscapes in Europe is a distinctive
feature of the continent. There is probably nowhere else where the signs of human
interaction with nature in landscape are so varied, contrasting and localised’.
‘Despite the immense scale of socio-economic changes that have accompanied
this century’s wave of industrialisation and urbanisation in many parts of Europe,
much of this diversity remains, giving distinctive character to countries, regions
and local areas’3.
Although the report makes no explicit reference to values of the landscape, it is
clear that these are found in the ‘richness and diversity of rural landscapes’ which
give a ‘distinctive character to different areas’ and can be considered essential to
Europe’s identity. This concern emerges once again in Article 5 (General measures)
of the ELC: ‘…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’.
The First Assessment of Europe’s Environment indicates that these properties are threatened by the ‘scale of socio-economic changes’ brought about by industrialisation and
urbanisation. In the ELC, change is recognised as an essential property of landscapes,
and dealing with changing landscapes and their changing values becomes a particular
challenge. The specific measures –and those concerning the identification and assessment of landscapes (article 6.C.1.a.ii and iii), in particular– state that these characteristics
should be analysed as well as ‘the forces and pressures transforming them’, and that
one should ‘take note of changes’ (i.e. by monitoring landscape transformation).
The ELC is also vague about the methods of assessing landscape values. The Specific measures (article 6.C.1.) in the ELC suggest a procedure in successive steps,
starting with: (a) identifying landscapes and analysing their characteristics and
change, and (b) assessing ‘the landscapes thus identified, taking into account the
particular values assigned to them by the interested parties and the population
concerned’. The statement in article 54 that ‘Evaluation need not involve a precise
scale of values’, suggesting that quantitative measurements of values are not always necessary, is also worthy of note.
The ELC refers constantly to public participation, stresses that values should be meaningful for the population and should thus be spatially diversified. The definition of a
landscape quality objective (article 1.c.) gives a hint as to how this participation could
work (author’s italics): ‘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’. Article 6.d. adds ‘… define
landscape quality objectives for the landscapes identified and assessed, after public
consultation in accordance with Article 5.c’. It is the task of ‘competent public authorities’ to collect, interpret and translate the ‘aspirations of the public’ into policy goals.
The ELC remains vague as to how this should be done, who the ‘competent public
authorities’ are, and what ‘the public’ is exactly: local inhabitants, insiders or also outsiders, visitors or any ‘user’ of the landscape (Selman, 2005).
Although the term holism is not explicitly used in these texts, the idea is implicit in
many aspects. No categories of values are defined; it is simply stated that there are
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3 http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/92-826-5409-5

‘a variety of landscape values’ and that ‘heritage value’ deserves protection. No
methodological guidelines are given as to how to assess landscape values; it is simply stated that the public should be involved, and that their ‘aspirations’ should be
taken into consideration.

Holism
Landscapes are holistic phenomena. Holism is commonly described in terms of the
whole being more than the sum of the parts (Naveh, 2001). This classic Gestaltdescription of holism is, however, difficult to apply in practice. The concept could
be rephrased more operationally as: ‘each element in the landscape receives its
meaning and significance through its relationship to all other elements in the landscape’. This essentially implies a multi-scale, system-thinking approach linking subsequent scale levels to each other by ‘zooming in and out’ and changing perspectives. Naveh and Lieberman (1994) introduced the concept of the ‘holon’ as a building block in a hierarchically structured Total Human Ecosystem (THE). A holon is an
open system functioning more or less autonomously, but interacting with surrounding holons at different scales forming a complex of embedded systems at
different scales (‘holarchy’) (Naveh, 2001). Essentially, this extends the static classic
land classification schemes (Zonneveld, 1995) by introducing dynamics.
Holism was studied by the Gestalt psychologists of the Berlin School, who explained
character and human perception as working in accordance with Gestalt laws. Consequently, landscape and its perception meet in the holistic Gestalt-concept (Antrop
and Van Eetvelde, 2000). These holistic aspects contribute to make landscape a powerful integrating concept in policy and planning. Landscape character is also essentially holistic. Although the origins and application of landscape character assessment (LCA) lie in the UK (Swanwick, 2004), it is the emphasis the ELC puts on the
character of landscape that stimulated the many landscape character assessment initiatives which resulted in landscape atlases or catalogues at the regional, national
and European level (Wascher, 2005). LCA, importantly, describes different landscape
types and defines landscape areas without judgement in terms of better or worse.

Approaches to landscapes and competences of the actors
The definition of landscape summarises multiple components of this complex concept. Landscape relates to territory and land and to the human perceiver; social,
economic and ecological interactions in space and time are holistically expressed
in landscape character. This makes many approaches to the study and analysis of
landscapes possible. Three main groups can be identified:
a. Landscape as a spatial complex of objects (elements) and features that interact.
The basic concepts are structure, pattern, functioning, systems theory, change
and dynamics. Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) studies time depth
and landscape trajectories. Quantitative approaches use landscape metrics –in
landscape ecology, for example.
b. Landscape as scenery. The basic concepts are Gestalt, landmarks, views, vistas,
perspectives and openness. These are studied in landscape architecture and
design, in particular, and in environmental psychology (perception).
c. Landscape as a social construct with strong symbolic values and beliefs. This
is sometimes referred to as the mindscape. The basic concepts are homeland,
(historic) heritage, memories, genius loci. These are described in representations
of landscape (e.g. in painting or narratives).
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The variety of the basic concepts involved and the specific methods required necessitate an interdisciplinary approach.
Moreover, the importance of the difference between the concepts of ‘landscape’
and ‘land’ is often neglected. Land refers to territory and soil; in our civilisation, land
belongs to someone, whether this be a private landowner, an NGO or a public authority. Within the law, they control access to their property, hold it in usufruct and
enjoy freedom of use. This value is expressed in monetary terms: the price of the
land. In contrast, landscape is a common good which no one possesses, and its
scenery encompasses many private properties. Farmers and landowners are the
only actors that directly influence land use and change. Hägerstrand (1995) called
this ‘territorial competence’, which is much more powerful than ‘spatial competence’, which is the power wielded by actors such as municipal boards and planning
authorities. When many individual landowners are involved, often acting in a nonconcerted manner, landscape changes become unpredictable and chaotic (Antrop,
2005a). All spatial competence can do is to try and steer this autonomous process of
change and perhaps, eventually, to enforce rules containing its development.

Heritage: the past is important for the future
Heritage is the legacy inherited from the past. A distinction is often made between
natural heritage (fauna, flora, natural resources and also landscapes) and cultural heritage consisting of artefacts (objects, including landscape) and intangible aspects
(customs, traditions, beliefs, etc.). Lowenthal (1985) showed that artefacts contain
memories and narratives important for people, and Schama (1995) gave an impressive overview of what landscapes can symbolise in Western civilisation. Landscapes
can be read as a history book (Claval, 2005). Heritage is often unique and irreplaceable –two important facets of its intrinsic and instrumental values. However, the perception of what is valuable as heritage changes between generations and cultures.
Landscape is part of our heritage and integrates a variety of values. For example,
traditional rural and pastoral landscapes are the result of practices adapted to specific local natural conditions. They resulted in a great diversity of landscape types,
which often supported sustainable ecological processes. They combine natural,
historical and cultural values, which gives them a clear-cut character and identity.
Traditional landscapes are often valued, too, for their aesthetic qualities, while traditional cultural landscapes are an important source of barely studied knowledge
on sustainable management techniques that would be useful for the future and
possess a high information value (Austad, 2000).

The transformation of the European landscapes: trends
The ELC aims to stimulate policy actions to control or steer ongoing changes that
threaten the diversity and character of European landscapes. Landscapes have always changed throughout history, but the transformations of the last 300 years have
been devastating enough to cause a definite break with the past (Antrop, 2005b).
The trends in landscape transformation are generally well-known and were summarised by Vos and Klijn (2000) as follows:
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- the continuing intensification and upscaling of agricultural production;
- the transformation of wetlands and natural areas into agricultural land (especially
in densely inhabited areas);
- increasing urban sprawl, the growth of infrastructure and functional urbanisation;

- accelerating development of specific tourist and recreational forms of land use in
coastal and mountainous regions;
- extensification of land use and land abandonment, likely to continue to affect
remote rural areas with less favourable and declining social and economic
conditions and poor accessibility.
In relation to Mediterranean landscapes, in particular, Pinto-Correia and Vos (2004)
have shown that the loss of the traditional multifunctional landscapes is the result
of the loss of specific practices and land use systems.
Overall, current landscape transformations can be summarised as a polarisation of
human activities in geographical space resulting in a limited number of core areas
of intensification and densification, and vast areas of extensification and even land
abandonment. As most of the core areas of intensification are located in zones with
high sensitivity to natural risks (coastal zones, river valleys and estuaries) and high
concentrations of people, capital and infrastructures, natural disasters are likely to
become increasingly devastating and costly (Antrop, 2008). Natural calamities and
random events should therefore be added to the list of recognised –and mainly
economic– forces driving landscape change.
Disclosure is the initial driving force at the local and regional scale. Making a place
accessible will induce change and increase local dynamics. Most landscape changes are initiated or attracted by new transportation infrastructure. Once places are
made more accessible, processes of urbanisation and/or industrialisation follow.
These form the second type of driving force –urban sprawl, for example– which
works by diffusion. In fact, urbanisation can be seen as a wave of diffusion emanating from major cities (Antrop, 2004). Existing places can expand rapidly when they
are well situated in the urban-industrial network. Places that are not well connected or lose accessibility will decline. In this way, a process of urbanisation will affect
even the most remote countryside or ‘deeply rural’ village (Van Eetvelde and Antrop, 2004; Lowenthal, 1997).
Globalisation is the third type of driving force of change, which essentially dictates
local change by dominating places elsewhere. The logic and goals of global and
local processes are fundamentally different. Global processes seek to increase
productivity, reduce time-cost distance, develop networking and –if necessary–
replace and displace activities. Local processes react to this in very different ways,
but displacement is essentially not an option. At the local level, economic survival
is only possible through increasing productivity, which may result in the specialisation, intensification and concentration of activities. This often means transforming
the existing landscape by means of spatial restructuring and attempting to increase multifunctional land use in a restricted space. Many of the actions taken at
the local level as a result of global forces are contrary to sustainable development
(Potschin and Haines-Young, 2006).
These driving forces explain what is happening generally, but they are too coarse
to explain and understand how transformations happen locally and even regionally. A great variety of interacting mechanisms can be recognised driving typical
local trajectories of change (Antrop and Van Eetvelde, 2008). Local strategies and
adaptations can be very creative and varied (Pinto-Correia et al., 2006).

Assigning landscape values
Even if landscape may have intrinsic value in the sense of environmental ethics, in
practice, humans assign instrumental values when protecting, conserving or managing landscapes, using selected properties or qualities of the landscape and their
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meaning or utility. The English term ‘qualities’ is often wrongly translated into other
languages as ‘values’ (which can be better or worse), when what is actually meant
is ‘properties’. Some of these properties refer to landscape functions, which express a
specific utility or service the landscape can provide (Costanza et al., 1997). Combining
functions in space and time resulted in concepts such as multifunctionality (Brandt
and Vejre, 2004) and natural and social capital (Haines-Young and Potschin, 2004).
Assigning values means classifying an object or spatial unit according to predefined criteria. Value is often expressed on an ordinal scale of measurement (ranking
from low to high value). However, many landscape features cannot be described
directly in quantitative terms. For example, narratives and place names are certainly qualities which contribute to a landscape’s identity and character, but neither
can be expressed in quantitative terms. The beauty of landscape is given as a typical example of inherent value. The choice of criteria is crucial and depends on the
goal of the evaluation itself. Multiple criteria are usually necessary. This means that
the component parts (elements, objects) can be evaluated individually, although
an evaluation of their interrelations in a spatial context is also needed.
Different categories of values can be defined and some –landscape protection, for
instance– can acquire a legal status. Often, these categories are broad and generic,
so a series of criteria are needed to assess different aspects of their composed value. Many of these criteria can be seen as indicators or predictors of properties that
cannot be measured directly. Typical examples are the use of landscape attributes
for assessing the beauty of a landscape (Sevenant and Antrop, 2009a) and the linking of visual and ecological landscape indicators (Fry et al., 2009; Ode et al., 2008).
Criteria can be expressed in very different ways depending on their operational
definition. Slope can be expressed in degrees or as an angle, which is common in
GIS-analysis, but it is more meaningful to define specific classes that are indicative
of erosion, the land’s suitability for agriculture or archaeological site analysis. The
scale of measurement used defines the possibilities of combining criteria –in a multicriteria evaluation procedure, for example. Finally, the scale at which the evaluation is applied should also be defined. Thus, some landscapes can be very valuable
for locals, but meaningless at the UNESCO World Heritage scale.
Table1.1 summarises the components of landscape values that are common in regulations for protecting landscape as heritage.
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Categories of values

Assets or functions

Principles to evaluate

INTRINSIC
• Natural, ecological
• Historical
• Archaeological
• Cultural
• Social
• Aesthetic
• Symbolic
•…
ASSOCIATIVE
Potential value for:
• Agriculture
• Housing
• Recreation
• Heritage
• Tourism
•…

• Space
• Information
• Products (goods)
• Services, amenities
• Capital (natural, social…)

• Sustainability
• Preserving and enhancing cultural
diversity and identity
• Social benefits
• Economic profit
• Multifunctionality of land use through
- spatial combination
- temporal combination
• Combined effects (positive, negative),
synergy
•…

Table 1.1: Components of landscape evaluation (1): categories, principles and meanings

The main issue is how to assess (measure, express) landscape values in terms that
are useful to policymakers –in other words, how to make instrumental values out
of the intrinsic and inherent qualities of the landscape, in general, and the values
that feature so often in legal texts in relation to the character and identity of landscape, in particular? For this, we need a set of measurable variables related to these
rather abstract and intangible values. Land evaluation and landscape character assessment have a long tradition of describing landscape attributes (or ‘qualities’) for
purposes of this sort. However, there is an increasing demand for attributes (variables) that can be expressed on at least an ordinal scale of measurement, allowing
them to be ranked as, for example, better-worse, more important-less important or
essential-optional. Quantitative expressions have even been proposed, as has the
use of monetary terms. In heritage protection, a threshold is often used to select
landscapes, as in the case of the UNESCO World Heritage assessment for which
landscapes must be of ‘exceptional’, ‘outstanding’ or ‘universal’ value. Here a list of
seven criteria is used covering natural and cultural properties that need to be
present in order for a landscape to be nominated (UNESCO World Heritage Centre,
2008).
A landscape’s symbolic meanings are often expressed in memories, narratives,
knowledge, beliefs and affection and are thus intangible and relate to its intrinsic
values. These may be valued as inherent values, as aesthetics and as preferences.
However, sensory qualities and experiences can be evaluated using a series of
measurable attributes which can be used to predict correlated preference values
(Sevenant and Antrop, 2010). For example, in general, a perceptively attractive
landscape is characterised by:
- a clear identity (holistically assessed)
- good legibility and orientation
- repeating typical elements; no disturbing elements
- a complex series of visual relations
- the possibility of (free) movement without fundamentally changing the character
of the landscape
- a safe order with a little exciting disorder (variation and mystery, but no chaos).
Using these values in support of decision-making –for example, in protecting landscapes– turns these assessments into instrumental values.
Since values are assigned by humans, they are dependent on the cultural context
and time as well. This means that they can change, which is something that often
happens in periods of economic or political crisis. An important issue is who assigns the values. The simplest and fastest way is by expert judgement. This was
the way it was done in the past, and the method is still used in some cases, including the World Heritage nomination process. Even when the experts have
elaborated procedures, criteria and scales which attempt to eliminate subjectivity, multiple approaches are still possible which can lead to contradictory results.
The alternative is to use the public to extract values. Methods have been developed for analysing public preference as a basis for the evaluation, which was ultimately made, once again, by experts. Techniques such as willingness-to-pay and
questionnaires using Likert-scales are often used, but both are costly and timeconsuming. Basically, correlations are defined between landscape attributes and
stakeholder group responses; such correlations demand complex multivariate
analyses. Only rarely does ‘the public’ provide coherent answers, and many studies have demonstrated the complexity of the problem (Sevenant and Antrop,
2009b). Other methods use interviews and collect personal accounts from which
experts then extract landscape values. The third approach consists of actively involving the public, which is generally very time-consuming and requires an in-
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tensive communication process from the very start, which includes educating as
well as informing the public. Again, ‘the public’ is unlikely to provide consistent
answers, as only rarely are intrinsic landscape values not superseded by personal
interest and conflicts.
Although the ELC emphasises the importance of public participation, it is also
aware of the problems involved. Thus, it is acceptable that ‘competent public authorities formulate the aspirations of the public’ (article 1.c), while policy can restrict itself to ‘consulting the public concerned’ (article 6). This places the onus on
policy makers, planners and managers, who need to be properly trained and educated in landscape assessment, as is also suggested in article 6.B.
Table 1.2 summarises some of the methodological issues involved in landscape
evaluation. They are interrelated: for example, active participation is easier to organise at a local or regional level, but using abstract criteria and quantitative assessments of values should be avoided.
Criteria for
evaluation

Expression of value
Scale of importance
(scale of measurement) or significance

Participation

• CONCERNING THE
CONTENT
- Category or theme
- Period or time
- Time depth
- Rarity
- Authenticity
- Information content
- Coherence
-Diversity/heterogeneity
-…
• CONCERNING PERCEPTION, PREFERENCE
- Legibility
- Identity, character
- Order, variation
- Contrast,
transition,…
- Atmosphere,
mystery,…
- Stewardship
• CONCERNING UTILITY
- Accessibility
- Potential use/benefit
for…
-…

• QUALITATIVE
- description
- nominal categories
• QUANTITATIVE
- Ordinal (ranking)
- Interval
- Ratio
• MULTIVARIATE
- Multicriterial
evaluation
-…
• MONETARY OR NOT
- Willingness to pay
-…

• Expert judgement
only
- disciplinary
- multi-disciplinary
- interdisciplinary
• Informing the public of the assessment
• Consulting the
public before the
evaluation
• Using the public for
assessing the values (preference
analysis by experts)
• Active participation
from the start
(transdisciplinary)

• LOCAL
• REGIONAL
• NATIONAL
• INTERNATIONAL
• UNIVERSAL (global)

Table 1.2: Components of landscape evaluation (2): methodological issues

Conclusions
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Assigning values to landscape remains difficult and debatable. Landscape character and identity can be considered as intrinsic values, and are often expressed in an
abstract, qualitative manner which makes it difficult to reformulate them as instrumental values of use to policy-makers and planners. In decision-making, ‘hard’
values are often preferred, expressed in quantitative terms and linked to specific
functions. Research into landscape perception and preferences as well as various
forms of landscape character assessment have shown that important benefits can
accrue to the use of qualitative expressions of some qualities and values.

Although active public participation is democratic, it is also problematic due to insufficient knowledge, the misunderstanding of formally defined criteria and values,
and fear of losing one’s territorial competence. It is difficult to appreciate and value
something you do not know or understand. Informing and educating the public
must lead to better public knowledge which will generate values and serve as a
key for understanding the landscape. Landscapes should be read as a book containing valuable stories about how landscape functions and evolves, and about
one’s past and regional identity. This allows forgotten values to be (re)discovered
and benefit a sustainable management of the landscape for the future.

References
Afeissa, H.S. (2008), Darwinian Storied Residence. An introduction to the Work of Holmes Rolston III, SAPIENS, 1 (2).
Antrop, M. (2004), Landscape change and the urbanisation process in Europe, Landscape and Urban Planning, 67 (1-4), 9-26.
Antrop, M. (2005a), From holistic landscape synthesis to transdisciplinary landscape management, in From
landscape research to landscape planning: aspects of integration, education and application, ed. B. Tress, G.
Tress, G. Fry, P. Opdam, Wageningen UR Frontis Series, N° 12, Springer Science+Business Media, pp. 27-50.
(available at http://library.wur.nl/frontis/landscape_research/03_antrop.pdf ).
Antrop, M. (2005b), Why landscapes of the past are important for the future, Landscape and Urban Planning, 70 (1-2), 21-34.
Antrop, M. (2008), Landscapes at risk: about change in the European landscapes, in Evolution of Geographical Systems and Risk Processes in the Global Context, ed. P. Dostal, Prague, Charles University, pp. 57-79.
Antrop, M. and Van Eetvelde, V. (2000), Holistic aspects of suburban landscapes: visual image interpretation and landscape metrics, Landscape and Urban Planning, 50, 43-58.
Antrop, M. and Van Eetvelde, V. (2008), Mechanisms in recent landscape transformation, in Geo-Environment and Landscape Evolution, eds A. Mander, J.F. Martin-Duque and C.A. Brebbia, Southampton, WIT
Press, pp. 183-192.
Austad, I. (2000), The future of traditional agriculture landscapes: retaining desirable qualities, in From
Landscape Ecology to Landscape Science, eds J. Klijn and W. Vos, Wageningen, Kluwer Academic Publishers,
pp. 43-56.
Brandt, J. and Vejre, H. (2004), Multifunctional landscapes – motives, concepts and perceptions, in Multifunctional Landscapes. Theory, Values and History, vol. I, eds J. Brandt and H. Vejre, Southampton, WIT Press,
pp. 3-32.
Carter, N. (2001), The politics of the environment: ideas, activism, policy, Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press, p. 361.
Claval, P. (2005), Reading the Rural Landscapes, Landscape and Urban Planning, 70 (1-2), 9-19.
Costanza, R., d’Arge, R., de Groot, R.S., Farber, S., Grasso, M., Hannon, B., Limburg, K., Naeem, S., O’Neill, R.V.,
Paruelo, J., Raskin, R.G., Sutton, P. and van den Belt, M. (1997), The value of the world’s ecosystem services
and natural capital, Nature, 387, 253–260.
De la Torre, M. ed. (2002), Assessing the Values of Cultural Heritage, Research Report, Los Angeles, Getty
Conservation Institute.
Fry, G., Tveit, M.S., Ode, Ε. and Velarde, M.D. (2009), The ecology of visual landscapes: Exploring the conceptual common ground of visual and ecological landscape indicators, Ecological Indicators, 9 (5),
933-947.
Hägerstrand, T. (1995), A look at the political geography of environmental management, LLASS Working
Paper No.17, Dublin, University College Dublin.
Haines-Young, R. and Potschin, M. (2004), Valuing and assessing of multifunctional landscapes: an approach based upon the Natural Capital Concept, in Multifunctional Landscapes. Theory, Values and History,
eds. J. Brandt and H. Vejre, vol. I, Southampton, WIT Press, pp. 181-192.
Leopold, A. (1949), A Sand County Almanac, New York, Oxford University Press.
Lowenthal, D. (1985), The Past is a Foreign Country, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

41

Lowenthal, D. (1997), European landscape transformations: the rural residue, in Understanding Ordinary
Landscapes, eds P. Groth and T. W. Bressi, New Haven, Yale University Press, pp. 180-188.
Naveh, Z. (1995), Interactions of landscapes and cultures, Landscape and Urban Planning, 32 (1), pp.43-54.
Naveh, Z. (2001), Ten major premises for a holistic conception of multifunctional landscapes, Landscape
and Urban Planning, 57, 269-284.
Naveh, Z. and Lieberman, A. (1994), Landscape Ecology: Theory and Application, New York, Springer
Verlag.
Nordstrom, K.F. (1993), Intrinsic value and landscape evaluation, Geographical Review, 83, pp. 473-476.
Ode, Ε., Tveit, M.S. and Fry, G. (2008), Capturing landscape visual character using indicators: touching base
with landscape aesthetic theory, Landscape Research, 33 (1), 89-117.
Pinto-Correia, T. and Vos, W. (2004), Multifunctionality in Mediterranean landscapes – past and future, in
The New Dimensions of the European Landscape, ed. R. Jongman, Wageningen, Frontis Series, Springer, pp.
135-164.
Pinto-Correia, T., Gustavsson, R. and Pirnat, J. (2006), Bridging the gap between centrally defined policies
and local decisions - Towards more sensitive and creative rural landscape management, Landscape Ecology, 21 (3), 333-346.
Potschin, M.B. and Haines-Young, R.H. (2006), Landscapes and sustainability, Landscape and Urban Planning. 75 (3-4), 155-161.
Rolston, H.I. (1988), Environmental Ethics, Philadelphia, Temple University Press.
Rolston, H.I. (1999), Ethics and the environment, in Ethics Applied, eds E. Baker and M. Richardson, New
York, Simon and Schuster, pp. 401–437.
Satterfield, T. (2002), Numbness and Sensitivity in the Elicitation of Environmental Values, in Assessing the
Values of Cultural Heritage, ed. de la Torre, M., Los Angeles: The Getty Conservation Institute, Research Report,
pp. 77-98 (available at http://www.getty.edu/conservation/publications/pdf_publications/assessing.pdf).
Schama, S. (1995), Landscape and Memory, New York, A. Knopf.
Selman, P. (2005), Planning at the Landscape Scale, New York, Routledge.
Sevenant, M. and Antrop, M. (2009a), Cognitive attributes and aesthetic preferences in assessment and
differentiation of landscapes, Journal of Environmental Management, 90 (9), 2889-2899.
Sevenant, M. and Antrop, M. (2009b), Transdisciplinary landscape planning: does the public have aspirations? Experiences from a case study in Ghent (Flanders, Belgium), Land Use Policy, 27 (2), 373-386.
Sevenant, M. and Antrop, M. (2010), The use of latent classes to identify individual differences in the importance of landscape dimensions for aesthetic preference, Land Use Policy, 27 (3), 827-842.
Swanwick, C. (2004), Landscape Character Assessment. Guidance for England and Scotland, The Countryside
Agency and Scottisch Natural Heritage (available at http://www.landscapecharacter.org.uk/lca/guidance).
UNESCO World Heritage Centre (2008), Operational Guidelines, WHC.08/01, Paris.
Van der Tuuk, E. (1999), Intrinsic value & the struggle against anthropocentrism, in Recognizing the Intrinsic
Value of Animals, ed. M. Dol, et al., Assen, APS, Van Gorcum.
Van Eetvelde, V. and Antrop, M. (2004), Analyzing structural and functional changes of traditional landscapes - two examples from Southern France, Landscape and Urban Planning, 67 (1-4), 79-95.
Vilkka, L. (1997), The intrinsic value of nature, Amsterdam, Rodopi.
Vos, W. and Klijn, J. (2000), Trends in European landscape development: prospects for a sustainable future,
in From Landscape Ecology to Landscape Science, eds J. Klijn and W. Vos, Wageningen, Kluwer Academic
Publishers, pp. 13-30.
Wascher, D.M. (ed.) (2005), European Landscape Character Areas. Typologies, Cartography and Indicators for
the Assessment of Sustainable Landscapes, Wageningen, Landscape Europe, Alterra Report 1254.
Zimmerman, M.J. (2010), Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic Value, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. E.N.
Zalta (available at http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2010/entries/value-intrinsic-extrinsic/).
Zonneveld, I.S. (1995), Land Ecology, Amsterdam, SPB Academic Publishing.

42

1.2

Landscape services, values and functions
Thymio Papayannis

Abstract
The perception of landscapes is not solely visual, but may include broader aspects,
since landscapes can be lived and actively experienced, and therefore understood
in an holistic manner. Thus, their multiple ecological and human functions –acting
independently or jointly– often provide significant services to humanity, including
attractiveness for tourism, material for research and education, support for conservation efforts, contribution to health and a sense of well-being and inspiration for
art. These services in turn create values appreciated in various –mostly subjective–
ways, some of which relate to spiritual matters, others to a historical context. In the
years to come, Greek landscapes will be drastically modified. It is hoped that,
through appropriate approaches and measures, they will not lose their services
and functions and may even acquire new values.
Keywords: landscape services, landscape values, landscape functions

Landscape perception
If one considers the definition of landscapes included in the European Landscape
Convention4, there are two main conclusions that can be drawn from it. The first is
that landscapes depend decisively on human perception, and as the major sensory
medium in human beings is sight, the ELC definition appears to assign a strong visual bias to landscapes. Of course, as landscape literature and poetry make clear,
other senses play a role in completing perception, but visual aspects remain preponderant. This can be confirmed by the usual way landscapes are depicted
through painting, photography, cinematography and other art forms. The second
conclusion is that perception of landscapes retains a subjective character, although
objectivity increases when it is confirmed diachronically and through the collective
perception of large numbers of people.
The visual approach to landscapes does not do justice to this invaluable concept,
which constitutes an ideal framework for achieving an integrated view of natural
and cultural heritage.
Thus, perception can be achieved by living in a landscape or interacting with it,
which involves not only senses but also memories, knowledge and other mental
and emotional processes. Such global perception leads to a more complicated but
perceptive understanding of landscapes. In addition, other means of indirect perception are possible through virtual means (such as documentaries, literature and
oral accounts).

4 ‘Landscape’ means an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of
natural and/or human factors (Article 1 of the European Landscape Convention).
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Services
There are many different ways in which landscapes can be viewed, analysed and
categorised on the basis of their key natural or anthropogenic parameters. One
such approach attempts to estimate the degree of human intervention. It ranges,
on the one extreme, from remote natural landscapes (such as the polar regions,
high mountain ranges, deserts and deep ocean floors) in which human action has
been mainly limited to visiting and observing, although exploitation efforts have
already begun, to the other extreme of dense urban and peri-urban landscapes
which have been totally transformed by human actions, and in which only minimal
natural elements remain in pockets and fringes. A continuum of intermediate landscapes can be identified between these two extremes.
The Millennium Ecosystems Assessment (MEA, 2005) defined and promoted the
concept of ecosystem services –namely, the natural processes which benefit humanity. By analogy, landscape services can be considered as aspects which are particular useful to human beings, either directly or indirectly.
In a country with a developed tourism sector, such as Greece, one such service
proffered by landscape is contributing significantly to the attractiveness of visitor
destinations. The Caldera of Santorini Island in the Cyclades is a well-known example, as are the Zagoria villages and the Vikos Gorge in Pindos, the Meteora monoliths in Thessaly or the geological formations and inland sand dunes of Lemnos Island in the north-eastern Aegean. In such places, landscapes are widely recognised
and constitute a strong marketing asset.

Fig. 1.1: View of Nafplion harbour and Bourtzi
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Fig. 1.2: Lemnos: landscape of Myrina

Facilitating integration in education and research is another potential landscape
service. Merging natural processes and human interventions, landscapes can be an
ideal medium for facilitating educational and research activities, leading to an integrated approach to the management of natural and cultural heritage. Such efforts
are still limited, but are being encouraged and promoted by academic institutions
and NGOs (Mallarach, 2008).
In turn, multilateral agreements such as UNESCO, the Convention on Biological Diversity and the Ramsar Convention, have found that clear distinctions between
natural and cultural sites, so pervasive in the past, are slowly weakening. As a result, it has been realised that landscapes provide useful platforms for managing
and conserving natural and cultural heritage. A characteristic example in Greece is
the integrated management study for the mixed Mount Athos World Heritage site,
which assigns considerable importance to the unique landscapes of the Athonite
Peninsula and its 20 monasteries (Papayannis, 2008).
Inspiration for various art forms is another service provided by landscapes. During
the four centuries in which Greece was occupied by the Ottoman Empire, as well as
in the nineteenth century, after its independence, European artists visited the country and produced memorable paintings and engravings inspired by the rich landscapes of the country, but also by real or fictitious remnants of its glorious past.
Such artists include Peter von Hess (in 1833), Carl Rottmann (in 1834) and Raffaello
Ceccoli (in 1843).

Fig. 1.3: The Monastery of Agios Nikolaos Anapafsas, Meteora
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Although these visual records are to a large extent fictitious and cannot be used to document historical Greek landscapes, they contributed significantly to a perception of Greece
in Western European countries, which was helpful in eliciting international support during
the Greek war of independence (1821-1827) and its first years as an independent state.
In modern times, landscape painting has been widely practised in Greece by wellknown contemporary painters including Volanakis, Gyzis, Altamouras, Theofilos,
Parthenis, Maleas, Galanis, Papaloucas, Hadjikyriakos-Ghikas, Tsarouchis, Tassos,
Sikeliotis and Fassianos. Most of the art films produced in Greece during the twentieth century –the works of Theodoros Angelopoulos5, for example– have used characteristic landscapes as backgrounds, often modifying them to suit the mood of a
film. On the other hand, popular films have included urban and natural landscapes
unmediated –probably for reasons of economy– providing an invaluable record of
the evolution of certain landscapes.

Fig. 1.4: Theophilos (Hatzimichail), Agia Ann, Halkida, 1927, oil on pasteboard, 67.5 x 97 cm

Fig. 1.5: Yannis Tsarouchis, Olympia landscape, 1934, oil on canvas, 38 x 55 cm
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5 http://www.theoangelopoulos.com/main.htm

Fig. 1.6: Nikos Hadjikyriakos-Ghikas, Houses in a dry landscape, 1978, acrylic on canvas, 139 x 175 cm

Values
The services provided by landscapes are, in principle, appreciated by societies and
individuals who attribute values to them. As we shall see below, however, the reality is not that simple.
In addition, landscape values can be created by intangible and less objective factors. Through the long history of the country, many of its landscapes have been associated with prevalent religions and still emanate a sense of awe and various degrees of spirituality.
The Dodecatheon religion of Ancient Greece has left temples and sacred sites
throughout the country. Delphi, the home of the Oracle on the southern flank of
Mount Parnassos in Central Greece, is viewed with respect by knowledgeable visitors, while tourists appreciate its magnificent landscape. Similar emotions may be
felt by visitors to Delos in the Cyclades, an island dedicated to Apollo6.

6 And centre of the Delian League (477-454 BC).

47

During the Byzantine era, Christian sacred places and monuments were erected in
many parts of Greece. Today, only the Mount Athos Peninsula in Halkidiki retains both
a rich cultural and natural heritage and a living tradition of spirituality in most of its
monasteries. The Meteora monastic community in Thessaly, whose monasteries stand
on unique megaliths, has seen its spirituality wane under the pressure of intense tourist flows. The historic centre of Patmos Island, with its important monastery and the
cave where St John wrote the Apocalypse, is widely recognised as a holy place. However, its designation as a World Heritage Site in 1999 has led to constant conflict with
local inhabitants and developers who want to exploit the island’s touristic potential.
On a more modest level, many rural landscapes in Greece are characterised by churches or small monasteries, many of which are built on top of hills. The area around them
is generally considered holy and is protected from logging and other forms of exploitation (as in St Nicholas church in Prespa and the oak forest around it).
Landscapes also play a major role in maintaining memories of key events that have
marked the history of the country and, perhaps, acquired international renown. All
that remains of the landscape of the Battle of Marathon in 490 BC is one small hill,
as the rest has been transformed by natural change and urbanisation. In a similar
manner, the Thermopylae area in Central Greece has little to remind the visitor of
the rocky pass where Leonidas’ 300 Spartans fought the Persian army in 480 BC, as
it has been transformed over the millennia by sedimentation from a nearby river
and the construction of the Athens-Thessaloniki highway. However, such landscapes still evoke historical memories, at least among the inhabitants of the country. At the local level, landscapes are often recognised and form part of collective
memory due to local events unknown to outsiders.
Other landscapes and landmarks closely associated with them play a key role in defining the identity of places. For example, the fortresses of the historic town of Nafplion in the Peloponnese dominate its landscapes and provide its visual identity.
On Lemnos Island, the Venetian castle and the Petassos promontory frame the city of
Myrina and establish its characteristic profile. In the Pindos Mountains, the daunting landscapes created by the Voidomatis River and its deep gorge are the trademark of this sensitive mountainous area. The White Tower on Thessaloniki’s sea
front has established itself over the years as the symbol of Greece’s second city.
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Fig. 1.7: The Voidomatis river, Papingo

Certain landscapes have come to symbolise an entire country. Unfortunately, the
200-year history of Modern Greece has been marked by a series of wars, political
unrest, financial crises and national catastrophes. And since there has been no contemporary Golden Age, and no corresponding landscapes, reference is always
made to the Golden Age of Athens in the fifth century BC and to the landscape
that still symbolises the country: the Acropolis of Athens with the Parthenon, a
temple devoted to the goddess Athena which is now globally recognised.

Fig. 1.8: Raffaello Ceccoli, Acropolis, 1853, oil on canvas, 60.5 x 80.5 cm

This last example illustrates another important point concerning landscape values:
values are attributed by people, and are therefore subjective and can change over
time, since human beings assess the services to which they correspond in different
ways. However, the subjective appreciation of great numbers of people from many
different cultures over extended periods of time leads to a general acceptance of
the permanent value of a given landscape, as in the case of the pyramids of Egypt.
Perhaps, then, we can refer to an intrinsic value of a landscape which is incontestable and approaches the concept of Outstanding Universal Value adopted by the
World Heritage Convention (UNESCO World Heritage Centre, 2004).

Functions
Besides services and values, landscapes can be attributed with functions (Papayannis, 2005). While these functions –which can be ecological, anthropic or both– are
made possible by the existence of particular landscapes, they also transform these
landscapes’ characteristics in a constant pattern of dynamic change. They thus
drive change. In addition, another key element of many landscapes is their multifunctionality, which could be enhanced by new planning approaches.
Domestic animal grazing, for example, has been practised in Greece since prehistory7. Although its impact may be considered mild, it has led to the degradation
of forests into maquis and, in extreme cases, to desertification. Agriculture, in turn,
has resulted in the clearance of large areas of forest for cultivation and created
characteristic rural landscapes, the most typical, and perhaps indelible, of which is
the terracing of sloped land. In recent years, the abandonment of low productivity
7 In spite of laws strictly forbidding grazing in forest areas affected by fires, this activity is still common, even in Athens’
peri-urban forests, jeopardising natural regeneration and undermining reforestation initiatives.
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rural lands, coupled with a decrease in grazing for economic and social reasons,
has resulted in some forest re-growth.
Scenic landscapes have been used –and often exploited– to incorporate tourism and
resort activities, often losing their values and attraction in the process, as when once
pristine coastal areas are radically modified by the construction of tourist facilities or
summer housing. Laganas Bay in Zakynthos, world famous as the largest nesting site
of the Caretta caretta turtle, is just one of the worst examples. The islands of Mykonos
and Santorini in the Aegean Sea, renowned for their landscapes and traditional architecture, have been built up intensively in an unplanned manner, resulting in the loss
of key elements of their global attractiveness. That said, we need to recognise that
population and development pressures are now so great that we cannot afford single-functional landscapes. However, additional functions must be introduced with an
appropriate skill and sensitivity to prevent the degrading of landscape values.
Perhaps the most important natural function of landscapes is their role in the cycle
whereby water goes from clouds to mountains and thence the sea. A related function, that of hosting and maintaining biodiversity, is also influenced –usually negatively, but sometimes positively– by anthropic functions.
Climate and the predicted human-induced changes will certainly affect landscape
functions. In the case of Greece, forest fires exacerbated by higher temperatures
and drought will not only cause modifications in vegetation land cover, but may
result, in extreme cases, in desertification8. Doomsday scenarios have already been
drawn up of future North Mediterranean landscapes coming to resemble contemporary North African ones.
It must be pointed out here that landscapes are inextricably related to space, to land
and water. Space is a natural resource necessary for most human activities, but also
for many natural processes; it is a finite resource which is gradually being exhausted
under the pressure of an ever growing footprint resulting from a rapidly increasing
global human population and the intensification of their demands (WWF, 2010).
Space functions can thus be differentiated from landscape functions, which incorporate the element of perception, although the two are intimately interrelated.
Landscapes will continue to change in the years to come, either evolving in natural
ways or being modified dramatically and rapidly by human actions. The challenge
lies in ensuring they maintain their functions and continue to provide significant
services to humanity. They may not conserve their past values during this process,
but they may gain new ones.
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8 The recent climate changes in Cyprus, and the prolonged periods of draught which have visibly impacted on
vegetation throughout the Middle East, provide sobering warnings.

1.3

Threats and landscape degradation focusing
on climate change and globalisation
Annick Douguédroit

Abstract
The vegetation of the Mediterranean Basin is presented in balance with the Mediterranean climate. Apart from their outstanding biological richness, its scenic landscapes are part of the global image of the Mediterranean Basin. All ecosystems are
vulnerable to climate change, because they depend on climate. Scientists consider
the Mediterranean to have the landscapes most affected by climate change (AR4WG2 et al., 2007). This chapter presents the first signs of a rupture in the balance
between the Mediterranean landscape and current climate, which date from the
beginning of this century. This chapter is based on the most widely accepted climate-change scenario, and examines the projected impact on landscapes and flora
of the core features of climate change –warming and increased summer drought–
during the rest of the twenty-first century. The impact on landscapes of more frequent and intense fires, the result of warming combined with drought, are also
shown. These threats will probably lead to an increase in the area covered by semiarid ecosystems in the northern, and arid ecosystems in the southern Mediterranean.
Keywords: Mediterranean landscapes, climate change, summer drought, forest fires,
vegetation shifts, Mediterranean futures

Introduction
Terrestrial landscapes, forests, shrublands and steppes are all part of the image
of the Mediterranean Basin. They have been shaped by the interaction between
natural processes (dictated by their geographical position) and human interventions over time. Their spatial distribution is closely associated with the particular
climatic conditions of the region, but their current degradation is also the result
of agricultural and land-use practices since antiquity, which have made them
shrub-dominated in many regions. In this century, they are also threatened by
climate change.

The relationship between landscapes and climate
in the Mediterranean Basin
The forests, shrubland and steppe vegetation of the Mediterranean Basin was considered to be in balance with the so-called Mediterranean climate of the region in
the mid-twentieth century (Köppen in Trewartha, 1943). The plural relationship between the Mediterranean climate and vegetation has been described by botanists
and ecologists, who have linked particular temperature and rainfall characteristics
with the general characteristics of the area’s vegetation and the distribution of its
various types classified in biotypes and levels (Quézel and Médail, 2003).
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The six main levels of Mediterranean vegetation are classified in terms of the minimum temperature of the coldest month (m), with m=3 °C between successive levels, the Per-Arid level not being covered by a Mediterranean vegetation (Table 1.3).
Generally ‘m’ occurs in January. The total annual rainfall also plays a fundamental
role in the spatial distribution of vegetation, especially forests, with the number of
‘dry months’ during the warm season, centred on the summer, in the Mediterranean climate. Types have been defined by different indices based on temperature
and rainfall, and give broadly comparable results (ibid).
Bioclimates and levels

m (°C)

Per-arid

Annual rainfall (mm) Number of dry months
P < 100

11-12 months

Arid (Infra-Mediterranean)

M>+7

100 < P < 400

7-10 months

Semi-arid (Thermo-Med.)

+3 < m < + 7

400 < P < 600

5-7 months

Sub-humid (Meso-Med.)

0<m<+3

600 < P < 800

3-5 months

Humid (Supra-Med.)

-3<m<0

800 < P < 1000

1-3 months

Humid (Mountainous-Med.)

-7<m<-3

P > 1000

No dry months

m<-7

P > 1000

No dry months

Per-humid (Oro-Med.)

Table 1.3: Thermic and hydric conditions of bioclimates, and levels of Mediterranean vegetation
(Quézel and Médail, 2003)

Climate change in the Mediterranean
(1900 to the end of the twenty-first century)
The results obtained in the SEM region (Southern Europe and Mediterranean region, bounded by 30N to 48N and 10W to 40E) show the amplitude of the observed warming until 2000 and its projected continuation in the IPCC A1B scenario
(Fig. 1.9. MMD: Multi Model data set). Given the present state of our knowledge,
the high spatial variability of rainfall does not allow us to map precipitation in a
similar way.
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Fig. 1.9: Temperature anomalies, 1901-1950, for the SEM (Southern Europe and Mediterranean region: in grey)
land region for 1906 to 2005 (black line) and as simulated (dark grey envelope) by MMD models incorporating
known forcings; and as projected for 2001 to 2100 by MMD models for the range changes foreseen by the
A1B scenario (light grey envelope). The bars at the end of the light grey envelope represent the range of
projected changes for 2091 to 2100 for the (a) B1 scenario, (b) A1B scenario and (c) A2 scenario.

Evolution during the twentieth century
The so-called Mediterranean climate is relatively well-known. Like all climate types in
the Köppen classification, it is supposed to represent the mean conditions of longterm climate (Köppen in Trewartha, 1943, 1961). Recently, its global distribution has
been redrawn from 70- to 80-year observations of the twentieth century (Peel et al.,
2007). It is defined as a temperate climate characterised by summer drought.
In the Mediterranean Basin, average temperatures decrease in all seasons from
South to North and at altitude. In winter, they are usually positive values, except in
the mountains, and above 10 °C in Africa. In summer, they generally exceed 24 °C
in Africa and 18 elsewhere (Douguédroit and Lionello, unpublished data).
This Mediterranean climate, defined as stable, has nevertheless altered in the twentieth century, significantly so in terms of the thermal average. Mean warming during this period was about one degree centigrade over the entire SEM. The warming can be divided into two periods –the first half-century, and a period since the
1980s– separated by a slight decrease (Fig. 1.9). It was most rapid over the past
three decades, was higher on land than at sea, and higher than the global average
warming, which has been estimated at 0.7 ± 0.2 °C (AR4-WG1, 2007). There is agreement among scientists on a specific increase in extreme hot temperatures, with an
increased duration and intensity of heat waves (Stott et al., 2004). Heat waves also
affected different sub-regions of the Basin at the start of this century: the West in
2003 and the Balkans in 2007, for instance.
The figures for total annual rainfall vary greatly from place to place –increasing from
the south, where it can be almost zero in the Sahara, to the north–, but does not
generally exceed, with some exceptions and at altitude, 800 to 1000 mm. The rainfall is mainly concentrated in the cold season, especially in winter. However, the primary characteristic of the Mediterranean climate is its summer drought (Trewartha,
1961). Total summer precipitation, except in the mountains, is less than 100 mm,
and much less than that in Africa. Precipitation is considered to have decreased, especially in winter, during the second half of the last century, but this fall was only
significant in parts of the basin, such as Greece (Norrant and Douguédroit, 2006).

Projected climate in the Mediterranean Basin at the end of the century
The projections for the climate by the end of the twenty-first century, made using
sets of multi-model ensembles, agree in regarding the Mediterranean as one of the
areas most threatened by regional characteristics of global climate change. The
projections foresee particularly warm, dry summers and a decrease in rainfall in all
seasons (AR4-WG1, 2007).
Global average temperatures are expected to increase compared to the 1961-1990
average, varying with the climate scenario selected from between +1.8 °C in the
case of the B1 scenario to +4.0 °C in the A1F1 scenario (AR4-WG1, 2007). The scenario
most frequently used in recent regionalised climate models (RCM) is A1B, with an
average global warming of +2.8 °C (with a standard deviation of 1.7 - 4.4 °C). There
is a consensus among the models on warming being above the global average in
the Mediterranean Basin, and the projections view it as continuing at a rate somewhat greater than the global mean (Table 1.4). Warming varies with the seasons,
falling to a minimum in winter and rising to a maximum in summer (Table 1.5).
The coldest month of winter, usually January, would present, in the case of the A1B scenario, an increase in minimum temperatures of about 3 °C, a value that corresponds to
the temperature difference between two successive vegetation levels (‘m’ in Table 1.3).
The average summer warming would be most significant (Table 1.4), followed
closely by autumn (+3.3 °C) and spring (+2.9 °C) (Giorgi and Coppola, 2009). It has
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now been simulated by RCM including a temperature difference between sea and
continents, higher on land than at sea: +3-4 °C in summer and +2-3 °C in spring at
sea, but +4-5 °C on land during these seasons, or even +5-6 °C in the South, in Africa (Douguédroit and Lionello, unpublished data).
Reference
A1B scenario

Year

SEM
+ 3.5 °C
AR4-WG1, 2007
+ 3.0 °C to +4.0°C
Southern Europe
Giorgi and Copola, 2009

Winter (DJF)

Summer (JJA)

+ 2.6 °C
+ 2.5 °C to + 3.3 °C
+ 2.7°C
± 0.7°C

+ 4.1 °C
+ 3.7°C to +5.0°C
+ 3.9°C
± 1.0°C

Table 1.4: Temperature increase with respect to the 1961-1990 period for A1B scenarios by the end of the
twenty-first century in the SEM region from AR4-WG1 2007: median and 25% and 75% quartile value changes
(for the period 2080–2099 with respect to 1980–1999), and for Southern Europe from Giorgi and Coppola
2009: mean change and standard deviation (for the period 2071–2100 with respect to 1961-1990).

The hottest temperature extremes are projected to increase more than the average. With the assumption of an A2 scenario (mean global warming: +3.4 °C), all
mean summer temperatures will be higher than those of the late twentieth century (Giorgi and Coppola, 2009). There is also consensus among scientists that the exceptional dry warm seasons of 2003 in the western Mediterranean and 2007 in the
Balkans will be common –indeed average– conditions for the hot season by the
end of this century (Schär et al., 2004). Given these thermal conditions, an increase
in the intensity, duration and frequency of heat-waves can be supposed.
In contrast, most climate models predict a decline in rainfall in the Mediterranean
Basin during this century, but with less certainty than in the case of temperatures.
It is the only region in the world where rainfall is expected to decrease during all
four seasons, with a particularly sharp fall in summer (AR4-WG1, 2007). More recent
simulations suggest even higher decreases than the previous simulations obtained
in 2007 (Table 1.5; Solomon et al., 2009). In summer, given the A1B scenario, precipitation could drop by more than 40% between Turkey and western Iberia, and
between 20% and 40% elsewhere, except in the extreme south-east, where precipitation is expected to increase in relation to the evolution of the Indian monsoon.
In the spring, rainfall would decrease more in Africa (20-30%) than in Europe (20%,
and 10% even in the North) (Douguédroit and Lionello, unpublished data).
Reference
A1B scenario

Year

SEM
- 12 %
AR4-WG1, 2007
- 6 % to - 9 %
Southern Europe
Giorgi and Copola, 2009

Spring (MAM)

Summer (JJA)

- 16 %
- 8 % to - 17 %
- 23 %
± 17 %

- 24 %
- 14 % to - 35 %
- 29 %
± 26 %

Table 1.5: Simulations of the precipitation foreseen by the A1B scenario by the end of the twenty-first
century. See Table 1.4
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The evolution of the warm season drought is fundamental to climate predictions
for the rest of this century (Table 1.3). Scientists agree on an inter-annual variability
increase throughout the Mediterranean region, especially during the summer. The
standardised distribution of rainfall simulated for southern Europe with the A2 scenario is asymmetrical: very low rainfall events (those with less than half the median
rainfall events of the late twentieth century) account for somewhere in the order of
40% of all events (Giorgi and Coppola, 2009). The decrease in precipitation from
spring to autumn associated with the temperature increase during the same seasons, and especially in summer (see above), is expected to produce longer droughts
throughout the entire basin, beginning in spring and ending in autumn everywhere, with possible heat-waves in September.

The hot summers of 2003 and 2007, which were considered exceptional when they
happened, are now presented by scientists as an anticipation of warm season conditions that will be common by the end of this century. Moreover, the increase of
summer variability in conjunction with the mean warming would lead to far more
frequent heat-waves of a similar or even greater magnitude than those of recent
summers (Schär et al., 2004). Recent heat-waves have been preceded by drought in
spring and early summer. The decrease in precipitation associated with an increase
in the spring temperature will increase evaporation, reduce soil moisture and lead
to a warm season drought beginning earlier than in the twentieth century. Warming, and a decrease in soil moisture in spring, are the main drivers of summer drying. During droughts, the net balance of solar and infrared radiations is almost entirely balanced by local heating, because the lack of soil moisture suppresses
evapotranspiration. Drought is accompanied by a progressive depletion in soil
moisture as summer advances, which induces less convection. The positive feedback related to land/atmosphere coupling thus amplifies the warming (Schär et al.,
2004; Fischer and Schär, 2009; Giorgi and Lionello, 2007; Giorgi and Coppola, 2009).

The risk of vegetation degradation in the Mediterranean
Basin by the end of this century
The general distribution of ecosystems showed no major natural change over the
last century, giving the impression of being in equilibrium with climate (Médail and
Quézel, 2003).
During the twentieth century, higher productivity was reported in the main forest
types of the world. Coniferous (pines) and broadleaved (oak) forests gained between 20-50% productivity in the Mediterranean Basin. This higher productivity is
generally attributed to the warming of the climate, and to a longer growing season
in particular, to the fertilising effects of increasing atmospheric CO2, and to nitrogen deposits from atmospheric pollution and the halting of forest cover and soil
degradation in most of the European area (Spieker et al., 1996).
However, over recent decades and particularly since 2000, research has found signs
of an early change in this equilibrium with the climate, both in trees and in undergrowth vegetation. This change is indicative of maladjustment to regional climate
change (Douguédroit and Vennetier, unpublished data). The projected climate evolution in the Mediterranean Basin during the late twenty-first century, coupled
with the associated impacts on vegetation, are likely to pose serious threats to the
region’s ecosystems (AR4-WG2, 2007).

Present break in the balance between vegetation and climate
Research in permanent plots on the European side of the Mediterranean and field research in the whole Basin have demonstrated the existence of reduced productivity,
changes in the composition of vegetation, and the disappearance of some forests.
Recent droughts have had a major physiological impact on Mediterranean vegetation and ecosystems. A sharp decrease in forest productivity has been observed in
pine and oak forests, manifesting itself in a decrease in the radial growth of trunks
and branches, in lower annual shoot length and in a reduced number of branches,
small leaves and needles. The regeneration of species has also been affected.
Droughts associated with successive recent heat-waves have resulted in forest dieback and the selective mortality of trees and undergrowth vegetation. Vegetation
appeared to have partly recovered from the 2003 drought by 2004, but mass extinctions were manifest at the southern limits of some types of forest, indicating
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threshold responses to extreme events (AR4-WG2, 2007; Douguédroit and Vennetier, unpublished data).
The flora of all ecosystems has been affected by changes in its composition, which
can be estimated by measurements on permanent plots. In ten years in Lower Provence (France), species adapted to drought (Table 1.6: xerophilous 1 and 2) increased in number from 30% to 40% and in a vigour, enabling them to cover a surface half as large again as they held previously. In contrast, species not adapted to
drought have fallen in numbers and area occupied, especially those most in need
of water (Table 1.6: mesophilous 4 and 5). Flora has altered both in the number of
species and the status of each in the landscape. This gives a clear indication of the
evolution of floristic composition according to tolerance to heat and drought. It is
a compositional change towards an ecosystem better adapted to drought and
dominated by xerophilous species.
1
Super Xerothermophilous

2
Xerothermophilous

3
Intermediate

4
Mesophilous

5
Very
Mesophilous

Occurrence

+ 34 %

+ 39 %

+ 22 %

- 22 %

- 52 %

Abundancepredominance

+ 69 %

+ 54 %

+ 14 %

- 26 %

- 64 %

Table 1.6: Variation averaged by plot between 1996-98 and 2008 for the sums of occurrences (one species
per plot) and of Braun-Blanquet abundance/dominance coefficients (after Vennetier et al., 2008).

The beginning of this century was also marked by abnormally large forest fires
during heat-waves in 2003 in France (61 000 ha burned in the Mediterranean region),
in 2003 and 2005 in Portugal (426 000 and 338 000 ha), in 2007 in Greece (178 000
ha). Studies of conditions for the outbreak of fires have highlighted several key
findings for the future. Very large fires were reported during the heat-wave
season, in August. Their spread on very windy days was facilitated by dry soil,
especially at depth, following the lack of significant rainfall since May, in some
cases even since April, while during the same period the temperature was above
average. In France, the great fires, which were smaller than the Portuguese and
Greek fires, presented a new feature: although they occurred on days with low
and moderate wind, fire-fighters could not stop them easily (Tolika et al., 2009).
Like the heat-waves, which were regarded as exceptional over the last decade,
these large fires are seen as anticipating the climatic and environmental conditions of the late twenty-first century.

Threats to Mediterranean ecosystems by the end of this century
The ecosystems of the Mediterranean Basin are considered likely to be among the
most impacted by global change drivers (AR4-WG2, 2007). The threats facing them
will depend on the degree of warming and summer drought.
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The increasing reference temperature (the average minimum of the coldest month),
simulated to be about 3 °C for the end of this century in an average scenario such
as A1B (see above), implies a shift in the thermal conditions of Mediterranean vegetation equivalent to one vegetation level (Quézel and Médail, 2003). The general
current decrease in global temperatures between the Tropic of Cancer and the
North Pole requires this shift to take place towards the North in general (Douguédroit and Vennetier, unpublished data). Probably, it will be a rapid general northwards shift (or upwards in mountains) of each of the current climate types. It will
induce substantial species-range shifts that will certainly be limited by human land
use and urbanised areas, roads etc., but mainly by a need for migration rates that
will exceed the capacity of many species. Apart from the boundaries between two

successive levels, where minor level shifts can occur, the major effect is expected
to be a change in the composition of the in situ flora –a change which seems to
have begun in recent decades (see Table 1.6). Such a consequence of global warming should be coupled with the effect of the increasing drought of the warm season (see above). Both will lead, at each level, by the end of this century to a general
trend towards aridity with predominantly, even exclusively, species-specific
drought tolerance and generalised or dispersed forest die-back. It has been estimated that, with a global mean temperature increase of only 1.8 °C, between 60%
and 80% of current species will no longer be viable in the southern European region (Bakkenes et al., 2002). The scale of composition change implies an increase in
the risk of extinction for species in Europe, with up to 30% to 40% facing increased
extinction probabilities beyond 2050 (AR4-WG2, 2007). Scenario A1B, which scientists currently favour for climate simulations, supposes a global mean temperature
increase of 2.8 °C (see above), which would probably induce a greater extinction of
plant species. Climate change poses the threat of desertification due to the expansion of arid and semi-arid species, especially in Africa and in the south of European
peninsulas. This may lead to an important loss of biodiversity in the Mediterranean
Basin. Shrublands (e.g. maquis and ‘garrigues’) and steppes are expected to gain
ground at the expense of woodland, with flora potentially different from the current, raising the possibility of new types of Mediterranean ecosystems or, at least,
types much modified in comparison with the present.
Other climate change-related threats to Mediterranean vegetation include indirect
risks due to fires caused by the increase in duration and intensity of drought during the warm season (see above). Mediterranean vegetation is fire-prone. Natural
fires and –later– fires of human origin have shaped all Mediterranean landscapes
for several millennia. However, recent socio-economic changes have differentiated
fire risk in most European countries from the rest of the world. In Europe, restricting cultivation to valleys and flat areas has increased the fire risk by abandoning increasing areas on hills and mountain slopes to shrubland and to forests. Elsewhere,
rural areas are still densely populated and forests remain in intensive use, making
fire fighting easier than in Europe (Douguédroit and Vennetier, unpublished data).
There is agreement among scientists that warmer and drier warm seasons with severe droughts and frequent heat-waves (see above) will probably lead to conditions favouring an increased risk of fire frequency and extent, and hence to frequent huge fires similar to those experienced in Europe over the past decade (AR4WG2, 2007; Douguédroit and Vennetier, unpublished data). Fires may threaten
specific species and plant types while favouring the dominance of fire-tolerant
species. In many places, they would prevent the forest canopy recovering (Allen et
al., 2010) and favour the dominance of fire-tolerant species in landscapes with less
dense vegetation than currently. They will increase warming and droughts.

Conclusion
Climate change, warming, and the increasing duration and severity of droughts
during the warm season could lead by the end of this century to a disastrous evolution in vegetation implying a loss of biodiversity and carbon sequestration in the
Mediterranean Basin. This remains the case in the case of scenarios with a mean
global warming of only 2 °C - 3 °C. Such an evolution would induce a substantial
vegetation shift northwards or upwards, implying migration rates that exceed plant
species’ capabilities. Most ecosystems will be modified in situ. Xerophytic, drought
tolerant, plants will probably predominate by the end of this century; current forests
will probably be scattered or suffer a generalised die-back. Permanent wetland ecosystems may shrink unless an increased frequency of high rainfall events maintains
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the discharge into some of them. The increasing duration and severity of water
stress should also lead to more frequent fires in environments which are already
fire-prone. More fires would lead to the dominance of fire-tolerant species among
the drought-tolerant species. Warming, increased water stress and fires would likely
degrade the Mediterranean landscapes quickly and favour aridity and –in the southern Mediterranean– even desertification. The traditional intensive use of forest by
the numerous rural populations of these southern shores would be threatened.
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An holistic approach to landscape management:
an application with Mediterranean-wide potential
Louis F. Cassar

Abstract
The characteristic landscapes of the Mediterranean region harbour within them an
immensely important biodiversity. Both landscapes and biotic elements, however,
are increasingly under threat from various human-induced pressures. Conservation
planning for safeguarding ecosystems and landscapes must therefore seek to incorporate both insights from ecological sciences and consideration of the human
dimension. This chapter outlines a methodology which combines specialists’ ecological knowledge with stakeholder inputs in a process of evaluating and planning
for ecological resources within the landscape matrix. The case study utilised is the
island of Gozo, Malta, with parallel study sites in Berkoukech, Tunisia, and Maremma, Italy. A landscape-scale evaluation is conducted through the application of
conservation value appraisal criteria, which are developed to identify hotspots of
ecological interest. This is followed by a participatory process of Systemic Sustainability Analysis, during which stakeholders identify major landscape pressures and
rank these in order of perceived importance. Results from both stages then provide
a basis for specialists to derive recommendations and insights for strategic planning at a landscape scale. The process illustrates that the involvement of both specialists and stakeholders in such a process is crucial, particularly within the Mediterranean context, where ecological and cultural assets co-exist in close proximity.
Keywords: conservation, biodiversity, landscape, participation, Mediterranean

Introduction
Decision-making in the Mediterranean with regard to the management of environmental resources has traditionally been influenced primarily by the natural sciences. However, ecosystems are also intricately linked to human society, both through
the many services they provide and through the impacts of human activities on
their integrity. Indeed, there has, in recent years, been widespread recognition of
the need to modify narrow attitudes towards ecological nature-reserve-based resource management, and move towards a broader, more holistic approach which
takes into account the entire landscape, encompassing both semi-natural and cultural dimensions (Dudley et al., 1999; Phillips, 2005). This is especially pertinent to
the Mediterranean region, which has a long history of intensive human habitation
and where human agency has played a fundamental role in shaping the landscape.
Ecological resources in the Mediterranean today are especially vulnerable due to a
significant human footprint and considerable land use conflict (Benoit and Comeau,
2005); more often than not, this combination leads to losses of natural habitat. As a
result, biodiversity is increasingly restricted to isolated refugia within a heavily fragmented landscape (Cassar, 2010). The challenge today is thus not limited to safeguarding biodiversity, but also involves successfully integrating biodiversity conservation into wider sustainability concerns. For this reason, decision-taking and
problem solving in environment protection and conservation needs to be undertaken holistically, and with the involvement of different stakeholders.
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The perspective of holism finds resonance with the concept of landscape; landscape
matrices bring together diverse geophysical, ecological and anthropogenic components. Most landscapes are also multifunctional, encompassing numerous facets,
uses and values (Naveh, 2001). The landscape scale also makes sense for biodiversity
conservation – the growth of landscape ecology as a discipline provides a testament
to the relevance of landscape considerations to ecological concerns (Liu and Taylor,
2002). The discipline is specifically concerned with the spatial patterns occurring
within a landscape, whilst also taking into account development through human activity and aspects of spatial heterogeneity, as well as resultant influences on ecological forms and processes (Turner, 1998). From a management viewpoint, the landscape scale also has the advantage of being a unit with which people can identify
easily, given that landscapes provide a backdrop to people’s everyday life (Phillips,
2005). Landscape is thus perhaps a more tangible focus for discussion than the fuzzier notion of ecosystems. Landscapes thus provide an ideal arena for implementing
conservation efforts, whilst including a consideration of socio-cultural elements.
This chapter outlines a landscape-scale approach for conservation planning in the
Mediterranean region. The study outlined in the following sections seeks to address a
number of present-day constraints in the conservation of biodiversity in this region: (i)
a prevailing gap between the domain of natural science and stakeholder concerns /
involvement, with these constituting, to a large extent, separate and distinct foci of
concern; (ii) a predominantly piecemeal site-based approach to biodiversity conservation, which largely fails to integrate conservation areas within a functional system; and
(iii) a lack of coordination between efforts to conserve biodiversity and efforts to conserve landscape. The approach implemented and outlined below aims to address
these factors by combining specialist knowledge with other stakeholders’ perspectives through a hybrid expert-driven / participatory process which utilises the landscape framework. An outline of the Mediterranean context is first provided, together
with an overview of the study areas, following which the three-stage methodology
utilised is outlined. Finally, key findings from the research are presented and discussed.

The Mediterranean context
The Mediterranean region is one of twenty-five global hotspots of biodiversity, characterised by high degrees of endemism but also by a high level of threat (Myers et al.,
2000). The Basin provides a habitat for various ecosystems and species, with particularly strong plant diversity which features a very high level of endemism (52%) (Conservation International, 2007). Several species have come to form part of the cultural picture
of ‘the Mediterranean’, including, for example, carobs (Ceratonia siliqua), olives (Olea
europaea) and lentisks (Pistacia lentiscus); these species have indeed been proposed as
delimiting factors for defining Mediterraneanism and the geographical extent of the
Mediterranean region (King et al., 1997). Other species are emblematically associated
with particular geographical areas within the region, such as the cedars of Lebanon,
the argan tree of Morocco, and the Cretan date palm. Many of these species are important from both the biological and the socio-economical standpoint, supporting a rich
vertebrate and invertebrate fauna, and providing a range of economic commodities.
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However, threats are numerous and pervasive. The human population of the Mediterranean region is growing; notwithstanding projected declines in several European Union member states on its northern shore by 2050 (-25.5 million), massive increases are
expected in the populations of North African and countries in the Eastern Mediterranean (in the region of +130.9 million) (Brauch, 2003). A consistent demand of human
populations within the region, across both northern and southern shores, is land for
development, and urban areas are projected to increase across the region (from 44.2%
in 1950 to 75.2% by 2030 in Southern Europe; from 24.7% in 1950 to 63.3% in 2030 in

the Middle East and North Africa) (Brauch, 2003). This demand is frequently met only
at the cost of natural habitat areas. Many countries in the region also depend economically on the tourist industry, and the added pressures of tourism infrastructure
and transient tourist populations certainly do not benefit the ecosystems and species
of the Mediterranean. Furthermore, growing social inequalities and widespread pervasive poverty contribute to political turmoil (and in some instances, outright war)
which, more often than not, impacts negatively on biodiversity.
One cannot, however, speak of the sustainability of the Mediterranean, unless biodiversity conservation is given greater priority and successfully integrated into mainstream political concerns. Various economic activities, including agriculture and tourism, depend to a large extent on healthy ecosystems, and will suffer if haphazard region-wide development is not contained. Moreover, further impacts on biodiversity
and landscape will diminish the aesthetic value of the region, a factor which may
have an unquantifiable effect on both present and future generations (Cassar, 2001).
Nevertheless, there are serious doubts today about the Mediterranean region’s environmental ability to support its human populations, even in the medium term. The
track record is certainly not encouraging. Since humans first inhabited the area, the
landscapes of the Mediterranean have been altered beyond recognition. In ancient
times, vast forests often extended down to the shore; today, forests have been largely replaced by dense scrub vegetation and even lower seral stages. Depletion and
degradation of resources, including freshwater, forests, coastal habitats and marine
fisheries, is a growing concern, as is pollution within the region itself (Margalef, 1985;
Blondel and Aronson, 1999; Benoit and Comeau, 2005). The richness and diversity of
the flora and fauna has been severely diminished, and the populations of many species are teetering on the brink of collapse. ‘Sustainable development’ in a region as
populated as the Mediterranean Basin is thus an urgent necessity, and one which requires the harmonization of environmental and socio-economic goals. The path towards sustainability must be based on strategies which seek to improve people’s
quality of life through the pursuit of responsible economic aspirations and goals, and
the protection and conservation of the region’s natural and cultural heritage. Otherwise, if current trends continue, the ‘cradle of civilization’ could potentially be transformed into the grave of the environment (Benoit and Comeau, 2005).

Study sites
The study area utilised for this research is the island of Gozo, part of the Maltese
archipelago; participatory elements of the methodology were also applied in two
comparative study sites in Italy and Tunisia respectively.
Malta is a small island state with an extremely high population density (>1297 people/km2) and resultant heavy pressures on the natural environment. It is also a relatively recent entrant to the European Union, having joined in 2004, and now faces a
considerable challenge in ensuring that the country successfully meets all relevant
European standards relating to environmental quality and environmental protection.
The island of Gozo is the second largest island in the archipelago, with an area of just
67.1km2 and approximately 32 000 inhabitants. Gozo has significant areas of natural
habitat and a spatially dominant agricultural sector, which is the largest land-user (although it contributes only marginally to national Gross Domestic Product – GDP).
Tourism plays a key role in the island’s economy, and the branding of the tourist
product focuses on the rural qualities that Gozo has to offer. To date, Gozo has been
spared the mass urbanisation that Malta was subjected to in recent decades, partly
because of its relative isolation. However, pressures to develop land are present and
growing, and there is also an element of uncertainty relating to the island’s future
land use decisions, given the progressive and pervasive decline of the farming sector
and the widespread abandonment of agricultural land.
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The study also included two contrasting Mediterranean sites as parallel case-studies
for elements of the research; these were (i) the Collelungo coastal stretch in the Maremma and (ii) Berkoukech on the northwest coast of Tunisia (Fig. 1.10). All three study
sites depend largely on agriculture and tourism, albeit to varying degrees. The inclusion of additional study sites was intended not only to ensure the potential of the
methodology to produce effective results, but also to highlight the relevance of such
research to different Mediterranean contexts with varying styles of governance. The
approach was also informed by the reality that ecosystems do not conform to arbitrary
political boundaries, and that the Mediterranean constitutes a single eco-geographic
unit with various linked components in different parts of the Basin. As noted above,
Gozo is an island forming part of the Republic of Malta, which is a fairly recent entrant
to the European Union. Italy, on the other hand, has long formed part of the EU, and
both states are ruled democratically. Tunisia was, at the time of this research, an autocratic state ruled by President Ben Ali for 24 years. Tunisia has since seen this dictatorship overthrown (in early 2011), but its future political development remains unclear,
at least for the immediate future. Notwithstanding these differences, all three countries are party to the Barcelona Convention and the associated protocols on nature
protection and conservation which are binding on Mediterranean shoreline states.

Fig. 1.10: Satellite image indicating the area of study and parallel study sites

Methodology
A three-tiered approach was designed for this study (Fig. 1.11) with specialist input
and input from other stakeholders prioritised at different stages:
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1. Assessing the status quo through an assessment of ecological value using a
landscape-wide approach (expert-driven);
2. Identifying pressures acting on landscape and biotopes therein (stakeholder-based);
3. Developing recommendations and an implementation plan (expert-driven).

Fig. 1.11: Hybrid methodology combining specialist-driven stages with stakeholder engagement

Stage 1: Landscape-wide ecological value assessment
The study commenced with an initial ecological survey of the island of Gozo which
provided a basis for assessing the ecological value of different areas. Conservation
value appraisal criteria (Table 1.7) were developed in order to ensure a systematic
and replicable approach to the appraisal (Cassar et al., 2006; Cassar, 2010); these
are broadly based on the Ratcliffe Conservation Review criteria (1977) and the IUCN
criteria of 1986 (Mackinnon et al., 1986), but were designed specifically for the context of Gozo. Ten of the criteria are positive (i.e. they represent elements that contribute to ecological value), whilst three are negative (i.e. they represent elements
that detract from ecological value). The entire land area of Gozo was cartographically subdivided into several hundred polygons through the use of Geographic Information Systems (GIS). Each polygon was subsequently assessed on a presence /
absence basis for every criterion. The results were then used to generate a series of
digital map images using GIS, which serve to provide a visual overview of ecological quality. The data was also used to generate a summation map of ecological value (see Results and Fig. 1.14).
Criterion

Evaluation

Rarity
Endemism

Presence of species listed in the Red Data Book for the Maltese Islands; and,
any assemblages and communities deemed rare, scarce and/or endangered.
Presence of endemic forms.

Irreplaceability

Presence of locally important ecological resources.

Distinctiveness

Presence of a bio-geographically important biotope.

Extent

Presence of areas of areas of significant extent.

Naturalness

Areas characterised by low relative disturbance.

Regeneration
Richness &
diversity
Connectivity

Areas where regeneration is underway, or where there is substantial potential for regeneration to occur.
Species richness within a biotope and/or habitat diversity within a
landscape.
Presence of, or close proximity to, wildlife corridors and/or stepping stones.

Protection status

Legal protection.

Habitat loss

Evidence of severe degradation and habitat loss through human agency.

Displacement

Significant presence of invasive species.

Fragmentation

Evidence of landscape fragmentation as a result of infrastructural
development.

Table 1.7: Conservation value appraisal criteria developed for Gozo (adapted from Cassar, 2006).
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Stage 2: Identifying pressures on landscape
The second stage of the research involved the identification of significant pressures
affecting landscapes through the involvement of stakeholders. A series of participatory workshops were held with representatives of five key stakeholder groups:
(i) official agencies, including representatives of government agencies, ministries,
local councils and other authorities; (ii) affected locals, including local residents,
farmers, land owners and Maltese occasional residents in Gozo; (iii) resource users,
including bird shooters / trappers, hoteliers, restaurant and café owners, shop owners and quarry owners; (iv) the scientific community, including those with an academic interest in different aspects of Gozo, and (v) NGOs with a remit encompassing the natural and cultural environment.
During the key-respondent workshops, the author facilitated a process via which
participants identified significant pressures affecting the landscape in Gozo. Split
into small working groups of 4-5 individuals, participating stakeholders developed
rich pictures (Fig. 1.12) illustrating perceived pressures on the landscape at different sites which would serve as the basis for subsequent discussion; rich pictures
serve as a form of ‘visual brainstorming’, providing a schematic representation of
all the factors relevant to complex situations (Checkland and Scholes, 1990). Respondents were also asked to identify required responses to address the pressures
identified, bearing in mind the feasibility of proposed measures within the local
context. This was once again conducted as a small group exercise, with results from
each group subsequently discussed in plenary.

Fig. 1.12: Rich-picture derived during stakeholder seminars
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The second phase of the participatory exercise comprised a ranking exercise conducted with a wider segment of the population. The eight pressures identified during the
workshops were illustrated on eight A4-sized laminated cards (one for each pressure),
with various images from Gozo (example in Fig. 1.13). These cards were used as the
basis for 230 one-to-one interviews, during which respondents ranked the pressures
in order of the perceived significance of their impact on Gozitan landscapes.

landfill

Fig. 1.13: Example of illustrative cards used for a ranking exercise relating to the significance of pressures
on landscape

This phase of the research was also replicated, albeit on a smaller scale, in the two
parallel study sites in Italy and Tunisia.

Stage 3: Developing recommendations and an implementation plan
The process reverts back to specialists for the final phase of the methodology; the results from phases one and two (including insights from the different stakeholders) were
used as the basis for developing recommendations on the best ways to safeguard ecological resources within the context of the identified pressures on landscape.

Results
Stage 1: Landscape-wide ecological value assessment
The ecological valuation exercise provided several insights into the relative conservation value of different areas within the landscape. The summation map (Fig. 1.14)
derived from the thirteen conservation value appraisal criteria (Table 1.7) made it
immediately apparent that a number of coastal sites scored higher on total ecological value than others (with two clusters on the northern coast, one cluster on the
western coast and one cluster on the southern coast). The values for the summation map range from -3 (lowest ecological value) to +9 (highest ecological value).

Fig. 1.14: Summation map of ecological value

Several of the conservation value appraisal criteria corresponded to specific landscape aspects. For example, strong scores were registered for distinctiveness, endemism, naturalness, protection status and richness and diversity in areas where soils
are shallow and where land is not suited to agricultural cultivation; this lack of suitability for exploitation has afforded protection to the natural habitats therein. Simi-
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larly, rarity was found to be strongly correlated with accessibility for people within
the landscape, with the highest scores registered in the most inaccessible environments such as cliff tops, sheer-sided valleys and steep escarpments. Conversely,
species associated with local distinctiveness were more predominant in areas more
directly associated with humans, including field verges and valley-beds.
The criteria connectivity, fragmentation, regeneration and extent are of particular importance for assessing the landscape-wide viability of ecological resources, and for
identifying ways to render conservation planning more effective. Fragmentation
was found to be widespread across Gozo, as was displacement by invasive species
and, to a lesser extent, habitat loss. In the case of the latter, however, there is a
clear trend of increasing habitat loss and the distribution of this criterion can, therefore, be reasonably expected to increase accordingly. On a more positive note, several elements contributing to connectivity were identified, including dry stone rubble walls, valley systems and in some cases, derelict land. Regeneration refers both
to areas already undergoing regeneration and to areas which have considerable
potential for ecological restoration and management. This criterion showed a significant presence across Gozo, particularly because of the conservation opportunities afforded by abandoned agricultural land. On a related point, the extent criterion, i.e. the presence of parcels of land sufficiently large to support viable ecological
communities, was also found to be widespread. This was mainly because agricultural land can act as an extension to natural habitats at the landscape scale by providing a buffering capacity; this illustrates the necessity of planning for ecological
resources with reference to the wider landscape matrix.

Stage 2: Identifying pressures on landscape
Table 1.8 lists the main pressures identified by the various workshop participants
and subsequently ranked by a wider sample of stakeholders in order of perceived
significance. Urbanisation was considered by all stakeholder groups to be the most
significant pressure acting on the Gozitan landscape; conversely, grazing was perceived as the least significant. There were significantly different perceptions
amongst different stakeholder groups in relation to some of the identified pressures. Differences in perception may be related to various factors including: (i) varying levels of exposure to the impacts of different pressures, (ii) different value systems and priorities, and (iii) the dependence of certain individuals on activities
associated with particular landscape pressures for their day-to-day livelihoods.
Pressure

Significance

Overall median

Quarrying

x (p=0.069)

6

Pollution from agriculture

9

4

NGO (OA, RU, SC), AL

Urbanisation

9

7.5

(AL, RU), (NGO, OA, SC)

Visitor pressure

9

4

(OA, AL, RU), (NGO, SC)

Hunting and trapping

x (p=0.126)

5

Grazing

x (p=0.476)

1

Landfill

9

5

Land abandonment, reclamation & proliferation of alien
x (p=0.903)
flora

Order of scores

(NGO, RU, SC, OA, AL)

5

Note: The p-value is indicated for non-significant results. In the final column (far right), the order of median scores
given by different groups is listed in ascending order; groups with the same median are listed in brackets (OA = official
agencies; RU = resource users; NGO = non-governmental organization; SC = scientific community; AL = affected locals).
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Table 1.8: Summary of results – perceptions of landscape pressures

Results from the parallel studies in Italy and Tunisia showed that, different governance systems notwithstanding, urbanisation was likewise identified to be a
major landscape pressure; indeed, the ‘threat’ of urbanisation appears to loom
large over the entire Mediterranean region. Visitor pressure was also identified as
a factor of concern common to all three sites, as was pollution from agriculture
(and from other sources). Context-specific concerns included accelerated shoreline erosion (both Italy and Tunisia), the degradation of coastal dune systems
(and the loss of the ecosystem services they provide) (both Italy and Tunisia), land
use change and resultant fragmentation (Italy), and general degradation of biotopes (Tunisia).

Stage 3: Developing recommendations and an implementation plan
Concepts of ecological restoration were used as the starting point for designing a
plan to conserve important ecological areas (based on results from Stage 1), whilst
addressing some of the main pressures identified by stakeholders (based on results
from Stage 2). The resultant scheme takes as its focal point the notion of linking
habitat areas through connectivity networks. A connected system of habitat areas
would enhance the ecological value of existing areas of natural habitat, increasing
their long-term viability and facilitating exchanges of genetic stock between different sites, as well as working to mitigate the negative effects of habitat fragmentation. In addition, a conservation planning scheme that includes ecological restoration of land to enhance connectivity would also have socio-economic benefits, to
some extent countering the trend towards urbanisation and ensuring the provision of green spaces across the island. The latter can be expected to enhance the
quality of life of residents and the experience of visitors. The designed scheme
takes advantage of the trend of agricultural land abandonment, proposing that
some such areas which lie in close proximity to biotopes of conservation importance should be ecologically restored using appropriate assemblages. Thus, an
identified pressure on landscape (agricultural land abandonment) can be effectively converted into a constructive opportunity; this makes the important point that
issues in environmental management are rarely clear-cut, and that an holistic view
can provide opportunities for proactive and positive initiatives in conservation,
even within a human-dominated matrix.

The relevance to Greece
The above discussion, whilst focused on a central Mediterranean context, is highly
relevant to Greece. Like Malta, Greece possesses a rich flora and fauna which includes high plant diversity (5800 species) and a high level of endemism (15.6%).
Moreover, Greek ecosystems are also faced with a comparable level of threat, with
over 40% of endemic taxa currently threatened or near threatened (Georghiou and
Delipetrou, 2010). Environmental pressures are various and include forces stemming from accelerated growth, ineffective policies, inadequate enforcement of
laws and regulations, and a limited commitment to conservation by the Greek authorities. Specific concerns include marine and atmospheric pollution, municipal
and toxic waste management, over-exploitation of species and urbanisation (Valavanidis and Vlachogianni, 2011).
Conserving ecological resources and landscape character is therefore a considerable challenge for Greece, as it is in Malta and other Mediterranean locations. The
methodology outlined above could be usefully implemented on various scales
within Greece to provide an indication of how biodiversity conservation goals can
be implemented, even when there are considerable pressures on landscape. Ecological restoration planning is also undoubtedly of relevance to the Greek context,
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where agricultural abandonment is also underway, as is the concern with planning
to enhance connectivity between disparate habitats. Indeed, on a wider biogeographical Mediterranean scale, both Greece (and its many islands, in particular) and
the Maltese archipelago can serve as stepping stones for species migrating across
the Mediterranean; enhancing habitats within both countries can thus have benefits region-wide, particularly given the fact that such migrations are likely to become more taxing on species given climate-change scenarios and, in particular, a
widening Saharan high-pressure belt.

Conclusions
This work demonstrates that there is much potential for creating useful synergies
between different partners and different forms of knowledge in conservation planning, landscape planning and, undoubtedly, other fields. With respect to biodiversity and landscape conservation, the inclusion of stakeholders in the process is not
a mere bonus; given that the major threats result from anthropogenic activities, it
is a fundamentally important component (Wilson, 1989). If a truly sustainable solution is to be found, it must be one which safeguards ecological resources, but also
consciously addresses trade-offs among human livelihoods, biodiversity and ecosystem services (McShane et al., 2008). This necessitates informed choices if the
best possible outcomes are to be achieved.
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chapter 2
INTERNATIONAL EXPERIENCES
ON POLICIES AND PRACTICES

Beyond doubt, landscape issues have gradually moved up the policy agenda across
Europe. The most significant development has been the European Landscape Convention (ELC), which was adopted by the Committee of Ministers of the Council of
Europe in July 2000 (and only ratified by Greece ten years later). The ELC is an important step forward in the understanding and recognition of landscape issues,
and concerns all landscapes including degraded and ordinary ones.
The ELC includes a number of significant recommendations. Its signatories are required to recognise their landscapes legally, to put landscape policies into effect
and introduce instruments aimed at protecting, managing and/or planning the
landscape as well as integrating landscape into regional, town planning, development and other sectoral policies.
Above all, the ELC introduces a fundamental tool for its implementation and consolidation: the facilitation of community input into, and participation in, landscape
protection, management and planning. The ELC thus seeks to ‘democratise’ landscape by extending to the entire population both the right to benefit from good
quality landscapes and the power to influence future landscape change.
This second chapter aims to present a broad selection of landscape policies and
practices from various European countries which relate to the European Landscape
Convention.
Maguelonne Déjeant-Pons, the Head of the Cultural Heritage, Landscape and Spatial Planning Division of the Council of Europe, gets the chapter underway with a
detailed overview of the European Landscape Convention and the guidelines for
its implementation. Her paper constitutes a unique tool for understanding the Convention and the efforts made thus far for its successful implementation.
Amy Strecker continues with an overview of the implementation of the European
Landscape Convention from the perspective of RECEP-ENELC (the Network of Local
and Regional Authorities for the Implementation of the European Landscape Convention). Her paper draws on examples from Italy, Catalonia and Andalusia and includes an outline of the potential benefits the European Landscape Convention
can bring to Greece, as well as the challenges it may pose.
Dr Elizabeth Conrad outlines the case of Malta vis-à-vis landscape policies and
practices, and proposes a series of policy actions and measures (including the rati-
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fication of the ELC by Malta) that need to be taken if participatory landscape protection, planning and management is to be achieved. It is clear that serious work
on landscapes has been attempted in Malta, even though the country has not ratified the ELC.
Dr Artemis Yordamli presents the attempts of an NGO officially to identify and characterise the landscapes of Cyprus in collaboration with the Cypriot government
and a team of researchers from the UK. Her paper proves that civil society can drive
exemplary initiatives in the sphere of landscape protection, management and
planning.
Finally, Professor Peter Howard illustrates the case of the UK where, despite a long
tradition of landscape protection and management, the protection of special, defined landscapes may –in Howard’s opinion– run contrary to the spirit of the European Landscape Convention and its requirement for broader public participation.
These five papers’ conclusions and recommendations provide useful material and
perspectives for the diligent and effective implementation of the ELC in Greece in
the years to come.
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2.1

The European Landscape Convention
Maguelonne Déjeant-Pons

The landscape...
... has an important public interest role in the cultural, ecological, environmental
and social fields, and constitutes a resource favourable to economic activity
and whose protection, management and planning can contribute to job
creation;
... contributes to the formation of local cultures and
... is a basic component of the European natural and cultural heritage, contributing
to human well-being and consolidation of the European identity;
... is an important part of the quality of life for people everywhere: in urban areas
and in the countryside, in degraded areas as well as in areas of high quality, in
areas recognised as being of outstanding beauty as well as everyday areas;
... is a key element of individual and social well-being and;
... its protection, management and planning entail rights and responsibilities
for everyone.

Preamble to the European Landscape Convention
The European Landscape Convention was adopted in Florence on 20 October 2000
and came into force on 1 March 2004, with the aim of promoting European landscape
protection, management and planning, and encouraging European co-operation in
this area. The Convention is the first international treaty to concern itself exclusively
with all aspects of European landscape. It applies to the entire territory of the Parties
and covers natural, rural, urban and peri-urban areas. It concerns landscapes that
might be considered outstanding, as well as everyday or degraded landscapes.
The Convention represents an important contribution to the implementation of
the Council of Europe’s objectives, namely the promotion of democracy, human
rights and the rule of law and seeking common solutions to the main problems
facing European society today. By taking into account the cultural and natural values of landscape, the Council of Europe seeks to protect the quality of life and wellbeing of Europeans.
As of 11 September 2012, 37 states had ratified the Convention: Andorra, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Georgia, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Moldova, Montenegro, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, San Marino, Serbia, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden,
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkey, Ukraine and the United Kingdom.
Three other states had signed it: Iceland, Malta and Switzerland (List in Appendix).
The Secretariat of the Council of Europe was particularly delighted when Greece
ratified the Convention on 17 May 2010. Greek landscapes are enchanting, and
everyone is keen to learn about them.
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Presentation of the European Landscape Convention
The member states of the Council of Europe which have signed the European Landscape Convention declared their concern that sustainable development should be
achieved based on a balanced and harmonious relationship between social needs,
economic activity and the environment. The Convention thus represents the first
international treaty devoted to sustainable development, with the cultural dimension also included.

Origins of the Convention
On the basis of an initial draft prepared by the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe, the Committee of Ministers decided in 1999 to
set up a select group of experts responsible for drafting a European Landscape
Convention under the aegis of the Cultural Heritage Committee (CCPAT) and the
Committee for the Activities of the Council of Europe in the field of Biological and
Landscape Diversity (CO-DBP). Following the work of this group of experts, in which
the principal governmental and non-governmental international organisations participated, the Committee of Ministers adopted the final text of the Convention on
19 July 2000. The Convention was opened for signatures in Florence, Italy, on 20
October 2000 in the context of the Council of Europe Campaign: ’Europe, a common heritage’.

Why a convention on landscape?
As an essential factor in individual and communal well-being and an important element in people’s quality of life, landscape contributes to human fulfilment and to
the consolidation of a European identity. It also has an important public interest
role to play in the cultural, ecological, environmental and social fields, as well as
constituting a resource favourable to economic activity, particularly tourism.
The advances in production techniques in agriculture, forestry, industry and mining, together with the practices followed in town and country planning, transport, networks, tourism and recreation, coupled with changes in the global economy, have in many cases led to the degradation, debasement or transformation
of landscapes.
While each citizen should, of course, contribute to preserving the quality of the
landscape, it is the responsibility of the public authorities to define the general
framework in which this quality can be secured. The Convention thus lays down
the general legal principles which should guide the adoption of national and community landscape policies and the establishment of international co-operation in
this field.

The objectives and specificity of the Convention
The aim of the Convention is to respond to the public’s wish to enjoy high quality landscapes. Its purpose is therefore to further the protection, management
and planning of European landscapes and to organise European co-operation in
this field.
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The scope of the Convention is extensive: it applies to the entire territory of the
Parties and relates to natural, urban and peri-urban areas whether they be terrestrial, freshwater or marine. It therefore concerns not just remarkable landscapes,
but also ordinary everyday landscapes and degraded areas. Landscape is recognised irrespective of its exceptional value, since all forms of landscape are crucial

to the quality of the citizens’ environment and deserve to be considered in landscape policies. Many rural and urban fringe areas in particular are undergoing
far-reaching transformations, and should receive closer attention from the authorities and the public.
Given the breadth of scope, the active role played by citizens in perceiving and
evaluating landscapes is an essential point in the Convention. Awareness-raising is
thus a key issue, in so far as it leads to citizen participation in decision-making processes affecting the landscape dimension of the territory in which they reside.

Definitions
The terms used in the Convention are defined to ensure that they are interpreted
in the same way:
- ‘Landscape’ means an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result
of the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors;
- ‘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;
- ‘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;
- ‘Landscape protection’ means action to conserve and maintain the significant or
characteristic features of a landscape, justified by the landscape’s heritage value
derived from its natural configuration and/or human activity;
- ‘Landscape management’ means action, from a perspective of sustainable development, to ensure the regular upkeep of a landscape, to guide and harmonise
changes, which are brought about by social, economic and environmental
processes;
- ‘Landscape planning’ means strong forward-looking action to enhance, restore
or create landscapes.

Undertakings of the Contracting Parties
National measures
In accepting the principles and aims of the Convention, the Contracting Parties
undertake to protect, manage and/or plan their landscapes by adopting a whole
series of general and specific measures on a national level in keeping with the subsidiarity principle. In this context, they undertake to encourage the participation of
the public and of local and regional authorities in the decision-making processes
that affect the landscape dimension of their territory.
The Contracting Parties undertake to implement four general measures at the national level:
- the legal recognition of landscape constituting an essential component of the
setting for people’s lives, reflecting the diversity of their common cultural and
natural heritage and as the foundation of their identity;
- the establishment and implementation of policies to protect, manage and plan
landscapes;
- procedures for the participation by the general public, local and regional
authorities and other parties interested in the formulation and implementation
of landscape policies;
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- the integration of landscape into regional and town planning policies, cultural,
environmental, agricultural, social and economic policies, and any other policies,
which may have a direct or indirect impact on the landscape.
The Contracting Parties further undertake to implement five specific measures at
the national level:
- awareness-raising: improving appreciation by civil society, private organisations
and public authorities of the value, function and transformation of landscapes;
- training and education: providing training for specialists in landscape appraisal
and landscape operations; multidisciplinary training programmes on landscape
policy, protection, management and planning aimed at professionals in the
private and public sector and interested associations; and school and university
courses covering landscape-related values and questions of landscape protection,
management and planning in the relevant subject areas;
- identification and evaluation: mobilising those concerned in order to reach a
better knowledge of landscape, guiding the work of landscape identification and
evaluation through exchanges of experience and methods between the Parties
at a European level;
- setting landscape quality objectives: defining quality objectives for the landscapes,
which have been identified and evaluated following public consultation;
- implementation of landscape policies: introducing policy instruments for the
protection, management and/or planning of landscapes.

International measures: European co-operation
The Contracting Parties also undertake to co-operate at the international level in
catering for the landscape dimension in international policies and programmes,
and to recommend the inclusion of landscape considerations in both, where appropriate. Accordingly, they undertake to co-operate in the provision of technical
and scientific assistance and in facilitating the exchange both of information regarding all the issues covered by the Convention and of landscape specialists for
training purposes.
Transfrontier landscapes are covered by a specific provision: the Contracting
Parties undertake to encourage transfrontier co-operation at the local and regional levels and, wherever necessary, to prepare and implement joint landscape programmes.

Council of Europe Landscape Award
The Convention provides for a ‘Council of Europe Landscape Award’ which will
recognise policies implemented, or measures taken, by local/regional authorities
or non-governmental organisations to protect, manage and/or plan their landscape which have proved effective in the long term, and can thus serve as an example to other authorities in Europe. The award should help to motivate those
working at the local level, while encouraging and recognizing exemplary landscape management.

Implementation of the European Landscape Convention
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The Convention states that existing competent committees of experts set up under Article 17 of the Statute of the Council of Europe should be appointed by the
Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe to monitor its implementation.

It also states that, following each meeting of the committees of experts, the Secretary General of the Council of Europe will transmit a report on the work carried
out and on the operation of the Convention to the Committee of Ministers, and
that the said committees should propose to the Committee of Ministers the criteria for conferring, and the rules governing, the Landscape Award of the Council
of Europe.
On 19 July 2000, when the European Landscape Convention was adopted, the Ministers’ Deputies instructed the Committee for the activities of the Council of Europe
in the field of biological and landscape diversity (CO-DBP) and the Cultural Heritage Committee (CDPAT) to monitor the implementation of the European Landscape Convention’ (CM/Del/Dec(2000)718, 718th meeting).
The Declaration of the Second Conference of Contracting and Signatory States to
the European Landscape Convention adopted in Strasburg on 29 November 2002,
of which the Committee of Ministers took note on 28 May 2003, also asked the
Committee of Ministers to associate the Committee of Senior Officials of the European Conference of Ministers responsible for Regional Planning (CEMAT) with the
work of the committees of experts responsible under Article 10 for monitoring the
implementation of the Convention.
On 30 January 2008, the Committee of Ministers adopted the terms of reference
of the Steering Committee for Cultural Heritage and Landscape (CDPATEP),
which is now responsible for dealing with natural and cultural heritage issues. It
is now charged with monitoring the following Conventions on cultural heritage
and the landscape:
- the European Convention on the Protection of Archaeological Heritage and the
European Convention on the Protection of Archaeological Heritage (revised);
- the Convention for the Protection of the Architectural Heritage of Europe;
- the European Landscape Convention.
With regard to the follow-up to the European Landscape Convention, the terms of
reference state that the CDPATEP should also take into account the work of the periodic Council of Europe conferences on the European Landscape Convention
along with other work by appropriate experts.
The work done by the Secretariat of the Council of Europe to implement the European Landscape Convention aims at:
-

monitoring the implementation of the Convention;
fostering European co-operation;
collecting examples of good practice;
fostering knowledge and research;
raising awareness;
fostering access to information.

Monitoring the implementation of the Convention
• Recommendation CM/Rec (2008)3 of the Committee of Ministers to member
states on the guidelines for the implementation of the European Landscape
Convention
Recommendation CM/Rec (2008)3 of the Committee of Ministers to member states
on the guidelines for the implementation of the European Landscape Convention
was adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 6 February 2008. The recommenda-
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tion, which contains a series of theoretical, methodological and practical guidelines, is intended for parties to the Convention which wish to draw up and implement a national landscape policy based on the Convention. It also includes two appendices entitled:
- Examples of instruments used to implement the European Landscape Convention;
- Suggested text for the practical implementation of the European Landscape
Convention at a national level.
Appendix 1 to the Recommendation may be supplemented by the experiences
of parties to the Convention in their own territories, which will provide practical
and methodological guidance. It is proposed that each party contributes to the
setting up of a database to appear on the website of the Council of Europe’s
European Landscape Convention; the database would serve as a ‘toolbox’ for the
provision of mutual technical and scientific assistance, as provided for in Article 8
of the Convention.

• Summary / descriptive notes on the landscape policies pursued in Council of
Europe member states / Council of Europe database on the European Landscape
Convention
A document concerning the landscape policies pursued in Council of Europe member states and containing the key facts pertaining to each state is kept updated; a
summary of the data is also prepared.
The data gathered is gradually being incorporated into a Council of Europe Information System on the European Landscape Convention.

• National seminars on the European Landscape Convention
These are intended for states which have or have not yet ratified the Convention.
The national seminars on the European Landscape Convention help generate debate on landscape.
Various national Seminars on the European Landscape Convention have been held,
with declarations or conclusions adopted at the end of each:

National Seminars
- Spatial planning and landscape,
Yerevan (Armenia), 23-24 October 2003
- Spatial planning and landscape,
Moscow (Russian Federation), 26-27 April 2004
- Sustainable spatial development and the European Landscape Convention,
Tulcea (Romania), 6-7 May 2004
- The contribution of Albania to the implementation of the European Landscape Convention,
Tirana (Albania), 15-16 December 2005
- Landscape,
Andorra la Vella (Principality of Andorra), 4-5 June 2007
The proceedings of the Seminars are published in the Council of Europe’s European Spatial
Planning and Landscape Series.
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Table 2.1: List of National Seminars of the European Landscape Convention

Fostering European co-operation
The European Landscape Convention requires contracting parties to undertake to
co-operate internationally at the European level when considering the landscape
dimension of international policies and programmes. The Council of Europe organises
this co-operation through conferences on the European Landscape Convention
and workshops for the implementation of the European Landscape Convention.

• The Council of Europe Conferences on the European Landscape Convention
Several conferences on the European Landscape Convention have already been
held. They were attended by representatives of the parties and signatories, along
with representatives of the three Council of Europe bodies: the Committee of Ministers, the Parliamentary Assembly and the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of Europe. Representatives of Council of Europe member states which are not
yet parties or signatories have also attended as observers, along with various international governmental and non-governmental organisations.
With regard to following up the European Landscape Convention, the terms of reference of the CDPATEP as adopted on 30 January 2008 provide for the CDPATEP
also taking into account the work of the periodic Council of Europe conferences on
the European Landscape Convention and other work by appropriate experts.

Council of Europe Conferences on the European Landscape Convention
1.

22-23 November 2001,
Council of Europe, Palais de l’Europe, Strasburg

2.

28-29 November 2002,
Council of Europe, Palais de l’Europe, Strasburg

3.

17-18 June 2004,
Council of Europe, Palais de l’Europe, Strasburg

4.

22-23 March 2007,
Council of Europe, Palais de l’Europe, Strasburg

5.

30-31 March 2009,
Council of Europe, Palais de l’Europe, Strasburg
Table 2.2: List of Council of Europe Conferences of the European Landscape Convention

• Council of Europe Meetings of the workshops for the implementation of the
European Landscape Convention
Organised by the Council of Europe on a regular basis since 2002, the meetings of
the workshops for the implementation of the European Landscape Convention
take a detailed look at the implementation of the Convention. Special emphasis is
given to the experiences of the state hosting the meeting. A genuine forum for
sharing practice and ideas, the meetings are also an opportunity to present new
concepts and achievements in connection with the Convention.
The following Council of Europe meetings of the workshops for the implementation of the European Landscape Convention have been held:
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Council of Europe Meetings of the workshops for the implementation
of the European Landscape Convention
1. ’Landscape policies: contribution to the well-being of European citizens and to sustainable development (social, economic, cultural and ecological approaches); Landscape identification,
evaluation and quality objectives, using cultural and natural resources; Awareness-raising,
training and education; Innovative tools for the protection, management and planning of landscape’, Strasburg, France, 23-24 May 2002
2. ‘Integration of landscapes in international policies and programmes and transfrontier landscapes;
Landscapes and individual and social well-being; Spatial planning and landscape”, Strasburg,
France, 27-28 November 2003
3. “Landscapes for urban, suburban and peri-urban areas’, Cork (Ireland), 16-17 June 2005
4. ‘Landscape and society’, Ljubljana (Slovenia), 11-12 May 2006
5. ‘Landscape quality objectives: from theory to practice’, Girona (Spain), 28-29 September 2006
6. ‘Landscape and rural heritage’, Sibiu (Romania), 20-21 September 2007
7. ‘Landscape in planning policies and governance: towards integrated spatial management’,
Piestany (Slovakia), 24-25 April 2008
8. ‘Landscape and driving forces’, Malmö (Sweden), 8-9 October 2009
9. ‘Landscape, infrastructures and society’, Cordoba (Spain), 15-16 April 2010
The proceedings of the Meetings of the workshops are published in the Council of European
Spatial Planning and Landscape Series.
Table 2.3: Council of Europe workshops for the implementation of the European Landscape Convention

Collecting examples of good practice: the landscape award of the Council of Europe
The Convention (Article 11) provides for a Council of Europe Landscape Award. Specifically, it states that, in relation to proposals made by the committees of experts supervising the implementation of the Convention, the Committee of Ministers shall define
and publish the criteria for conferring the Landscape Award, adopt the relevant rules
and confer the award. The Committee of Ministers adopted Resolution CM/Res (2008)3
on the rules governing the Landscape Award of the Council of Europe on 20 February
2008. The award was launched in 2008 and was conferred for the first time in 2009.
The criteria for conferring the Landscape Award of the Council of Europe are as follows:
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- Sustainable territorial development: The completed projects submitted must give
tangible form to the protection, management and/or planning of landscapes. This
means that a project must have been completed and open to the public for at least
three years when its candidature is submitted. Candidate projects must also: form 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.
- 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.
- 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), and
through procedures for public participation and involvement in landscape
policies implemented by national, regional or local authorities.

- 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.

• Sessions of the Council of Europe Landscape Award:
1st Session 2008-2009
Eight projects were submitted to the Secretariat of the Council of Europe:
States

Candidates

Project title

Czech Republic Tourist Club

Marking system for tourist trails

Finland

Hämeenkyrö

France

Lille Métropole

Landscape Management of
Hämeenkyrö National Landscape Area
Parc de la Deûle

Hungary

Italy

Public Foundation for
Nature Conservation Pro
Vértes
Val di Cornia

Implementation of the Complex Nature
Conservation and Landscape Management Programme in the Zámoly Basin
The Val di Cornia Parc System

Slovenia

University of Ljubljana

Regional Distribution of Landscape Types

Spain

San Sebastián City Council Parque de Christina Enea

Turkey

Association for Nature
Conservation

Biodiversity and Natural Resources
Management Project

Language*
E
E
E/F
E
E
E
E/S
E

* File language: E = English; F = French; S = Spanish
Table 2.4: Projects submitted to the Secretariat of the Council of Europe

At their 1066th Meeting, on 23 September 2009, the Committee of Ministers’ Deputies decided:
- to confer the Council of Europe Landscape Award provided for by the European
Landscape Convention to the ‘Parc de la Deûle’, Lille Métropole (France);
- to award a special mention to the ‘Parque de Christina Enea’, San Sebastián (Spain);
- to congratulate the instigators of the projects and the achievements linked with
the following briefs: ‘Marking system for tourist trails’, Tourist Club (Czech Republic); ‘Landscape Management of Hämeenkyrö National Landscape Area’, Hämeenkyrö (Finland); ‘Implementation of the Complex Nature Conservation and Landscape Management Programme in the Zámoly Basin’, Public Foundation for Nature Conservation Pro Vértes (Hungary); ‘The Val di Cornia Parc System’, Val di Cornia (Italy); ‘Biodiversity and Natural Resources Management Project’, Association
for Nature Conservation (Turkey);
- to recognise the exemplary value of the work entitled ‘Regional Distribution of
Landscape Types’, University of Ljubljana (Slovenia).
The Landscape Award and Special Mention were officially presented on 8 October
2009 by the representative of the Secretary General of the Council of Europe on
the occasion of the 8th Meeting of the Council of Europe on the implementation of
the European Landscape Convention (Malmö, Sweden, 8-9 October 2009); several
press releases were published on this occasion.
2nd Session 2010-2011
On 9 February 2010, the Parties to the Convention were invited to present candidates to the Secretary General of the Council of Europe by 31 December 2010. The
second award was delivered in 2011 to the Municipality of Carbonia.
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Fostering knowledge and research
Exploratory reports on issues related to the European Landscape Convention are
drawn up by Council of Europe experts and submitted to the relevant committees
of experts. To date, reports have been produced on the following subjects:
Themes
- Landscape policies: contribution to the well-being of European citizens and to sustainable
development (social, economic, cultural and ecological approaches);
- Landscape identification, evaluation and quality objectives, using cultural and natural resources;
- Awareness-raising, training and education;
- Innovative tools for the protection, management and planning of landscape;
- Landscape, towns and suburban and peri-urban areas;
- Landscape and transport infrastructures: roads;
- Selected EU funding opportunities to support the implementation of the European Landscape Convention;
- European local landscape circle studies;
- Landscape and education;
- Road infrastructures: tree avenues in the landscape;
- Landscape and ethics;
- Landscape and wind turbines (2011).
The reports are available from Council of Europe Publishing:
- Council of Europe, Landscape and sustainable development: challenges of the European Landscape Convention, Council of Europe Publishing, 2006
- Council of Europe, Landscape dimensions, Council of Europe Publishing (to be published in 2011)
Table 2.5: Explanatory reports related to the European Landscape Convention

Raising awareness
• Futuropa, for a new vision of landscape and territory magazine
Several informative documents and four issues of the Council of Europe’s Naturopa
magazine have been devoted to landscape and the European Landscape Convention. The magazine has been renamed Futuropa, for a new vision of landscape and
territory to highlight the cross-sectoral nature of the themes more clearly.
Themes concerning landscape
-

‘Landscapes: the setting for our future lives’, Naturopa, 1998, No 86
‘The European Landscape Convention’, Naturopa, 2002, No 98
‘Landscape through literature’, Naturopa/Culturopa, 2005, No 103
’Vernacular rural housing: heritage in the landscape’, Futuropa: for a new vision of landscape
and territory, 2008, No 1
- ‘Landscape and transfrontier co-operation’, Futuropa: for a new vision of landscape and territory, 2010, No 2
Website of Naturopa / Futuropa: www.coe.int/naturopa/futuropa
* File language: E = English; F = French; S = Spanish
Table 2.6: Naturopa / Futuropa: themes concerning landscape
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• ‘International Heritage Photographic Experience - Heritage and Landscape’
(IHPE) Ceremony
The prize-winning photographs from the ‘International Heritage Photographic Experience - Heritage and Landscape’ (IHPE) competition are regularly displayed in the Committee of Ministers Foyer at the headquarters of the Council of Europe in Strasburg,
and the prizes are presented at a ceremony involving about a hundred young people
from various countries. The competition is intended to encourage young people to
adopt a creative approach, and take a personal look via the medium of photography at
elements of the cultural heritage around them in tandem with the landscape.

Fostering access to information: the European Landscape Convention website
The Council of Europe European Landscape Convention websites includes the following:

European Landscape Convention website:
www.coe.int/EuropeanlandscapeConvention www.coe.int/EuropeanlandscapeConvention/fr

Fig. 2.1: The European Landscape Convention website

Since 2011, the site also offers access to the Council of Europe Information System of
the European Landscape Convention provided for in Recommendation CM/Rec(2008)3
of the Committee of Ministers to member states on the guidelines for the implementation of the European Landscape Convention.

Conclusion
The Action Plan adopted by the heads of state and governments of the member
states of the Council of Europe (Warsaw, 17 May 2005) at the Third Summit of the
Council of Europe includes a section on the promotion of sustainable development
and states: ‘We are committed to improving the quality of life for citizens. The
Council of Europe shall therefore, on the basis of the existing instruments, further
develop and support integrated policies in the fields of environment, landscape,
spatial planning and prevention and management of natural disasters, in a sustainable development perspective’.
The European Landscape Convention represents an important contribution to the
implementation of the Council of Europe’s objectives: namely to promote democracy, human rights and the rule of law and to seek common solutions to the main
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problems facing European society today1. By taking into account landscape qualities, the Council of Europe seeks to protect the quality of life and individual and
collective well-being of Europeans.

Appendix
Status of the European Landscape Convention
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1 Council of Europe (2002), Humans Rights and the Environment, Council of Europe Publishing, p. 341; Council of Europe (2006),
Landscape and sustainable development: challenges of the European Landscape Convention, Council of Europe Publishing, p. 213.

2.2

The implementation of
the European Landscape Convention:
potential benefits and challenges for Greece
Amy Strecker

Abstract
The purpose of this paper is twofold: first, to give an overview of the implementation of the European Landscape Convention from the perspective of RECEP-ENELC
(the Network of Local and Regional Authorities for the Implementation of the European Landscape Convention) and second, to outline the potential benefits that the
European Landscape Convention can bring to Greece, as well as the challenges it
poses. RECEP-ENELC is one of three partner organisations making up the European
Landscape Network, each of which is devoted to supporting the implementation
of the Convention in the areas of local and regional government (RECEP-ENELC),
NGOs and civil society (CIVILSCAPE), and universities (UNISCAPE). Together the Networks represent a platform for support and co-operation at the European level for
these three groups of actors interested in the implementation of the European
Landscape Convention. This chapter will begin by examining the principles of subsidiarity and local self-government –which are central to the Convention– before
moving on to discuss the role of RECEP-ENELC and offer some examples of projects
implementing the Convention at the local, regional and European level. Finally, the
paper will conclude by making some observations in relation to the Greek context.
Keywords: European Landscape Convention, subsidiarity, RECEP-ENELC, projects and
programmes, benefits and challenges

Where, after all, do universal human rights begin? In small places, close to home –
so close and so small that they cannot be seen on any map of the world. Yet they
are the world of the individual person: the neighbourhood he lives in; the school or
college he attends; the factory, farm or office where he works. Such are the places
where every man, woman and child seeks equal justice, equal opportunity, equal
dignity without discrimination. Unless these rights have meaning there, they have
little meaning anywhere.

Eleanor Roosevelt

The European Landscape Convention and subsidiarity
The European Landscape Convention (ELC) makes an explicit reference to the principle of subsidiarity and to the European Charter of Local Self Government in its
text. Article 4 states that: ‘Each Party shall implement this Convention, in particular
Articles 5 and 6, according to its own division of powers, 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’. The principle of subsidiarity establishes that governmental activities should
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be carried out by the public authorities nearest to citizens and that they should
only be given to higher governmental levels (regions, states) if the latter can provide a better or more suitable service. Subsidiarity was first established as a key element of the European Charter of Local Self Government, which was adopted under
the auspices of the Council of Europe in 1985: ‘Public responsibilities shall generally be exercised, in preference, by those authorities which are closest to the citizen.
Allocations of responsibility to another authority should weigh up the extent and
nature of the task and requirements of efficiency and economy’ (Art. 4 para 3).
Since being enshrined in the Treaty of Maastricht in 1992, it has also become a fundamental principle of the European Union.
One of the paradoxes of an increasingly fragmented and globalised social order is
the return to regionalism (Powell, 2010). Subsidiarity is increasingly seen as a ‘structural tool to mediate the polarity of pluralism and the common good’, and as ‘a
conceptual alternative to the idea of state sovereignty’ (Carozza, 2003: 38). The historical link between landscape and nationalism, and the traditional nexus between
territory and sovereignty meant that the state has traditionally dominated landscape policies. The ELC is thus innovative, because apart from being the first international instrument solely dedicated to landscape, it also emphasises subsidiarity
and links the concept of landscape with human rights. The Convention is also symbolic of the new approach to heritage protection, which ‘encapsulates the idea
that heritage consists not just of objects but of relationships that grow from interactions between people and their world, and from interactions between people’
(Fairclough, 2009: 2).
The European Landscape Convention is undoubtedly about people (Priore, 2000),
which is why its objectives are so challenging. The importance of this aspect of the
ELC was highlighted by Keith Whitmore, Chair of the Sustainable Development
Committee of the Council of Europe Congress of Local and Regional Authorities:
‘[...] this is a political project which is undoubtedly ambitious, given that
what is sought is a major shift in the relationship between citizens or the
public and their local areas. For the project to succeed, the authorities must
ensure that, like a liquid flowing through a complex structure, the Convention’s principles penetrate the inner workings of society. Without co-operation of national, regional and local authorities, the liquid in question will remain in its exalted European container, where it will be put on display by a
small number of particularly inspired or zealous politicians and officials. Yet
this liquid, if it is to be brought to life, must be allowed to flow and become
a resource accessible to all’.
The European Landscape Convention focuses not only on the protection of special
landscapes, but also on the improvement of everyday and degraded landscapes
(Art. 2) – the places where most people live and work. From a practical perspective,
the involvement of local / regional authorities is not only desirable, but necessary.
Accordingly, the European Landscape Convention commits contracting parties to
establish procedures for local and regional authority participation in defining and
implementing landscape policies (Art. 5) and requires local authority involvement
in identifying and assessing landscapes (Art. 6). Therefore, the states that have
signed the Convention must undertake to involve local and regional authorities in
the establishment and implementation of landscape policies and landscape identification / assessment, as well as in the definition of quality objectives.

86

Local and regional authorities are closest to the people; they are central to the
decision-making process and, in most European states, are directly responsible for
landscape matters. This is therefore the level at which most change can be affected.
Of course, this is a very ambitious and challenging aim. But it must not be forgotten

that the roots of the European Landscape Convention are largely to be found in
the commitment to landscape protection on the part of Europe’s local and regional
authorities; in 1993, the regions of Andalusia, Languedoc-Roussillon and Tuscany
signed the Mediterranean Landscape Charter in Seville, and one year later the
Council of Europe’s Standing Conference of Local and Regional Authorities adopted
a resolution on the need for a European framework for a continent-wide convention,
thus setting the wheels in motion (Resolution 256 (1994), para V6). This reflected
growing social pressure across Europe, as well as a commitment on the part of
local and regional governments with regard to landscape protection and enhancement (Priore, 2009: 2).

The Role of RECEP-ENELC
In 2004, when the ELC came into force, the Congress of Local and Regional
Authorities of the Council of Europe, the body whose actions brought the Convention into being, issued a Resolution formally encouraging the establishment of a
co-operation body to support decentralised authorities across Europe in the implementation of the ELC at the local and regional level (Resolution 178/2004).
Two years later, on 30 May 2006, twenty-two local and regional authorities created
RECEP-ENELC in Strasburg. The Network currently has 35 members from across
Europe including Belgium, France, Italy, Romania, Slovakia, Spain and Sweden, as
well as eight observers.
RECEP-ENELC comprises the General Assembly, the Executive Board, the Technical
Co-ordination Board and a Scientific Committee. Its legal headquarters are in Strasburg and its permanent headquarters in Florence. Since its foundation, the activities of RECEP-ENELC have included numerous and broad-ranging activities dedicated to the promotion and understanding of the ELC at the local and regional level.
These activities have included: providing education and information about landscape issues; providing technical, administrative, legal and scientific assistance to
members in the implementation of their responsibilities regarding landscape; organising, sponsoring and participating in local and international events; supporting projects aimed at implementing Articles 5 and 6 of the ELC (raising awareness,
participation); and co-operating with local, regional, national and international
bodies at the European level. The Network also aims to complement the work of
the committees of experts responsible for monitoring the implementation of the
ELC. The website www.recep-enelc.net serves as an important communication tool
and provides a portal for information on landscape events and projects across Europe, including their state of implementation.

Projects aimed at implementing the ELC
Local Project: Biella Landscape Project, Province of Biella, Italy
Following their accession to RECEP-ENELC, the Piedmont Region, the Province of
Biella and the Municipality of Biella set up a project for improving the quality of
Biella’s landscape. Biella is a town and province in the Italian region of Piedmont
located about 80 km northwest of Milan. The aim of the project was to encourage
landscape management that takes into account the local communities’ aspirations,
thereby promoting the connection between people and place and implementing
articles 5 and 6 of the ELC. This began with an initial conference in January 2008 attended by local authorities, local businesses, RECEP-ENELC, NGOs and landscape
experts, at which the aims of the project were agreed in a document. The document details measures for landscape identification and assessment along with
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quality objectives and intervention provisions. Most notably, it created the provision for Public Landscape Assemblies which the local population was encouraged
to attend to express their views about the local area. The public assemblies were held
once a month and a representative was appointed to each of the areas involved.
The project consisted of four phases denominated by active verbs: recognise,
understand, imagine and choose, and a time frame was allocated to each stage
of the project. It is currently in its second phase of implementation: understanding.
Further information can be found on the website: www.paesaggiobiellese.it.

Regional Project: Prototype Landscape Catalogue of Catalonia 2
An example of best practice in the implementation of the European Landscape Convention is the Prototype Landscape Catalogue of the Landscape Observatory of
Catalonia, which established a conceptual, methodological and procedural framework for the preparation of seven landscape catalogues. The document was submitted for consideration to more than 70 institutions, research groups and landscape
experts in order to obtain consensus, then subjected to review in May 2006. The
Landscape Observatory has completed four of the seven catalogues; the remaining
three are underway. What is remarkable is that these catalogues are approved by
the Ministry of Town and Country Planning and Public Works and then incorporated
into territorial zoning plans and directing plans in accordance with Act 8/2005 of
the Landscape of Catalonia. The plans determine in which cases the landscape directives are directly applicable (standards), in which there is an obligation to incorporate them into the modification and revision of urban planning (directives), and
in which cases they constitute recommendations. This is an example of a project
which has a direct effect on planning and policy. It would not have been possible
to incorporate the catalogues into town and country planning without political
co-operation and involvement at the level of regional government. The Region of
Catalonia in one of the founding members of RECEP-ENELC.

Regional Project: Landscape Strategy of Andalusia
Another example of a regional project supported by RECEP-ENELC is the Landscape Strategy of Andalusia, also a founding member of the Network. The Strategy is the result of Andalusia’s decision to strengthen and co-ordinate its landscape policies, following the coming into force of the European Landscape Convention in Spain on 1 March 2008. The project was begun early in 2010 by the
Department of Housing and Spatial Planning with the participation of all relevant
departments. Its main goal is the protection, man-agement and planning of all
Andalusian landscapes, with the participation of local communities. The Andalusian government had already included landscape in some of its policies, particularly in urban and regional planning, roads, environment, heritage, agriculture
and rural development. However, the work will now be expanded and better coordinated due to the Landscape Strategy. The Strategy will also consider less discussed aspects of landscape such as the management of urban edges, visual pollution along roads and the degradation of the rural landscape, as well as some
new areas such as the integration of renewable energy facilities or the impact of
climate change.

European Project: PAYS.MED.URBAN
RECEP-ENELC acts as an associated partner organisation assisting in the coordination and realisation of the EU-funded project known as PAYS.MED.URBAN (part of
the EU MED programme) which promotes transnational partnerships in the north88
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ern part of the Mediterranean by financing projects in fields identified as priorities for
the area. The rationale behind the project is that high landscape quality represents a
key factor in the sustainability and competitiveness of urban areas, being vital for
their attractiveness and distinctiveness and thus important for attracting tourism and
enterprise. The project centres on the promotion of polycentric spatial development
– the promotion of compact cities in order to prevent dispersed settlement patterns
characterised by urban sprawl and the subsequent negative impacts or costs. The
aim of creating compact urban regions requires great attention to be given to landscape, especially to the preservation of open public spaces in peri-urban areas and
other important landscape issues. The role of RECEP-ENELC in the project is to act as
co-ordinator, since many of the regional authorities involved in the project are members of the network, but also to circulate the results of the project to other European
countries which are interested, but not involved, in the project.

European Project: ‘We are the Landscape’
The last example relates to article 6 a. of the ELC: awareness-raising. RECEP-ENELC
has funded the translation of a small book on the European Landscape Convention
for young people. Published by Giunti Educational Projects and translated into
English (by the author of this chapter!), the booklet explains the ELC in simple language and encourages its readers to consider and reflect on their surroundings, to
realise that they are not just passive spectators but also active agents with a role to
play in the landscape. The booklet may be found on the RECEP-ENELC website.

Benefits and challenges for Greece
The Greek Parliament ratified the European Landscape Convention on 16 February
2010. The ELC is unlike any treaty that went before it, since it recognises for the first
time that landscape is a right and a responsibility for everyone –a cultural and environmental right, but also an economic and social one. If we look at the Greek economy, there is a direct link between the diversity and richness of Greece’s landscape
and tourism. Tourism is Greece’s second largest industry, and the largest in terms of
employment. Landscape is an economic resource, an asset, which if cared for in a
sustainable manner will ensure sustained revenue from tourism-related industries.
Many parts of mainland Greece are under-developed in relation to the islands and
coastal areas, which are in turn intensely over-developed. Yet 80% of Greece’s territory is mountainous. This represents an untapped resource for sustainable and alternative tourism, as well as representing an opportunity for local investment. It is important to emphasise this aspect, as there is sometimes the misconception on the part
of local authorities that landscape policies are only restrictive and negative, and because doing so will help encourage a level of sensitivity towards the local surroundings (an example of a development entirely unsuited to its surroundings would be
the golf course resort planned for Cavo Sidero in north-eastern Crete).
The Convention is certainly not just for tourists –those who come from afar to appreciate the Greek landscape. More importantly, it is about the Greeks themselves. The
European Landscape Convention embodies many of the tenets of sustainable development –which is not only about ecological and economic regeneration, but equally
about social and cultural regeneration (Prugh et al., 2000: XV). The approach of the
ELC diverges from the past in emphasising that everyday and degraded landscapes
are also important –meaning the places where people actually live and work. Reclaiming the Greek landscape is about local communities asserting ownership over their
own landscapes, not in a proprietary sense but in a communitarian one. This can only
become possible, however, through the sensitisation and action of local government,
which leads us to the challenges facing Greece in implementing the ELC.
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Despite the political commitment of nation states, many local and regional authorities
clearly still lack the resources required to successfully implement the Convention’s obligations in the management, planning and protection of landscapes. Furthermore, local and regional authorities are often viewed in a negative manner when landscape
planning and protection are concerned; Greece is no different in this regard.
However, as in most European countries, Greek planning law is administered at the
local authority level (with the exception of infrastructure and large development
plans, which are the ambit of the state and the regions). The biggest challenge is
to create a dialogue and involve local and regional authorities in the Convention’s
implementation, because landscape planning will continue regardless. Local authorities are the branch of government closest to the people; they have the potential to really improve their areas, and make them pleasant places in which to live
and work. This bestows prestige on the local administration, but also on the people. The second challenge is to create public awareness of, and public demand for,
quality landscapes. Representative democracy works on the basis of re-election.
Local representatives are re-elected every four years in Greece by direct ballot. If
public demand is strong enough, it is axiomatic that a political reaction will follow.
Employing the language of new international governance, many scholars have
resurrected Ancient Greek concepts as metaphors for civic duty and participation,
for the new public space in environmental and social democracy. Powell, for example, recalls the classical Greek institution of the agora, a site of political assembly
and a market place, as a metaphor for the ideal of the sustainable community. ‘Sustainable communities’, he claims, ‘such as the late modern agora, offer the opportunity of reviving the civic republican tradition of democracy’ (Powell, 2009: 12).
The renaissance of civil society in the form of human rights campaigns, social
movements and community politics, represents an attempt to reclaim the public
sphere for democracy. Landscape in particular lends itself to the practical realisation of these aspirations. In this regard, it is as much about ‘responsibility for’ as it is
about ‘entitlement to’ a quality landscape.
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2.3

Landscape policies and practices:
the case of Malta
Elisabeth Conrad

Abstract
Malta, situated in the central Mediterranean, comprises three main inhabited
islands. The country harbours a range of natural and cultural elements that make
up its characteristic landscapes. The former include a varied geomorphology and a
range of ecological communities, whilst the latter incorporate anthropogenic elements that span over 7500 years of human colonisation. The interplay of nature
and culture has, over time, shaped a distinctive island landscape. Landscape quality is, however, under threat, due to various human-induced pressures. Malta is the
most densely populated country in the European Union and faces additional pressures from a large tourism industry that is crucial to the country’s economy, as well
as from illegal immigration. The urban footprint has expanded rapidly, with growth
increasingly subsuming traditional urban morphological characteristics. Meanwhile, agriculture, the largest land use component, is on the decline, with related
land abandonment. Negative landscape impacts have been exacerbated by the
late entry on the scene of planning regulations, and the situation continues to be
hampered by shortcomings in regulatory and policy frameworks. Furthermore,
there is limited public appreciation of local landscape heritage. All of these factors
combine to present considerable challenges to the development of participatory
landscape protection, planning and management, as advocated by the European
Landscape Convention.
Keywords: landscape, Malta, planning, environmental management, urbanisation,
European Landscape Convention

Introduction
The Maltese Islands are situated in the central Mediterranean Basin, midway between the European and African mainland. The archipelago, which has a total
land area of c. 316 km2, comprises three main inhabited islands (Malta, Gozo and
Comino), together with a number of smaller uninhabited islets. Notwithstanding
its limited land area, this small island state supports a population of approximately 413 000 residents (National Statistics Office, 2010), together with a transient tourist population which averages over 1 million individuals annually. As a
result, Malta is not only the smallest member country of the European Union,
but also the one with the highest population density (at 1307 persons/km2).
Whilst many landscapes across Europe are under threat, in this island context of
limited land and a high human footprint, the pressures on landscape are magnified and accelerated. The challenge of safeguarding character whilst allowing
for inevitable change is thus becoming ever more urgent. This challenge is being faced by several other Mediterranean nations, including Greece. Malta, like
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Greece, struggles to accommodate large resident and tourist populations and
their attendant demands on land use and landscape. At the same time, both
countries are also facing difficulties in maintaining the traditional Mediterranean
character of landscapes in the face of globalization, economic pressures and
changing ways of life.
This chapter outlines the current situation relating to landscape planning and management in Malta. It describes the physical and cultural components that shape
the islands’ characteristic landscapes and highlights the main present-day threats
to landscape quality. An explanation of the policy framework then follows, together with a discussion of underlying management issues. The chapter concludes with
proposals for future directions in landscape policy.

The physical setting
The Maltese Islands are composed almost in their entirety of marine sedimentary rocks, primarily Oligo-Miocene limestone, which have over time been shaped
into the various geomorphological features which characterise the landscape.
These include karstic plateaux, hillsides covered with clay talus, gently rolling
limestone plains, sheer sea cliffs and boulder screes, gently sloping rocky coasts
and valleys (known locally as widien) (Cassar et al., 2008). The latter feature,
which in some instances takes the form of deep gorge-like formations, is inconsistent with the limited precipitation characteristic of the present-day climate of
the Maltese Islands (average annual rainfall of 530 mm), and such landforms
would have formed during past pluvials, when Malta’s climate was much wetter
than it is today. In the present-day bi-seasonal Mediterranean climate, valleys
serve to drain run-off water during the wet winter season. Malta has no mountains, with its highest point being a mere 253 metres above sea level. The country also has no rivers or lakes, and is entirely dependent on groundwater for its
freshwater resources3.
Malta’s ecological heritage is arguably disproportionate to its small size, including some 2000 species of terrestrial plants and over 3000 species of animals
(Schembri, 2003). Typical of island ecosystems, Malta’s species are characterised
by a high degree of endemism, including both palaeo-endemics and neo-endemics; in addition to species which are restricted only to the Maltese archipelago,
there is also a significant presence of species whose distribution is limited to Malta and a small number of neighbouring islands (the Pelagian group, Sicily and
the circum-Sicilian islands) (Cassar, 2010). Malta’s ecology is also of immense interest from a biogeographical perspective, it being likely that the islands were
connected to the Sicilian (and possibly the African) mainland during periods of
marine regression in the Mediterranean. These land-bridge connections would
have been interspersed with extended periods during which the islands were
once again cut off, and the islands’ ecology thus evolved through cyclical periods
of colonisation (from the mainland) and subsequent periods of isolation (Cassar
et al., 2008).
The most common vegetation communities on the Maltese Islands today are
steppe, garrigue and maquis. Maquis generally develops in sheltered pockets or
patches of deeper soil, and is characterised by the presence of small trees and
large shrubs. Garrigue, on the other hand, is typical of karstic areas and generally
supports smaller shrubs. Steppe assemblages are dominated by grasses,
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The country’s water supply is supplemented by desalination through reverse osmosis plants. The process is, however,
highly energy-intensive.

umbellifers, thistles and geophytes. Whilst it is likely that the islands supported
woodlands in the past, extensive deforestation certainly took place when Malta
was settled by humans. As a result, only a few restricted patches of woodland
remain today, and these are semi-natural in nature –i.e. they were originally
planted by man, but are now self-maintaining and self-regenerating. The Maltese Islands also support a variety of other less widespread habitats, including
sand dunes, saline marshlands, and coastal cliffs. Whilst these are restricted in
extent, they serve an important role as refugia for specialised species of plants
and animals.

The cultural setting
The Maltese Islands have been populated since the Neolithic Period, i.e. around
7500 BP. Over the course of history, the Islands were successively colonised by
various rulers including, in chronological order, the Phoenicians, Carthaginians,
Romans, Byzantines, Arabs, Normans, Swabians, Angevins, Aragonese, Castilians,
Knights of the Order of St. John, French and British. Physical traces of the influence of some of these still persist in present-day landscape, which is truly a palimpsest in which multiple histories are superimposed on the physical setting.
Thake (2010) notes, however, that the Maltese urban landscape has evolved
through a discontinuous historical process, with non-linear integration of distinct
urban patterns derived especially from European and Arab influences. As a result,
there are several characteristic urban typologies, including organic settlements
with monumental urban interventions (e.g. Mdina, Fig. 2.4) and rigidly planned
settlements (e.g. Valletta), as well as rural settlements dominated by baroque
parish churches (which also physically represent the influence of the Catholic
Church) (Thake, 2010).

Fig. 2.2: Boulder scree at Rdum Majjiesa
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Fig. 2.3: Maltese Rock-Centuary (Cheirolophus crassifolius), a species endemic to Malta and Malta’s national plant
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Fig. 2.4: St Paul’s Cathedral, Mdina - a typical example of Maltese Baroque architecture

Cultural landscape elements of particular prominence include several prehistoric
features, including 21 temple sites, some of which have been designated as World
Heritage Sites by UNESCO. These are amongst the oldest free-standing structures
in the world, pre-dating the Egyptian pyramids by over a thousand years. There are
also several landmark buildings in today’s landscape that date back to more recent history, and in particular to the 1530-1798 period when Malta was ruled by
the Knights of St John. The whole of the capital city of Valletta was planned and
constructed during their rule. Given that the city was surrounded by an extensive
system of fortifications, spatial expansion in later periods was not possible; as a result of this and regulatory measures, the original planned layout still characterises
the settlement today, and Valletta has many significant buildings that were built
during this period. Similarly, the period of British colonisation is also evident in the
landscape in the form of numerous fortifications and other constructions, while the
influence of the British is also arguably present in more intangible landscape elements: thus, while Malta gained its independence in 1964, English remains one of
the two official languages of the country, along with the locally-spoken Maltese.
Malta also utilises British-based spatial planning and legal systems, while the islanders also drive on the left, as do residents of the UK.
The wider vernacular landscape has also evolved over time in tandem with changing ways of life. The introduction of the goat, for instance, led to widespread grazing with all its attendant ecological impacts. As noted above, the need for firewood
and building materials led to widespread deforestation, as a result of which the
islands now only support small woodland remnants. Most visually significant was,
perhaps, the introduction of terracing systems which involved hewing ‘steps’ out
of hillsides to provide flat patches for agricultural cultivation. Terraces were bounded
by characteristic rubble walls constructed in artisanal fashion using larger boulders
on the outside and smaller boulders as infill. Such rubble walls are still in use today,
and it is of note that notwithstanding Malta’s small size, the construction techniques used differ from area to area (Ellul, 2005). Other boundary markers in use include reed fences (using Arundo donax) and prickly-pear stands (Opuntia ficus-indica), both of which utilise species which, though not native to Malta, were most likely introduced in antiquity (Cassar, 2010).

Contemporary landscape change
Agriculture is the principle land cover element in Malta today, taking up 51% of the
terrain. Malta’s fields are characteristically small, partly as a result of the patchy distribution of suitable land areas, but also because of traditional inheritance systems
in force whereby, upon the death of parents, their parcel of land is split into equal
portions between their children. As in several other countries in Europe, agriculture
as a field of employment is on the decline. The landscape manifestation of this
trend is, unsurprisingly, the widespread abandonment of cultivation, which is in
turn often accompanied by a lack of maintenance of rubble walls and slope terraces, and a consequent increase in soil erosion. Other than agriculture, the only other
significant primary industry on Malta is limestone quarrying. Whilst operational
quarries have a substantial visual impact, this is arguably reversible in the longterm, and several disused quarries have been reclaimed and put to alternative uses
as, among other things, fruit orchards and agricultural fields. The production of salt
was also a reasonably significant primary industry in the past, and has left its mark
in the form of rock-hewn salt pans in coastal areas. Whilst some production still
takes place, it is very limited in scale.
Malta’s urban landscape changed significantly during the second half of the twentieth century in response to increased urbanisation, particularly in the post-war
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years. As a result of this growth, Malta’s urban land cover now exceeds 22% (compared to a European average of 8%), with most urban areas being concentrated in
one large conurbation around the harbour areas on the main island of Malta. Whilst
the high rate of growth is partly due to the Islands’ population density, Cassar
(2010) points out that the rate of urban growth has been disproportionately large
even when population increases are taken into account; simply put, the spread in
urban settlement has been excessive given the increase in population. The nature
of urbanisation is also a concern. Present-day urban growth is gradually subsuming
the traditional nucleated settlement pattern based around the central parish
church. In many cases (particularly on the island of Malta itself), the spatial distinction between settlements has disappeared, with individual settlements gradually merging into one large urban conurbation. Similarly, socio-economic trends
and property speculation have led to a decline in the sales of traditional terraced
houses, and a corresponding interest in marketing apartment blocks, with resultant changes to the urban fabric. Such apartment developments are widely criticised for their dubious aesthetic merits, and are often described as ‘box-like’ and
‘characterless’, as well as failing to connect with Maltese vernacular architecture
(Conrad et al., 2010).
Additionally, stretches of the littoral have been intensively developed for tourism
infrastructure. The tourism industry was initially given high priority in the 1960s,
primarily as a ‘sun, sea and sand’ mass-tourism destination. At the time, tourism offered an important economic option for the newly-independent Maltese state.
Even today, almost a quarter of the economy and around the same proportion of
full-time jobs depend directly or indirectly on this industry (Bramwell, 2003). The
tourist market has developed largely in a spatially polarised fashion, with key hubs
including Sliema, St Julians and Bugibba on the island of Malta, together with other
accommodation facilities in other areas of Malta as well as on Gozo and Comino.
Since much tourism development took place prior to the establishment of planning regulations, a significant proportion of the Islands’ tourist facilities were constructed in a rather haphazard fashion, with the consequent negative impacts on
the visual landscape (Fig. 2.5). Nowadays, planning mechanisms have contributed
significantly to containing the negative environmental impact of the tourism industry, although many issues of concern remain.
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Fig. 2.5: Tourism-related developments on the coastal littoral

The policy context
The negative impacts of recent landscape change in Malta have been exacerbated
in part by the delayed introduction of a regulatory spatial planning system as late
as the early 1990s. Thus, 1991 saw the enactment of the country’s first Environment
Protection Act, followed in 1992 by the Development Planning Act and its companion Structure Plan for the Maltese Islands. By that time, however, much haphazard
and unplanned development had already taken place, particularly in coastal areas,
and the negative visual impacts of such developments persist to this day. Since
then, the work of the environment and planning agencies (now integrated within a
single Malta Environment and Planning Authority) has done much to minimise the
negative impacts of development on natural, rural and urban environments. Nevertheless, there are strong and pervasive political influences on the planning system (Conrad et al., 2010), as a result of which development has not always been
fully compliant with the policies in force. Particularly noteworthy (and controversial) is the granting of permits allowing development Outside Development Zones
(ODZ) for residential (i.e. non-rural) purposes, and the encouragement of development types that may meet the political priorities at a given point in time, but are
often of dubious sustainability. At one time, for example, there was much enthusiasm relating to the development of golf courses (and related golf tourism), even
though these are hardly ideal to the Maltese context where land is the most precious resource, and where freshwater resources are at a premium.
Landscape as a policy concern in its own right has an even more recent history.
Whilst the Constitution of the Maltese Islands (dated 1964) acknowledges the responsibility of the State to ‘safeguard the landscape’, there was little practical
follow-up to this until the 1990s. The aforementioned Structure Plan of 1992 provided for the designation of Areas of High Landscape Value (in rural areas), and
proposed complementary policies for the conservation of the urban environment,
including townscapes. However, none of these policies proved sufficient to safeguard the wider Maltese landscape against the impact of urban sprawl. Nevertheless, the authorities’ decision for Malta to sign the European Landscape Convention in 2002 suggested a commitment towards safeguarding landscape character
and better managing change. Subsequently, in 2004, a Landscape Assessment Study
of the Maltese Islands was conducted as part of the process of reviewing the 1992
Structure Plan. This was the first instance of landscape being the direct focus of a
plan or strategy, and the initiative served to put the subject of landscape on the
planning and policy agendas. The Landscape Assessment Study included both a
landscape characterisation exercise and the development of a landscape sensitivity
model, and its insights have –to some degree, at least– served to inform the designation of local policies and the evaluation of development applications to this day.
Several of the considerations of the Landscape Assessment Study have been incorporated into Local Plan policies.
However, the Landscape Assessment Study also had weaknesses, most notably in
the extent to which it involved the wider public. As noted by Conrad and Cassar
(2008), despite the European Landscape Convention’s ideal of landscape being ‘an
area, as perceived by people’ (Council of Europe, 2000), the study was essentially
expert-driven and took very limited account of the public’s understanding of Maltese landscapes. Indeed, the implementation of effective public participation remains a major challenge within the entire planning system (Conrad et al., unpublished data). The study was also limited in scope, restricting itself almost exclusively to considerations of visual character in relation to terrestrial land areas. As
a result, the Landscape Assessment Study, whilst a useful starting point, largely remains an exercise in professional planning rather than a collaboratively established basis for planning future landscapes. Most significantly of all, perhaps, is
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the fact that the study itself was never formally approved by the authorities. Issued in draft format for a period of public consultation in 2004, that it remains a
draft eight years later would strongly suggest that landscape concerns have not
been seen as a priority issue. This is also implied in Malta’s failure to ratify the European Landscape Convention. It is one of only two of the original group of signatory states (together with Switzerland) which have failed to ratify the Convention a decade after signing.

The underlying issues
The lack of political commitment to landscape protection, planning and management is arguably linked to apathy amongst the wider population. Simply put, the
popular demand for better landscape management has, to date, been insufficiently strong for politicians to take note and act accordingly. This lack of a ‘landscape
conscience’ (Terkenli, 2008) is a product of several factors: One is a basic matter of
terminology. As discussed by Conrad et al. (2010), landscape is not widely understood to be relevant to people’s everyday lives because, to many, the term is associated with countryside views and aesthetic panoramas and not with the everyday,
predominantly urban, landscapes within which people live. Moreover, while landscape conjures up utopian images of pristine (predominantly natural) environments for some, others associate the term with rivers, mountains or lakes –images
of a foreign idealised landscape (Conrad et al., 2010). Malta’s long history of foreign
rule is perhaps also a factor in limiting local people’s appreciation of the Maltese
landscape heritage. At the same time, it is also worth noting that the European
Landscape Convention’s emphasis on ‘democratising’ landscapes brings with it the
possibility that the landscapes desired by the public are not the ones that academics and policy-makers wish to see. This, in turn, raises the question of who is entitled to decide on what a ‘correct’ landscape is!
Public apathy with regard to landscapes also relates in part to general dissatisfaction
with the planning system. The task of the Malta Environment and Planning Authority is certainly far from easy, and it is not helped by the fact that several sectors of
the public feel that planning is not always procedurally equitable and fair to all. Indeed,
a commonly heard criticism is that the planning system is ‘strong with the weak
and weak with the strong’. Additionally, there is a strong sense of disillusionment
with regard to public participation, which is widely perceived as a token gesture
which, undertaken in an attempt to legitimise the planning process, fails to assign
any real merit to the public’s views (Conrad et al., 2011). This creates a sense of
frustration and a feeling that involving oneself in planning issues is a pointless exercise. Conversely, there is also a sense of frustration amongst planners in relation
to people’s negative perception of the authority, and to the public’s preference for
emotive submissions over actually staying abreast of the issues under discussion
(Conrad et al., 2011). There is also a deeper-seated discrepancy in that people
expect to have an active influence on decision-making, whilst planners tend to
lean towards a perception that spatial planning is a matter for professionals, and
that the input of the public should merely be supplementary (Conrad et al., 2011).
Until these tensions are resolved, there seems to be little future for the participatory landscape protection, planning and management advocated by the ELC.
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Landscape has also been neglected, in part, because it lacks a voice of its own. Given its inherently broad scope, landscape has no specific discipline to speak for it
(with the possible exception of Geography and Landscape Architecture). As a consequence, it has largely been addressed in piecemeal fashion: architects, for example, tend to be primarily interested in urban landscapes and related issues of design, while natural scientists are concerned with landscapes that provide habitats

for flora and fauna. Likewise, other disciplines (e.g. Art, History, Anthropology, Sociology) tend to address the specific aspects of landscape that are of interest to
them. Thus, while biologists have promoted the cause of biodiversity and architects
the cause of urban heritage –with both aspects rising to prominence as a result in
Maltese environmental management and spatial planning– the holistic landscape
remained a largely neglected concern until relatively recently, when a number of
initiatives sought to integrate the various dimensions of landscape into a common
understanding of heritage.
The same piecemeal approach has also limited the effectiveness of the planning system at mitigating negative landscape impacts. Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) is an established element of the planning system in Malta, and an EIA process
needs to be conducted for any development that meets the established criteria.
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments (LVIAs) are frequently requested as part of
the EIA process, and theoretically serve to highlight any significant impacts on the
landscape and visual scene that are likely to result, as well as providing for mitigation
proposals. However, LVIAs have often been amongst the vaguest (and perhaps
least rigorous) of EIA component reports. They lack both a clear framework for describing the present baseline situation and likely changes, and clear criteria for assessing landscape sensitivity, the magnitude of impacts, and the significance of predicted changes. The planning agency now recommends that LVIAs refer to a UKbased set of guidelines, although these still allow for some subjectivity in interpretation and are somewhat biased towards visual landscape aspects. Further, since it operates on the basis of evaluating single development applications, the EIA process
also arguably fails to adequately safeguard against a deterioration in landscape quality. The net effect on landscape change is often not a direct result of a single construction or land use change, but rather a cumulative effect of multiple small-scale
changes over an extended period of time. Thus, it would also make sense for landscape to be considered strategically, perhaps even through formal processes at Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Future directions
Notwithstanding the various threats to Malta’s landscapes, the country still possesses
a valuable landscape heritage which contributes to a Maltese identity and which is a
key aspect of the country’s tourism product. However, this heritage is clearly under
threat, and will only be safeguarded if landscape becomes a more central and fundamental planning concern. It is not enough merely to assess the landscape impacts of
individual development proposals, which has done little to date to protect the Islands
from rampant urbanisation and the loss of landscape character, which is of concern
not only because of its impact on quality of life and sense of place, but also because
of Malta’s economic dependency on tourism, since landscape degradation may ultimately undermine the industry. Landscape cannot thus be a marginal concern; it
needs to be considered as an overarching framework within which small-scale planning decisions are evaluated in the light of indirect, cumulative and synergistic effects, as well. There also needs to be an explicit political commitment to protecting
landscape quality. There are at least two immediate steps that are necessary in this
respect: one is the formal approval and adoption of the Landscape Assessment Study
of the Maltese Islands, the other the ratification of the European Landscape Convention –or at the very least, the setting of a target date for ratification. At the same time,
there is a need to improve public awareness and appreciation of landscapes by communicating the relevance of landscape to the places where people live, play and
work. Only then can the country start working towards the development of a collaborative and participatory vision for landscape protection, planning and management.
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2.4

Landscape policies and practices:
the case of Cyprus
Artemis Yiordamli

Abstract
The European Landscape Convention was enacted as law in Cyprus in 2006. However, its key provisions concerning the recognition of landscapes in law on a countrywide basis and the integration of landscape policies into regional planning have
not been implemented. An older legal instrument, the Policy Statement for the
Countryside (1982) remains in force whose approach and definitions are ‘out of
sync’ with the Convention. The author represents the Laona Foundation, an NGO
involved in rural development projects since the late 1980s which actively supports
the implementation of the Convention. Its contributions have included the development (in cooperation with Reading University and the Republic of Cyprus) of the
first pilot map of the Cypriot landscape. The author explores the impact of the
delayed implementation of the Convention with a focus on the Akamas peninsula,
the island’s most important natural / cultural area, and attributes the general apathy towards the issue to the absence of a Cypriot ‘landscape conscience’.
Keywords: landscape, Landscape Convention, Laona Foundation, Policy Statement
for the Countryside, typologies, Akamas

Introduction
It might be useful to explain why an NGO, the Laona Foundation for the Conservation and Regeneration of the Cypriot Countryside, has been invited to present the
landscape policies and practices of Cyprus, and comment on its progress towards
the implementation of the European Landscape Convention (ELC).
Before introducing the NGO, the reader should perhaps be reminded that Cyprus is
an island of 9 250 km2 rising to an altitude of 2 500 m.a.s.l. with unique geological
formations resulting from the movement of the tectonic plates at the point where
Africa, Europe and Asia meet. In turn, these have given rise to a rich biodiversity.
The Laona Foundation for the Conservation and Regeneration of the Cypriot Countryside has been active in Cyprus over the last 20 years. From its experience with
rural development issues, it began to understand the need for landscape protection as a concept within and beyond environmental protection and sustainable development. Its two large projects to date, each of which involved some 40 professionals from many disciplines and lasted around four years, were:
- The Laona Project in West Paphos (1989-1994). By introducing agro-tourism to five
villages in the Akamas peninsula, it demonstrated for the first time that there was
an alternative to mass tourism in Cyprus. A total of 26 buildings, public and private,
were restored and small enterprises like tavernas were given start-up assistance.
- The River Valleys Project in East Paphos (1999-2004). The project introduced
notions of environment and landscape as elements in an area management plan.
Seven villages were involved in a joint plan.
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Both projects broke new ground on Cyprus, especially as they were conducted by an
NGO rather than a government agency. They were also instrumental in developing
an understanding of landscape within the team (Laona Foundation, 2002 a and b).
The Cypriot Government considers that through its Policy Statement for the Countryside, first introduced in 1982 and reviewed regularly since then, Cyprus has displayed
a long-standing concern for landscape or as ‘long-standing’ as can be expected in a
country that only became independent in 1960 and was invaded and half occupied
in 1974. By signing up to the Convention, the state should now be able to put its approach on a more systematic footing. So what has happened so far?
In my view, progress toward the implementation of the Convention in Cyprus is
like a glass of water: if you are a government representative it looks half full, but if
you are an NGO it looks distinctly half empty. I will try to give both points of view.

Cyprus and the ELC
The Convention was signed by Cyprus in 2001 and ratified in 2006 (Council of Europe, 2000). In other words, it was translated into Greek and made obligatory, but no
specific implementation methods were introduced, either through the law itself or at
a later stage. As a result, the Policy Statement for the Countryside, which identifies and
maps over 100 outstanding landscape features (but contains no generally accepted
definition of landscape), continues to be the main legal document in force on the island, without any particular adaptation to bring it into line with the new law.
The Countryside Policy also lists over 150 settlements of an outstanding social, architectural or historic character. It states what land uses are allowed, what can be
built and where, and specifies in some detail the permissible styles, materials and
colours for buildings. In fact, through the Countryside Policy and other legal instruments, the government has a range of tools at its disposal for the conservation of
buildings, trees and natural habitats. Moreover, over the last decade, the term ‘landscape protection’ has appeared together with ‘environmental protection’ in various
legal instruments. The Government is therefore of the opinion that, even though local plans may not all use the term ‘landscape’ as such, they nonetheless contain the
concept. Nevertheless, the relevant government agency acknowledges that such
landscape considerations and initiatives as have taken place so far have been fragmented (Enotiades, 2007) –a village here, a town there– due firstly to the lack of a
stated methodology for identifying and assessing landscapes, and secondly to the
absence of an all-island landscape map (Laona, 2008). Unlike Greece, where environment, energy, climate change and landscape are grouped together under the jurisdiction of a single minister, in Cyprus landscape, environment and energy are
competencies divided between separate ministries.
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From an NGO perspective, it appears that the whole approach is outmoded, and
while the Policy Statement for the Countryside exists, it does not correspond to the
Convention. Two examples confirm this position:
- The Convention, in both its Preamble and Article 2, goes beyond ’beautiful
landscapes’ and calls for the identification of all landscapes within a state’s
territory on the ground that they are all significant to those who live and
work in them. The Cyprus Policy Statement for the Countryside identifies only
outstanding landscapes, and rather than being areas, these are actually specific
natural features in the landscape (Fig. 2.6).
- The Countryside Policy defines areas of outstanding beauty as ’extensive terrestrial
or marine areas that are only slightly affected by mankind, if at all’. As we know,
the current concept of landscape is that it represents, by its very nature, the result
of natural and human interaction (Article 1, European Landscape Convention).

The Policy Statement for the Countryside:
three of the 100 oustanding landscape feautures
Madari Peak

Maroullena gorge

Atokremos clif

Fig. 2.6: The Cyprus Policy Statement for the Countryside: three of the 100 outstanding landscape features

So, in effect, the Cypriot approach is ‘out of sync’ with the Convention. And while
the appropriate department now recognises this, there are no instruments in place
to implement a new understanding. And while there are detailed provisions, there
is no overall framework adopting the Convention’s approach.
Here are three typical Cypriot landscapes. Fig. 2.9 shows a rather obvious absence
of landscape planning (indeed, of any planning), but it is typical and, in that sense,
could justifiably form a (regrettable) part of the current Cypriot landscape typology
(Fig. 2.7, 2.8, 2.9).

Fig. 2.7: A typical rural Cypriot landscape
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Fig. 2.8: A typical semi-natural Cypriot landscape

Fig. 2.9: A typical urban Cypriot Landscape
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Traditional landscapes in Cyprus are threatened by:
- The prevalence of urban sprawl encouraged, to a large extent, by existing
planning provisions for isolated homes;
- The increasing demand for second (holiday) homes and similar developments,
especially in sensitive landscapes;
- Land consolidation and other rural development policies which unintentionally
favour scattered development and destroy historic field patterns and landscape
elements;
- The over-dependence on seaside tourism, which puts intense pressures on the
sensitive coastal zone;
- Inadequate development of landscape management tools to address problematic
situations effectively.

There are two aspects to the problem: firstly, insufficient priority is assigned to landscape policy; secondly, although there is considerable geological and archaeological
knowledge about landscapes, no scientific methodology has been applied to identify and assess landscapes on an all-island basis as required by the Convention. Admittedly, Geographic Information Science (GIS) came late to Cyprus, but it is here now,
thankfully, since it is an essential tool for contemporary landscape recording. Yet no
Cypriot university teaches Geography and/or the related disciplines that would take
students into the field to do the ‘donkey work’ of digital recording.

Mapping Cyprus landscapes
The Laona Foundation’s research led it to the Geography Department at Reading
University (UK), which has a unit dealing with Landscape Character Assessment, a
process which begins with identification and proceeds by way of Land Description
Units (LDU) to an assessment of landscape quality. Having secured state support,
Laona invited the Reading Unit to Cyprus, where the first pilot map (Fig. 2.10) of
Cypriot landscapes has been developed in co-operation with their team. We are
still in the initial stages of identifying the different landscape typologies that make
up the island. Although provisional, they allow one to see what the Cypriot landscape looks like at a glance.

Fig. 2.10: The provisional Map of the landscape types of Cyprus

Eighteen different typologies have been identified combining layered information
from digital maps, as well as, to some extent, an understanding of cultural features
that emerge from farming and architectural patterns. The term ‘cultural’ is used
here as understood by geographers to mean patterns resulting from human activity –e.g. farming practices or settlements– and not to signify a castle, temple or other (unique) historic site. At this broad level, landscape descriptions refer to discernible patterns and not to isolated cultural monuments, however significant they
may be. Here are two randomly chosen landscape types and their descriptions (see
text and Fig. 2.11 and 2.12).
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High Mountain Forest

Limestone Hills Vineyards

A wooded, largely unsettled, highland landscape associated with ultrabasic igneous rocks
on the higher (mostly above 1200 m) parts of
the Troodos mountains. This landscape is characterised by the presence of black pine (Pinus
nigra) and with other endemic plant species.

An undulating, in places steeply sloping, cultivated
limestone landscape, with discrete rural villages and
frequent vineyards, often located along narrow,
stone walled terraces. The settlements are composed of small houses built of local stone, in some
areas flat-roofed and in others pitched and tiled.

Fig. 2.11: Landscape type: High Mountain Forest

Fig. 2.12: Landscape type: Limestone Hill Vineyards

This positive development occurred in November 2008. Nothing further has happened since! It is therefore not an exaggeration to say that, whereas the appropriate
department was sufficiently motivated to persuade the Cypriot government to sign
up to the Convention and to enact it into law, it then ran out of steam or was overtaken by other overriding priorities. It needed an NGO like Laona to keep things moving by prodding, organising seminars and co-funding and co-operating with the
Reading University team. We now need to verify and elaborate ‘our’ map and move
on to a second, more detailed level of landscape identification (Griffiths, 2009). However, the funds required for this project have not yet been secured. Meanwhile, as
things stand, most bureaucrats still think that a cultural landscape is one that contains a monastery or a castle, rather than one that shows how Man has interacted
with Nature over the centuries. If you do not have an understanding of this concept,
how can you protect it? Cyprus of course, is not alone in this respect. At a recent
Landscape Meeting in Spain, it was quite evident that some of the speakers were
confusing landscape with the existence of natural parks, and there was no general
understanding of the objectives of the Convention and national obligations.

The case of the Akamas peninsula
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Fig. 2.13: Map of the Akamas peninsula

The importance of the Convention not having been properly implemented in Cyprus struck home over the last few years as the Laona Foundation has tried to save
the Akamas Peninsula. This is an area of extreme natural and cultural beauty at the
westernmost tip of the island, bordered by a string of traditional villages. The Caretta caretta and the Chelonia mydas turtles nest on its beaches and, as we move inland, the land formation sweeps up to about 700 m.a.s.l. with pine forests, olive
groves and pseudosteppes all forming part of this landscape mosaic. Due to strong
opposition by the pro-development lobby, the Cypriot Government has only just
proposed part of the area (mostly state forest) as a Natura 2000 site.
The criteria for Natura 2000 designation are based strictly on biodiversity and ecological grounds, as specified in the Habitats (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) and Birds
Directives (Directive 2009/147/EC). Neither directive assigns landscape an intrinsic
value. And yet, in order to properly protect the integrity of the Akamas Peninsula,
biodiversity criteria are not enough; an appreciation of the landscape is also essential. In its absence, Akamas, which has been described as the last example of a lowgrowth Homeric landscape (Laona, 1996 and Cyprus Conservation Foundation,
2000), will soon be marred by relentless and scattered tourist development. Similar
situations are common around the Mediterranean, and now that our coasts have
been taken over by tourism development, scattered building is spreading inland.

Weaknesses and perspectives
The point about landscape is that it cannot be saved by a conservation order: landscape is part of a dynamic process. When a farm that underpinned certain land
uses is abandoned, the landscape changes. We see this very clearly with vineyards
planted on terraces: once the vines are uprooted or abandoned, the land cover reverts to forest or scrub. This has been recognised by the most recent versions of
the Common Agricultural Policy which, given the decoupling of funding from production, now offers financial rewards to the farmer to act as a ‘custodian of the
land’. Had there been an EU Directive encouraging the introduction of the promotion and protection of landscapes within the CAP, would things be different? The
absence of a directive makes the adoption and implementation of the Landscape
Convention itself extremely significant. Yet the Convention forms the softest of soft
law. Of course, there are countries –the UK, Austria and Slovenia, for example–
which are doing a lot to protect their landscapes with or without the Convention.
So what is different in the case of Cyprus?
What may well be lacking in Cyprus is a ‘landscape conscience’ at both the official
and the popular level. Tourism development, as we know, is a force that overrides
most other values. Consequently, in order to develop a landscape conscience, the
act of recognising landscapes in law simply is not enough. We need to carry out all
the main recommendations of Article 5 of the Convention:
- Recognise landscapes in law
- Implement landscape policies
- Establish public participation procedures
- Integrate landscape into regional planning and other policies
We need to revisit Article 6, in particular, which states that: ’Each party undertakes
to increase awareness among civil society’.
This awareness must, of course, apply to both rural and urban landscapes. And it
was particularly gratifying to hear the Council of Europe representative at this
meeting underline that the Convention’s significance is especially relevant for
downgraded and peri-urban landscapes. A particular case in point are the former
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Turkish Cypriot urban neighbourhoods, abandoned following the forced population exchange after 1974. The Greek Cypriot refugees from northern Cyprus who
moved into the abandoned Turkish Cypriot buildings have no sense of ‘historic’
belonging, and the city fathers have no particular concern for these areas. A recent
initiative by our sister foundation, Terra Cypria, has tried to draw attention to their
value through its publication Echoes from the Past. Written by two Turkish Cypriot
brothers from Limassol who now live in the North, the book relates the heritage of
their community and its contribution to the development of Limassol as a port city
(Akif and Akif, 2008).
The book is not concerned with landscape in an obvious way, but landscape appreciation was an underlying objective. Telling people the stories that lie behind
the townscape in which they live enables citizens to value and protect it. If a
landscape conscience can be developed by those who live in the area, or by
those who are called upon to take decisions about it, we could help fill the halfempty glass while also contributing to the implementation of the European Landscape Convention.
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2.5

The experience of the United Kingdom:
could do better!
Peter Howard

Abstract
The United Kingdom has been regarded by many as an exemplar of landscape protection, and there are certainly features of the British experience which are exceptional and might well act as such. However, the protection of special, defined landscapes, whether for reasons of nature protection or for aesthetic purposes, which
has been the main British technique, runs somewhat contrary to the spirit of the
European Landscape Convention. In addition, the control over landscape has been
largely wielded by the land-owning classes, generally for their own benefit. That
control has now passed to experts, but they too may not welcome the requirement
for the participation of the broader public.
Keywords: England, landscape protection, access, participation, Authorised Heritage
Discourse

Introduction
In a book concerned with the landscapes of Greece, to have a chapter devoted to
the experience of a much larger country with a completely different climatic, economic and social structure clearly needs a few words of explication. There is no
need to rely on historic ties between Greece and the UK for this purpose, nor on
the fact that both countries have a particular interest in the marine landscape. The
reason is that the UK has a good reputation for the conservation of its landscapes,
and is frequently cited as an exemplar –a situation which the UK does little to rebut. Also, the fact that English is the language of so much research, including this
book, may give British researchers an unfair advantage. Nevertheless, there are elements of the situation in the UK which other countries might envy, and the UK has
played a major role in the formation and development of the European Landscape
Convention; indeed it was a British paper presented at the Anglo-French conference in Blois in 1992 that first mooted the idea (Phillips, 1992).
There is another reason, too, and that is the significance of landscape in English national identity. Now that the English language is the property of the world and the
religious and ethnic make-up of the UK is so diverse, landscape has become a feature critical to self-image (Matless, 1998). During two World Wars, recruiting posters clearly suggested it was the English landscape that was at risk. Not only does
the hedged landscape with villages serve as a difference from landscapes overseas,
it also serves to differentiate the landscapes of England from the other parts of the
United Kingdom. As landscape policy is devolved to Scotland and Wales, this chapter is largely concerned with English, rather than British, landscape.
This chapter also makes no attempt to stand as an accurate description of the landscape policy of Government organisations. Instead, it attempts to critique the land-
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scape management situation as it has arisen over some centuries, from quite a personal perspective, and to compare it with the demands of the European Landscape
Convention. No doubt, there were many other countries that, in signing and ratifying the Convention, did so in the belief that they were already doing everything
the Convention demanded. However, a more careful reading of the Convention’s
intentions would indicate that the UK, like most countries, is still some way away
from meeting its requirements, particularly with regard to participation.
The scholarly study of landscape in the UK has followed two major trajectories,
though there are other comparatively minor elements, too, such as the landscape
ecologists’ reading of landscape as a particular spatial scale. The two major routes
have been those of the historical document and the picture. For many, landscape
is primarily significant for its exposition of the past. This was the view of much Cultural Landscape geography from the school of Carl Sauer (Sauer, 1925), for whom a
landscape was the manifestation of a discrete cultural group over time. The historian William Hoskins (1955) made viewing a landscape as a text very popular, especially among amateur and local historians and history groups. This reading of landscape has, with the work of Denis Cosgrove (1984) and others, become much more
concerned with the deconstruction of the landscape as text, and with motives. Archaeology is now the leading discipline in the field, and its involvement now extends not only to quite modern landscapes, but also to less physical manifestations. The work of the historical ecologists, most importantly Oliver Rackham (1986),
has followed a similar trajectory, though using different evidence of the past, based
on biotic rather than cultural sources. All this work has resulted in a very detailed
understanding, within the UK as a whole, of how our landscapes came to be as
they are. It has also led to an assumption that the primary value of a landscape is
historic: a landscape’s significance lies in its ability to manifest a variety of historical
pasts. This reading of landscape also means that the ‘cultural landscape’ is frequently referred to as the ‘historic landscape’, and the primary attempt to map our
landscapes has been made under the heading of Historic Landscape Characterisation. The past is more important than the present or the future.
The second major landscape trajectory has been within the discipline of Art History, where the seminal work was done by Kenneth Clark as long ago as 1949 (Clark,
1949). Within this paradigm, landscape is primarily a painterly subject that first
came to Britain with the Restoration of Charles II in the seventeenth century, although this origin of the word has been disputed by Olwig (2002). This view of
landscape is not, however, confined to its representation in two dimensions, as the
great movement of landscape gardening –and, indeed, the profession of landscape
architecture– is often considered part of this ‘art historical’ trajectory. In this case,
landscape is primarily a visual phenomenon, largely constructed by human beings,
and rhapsodised by artists and writers. It tends to be empty of people and to be
predominantly rural, or perhaps coastal. This rurality also links in with the innocence of landscape, as compared with the political and economic realities of
the town (Inglis, 1987).
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These two major trajectories have coalesced and intertwined to make English landscape thinking historical, visual and rural. It is also cultural, and in England (for Scotland would be very different in this respect) landscape has been regarded as something significantly different from nature. Consequently, England has followed two
distinctly different routes in the conservation or preservation of special places, one
of them scientific and primarily concerned with nature, the other cultural and concerned with landscape. Consequently, some designations, notably National Nature
Reserves and Site of Special Scientific Interest, were instituted primarily for the conservation of natural features and species, while others, such as National Parks and
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, were primarily concerned with the conservation of aesthetic beauty and encouraging public access –something that still tends

to be regarded with some suspicion by many scientists charged with conserving
nature. This was once called the Great Divide (Sheail, 2007), but the two separate
management organisations have now merged. Nevertheless, the primary purpose
of the two types of designation remains quite distinct.
Certainly, the conservation and designation of places has a longer history in Britain
than in many countries. When the European mainland was cut off to the British
during the Napoleonic Wars, the gentry were obliged to forgo the Grand Tour to
Italy and set off, usually in late summer, to travel round their own country; this period has been called The Discovery of Britain (Moir, 1964). Throughout the nineteenth century, the landscape became a major aesthetic obsession with some
parts, notably the Lake District, being considered a ‘sort of national property’, in
Wordsworth’s famous phrase. The agricultural revolution had given landowners
sufficient wealth to take large areas out of economic cultivation to be designed for
their own purposes –for fox-hunting, for fishing and for leisure. The interwar era
was particularly important in deciding how landscape protection would proceed,
with pressure coming from two different ends of the political spectrum. On the one
hand, the political right, including landowners and others, wanted to preserve the
landscapes and local customs which they regarded as their heritage. They were in
favour of conservation with a distinctly nationalist bias, and were not necessarily
supporters of public access, and the mass trespass on Kinder Scout in 1932 was a
focal point in the debate. At the other end of the spectrum, left-of-centre intellectuals were primarily interested in preserving the landscape for ‘the people’. The dilemma was beautifully summed up by C.E.M. Joad, the popular philosopher, as ‘the
people’s claim upon the English countryside is paramount ….; the people are not
as yet ready to take up their claim without destroying that to which the claim is
laid; …. the English countryside must be kept inviolate as a trust until such time as
they are ready…’. (Joad, 1937: 64) This quotation is from a book entitled Britain and
the Beast, where the Beast is the British people who love to travel around the country, but despoil it not only with litter, motor cars and other paraphernalia, but also
with the boom in building bungalows and ugly new houses in the countryside. The
question that continues to hang over any landscape debate in Britain today is: ‘Are
the people ready yet?’.

Fig. 2.14: View of Craster Harbour
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The rural landscape may seem innocent enough to many urbanites, but it remains
subject to many tensions. One of these still revolves around access. Whereas Scotland has followed the Scandinavian countries in granting a ‘right to roam’ wherever you wish provided no damage is caused, this is certainly not the case in England
where there is a system of public footpaths, but these remain hotly disputed both
officially in the courts and unofficially by the farmers and land-owners who block
them. We have developed some outstanding long-distance paths for the more
serious walker, including one around the entire coast of England’s south-western
peninsula, and of these we can be justly proud. But there is no right of way along
most of our riversides, and such a right would be hotly disputed not only by the
owner of the land, but also by the angler who has paid handsomely for the privilege of fishing these waters, and probably by the Environment Agency concerned
with the quality of the water. It is quite disconcerting to be standing on a bridge
over a river in the depth of the country only to realise that you are being watched
by a video camera attached to a nearby tree. Poaching is still a major rural issue, as
is foxhunting, where a strange piece of recent legislation has technically made
hunting illegal, but left so many loopholes that it continues, increasing in popularity
and stimulating considerable public debate.
A great deal of the landscape was made for foxhunting, for shooting on the grouse
moors of northern England and Scotland, for angling and for other sports. Even
cricket takes up a lot of space. This is a landscape made by landowners, mostly for
agriculture, but also significantly for sport. A great deal of the English landscape retains its qualities by being reserved primarily by, and for, small numbers of comparatively wealthy people to engage in specific rural activities. Indeed, the title of
Britain’s main shooting organisation sheds light on the workings of British conservation: the British Association for Shooting and Conservation. This certainly means
that landowners understand conservation very well, but this does not necessarily
extend to a keenness for public access! When the scientific community wishes to
restrict access to wildlife sites to help conservation of a species, they are certainly
not going against the grain of rural life.
The 1930s was also the decade when the English landscape was most clearly fêted
as a critical component in national identity, ranking alongside the character of the
people. A plethora of books, heavily illustrated with black and white photographs,
poured off the presses, and those of Hutchinson, especially those of: the Batsford
series on heritage, Collins’ New Naturalist series, and volumes by authors including
S.P.B. Mais, H.V. Morton and J.B. Priestley with titles such as English Journey and
Britain Beautiful. One such work, published during World War Two, shows a cliff
scene in Dorset with the insular quote from Shakespeare: ‘This precious stone set
in the silver sea’ (Belden, 1946). Many countries develop ‘Golden Places’ that sum
up the national mythology just as Golden Ages do, and in England two particular areas –the Cotswolds and Sussex– have been so treated. Most countries, while stressing their diversity, also have a place that is the favoured national icon. In many cases, one need look no further than the national anthem.
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The favoured system of landscape protection in Britain is the designation of a protected area. There are over twenty different types of designation, including National Parks (these are quite unlike those in the USA, being largely privately-owned and
extensively farmed, and do not even have automatic access, although they do act
as their own planning control authority). Slightly less-favoured landscapes may be
designated Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty or Areas of Great Landscape Value
at the county level. There are also National Forest Parks and Environmentally Sensitive Areas. Nature conservation designations include Nature Reserves –national,
local or marine– and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), to which one might
also add Geoparks and Regionally Important Geological Sites. In towns, we have
listed buildings and conservation areas, as well, and much of the coastline is now

designated Heritage Coast. In addition, there are sites owned and managed by
non-governmental bodies such as the many reserves of the Royal Society for the
Protection of Birds, and huge swathes of the finest landscapes declared inalienable
by the National Trust. Several of these designations may accrue to the same tract
of land, which may still be privately owned, along with international designations
such as a Ramsar Site, the two EU designations of Special Area of Conservation or
Special Protection Area and/or the two UNESCO designations of World Heritage
Site or World Biosphere Reserve. All of which can be very confusing, especially if
one owns the land.
The key to this labyrinth lies, I would suggest, within the disciplines. Each of the
various designations has a ‘guardian discipline’ which was probably a powerful
force in setting up both the designation itself and the individual sites. In some cases, this guardian discipline is quite obvious: Geoparks clearly ‘belong’ to geologists
and Scheduled Monuments to archaeologists. Most SSSIs are ecological property,
although some are for geologists. Many of the major World Heritage Sites also have
a clear discipline –the Jurassic Coast, for instance, is obviously to be seen through
geological spectacles. These disciplinary fiefdoms are taken for granted, and it can
sometimes come as a surprise when another discipline expects to see itself represented. For example, cathedrals are clearly managed as works of architecture, and
it is often difficult for ecologists to make a case for the conservation of the rare lichens on their walls or the rare spiders in their holes, whereas the architectural establishment is able to fight for its rights against the ecclesiastical authorities in virtually every parish church.
This tendency for single disciplines to divide the landscape into specific areas of interest, while neglecting the obvious relationships between them, was noted as long
ago as 1992 by Jacques (1992), and has recently dubbed the Authorised Heritage
Discourse by Smith (2006). And perhaps inevitably, when disciplines exist within an
advisory organisation that has real authority –and especially as long as governments have to frame laws or guidelines– this presumption of intellectual ownership will become ever more difficult to change. This has had many consequences
for the English landscape, one mentioned by Jacques being the constant friction
between conservators of cultural values and ecological values in areas such as gardens. As new concepts emerge of what constitutes heritage, or what the critical
values are within a landscape including intangible heritage and dietary or spiritual
values, they will encounter difficulties being accepted by a legal system backed by
disciplinary strength.
If there are turf wars between different experts seeking control over the British landscape, there is at least considerable agreement among the experts that this is not an
argument to be shared with the general public, and especially with local people. The
European Landscape Convention may prioritise participation, and the term may appear in many British planning documents, but a wealth of techniques exist to avoid
having to take the views of the local people seriously. The more commonly used
tools to avoid climbing up Arnstein’s ladder of participation (Arnstein, 1969) are:
- Always using the term ‘consultation’, which does not imply the handing over of
control;
- Asking for public views at the very last minute, usually giving the public two
weeks to respond and timing the request to arrive just before Christmas or at the
end of July;
- Couching the material in dense legal or technical jargon; while this may possibly
be necessary to some extent, it is clearly intended to bemuse the non-specialist;
- Not approaching the local council, which has some democratic mandate, and
choosing to call a public meeting instead, which can later be denounced as
unrepresentative, as it very probably is;
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- Presenting the public with the maps already drawn and seek comments that might
add an element of local knowledge, but do not actually affect the result. In one recent
case with which the author was involved, the landscape differences shown on the
map could not be recognised by local people as having any reality on the ground;
- Applying a weighting to the statistics that effectively negates the public’s view, if
faced with real public dissent;
- Branding the local people NIMBYs (Not In My Back Yard), if all else fails, on the
presumption that objecting to ugly developments within a few yards of one’s
home is somehow irrational.
Control over the appearance of –and access to– the landscape is therefore a major
battleground in England. Power has shifted significantly from the landowners, who
largely made the landscape, to the experts in their quangos (Quasi-autonomous
non-governmental organisations, such as Natural England or English Heritage), but
the resistance to shifting that power onto a broader base, and especially to local
people, is still very evident.
There are, however, some significant trends that are shifting the balance of power
yet again. One of these, of course, is the UK’s ratification of the European Landscape Convention, which demands the participation (and not merely the consultation) of the people. It also demands that everyday landscapes are given serious attention, and that landscapes are not only perceived visually.

Trends
One very clear trend is the development of a new rural population by a process of
gentrification. Educated and comparatively wealthy people continue to move to
the countryside, as they have been doing for a century or more. But now the combined long-distance commuters, wealthy retirees and second-home owners will
constitute a majority in many villages and rural areas, as they do throughout much
of north-west Europe. This means that the three old chaps sitting outside the village pub drinking their ale –a scene so beloved of film-makers– now have doctorates, and their efforts are important in maintaining ‘local’ traditions and landscapes.
They are a powerful voice, and English rural life is being ‘re-enacted’ every day by
local residents, including the author of this chapter.
This gentrification has certainly resulted in some real social problems, as there are
now villages where second-home purchases mean there is no housing available
within the means of local craftsmen and traders. But the resident new-comers are
vociferous and educated defenders of the existing landscape, and as their families
are usually far away, they join and run societies –a local history group, for example.
However, the sheer numbers and scale of British landscape-oriented NGOs is extraordinary: the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds has over a million members, and can afford to run many reserves. Such organisations are powerful.
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If the British join societies, they also do voluntary work. Many NGOs now rely on
people volunteering for a fixed number of hours every week to assist in the more
mundane jobs of managing the countryside. The British Trust for Conservation Volunteers can arrange for a gang of volunteers to undertake all sorts of path-building,
scrub-clearing and routine work at heritage sites. Many of the great gardens, including those belonging to the Royal Horticultural Society, depend on volunteers working under supervision and doing everything from pruning the roses to running the
library and, especially, dealing with visitors. The City of Exeter runs a permanent programme of guided visits around the city in which all the guides are volunteers. Some
organisations, such as the British Trust for Ornithology, recognise that many of these

volunteers have a good deal of knowledge as well as free time, and employ them as
‘citizen scientists’ to gather data for major surveys of wildlife, including vegetation
cover. Of course, people’s willingness to do this is an enormous asset to the UK rural
scene, though it does also present difficulties. Managing a team of volunteers demands a great deal of skill, as the usual hierarchy of a work situation is absent. Also,
the availability of free labour causes real difficulties for career structures within the
landscape, gardening and heritage management professions.

Fig. 2.15: A Killerton volunteer in action

The most outstanding of these national NGOs is the National Trust, which was set
up in 1895 to acquire land and buildings of historic importance or natural beauty,
and is now a major landowner with over three million members: this makes it a
powerful force. Although the Trust has been criticised for concentrating too obviously on the heritage of the wealthy and powerful –and it is certainly true that, for
many years, their acquisition policy was biased towards the greater country houses–
it has nonetheless shown itself capable of change and instigated major programmes,
such as Operation Neptune, acquiring coastal land which has been instrumental in
focusing national attention on the coastline’s susceptibility to development threats.
The Trust’s network of volunteer assistance (45 000 of them) makes it a leader in the
field of volunteer management, and it has also undertaken major projects aimed at
assuring the future sustainability both of its major farming estates, and also through
control of the motor car. The fact of ownership allows the National Trust both to
carry out its intentions as it wishes, but also imbues it with a pragmatic viewpoint
that sometimes puts it at odds with single-issue campaign groups.

Towards the everyday landscape
Another major trend is towards the ‘everyday landscape’: the places, rural and urban, where most people live and which have no features sufficiently unusual or
spectacular to have led to their designation. This is a trend firmly driven by the Convention with its insistence on its application to the entire territory, urban and rural,
marine as well as terrestrial. The UK’s reputation for landscape conservation has
been based on its designation system and its care for ‘protected landscapes’, but
this new trend is clearly shared here, both in the extension of protected status to
some surprisingly ‘ordinary’ landscape features, and in the extending of concern beyond the designations. Designation certainly has the advantage of being fairly easy
to comprehend and enforce, but it still leaves most of the country unprotected and
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probably more at risk from unacceptable developments, because so many designated zones are ‘no-go areas’ for modern changes, such as wind farms. It is also common for the open hills to be protected, but for the view from the hill not to be.
The Convention refers to landscapes that need conservation, those that need management, and those that need enhancement, and there has been a considerable development of Landscape Management Agreements within the UK, spurred on by EU Common Agricultural Policy as well as by conservation concerns. Farmers, most obviously in
Environmentally Sensitive Areas, can access extra income by managing their land sustainably. So far, this has not had a major landscape component, and has been mainly
concerned with ecological conservation. The new UNESCO World Biosphere Reserves,
such as those in north Devon and west Wales, are also very much concerned with all
the landscapes within their broad boundaries, and are committed to a bottom-up system of managing biodiversity and landscape. In fact, they can only be bottom-up and
exhortatory, because they have few staff, little money and no statutory powers.

Fig. 2.16: View of Spekes Mill

In the context of the ‘everyday’ landscape, one could also mention a growing tendency to designate existing vernacular structures, and the listing of historic buildings (approximately 500 000 in the UK) now includes many ordinary buildings,
barns, remains from World War Two, cottages, wooden pigeon lofts and milestones. The National Trust now protects some back-to-back workshops in Birmingham, and the lives of the servants at its great country house properties are now
paid as much attention as those of the gentry. Two major areas, however, remain
unaddressed: firstly, remarkably little attention has been paid to the appearance of
the English suburb, despite the semi-detached estates of the 1930s being such a
distinctively English landscape; secondly, ordinary farmland is also taken for granted, at least as a landscape bearing meanings which are important for many.

Non-visual landscapes
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The Convention’s linking of landscape with perception ensures that senses other than
the visual must be taken into account. As we have seen, both major conceptions of
landscape in England –the historic and the artistic– have presumed that landscape is a
visual phenomenon, but there are now clear moves to take other features into

account which stem from an acceptance that landscapes are perceived by other senses, and are redolent of memories. Indeed, any reading of poetry or novels in which
landscape plays a major role must make it very clear that sound and touch are frequently the most direct points of contact with place. There have been moves towards
tranquillity mapping in the UK, and a good deal of concern with noise pollution within the planning system. A similar concern is now beginning to emerge with light pollution in our night landscapes. The incorporation of the participation agenda into
landscape appraisal has also introduced issues of touch, sound and smell into landscape. There has also been a rapid rise in concern about the ‘intangible heritage’,
much of which has a landscape element, notably in the protection of local foodstuffs
and drinks, and of local customs. However, in this field, the UK lags a long way behind
the French concern with terroir. Indeed, the French photographers setting out in the
1850s to record the great monuments of France invented the category of ‘monument
vivant’ to indicate significant local dances and similar cultural attributes (Boyer, 2003).
Still, the process of rural gentrification in England is certainly leading to a major increase in concern for the gustatory landscape, with farmers’ markets appearing in every village and an explosion in the manufacture of local cheeses and other products.

Access
The aforementioned access debate is being led by the new rural population who
walk in the landscape. Indeed ‘going for a walk’ is a very routine activity in England, and differs from the activities of the serious hiker, mountain biker or climber
–although there are plenty of them, along with numerous horse-riders. There are
two main elements in this trend towards greater access: One is the opening of
more paths, not only for walkers, but also for cyclists and even for 4x4 drivers who
enjoy rallying. The second is the attempt by government agencies to broaden the
social profile of the groups who use the landscape, and especially the rural landscape. Poorer social groups tend to visit coastal resorts, but are far less represented
in the national parks, where many feel out of place; inevitably, there will also be
people there who deliberately cause them to feel out of place. This also extends to
many ethnic minorities, and there have been clear attempts to understand what
kind of landscape experience they may want, and how best to provide it (Harrison
and Burgess, 1994). There have been real success stories –the numerous former
railways, for example, which have been converted for use for leisure cycling– but
the use of the ordinary countryside has, at the same time, been severely curtailed
by the increase in the quantity and speed of traffic. The footpath may be excellent,
but the lane to reach the footpath may well be impassable for all but the bravest
walker or rider.

Climate change
Looming over all these changes is the Climate Change agenda and its associated
demands for greater sustainability (Benson and Roe, 2000). The demand for power,
in particular, is a major focus for dispute, whether this be in the form of wind-farms,
tidal power (there is a major project to dam the Severn Estuary to generate power
from its enormous tidal range), or nuclear power. Rising sea levels are also driving
a process of managed retreat, as most of England’s coasts are relatively low-lying
and made of soft rocks. Seaside towns are not keen on being abandoned to the
sea, and farmers resent the fields their grand-parents won from the sea being
turned into wetlands to absorb sea-level rise and increased floods.
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Where are we now?
If Greece cares to look to England for landscape management expertise and advice
as we enter the new world ushered in by the Convention, what are the achievements of which the UK can feel proud, and where does it fall short?
We are good at conserving special places and protected areas of many different
kinds. Indeed, the broad remit of the protected landscape model provided by the
English national park is widely admired. However, it would be difficult to deny that
the parks have been successful, largely because they have been reserved for those
with the financial wherewithal and cultural capital to visit them and continue that
protection, largely through forms of outdoor recreation.
We have protected our coast very well, and provided access to a lot of it, while a
mooted project would construct a footpath along its entire length. Again, we have
tended to achieve this by severely reducing the opportunities for caravan sites,
camp sites and pleasure beaches. Very often, simply ensuring that beach access requires a short walk is sufficient to deter many people. However, the problem of
more general access throughout the countryside, and especially along our riversides, remains a major source of conflict. Moreover, the situation in coastal waters
has not been so carefully protected, and a recent Act of Parliament designed to improve our protection of coastal waters is too new to be evaluated.
We also have real difficulties in the sphere of public participation, despite many experiments with citizen juries and the addition to many applications of a consultation process involving selected people. Although there are numerous excellent examples of landscape interpretation and education policies to choose from, these
tend to mean that the experts do the talking rather than the listening. Education
may be regarded as a tool for conservation management.
We can, however, be genuinely proud of our ‘clubability’. There are a host of societies and NGOs fighting to care for every aspect of the landscape (e.g. the Milestone
Society) and every place within it. Some of these organisations are very large indeed, and can consequently have a serious impact on governmental decisionmaking. Alongside these organizations come an army of volunteers who may serve
as the secretary of a conservation NGO, or give up their time to maintain footpaths;
many others leave land and property to the nation in their wills. Although this army
is not an unmixed blessing, it does keep ordinary people firmly involved in the
landscape, even if they are not consulted.
However good we are at conserving the precious jewels of our landscape, we still
struggle with the ordinary urban or rural landscape. Our commitment to landscape as
an essentially visual phenomenon, which we consequently judge in aesthetic terms,
makes it more difficult to fully accept the postmodernist view that assessment criteria
should be based on the meaningfulness of the landscape, rather than on some aesthetic canon. But meaningful for whom, and does a plethora of different meanings
score more highly than a single powerful meaning? Where should the control lie?
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Fig. 2.17: View from Winkleigh

Finally, England is one of the nations which has witnessed a very marked middleclass migration into the countryside (though not exclusively into the British countryside, as there are now substantial British communities in Spain, France, Greece
and Tuscany, which the British press has irreverently christened Chiantishire). While
this clearly has many advantages for the rural landscapes, it does nothing for the
landscapes of our abandoned cities, as well as dramatically altering the social structure of the countryside. In the case of second-homes, it can effectively spell the
end for the indigenous social life of entire settlements. We have not yet been successful in controlling this gentrification.
Certainly, the UK can stand as an example of a country which loves its rural landscape. There is now a clear move on the walls of art galleries to depict the last bits
of ‘scruffy’ landscape, un-protected, not cleaned up and trim, but muddy and unkempt. This is an obvious reaction against the tidy, commodified heritage landscape. So much of our landscape is now designated and protected that it can feel
like a national museum. Perhaps there is a danger of loving it to death.
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chapter 3
IDENTIFYING THE GREEK LANDSCAPE

In Greece, the notion of landscape was first addressed at an academic and governmental level in the early 1980s, when it began to receive brief mentions in legal
texts referring to environmental and planning matters, and was the subject of occasional research projects. It was only in early 2010, with the ratification by the
Greek Parliament of the Florence Convention, that systematic work began in the
sphere of Greek landscapes, encouraged by the Minister of Environment, Energy
and Climate Change between October 2009 and June 2011, Tina Birbili.
The Introduction to this volume (pp. 21-24) provides a brief survey of the conditions of Greek landscapes, identifying changes and engines of change, along with
trends that may determine the future, and taking into account the current financial
and social situation in the country and its negative impacts on every aspect of public and private life.
A more detailed and critical view of the risks facing the Greek landscape today, as
well as perspectives on its protection and preservation, is provided by Professor
Elias Beriatos of the University of Thessaly.
To improve our knowledge and understanding of Greek landscapes, two additional
approaches were adopted by the Med-INA team in a recent project addressing the
‘Management and conservation of Greek landscapes’1.
The first in section 3.2 concerned a horizontal examination of certain landscape
types that are characteristic of the country; the study was based on field trips undertaken in the context of an international workshop.
The second analysed three diverse areas of Greece in detail with a view to assessing their major landscapes in greater depth and to developing an initial approach
to their management and conservation. These studies were prepared by scientists
from different backgrounds, which allowed for a more diverse approach to the
sites in question. The methodology used –based on international practice, but
adapted for Greece by the Med-INA team– is also detailed in section 3.3.

1

Developed 2008-2011, and funded partly by the MAVA Foundation, Switzerland.
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3.1

Greek landscape:
problems, policies, perspectives
Elias Beriatos

Abstract
Recent socio-economic developments in Greece (rural exodus, urbanisation, second homes) and the consequent modernisation in every field of activities (mainly
in agriculture, transport networks and infrastructures and tourism) have wrought
radical changes on Greek landscapes. Traditional urban and rural areas have been
deeply transformed by thousands of legal or illegal constructions. New public
works –especially transport infrastructures– have had a great impact on the largescale physical environment. These changes pose new challenges that must be responded to in an appropriate way.
The aim of this chapter is to contribute to a critical approach of the risks the
Greek landscape is facing today, and to examine different perspectives on the
protection and preservation of landscape as an integral part of Greece’s natural
and cultural heritage.
Finally, reference will be made to policy matters. Although landscape protection
is one of the most interesting and important issues in contemporary planning,
environmental and spatial policy makers working in Greece at the local, regional
and national levels have still to demonstrate an adequate appreciation of the
significance of landscape as a policy-relevant issue. For this reason, the chapter
investigates the possibility and the prerequisites for the formulation of a cohesive landscape policy. To this purpose, the paper attempts an assessment of all
the actors involved in order to make suggestions for the establishment of the
bodies, services and mechanisms which would adequately serve a new landscape
strategy and policy.
Keywords: landscape protection, landscape management, landscape policy, legal
framework, spatial planning, future perspectives

Greek landscape:
A few observations on the current situation
‘Landscape’ means an area (of a relatively limited size) whose character, as perceived by people, is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors and features (Council of Europe, 2000). Landscape is a composite work
of nature and man in which historical processes –i.e. the history and identity of the
specific place– also play a fundamental role. Landscape is also a key concept for
transcending sector-driven and thematic approaches to the environment. In other
words, it serves to unify the environmental and spatial components in a geographical entity (Clementi, 2002); it therefore determines every aspect of integrated development and quality of life for its inhabitants.
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Landscape assumes even greater significance in the Mediterranean, especially in
Greece, a region known for the importance of its immense historical heritage and
the fragility of its natural and built environment and ecosystems. It may not be
merely accidental that the virtues of Grecian and Mediterranean landscapes were
extolled by foreign visitors and travellers in the 18th and 19th centuries (Tomkinson,
2002) and that they have been painted and otherwise immortalised by artists as
well as being extensively photographed and praised, chiefly in the twentieth century, by renowned Greek and foreign photographers and writers. The French writer
Jacques Lacarrière, for instance, has travelled widely in Greece and the Mediterranean over many years and spoken at length of the exquisite landscapes (‘paysages
exquis’) of the Greek islands (Lacarrière, 1998).
The recent changes and transformations of Greek landscape have been linked with
the prevailing way in which social groupings have organised and managed the
space around them through their values, means of production and technologies.
These changes can be judged in the light of how harmonious they are ecologically,
the balance they strike between economic and aesthetic considerations, and the
degree to which they are attuned to prevalent social values.

What we usually call landscape deterioration, abuse or destruction expresses a
transmutation towards an imbalance that may result from rapid changes which
fail to provide the necessary leeway for the ecosystem or geo-system to adapt
adequately and in time. In the Mediterranean and in Greece, the post-war era
has been a period of precipitous change and a consequent imbalance in the
overall spatial / ecological system. The result is equally visible in the urban and
rural landscape, where contrasts become more glaring: unregulated quarrying
and mining, slapdash rural and forest road construction, denudation, incendiary
fires etc. are the primary forms of intervention leading to ecological, functional
and aesthetic problems in the Greek landscape. The situation is often likened to
the rape of Greek nature (Fig. 3.1 and 3.2).
Equally disturbing are the buildings and advertising hoardings which form endless thickets (actual ‘billboard habitats’) alongside motorways and other major
routes (corridors), cluttering up the Greek countryside with undesirable and useless objects. Let it be noted that in Greece –as in the rest of the world– (CPRE,
1996) it has not always been the major assaults or interventions of large-scale
projects that have proved most harmful; the slow but steady accretion of smaller
alterations on coasts, plains and mountains may ultimately bring about greater
damage and have an unexpected impact on the character of roads, traditional
settlements and extensive rural areas. This is a more subversive and imperceptible deterioration of the environment and landscape (Fig. 3.3).
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On the other hand, the rapid development of built-up areas and the high rates
of urbanisation, coupled with the exploitation of landscapes as a source of economic growth, the conversion of rural and agricultural practices and even the
development of communications infrastructure, has led –and continues to lead–
to significant landscape change. This transformation, without precluding some
continuity, does not allow us to conceive of Greek landscape as a locus of ‘normal’ development, meaning development which continues to preserve traces of
the past and withstand eradication. In the urban landscapes of Athens and Thessaloniki, as in most towns and villages, the man-made environment was renewed using reinforced concrete, whilst urban and rural areas that conserved
their historicity became rare and no longer representative of traditional Greek
modes of building and housing. In this sense, landscape concepts and visions of
national heritage, conditioned as they are by an ‘assumption of permanence’,
prove inadequate in describing and representing the modern Greek landscape
and landscape diversity of modern Greece.

Fig. 3.1: Destructive human interventions: roads

Fig. 3.2: Destructive human interventions: quarries

Fig. 3.3: ‘Imperceptible’ landscape deterioration
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Know-how and institutional framework
Unfortunately, little has been done in Greece in the sphere of landscape. However,
a few noteworthy steps have been made in recent years, especially in relation to
landscape architecture, on the initiative of (and at personal cost to) individuals, academics and professionals as well as NGOs. The Panhellenic Union of Architects
(SADAS/PEA), for example, has raised awareness of landscape issues through its Architektones journal and other activities, while the Panhellenic Association of Landscape Architects (PSAT) has collaborated with the International Federation of Landscape Architects (IFLA) to promote the issue of landscape in Greece with all the
means at its disposal. The Association of Greek Urban and Regional Planners (SEPOX)
has developed similar initiatives in association with the French Institute in Athens
(IFA) and the Department of Spatial Planning and Regional Development at the
University of Thessaly, where post-graduate students are currently preparing MA
dissertations and Ph.D. theses on landscape-related subjects.
Relevant structures have also been put in place in higher education, on the initiative
of the faculty. Examples include the interdepartmental postgraduate programme in
landscape architecture at the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, whose serious approach to teaching and research has already borne academic fruit. Noteworthy, too,
is the special Landscape Architecture Department at the Technological Educational
Institute of Kavala (Drama annex), whose teaching and research activities have also
been significant. In addition, every Greek faculty of architecture now includes Landscape Architecture on its curriculum, while the Agricultural University of Athens has
also made its presence felt with landscape-themed events and publications. Teaching staff in related university faculties and departments –the Geography departments at the universities of the Aegean and the Harokopion University, for instance–
have also involved themselves with landscape on a theoretical and/or practical level. Finally, NGOs are also active in the field both autonomously and in the context of
European and EU programmes and initiatives (INTERREG etc.) which promote landscape-related projects involving universities and local authorities.
In contrast, the Greek state has yet to show a comparable interest on either a central or regional level. Its failure even to commit itself to the drafting of a serious
and coherent landscape policy is reflected in the absence of a single administrative
structure (whether it be a department, section or bureau) with the term ‘landscape’
in its title at the Ministry of the Environment. Moreover, Greece, an EU member
state, hesitated for 10 years before finally ratifying the Landscape Convention of
2000 in 2010, while other countries including Romania, Ukraine, Bulgaria, Armenia,
Moldavia, FYROM, Turkey and Cyprus, which are either outside the EU or new member states, ratified it years ago.
Landscape protection mechanisms in Greece can under no circumstances be considered adequate or effective. Even though there are several provisions concerning
landscape in urban and spatial planning legislation, pertinent issues are regulated
indirectly in line with relevant objectives and policies. On the other hand, those institutional instruments that do exist are either not implemented or used so rarely
that their implementation is rendered problematic. The core legislation relating directly or indirectly to landscape is detailed below.
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To begin with, there is the much older statute (Law 1469/1950) regulating the protection of what it calls ‘Places of Outstanding Natural Beauty’ (PONB), which assigns
primary responsibility for such places to the Ministry of Culture. Responsibility was
reassigned to the Ministry for Planning, Housing and the Environment (currently the
Ministry of the Environment, Energy and Climate Change) by Presidential Decree
161/D/84 which, despite its title, is concerned less with the natural and more with
the built environment (with a specific focus on the historical –traditional settle-

ments– and, generally, on places that combine man-made and natural elements).
The problem is that, while several hundred such PONB have been registered, there
have been no tangible results: the provisions for their protection and management
have had no practical effect whatsoever. This is because the wording is too general
and vague to enable the application of criteria for monitoring and implementing
the legislation, while no specific process for achieving its objectives is specified. Furthermore, due to the absence of specific guidelines and directives, this legislation
has been implemented in places and areas whose scales are vastly different, which
clearly goes against the spirit of the law. Thus, we can find a cemetery with graves
of artistic and aesthetic value listed which covers just a few hundred square metres,
but also an entire island (Ithaki, for instance) covering hundreds of square kilometres! In addition, the declaration process has now ground to a halt (though ‘blocked’
might be a better word) following the passing of Law 1650/1986 on the protection
of the environment. This statute/framework foresees the incorporation of every category of protected area into a single process. It thus requires the re-declaration of
all listed landscapes via the elaboration of Special Environmental Studies (SES); despite the efforts of the competent bodies, this has still to occur.
The main legislation passed to date, which is also a perfect example of the nonapplication of an extant legislative tool, are the provisions of the legal framework governing the environment (Law 1650/1986) which reference landscape directly and explicitly. The articles in question allow for the designation of a special
zone/area for the protection of the landscape, elements of landscape and geomorphological formations. Unfortunately, these provisions have almost never been
implemented for the purpose they were designed for –indeed, only one instance
of its use is recorded for the entire prefecture of Attiki! Landscape is explicitly referred to in Article 1 (3d), which records its aims, Article 2 (16), which defines landscape, Article 18 (4), which defines a landscape as something to be protected, and
Article 19 (4), which lists the criteria for areas whose landscapes are to be protected. It must be noted that the aforementioned institutional law has been amended
by the recent Law 3937/2011 on the conservation of biodiversity. In particular, Articles 18, 19 and 21 of Law 1650/1986 concerning the various categories of protected areas (which include protected landscapes) have been completely replaced.
Two key pieces of legislation have a direct bearing on landscape. Firstly, Institutional
Law 2742/1999 on ‘spatial planning and sustainable development’ makes it possible
(Article 8) to take landscape into account in regional planning frameworks, since landscape includes the natural and cultural heritage that forms part of the content of the
regional frameworks in question; however, this is not necessarily binding. It should be
noted that both Law 2742/1999 and Law 1650/1986 are based on Article 24 of the
Greek constitution and its ground-breaking provisions relating to the protection of
the environment, spatial planning and –indirectly– the protection of landscape. The
second key piece of legislation with a direct bearing on landscape is Law 3028/2002
which, addressing the protection of monuments, antiquities and cultural goods in
general, in practice extends to landscape.
Finally, another two later pieces of legislation refer to landscape, albeit elliptically
in relation to the regulation of other issues: Law 2831/2000 on the General Construction Code (GCC) and Law 3208/2003 on the protection of forest ecosystems
(Article 2 on the protection of landscape and biodiversity). Both are problematic
in their implementation: Law 2831/2000, in particular, which replaces Article 4 of
the older GCC, provides for the protection of the natural and architectural heritage. Earlier versions of the GCC have long since provided for the application of
architectural and aesthetic criteria to buildings in certain cases (in traditional villages, for example, historic city centres or other special or sensitive zones) by special committees (Urban Planning and Architectural Control Committees - UPACC)
charged with ensuring that built structures blend harmoniously into their natural
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and built environment. However, it could hardly be said that the committees in
question have been successful in providing adequate protection for the environment –and, hence, for the landscape– in Greece. Rather, they have proved problematic from both an operational and an ethical point of view. Turning now to
the second law –that on forest ecosystems–, which also contains provisions relating to landscape and biodiversity, it is worth noting its provision designed to
make it easier for owners of farmland to demarcate their property with hedgerows. Table 3.1 provides a summary of all the legal instruments that expressly refer to landscape.

Legal provisions (in chronological order) Title / content of provision
Law 1469/1950 in combination with
Presidential Decree 161/D/1984

Protection of Places of Outstanding Natural Beauty
etc.

Law 1650/1986 Articles 1(3d), 2(16), 18(3), 19(4)

Protection of the Environment:
Definition of landscape, Criteria for the designation
of protected landscape areas

Law 2831/2000 - Article 3(1b)
(replaces Article 4 of Law 1577/1985)

General Construction Code (Building Regulations)
Protection of the architectural and natural heritage

Law 3208/2003 (Article 2)

Protection of forest ecosystems; Article 2: Protection of landscape and biodiversity

Law 3827/2010 (all articles)

Ratification of the European Landscape Convention

Law 3937/2011 - Articles: 5(5) and 6(3,4)
Conservation of Biodiversity
(replaces Articles 18, 19, 21 of Law 1650/1986)
Table 3.1: Legal provisions which expressly refer to landscape

Towards an integrated landscape policy in Greece
The above analysis of the legal framework shows that the existing legislation is patently inadequate as a mechanism for protection, and that this inadequacy is related to the inherent problems and general ineffectiveness of environmental, urban
and physical planning legislation and policies in Greece. It should also be said that
when proper implementation is lacking, the existence of an institutional framework
does not in itself constitute a substantial and effective policy; such a policy can
only be judged on the basis of the results it obtains.
A well-articulated and integrated landscape policy must form an organic and coherent set of principles, operations and actions with a shared outlook. It must raise
awareness of landscape issues and alert citizens to the necessity of landscape legislation. It must also secure the development of adequate infrastructure and knowhow for its elaboration, implementation and support; promote clear goals and strategy along with organisational and administrative structures and mechanisms, economic tools and means, programmes and implementation plans (Beriatos, 2007).
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Knowledge and organisation are thus the fundamental priorities of such a policy.
With this in mind, it is necessary to adjust the administrative structure of competent
ministries by, for instance, setting up a landscape unit (which, by the way, would
not require much in the way of economic resources). The formation of a ‘Landscape
Observatory’ would also be significant when congruent to, and connected with, the
more general ‘Spatial Planning Observatory’ stipulated by the law but yet to materialise (Law 2742/1999 on ‘spatial planning and sustainable development’). Such a
body is necessary for the knowledge it will generate and for the role it would fulfil in
providing advisory support to governmental and other decision-making bodies.

Landscape policy also needs to be organically linked with policies relating inter alia
to the environment, the protection of natural and cultural heritage, urban and spatial
planning, rural development (forestry and agriculture) and tourism. In such a context,
it is of the utmost urgency to secure the substantive implementation of the European Landscape Convention in tandem with the relevant provisions of the EU policy
document European Spatial Development Perspectives (ESDP, Chapter 3: Policy Aims
and Options pertaining to cultural landscapes) (ESDP, 1999; Beriatos, 2006).
In view of these considerations, a wide-ranging synergistic effort and collaboration
is necessary between all relevant professional organisations and scientific associations. Such a coalition must include bodies from the three major stakeholders who
constitute a tripartite partnership on the basis of the recently launched conception
of ‘spatial governance’:
- The competent bodies of the Central Administration (Ministry of the Environment,
Energy and Climate Change; Ministry of Culture and other jointly competent
ministries) as well as first- and second-tier national associations of local authorities
(Central Union of Municipalities and Communes of Greece, Union of Prefectural
Local Government of Greece);
- The relevant faculties and departments at institutions of higher education
(Architecture, Urban and Spatial Planning, Geography, Environmental Studies,
Agriculture, Forestry, Fine Arts, Archaeology, Photography);
- The relevant scientific associations (Technical Chamber of Greece, Geotechnical
Chamber of Greece, Association of Greek Urban and Regional Planners, Panhellenic
Union of Architects, Association of Archaeologists and other NGOs).

The first operational steps
Many say that landscape protection in Greece at present is tantamount to a declaration of a war against ugliness in every form. However, this must not be construed
as a war conducted through interdicts and prohibitions, but rather as a struggle to
see sensitivity prevail along with the prudent management of space and the environment through appropriate regulation. From the institutional and social viewpoint, given the inchoate situation of landscape policy in Greece, wherever it is impossible to effect spectacular and impressive moves, some specific initiatives are
required to open up the way ahead by effecting the first steps towards establishing a policy. As such, we might consider the following among others:
a) The elaboration of a Charter (Declaration) for Greek Landscape by a working
group set up by representatives of the stakeholders in the tripartite partnership;
the symbolic and semiotic value of such a charter would be extremely valuable.
b) The integrated and substantial (rather than merely formal) implementation of
the European Landscape Convention through the full incorporation of at least its
main provisions in Greek Law. Such harmonisation must be effected in tandem
with the implementation of other pertinent conventions, such as the Granada
Convention on Architectural Heritage, ratified by Greece by Law 2039/1992, the
Biodiversity Convention, ratified by Law 2204/1994, the UNESCO Convention on
the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage, the incorporation of
Community Directive 92/43/EEC (Natura 2000 Network), etc.
c) The passing of a legislative instrument dedicated to landscape whose provisions
would primarily relate to:
- The creation of new administrative structures in central government, regional
and local authorities (directorates or departments charged with protecting,
administering and restoring the landscape);
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- Setting up a new –or appointing an extant– collective body on a national
and/or regional level to serve as a forum for the requisite social dialogue,
as happens in other political spheres. This role could be undertaken by the
existing National Council for Spatial Planning and Sustainable Development
(ESXSAA), whose ambit is already very close to landscape issues;
- The institution of new planning tools vis-à-vis plans for the protection,
administration and promotion of landscape at various levels (local, regional,
national). Here, too, the requirements of landscape design could be
incorporated into city planning on every level with the addition of suitable
requirements;
- Ensuring adequate funding through suitable mechanisms (e.g. an independent
landscape fund, or a joint fund with the environment). This would allow
preliminary studies to be conducted and plans and programmes relating to
the protection, restoration and promotion of landscape to be implemented.
d) The establishment of an initial mechanism for monitoring and studying landscape
such as a Photographic Observatory which might form an organic department
of the broader Landscape Observatory mentioned earlier in the French manner
(Μinistère de l’ Εnvironnement, France, 1994). The setting up of such an
organisational scheme might occur through the implementation of a special
project with joint financing from national and community funds (in the context
of the INTERREG community initiative or the 4th Community Support Framework)
and with the participation of the stakeholders of the tri-partite partnership, who
would assume the initiative for elaborating and submitting the relevant proposal
to the competent authorities. The Operational Programme for the Environment
already contains a first budget line for actions to restore the environment in
vulnerable and sensitive areas.

Landscapes of the future and the future of Greek landscapes
The twenty-first century undoubtedly holds significant perils and challenges in
store which stem from sweeping changes in the economic and social sphere and
impact directly and/or indirectly on space, the environment and, consequently, on
landscape. Climate change and related phenomena (the greenhouse effect, rising
sea levels etc.) combined with urbanisation are ushering in dramatic changes in
geographical mobility (environmental immigrants), agricultural activities and, more
generally, land uses in the countryside, cities, coastal zones and mountain areas.
On the other hand, at the end of the first decade of the twenty-first century, our
planet is becoming urban in its entirety. Urban areas are now in the majority, meaning that over 50% of the world’s population lives in small or large cities or in even
larger urban and metropolitan areas (megacities).
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At the same time, as mentioned above, the countryside itself has begun to urbanise at a dizzying pace in recent years, to the extent that we can now speak (in the
Greek case, too) of a ‘rural-urban continuum’ which is continually spreading in every
direction (Fig. 3.4). This urban sprawl, which has been underway in developed nations –and the US, in particular– for some time, has serious negative consequences
for the economy, social coherence and the environment. A recent backlash has
sought to at least moderate the phenomenon. At the same time, as a result of the
acute global energy crisis and the consequent need for the development of Renewable Energy Sources (RES), the countryside has begun to fill up with new constructions and installations (wind farms, solar farms, geothermic parks etc.), which
have laid claim to large expanses of land in plains and mountainous areas or in
sensitive coastal and marine zones (Fig. 3.5).

Fig. 3.4: ‘Rural-urban continuum’ in Attiki

Fig. 3.5: Landscapes of the future: a wind farm in Spain

This phenomenon has almost certainly contributed to the increased desertification
which, combined with deforestation, drought and the exhaustion of soil and water
resources, makes it extremely hard for people to survive in affected zones. Moreover, rising sea levels have wrought radical changes on the coastline and the geomorphology of large geographical entities in general. Obviously, these processes
are bringing new and unprecedented landscapes into being around the world. In
Greece, a country with an extensive marine and coastal zone (some 15 000 km2)
and a high percentage of mountain and island territories, these developments can
be expected to have a drastic impact on the Greek landscape as we know it.
The key question demanding an answer today is to what extent the landscape diversity with which Greece has been blessed can be administered in a manner which is
both rational and visionary. In turn, this begs the question of how viable it is to maintain and safeguard the historicity of the Greek landscape, and how important the con-
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cept of the identity of place with which the concept of landscape is so tightly bound
up will be in the future. By warrant of its position and its nature, the new landscape
reality in the Mediterranean and Greece needs to be studied and approached carefully, if suitable actions and interventions are to be taken and made by those responsible. What is needed is clear: the quest for a new spatial, environmental and social
status quo, and for the best way to achieve this given the conditions that now hold.
Only thus can a viable and better future be ensured for Greek landscapes.

Conclusion: Greek landscape: time for action
Given the above, the defence of landscape in Greece is anything but straightforward.
A series of innovative interventions are required, aimed at further developing our
knowledge and understanding of the problems and issues involved, as well as the different practices which can be applied to the protection, restoration, management and
promotion of landscapes. Academics, intellectuals, scientists and artists (architects,
city planners, geographers, sociologists, environmentalists, engineers, agronomists,
photographers et al.) are thus under an obligation to join forces and network through
their collaborations with a view to improving Greece’s international presence in this
field. Greece could thus reap considerable benefits from collaborations with the main
Mediterranean countries (France, Italy, Spain) which have accrued considerable experience and developed significant know-how in landscape-related matters.
The protection and sustainable management of landscape in contemporary Greece
is no luxury. The country is not so much facing developmental problems (raising living and working standards, etc.) as problems attendant on the achievement of development, i.e. problems of quality, brought to bear by economic developmental evolution itself. However, contemporary European and Greek circumstances seem propitious for the promotion of a cohesive and comprehensive landscape policy in
Greece. Even the negative situation described at the outset helps to spread awareness of the problem, and this is of course the fundamental prerequisite for any subsequent action. Therefore, in respect of the objective and subjective conditions that
must serve as an incentive to action, the time is ripe for coordinating existing isolated efforts and uniting all the fragmentary initiatives currently under way that have
thus far proven incapable of creating the critical mass required for success. We must
consciously and actively support the impetus powering positive developments in the
Greek landscape situation, if they are to produce rapid and tangible results.
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3.2

Particular landscape types and pressures
In May 2010, an international landscapes workshop was organised by Med-INA in
the historic town of Nafplion; the event was attended by experts from many disciplines including archaeologists, city planners, landscape architects, biologists, conservationists, economists and heritage managers from Greece and abroad. The
workshop included thematic group field trips to various areas around the Argolid
led by scientists with a good knowledge of the area. The field visits were followed
by related discussions whose conclusions were gathered together by the group
leaders in three papers included in this section.
The first group dealt with landscapes resulting from agricultural activities. Agriculture has traditionally been the main productive activity in the Argolid, but it is currently giving way to tourism and service sector activities.
The second group examined the impact of urban and tourism pressures on the landscapes of the Argolid. Once pristine coastal areas, in particular, are being converted
into tourism facilities and resort housing, while the two major cities of Argos and Nafplion are expanding in uncontrolled ways, mainly along road axes. Dispersed construction for mixed uses is also spreading throughout the area. At night, looking down
from the Nafplion citadel, the entire area seems to be illuminated without any sizable
dark patches; the human presence seems to have spread practically everywhere.
The final group examined the monumentalised landscapes related to the rich
archaeological sites in the Argolid which benefit from the protection of archaeological legislation which, though rigorous, is not always diligently applied. Still, the officially designated archaeological islets do reveal a degree of stability which contrasts
with the surrounding areas, which are changing in rapid and often dramatic ways.

3.2a
The evolution of agricultural landscapes
Thanasis Kizos and George Vlahos

Abstract
The agricultural landscape is the result of interactions between farming activities
and the natural setting in an area. This chapter discusses the formation of the agricultural landscapes of Greece. It is also concerned with the evolution and dynamics
of the Greek agricultural landscape over an overall time-scale of the last one or two
centuries. Some of the most important forces driving change are discussed with a
particular focus on contemporary processes of change and the resulting landscapes. The consequent threats are explored, along with issues impacting on the
management of landscape and the environment. Finally, future trajectories and
possible responses are presented.
Keywords: agricultural landscape, Greece, landscape history, landscape management
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Introduction
The agricultural landscape has been described as a palimpsest of interactions between farmers’ efforts and an area’s natural setting (Louloudis et al., 2005). As such,
it reflects present-day practices and management systems, but also contains practices and systems from the past in the form of features, characteristics, landmarks
and landforms. It also serves as a memory bank for symbols, ideologies, beliefs and
attitudes and is therefore part of the collective identity of societies and the individual identities of people (Antrop, 2006; Farina, 2006; Wylie, 2007). Human practices
and natural processes change in line with different and interwoven temporal and
spatial scales (from the short to the long term, and from the small to the large
scale). The dynamics of landscape change are therefore not easy to conceptualise,
quantify or monitor.

Rationale and conceptual framework
Evolution has multiple meanings (there are, for instance, six in the Merriam Webster dictionary, one of which is biological evolution). Its most common use refers to
a comparatively gradual change resulting from specific driving forces. In many such
uses, the term signifies and implies a teleological result: i.e. that this change leads
to something ‘better’. Biological evolution, on the contrary, is based on the results
of small random processes (inherited mutations) that may or may not cause the
greater system (the organism, the species) to take one trajectory or another via an
interaction between genes and the environment. One trajectory is not necessarily
‘better’ than any other, although, through natural selection, some changes are
more successful than others. Consequently, many of the traits borne by the organism or species may be remnants of older changes that were not suited to changed
external conditions.
In our minds, biological evolution is much closer to the reality of agricultural landscape change. This change is the end result of many uncoordinated and mostly
random choices made by the users of the landscape (farmers or managers) –decisions that may change the landscape while many remnants of older farming systems and changes remain. By farming systems, we mean complex systems of attitudes, implicit rules, knowledge, experiences, etc. in a specific area which prescribe
the ways farming is practised. The choices are random not in the sense that the
farmers make random decisions, but that, on the large scale, the results of these individual decisions may seem random. However, randomness is a gradually fading
feature of the evolutionary process as public and coordinated intervention seems
to be becoming ever more frequent over time. Moreover, given the limited alternatives that individual organisms and farmers have, external changes can be of paramount importance –as they are in biological evolution. An abrupt change in conditions or a natural catastrophe can cause widespread extinctions and the emergence of new species. Another change not attributable to nature has been the introduction and wide availability of tractors, and mechanical cultivation in general,
which completely transformed agricultural landscapes globally in a very limited
time span of less than fifty years. Finally, evaluation of change (which landscape is
‘better’) is equally difficult, since multiple dimensions and issues need to be considered which often lead to contradictory results (e.g. a change that detracts from the
biological qualities of a landscape, but increases its productive and symbolic use or
vice versa).
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Therefore, we will keep this understanding of agricultural landscape change as a
random spatial process, though one influenced by many and diverse driving forces
and perceived in different ways by farmers and other land managers.

Depending on the criteria, driving forces can be classified in many different categories: (a) they can be internal (when they come from within the system) and external (when they come from outside it); (b) direct or proximate (with immediate results over short-term temporal scales, or direct results on some feature of the landscape) and indirect (with results that are not immediately or directly visible, but
which may affect other direct driving forces); (c) the agent that inflicts them can be
human and non-human (biotic or abiotic); (d) in terms of their temporal scale, they
can be short-term (weeks, years), medium-term (decades, centuries) and long-term
(millennia). Other classifications can also be applied.
Driving forces act on a particular state of the landscape / agro-ecosystem. This state
is the result of past changes and is neither steady nor constant. For analytical purposes, we could identify changes caused by the driving forces on: (a) functions /
services provided by the specific agro-ecosystems / landscapes; and (b) the way
the people that ‘produce’ these services, use these functions (farmers) or ‘consume’
the services (inhabitants, tourists etc.) and perceive the functions / services, and
hence the values they attribute to ecosystems / landscapes (Beopoulos and Vlahos,
2004; Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005). This includes the co-production of
private and public goods and services.
Greece’s agricultural landscapes have changed rapidly and extensively over the last
few decades. Without a thorough understanding of their current state, of spatial differences at the large (regional) and the small (local) scale and of the driving forces
acting upon them, appropriate responses which seek to ‘re-claim’ them are not feasible.

The Greek agricultural landscape2
At the southern tip of the Balkan Peninsula, Greece is biogeographically and culturally
a transition zone between East and West. Biogeographically, its Mediterranean climate shifts from very dry in the South and some islands to continental in the North.
These climate and precipitation differences combine with the hilly relief and numerous islands to create a diverse set of habitats, with noticeable differences from North
to South and from West to East –namely, more arid, less forested and more savannahtype ecosystems (Grove and Rackham, 2001). Moreover, Greece’s location makes it a
meeting point for African, Asian and European species (Allen, 2001). In addition to
these natural characteristics, the presence of many different cultivation cultures
since the Neolithic Age has led to the introduction (now or in the past) of many
cultivated species from both the West and the East. Typical examples include the
scrub landscapes of southern Greece and the smaller islands, which resemble
Levantine, Anatolian and Sahel landscapes; the oak savannas of South Greece,
which are close to dehesa and montado landscapes; and the beech and alpine landscapes of Northern Greece, which are like those of the southern Alps.
Historically, the Greek landscape was physically and geomorphologically established c. 9 000 years ago when the Aegean, after millennia of changing sea-levels,
assumed its present configuration. Human interventions have been altering the
landscape ever since (Halstead, 1996), slowly and gradually at first and with increasing intensity during Classical and Roman times. During the period of Ottoman
rule (after the fifteenth century) the main characteristics of management systems
that are now considered traditional were: the integration of agriculture and animal
husbandry with transhumance and animals grazing fallow land; the cultivation of
legumes combined with the growing of wheat and barley; the common management of resources (especially grazing lands and forests) combined with an orienta2

This section is largely based on Kizos (2008).
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tion towards diversification (of production and land use); and the storage of raw or
processed products and redistribution (to markets) to reduce risks (Prontzas, 1992;
Damianakos, 1999; Horden and Purcell, 2000). Change was constant, but reached a
climax after 1950 with differences among localities. These changes include (Louloudis, 1986; Pratt and Funell, 1997) an intensification of both agriculture and animal husbandry (i.e. mechanisation, irrigation, chemical fertilisers and plant protection products, along with more livestock and imported animal feeds).
In the late nineteenth century, these traditional production systems were already
regarded as outdated and backward –typical examples of an ‘oriental production
style’ (Vergopoulos, 1975; Mouzelis, 1978) and an obstacle to the Greek state’s attempts to modernise agriculture. In this sense, the new and ‘modern’ farming systems and landscapes served a broader ideological and political purpose: they were
distinct from older systems associated with ‘oriental’ Ottoman Greece. This paradigm of modernisation was aimed at farmer-entrepreneurs who would be able to
utilise modern cultivation techniques, scientific advice from agronomists and machinery to produce enough to cover domestic needs, provide raw material for the
agri-food industry and for export (Kalivretakis, 1990). This agrarian reform –which
was completed in 1932– was envisaged as a means of creating the many small
landowners who would bring the ‘new’ Greek agriculture into being (Vergopoulos,
1975; Damianakos, 1999; Bourbos et al., 2007), as well as a means of satisfying landless farmers, dividing up big estates, and providing a livelihood for refugees from
the 1923-1924 population exchanges between Greece and Turkey.
The modernisation of cultivation techniques and mechanisation of agriculture
had advanced considerably by the 1970s in fertile areas that could be irrigated
(Moisides, 1986). However, the goal of transforming Greek rural society in favour of
farmer–entrepreneurs was not achieved. There were a number of reasons for this:
Firstly, the farms were generally not large enough to support whole families, and
the members of the household, including the head, had to seek income from other
sources. Secondly, farming was considered an unattractive occupation (Gidarakou,
1999), and young people migrated to urban centres.
There was another set of reasons in areas where intensification was not feasible –
namely, the mountains and the islands, especially the smaller ones. In these Less
Favoured Areas (LFAs), ‘modern’ production systems were either not applicable at
all, or relied too much on imported and costly materials. In this context, farming
was left to old people who worked at it part time, and sheep and/or goat husbandry was the only profitable option. Farming was therefore marginalised, and either
the areas were abandoned (as they were in some mountainous areas) or new activities emerged (e.g. tourism on the islands).
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Accession to the EU and the mechanisms of the Common Market in 1981 completed the transition to ‘modern’ farming management systems. Different crops
prevailed, and some farmers flourished financially thanks to heavy subsidies (e.g.
in cotton cultivation). Farmer-entrepreneurs finally appeared, but their ‘entrepreneurial spirit’ was targeted more towards subsidies than towards the markets. The
gradual change in the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in favour of so-called
‘Second Pillar’ measures –i.e. rural development and environmental protection until the ongoing decoupling of production and subsidies was complete– revealed
the crisis facing this subsidy-driven farming style. The increasingly negative environmental impact of some of the most widespread intensive farming styles
prompted a gradual re-evaluation of some of the features of older farming systems in light of their environmental impacts. In this setting, part-time farmers and
multi-functional farms have gained in importance; since they represent the majority of the farming population in many areas, they determine management practices and shape the landscape.

Driving forces of change in the Greek agricultural landscape
and their results
As mentioned above, driving forces can be classified under many different headings. The identification and understanding of their different effects in complex systems in which their various parts interact is both complicated and uncertain. People tend to focus on short-term processes and forces –and on policies, in particular–, and tend to ignore or disregard other forces that may act more subtly, and on
longer time-scales which people may not witness directly during their lifetimes.
In the case of Greek agricultural landscapes, historical analysis reveals that extreme
natural events (especially deluges, but also droughts, frosts and heat waves) have
numbered among the most important driving forces for the transformation of landscapes (Grove and Rackham, 2001). Some characteristic examples include Rackham
and Moody’s (1996) report of a deluge in Crete that eroded more sediment in one
night than decades of runoff water, and severly damaged numerous structures (terraces, walls, etc.). Kizos and Koulouri (2006) mention another example: a severe frost
in the nineteenth century that left the olive trees on Lesvos severely damaged for
several years, but eventually led to an increase in the number of olive trees on the
island as people planted new trees to replace those damaged by frost.
Extreme events caused by human interventions, such as wars and drastic political decisions can also bring rapid and fundamental changes to the agricultural landscape. An extreme example is the population exchange between Greece and Turkey in 1923-1924, in
which approximately 1.5 million people were sent to Greece from Turkey and 0.7 million
people went the other way. This transformed the landscape of the areas left by those expelled as well as the areas occupied by the new settlers (Malkides, 2007; Kritikos, 2007).
Technology is another driving force that transforms landscapes in both the short and
long term. A number of innovations, including a new road transport network and the
availability of transport equipment, some of it specific to agriculture –the availability
of the tractor, and the new machinery made available to farmers, irrigation networks
and reclamation projects– rendered formerly unsuitable areas such as plains (including floodplains) very favourable for intense production. However, as mentioned
above, these innovations were impossible to implement in mountainous areas and
islands, where agriculture now became uncompetitive. Combined with negative social attitudes towards farming, these developments have contributed greatly to the
decline of the farming population and the abandonment of many cultivations in
Greece, particularly in mountainous areas and islands (see pp. 139-141) over the last
50 years. The rise in tourism and the desire nurtured by many city dwellers to move
‘to the country’ and/or buy a second house has been another very important driving
force, as urban sprawl has come to replace farmland, and the market price of agricultural land in such areas has risen above that of land in less attractive areas.
Policies constitute another important driving force, and the role of the CAP cannot
be ignored, as far as agricultural landscapes are concerned. Nevertheless, its significance should not be overestimated, although there can be no denying that the
CAP has had a significant effect on Greek agriculture and landscapes. It seems in
many cases to have reinforced existing trends, such as the ‘professionalisation’ of
some farmers and the intensification of production in both its facets (i.e. increased
inputs –especially when the pre-1990s CAP was in force– and crop specialisation).
It also seems to have assisted farmers in LFAs to stay in farming, but even the CAP
cannot reverse broader social trends such as young people preferring jobs in the
service sector and the unattractiveness of farming that has resulted in the abandonment of farmland and urban sprawl in coastal and peri-urban areas.
The results of these driving forces differ spatially and thematically, and three processes stand out as important in changing rural landscapes: intensification, touristurban-industrial sprawl, and abandonment.
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The intensification and professionalisation of farming in favoured areas, especially the
plains, means an increase in owned and leased land for farms which, often growing in
size, typically farm arable land on an industrial basis along with garden crops, olives,
tree plantations and vines to a lesser degree. This intensification was a policy objective, and is based on mechanisation, but also, over the past 20 years, on the availability of cheap immigrant labour. The resulting landscapes are homogenous (Fig. 3.6),
with monocultures but smaller fields than in other equivalent European areas.

Fig. 3.6: Examples of intensification processes: A) Satellite image of greenhouses (the white rectangles) in
the Ierapetra area of Crete; B) Satellite image of intensive arable crops (cotton and rice) in the Axios and
Aliakmon deltas in Central Macedonia, with visible drainage and irrigation networks

The tourist-urban-industrial sprawl is most evident in peri-urban areas and along
coasts and roads (Fig. 3.7). The market price for farmland is very high in these areas,
where farm land is typically regarded as potential plots for housing developments.
Such development takes up good farmland, but also breaks up the landscape.
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Fig. 3.7: Examples of urban sprawl processes: A) Satellite image of private housing development with new
roads on the borders of Attiki and close to the highway; B) Satellite image of the diffused urban sprawl of
tourist-related buildings and second homes on Mykonos

Abandonment is evident in LFAs (mountain areas and islands, but not coastal areas), and the farms that have remained are typically small, extensive and multifunctional. The recent ‘rediscovery’ of rural areas in the urban imagination signifies
a gradual swing from productive to post-productive uses, which have put ‘nature’
back into many parts of the landscape, especially in mountain areas. At the same
time, landscape features are being neglected or destroyed (Fig. 3.8).

Fig. 3.8: Examples of abandonment processes: A) Abandoned olive grove close to the town of Mytilini
on Lesvos; B) Abandoned terraced fields on Sifnos with visible signs of neglect and the destruction of
landscape elements

Three examples of change

1. An example of mountain landscapes: grazing management and forestry
The Pindos mountain range forms the backbone of the main continental peninsula. The relative freedom from authority made these mountains attractive during the period of Ottoman rule, and the population increased, forming a complex cultural landscape shaped around a south-facing main settlement typically
at 800-1000 m.a.s.l., with common grazing lands and forests. Animal husbandry
and timber were the main occupations. The animals kept were mainly sheep
and goats (used for cheese-making, meat and wool) with a range of transhumance practices. People combined forestry with agriculture and animal husbandry. Artisan production of objects from wood and wool was also very important locally and provided extra incomes, as did the craftsmanship of local stonemasons. The system also included winter fallow lands with major cereal holdings in the plains.
This flourishing economy rapidly collapsed in the twentieth century as a result
of the collapse of the sometimes unfair, but at all times locally-embedded systems for sharing common resources, following the appropriation of control over
communal lands and forests by the Greek state, which handed it over to a few,
politically powerful inhabitants. The civil war of 1945-1949 divided local populations, and many who fought on the side of the Communists had either to leave
Greece or move to a city. In addition, as agriculture on the plains intensified,
mountain crops and products could no longer compete with them, even in local
markets. Finally, the rising quality of urban life reinforced the population exodus. These factors dramatically changed the landscape. Some settlements are
now almost completely deserted, and what population remains is ageing. Agriculture has been abandoned and woodland has consumed former agricultural
land. Forestry and, to a lesser degree, animal husbandry are the two economic
activities available to the remaining local population.
Recently, mountains have been rediscovered by urban populations as places for
recreation and getting back ‘in touch with nature’, and the deserted villages are
now visited again. The former farming landscape has been replaced by the forests favoured by urbanites (Louloudis, 2003).
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2. An example of Aegean island landscapes: mixed cultivation
Greece is a land of islands, 112 of which are inhabited today. Their human landscapes date back to the Neolithic and flourished, with fluctuations, until the
nineteenth century on the basis of the local, Black Sea and Mediterranean trades.
Cereals and pulses grown in small fields were the main calorie providers, olive
plantations and vines are common, and mountainous, barren or inaccessible land
was grazed by sheep and goats. Production was oriented towards self-sufficiency
by diversifying production, storing products and marketing them, while going
to sea was always an option. Common landscape elements include terraces,
stonewall enclosures, footpaths, farming infrastructure (storehouses, threshing
floors, windmills, etc.) and rural constructions (churches, etc.).
Some of the forces driving landscape change on the islands were common to all
Greek rural areas (intensification of agriculture on the plains and the marginalisation of other areas, social changes, etc.) and some were unique to the
Aegean. The most significant of the latter was the development of ground transportation that favoured continental areas, leading to the relocation of almost all
industrial and trading activities and hence to increased migration. Additionally,
after the 1922 Greco-Turkish war, all transactions, movements and investments
between the islands and Asia Minor ceased. The population declined significantly between the high levels of the 1950s and the 1990s. Young people are still
leaving, although at a slower pace, and the island societies are ageing. The emergence of tourism after the 1960s counterbalanced the economic decline and
population loss on some islands, but brought major pressures to bear on agricultural land, especially in coastal areas.
These developments fundamentally changed the agricultural management systems, with practices such as fallow, seasonal movements and mixed farming
gradually disappearing. Forests and shrub lands increased in the mountains as
fields were abandoned, and landscape elements have been neglected or destroyed. The number of sheep and goats increased, resulting in high grazing
pressure and, hence, overgrazing and erosion. Today, the local economy is based
on tourism, though hobby farming is still present, mostly part-time and especially on the smaller islands.

3. An example in the plains: the intensification of arable farming
The plain of Thessaly has a long history of cereal cultivation. During the period of
Ottoman rule, the typical open landscape of cereals (wheat, but also barley on hills
and in poorer soils) was closely linked with mountain animal husbandry that
grazed lands left fallow as part of the biennial or three-year crop rotation cycles.
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Changes started at the end of the nineteenth century, when big landowners
faced growing unrest and demands for reform from landless peasants and
small farmers, along with growing demand from European markets. Landlords
intensified production by reducing the fallow period and introducing new
management practices and equipment until the agrarian reforms of 1917-1932
redistributed their big estates among small-scale farmers. This changed both
the landscape and farming practices: small farmers intensified production further, breaking the link with the transhumant herds. In the decades that followed, the plain of Thessaly became a hub for agricultural development and
intensification, with irrigation networks, roads and the state provision of professional assistance to farmers plus –later on– assistance with investment in
equipment. The new management systems were highly intensive and modern
with an emphasis on industrial crops rather than cereals (tomatoes for can-

ning, sugar-beet and eventually cotton). Cotton, the ‘white gold’ of the 1980s,
is a typical case of a policy-driven crop spreading all over the plain after
Greece’s accession to the EU in 1981 (Beopoulos, 1996). As in most Western
countries, this intensification caused a number of problems in economic terms
(over-production and surpluses), social terms (increased inequality, marginalisation of sectors and areas, people continuing to migrate from marginal rural
areas) and environmental terms (pollution of aquifers, overuse of resources –
especially water– the simplification and degradation of agricultural landscapes,
biodiversity loss due to monocultures, soil erosion). Water management is an
issue of special concern, since underground water reserves are dwindling due
to over-pumping, and existing irrigation networks dry out in mid-summer,
when cotton most needs water.

What is to be done?
Future perspectives for the management of Greek
agricultural landscapes
The management of agricultural landscape is a complex and sometimes chaotic
business grounded on the actions of individuals along lines that are very rarely
explicit. In fact, the actions of land managers –whether they be farmers or, as they
increasingly are, non-farmers– also depend on their household strategies and/or
lifestyles, and landscape change is a by-product of these actions. Their decisions
depend on societal factors, tradition, successful life trajectories and –last but not
least– policies. The nature of the resulting farming systems is complicated still
further by their constant evolution over time, which means that the cases presented here must serve as sketches of a more complex overall picture. Of course,
the landscapes they shape are constantly changing too, reflecting the continuous
alterations in the farming system, but they are marked by past systems, too –hence
the palimpsest metaphor. This chapter has presented some of the most important
of these driving forces, and the processes of change they are imposing on Greek
rural landscapes.
Overall, it is difficult to discern the future of Greek agricultural landscapes, since
different driving forces (external and internal, short- and long-term) affect them
to varying degrees. In the future, the most important of these driving forces will
include the shift of focus in the CAP from agriculture as a sector (i.e. assisting production) to rural space (i.e. assisting farmers or other residents of rural areas); the
ongoing conflict between farming and urban land uses; and the market. We can
expect a gradual transformation of agriculture along two trajectories: large-scale
professional farmers shifting towards contract farming, mainly for the agri-food
industry and big retailers, where they will compete on low prices; and small-scale
and/or part-time farming households that use quality as their comparative advantage over competitors.
Managing this complex landscape is therefore no easy feat, and interventions in
the form both of regulation and incentives will be needed. Restrictions on the
type and intensity of farming should be set and monitored to ensure safe products, sustainable resources and viable farms. At the same time, managers and
farmers that do ‘more’ than simply meet the standards set should be rewarded
and motivated to preserve features of the landscape, employ sustainable practices in managing landscapes, and so forth. These elements are already present in
the CAP. Additionally, land managers and part-time farmers should also be considered as an important part of the farming population, and should also be offered incentives. The last and most urgent issue is that of urban sprawl over agri-
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cultural land and the breaking up of the landscape, the loss of its functions and
the degradation of its quality. Although restrictive measures have conspicuously
failed to date, they could be applied to preserve and save valuable land and landscapes in tandem with supportive measures aimed at sustaining farming in such
areas. The implementation of the European Landscape Convention would serve as an
important tool towards this goal.
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3.2b
Urban and tourism pressures on landscapes
Constantinos Liarikos and Thymio Papayannis

Abstract
The working group on ‘Urban and tourism pressures on landscapes’ was convened
in the framework of the international ‘Reclaiming the Greek Landscape’ workshop
held in Nafplion, Greece in May 2010. The group debated issues during the workshop’s parallel sessions, as well as undertaking a field trip to witness and discuss
trends in current landscape change and related threats in the greater Nafplion area.
Keywords: urbanisation, land use

Introduction
During the field trip, the group had the opportunity to visit a number of sites in the
Argolid and to discuss current landscape trends and management challenges. The
functional geography of the prefecture has been –and is– subject to rapid changes,
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many of which directly reflect the condition and structure of its landscapes. Prominent changes stem from pressures to develop tourism facilities and resort housing
along the coastline, from the unregulated sprawl of urban conurbations, and from
the restructuring of the agricultural sector due both to housing pressures pushing
up the market value of farmland, and to changes in the agricultural products market. Places mirroring these changes were visited during the field trip and drove the
group’s discussions, which centred on the exact nature of the observed trends and
sought to evaluate potential approaches to their management.

Summary of discussions
In particular, the following four issues were carefully examined by the working group:

Urbanisation
The widespread expansion of urban land all over Greece, and the serious impact
this trend is having on landscapes were noted. Two distinctions were pointed out
in this context. The first regards the pace and historical depth of these changes
whereas in some areas the trend towards urbanisation is very old and has already
transformed entire regions, in others it is quite new and has not yet clearly taken
shape. The second distinction concerns the nature of this trend, with the following types identified:
- The expansion of existent conurbations over agricultural and natural land;
- Coastal building for recreation, tourism or resort housing purposes3;
- Strip developments along roads;
- Dispersed constructions around the countryside.
It is clear that this trend needs to be regulated and contained. It has also been recognised that, to some extent, this trend corresponds to actual housing needs,
growth processes and changing habitation styles. The rest is fuelled by investment
speculation, as real estate in Greece has traditionally provided security and considerable capital gains.
In addition, the Greek state has directly or indirectly promoted urbanisation
through its taxation and planning policies. This policy ‘anomaly’ needs to be addressed, and recent property taxation measures, and the use of property ownership as a personal income indicator, are changing attitudes to real estate and making investment in this sector far less attractive.
The following two points on building outside the city plan and on the role of architecture were specifically discussed as policy objectives.

Building outside city plans
The right to build outside approved city plans constitutes one of the major peculiarities of city planning in Greece, and underpins all discussions on land use in the
country. This practice has gradually developed over many decades, having been
introduced in the 1950s as a means of facilitating reconstruction after World War
Two and the Greek Civil War, and to address the lack of coherent land-planning in
the country. Although it was initially seen as a temporary measure that would remain in force until land use plans were completed, it developed into a mainstream
land-development mechanism. Nowadays, it is widely understood that this situa-
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3 This may decrease drastically due to the economic crisis in Greece, but it might reappear due to international
demand, promoted by recent government development policies.

tion undermines all landscape and nature protection policies and results in conflicting land-uses. However, the fact that millions of people have invested in such
land over the decades on the basis of the state’s tacit acceptance of the status quo
has created a major social problem out of a planning issue.
A number of potential policy responses to this problematic reality have been considered, including the prohibition of building in certain sites, the careful and wellprepared expansion of city plans in areas facing intense housing demands, compensation schemes for people losing their rights to land development, and possible re-parcelling schemes.

The role of architecture
In all cases of urbanisation and its impact on landscapes, good quality architecture
which is sensitive to tradition and the environment can play a major role in alleviating degrading impacts. Thus, whatever measures are taken to regulate and contain urban expansion and unplanned land development, the quality of architecture
can make an immense difference to the protection of landscapes. The need to establish architectural rules and guidelines in relation to landscapes was considered,
supplemented by the need to include landscape conservation and management in
Architecture and City Planning courses.
In addition, landscape concerns should be incorporated into all territorial planning
studies and at all levels from the national to the regional and the municipal.

Wind farms
Of great concern was the rapid development of wind farms. Although the need
for the rapid expansion of renewable energy sources was not questioned, it was
recognised that the impacts of wind farm developments on important landscapes
can be seriously negative and cause a multitude of side effects through the supporting interventions and constructions (such as access roads, buildings and
power networks).
The following issues were specifically discussed:
- The need to carefully plan the siting of these investments so that site intensity is
high in areas of low landscape value and nil in valuable and sensitive areas;
- The balance between energy production and consumption, so places with great
landscape value and small energy demands (such as islands) should not be
burdened with investments to meet the demands of other places;
- The need to pay attention in the planning, management and rehabilitation of
the accompanying infrastructural projects, and where possible to combine them
with other policy targets (for example, roads planned to serve forest protection).

Other related issues
In relation to the above, certain additional issues were considered, including:
- The possibility of rehabilitating and reusing or, alternatively, decommissioning
abandoned structures;
- The need to resolve waste management problems, and especially the siting
and management of waste treatment and disposal facilities, including efficient
systems for solid waste collection and the elimination of Greece’s numerous
illegal dumps;
- Careful planning in respect of the use to which mountains and hills are put which
have been exhaustively grazed in past decades, but are now degraded and
abandoned, as these activities have drastically reduced or ceased altogether.

145

Re-establishing traditional ‘cultural’ concepts of land-value which take factors into
account other than market value and may include nature appreciation, landscape
conservation and the maintenance of quality living could also constitute an approach. Moreover, promoting primary agricultural and stock breeding activities
could become a shield against housing pressures on land.

Policy proposals
To prevent these pressures on landscapes from intensifying urbanisation and tourism, a number of goals were identified and put forward for further consideration:

Long-term goals
As already noted, land use changes are underpinned by cultural attitudes, illconceived development approaches and an overall administrative failure to control unplanned and illegal housing construction. Accordingly, the following longterm goals should be promoted:
- A gradual reversal of anti-landscape attitudes and culture, and especially the
notion that land only exists to be built on. This should be pursued through
education, the promotion of relevant examples and active communication with
land users and owners.
- A shift in the prevalent development paradigm towards smaller scales and
locally-contained activities. This should be the goal of future planning efforts at
all levels (national, regional, local), and it should drive decisions on development
plans and funding schemes.
- Controls imposed on the unplanned land development regime. Land development outside city plans should be contained and, ultimately, cease. This would
require a land-planning exercise to make room for the absorption of housing
and tourism pressures and the concomitant set-up of a system of incentives and
compensations to secure social acceptance.
All these goals concern degradation drivers that are inert to change, while the control of the latter is a major political, planning and economic undertaking.

Short-term goals
In the process of achieving the above, however, it is also imperative to concentrate
on specific concrete actions and to act on them immediately:
- Shifting attention to the management of specific iconic landscapes and their
protection: define, delimit and propose protection measures.
- Promoting simple, concrete cross-cutting measures to deal with elementary (yet
very important) problems, and to inculcate a culture of landscape protection.
These include:
• Passing and publishing architectural and building regulatory measures and
guidelines;
• Utilising existing measures and policies to protect landscapes;
• Integrating solid waste management and especially treatment and disposal;
• Rehabilitating and re-using abandoned structures.
- Focusing on specific educational and awareness-raising measures.
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- Trying to link landscape conservation targets with existing archaeological, agrienvironmental, tourism, territorial planning and other policies.

The suggestions presented above are only a first approach to relieving the pressures on landscapes from urbanisation and tourism. It is obvious that good quality
landscapes are of great benefit to housing and tourism, as they contribute decisively to the attractiveness of places and destinations. It is therefore important to
manage, protect and enhance landscapes for economic reasons, too. This will require long-term efforts in the context of a comprehensive strategic plan on Greek
landscapes –based on the Florence Convention and Law 3827/2010– which must
be developed and approved in the immediate future.

3.2c
Reclaiming the Greek monumental landscape:
some initial thoughts and challenges
Hamish Forbes

Abstract
The term ‘monumental landscape’ has a variety of uses in the English language,
none of them especially appropriate in a Greek context. The Greek and English languages also have somewhat different semantic underpinnings for the words used
for ‘landscape’ and ‘monument’. The different underlying meanings of the Greek
words present both opportunities and challenges in implementing the European
Landscape Convention, especially in terms of the sustainable management of historical landscapes which have special meanings for local communities, as opposed
to spaces which contain major archaeological sites.
Keywords: landscape, environment, monument, archaeological site, local cultural
histories

Introduction
This essay approaches the issue of monumental landscape from an archaeological
standpoint, since on a world-wide basis most of what we call ‘monuments’ have
some kind of materiality and also some form of historical resonance. This must be
especially true in a country like Greece, which has an exceptionally long time-frame
of written history, but also a particular wealth of ancient and more recent material
remains relating to the human past in every part of the nation.

What are monumental landscapes?
The phrase ‘monumental landscape’ has currency in at least three separate contexts: in pictorial art, in what might be called ‘landscape art’, and in archaeology.
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Very briefly stated, in art history the term is frequently used in the context of oriental art. In particular, it is applied to depictions of mountains and rivers which painters in China have been using to express their philosophical communion with nature since the Han Dynasty (206 BC-220 AD). By the Song Dynasty (960-1127 AD),
the philosophical connection between moral philosophy and nature in art had
reached something of a peak; these were idealised images of nature transformed
into emblems of a perfectly ordered state. In the Yuan Dynasty that followed, the
tradition of painting monumental landscapes continued, but now depictions of
vast mountains and deep valleys were designed to reflect the painter’s feelings and
emotions: they were lyrical expressions of what the artist sees and feels (Fong,
1992; Fong and Hearn, 1982).
The term ‘monumental landscape’ is also used in connection with landscape photography, especially in North America as applied, for example, to the photographic
work of artists such as Ansel Adams and Clyde Butcher, which concentrates primarily on vast vistas and features: mountains, oceans, lakes and so forth. These landscapes express an entirely ‘natural’ vision –evidence of human presence or influence is absent. Butcher himself emphasises the ‘wilderness’ aspect of his images, as
well as the philosophical and spiritual necessity of being in close communication
with ‘nature’ (Butcher, n.d.). His photographic images are, likewise, ‘monumental’
in their size (see below): the smallest in a recent touring exhibition measured 90 x
90 cm; his largest image some 1.5 x 2.7 m (Exhibits Development Group, n.d.).
The emphasis on the natural untrammelled environment is also very different from
the monumental landscapes carefully constructed in some of the estates surrounding England’s great houses. Perhaps the best example of this phenomenon is Castle
Howard in Yorkshire. Its extensive artificially ‘landscaped’ parkland was carefully designed with vistas filled with buildings and statuary whose artistic and architectural
style directly reference ancient Roman, and especially ancient Greek, models, many
of them funerary: a mausoleum, a classical temple, fountains and massive statues
(Auerbach, 2010). This is an excellent example of the construction of imagined pasts
within extensive picturesque or scenic landscapes, which became fashionable
among the wealthy élite in Britain in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and
which echoed paintings of imagined ancient landscapes which were very popular at
that time (Smith, 1990; Holtorf and Williams, 2006). In this context, monuments are
specifically placed to make a very deliberate statement within a landscape. Although
the models themselves are not taken from British prehistory, they bear a strong resemblance to archaeologists’ ‘monumental landscapes’ inasmuch as they are designed to establish a largely funerary ‘past’ in the landscape, though with a view to
simultaneously projecting both family identity and its livelihood into the future (Holtorf and Williams, 2006; Hunt, 1992; Mytum, 2007).
In archaeology, the term ‘monumental landscape’ arose much more recently, initially
out of an interest among British prehistorians for placing ancient built features or
sites of the prehistoric past, such as burial mounds, standing stones, or religious
structures, in a broader spatial –but simultaneously ancient and ideational– context.
The most influential exponent of this approach has perhaps been Christopher Tilley
(e.g. Tilley, 2004 and 1994). The ‘monumental landscape’ approach of Tilley and others (e.g. Bender, 1993) is rooted in phenomenology, a philosophical approach which
derives from existentialism. In some ways, in an archaeological context, this approach
owes a (possibly unconscious) debt to the Yuan Chinese school of monumental landscape painting, in so far as these archaeologists have attempted to understand and
describe archaeological remains in landscapes as experienced visually, cognitively
and emotionally by humans, both in the past and in the present (Forbes, 2007: 18).
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These ancient mounds, standing stones or structures were also intentionally placed
to make a significant visual statement in a wider spatial context, even if we can no

longer be certain about their original cognitive and emotional impact. It is also
highly likely that their initial construction was associated with groups which enjoyed an elevated status in their contemporary societies. In this regard, these built
reminders of the human past bear at least a passing resemblance to Britain’s élite
constructed landscapes of recent centuries.
The phrase ‘monumental landscape’ therefore has a set of meanings which are
firmly entrenched in an Anglophone –and especially British– cultural repertoire,
even if it on occasions refers to non-British phenomena. None of the definitions of
‘monumental landscape’ noted above seem appropriate to the Greek situation, not
least because of the inappropriateness of their theoretical or philosophical underpinnings, which relate to very different purposes and contexts. It is, therefore, clear
that it will be necessary to develop a definition which works for the present purpose of implementing the ELC in Greece. However, I take it as a basic underpinning
of the present volume’s agenda that a discussion of ‘monumental landscapes’ must
address the issue of humanly-constructed features, including archaeological remains, in the spaces which comprise landscapes.

Defining ‘landscape’
As we have seen, ‘landscape’ is a term used in a variety of different contexts, and
its underlying meanings and nuances vary widely, depending on context. Article 1
of the European Landscape Convention defines the term exceptionally broadly:
‘Landscape means an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of
the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors’.
Despite its exceptional breadth, the emphasis the ELC definition places on the integral part played by human factors in landscapes is particularly important when
considering monumental landscapes. Nevertheless, can we define the term ‘landscape’ more specifically for the present context? The English term is generally said
to be derived from the Dutch word ‘landschap’, which was first used during the
Renaissance to denote paintings of (largely rural) vistas –frequently with an implication of the panoramic– which were often highly imaginary or idealised, which
was a requirement of a true work of art at the time (e.g. Schama, 1995). The emphasis was thus on artificiality and artistry rather than realism.
The element of rural scenery is still present in modern definitions: the more enclosed spaces of urban settings are frequently differentiated in English by the use
of the term ‘townscape’ or ‘cityscape’, or occasionally ‘urban landscape’. Dictionary
definitions of the term ‘landscape’ include:
As a noun
- An expanse of scenery that can be seen in a single view;
- A painting depicting an expanse of natural scenery;
- The branch of art dealing with the representation of natural scenery;
- The aspect of the land characteristic of a particular region; the landforms of a
region in the aggregate;
As a verb
- To modify an exterior space to make it more beautiful;
- To embellish with plants, paths, etc.; e.g. ‘We landscaped the garden’; ‘hard
landscaping’ in gardens.
The emphasis is thus on natural elements in a view, even if ‘nature’ has been managed in some way. It is also on the ‘scenic’, itself a term implying both broad open
spaces and ideas of beauty, although phrases like ‘sterile landscape’ and ‘dreary
landscape’ also appear less frequently. The preference for beauty and the scenic,

149

however, is evident in the definition used to describe the process of beautifying a
garden by making it a miniature diverse but highly managed environment, and in
its use, discussed above, in connection with the extensively modified grounds surrounding Castle Howard.
‘Landscape’ has also come to be closely associated in English with the concept of
‘environment’. Thus, phrases like ‘landscape destruction’ or ‘polluting the landscape’ are to all intents and purposes synonymous with the phrases ‘environmental destruction’ or ‘environmental pollution’. The British governmental agency English Heritage, for example, uses the term ‘historic environment’ in preference to
‘historic landscape’ or ‘monumental landscape’ in discussing the criteria for protecting designated buildings and structures (English Heritage, n.d.). Likewise, Historic Scotland, the Scottish equivalent of English Heritage, in describing ‘the historic environment’, states:
‘Our whole environment, whether rural or urban, on land or under water, has a
historic dimension that contributes to its quality and character. It has been shaped
by human and natural processes over thousands of years. This is most obvious in
our built heritage: ancient monuments...’
(Historic Scotland, 2009: 5).
Thus, the use of ‘environment’ –space shaped by human and natural processes– is
here essentially synonymous with ‘landscape’4. The interplay of human and ‘natural’ (i.e. non-human) factors on a defined space over time is likewise very much at
the heart of the meaning of ‘landscape’ in English, as found in the ELC declaration
and as exemplified by the United States National Parks Service’s definitions of various types of landscape (NPS, n.d.).
By contrast, the Greek word used to translate ‘landscape’ is τοπίο (topio), a word
with underlying semantic elements of ‘place’ (τόπος/topos) rather than ‘vista’,
‘scene’ or perspective. There is also a significant semantic difference between topio
and the Greek word for ‘environment’: περιβάλλον (perivallon), a concept referring
to the natural space which surrounds us, not to an interplay between the anthropogenic and the ‘natural’. The concept of topio can unambiguously incorporate anthropogenic as well as ‘natural’ elements in spaces, allowing us to consider the heritage of humanly constructed features within their wider spatial contexts.
Furthermore, the emphasis in the Greek word on ‘place’ rather than perspective or
‘natural space’ is important in the context of the present discussion. Many years ago,
the anthropologist Russell Bernard noted the overwhelming social fact for the Greek
people of the ‘specialness’ of the topos, the place where they live (Bernard, 1976). The
European Landscape Convention recognises this connection between cultural –and
especially local cultural– heritage and landscape in part of its Preamble, stating: ‘The
landscape contributes to the formation of local cultures and [...] is a basic component
of the European natural and cultural heritage’. Therefore, the emphasis on ‘place’ in
the Greek word topio feeds directly into the Convention’s recognition of landscape
as part of local identity, and thus of the necessity for local stakeholder involvement.

Defining ‘monumental’
Defining ‘monumental’ is at least as important as defining ‘landscape’ in the context of the phrase ‘monumental landscapes’. English dictionary definitions of ‘monumental’ include:
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See also Fairclough (2003), p. 297, which indicates a tentative departure from the idea that landscape is identical to
environment.

-

of, resembling, or serving as a monument;
impressively large, sturdy, and enduring;
of outstanding significance;
astounding.

The antonyms provided for ‘monumental’ include:
- insignificant;
- trivial;
- unimportant;
- unimposing;
- unimpressive.
In everyday English, the word ‘monumental’ thus often implies magnitude, significance and enduring quality.
As used in Britain, the term ‘ancient monument’ usually refers to archaeological
features such as long barrows (elongated Neolithic burial mounds), round barrows
(circular Neolithic or Bronze Age burial mounds), Stonehenge, Hadrian’s Wall, medieval castles, etc. (Ross, 1995). These are considered to be old, although there is
no accepted cut-off point for what ‘old’ might mean, and they are frequently,
though not always, of a very substantial size; those which are not especially large
are often considered less significant. Thus, Oubina et al. (1998) describe the change
in the archaeological record of north-western Spain from the Neolithic, in which
the primary features are megalithic tombs (substantial burial mounds constructed
with especially large stones) which are highly noticeable in the landscape, to the
Bronze Age in which the most characteristic remains are far less noticeable petroglyphs, as a change from a monumental to a ritual landscape.
In Britain, and some other parts of Europe (e.g. Brittany) there are numerous examples of groupings of ‘ancient monuments’ which are either broadly contemporary
with one another, or in which later structures explicitly acknowledge the prior existence of earlier ones through their positioning or orientation across substantial
areas of territory. In either case, these ‘monuments’ were integrated into a conceptual whole by their builders; again, even if it is entirely different in its conceptualisation, this situation resembles that at Castle Howard. It is these sorts of monument groupings, epitomised by those found over a substantial part of the environs
of Stonehenge but also in numerous other areas in the British Isles and beyond,
such as Carnac in Brittany, which are particularly considered to be ‘monumental
landscapes’. In Greece, comparable clusters of ‘monuments’ occur very rarely, although a rare example of the phenomenon can be seen at Mycenae.
Turning to the actual Greek term for monument, we must also recognise that there
is no exact equivalence to the English term. The Greek word used in place of the
English word ‘monument’ is μνημείο (mnemio). Dictionary definitions include:
- memorial
- monument
- record
However, its derivation from the word μνήμη (mneme; ‘memory’) indicates its underlying meaning.
The emphasis on ‘memory’ and ‘place’ in the term’s Greek conceptualisation contrasts with the elements of visuality, magnitude and impressiveness that underlie
the English term; in terms of monumental landscapes, at least, it presents both
challenges and opportunities in implementing the ELC in Greece. By emphasising
memory –and also, it should be noted, ‘place’– the conceptualisation of monumental landscapes through the Greek language allows for the valorisation of spaces of
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historical importance which do not contain visible anthropogenic features relating
to any historical period or event. It also allows for the valorisation of spaces whose
visual appearance has fundamentally changed, but which still retain the historical
significance of their location.
An obvious example of both these circumstances is the site of the famous Battle
of Thermopylae in 480 BC. There are no ancient anthropogenic features clearly
related to the battle, and the original narrow strip of land between high cliffs and
the sea has now become a wide coastal plain as a result of later Holocene geological changes. There are mnemia (‘monuments’, i.e. ‘reminders’) constructed at
Thermopylae which are associated with the battle, but they are twentieth-century products.

Some challenges
The last paragraph underscores the challenge presented particularly by the emphasis on memory in the Greek form of the term, but also by the underlying semantic element of place. Greece is a land with a significantly higher density of
archaeological sites and ‘ancient monuments’ (in the British usage of the term)
than any other country in Europe, with the possible exception of Italy. Incorporating programmes for the preservation and maintenance of the country’s archaeological record currently poses a much greater challenge in Greece than it does in
most other European countries. However, even everyday vernacular structures such
as village houses can be very much the focus of important memories relating to
family identities. Furthermore, the widespread existence of agricultural terracing in
many Greek landscapes is itself the location of many memories connected to the
past generations who painstakingly carved these quintessentially Mediterranean
landscape features out of rocky hillsides and then cultivated them (Forbes, 2007).
Relatively recent and apparently insignificant anthropogenic features such as old
village houses, field houses in the open countryside (καλύβια, σπιτάκια/kalyvia, spitakia),
cultivation terraces and traditional paved mule tracks (καλντερίμια/kalderimia) are
actually integral and highly characteristic features of many Greek landscapes. Many
carefully paved kalderimia, for example, have probably been in continual use for
several centuries at least; although generally undatable, some may be older than
many of the Byzantine churches which are normally considered worthy of preservation because of their age and historical significance. The tracks are impressive in
size, too; they often extend for several kilometres and represent important statements in landscapes, as well as memories of a past way of life. For example, countless generations of shepherds have driven their flocks along the tracks connecting
the mountains of Crete with the coastal plain to the north and south in the traditional seasonal transhumant migrations between uplands and lowlands. This has
been a pattern since at least the medieval period, and may be far older: managing
large numbers of sheep was a feature of Late Bronze Age palace economies both
on Crete and on the Greek mainland (Killen, 1964; Rougemont, 2004).
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There are nearly 1000 clay tablets written in Linear B script which refer to wool or
sheep from the Minoan palace at Knossos. Some 100 000 sheep seem to have
been managed, which might well indicate an economy involving transhumance
between lowlands and mountains (Rougemont, 2004). These lines of evidence
hint at the possibility that these largely ignored Cretan landscape features could
date at least back to the Bronze Age. Similarly, the terraced hillsides which are a
characteristic feature of so many parts of Greece may represent, in aggregate, a
greater input of human labour into a landscape than that invested in, say, the Lion
Gate at Mycenae.

The features described here would not be ‘ancient monuments’ in the British sense,
but they are without question memorials to a way of life which, while virtually extinct
in the twenty-first century, was the lived reality of perhaps the majority of the Greek
population less than a century ago. To what extent –and how, if at all– should such
memories of past ways of life be preserved and managed or even reclaimed? This is
the challenge which confronts us particularly acutely when we use the word mnemio
for anthropogenic remains of the past set within Greek landscapes.
As is clear from major archaeological sites such as Tiryns, where the Late Bronze Age
levels have been buried by up to 4m of alluvium and Early Bronze Age levels by up
to 6m (Zangger, 1994) archaeological sites can only be properly understood within
the context of their surrounding landscapes and landscape histories. The traditional
archaeological approach has been to focus on the individual site, with little concern
for its surroundings. This is perhaps understandable, even if it is now seen as somewhat old-fashioned, since many of Greece’s archaeological sites are especially impressive and archaeologically important in their own right: as such, each has a unique
story to tell about Greece’s past. However, Whitelaw’s (1991) ethno-archaeological
study of traditional agrarian landscapes on the island of Kea, for example, demonstrates a very different situation. The individual humanly-constructed elements in
these landscapes –terraces, tracks, boundary walls, houses, etc.– are relatively commonplace both on Kea and, in various different forms, in many other parts of Greece.
Yet the patterns of juxtaposed individual, commonplace, traditional built elements
form highly characteristic landscapes which represent the local history and culture of
the inhabitants of the island. As such, they deserve to be considered for conservation
–or, at least, sympathetic management– as landscapes in their own right.

Conclusion
While all European countries have a rich heritage of built remains and archaeological sites stretching back into prehistory, Greece’s heritage is exceptional. This
means there has been pressure to focus the finite resources available for managing
the nation’s historic heritage directly on high-profile archaeological sites. This tendency has been exacerbated by the requirements of one of Greece’s main industries –tourism– and has resulted in these ‘honey-pot’ sites coming to be seen by
many as largely or entirely an economic asset rather than an element in larger landscapes. One of the stated aims of the ELC is to move away from this ‘asset-based’
conceptualisation of landscapes towards their conceptualisation as part of the
physical space –for example, as ‘natural landscapes’ or ‘cultural landscapes’. One of
the challenges for the future will therefore be to address ways in which archaeological sites of national and international significance might be placed both conceptually and administratively within wider landscapes as envisaged by the ELC.
Beyond the issue of ‘monumental’ sites (in the English language sense of the word),
there remains the issue of how to valorise, manage and possibly conserve the vast
numbers of mostly relatively recent and relatively insignificant reminders of the past
which, taken together, constitute Greece’s heritage. Their aggregate presence in large
numbers in many parts of Greece does mean, however, that they become the landscape and represent the cultural histories of local populations. One of the challenges
in implementing the ELC in Greece, therefore, will be to develop legal and administrative frameworks and mechanisms for sustainably valorising all kinds of anthropogenic
elements –memories– of international, national and even very local significance within a landscape context. This would ensure that, as well as recognising more substantial archaeological monuments which connect the nation and its constituent parts to
their deeper past, local communities would also be involved, along with national and
international constituencies, in retaining memories of their recent histories.
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3.3
Characteristic Greek landscapes:
three pilot sites

Fig. 3.9: The three selected sites

3.3a

Introduction
Aphrodite Sorotou

The Med-INA ‘Conservation and management of Greek landscapes’ project involved work at three pilot sites. This work sought to:
• Document a selection of Greek landscapes in order to understand their character
and diachronic factors of change, and
• Analyse the threats they face while developing a series of strategic proposals for
remedial action.
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The project sought to help embed the concept of landscape more integrally into
landscape practice in Greece, as well as providing insights into the character of the
Greek landscape.
The three sites selected were Evros, Lemnos and the Argolid.
Evros is dominated by the river of the same name which marks the border with Turkey and whose delta is an important Ramsar wetland. This site was selected primarily
for its environmental, but also for its multicultural, character. Besides the river and its
delta, this mostly mountainous region includes rich forests with raptor biodiversity
and extensive agricultural lands in the plains and along the banks of the Evros.
Lemnos is one of the largest islands in the north-eastern Aegean, and is located
close to the coast of Asia Minor. The site was selected in order to examine issues of
insularity and connectivity, dual characteristics that typify most Greek and Mediterranean islands. This remarkably beautiful island, where important primary sector
activities have been engaged in since antiquity, still retains some very characteristic landscapes and seascapes.
The Argolid in the eastern Peloponnese is home to some of the world’s most important archaeological sites, including Mycenae, Tiryns and Epidaurus. This area is
definitely among those most influenced by human interventions. Apart from being
a mainland site and very close to Athens, the Argolid was also chosen for its great
variety of landscape character and the fact that numerous threats common to several other parts of the country can be examined there.
The studies were undertaken by the biologist Giorgos Catsadorakis (Evros), the sustainability expert Stefanos Dodouras (Lemnos) and the geographer and economist
Constantinos Liarikos (Argolid). Although none of the three had any previous expertise in landscape assessment, their three papers point out a variety of views in
which someone could ‘read’ the landscape.

Methodological approach
The character of a landscape can be identified through the application of various
widely-used methodologies which combine a variety of dataset and GIS applications
with data collection through surveys. This was not possible in this case, nor was it the
aim of the project. However, the methodology used employed several facets of the
Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) rationale, in so far as it was not exhaustive,
did not intend to be strictly objective or to collect only quantifiable data, and led to a
certain number of subjective observations. It was, however, intended to provide us
with a picture of the landscape types encountered in Greece, along with the factors
driving landscape change. The proposed study included three main stages:

Preliminary analysis (regional level)
A brief analysis of the area, based on deskwork research, was prepared with a critical description of:
- Historical development
- Demography and settlements
- Land uses
- Natural heritage
- Cultural heritage
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This stage resulted in the identification of no fewer than ten characteristic and diverse landscapes.

Site-level analysis
For each of the 10 landscapes identified, systematic deskwork was carried out together
with a site survey (based on the LCA surveying method). Furthermore, a mildly structured
interview was designed in order to help researchers understand and assess the local perceptions on landscape and to identify landscapes of importance to local populations.

Management and conservation proposals
Proposals were then formulated on the basis of this analysis. This stage also involved the project coordination team. The proposals considered issues including:
- Potential intervention objectives and their rationale (such as increasing productivity,
improving quality of life, protecting significant elements of the natural and cultural
heritage, avoiding environmental and aesthetic degradation), accompanied by a
brief description of each intervention proposed.
- Measures for implementing the interventions (including planning proposals,
regulatory mechanisms, incentives, etc.).
- Verifiable indicators for each intervention objective.

3.3b

Evros, Thrace
Giorgos Catsadorakis

Introduction
The Evros prefecture (Fig. 3.10) is the north-easternmost part of the Greek continental
territory. Its name comes from the river Evros, which, along with its tributaries, is the
most prominent element of the local landscapes as well as a biotic element that entirely
dominates many of the ecological processes that take place in this part of the country.
For centuries, it has constituted a unifying physical entity which closely connects the
surrounding territories –in modern terms, the countries of Bulgaria, Turkey and Greece.

General description
Geomorphology - geology
The prefecture of Evros covers an area of 4 242 km2 and consists mainly of plains
(62.4%), as only 10.3% of the prefecture is mountainous and c. 27% semi-mountainous. Evros lies along the south-east edge of the Rhodope mountain range. Most of it
lies on formations belonging to the geotectonic zones of the Rhodope massif (Rh)
and the Circum-Rhodope zone (CR). The Rh zone is mainly composed of metamorphic and igneous-volcanic rocks of 65-240 mya of age (Skias, 2010). The prevailing
exposed rocks of the more recent CR zone are igneous-volcanic and sedimentary
rocks. The flat, low-altitude areas consist of molassic series of conglomerates, sandstones and marls (Lalechos and Savoyat, 1979; Papadopoulos, 1980; Katsikatsos,
1992), while Miocene coastal facies of marine sediments as well as lacustrine deposits cover the remaining flat areas. Finally, Pliocene soil formations occur in the flat areas of the extreme south, right up to the floodplains of the River Evros.
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Population, employment and economy
In 2001, Evros had a population of 149 354. Of these 88 608 were living in urban
and 60 746 in rural areas, meaning in small towns, villages and lesser settlements.
The main towns are, from south to north, Alexandroupolis (the capital), Ferres,
Soufli, Didymoteicho and (Nea) Orestiada. All the larger towns are situated in the
plains, either along the river Evros or along the coast, while many of the smaller
settlements lie in the uplands in the West and Northwest of the prefecture.
Most inhabitants of the rural uplands and lowlands are employed in the primary sector. The main crops include rain-fed cereals and irrigated maize, cotton, sunflowers,
sugar-beet, alfalfa and –lately– oil-seed rape grown for biofuel. Stock rearing is the
second most important occupation in the rural areas, despite the large decline observed in recent decades. Currently, the tertiary sector is continuously increasing in
comparison to the primary sector, with most young people choosing to work in services. Recent years have seen apparent growth in the tourism sector, though not to the
extent one would expect, given the region’s wealth of natural and cultural assets.

Major environmental assets
The prefecture includes two national parks: the Dadia-Lefkimi-Soufli Forest National Park, and the National Wetland Park of the Evros Delta. There are also four Sites
of Community Importance (SCIs) and six Special Protection Areas (SPAs) designated by EU Habitat Directive 92/43 and EU Bird Directive 79/409 respectively.

History and cultural heritage
The geographic location of Evros between Asia and Europe on continental routes
connecting the West to the East and the Aegean to the Black Sea (e.g. the Roman Via
Egnatia) has played a crucial role in its history. The presence of the river Evros, which
has been navigable since antiquity, was also decisive in the development of communications, contacts and commerce in the region until the late nineteenth century.
There are very few records of human habitation from Palaeolithic times (40 000 –
7000 BC), while the Thracians settled here in the eleventh century BC or earlier (National Research Foundation, 2000; Gouridis, 2006; Triantafyllos, 2007).
In the Early Iron Age (1050-650 BC), people lived in small enclosed and fortified hilltop settlements (Kougkoulos and Gouridis, 1997; Aslanis, 2000); their civilisation
was characterised by megalithic monuments such as dolmens. After the Greek colonisation of the Thracian coast between the seventh and sixth century BC, the
Thracians were influenced culturally by the Greeks. Around 340 BC, Philip II of
Macedonia conquered Thrace, while the Romans ruled after 168 BC, establishing
important cities including Plotinopolis, Adrianoupolis and Trajanoupolis. During
the Byzantine period (330-1453 AD), Thrace was the hinterland of Constantinople
and served as its breadbasket and its bulwark (Ousterhout and Bakirtzis, 2007), suffering waves of barbarian invasions for centuries (National Research Foundation,
2000). Evros was conquered by the Ottomans between 1357 and 1361 (Gouridis,
2006), and the area would be repeatedly colonised by non-native populations during the period of Ottoman rule. There are still a few small Bektashi villages in Evros,
along with the second most important site of Bektashi worship in the world and
the most important in Europe: the Seyid Ali Sultan Tekke (mosque), built in 1409.
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The advent of the Thessaloniki-Dedeagač-Edirne railways and the establishment of
the modern international border along the river Evros in 1923 would dramatically alter the area’s economy. During the last quarter of the nineteenth century and the first
decades of the twentieth, its Greek, Turkish and Bulgarian populations were the focus
of uprisings, conflicts and warfare associated with the gradual creation of Balkan na-

tion states after the breakup of the Ottoman Empire. Thousands of people were forced
to leave their ancestral homes in the 1920s, and this resulted in a loss of cultural continuity in the area. World War Two and the Greek Civil War (1946-1949) that followed it
added more wounds to an already exhausted Thrace (Gouridis, 2006).
In the 1950s, the Evros-Meric development project sought to boost agricultural
production through large-scale reclamation works designed to render large tracts
of land suitable for agriculture by averting the flooding of the river Evros. The
project would radically change the face of the land and boost agricultural production and the local economy. More recently, the Evros Development project of 19781980, which was funded primarily by the World Bank, sought to boost silvicultural
production and related industries, and to improve transportation in the area. It resulted in major oak woodland being clear-cut and converted to pine plantations,
and the construction of a dense network of access roads. However, despite its singular cultural and natural heritage assets, the Prefecture of Evros, and the Regional
Department of Eastern Macedonia and Thrace to which it belongs, remain among
the least developed regions in the European Union.

Fig. 3.10: The prefecture of Evros and the locations of the landscapes surveyed. Landscape codes are
shown in Table 3.2

Characteristic landscapes
Presentation of characteristic landscapes selected and studied
In order to cover the whole spectrum of landscape types met in the Prefecture, Evros
was roughly divided into five, more or less homogeneous, parts. Considering the extent and the internal diversity of each of those parts, representative typical land-
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scapes were selected in each one, in a number proportional to those two factors.
Thus, four landscapes were selected for area a, two for area b, three for area c, one
for area d and three for area e –in total 13 landscapes. All surveys took place in November and December 2009 and April 2010. A complementary photographic trip
was undertaken in July 2010 to provide replacement photos with better light conditions. At each site a specially prepared Field Survey Form, based on a modification of
the Landscape Character Assessment approach (Swanwick, 2002), was filled in. Table
3.2. presents a summary of the main features of the landscapes surveyed.
LOCATION/ LAND- ELE- DOMINANT LAND- DOMINANT RARITY VISUAL ASSESSMENT
P=Pattern
SCAPE LANDCOVER
TOPOTOPONYM SCAPE VAT=Texture,
TYPE
CODE TION GRAPHY
C=Complexity
*

THREATS
(TO PRESENT
LANDSCAPE
CONSERVATION)
None obvious,
besides building of
more access roads

Drana
Lagoon /
south-east
dyke

18

1

Flat

L.f.R.n

Lagoon

high

P: weak, random
T: smooth
C: simple

Voreio
Delta Evrou
/ Saraya
or Kastro

6

20

Flat

L.f.C.c

Croplands

none

P: dominant, regular Further intensification
of agriculture and
T: taxtured
homogenisation
C: uniform

MakriDikella /
unknown

5

22

Flat and
rolling
lowland

L.f.G.t

Olive trees, common P: weak, organised
T: textured
shrubland,
C: simple
scattered
buildings

Lykophi /
Agia
Paraskevi

13

58

Flat

L.f.C.n

croplands

Canadas /
unknown

12

72

Flat

L.f.G.n

croplands

Crossroads
to Nea
Vyssa /
unknown

3

73

Flat

L.f.C.c

croplands

none

P: dominant, regular Further loss of
landscape diversity
T: smooth
C: uniform

National
Road at
Dikaia /
unknown

14

105

Slightly
L.u.G.n
undulating

croplands

none

P: broken, organised Further decrease in
natural vegetation
T: textured
C: simple

Trifylli /
unκnown

8

112 Undulating L.h.F.t

Chionades
/ unknown

16

211 Undulating L.u.C.n

croplands

Vyrini /
Paliokastro
at
Kitrinopetra

4

240

croplands
and
woodland

high

P: dominant,
random
T: textured
C: diverse

Further intensification
of agriculture and
homogenisation

Roussa /
Fylakio

11

368 Undulating D.u.P.n grasslands,
shrubland,
woodland.

high

P: strong, random
T: textured
C: simple

Homogenisation due
to forest expansion
allowed by decreasing
grazing pressure

Kapsalo on
the road to
the top /
unknown

9

557 Steep, hills, D.m.F.n
mountains

woodland

high

P: weak, random
T: very rough
C: diverse

None obvious besides
natural processes and
major wildfires

Chiliyia

17

805

U.h.F.n
Plateau
and
mountains

woodland
and
grassland

high

P: broken, regular
T: rough
C: simple

Establishment of large,
cheap, ugly permanent
infrastructure

Plain and
hills

L.h.G.t

none

Increase of scattered
building

P: strong, organised Over-intensification
of agriculture
T: textured
C: simple

common P: strong, organised None obvious, besides
over-establishment of
T: textured
solar panels and
C: simple
over-intensification

common P: dominant,
grazing
random
lands (grassT: rough
land, shrubC: simple
land,
woodland)

None obvious besides
natural processes and
major wildfires

medium P: strong, organised Further intensification
of agriculture and
T: textured
homogenisation
C: simple

*= altitude of observation point (meters above sea level)
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Table 3.2: Selected parameters for describing landscapes surveyed in the Evros prefecture. All the
parameters, landscape types and visual assessment criteria used are modified versions of those in the
Landscape Character Assessment (Swanwick, 2002)

Trigono and the hilly farmlands of the Erythropotamos area
(Landscapes 03, 12, 14 and 16)
The Greek territory between the Evros and the Ardas, one of its three main tributaries, is triangular in shape and thus called the Trigono, which means ‘triangle’ in
Greek. Combined with the river’s more recent sediments, the alluvial substrates
along the Ardas have formed rich soils in which a variety of crops are cultivated:
cereals, oil-seed rape, sun-flower seeds and –mainly– maize. Chemical and toxic
pollution originating in the main from Bulgaria is a threat to the river’s ecosystem,
but other threats include uncontrolled garbage dumping, drainage, poaching, disturbance and illegal logging.
The area north of the Erythropotamos river is characterised by slight undulations and
hills sitting on fluvial deposits of the Pliocene and Pleistocene. Altitude is nowhere
higher than 50-100 m.a.s.l., and the underground aquifers are close to the surface.
Groundwater is highly susceptible to pollution (Gemitzi et al., 2007). The main crops
are sunflowers and maize, but cereals and sugar-beet are also quite widespread while
oil-seed rape was introduced in 2010. Irrigation water comes from drilled wells and is
applied using sprinklers. The modern national road, a branch of the Egnatia motorway, was built or/and improved in the 2000s. Land re-allotment and re-parcelling
took place in the 1970s and, unfortunately, there are very few natural hedges and
trees left. The area is of low value from a biodiversity perspective.

The agro-silvo-pastoral Pomak area (Landscapes 10, 11 and 17)
The mountainous central-western section of the prefecture of Evros has an
undulating relief and is situated on rocks of the Rhodope massif; its elevation varies
between 300 and 600 m.a.s.l. It is sparsely populated with small villages and
hamlets inhabited by Pomaks, a local people speaking a predominantly Slavic
language who were forcibly converted to Islam in the seventeenth century. They
are mainly shepherding livestock breeders, and have maintained an open mosaic
of pastures and grasslands with sparse trees and oak copses. Their livestock has
decreased over the last two decades, though to a lesser degree than elsewhere in
Greece. The hilly terrain of the area (Landscapes 10 and 11) has considerable
potential for wind, and is part of one of the three areas in Greece characterised as
Priority Areas for Wind Power. Since the 1990s, a dramatic rise in wind farms has
been observed, with some 180 wind generators installed so far. Wind farms are
accompanied by a large network of access roads and pylons.
Until the 1980s, the local architecture remained almost intact with traditional,
natural materials and stone –slate roofs and wood–. Modern, easier and cheaper
materials subsequently began to encroach, and a burst of modern buildings
dramatically changed the appearance of the settlements and the landscapes from
up-close and partly from a distance, resulting in a dramatic loss of architectural
heritage across almost the entire area.

The Dadia-Lefkimi-Soufli Forest National Park (Landscapes 04, 08 and 09)
This landscape type accounts for the most elevated parts of the Dadia-Lefkimi-Soufli Forest National Park. The area is mainly covered by stands of mature Turkish and
black pines and, secondarily, by mixed pine and oak woodland. This is where most
of the black vultures and other birds of prey nest in trees and on the volcanic cliffs.
Landscape 4 is a rather isolated, flat area cultivated mainly with rain-fed cereals
and alfalfa and including also a few hay fields. Strips of natural vegetation penetrate into the fields. Combined with the absence of human disturbance, this makes
it a haven for biodiversity and an ideal hunting ground for the raptors which nest
in the surrounding woodland.
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The southern parts of the Park are intensively grazed by sheep and goats, since
Lefkimi, Trifylli, Koela and Itea, the closest villages, live predominantly off stock
raising. In recent decades, grazing, logging, pollarding and forest fires have decreased considerably, and the woodland has expanded, altering the character and
qualities of a landscape that had previously been a good foraging ground for raptors and vultures.

The lower Evros River and the Evros Delta (Landscapes 06, 13 and 18)
The types of landscapes met between the national road connecting Alexandroupolis and Orestiada and the river Evros are very similar to each other for most of the
distance between Soufli and the northern part of the Evros Delta. The substrate of
the flat cropland areas are pebbles, cobbles, alluvial deposits and coastal sands.
The main crops are maize, sunflowers and cereals with a little alfalfa and rice, too.
Most irrigation water comes from drilled wells or from the river Evros. Landscape
06 is the view to the east from ancient Doriskos, a site situated on a small promontory-like hill from which, Herodotus informs us, Xerxes stood to count his troops in
his second campaign against the Greeks in the early fifth century BC. These
croplands occupy the uppermost part of the buffer zone of the National Wetland
Park of the Evros Delta. These areas were originally wetlands, but were converted
to agricultural land after extensive reclamation works between the 1950s and the
1970s. The entirely flat landscape is dominated by a network of drainage channels
which were dug to drain the area and keep groundwater low so these areas can
become cultivable.
The Drana Lagoon is at the very heart of the Evros Delta. In the early 1950s, it covered c. 1000 ha., but the reclamation works of the 1950s and 1960s deprived it of
its fresh-water inputs and led to its gradual degradation. Following the construction of peripheral dykes, the lagoon was left dry for many months in the summer. It
was flooded again in the late 1960s with sea water, to serve as a natural fish nursery. However, the salinisation of the fields to its north led the local farmers to drain
it again in 1987. The ecology of the lagoon has been radically disturbed. It was reflooded in 2004. The Evros Delta as a whole suffers from a reduction in areas
flooded with fresh water and from shorter periods of flooding, which exacerbates
sediment reduction and coastal erosion, leads to a fall in the populations of rare
mammals (including the Souslik and the Golden jackal) and breeding birds
(including terns, avocets and birds of prey), as well as increasing the salinisation of
soil in the cultivated zone (WWF Greece, 2006).

The coastal zone between Makri and Dikella (Landscape 05)
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This is the northernmost part of coastal Greece in which olive trees are cultivated.
The area is flat and soils are dominated by alluvial deposits and other sediments.
Natural vegetation on the nearby hills consists mainly of dense maquis, mainly consisting of Phillyrea media and Quercus coccifera. The hills were very intensively
grazed by sheep and goats until the 1970s, but grazing has declined dramatically
since then, resulting in expansion of scrub vegetation which is now extremely
dense in places. Wildfires occur several years apart. The flat area which extends
down to the sea coast is covered almost exclusively by olive groves and a few fields
of rain-fed cereals. The sandy coast is traditionally used by the people of Alexandroupolis for summer bathing. Limited illegal building of summer cottages began
in the 1970s, followed by intense legal scattered development afterwards as average income and private car use increased. Nowadays, a large part of the critical
coastal zone (500 m from the coastline) is covered with buildings; development
has even started diffusing towards the hinterland, where it is gradually displacing
olive groves.

Factors of change and trends
Some of Evros’ typical landscapes have changed much less than others over the
last 20 years; this is the period for which the magnitude of change was examined,
and in relation to which the interviewees were asked to comment on whether they
had observed landscape changes or not. Their answers were classified in four distinct categories: Almost half of the interviewees (48%) thought that Evros landscapes have clearly changed during this period, while the rest thought that they
have changed slightly (28%) or partly (19%); no change was mentioned by 5% of
interviewees. In total, 28 different causes of change were mentioned. The most
frequently cited individual causes were wind turbines (11 times) and the
construction of new roads, including their expansion and enlargement (9). There
was also special mention of the increased building activity on the periphery of
Alexandroupolis and, to a lesser extent, around Evros’ other larger towns (9 times);
references were also made to the changes brought about by the Egnatia motorway and by wild fires. Since many of the factors of change mentioned by the interviewees were very similar to each other, and in order to construct a more concise
and clear picture of what people believe about the changes, similar answers were
lumped together in eight principal categories of factors, the cumulative citation
frequency of which appears in Fig. 3.11. More than half of the interviewees mentioned the factors ‘roads’ and ‘natural disasters’ first. I shall comment on each one
of them below to clarify their content:
- Building is taken to include all references to an increase in built structures
in general, the dramatic increase in scattered buildings for use as residences,
holiday homes and industry, and the conversion of agricultural land into urban
areas. It also includes the frequent mentions made of the rapid urban sprawl
at the entrances of towns, especially Alexandroupolis, but also Orestiada and
Didymoteicho, as well as the increase in building along major roads, especially
for office buildings and factories.
- Roads incorporates the construction of new roads, both urban and rural, the
widening of existing roads and the paving of roads with asphalt. There was a
repeated reference to the major change wrought on the landscapes of Evros by
the construction of the Egnatia motorway, as well as the fragmentation caused
by road construction in general.
- Natural disasters is taken to include all references to wild fires, river floods and
extraordinary storms.
- Wind turbines were included in a separate category, since wind farm development
was specifically cited on numerous occasions. Due to the area’s high orographic
wind potential, there has been a dramatic rise in the number of wind farms since
the 1990s, with some 180 wind generators currently up and running. Wind farms
are accompanied by a large network of access roads and pylons.
- Works and infrastructures includes all the public works especially developed
to prevent the rivers and streams of Evros from flooding, the strip-clearings
made to prevent the spread of wild fires in wooded areas, the raising of aerials
especially for mobile telephony, and both electricity pylons and natural gas
pipeline projects.
- Agricultural land change refers to changes brought about by large-scale reallotment and re-parcelling schemes that completely change the traditional
appearance of agricultural lands by means of farm roads, land-levelling projects,
the drainage of wet areas, the eradication of hedgerows and strips or patches
of natural vegetation. It also includes changes in crops, which clearly affect
landscapes, as well as the alleged crop homogenisation.
- Human activities and their trends, abandonment and loss includes the presence
or decline of grazing pressures and its effects on vegetation, with probable
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small areas of overgrazing, the loss of architectural elements and traditional
architecture with the mass invasion of new materials and new ways of building; it
also includes forest management and tree felling.
- Natural processes refers mainly to forest and vegetation expansion and
densification, as a direct result of the decrease in grazing and logging.
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Building

Roads

Natural
disasters

Wind
turbines

Works and
infrastructures

Agricultural Human activities
land change and their trends

Natural
processes

Fig. 3.11: Main categories of factors of change for the landscapes of Evros plotted against times referred
to by the interviewees

Management and conservation proposals
Based upon the findings of the landscape survey, and bearing in mind the objective of maintaining the present values of the surveyed landscapes as well as mitigating the negative impact of abrupt changes which have affected these values in
recent years, a number of management recommendations are provided below.
The hilly and flat landscapes of northern Evros, which are transcended by rivers and
lines of bank vegetation, are quite uncommon in Greece. Their aesthetic value is
high, while they are also valuable for various species of wildlife. This area is also on
a major corridor for the migration of large soaring birds such as birds of prey and
storks. An important element in these landscapes is the absence of scattered buildings in areas other than those beside main roads.
These landscapes are the most representative of the area. Most of Evros’ villages,
towns, roads and highways are to be found here, shaping the main image of the
area in the perceptions of both the local population and visitors.
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For these reasons, it has been suggested that management efforts should seek to
maintain annual cultivations, discourage tree plantations and scattered development, and eventually prohibit building along main roads. The development of hedges
consisting of natural vegetation along field margins to create a more diverse environment, as well as more wildlife habitats should also be encouraged, along with
the rational use of pesticides and fertilizers. Installation of photovoltaic parks should
be restricted to areas away from roads and visible spots, to less productive lands
and up to a maximum extent of 25% of the total area of existing croplands.

The upland landscapes of the Pomak area are unique in Greece, and are only
encountered in nearby areas in the Rhodope mountain range. They are also crucial
to many species of wildlife, and are the prime territory for raptorial birds in
continental Greece. The first violent alteration to these landscapes was caused by
the intensive felling of old oak forests and planting of extensive conifer plantations
30-40 years ago; the second major change was brought about by the recent
intensive ‘planting’ of wind farms. A well-planned, detailed assessment of the
cumulative potential effects of wind farming upon the survival of the birds of prey
that nest and hunt in the area must be carried out. Unnecessary pylons, surface
power lines and roads and buildings must be also avoided. At the same time, the
conifer plantations which were planted to replace the old oak copses in the 1970s
and 1980s must be gradually removed and habitats restored. Grazing, the main
activity that has formed and maintained these landscapes down the centuries,
must be encouraged by all available means. Coordinated efforts must also be made
to save the last valuable examples of local architecture.
No major interventions are permitted in the landscapes in the strict protection
zones of the Dadia-Lefkimi-Soufli Forest National Park; the only driver of change
here is the natural succession of vegetation. However, woodland should not be
allowed to become denser and expand over open places, as this would homogenise landscapes and have a negative impact on wildlife diversity and the zone’s
main asset: its birds of prey and vultures. To this end, the free grazing of livestock
should be encouraged using every available means. Increased vigilance on the
part of the fire brigades, coupled with the removal of dry leaf litter and debris
would diminish the likelihood of a large-scale wildfire that would have a dire impact on a large part of the Park. To preserve a high degree of openness, thinning
and selective tree felling should ideally be combined with grazing, and to this
end livestock husbandry must be supported and encouraged. In contrast, natural
vegetation, both herbs and ligneous plants, should reappear in grazing lands degraded by overgrazing in the past. Additionally, some landscapes situated outside the strict protection zones, but which are of extremely high aesthetic value
and high value for wildlife (such as Landscape 04), should be left untouched by
alterations such as solar farms and roads.
The landscapes of the Evros Delta have been heavily altered by human works such
as access roads, dykes and drainage ditches over the last 55 years. There is much to
be done to ensure landscapes free of garbage and derelict infrastructure, to prevent the further urbanisation of natural habitats, and to restore some of them to
the condition they were in prior to the reclamation works of the 1950s. Measures
must also be taken to restore a freshwater regime to the Drana Lagoon and the National Park’s other protection zones, thus enabling them to fulfil the ecological requirements of aquatic animals and –especially– waterbirds. Unfortunately, the
management of protected areas in Greece faces a multitude of problems at many
levels which result in their ineffective conservation; the Evros Delta is no exception
to this rule.
Finally, the landscapes of the coastal areas west of Alexandroupolis are currently
undergoing violent alterations due to scattered development which pose one
of the most serious threats to Greek landscapes and to environmental conservation in the country. The last large unbuilt patches of land should be delineated and protected from development. The degradation of agricultural habitats
due to building can no longer be ignored, and measures should be taken both
to address the appearance of the buildings and to prevent the further degradation of the environment on a larger scale (underground water, marine environment, etc.).
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3.3c

Lemnos, NE Aegean
Stefanos Dodouras

Introduction
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In general, the ultimate goal of all research is to find relations between variables.
Given that landscapes usually reflect reality and historical time, there are many
such variables to consider. The environmental qualities and cultural values of a given area can influence the way humans shape their diverse social attitude. Each and
every individual is likely to understand and describe a landscape in their own distinct way; determined by gender, age, social background, education and personal
concerns, their perception contains a deeper meaning. Yet, landscapes do not exist
in isolation; nature shapes them, but it is human presence that bestows identity
upon them. This also applies to the landscapes and seascapes of insular regions.

The territory of Greece includes 6000 islands, a unique geo-morphological phenomenon on the European continent. Lemnos’ key geographical position has determined not only its history, but also its landscapes. These landscapes, tangible signs
of Lemnos’ journey through time, reveal the richness of its natural environment,
the daily activities of its people, different aspects of its socio-cultural life and several major historical events. However, the numerous –and inherently complex– sustainability issues involved in landscape conservation and management result in a
high degree of uncertainty, since important parameters tend to be ignored. Thus,
the issue of how to develop a decision support tool to rationalise and facilitate the
complicated management process is an area that requires further investigation.

Fig. 3.12: Louri beach. The ruins of the oldest human settlement in the Aegean have recently been
unearthed by archaeologists excavating at Louri beach

General description
Lemnos is the eighth largest Greek island. Its history dates back to the Bronze Age
and the rural community of Poliochni. After the destruction of Poliochni, several
tribes (including the Sintians, Minyans and Pelasgians) settled on the island. The
Achaean army also stopped off on Lemnos on its way to Troy. Between 510 and
166 BC, Lemnos was occupied by the Athenians, Persians, Spartans, Macedonians
and the Romans, who eventually offered Lemnos back to the Athenians. Lemnos
remained under Athenian rule until the second century AD. During this period,
Lemnos served as Athens’ granary, as it would later serve as Constantinople’s during Byzantine times. Over the centuries that followed, Lemnos would be ruled by
the Byzantines, Venetians, Franks and Genoese until the island became part of the
Ottoman Empire in 1479. Lemnos was finally liberated in 1912, and formally became part of Greece in 1914. After the Asia Minor disaster of 1922, a considerable
number of Greek refugees settled on the island. In 1941, the Nazis occupied Lemnos. When the Greek Civil War broke out shortly after their departure in 1944, Lemnos became a place of exile for the ‘non-compliant’. By the end of the twentieth century, slow economic development and social progress had led to mass migration, primarily to Egypt, America and Australia (Arg. Moschidis Academic Association, 2008).
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Lemnos belongs to the purely insular Region of the North Aegean, and along with
Agios Efstratios forms the Regional Department (formerly County) of Lemnos,
which used to be part of the Prefecture of Lesvos (Fig. 3.13). The decline of Lemnos’ population began with the end of the Greek Civil War (NSSG, 1930; 1964; 1978;
1994; 2004). The rate of population decline reached its highest point in 1971, while
in 1981 the island had a resident population of 15 721 people. In 2001, Lemnos
had a population of approximately 18 000 inhabitants, with Myrina being the largest municipal department with 7488 inhabitants.

Fig. 3.13: Lemnos belongs to the purely insular Region of the North Aegean

In comparison to other Aegean islands, Lemnos is characterised by an intense horizontal relief, absence of limestone cliffs, low land formations, medium inclines and
intense human intervention, i.e. agriculture and livestock (Panitsa et al., 2003). In
the semi-mountainous western part of the island, the terrain ranges from flat to
hilly and is mostly covered by evergreen vegetation. On the east side, the lack of
trees combined with cultivated land forms dominant landscapes, with many villages surrounded by flat grazing plains (Kazolis, 2006; 2009). Also, some of the largest
and well-preserved Mediterranean wetlands5 are to be found on Lemnos (Catsadorakis and Paragamian, 2007) including lakes, wetlands, coastal marshes and shallow bay waters that form landscapes of significant ecological and aesthetic value
(Figs. 3.14 and 3.15).
5
168

These wetlands constitute an excellent environment for providing food and shelter for rare and endangered species
of flora [e.g. amaryllis (suaeda maritima), wild viola (mathiola incana), wild daisies (anthemis tomentosa), wild saffron
(crocus cartwrightianus), etc.] and fauna [e.g. herons, pelicans, gulls, flamingos, wild geese, etc.].

Fig. 3.14: Lemnos’ wetlands (top left corner) are dynamic elements that alter the landscape seasonally
and play an important role in shaping the microclimate, maintaining the biodiversity and supporting
local communities and cultures. Also, many parts of the island have been declared significant wildlife
refuges (top right corner). The designated Natura 2000 areas (bottom left and right corner) have
been classified as Special Protected Areas (SPA) and Sites of Community Interest (SCI) in accord with,
respectively, the EU Directives on Habitats and Birds

Fig. 3.15: The light and dark green areas indicate transitional woodland and evergreen vegetation respectively,
while olive green areas represent pasture land. The light and dark yellow areas indicate non-irrigated arable
land and complex cultivation patterns respectively, whereas areas in brown stand for land principally used for
agriculture. Lemnos airport is shown in light purple, mineral extraction sites in dark purple, and urban areas
in red. The blue areas indicate coastal lagoons, whereas inland marshes and salinas are shown in blue grey
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The local architecture is inextricably linked with the island’s landscapes in terms both of
raw materials and style (e.g. masonry is evident), while 18 villages have been declared
traditional settlements (Presidential Decree 208/D/2002). Also, one of the main products
of the architecture of the local cattle breeders are the mandres [pens] made of natural
local materials (stone, wood and canes), whereas their building technique remains unchanged, reflecting the unchanged needs that they serve (Sifounakis, 1993). Recently,
however, boxy metal sheds (funded by EU subsidies) have begun to replace these traditional mandres in many parts of Lemnos, degrading the corresponding landscapes.
The island’s socio-economic prospects have been more or less determined by the
region’s microclimate and geomorphology. Lemnos is known as the ‘Anemoessa’
[the windy isle] due to the strong winds that blow in the area, and the ‘Amichthaloessa’ [the hazy isle] due to its sudden weather changes (Nisson Periplous, 2009a;
2009b; 2009c). In antiquity, a special kind of clay known as Terra Lemnia became
known as a cure-all. In the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, European travellers
and Ottoman decrees mention cheese, honey and wine as the main products of
the island (Lowry, 2004). In fact, local people continue to use Lake Alyki’s salt to
make brine for the preservation of cheese. By the end of the nineteenth century,
the eradication of piracy in the Aegean had allowed Lemnos to develop into an island with a considerable maritime trade which, along with fisheries6, had improved
the living standards of the local population. Moreover, blacksmiths, tinkers, tanners, skinners and braziers could be found in many of Lemnos’ villages; today, most
of these traditional occupations live on only in local family names (Pravlis, 2003).
The prevailing element in Lemnos’ culinary culture is its authentic relationship with the
land. The island’s volcanic soils, dry summers and limited rainfall contributed to the development of agriculture, stock raising and viticulture7. Wheat, barley, sesame, dairy
products, grapes, vegetables, seafood, game, honey and pasta are just some of the local
products with a Protected Designation of Origin or which have been Designated Products
of Superior Quality. Yet, intensive agriculture and overgrazing have influenced the types
of habitats, since large parts of the island are now covered by herbaceous and shrub
vegetation. Furthermore, Lemnos landraces are still under cultivation, especially by people in remote villages who retain their own seeds and use them mainly for their own
consumption. Although landrace production is a rare and excellent example of community-based on-farm conservation and maintenance, it is a production system in crisis
and the continuation of traditional cultivation is in the balance (Vetelainen et al., 2009).
Ten locations covering a sufficient range of the distinctive features of Lemnos’
landscapes have been considered. One characteristic landscape from each of these
ten locations was selected for further consideration (see Table 3.3 and Fig. 3.16).
The data collection phase involved, inter alia, a literature review, preliminary identification and consultation with experts in the field, collection of photographic data,
field trips, pilot testing of one of the growing number of tools used in landscape research8, and follow-up interviews (see Table 3.4). At first, our reasoning moved from
a general argument to deduce particular conclusions: i.e. contemporary pressures
are leading to unparalleled changes in landscapes at a global level, while Greek
landscapes are suffering neglect, misuse and –in many cases– irreversible destruction. Then, qualitative research assisted in gathering particular observations and
moving from specific arguments to a general conclusion: i.e. the FSF of the LCA is,
indeed, a useful tool for landscape research in the UK, but it has to be more temporal, flexible, narrative and participative in order to facilitate research worldwide.
6 Lemnos is also known as ‘Ampeloessa’ [the isle of vines] due to its famous vineyards.
7 The North Aegean is still one of the largest commercial fisheries in Greece.
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8 The Field Survey Form (FSF) of the Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) involves 2 stages and 6 steps (Scottish
Natural Heritage and the Countryside Agency, 2002). For this study, the field survey (i.e. first stage, step 3) was
employed and pilot tested (Dodouras et al., 2009).

LOCATION/ LAND- DOMINANT LANDSCAPE
TOPOTOPONYM SCAPE
TYPE
CODE GRAPHY

DOMINANT
LANDCOVER

RARITY

VISUAL
ASSESSMENT

Myrina –
Plati
(outskirts)

1

Lowlands, L.u.Z.q. Settlement, urundulate
ban, ancient
structures,
shrubs and
herbaceous
vegetation

Anarchic town
Rare, this landscape P: Strong
determines the
T: Textured planning (Myrina’s
outskirts), degradation
character of the is- C: Diverse
of ancient monuland. Not rare, same
ments (Castle and
patterns of urban
Cape Petasos), loss
sprawl can be obof identity (local
served in most
architecture), mass
Greek urban
tourism (Romeikos
centres.
Gialos) and
urbanisation
(Tourkicos Gialos)

Agios Ioannis (Kaspakas Bay)

2

Lowlands, L.u.Z.q. Dry stone
undulate
walls, arable,
rough grazing,
phrygana,
meadows

Rare, Karvounolakka P: Broken
Beach, unspoiled
T: Rough
landscape. Not rare, C: Diverse
adverse effects of
scattered settlements, mass tourism, high land prices

Cape
Mourtzouflos

3

Lowlands, L.h.R.n Dry stone
walls, rough
hilly,
grazing, vine(s)
shrubs &
herbaceous
vegetation

Rare, although boxy
metal sheds have
recently started replacing the traditional pens

P: Dominant
T: Very
rough
C: Simple

Construction of boxy
metal sheds,
unrestricted access,
waste management,
and wind parks

Inland sand
dunes,
Ammothines

4

Lowlands, L.u.X.n. Dry stone
walls, rough
undulate,
grazing
open spaces with little or no
vegetation

Inland sand
dunes are a rare
phenomenon in
Greece and the European continent

P: Strong
T: Smooth
C: Simple

Unrestricted access

Hephaestia

5

Multifunctional
Rare, two important P: Broken
Lowlands, L.u.R.t. Dry stone
walls, arable, archaeological sites T: Textured landscape, i.e. coastal
undulate,
meadows, lowland
rough grazing, while traces of
shrubs &
C: Diverse
plain, range of soft
human activities are
cereal(s),
herbaceous
hills, overgrazing
evident
vine(s),
vegetation
traditional
buildings

Chortarolimni

6

Lowlands, L.f.W.n. Phrygana,
grassland,
flat,
meadows
wetlands

Rare, ecosystems
that include
interesting habitats

Poliochni

7

Lowlands, L.u.G.t. Dry stone
undulate
walls, arable,
rough grazing,
farm buildings,
settlement,
farms, military

Rare, the undulating P: Broken
Abandonment of
topography creates T: Textured traditional activities,
two different types C: Diverse
population ageing
of a landscape
and decline, illegal
hunting

Pedino Bay

8

Fakos
Peninsula

9

Lowlands, L.u.P.n. Dry stone
walls, fences,
undulate,
arable, rough
pastures
grazing,
cereal(s)

Mt Kakavos
(chapel of
Panagia
Kakaviotissa)

10

Lowlands, L.h.R.n. Ancient
structures,
hilly,
traditional
shrubs &
buildings,
herbaceous
ecclesiastical,
vegetation
dry stone walls,
fences, arable,
rough grazing,
cereal(s)

P: Broken
Uncontrolled waste
T: Textured dumps, illegal
hunting, uncontrolled
C: Diverse
access, intensification
of traditional activities

Abandonment of
Rare, scenic harbour, P: Broken
Lowlands, L.f.G.q. Farm buildcoastal meadows,
ings, settleflat, heteroT: Textured traditional activities,
population decline,
ment, improved old, rural and
geneous
C: Diverse
urban sprawl
deserted
pasture,
agricultural
settlements
cereal(s)
areas
Rare, Lemnos’ par- P: Strong
ticular natural and T: Rough
cultural features are C: Simple
reflected on Fakos’
“non-commercial”
landscapes

Abandonment of
traditional activities,
overgrazing,
unrestricted access

P: Dominant Landfill site
Rare, Mt Kakavos
dominates the
T: Very rough
landscape. Traces of C: Diverse
prehistoric origin
and place of
worship (chapel)

Table 3.3: Characteristics of ten selected landscapes of Lemnos

.

Building/construction
activities taking place
outside the confines
of statutory town
plans, secondary
homes
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Fig. 3.16: Lemnos’ ten characteristic landscapes selected for further consideration
Interviewee Group

Interviewees
Interviewee 01
Landscape Group 1
Interviewee 02
(e.g. farmers, stock breeders, etc.)
Interviewee 01
Landscape Group 2
Interviewee 02
(e.g. local residents, tourists, etc.)
Interviewee 01
Landscape Group 3
(e.g. councillors, practitioners, etc.) Interviewee 02
Interviewee 01
Interviewee 02
Interviewee 03
Interviewee 04
Landscape Group 1
Interviewee 05
(e.g. farmers, stock breeders, etc.)
Interviewee 06
Interviewee 07
Interviewee 08
Interviewee 09
Interviewee 01
Interviewee 02
Interviewee 03
Interviewee 04
Interviewee 05
Interviewee 06
Landscape Group 2
Interviewee 07
(e.g. local residents, tourists, etc.)
Interviewee 08
Interviewee 09
Interviewee 10
Interviewee 11
Interviewee 12
Landscape Group 3 (e.g. councillors, Interviewee 01
practitioners, etc.)
Interviewee 02
Interviewee 03
Interviewee 04
Interviewee 05
Interviewee 06
Interviewee 07
Interviewee 08
Interviewee 09
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Comments
Farmer, Myrina (Pilot)
Winemaker, Atsiki (Pilot)
Public servant, Poliochni (Pilot)
Retired public servant, Myrina (Pilot)
Local development company, Myrina (Pilot)
Academic, Myrina (Pilot)
Farmer, Fysini (actual)
Civil engineer, Myrina (actual)
Farmer, Kodias (actual)
Fisherman, Nea Koutali (actual)
Farmer, Myrina (actual)
Housekeeper, Myrina (actual)
Farmer, Propouli (actual)
Stock breeder, Dafni (actual)
Stock breeder, Sardes (actual)
Priest, Plati (actual)
Lighthouse keeper, Plaka (actual)
Tourism, Kornos (actual)
Archaeologist, Thanos (actual)
Public relations consultant, Sardes (actual)
Tourism, Myrina (actual)
Photographer, Myrina (actual)
Photographer, Myrina (actual)
Journalist, Myrina (actual)
Marketing consultant, Atsiki (actual)
Self-employed, Myrina (actual)
Self-employed, Agios Ioannis (actual)
Local development company, Myrina (actual)
Agricultural cooperative of Atsiki (actual)
Agricultural cooperative of Atsiki (actual)
County of Lemnos, Myrina (actual)
Municipal Councillor (former), Myrina (actual)
Municipal Councillor, Moudros (actual)
Municipal Councillor, Moudros (actual)
Municipal Councillor, Nea Koutali (actual)
Municipal Councillor, Nea Koutali (actual)

Table 3.4: Interview field survey – pilot and actual interviews

Characteristic landscapes
Land use changes are leading to unprecedented modifications in landscapes, ecosystems and the environment. Urban areas are growing fast, mainly at the expense
of agricultural land, changes in social structures are altering rural landscapes, and
coastal areas are being spatially restructured to accommodate tourism activities
(EEA, 2010). With so many different stages and levels of development, even islands
with great potential struggle to disassociate sustainability from the one-dimensional development by tourism.
Landscapes are ‘places of memory’ –both tangible and intangible– that people
use to give meaning to the world they live in. In its broader sense, natural and cultural heritage is associated not only with the physical structures, but also with the
entire landscape of a given area –e.g. past events, artistic productivity, historic
sites, traditional villages and the people themselves. It is believed these tangible
and intangible elements of Lemnos’ landscapes are best reflected in the ten selected landscapes.

Landscape 1 – Myrina
Myrina’s architectural heritage includes its castle, which is one of the best preserved in the Aegean and separates its seashores into the Romeikos and Tourkikos
Gialos. A clustered settlement form can be observed on these seashores, but the
settlement forms become more scattered in the outskirts of Myrina. Myrina was examined from five viewpoints. The area’s topography is rolling lowland with a couple of small plateaus in the northern and southern parts of the town. Cape Petasos,
Plati Bay, the castle, the seashores, the local architecture and the vineyards are all
distinct features of a ‘rare’ landscape. However, Myrina’s landscape can also be regarded as ‘not rare’, given that other dominant features (e.g. traffic, residential development sweeping away the local architectural identity etc.) can be observed in
most Greek cities.

Fig. 3.17: The outskirts of Myrina
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Landscape 2 – Agios Ioannis
The village of Agios Ioannis, in the western part of the island, was named after a nearby
chapel. Just a few minutes away from Agios Ioannis, the road ends near Karvounolakka
beach. A narrow valley, two small waterfalls which have created ponds and amphibian
habitats, some cottages, secluded ‘private’ bays and rare visual compositions –i.e. a
stunning natural landscape– is all Karvounolakka has to offer. The small army of tourists
that visit Lemnos every year are not attracted to this colourful and unspoiled landscape.
Agios Ioannis was examined from six viewpoints. At first, it looks like a vacant rolling
coastal valley, while in Karvounolakka there is a strong feeling of remoteness. The topography is undulating, with several barren and bushy hills surrounding the coastline.

Fig. 3.18: Cultivated land and stone benches are characteristic features of many villages on the island;
Agios Ioannis

Landscape 3 – Cape Mourtzouflos
Cape Mourtzouflos is not a particularly special area, either geographically or geologically. With the exception of some traditional pens, which unintentionally create
certain symbolic features, there are no human settlements in the area. The military
radars, wind turbines (some already derelict) and the construction of a new sanitary landfill site are the only human interventions in the area. This rough grazing
area is a ‘rare’ landscape, since the huge boulders that rise imposingly out of the
sea, the low vegetation and rocky formations add to its wild beauty and eerie colours. Cape Mourtzouflos was examined from four viewpoints that justify the view
that it is a remote and extreme landscape (perhaps, the term ‘landscape of exclusion’ is more suitable) with an undulating topography.
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Fig. 3.19: Cape Mourtzouflos’ wild beauty and eerie colours

Landscape 4 – Ammothines
Many of Lemnos’ landscapes are of rare natural beauty due to limited human interventions. Ammothines (the name means ‘inland sand dunes’) is such a place. This is
a peaceful landscape that resembles an African desert. Other dominant landscape
elements in the surrounding hills include farm buildings, dry stone walls and the
ruins of a small fortress on Gomati beach. A large number of plants (including wild
olives, oleander, spach and sand lily) and animals (including wild rabbits, waterfowl, reptiles, spiders, rodents and insects) have colonised the area. Ammothines is
a remote landscape whose undulating topography was examined from three different viewpoints.

Fig. 3.20: Ammothines: the landscape resembles an African desert

Landscape 5 – Hephaestia
Hephaestia is a rare landscape with an undulating and rolling topography, coastal meadows and a narrow valley. Tigani Bay, with its entrance silted up, is a shallow and brackish coastal lagoon. The Temple of Kaveiria near Hephaestia staged
spiritual ceremonies related to nature and fertility. The Sirens, divinities of the ancient Greek underworld, as well as remains of the sanctuary of the Great Goddess
Lemnos are among the most important ancient structures that have been excavated in Hephaestia and Kaveiria. Hephaestia was examined from six different
viewpoints. Traces of human activities –namely agriculture (terracing), viticulture,
stock breeding (pens) and mass tourism (deserted hotel complex in Kaveiria)– are
also evident.

Fig. 3.21: Hephaestia, Panorama
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Landscape 6 – Chortarolimni
Chortarolimni is surrounded by the soft hills of eastern Lemnos, pens, terraces, reed
beds and farmhouses, which create a minimal insular landscape. This seasonal
coastal brackish marsh has a natural beauty which remains unknown to many and,
evidently, unappreciated by some, since rubbish, tyres and scrap iron can be found
dumped in Chortarolimni. Ecosystems that can be identified in the area include interesting habitats for endangered and migratory species of fauna as well as important species of flora. This rolling lowland landscape with its flat plain topography,
grasslands and coastal meadows was examined from four viewpoints. Other dominant landscape elements include pens, military structures, the remains of a petrified forest and dry stone walls.

Fig. 3.22: Chortarolimni, near the village of Κalliopi, is a brackish lake that dries up completely during
the summer

Landscape 7 – Poliochni
Poliochni was examined from four different viewpoints. Poliochni’s Neolithic settlement was discovered in 1930 and the finds that have come to light there are similar
to those of Ancient Troy. The villages of Skandali and Fysini stand out for their traditional stone houses, while the monastery of Agios Sozon stands next to remote Louri
beach. In contrast to the villages of south-western Lemnos, the simple lives of the
residents of south-eastern Lemnos helped shape and preserve a simple, humble architectural style. The locals’ main occupations are beekeeping and stock breeding,
with agriculture being slowly abandoned. The local topography creates two dry valleys with two distinct types of patterned ground: the rolling lowland landscape of
the archaeological site of Poliochni, and the pastures of the Fysini plain. The stone
wells, stockyards, farmhouses built from dark volcanic stone, abandoned windmills,
quiet pastures, windswept beaches and anti-fire zones constructed by the Greek
Army on a nearby hill are some other dominant landscape elements.
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Fig. 3.23: The stone wells, pens, farmhouses, windmills are the dominant landscape elements that surround
the archaeological site of Poliochni

Landscape 8 – Pedino Bay
Pedino Bay was examined from four viewpoints. The area is perceived as both calm
and vacant. Scattered settlements, electricity pylons, military camps, harbours,
coastal meadows and pastures are the area’s dominant landscape elements. Cereal
cultivation, mussel and salted seafood production, livestock breeding and beekeeping (made possible by the abundance of thyme) are the locals’ main occupations. Many traditional stone houses of the once wealthy inhabitants of the villages that surround Pedino Bay are still in good condition. In Portianou, for instance,
the house where Winston Churchill stayed during military operations in World War
One is still standing, although Palaio Pedino, one of Lemnos’ oldest villages, was
destroyed after a catastrophic earthquake in 1968.

Fig. 3.24: Agkariones, overlooking an army camp and Pedino Bay, with the Moudros Gulf and Fakos
Peninsula in the background

Landscape 9 – Fakos Peninsula

Fig. 3.25: Bucolic landscapes in Fakos

A narrow isthmus10 connects the undulating Fakos Peninsula in south-western
Lemnos with the rest of the island. Diapori is a small freshwater wetland that completely dries up during the summer season until winter rain refills it. Fakos is a protected wildlife habitat that was examined from six viewpoints. Access to Fakos is
not easy, but its rough dirt roads lead to and reveal some impressive landscapes.
This is a wild and tranquil country landscape with scattered –traditional and modern–
farm facilities, a few cultivated fields, steep cliffs and remote beaches. The island’s
particular natural and cultural features are reflected in Fakos’ rare and ‘non-commercial’ landscapes.


Sponge fishing and processing was a thriving business in the area for decades. Today, natural sponges, fishing
equipment and photos are on display in the Nea Koutali Maritime and Natural Sponge Museum.

10 The East coast of the isthmus features the Vourlidia Bay, while the West coast is known as Kodias Bay.
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Landscape 10 – Panagia Kakaviotissa chapel
The jagged silhouette of Mt Kakavos dominates the landscape in the south-western
part of the island. Its undulating topography was examined from six viewpoints. It
is a remote, semi-mountainous landscape with several steep hills surrounding a
small plateau. A designated footpath, lined with wild vegetation, leads to a stone
staircase where the chapel of Panagia Kakaviotissa stands. Agios Pavlos Bay,
Moudros Gulf and Nevgatis beach are visible from there. Traces of prehistoric origin (artificial cavities, drilled holes, etc.) are visible along the way. The landscape
around the roofless chapel has a mystic aura, with granite cliffs full of alcoves (most
likely cells used by monks in the past) surrounding the chapel.

Fig. 3.26: Agios Pavlos Bay, Moudros Gulf and Fakos Peninsula, view from Mt Kakavos

Management and conservation proposals
In general, the absence of land use planning or of its orderly execution, the existence of financial or legal incentives that have led to the wrong decisions, and onesided central planning leading to over-utilisation of the land resources are only some
of the main threats facing landscapes today (EEA, 2010). However, landscape conservation and management cannot be governed solely by legislation and regulation; it
must be extended to various sectors of socio-economic life. Landscapes are a vital
component of sustainability, and as such strategic initiatives should include, inter
alia, issues relating to (Hemingway, 2003; Jennings, 2004):
- Land use: e.g. improved planning, preservation of local architecture, coastline
management, sustainable agriculture, etc.
- Waste treatment: e.g. re-use, recycling, disposal areas, etc.
- Tourism: e.g. traffic-free zones, support of local businesses, environmental practices
for tour operators, etc.
- Cultural heritage: e.g. promotion of local history, marketing local produce, etc.
- Natural heritage: e.g. water management, renewable energy measures, etc.
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Furthermore, certain tools should be developed to support a number of future actions
(Eurostat, 1999; Council of Europe, 2000; European Commission, 2003), including:
(i) Statutory tools: e.g. improved legislation on landscape, development of integrated
approaches with regard to cultural and natural heritage, etc.
(ii) Participatory tools: e.g. active involvement of local communities in the prote
ction, management and planning of landscape, etc.

(iii) Training tools: e.g. training schemes and campaigns aimed at raising awareness
of the specific nature of landscapes among concerned individuals and social
groups, etc.
(iv) Technical tools: e.g. promotion of the economic importance of landscapes,
establishment of landscape observatories, etc.
When outdoors, people tend to think of landscapes as nearly everything they see.
However, just as humans cannot be separated from nature, so nature cannot be separated from culture. Thus, landscapes are not just ‘things’; they are dimensions that
encompass aesthetics, feelings, collective memories, etc. A rocky mountain, a cultivated field, an archaeological site and a traditional village are much more than rocks,
soil, ruins and narrow alleys. To put it plainly, treating Lemnos’ landscapes as a mere
segment of the economy is like putting the cart before the horse. In this respect,
landscape management should be a constant learning process.

Landscape 1 – Myrina
The town centre seems to be in a state of permanent chaos due to several mixeduse development interventions. In Romeikos Gialos, the elegant 19th-century mansions create a belle époque atmosphere which is immediately dispelled by air and
noise pollution (aircraft and cafés). Urban sprawl makes it difficult to clearly state
where Myrina ends and Plati starts, and it has been alleged that further residential
and tourist development is being considered on Cape Petasos. In addition, the iron
gate of the castle’s main entrance has collapsed, strong winds have scattered the
waste bins inside this historical monument and, in some areas, deer in an advanced
state of decomposition can be found. Moreover, certain ancient constructions are
not easily accessible due to the lack of signs, lighting, walkways, etc. Myrina has
been gradually changing, though not in a progressive way. Such change, which is
seemingly welcomed, can irreversibly affect the locality. Strategic management
plans relating to town planning, the preservation of cultural heritage and sustainable tourism are needed in order to cope with the aforementioned threats

Landscape 2 – Agios Ioannis
It is not easy to determine the type of Agios Ioannis’ landscape. There are some remote places, but as more landscapes are being uncovered along the road network,
the area increasingly looks like any other saturated tourist destination. Furthermore, local demands for waste management schemes, road signs and lighting, water management (i.e. construction of a dam), marine management (i.e. fisheries),
statutory town plans and alternative forms of tourism remain unsatisfied. Change
must supplement, rather than transcend and destroy, the current characteristics of
the landscape. In Agios Ioannis, these characteristics should not be reflected in
land prices, but rather in the area’s natural and cultural values.

Landscape 3 – Cape Mourtzouflos
Cape Mourtzouflos provides habitats for stock breeding and wildlife, along with a
cultural record (sense of identity) of how people have lived and live now. However,
the construction of new rural roads and modern pens, uncontrolled access, waste
management and overgrazing are some of the main threats to the Cape’s landscapes. Whatever the management needs of such areas may be, the consultative
process is very important in order to enable everyone involved to discuss the sustainability priorities that would guide decision-making. Strategic interventions, effective participation, and technical assistance / expertise can guarantee that sustainable decisions –which preserve, restore or shape the landscape– are actually
implemented on the ground.
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Landscape 4 – Ammothines
Apart from its aesthetic worth, Ammothines maintains a range of ecosystems that
support local flora and fauna. The main threats to the area relate to unrestricted access and the abandonment of traditional activities. Landscapes have been greatly
overlooked in the sustainability discourse on Lemnos. The community wants the
wilderness, scenery and geological features of the area to be protected from inappropriate development, yet the locals may also seem indifferent due to the mistaken belief that environmental –and landscape– protection can undermine their ability to sustain themselves and their families. Such conflicts arise from the lack of a
set of robust criteria to evaluate landscape values and consider them as ‘capital’
rather than a ‘luxury good’.

Fig. 3.27: The horse racing tradition is revived annually on St George’s Day in Kalliopi, near Chortarolimni

Landscape 5 – Hephaestia
Tigani Bay separates the two important archaeological sites of Hephaestia and
Kaveiria. In Kaveiria, one can effortlessly visit the site (even when it is closed) by following a nearby track, whereas the deserted hotel complex seems to haunt the
otherwise magnificent landscape of Hephaestia. Complex situations may present
local communities with opportunities that could be turned into success stories.
Culture is not only entertainment and leisure. The current focus in Hephaestia
should lie on tourism, history and the local environment. Basically, Lemnos has a
clear choice: invest in the potential that is embedded in its locality, or lose the
chance to make its surroundings and economy rich and diverse, innovative and
competitive, interesting and entertaining.

Landscape 6 – Chortarolimni
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Although Greek insular wetlands cover less than 1% of the country’s total land surface, their environmental values are extremely important. Sadly, some of them
have been so irreversibly damaged that they will disappear in the future, and immediate action is required to save and protect those that can be saved. Chortarolimni is a brackish lake that dries out completely during the summer. Nearby Lake
Alyki is covered in seawater, and when there is no water, both lakes form an extended salt meadow. The huge variety of habitats –reed-beds, wet meadows and
agricultural land– adds to the diversity of these protected areas (i.e. Natura 2000).
Land reclamation, construction works and pollution are some of the main threats
to the area. The legislative framework is available, but lacks implementation and
monitoring mechanisms.

Landscape 7 – Poliochni
Poliochni’s various phases of architectural and cultural development, coupled with
its Bouleuterion [parliament], justify the view that it was the first democratic society
in antiquity. The local community of eastern Lemnos must realise that further development should simultaneously provide long-term employment and business
opportunities (e.g stock raising, tourism, alternative energy schemes, etc.) and
build on community values rather than adversely impacting on them. This includes
protecting the landscapes from several threats that relate to the diversification of
land use, the loss of agricultural areas, illegal hunting and potential tourism expansion that may cause noise, littering and the loss of scenic areas. Any other development pathway may lead to polluted coasts, damaged biotopes, deserted villages,
landscapes without any special identity, places without local food and frequently
without local people, not to mention an unfavourable macroeconomic environment.

Landscape 8 – Pedino Bay
Pedino Bay is surrounded by the villages of Agkariones, Nea Koutali, Neo Pedino,
Palaio Pedino and Portianou. The traditional houses of the deserted village of Palaio Pedino are characteristic examples of North Aegean folk architecture, but it is
questionable whether their cultural and aesthetic values have been sufficiently appreciated. Today, the fact that the Pedino Bay landscape has not remained untouched by the usual ‘modern’ interventions and ‘innovative’ constructions (e.g.
urban sprawl, uncontrolled waste dumps and abandonment of traditional activities)
is far from comforting. Such characteristics make the Bay’s landscapes both pleasant
and –at times– repulsive. Narrow development plans should be replaced by integrated
approaches that will facilitate landscape management and ensure the long-term
quality of the land for human use, the prevention or resolution of social conflicts
related to land use, and the conservation of the natural environment.

Landscape 9 – Fakos Peninsula
Lemnos has a vibrant agricultural and stock-breeding community. These traditional
activities have created Fakos’ beautiful scenery and shaped its landscapes. Yet,
abandonment of traditional activities is likely to lead to the gradual transformation
of these landscapes, since they are treated as commodities instead of key elements
of the local environment and culture. Currently, it seems that whether further development must come at the expense of the local environment and culture is, sadly,
up for discussion. Management strategies should therefore focus on the need to
combine scientific knowledge with the values and aspirations of the community.
However, a major hurdle preventing the sustainable management of the landscapes of Fakos, and Lemnos in general, is the confusion over the roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders involved.

Landscape 10 – Panagia Kakaviotissa chapel
In Mt Kakavos, weeds have invaded the once cultivated but now mostly abandoned
cereal fields. Myrina’s repository of liquid waste, located at the start of a footpath
leading to the chapel of the Panagia Kakaviotissa, spoils the entire landscape. Nonetheless, this is a rare and inspiring area, which includes aesthetically pleasing landscapes. It also provides habitats for stock breeding and wildlife, and a cultural record
of how people have exercised their religious duties. However, the paradox here relates to the fact that, from a certain viewpoint, human interventions are hard to spot,
while from another, a disgraceful landfill site dominates the entire landscape. Mt
Kakavos is a characteristic example of an unspoiled and sensitive landscape (steep
slopes, prime agricultural land, monumentalised area, etc.) which is slowly being degraded by, inter alia, development sprawl and inadequate waste management.
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Fig. 3.28: Volcanic rock formations in Cape Farakla, northern Lemnos

Interviews
The ambiguity of most landscape interpretations can reveal not only people’s overlapping views, but also the preoccupation of many disciplines with the visible aspects of landscapes; the less obvious factors that form and explain landscapes can
sometimes be overlooked. The previous points were supported by the views of the
participants in the interview survey.
The majority of the interviewees stated that landscape is an area’s natural and human environment, while some of them suggested that it is a complex and difficultto-define term. Further, most of the interviewees stated that Poliochni (…living in
an area that has been inhabited for millennia is a kind of magic…) is the most characteristic landscape of Lemnos, with Chortarolimni (…fragile natural environment…
with hidden exquisiteness…one of the largest insular wetlands in Greece…) being the
second most cited landscape. Moreover, according to the interviewees, Lemnos’
landscapes are changing because they […] remain unappreciated […] since […] we
have not realised that they are part of our surroundings, our culture […]. Nonetheless,
the […] central government failed to form and implement sustainable regional development plans […] while […] the local authorities were incapable of successfully managing and allocating programmes and funds […] and thirdly […] the attitudes of the
uninformed local community remained pessimistic and fatalistic […]. It follows then
that […] increased participation, improved collaboration and consensus building […]
could lead to […] the development of a common framework […] and ultimately to
the […] implementation of sustainable landscape strategies […].

Conclusions
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Quality of life seems to be a straightforward term, since most people are likely to
refer to simple things such as employment, security, health and a pollution-free environment: landscape is not usually included in it. Disagreements about quality of
life start to emerge when we move from the general to a more specific –and rather
fuzzy– vision of sustainability. Landscapes seem to fit into this category, since their
contribution to sustainability is not always widely appreciated.

Applying creative and innovative ideas to the development of remote areas –and
border regions, in general– through capitalising on local natural and cultural heritage may provide a window of opportunity for sustainable regional development in
these areas. However, any shift in the development path cannot be accomplished
without winners and losers, which in turn can create obstacles to the necessary
changes. The fundamental issue thus remains the same: how to integrate conflicting world views into practical and comprehensible decision-making.
The collapse of the pre-industrial economic system, the social upheavals of the early twentieth century, the abandonment of traditional activities and the lack of infrastructure are some of the most important factors in the underdevelopment of
many Greek regions. This is also the case in insular Greece, where geographical isolation and fierce competition for tourists may be added to the previously noted
factors. There were times, however, when Greek insular landscapes were so prominent precisely because of the way they harmoniously integrated the natural and
human environment in the local context.
Of course, many Greek insular regions faced a socio-economic crisis in the twentieth century, which explains their current desire for change. Yet, change without vision will ultimately lead to nothing but a deterioration in the local environment,
culture, social structures, settlements, productive activities, etc. The cases of Paros,
Santorini, Skiathos and even Agios Efstratios can only make one wonder how their
beautiful insular landscapes could have been altered with such levity. But landscapes are alive.
Recently, a shift in the development patterns of many Greek insular regions would
indicate that local societies are seeking to adopt more sustainable forms of development which would allow them to protect their natural and cultural heritage
while also experiencing a considerable increase in their real incomes. Sikinos and
Sifnos are systematically promoting their inclusion in the European Natura 2000
network. Alonissos stands out for its National Marine Park, while Karpathos is becoming a well-known eco-tourist destination. Kimolos’ impressive rock formations,
Folegandros’ folk architecture and Anafi’s walking green routes attract an increased
number of tourists annually.
On Lemnos, nature inspired humans to decorate their mansions, to create legends
and form dialects and songs, moulding an authentic cultural heritage and unique
landscapes. Although the strong relationship between humans and nature is reflected
in the island’s landscapes, those same landscapes are slowly being degraded. Lemnos’
distinct natural and cultural characteristics should be turned into levers for sustainable
development. Any future intervention, as far as its landscapes are concerned, should
have nature and local people (culture) at the forefront in order to promote a strong
insular profile and cope efficiently with the so-called development deficit.
Recent socio-economic changes have created serious pressures and future challenges with regard to Greece’s insular environmental reserves. Such problems are
hindered by administrative inefficiency, ineffective communication and limited
trans-disciplinary cooperation and public participation. Sustainability challenges
do not fit neatly into either the natural or social sciences; they are complex, uncertain and inescapably both socio-cultural and environmental. As such, the sharing
and coordination of thoughts, theories, conceptual frameworks and methodological approaches is essential, requiring increasingly elastic boundaries between sectors and disciplines; the question is how this is to be achieved. An integrated
framework should introduce ways that can contribute to a holistic view of sustainability, establish common ground, and facilitate efficient cooperation that will enable different stakeholders to bridge diverse concepts, practices, methods and
modes of communication.
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Fig. 3.29: Bournias Gulf, northern Lemnos, view from Mt Kakavos
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3.3d

Argolid, E Peloponnese
Constantinos Liarikos

Introduction
The Argolid is situated in the North-Eastern part of the Peloponnese, Greece. The area
is celebrated for its rich cultural heritage, its agriculture, and its well known towns of
Nafplion and Argos. Amongst the most popular tourist destinations on the Greek
mainland, the Argolid also plays an important role in Greek contemporary life in terms
of economic development. Thus, it is an area of characteristic landscapes of international importance (i.e. Epidaurus, Mycenae, Tiryns etc), which are, however, under constant threat due to unwise economic and tourism development. The study area is in
the centre of the Argolid, comprising ancient Epidaurus and its environs, and embracing part of the northern coastal zone and the hilly agricultural areas of the hinterland.

General description
The Prefecture of Argolis extends over 2214 km2, the vast majority of which (88%) is
mountainous and hilly, including four mountains over 1600 m (Oligirtos, Lirkio, Artemisio and Ktenias). The lowlands (12%) host a number of highly productive agricultural
lands, including the large Argolis Plain which gives the prefecture an overwhelmingly
agricultural character. Overall, the prefecture hosts a diversity of landscapes and is
characterised by valuable scenic features. Despite its intriguing scenery and natural
features, the Argolid has only a small number of protected sites, and no rivers or lakes.
The landscapes of the Argolid have been moulded by humans for millennia. This is
testified to by the various archaeological remains in the area, and by the concentration in the prefecture of a number of archaeological and historic sites (Mycenae,
Tiryns, Epidaurus, Nafplion, Argos etc.). Its geographical position, its connectivity to
the rest of Greece and the Mediterranean through mainland roads and the sea, and
its fertile lands have attracted human occupation since prehistory.
After the fall of Greece to the Romans, the area’s history became interlinked with
that of the city of Nafplion, which enjoyed its heyday in the twelfth century AD.
Nafplion gradually emerged as a major fortress town and an important port. In
post-medieval times, the city would be transferred to the Franks, while in 1540 it
would be given over to the Ottomans only to be conquered by the Venetians in the
mid-seventeenth century. Two centuries later, having played a major role in the
Greek revolution Nafplion would serve as the first capital of Greece.
During the twentieth century, the area developed its modern character as a primarily agrarian society revolving around the two main conurbations of Nafplion and
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Argos, and in close contact with Corinth, Athens, Ancient Epidaurus, the Asklepeion
and the two ancient theatres, the Medieval town of Nafplion and a number of other sites which maintained constant tourism inflows in tandem with the development of coastal amenities and a second-home market (Van Andel et al., 1986).
Since January 2011, the Prefecture of Argolis has consisted of four large municipal
units comprising a total of 75 administrative divisions. Although some of the
administrative divisions include more than one settlement, this number can be
used as a rough indication of the total number of settlements or community units.
The total population of the prefecture according to the 2001 population census
was 102 000 people, equally shared between men and women and with non-productive ages representing a majority (66%). Almost half of this population resides
in the two main conurbations (Nafplion and Argos), while 60% of the population is
concentrated in the five largest cities and towns. More than half the labour force is
occupied in the tertiary sector –and in trade, tourism services and transport / logistics,
in particular. A further 30% of the labour force is occupied in agriculture and stock
breeding, while 15% is absorbed by manufacturing and construction (HSS, 2001).
Our study concentrates on the central part of the Argolid (roughly the environs of
ancient Epidaurus), which contains nine municipal departments in four municipalities. The study area can be roughly divided into the northern coastal zone, which
includes some of the prefecture’s most famous tourism destinations, and the hilly
agricultural sites of the hinterland. It musters a total population of 22 000 people,
with a structure roughly similar to that analysed for the prefecture, albeit with a
higher share of productive ages and a lower rate of unemployment. More than
50% of the population is employed in primary activities, with services occupying
second place in all but one municipal departments. Services are mostly concentrated
in tourism and transport.

Characteristic landscapes
Presentation of characteristic landscapes selected and studied
The study area is characterised by three main types of land uses/covers: a) the
coastal zone, which is characterised by narrow zones of highly-productive agricultural land between the hills and the seafront, which are currently under considerable pressure from housing expansion and tourism; b) the agricultural plains of the
mainland, most of which feature a mix of marginal farming lands, intertwined settlements and transport infrastructures; c) the non-agricultural mainland, which is
made-up of hills and mountains with phrygana, shrubs and other transitional vegetation, and which have been put under severe pressure from wildfires and grazing.
For each of these main types, four characteristic landscapes were surveyed in order
to establish landscape characteristics, identify threats and propose management
measures. In total, 12 such landscapes where studied, while an additional number
of smaller sites were also surveyed in order to examine specific landscape traits
and characteristics. These additional sites are not reported in this text. Sites were
surveyed in the period between December 2009 and April 2010, when a final supplementary photographic trip was undertaken. At each site, a specially prepared
Field Survey Form, based on a modification of the Landscape Character Assessment approach (Swanwick, 2002), was completed. Table 3.5 presents a summary of
the main features of the studied landscapes.
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The field survey was complemented by a small number of interviews with local inhabitants and visitors to collect additional information and examine perceptions
on landscapes and landscape management. In total, 25 interviews were conducted
between August and October 2010.

Location/
Toponym

LAND- ELE- DOMI- LANDSCAPE
SCAPE VA- NANT
CODE TION TOPO- TYPE
GRAPHY
*

DOMINANT RARITY VISUAL
LANDCOVER
ASSESSMENT:
P=Pattern,
T=Texture,
C=Complexity

THREATS (TO
PRESENT LANDSCAPE
CONSERVATION)

Ancient
Epidaurus

A2

100

Rolling L.f.ZG.t
lowland

Coastal - Medium P: Strong,
settlement
T: textured,
C: Simple

Further expansion of
urban covers into
the agricultural and
coastal zones

Municipality
of Epidavros
/Adami

A3

200

Hilly
downs

D.h.R.n

Phrygana
and Shrubs

Low

P: Broken,
T: textured,
C: simple

Overgrasing,
forest fires

Municipality
of Epidavros
/ Koliaki-Trahia plain

A4

250

Plain

D.f.G.q

Mixed
farmlands

Med

P: Dominant, Homogenisation
T: Textured, and/or abandonC: Diverse
ment of cultivations

Municipality
of Asini /
Kandia

A6

1

Plain

L.f.ZC.t

Farmlands
and
settlements

Med

P:Broken,
T: Textured,
C: Diverse

Further expansion of
urban covers into
the agricultural zone

Municipality
of Assini /
Drepano
Lagoon

A7

1

Lagoon

Med

P:Broken,
T: Textured,
C: Diverse

Further expansion of
urban covers into
the wetland, the
coastal zones and
the surrounding
mountains

Municipality
of Trizina TrahiaAno fanari

A8

250 Undulat- D.v.G.t
ed plains

Farmlands

Med

P: Broken,
T: Smooth,
C: Diverse

Homogenisation
and/or abandonment of cultivations

Municipality
of
Trizina
– Kotroubeika

A9

250 Undulat- D.v.G.t
ed plains

Farmlands Shrublands

Med

P: Strong,
T: textured,
C: Simple

Further homogenisation of farmlands –
overgrazing in
the hills

Municipality
of Epidaurus
/ Trahia

A10

250 Undulat- D.u.ZG.t Farmlandsed plains
settlements

Low

P:Broken,
T: Textured,
C: Diverse

Expansion of human
constructs, degradation of scenery
through deposition
of debris

Municipality
of
Kranidi
– Didima

A11

150 Undulat- D.u.GR.t
ed hills

Farmlands
and hills

Med

P: Strong,
T: textured,
C: Diverse

None obvious –
expansion of windfarms on hilltops
considered undesirable by some

Municipality
of Kranidi /
unknown

A12

100 Undulat- D.v.G.t
ed hills

Farmlands
and hills

Low

P: Strong,
T: textured,
C: Simple

Overgrasing –
human constructs

Municipality
of Epidaurus
/ Koliaki

A13

200 Undulat- D.f.G.n
ed plains

Stonehedged
farmlands

Med

P: Strong,
T: textured,
C: Diverse

Abandonment of
cultivation – loss of
use of traditional
land-management
means

Municipality
of Assini /
unknown

A14

150 Undulat- D.u.R.n
ed hills

Shrublands

Low

P: Strong,
T: textured,
C: Simple

Establishment of
track roads increases
acess and imposes
fragmentation wildfire and overgrazing
threats

Municipality
of Assini / Nea
Marathia

A15

Coastshrublandssettlements

Med

P:Broken,
T: Textured,
C: Diverse

Unorganised coastal
building and use of
seafront

1

Rolling L.f.WZ.t
lowland

Coastal

L.u.ZR.t

*= altitude of observation point (meters above sea level)

Table 3.5: Selected description parameters for the majority of landscapes surveyed in the Argolid. All
parameters, landscape types and visual assessment criteria used came from a modification of the
Landscape Character Assessment (Swanwick, 2002)
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The coastal zone (Landscapes A2, A6, A7, A15)

Fig. 3.30: Vivari, Nea Marathia – Coastal zone

The coastal zone of the study area comprises of narrow strips of flat land between
the hillside and the seafront. In the past, these areas were characterised by small settlements developed around fishing harbours or military installations (many sites in
this coastal zone, among them site A6, were part of the Roman fortification network).
The fertile areas around these settlements were given over to agricultural activities.
Agriculture was initially small-scale, but gradually reoriented towards cash crops in
the twentieth century (mainly citrus production, plus a range of annual crops) when
it expanded onto natural lands and –especially– freshwater systems (coastal wetlands, marshes). Slowly, after the 1970s, the area started to attract tourism and second-home facilities, a trend that intensified further after the 1990s and is still driving
urban expansion (in, for example, landscapes A6, A7 and A15). The development of
such facilities is still exerting huge pressure on agricultural and natural lands, and
creating a continuous demand for transport, energy and communication networks.
At the same time agricultural land itself expands at the expense of natural land, driven by the perverse incentives of the EU Common Agricultural Policy (the aforementioned changes are very evident even in very contemporary land-cover change mappings, such as WWF Greece, 2012). It has also driven an abrupt change in social conditions, as permanent populations give way to seasonal inhabitants and tourists.
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The case of Old or Ancient Epidaurus (landscape A2), as narrated by people interviewed
during the field research, is worthy of special mention. The town developed as a major
visitor attraction during the 1970s, and despite the fact that it is, in fact, considerably
newer than ‘New Epidaurus’ (a town a little further to the West), it maintains the prefix
‘old’ as it was built on the site of the ancient port of Epidaurus. An extremely poor place
until the middle of the last century, it developed a thriving citrus crop (the renowned
Epidaurus oranges) before transforming itself into a high-income visitor destination and
second home resort. This new character put immense pressure on surrounding agricultural
lands, which were gradually taken up by real estate developments. It also served as an engine of change for the profile of the entire coastal zone, with the aforementioned results.
Today, the area is indicative of the fate of many places that experienced such abrupt
and obviously unplanned change: land-prices have risen to levels that are discouraging
new settlers and promoting high-density building, while the resulting congestion is driving away the high-income settlers who first created and maintained the area’s profile.

The mainland farming zone (Landscapes A4, A8, A9, A13)

Fig. 3.31: Ano Fanari – Rural, agriculture zone

The mainland farming zone of our study area essentially includes the productive
plateau of Trahia and the surrounding agricultural lands. Today, this is a purely
agricultural area, and although the archaeological evidence would indicate that
it played a somewhat more important role in the past, few remnants of this history remain evident. It has probably always been an important productive site
and transport hub, which would explain the dense system of fortified constructions that protected and looked over the valley and its routes (Kondi, 1983; Peppas, 1990). Trahia itself was a Turkish settlement, which was occupied by Vlachs
from Epirus in northern Greece during the Greek revolution in the early nineteenth century. The settlement developed as a centre for the local community
living in five more settlements. Two of these (Trahia and Koliaki) are characterised by strip development along the national road –mainly hosting commercial
and transport service facilities– as the road across the plain is frequently used
by travellers wishing to visit a number of well-known resorts; the remaining
settlements have a more contained structure. The whole area is well known for
its cheese and bread production, which provide a major source of employment
and income.
The plateau (landscape A4) presents an impressive agricultural landscape with a
great diversification of agricultural uses (cereal fields, olives groves, pasture) intertwined with natural lands. Production has fallen considerably in the past years, and
many farms have been abandoned due to falling prices (esp. for olive oil) and to
competition (cereals). However, this has not greatly affected the landscape: according to to interviewed locals, it has remained unaltered for many decades, both because there is zero pressure from housing, and because many farms are maintained
in productive form so as not to lose the right to agricultural subsidies. There are a
number of more contained agricultural sites around the Trahia plain, many of
which preserve very valuable landscape characteristics (landscapes A8 and A13).
More intensive farming sites are rare and only found in places where properties are
not fragmented and there is adequate water to allow the development of irrigated
fields (landscape A9).
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The non-agricultural mainlands (Landscapes A3, A10, A11, A12, A14)

Fig. 3.32: Adami – Mining area

This part of the study area expands around the agricultural sites discussed, and between them and the coastal zone. They have the same historical and social features,
while many of these sites were once farmland that has long since been abandoned.
They are mainly subject to low and/or transitional vegetation pressures from wildfires and overgrazing; grazing has been abandoned over the past decades, though
it still remains a powerful pressure at specific sites (landscape A12). The fragmentation of natural sites for the construction of roads (landscape A14), unplanned strip
developments along road axes and the dumping of debris (landscape A10) are also
among the major pressures on the studied landscapes in this group.
Quarries are highly characteristic of the study area, and often alter the geomorphology of whole mountains and drastically change landscapes (landscape A3).
The study area is well-known for the production of marble, which has for decades remained an important export-oriented extraction and processing industry.
Although production has fallen considerably over the past decade, the non-rehabilitated quarries remain to ‘haunt’ the studied sites. The same holds true for the
many abandoned factories that remain scattered around the study area. Wind
farms (backdrop of landscape A11) are also developing in the study area at a relatively rapid rate, but mostly on lower-lying hills, which reduces their impact on
landscape values. Unlike many other communities, the inhabitants of the study
area view the development of wind farms in a positive light; they do not feel the
farms devalue their area.

Factors of change and future trends
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The study area is characterised by a duality in regard to the extent and nature of
the changes to its landscapes: while inland areas have remained relatively unaltered in last decades, the coastal zone has been heavily altered. This duality was
also present in the answers given by the 25 interviewees, with whom landscape
values and factors driving change were discussed. Those residing on the coast (13

people) unanimously stated that their local landscapes have been changing drastically and identified building (100%), road construction (77%) and social changes
(demography, habitation styles, architecture – 66%) as the main drivers of change.
On the other hand, people living inland (12 people) were unanimous in considering their areas to have remained unchanged over the course of recent decades,
and failed to recognise any important drivers of change. The abandonment of primary activities was recognised by all inland interviewees, although none considered this to have brought about serious changes in the landscape (consequently, it
is discussed here as a potential factor in change). When presented with a list of
possible factors in change, they also recognised the construction of roads (42%),
the dumping of waste (67%) and the construction of wind farms (83%) as important landscape changes. Interviewees from both groups identified wildfires as an
important factor in landscape change.
It is important to mention that people residing inland generally have a very low appreciation of the landscape values of their areas; this probably explains their failure
to identify important changes and threats. It is also important to mention that their
answers were generally restricted to their immediate environment, and that they
were very hesitant about discussing changes pertaining to other parts of the study
area, although some of the respondents did comment on areas other than their
own. The following paragraphs explain the nature of the factors for change which
were identified.
i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

v.

vi.

vii.

Building was mainly identified as a factor of change with relevance to the
coastal part of the study area. It basically relates to the construction of second
homes and tourism facilities. Some interviewees specifically defined building
on the seafront and wetlands as of particular importance. None of the inland
residents considered this factor important for their inland landscapes.
Roads were also identified as a major factor in bringing about change in coastal
areas, directly linked to new housing and tourism developments. Although
the incidence of road construction is also high inland, very few respondents
identified it as a factor of change of relevance to these sites.
Abandonment of primary activities was identified as a trend by all the inland
interviewees. However, it was not actually identified as a factor in landscape
change; instead, it was seen primarily as a social trend with the potential to
alter landscapes and land use in the long term.
Wildfires were identified by many of the interviewees as a factor in changing
landscapes, often linked to pressure from housing and grazing. Some of the
remaining interviewees also mentioned wildfires as a frequent incident, but did
not think they really affected landscapes and land uses.
Solid waste was identified by some of the inland interviewees, though only
after prompting from the interviewer. It mainly includes references to the
dumping of debris from construction work and to the processing of building
materials. The same factor was identified by a few of the coastal inhabitants,
but the relevant responses were spontaneous here, and referred to the waste
generated by visitors and tourists.
Wind farms were also identified by many of the mainland interviewees,
although the responses once again followed prompting by the interviewer. It
is worth mentioning that this change was mostly welcomed, and that none of
the interviewees considered it to devalue landscapes.
Social changes were mostly identified by interviewees from the coast, who
discussed it in terms of changes in styles of habitation (the replacement of
permanent households by second homes) which are strongly linked to land
use changes.
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Management and conservation proposals
Following the results of the landscape survey, and in the light of the interviewees’
responses and the prescriptions detailed in the relevant literature and policy documents, some proposals can now be made with a view to preserving current landscape values and characteristics. In some cases, they also seek to improve the
present conditions through the countering of obvious threats.

Containment of agricultural land conversion
Agricultural land is a preferred type of land as far as settlement expansion or sporadic
building are concerned. There are a number of reasons for this, including its proximity
to settlements, the availability of transport, communications and energy networks,
clear property and land use rights, and the undulating form of the terrain itself.
At a time when agricultural space is undergoing restructuring, it is very hard to argue
for the cross-cutting and absolute reinforcement and maintenance of the agricultural
use of farmland. Yet, it is imperative that the values of agricultural landscapes be assessed and documented, and that the conversion of farmland to urban uses is done
in a properly planned manner and in full accordance with existing housing and infrastructure demands, and not on the basis of real estate speculations. This recommendation primarily relates to the study area’s coastal zones, which are rapidly expanding onto what was previously agricultural land as they grow along the coast. Inland,
the abandonment of primary activities has not yet translated into land conversion,
but this does not mean that measures should not be taken. The initiation of proper
measures would, in this instance, reduce the possibility of such problems emerging
in the future, and potentially create development prospects by enhancing the area’s
profile and establishing proper support measures for farmers.

Restriction of building along the coast and water-front
Waterfronts (coasts and coastal wetlands and lagoons) are among the most pressured spaces as far as settlement and housing expansion are concerned. They are
favoured for their access to the sea, and very often because of the undulating form
of their terrain. Coastal building detracts from the natural environment, but also
destroys valuable landscapes as it creates a built continuum along the coasts and
destroys valuable freshwater systems.
Unlike the conversion of farmland, this practice cannot be justified in terms of productive restructuring, and is driven solely by real estate speculation and private interests. The national legislation protecting these resources and landscapes is adequate,
but undermined by a lack of political interest and by very poor enforcement. The recommendation in respect to coastal buildings is therefore to raise awareness of the issue’s importance among the public and decision makers, and to lobby for the enforcement of the existing legislation. A second phase would then promote issues of
site rehabilitation, since derelict constructions are rarely dismantled, and even when
legislation is enforced, landowners are rarely required to rehabilitate the sites.

Restrictions in building along roads
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Strip development along the road network is actively promoted by the Greek state
both directly and indirectly: directly because construction regulations (minimum
plot size, maximum allowed building size, etc.) are lax in these areas, and thus
developers can get better value for money; indirectly, because the cost of access to
energy and communication networks is very low. Although there is a certain logic
to this policy, in reality it has resulted in a built continuum along all major transport routes, which impacts heavily on the rural landscape as well as increasing traffic. Support for this construction practice must cease immediately, and future de-

velopment decisions should be based on sound planning criteria. Although access
to main transport routes must obviously be allowed under these planning criteria,
importance should be placed on developing concentrations along specific sections
of the roads, rather than allowing scattered constructions. This not only requires
regulation, it also necessitates locally specific investment in infrastructure, so that
siting off the road network becomes both feasible and economically attractive.

Protection of natural land and management of conversion pressures
Despite the fact that intermixed land uses often create very interesting –and typically Mediterranean– landscapes, in the long run the inability to protect natural
land from conversion pressures acts to the detriment not only of landscapes, but
also –and perhaps more importantly– of the natural environment itself. The protection of land uses is a very difficult exercise in Greece; the lack of both a cadastral
and forest registry, coupled with the mosaic-like combination of uses and peculiar
property arrangements, leaves an array of opportunities for land take up and land
use conversion.
It is a well-recognised fact that the protection of natural land uses can only be attained through the completion of the necessary policy instruments (forest and cadastral registries, spatial plans), the deployment of law enforcement capabilities,
and the proper designation of development policies. In all of these, policy should
take a pragmatic stance against social demands and aspirations, and seek not to
entrench natural land uses, but rather to properly steer and manage pressures. In
the study area, that would mean planning for the maintenance of natural land covers in view both of the agricultural character of the majority of the sites (and hence
the productive transformations taking place), and of the newer demands for development based on tourism in most coastal communities.

Management of debris and solid waste
The management of construction debris and solid waste is a universal problem in
Greece, largely owing to people’s social viewpoint on public space, but also to a
series of legislative inadequacies that actually make it almost impossible to dispose
of construction debris properly. Due primarily to its sparse population, only a small
number of relevant problems were identified in the study area, even though these
had quite a significant impact on the overall landscape.
Over and above the urgent need to resolve the national issues regarding the disposal of construction debris, it is believed that a combination of awareness-raising
instruments (education, sign posts, direct communication with business operators),
enforcement acts (better wardening in relation to debris disposal on public property) and financial support (for the rehabilitation of waste sites) could achieve important results in the sphere of landscape protection in a short time and with relatively little effort.

Quarry rehabilitation
Quarry rehabilitation is another issue of national importance whose solution is rendered difficult by a number of factors. Legislative inadequacies, property-right peculiarities, problems with quarry operation permits (that mirror the relevant rehabilitation permits), lack of know-how, disparities in methodological approaches,
and disputes between private operators and public services are just a few of the issues that arise in the course of implementing proper rehabilitation interventions.
Despite the importance of both the mining sector and tourism (as a foremost user
of landscapes) for the national economy, these issues remain unresolved to date.
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The study area includes some of the most important marble production sites in
Greece, which makes value judgements on the choice between quarrying activities
and landscape conservation difficult. Yet, proper rehabilitation interventions in
quarrying sites remain vastly important for the maintenance of landscape values in
this area. We therefore suggest that operational and non-operational quarries be
inventoried, that proper rehabilitation guidelines be issued and enforced, and that
rehabilitation responsibilities be more clearly assigned (it is often the case that operators deposit a sum of money with the forest authorities at the start of the operation, and then enter a dispute with the state as to whether these funds are adequate to cover rehabilitation or not). The allocation of responsibilities between
quarrying operators and land owners also needs to be undertaken (it is also often
the case that operators wish to rehabilitate the sites, while landowners, looking
ahead to potential future uses of the remaining materials, do not). Lastly, given the
small number of operators involved, it is also believed that a good-practice charter
between the public and quarrying companies could be feasible.

Protection of landmarks, traditional buildings and farm structures
The issue of preserving small-scale landscape traits was raised directly or indirectly
in relation to a number of the inventoried landscapes, and is of the greatest importance for the study area. The protection of such ‘emblematic’ sites could be attained through regulatory means, funding and subsidy schemes, or simply through
active campaigning with the local population and the coupling of these measures
with commercial interests.
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3.3e

Lessons learned
Aphrodite Sorotou
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Greek landscapes are definitely diverse. These three papers demonstrate this diversity, while also shedding light on the overall unity that makes Greek landscapes
quite distinctive from those of the rest of Europe. Being at the crossroads of East
and West, North and South, a mixture of environmental and multicultural factors
have sculpted what is known today as the Greek landscape.

The way that we view the Greek landscapes of today is influenced both by our interaction with them and by the idea, implanted in our minds, of an idealised, near
mythical landscape. In many cases, our view of the landscape is far removed from
the realities on the ground; that is why, when the Greeks are asked about their
landscape, they immediately recall a picturesque, iconic, beautified scene of pristine nature with an ancient monument standing to one side.
This idea of the Greek landscape, backed up by the absence of heavy industrial development to the extent witnessed in other European countries, has, to a certain
degree, facilitated the preservation of this imaginary landscape. At the same time,
the abandonment of rural areas and traditional activities and life in unfriendly urban centres has resulted in our losing the ability to connect with the land and the
landscape, and thus in a lack of understanding of –and difficulty addressing– the
problems faced by Greece’s actual landscapes today.

Methodological issues
As stated in the introduction, the methodology used for the three sites was kept simple and non-specific in an attempt to achieve the objectives of the project in a costeffective way. Both the methodology and the results it produced proved satisfactory.
Of course, there is an urgent need for a Landscape Character Assessment of the
Greek territory at various scales in order to identify the Greek landscape’s distinctive character types, to map them, to describe their character, identify their engines
of change and the threats they face, and to propose concrete guidelines for their
effective management and planning.
The methodologies available have many advantages and various drawbacks. None
of them has been created with the particularities of the Mediterranean in mind.
Furthermore, most are primarily of use to geographers and planners and lack any
real application to other disciplines which study the landscape, such as ecology or
archaeology. They provide very little evidence about nature or culture, and no clear
explanation of the relationship between the two. This raises some major questions:
What kind of a landscape study do we aspire to practise? How can the evidence
suggested by this study be intrinsic to the relationship between past, present and
future for both nature and culture? And, finally, can these methods respond to the
human perception issue?

Issues of change
As these papers make clear, contemporary Greek landscapes are plagued by a variety
of threats including: building construction (with an emphasis on –legal or illegal–
building outside the areas designated for urban development in the planning regulations); uncontrolled urban growth, the loss or degradation of the natural, aesthetic
or cultural character of the landscape; the desertion of rural landscapes and abandonment of traditional rural activities; the homogenisation of landscape; the absence
of protection measures or their negligent application; and interventions inconsistent
with local identity and the character of the landscape. Specifically:

Demography and housing
All three areas clearly demonstrate increasing demand for new housing and commercial development, along with demographic changes that can impact on the
landscape. The definite increase in urbanising elements is mostly associated with
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the demand for holiday housing. The most characteristic trend is, however, linear
development along coastal areas and main roads, with dramatic and irreversible
effects on the landscape.

Tourism
Tourism is considered among the most profitable sectors in Greece. Especially in
the cases of Lemnos and the Argolid, the number of tourists is increasing and there
is growing demand for large-scale tourism infrastructure. As is the case in many
parts of Greece, all three pilot study areas show landscapes of high value which
provide opportunities for recreation, as long as their development is sustainable.

Agriculture
Agriculture trends are either towards intensification (viticulture in the Argolid) or
abandonment (cereal fields on Mount Kakavos on Lemnos). In most cases, current agricultural practices and the urban sprawl into agricultural lands have altered the character of the landscape. In the case of Evros, changes brought about by large-scale reallotment and re-parcelling schemes have also completely changed the traditional appearance of agricultural lands through farm roads, land-levellings, drainage of wet areas, and the eradication of hedgerows and strips or patches of natural vegetation.

Conservation
There has been a general decline in the extent and diversity of grassland due to
the abandonment of grazing. As a direct result of this decrease in grazing and logging, forest and vegetation expansion and densification were noted in several areas. Furthermore, many important and environmentally-sensitive areas have fallen
into poor management.

Energy and infrastructure
There is an increasing demand for renewable energy sources (locally and nationally), particularly for wind and solar power schemes. Wind farms require large open
sites, huge pylons and a large network of access roads, all of which have a significant impact on the landscape both visually and aesthetically. They also impact on
landscape functions, as the areas around wind turbines are deserted completely,
due to the noise levels.

In addition to the above, the landscapes of Greece display two major ‘weaknesses’:
Firstly, the small-scale areas resulted from the physical character of the country (its
intense relief and hundreds of small islands) result in its landscapes having a small
carrying capacity for human interventions. In cases where human activity and interventions have exceeded an area’s capacity, the results have been catastrophic
(see the island of Mykonos). Secondly, mechanisms in place to ensure the protection and management of the landscape remain inactive, while almost none of the
small-scale but numerous interventions is controlled by the central authorities.
When local people, valuing their landscape little, or unable to understand its importance, do not react, the landscape is destroyed and devalued.

Protection, management and planning of the Greek landscapes
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As we have seen in these three characteristic areas, Greek landscapes are subject
to constant change and mismanagement. It is thus important to ensure that specific steps are taken to promote their stewardship in the future.

At a national level, it is important to ensure that landscape is recognised in all the
relevant legislation and policy measures. The Ministry of Environment, Energy and
Climate Change has taken the initiative to create a National Landscape Committee
which, based on a National Landscape Character Assessment, will develop the National Landscape Strategy and Action Plan (2012-2017) to protect, manage and
plan Greece’s landscapes.
For this strategy to work, it is important that certain objectives are set and specific
measures taken. Based on the evidence of the three pilot studies, we propose the
following:
- Ensuring development control take landscape issues and character into consideration (the mechanism permitting building outside statutory plans should
certainly be revoked).
- Reducing the impact of road infrastructure on the landscape.
- Ensuring a landscape-scale perspective on any development plan and implementation scheme.
- Protecting the rural character of the landscape and minimising urban sprawl.
- Identifying and protecting local identity and cultural values.
- Enhancing the management of protected areas and environmentally-sensitive sites.
- Protecting and diversifying agricultural land to enhance its functions and
aesthetic values.
- Monitoring and managing landscape change.
- Promoting public participation procedures and raising awareness.
It is important that the Greek landscapes are not neglected, and that their character and values are preserved. Careful management and planning at all scales can
ensure their protection and put in place a framework ensuring their sustainable
development. Acting as soon as possible is therefore a matter of considerable urgency, beginning at the national level and gradually moving down to the local level, aiming at directly engaging both civic society and the authorities.
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chapter 4
RECLAIMING
THE GREEK LANDSCAPE

By now, the reader must have realised that landscape needs little justification as an
issue of great importance and that, in the case of Greece, the landscape requires
immediate action if it is to be protected, managed and planned effectively. For
decades, Greek policies, planning and legislation, as well as various private initiatives and projects, have sought to protect ‘exceptional’, ‘beautiful’ and ‘unspoiled’
landscapes. Moreover, every attempt to do so has been made in the context of
either nature protection or cultural heritage management; there has been no real
concern for landscape per se.
The landscape of Greece is indisputably under enormous pressure from illegal construction, uncontrolled urbanisation and tourist developments, homogenisation, a
lack of political will and –now– a profound financial crisis with unpredictable and
far-reaching results and effects. Nevertheless, the ratification of the ELC early in
2010, and the strong commitment on the part of numerous scientists, universities
and non-governmental organisations, bode well for the future.
It is with the ELC recommendations in mind that the contributors to this chapter
re-evaluate Greece’s current planning policies and legislation, identifying if and
where landscape is affected, then presenting good-practice examples of landscape
protection, as well as potential major threats to be averted. Finally, they tackle the
issue of public awareness and participation as a means of implementing the ELC,
and as a way of developing appropriate strategies and actions for protecting, managing and planning the landscape.
Professor Efpraxia-Aithra Maria and Dr Antonios Sifakis discuss in detail the existing
Greek legislature regarding landscape issues in relation to planning and the environment, and present a series of proposals on how best to integrate the ELC into the
Greek legal and institutional framework.
The City planner George Dimitropoulos reviews the current spatial planning policies in Greece, and examines threats to landscape protection and management
stemming from the prevailing spatial development practices and from deficiencies
in the existing Greek institutions. He assesses the relevant policies and measures
included in official planning documents of all scales, and provides guidelines for
future actions, particularly in relation to recent or forthcoming institutional and administrative reforms.
Professors Oliver Rackham and Jennifer Moody present an issue of immense importance, and a major driver of change in all European landscapes: governmental
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decisions and politics. After an examination of the drivers of change in Greek landscapes, they focus on the case of the proposed tourist development of Cavo Sidero
in eastern Crete. This has become a highly contested and politically-charged issue
that demonstrates the passionate response landscape conservation can elicit.
Professor Costis Hadjimichalis and his team present an innovative approach to
landscape and a useful tool for its appreciation in Greece: the first ‘Greekscapes’
Atlas of Greek Landscapes. The aim of this Atlas, which was compiled in the Department of Geography at Harokopio University between 2004 and 2010, was to
identify and document the many facets of contemporary Greek cultural landscapes.
The work set out specifically to transcend the dominant touristic and picturesque
approaches, which usually ignore the social processes that define landscapes.
Professor Theano S. Terkenli and Dr Evangelos Pavlis draw attention to the fact that
the unsatisfactory state of many Greek landscapes is also the result of a lack of
landscape conscience. Their analysis and discussion point to ways of, and mechanisms for, re-constituting and developing Greek landscape conscience with the aid
of public awareness-raising, training and education which is itself a requirement of
the European Landscape Convention.
Finally, Professor Maggie Roe investigates the links between public participation
and decision-making, emphasising democracy, sustainability and the environment. Such an approach has many advantages in getting communities and individuals involved in landscape planning, design and management as well as in
policy-making. Her paper explores key contemporary issues of public participation and governance in landscape decisions, outlining various types of participatory landscape projects (most of them from the UK) and arguing that they can
provide us with new knowledge that will help enable the implementation of the
ELC’s objectives in other countries –such as Greece– to the benefit of both landscapes and communities.
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4.1

Integration of the European Landscape Convention
into the Greek legal and institutional framework1
Efpraxia-Aithra Maria and Antonios Sifakis

Abstract
Greece’s recent ratification of the European Landscape Convention raises the issue of
its integration into the Greek legal and institutional framework. This paper will examine the current Greek legal framework on landscape protection, conservation and
management and correlate it to the novel concept of landscape embodied in the
Convention. It will then examine the ratifying law, placing particular emphasis on its
shortcomings in relation to the issuing and implementing of regulatory measures,
and exploring the challenges ratification has posed for the integration of landscape
protection, conservation and management into other policy areas which impact on
landscape. Finally, a new administrative system will be proposed for effectively implementing the Convention in Greece, along with some suggestions concerning interim measures to be introduced until such a system can be set up.
Keywords: European Landscape Convention, ratifying law, Greece

Introduction
Landscape integrates and synthesises various environmental elements and their
interactions into a spatio-temporal whole which is not necessarily defined by strictly aesthetic criteria. It blends nature and culture and promotes their interrelation. It
has social characteristics and is considered a common heritage linked to the wellbeing of its users. According to modern definitions, each landscape has and reflects
its own value, which is nominated by its users. Additionally, while each landscape
records history in different eras, and is thus a vital part of collective memory, it also
provides a context for life in modern societies.
The notion of landscape has also received the attention of international and national law. Although the approaches taken to date have varied, the European Landscape Convention (ELC) of the Council of Europe, commonly known as the Florence Convention, which was signed in March 2004 and recently ratified in Greece
by Law 3827/2010, is expected to boost convergence.
To this end, this paper aims to highlight the issues which emerge from Greece’s
ratification of the ELC, and the integration of landscape into the country’s legal and
institutional framework. Furthermore, the paper critiques the ratifying Law
3827/2010, as well as highlighting the challenges facing the legislative and executive authorities and formulating initial observations concerning an appropriate administrative system for landscape protection.
1 Note: This chapter was submitted before the enactment of L.3937/2011 ‘Conservation of Biodiversity and other
provisions’ (Government Gazette A 60/31 March 2011). In accordance with Article 6 of that Law, Article 21 par. 4 of
L.1650/1986 was amended as follows: ‘4. By decisions of the Minister of the Environment, Energy and Climate Change the
general and special measures provided for under articles 5 and 6 of the European Landscape Convention that was ratified
by L.3827/2010 (GG 30 A) are specified. In particular, in application of par. E΄ of article 6 of L.3827/2010, where general
terms and limitations are foreseen, those are established by Presidential Decree following a proposal of the Minister of the
Environment, Energy and Climate Change.’
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The current national legal framework for landscape protection
(the Hellenic Constitution and ordinary statute law)
The current Constitution (1975/1986/2001/2008) does not contain any provision
devoted specifically to the landscape (Maria, 2009).
Despite the absence of specific provisions, landscape should be deemed to enjoy
constitutional protection as an element of the natural (Dekleris, 2000: 1202) and
cultural environment, for the preservation of which the State is under an express
obligation to adopt special preventive or suppressive measures in line with the sustainability principle. Thus, landscape as a synthesis and manifestation of the continuous unity of the natural and cultural environments falls within the scope of Article 24 (1) of the Hellenic Constitution, and enjoys protection as a form or aspect
of the overarching legal good that is the environment. Moreover, this protection –
ensured through sustainable management– is not limited to the present, but runs
in perpetuity in the interests of generations to come (Maria, 2009).
Furthermore, landscape as an aspect of everyday life that impacts on the quality of
people’s surroundings, and hence as an element of the urban environment, should
be deemed to fall under Article 24 (2) of the Constitution regarding the protection
of the quality of the urban environment. This interpretation is supported by the additional argument that safeguarding quality of life is achieved through spatial and
urban planning, of which the landscape is an essential component.
In terms of ordinary statute law, Greece, like most other European countries (Prieur,
1997; Ventura, 2008), does not have a specific act addressing landscape protection3.
However, provisions relating to the landscape and its protection can be found in several acts which vary in both their subject matter and time of adoption. By and large,
these provisions are scattered across several legal instruments and do not suggest a
coherent perception on the part of the legislator, but rather a piecemeal approach.
They can be classified into three categories, depending on whether they are concerned with the protection of: (a) the natural environment; (b) antiquities and cultural
heritage; and (c) the natural and architectural heritage. The only legislation in which
the landscape is not seen as a partition between nature and culture, but rather as a
synthesis of the two, is Law 1650/1986 for the protection of the environment.
This Law provides the first instance of landscape being referred to as a concept in its
own right distinct from nature, natural resources, ecosystems or the environment; it is
also the first time that landscape is defined for the purposes of the legislation [Article 2
(16)]. However, the Law clearly qualifies the protection that is to be bestowed, restricting it to protected areas, meaning landscapes that are of ‘exceptional’ or ‘high’ value.
Finally, the treatment of landscape differs at the various levels of spatial and urban
planning, due to the absence both of a common language and of a common philosophy relating to the integration of landscape into planning.

The ratifying Law 3827/2010
(Government Gazette A 30/25 February 2010)
After considerable delay, and under powerful pressure from the scientific community, the Hellenic Parliament finally ratified the Florence Convention for landscape
protection on 17 February 2010. According to the provisions of Articles 13 (3) and

2 As the author mentions: ‘The protection of the environment also includes the protection of the landscape’ and ‘The
legal basis for the protection of the landscape is Article 24 of the Constitution and Law 1650/1986’.
202

3 It should be noted that national legislations with specific landscape acts –such as those of France, Germany,
Switzerland, Slovakia and, since 2004, Italy– are the exception rather than the norm.
–

18 of the Convention, the latter would enter into force and become an integral
part of the Greek legal order on 1 September 2010.
The ratification of the ELC is of great importance for Greek national law. The Convention becomes an integral part of national legislation, acquires an increased validity of law (article 28 (1) of the Hellenic Constitution), and –once it is in force– its
provisions will prevail over any contrary provisions in the national legislation.
The results of this supremacy are: First of all, Greek legislation is obligatorily adapted and
harmonised with the directions of the ELC. In relation to Law 1650/1986, the definition
of landscape and those provisions that are not associated unilaterally with protected
areas will be lightened and harmonised, meaning that the ratified Convention will function as a bridge for the effective protection of all types of landscapes (Μaria, 2009).
Additionally, due to the constitutional protection of landscape provided by Article 24,
the content of this protection will be enriched in the direction of the ratified Convention. The Convention will influence the legislation, whose provisions will be interpreted
henceforth in the light of constitutional provisions enriched by those of the Convention.
The Administration which will be called upon to implement the international provisions will also be considerably influenced by the taking of specific and general
measures, but mainly by embracing the philosophy underlying them.
The influence of the ratified Convention on the jurisdictional task of the national
judge will also be decisive, since she or he will interpret the relevant national provisions in the light of –and in accordance with– the Convention.

Discussion
The ratification process typically refers to the formal procedure whereby an international convention takes the form of a statute which has supremacy over ordinary
statute law. The ratifying law usually reiterates the text of the convention with the
addition of a single provision regarding the date on which it comes into force, and
without any further direct initiatives or regulatory interventions.
It is encouraging to note that ratifying Law 3827/2010 is structured into three and
not two articles. As usual, the first article ratifies the Convention, while the second
article provides legislative authorisation, explicitly anticipating that: ‘By decision of
the Minister for the Environment, Energy and Climate Change and, on individual
case bases, co-competent Ministers, the general or specific measures as outlined in
the Convention can be taken and the anticipated processes can be regulated along
with any other detail necessary for the application of the Convention’. The third article refers to the entry into force of the ratifying law.
Essentially, as a regulatory provision aimed at implementing the Convention, Article 2 is as positive as it is important. It provides explicit authorisation for the regulation of general and specific measures along with any other detail necessary for
the implementation of the ELC. This is a crystal clear expression of the legislator’s
will to implement the Convention, or at least the intention to do so.
It is worth noting that similar provisions have only rarely been included in laws ratifying international conventions in the field of environmental protection (cf. Law
2719/1999 ratifying the Bonn Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species
of Wild Animals4 and Law 855/1978 ratifying the Barcelona Convention for the protection of the Mediterranean sea against pollution). This would seem to include the
ELC among those international conventions that indicate a will to establish an implementation horizon. It remains to be seen whether this statement will be confirmed.
4 See, in particular, Article 3 of the ratifying law, which states that: ‘Where the provisions of the ratified Convention
envisage any measures for the achievement of its objectives, such measures shall be adopted by joint decisions of the
Minster of Environment, Urban Planning and Public Works and the Minister of Agriculture and any other competent
minister as appropriate’.
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Shortcomings of article 2 of the ratifying law 3827/2010
However, the ratifying law does not incorporate exclusive competence. It leaves a degree
of initiative to the Minister for the Environment and does not introduce an obligation.
It also grants legislative authorisation to a post (the Minister for the Environment)
other than that of the President of the Republic in the case of more specific issues or
issues of local interest or of a technical or detailed character [Article 43(2) of the Hellenic
Constitution, according to which legislative authorisation may be granted primarily to
the President of the Republic (first sentence), as well as to other administrative bodies
and officials, but only in regard to specific issues or matters of local interest or of a
technical and detailed character (second sentence) (Spiliotopoulos, 1996: 62-3)].
This raises the question: Can the implementation of Articles 5 and 6 of the ELC
(‘general and specific measures’) be considered either as ‘more specific’ issues or issues ‘of local interest’, or as issues ‘of a technical or detailed character’?
Can Article 5 (4) of the ELC (‘to integrate landscape into its regional and town planning policies and in its cultural, environmental, agricultural, social and economic
policies, as well as in any other policies with possible direct or indirect impact on
landscape’) be considered an exception to Article 43 (2)?
It should be noted that the general measures described in Article 5 of the ELC include:
(a) The legal recognition of landscapes;
(b) The establishment and implementation of landscape policies aimed at landscape
protection, management and planning;
(c) The establishment of procedures for public participation; and
(d) The integration of landscape into regional and town planning policies, as well
as into other policies with a possible direct or indirect impact on landscape.
The measure under (d) above, which the Administration will be required to implement, is one of the core elements of the Convention and is pivotal to its effective
implementation. Furthermore, it involves concrete initiatives in two fields, both of
which are matters of general interest: spatial planning, still under development and
revision in Greece, and urban design through urban planning regulations.
Turning first to urban planning, it is established case law of the Hellenic Council of
State (CoS) that the relevant regulations can be adopted only via Presidential Decree (PD). The authorisation by bodies other than the President of the Republic has
been found to contravene the Constitution (CoS 3895/2007). The same applies in
the case of the approval or modification of general urban plans on any scale, and
of the establishment of building terms via regulative provisions (CoS 3661-3/2005
Plenary, 3431/2006, 1155/2007, 164 and 392/2008).
Additionally, even the fully localised modifications of urban plans cease to retain
their particular character in this case, and should thus also be adopted via PD
when they concern protected areas of natural or cultural environment, including
Landscapes of Outstanding Natural Beauty, architectural or traditional sites, tourist
areas etc. (CoS 3895/2007, 3300/2007, 2104/2007, 2968/2006, 1240/2006, 1242/2008).
Similar case law is established in the case of coastal settlements (CoS 5935/2006,
209/1997, 3111/1998, 657/2001, 2194/2006, 1673/2007, 1958/2007, 2104/2007,
1243/2008, 1291/2008), residential control and coastal development (CoS 454/2008),
irrigation channels (CoS 2957/2006, 3849/2006, 1242/2008 seven-member composition, 2470/2009) and the recognition of private roads as pre-dating 1923 when these
are located in a sensitive natural and cultural environment (CoS 2893/2009).
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Against this background, a reasonable question arises as to whether the enabling
provision in the ratifying law is consistent with the established case law. Interpreting landscape, an holistic and comprehensive concept that should penetrate all
sectoral policies, as a more specific issue or a matter of local interest or technical and

detailed nature would be a weak argument which would be unlikely to stand up
against the Council of State case law. On the other hand, the argument that the
adoption of a Presidential Decree would be time-consuming compared with the
faster and more flexible option of a Ministerial Decision (MD) clearly has its merits.
However, endorsing this view would signal a fundamental shift away from the relevant case law, and this does not seem to be occurring.
One feasible option would be to use these two legislative tools, the PD and the MD,
in combination. Thus, the PD could, for instance, be activated in the case of general
measures (Article 5 of the ELC), due to their more general interest and scope, as well
as in the case of localised urban regulations, should these concern protected areas
and landscapes. The more flexible MD could be activated for the adoption of ELC
measures of a more specific and localised character, as well as in cases of localised
urban regulations concerning everyday, rather than protected, landscapes.
Of course, the differentiation could and should be more refined: for instance, MDs
could be used as a tool for applying general measures under (c) above: i.e. establishing procedures for the participation of the public and other parties concerned
in the definition and implementation of landscape policies.

The effects of the ratification
In summary, the recent ratification of the ELC has ushered in a newly systematic approach to landscape within the Greek legal system. The Greek legal order faces a number
of challenges. A first challenge is associated with a shift from a notion of landscape protection strictly confined to the realm of protected areas towards a perception of landscape as an everyday social need and an essential context for people’s lives. Another
challenge is the transition from a piecemeal, uninspired approach to landscape to a dynamic viewpoint underpinned by ‘protection, management and planning’ (Μaria, 2009).
Furthermore, the ratification will provide many opportunities for the legislature and
the executive to take initiatives to integrate the landscape as a horizontal parameter
into individual policies and across all levels of planning, and to ensure its protection,
restoration and management in line with the constitutional principle of sustainability.
Finally, the possibility of enhancing public participation further at various levels –
one of the ELC’s more innovative elements, and an idea that pervades its entire
conception– should be investigated further.

Towards an appropriate administrative system
for landscape protection
In order for landscape protection legislation to be implemented, a question arises
as to whether the present administrative structures and bodies can deal with this
additional competence, or whether a new administrative system is necessary. Furthermore, if a new system should be preferred, who should be in charge, what is
the appropriate level of intervention, and how is public participation to be guaranteed? Finally, what practical interim measures could be taken in view of the expected delay in the establishment of such a system?

A new administrative system
The necessity or otherwise of a new administrative system hinges on whether the landscape protection envisaged by the ELC can simply be tacked onto existing structures or
not. We will argue that a new administrative system is indeed necessary, since the ELC
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introduces a new approach to landscape protection and conservation into Greek law;
being novel, it is not covered by existing administrative arrangements. Furthermore, as
landscape protection is generally a competence of the environmental administration,
we propose that the Ministry of the Environment, Energy and Climate Change should
be responsible for landscape at a centralised level, and the Decentralised Administrations
(formerly the Regions) at a regional level. This same division of competences was recently applied in the implementation of two key EU environmental directives: the Water Framework Directive (Dir. 2000/60 and L. 3199/03) and the Environmental Liability
Directive (Dir. 2004/35 and PD 148/2009). However, present structures (i.e. the National
Inspectorate for the Environment, National Centre for the Environment and Sustainable Development) may also be activated to facilitate the implementation of the ELC.

The structure of the new administrative system
This paper suggests the following administrative structure for the effective implementation of the ELC in Greece: at the ministerial level, an independent ‘Office for Landscape Protection, Management & Planning’ should be established within the Ministry
of the Environment, Energy and Climate Change, while ‘Regional Offices for landscape
protection, management & planning’ could be established at the level of the country’s
Decentralised Administrations. The central office would be assisted by a committee
consisting of representatives from various authorities and institutions with landscape
management competences (i.e. directorates of other ministries with landscape competences, the Greek Planners Association, the Technical Chamber of Greece, the Directorate of Forest Protection, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, NGOs with competence in
landscape issues) and from the public. The regional offices would be assisted by a Committee of representatives from various authorities, institutions and municipalities with
landscape management competence (i.e. local municipalities, the Regional Directorate
for Forest Protection, water management bodies, NGOs with landscape competences
active in local issues) and from the public. We have opted for ‘office’ and ‘offices’ rather
than ‘departments’ and ‘sub-departments’, because –operationally– the ELC’s approach
to landscape protection, management and conservation is an imperfect match for the
existing divisions of the Ministry of Environment, Energy and Climate Change, which
are environment- or planning-oriented. In addition, we thought it wise to begin with a
compact unit that can develop over time, rather than establishing a more wide-ranging body charged with landscape protection, conservation and management from the
outset. At a municipal level, bearing in mind both the municipalities’ extended jurisdiction following the Kallikratis reforms (Law 3852/2010) and the fact that the Open
City Area Development Plans and General Development Plans (which are developed at
a municipal level) will be the legal tools that –at least initially– provide legal recognition for landscapes and protect them from building, the municipalities’ existing Environmental and Planning Offices should liaise between the municipalities and the Regional Offices. The proposed structure is represented graphically in Figure 4.1 below:
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Fig. 4.1: The structure of the new administrative system

Competences of the new bodies
The competences of the Central and Regional Offices should be clearly delineated
in accordance with the provisions of the ELC as follows:
At a central level:
- Preparing national landscape policy papers (Article 5b of the ELC)
- Making proposals for integrating national landscape policies into other national
policies (Article 5d of the ELC)
- Co-ordinating authorities with landscape competencies
- Inspecting the quality of protected landscapes on a national and inter-regional level
- Dealing with every issue relevant to international landscapes
- Raising awareness of landscape protection and management on a national level
- Preparing educational kits addressing landscape protection and conservation
- Setting quality objectives for landscapes
- Proposing Greek landscapes for the CoE Award
- Contributing to the European exchange of good practice on landscape protection
and management
At a regional level:
- Drafting regional landscape policy (Article 5b of the ELC) in line with national policy
- Co-ordinating authorities with landscape competencies
- Inspecting the quality of protected landscapes on a regional level
- Raising awareness of landscape protection and management on a regional level
- Analysing the qualities and characteristics of regional landscapes, and changes to them

Public participation
Public participation should be safeguarded, directly or indirectly, in a number of
ways in the development of landscape policy; firstly, in relation to the above structures, there will be a place on the various Landscape Management and Planning
committees for representatives of NGOs active in landscape issues at the national
and regional level. Secondly, the documents produced by the Committees and Offices should be published online and freely accessible by all, in accordance with
the Clarity Programme (Law 3861/2010). In addition, the preparation of national
and regional landscape policy papers and proposals aimed at integrating national
landscape policies into other national policies should be subject to the Greek
Open Government Initiative (opengov.gr), so that the public can comment during
the drafting process via the Internet. It should be mentioned that a process for
setting quality objectives for landscapes must (according to Article 1(c) of the ELC)
formulate the aspirations of the public, making a process such as the Greek Open
Government Initiative mandatory. Next, it should be noted that national and regional landscape policy programmes and legislation providing for the integration
of national landscape policies into other national policies (Article 5b and 5d of the
ELC) are ‘plans and programmes’ in accordance with Directive 2001/42 ‘on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment’.
Consequently, public participation in the enactment of such plans and programmes following a Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment is provided for
in detail in MD 107017/2006 (Goverment Gazette Issue 1225/B/5-9-2006), meaning that Directive’s national execution measure. Finally, since the majority of landscapes will fall, at a municipal level, under the Open City Area Development Plans
and General Development Plans, it should be noted that the process of development of such plans under Law 2508/1997 Article 3.2 provides for the participation
of the interested public in a variety of ways including open meetings and the issuing of press releases.
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Interim measures
Realistically, setting up the new administrative system could take some time. In the
meantime, however, there are ongoing administrative processes in Greece, mainly
in the areas of urban planning, which, following minor amendments to existing
legislation, would allow important work in relation to the recording of landscapes
to be swiftly enacted. The following interim measures are proposed to speed up
the implementation of the ELC in Greece ahead of the establishment of the appropriate administrative structures. These interim measures are intended to allow
municipalities to proceed with the development of Open City Area Development
Plans and General Development Plans and to record landscapes within the meaning of the ELC, in addition to natural landscapes and landscapes of outstanding
aesthetic or symbolic value. The pertinent MD (Dec-9572/1845/00 – Goverment Gazette Issue 209/D/7-4-00) will have to be amended for this additional obligation to
take effect.

Concluding remarks
As a prime example that confirms the progress of environmental law towards
spherical and holistic approaches which emphasise qualitative characteristics and
considerations of landscape well-being, landscape should be afforded considerable attention within the Greek legal order as a result of the recent ratification of the
Florence Convention.
The challenge for Greece is to understand, assimilate and eventually synthesise the
underlying philosophy and various aspects of the Convention, making choices that
will raise the country’s legislative and administrative apparatus’s awareness of –
and alertness towards– landscape. This is a unique opportunity to implement the
integration principle by considering landscape as a horizontal concept at every level
of planning. Such an approach can ensure that the overall attempt is effective
enough to meet the challenge of active public participation in policy-making, as well
as the formulation of landscape quality objectives. To that end, a new administrative
system should be put in place at a central and regional level to allow for the effective
implementation of the Convention in Greece. Efforts to set up such a system should
take advantage of ongoing processes that can be of use in facilitating and speeding
up its integration.
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4.2

Landscape in spatial planning instruments
at national, regional and local scales
George Dimitropoulos

Abstract
The lack of integrated spatial development policies at all scales has been widely criticised by the scientific community and all the actors involved with spatial matters in
Greece. That landscape management and planning policies are no exception is unsurprising, given that they constitute a relatively new field at the international scale,
and are still restricted to incoherent protection measures on various levels. Significant
institutional reforms have been made over the past fifteen years as a result both of
increasing public awareness of the continual and often irreversible environmental
degradation and of pressure from international institutions and the EU. Furthermore,
Greece finally ratified the European Landscape Convention in spring 2010 and there
is growing demand for a more systematic approach to landscape protection, management and planning. This paper examines the threats to landscape protection and
management as a result of prevailing spatial development practices and deficiencies
in the existing institutions, assesses the relevant policies and measures included in official planning documents at all levels, and provides guidelines for future actions, particularly in relation to recent or upcoming institutional and administrative reforms.
Keywords: spatial and regional planning, local planning, landscape protection, landscape management, landscape policy, institutional framework

Introduction
Heavy internal migration flows and abrupt urbanisation during the mid-twentieth
century in Greece were significant causes of the rapid, and largely negative, transformation of the Greek landscape. The unplanned development of modern Greek
cities is characterised by the failure to implement a coherent spatial and urban
planning framework. The usual practice of integrating illegally developed settlements, with inadequate environmental conditions, into the statutory town plans a
posteriori, has resulted in the degradation of the urban landscape. Valuable periurban and agricultural land has been lost in this way to produce extensive lowquality residential areas whose architecture is inferior to pre-existing settlements.
On the other hand, the ongoing large-scale rural exodus, as well as changes in
cultivation practices and the organisation of agricultural production in general, has
irreparably marked Greece’s rural landscape (see Kizos and Vlachos, this volume).
The lack of integrated spatial development policies at a national, regional or subregional level has been widely criticised by the scientific community and by the organisations and institutions involved with territorial matters in Greece. Greek rural
development has long been based on the general mechanism for ‘building outside
official land use plans’ without reference to strategic guidelines for regulating the
land use system in order to cover actual production and housing needs, or for
respecting the environmental capacity and particular character of each territory. In-
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creasing awareness of the continual, and often irreversible, environmental degradation, as well as pressure from international institutions, including the EU, to
implement sustainability measures, have led to recent, systematic efforts to develop a coherent spatial planning framework in Greece. The ratification over the past
fifteen years of two laws for urban and spatial planning (Laws 2508/1997 and
2742/1999 respectively) and the consequent elaboration of many spatial development studies at every scale undoubtedly constitute positive steps torwards this
goal. The most notable of the latter have included the issuing of basic guidance
documents following the guidelines of the EU’s ‘European Spatial Development
Perspective’ (ESDP) (EC, 1999) and the Council of Europe’s ‘Guiding Principles for
Sustainable Spatial Development of the European Continent’ (CEMAT, 2002), and the
introduction of obligatory EIA5 (Environmental Impact Assessment) studies in all
public and private sector projects. Most significantly, the Hellenic Parliament finally
ratified the ELC (Council of Europe, 2000) in February 20106, almost a decade after
it was signed. This was a powerful symbolic act, demonstrating as it did, for the
first time, the political will to address the complex issues of landscape management in a systematic way, by promoting those policies which explicitly refer to
‘landscape’ rather than ‘space’, ‘environment’, etc. Its actual execution, however,
will require a lot more in terms both of institutional reforms and the promotion of
education, research and public awareness.
In any case, landscape management and planning policies in Greece remain underdeveloped. Given that these policies constitute a relatively new field on an international level, this should come as no surprise for a country which traditionally lags
significantly behind the majority of western European countries concerning the
elaboration and implementation of integrated spatial policies at all scales. Thus,
landscape policy in Greece is still expressed through a series of incoherent protection measures at different scales, such as legislation preserving traditional settlements or protecting ‘Landscapes of Outstanding Natural Beauty’, and is thus still far
removed from the modern perception of cultural landscapes as described in the
modern literature and other chapters in this volume7.
The concept of landscape protection is not new in Greek law. Law 1469/1950 was
the first legal instrument for the recognition and protection of areas of outstanding
natural beauty, while Law 1650/1986 (Environmental Law) introduced the concept
of protected landscapes in a broad sense ranging from areas with remarkable natural features to ‘places of great aesthetic, cultural and recreational value which contribute to the preservation or efficiency of natural resources due to their particular
natural or man-made attributes’. Most recent legislative instruments, such as the
new Building Regulation of 2000 (Law 2831/2000) and the new law for cultural heritage (Law 3028/2002), also identify the interrelation of natural and architectural
heritage and provide a common protection framework by considering the natural
surroundings as an inseparable feature of all monuments, traditional settlements
and designated buildings. Local (municipal) Urban Plans utilise these provisions to
designate areas of combined nature and landscape protection, providing development regulations in appropriate sub-zones in view of the elaboration of particular
Special Environmental Studies. Other significant recent regulations include the limiting of the height of buildings so they do not rise above the level of mountain /
hill ridges (Law 3212/2003), as well as the prohibition of building on ‘pilotis’ (revi5 The content of EIA studies does not reflect the concept of landscape, apart from indirect references linked to
elements of the natural topography. Furthermore, in practice, EIA studies tend to justify the development of many
large-scale projects on the grounds of their expected contribution to local economies; apart from reservations one
may harbour as to the reality of such a claim, it is obvious that such an approach does not take the indirect impact
on the landscape into account –for example, through the continuous shift of local employment patterns from
agricultural and farming practices into tertiary-sector professions.
6 Through the adoption of Law 3827/2010.
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7 Arguably, the recent ratification of the ELC does not constitute a policy in its own right, at least not until more
specific implementation measures are adopted.

sion of the general legislation for building outside land use plans). These clauses
can also be adopted in the framework of local planning studies.
Without underestimating the contribution of these legal instruments to the protection of landscapes, everyday Greek practices are widely characterised by incoherence and the lack of a planning policy, and there is much to be achieved at the administrative, institutional and educational / research level if Greece is to be able to
actively pursue the goals of the ELC and thus comply with the objectives and methodological instruments which it provides.
Summing up the current situation, the main points of concern are:
- The definition and perception of landscape. Although 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’, the guidance documents for
spatial development usually restrict their ambit to natural features rather than
the cultural, social and economic values attached to and shaped by landscape8.
- The lack of an holistic approach at all levels; on the one hand, landscape is regarded
as a static component of space that needs to be preserved rather than conserved,
managed and planned; on the other, Greek spatial development and environmental
protection legislation contains a multitude of overlapping measures aimed almost
solely at the protection of the ‘remarkable’ and the ‘outstanding’, with only a minor
interest in the refurbishment of the ‘degraded’ and practically no concern for the
vast majority of ‘everyday’ landscapes. In this sense, planning policy in Greece flies in
the face of the modern perception which recognises the overall value of landscape
as a dynamic component of everyday life, economic activity and social well-being
and systematically undermines the cultural value of contemporary landscapes,
urban or not, as the marks of modern civilisation and today’s legacy to future
generations. This disregard for the quality of modern-day achievements, which is so
deeply rooted in the collective conscience of modern societies, combined with the
loss of ties linking Greeks to their land, which they now regard almost solely as a
profitable asset, has left the management of space at the mercy of private interests
(from investors to developers and small-scale landowners), and led –especially in
urban space– to the production of characterless ‘globalised’ landscapes.
- Administrative inefficiency –or even the political unwillingness– to express and implement measures for the actual protection of landscapes9, also manifests itself in the
Spatial Plans which were recently ratified after a long wait, and continues to feed into
the expansion of dispersed settlement at the expense of natural capital and valuable
rural and peri-urban space. Administrative inefficiency is evident in: (a) the lack of an
integrated policy on housing development, as most of the land is still not covered by
official land use plans and is developed through fragmentary mechanisms (often bypassing the jurisdiction of the competent Ministry for Planning and the Environment);
(b) the lack of basic instruments to support the implementation of a coherent spatial
policy (such as land and forest cadastres); (c) the failure to control illegal construction,
leading to the degradation of even ‘outstanding’ landscapes; (d) the failure to provide
a solid, common legal framework even in relation to outstanding landscapes; (e) the
lack of a typology and official inventory for Greek landscapes. Concerning this last
point, it should be noted that the extant, relatively extensive, database of 449 Greek
‘Landscapes of Outstanding Natural Beauty’ elaborated more than 10 years ago in the
framework of a National Technical University of Athens research programme (Database
for Greek Nature Philotis), undertaken on behalf of the Ministry for Planning and the
Environment (NTUA, n.d.), has yet to be accepted by the Ministry that commissioned it.
8 Something which becomes evident both in several Spatial Plans and, still more so, in development plans with significant
impacts on spatial development, such as the Regional Operational Programmes of the Community Structural Funds.
9 As characteristically pointed out in the preface to the National Spatial Plan: ‘Nature, landscapes and traditional
settlements are insufficiently protected, due to conflicting financial interests in the real estate sector and intense
housing development trends’.
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- Finally, research and education in the field of landscape management and policy
is practically non-existent; though recent initiatives have created expectations for
improvement, this should realistically be considered a long-term prospect.

National and regional planning
The National Spatial Plan for Greece10
The National Spatial Plan for Greece, 2007-2021 (NSP), as ratified by the Greek parliament in the summer of 2008 (Parliament Decision 6876/4871/12.06.2008), is the
only Spatial Plan which, in accordance with the guidelines of the ELC:
- Refers exclusively to landscape and the lack of protection policies, calling for
the inclusion of landscape ‘as an important constituent of all spatial, urban,
environmental, cultural and rural economy policies’11;
- Proposes the ‘expansion of the protection framework for archaeological sites so as
to include the preservation of landscapes’12 and the ‘development of a landscape
typology on which an inventory of Greek landscapes should be formulated, and
landscapes requiring measures of protection should be identified’;
- Includes many direct or indirect references to the protection and enhancement
of landscapes (rural, mountainous or insular), as these constitute a ‘comparative
advantage’ and a ‘developmental resource’ of the country. It also includes several
interesting guidelines, such as: (a) ‘the recognition and support of agriculture,
having a multifunctional role in the management of natural resources and
rural landscapes’, which in turn calls for the need to ‘accept growth limits that
are compatible with the environment and the landscape’; (b) the ‘special care
concerning the extent of tourist development on islands’, which was particularly
aiming at the ‘protection, enhancement and restoration of the environment and
landscape’; (c) the ‘promotion of the comparative advantages of the countryside;
especially the landscapes and traditional settlements’; and (d) an innovative
proposal, added to the final document after the extensive forest fires that raged
through Greece in the summer of 2007, for the restoration of damaged residences
and villages using techniques ‘well-adapted to the Greek landscape’.
All the above constitute a positive and innovative approach at the level of general
principles; nevertheless, the Plan’s detailed guidelines for the spatial organisation
of major infrastructures and productive sectors do not support these general objectives, since they systematically fail to tackle the crucial factors underlying landscape degradation and spatial consumption in general:
- There is no commitment to the suppression of the legislation for building outside
official land use plans, apart from a vague call to ‘limit its use’, while the original
document clearly proposed its ‘gradual limitation until its full suppression by
2015’ (TPA et al., 2007);
- There is a clearly favourable view of the expansion of productive activities that have
a significant impact on the landscape, most notably mining and tourism, at the
expense of natural, semi-natural and agricultural land and landscapes (this is even
more true in the respective Special Plans for Industry and Tourism presented below);
10 This section critically assesses the guidelines for landscape protection and management included in the NSP
document ratified by the Hellenic Parliament, providing some useful comparisons with the guidelines originally
proposed in the NSP study (TPA et al., 2007) but omitted from the document finally approved. Unless otherwise
noted, all citations are from the approved NSP.
11 The introductory article providing definitions of some basic spatial development terms included in the original
document of the NSP study (among them the definition of landscape) was omitted in the final document.
Nonetheless, the definition originally provided was different from the one used in the ELC; as it focused on the visual
aspect of landscape; it was the same definition as the one provided in the ‘Environmental’ Law (the only official
definition of landscape in Greece until the recent ratification of the ELC).
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12 We should note here the careful deletion of the phrase ‘according to the conditions of the European Landscape
Convention in the framework of the Council of Europe’ from the final document, which demonstrates a reluctance
–or inability– to actually implement the Convention, at least at the time the NSP was being prepared.

- There is no provision for the integration of existing landscape protection measures
into a single legislative instrument, nor for the institutional enactment of the existing
database of 449 ‘outstanding landscapes’ (see introductory section); this clearly undermines the Plan’s proposal to develop a national landscape typology and inventory;
- There is no commitment to, or proper procedure for, implementing the vaguely proposed ‘mandatory incorporation of all parallel mechanisms for housing development
and allocation of productive activities’ supervised by other Ministries into the general
planning legislation supervised by the Ministry for Planning and the Environment.

Special (sectoral) Spatial Plans13
The three recently approved Special Plans for the spatial organisation of, respectively, Renewable Energy Sources, Tourism and Industry typify the absence of a strategic
approach to landscape protection and management at the administrative level. Their
approaches are clearly incoherent, and far less systematically organised than the National Spatial Plan. Indeed, they mostly include indirect and sometimes contradictory
references to landscape, even though they all recognise the general need for environmental and landscape protection as a prerequisite for sustainable development.
In this sense, the Special Plan for Renewable Energy Sources (Ministerial Decision
49828/12.11.2008) abounds in references to landscape protection, especially in relation to the visual effect of wind farm development. The Plan proposes quantitative
rules for the visual protection of landscapes, variegating the regulations governing
wind turbine allocation in the light of the natural and cultural features of the surrounding area. The guidelines of the Plan concerning wind farm development are
characteristic examples of the over-protectionism of the Greek legislation, which considers landscapes as static elements in space. Nonetheless, given the generally weak
level of landscape protection in modern Greece, its detailed framework of provisions
–along with similar, yet far vaguer, regulations for the development of small hydroelectric dams– should be recognised as a positive contribution to the formulation of a
coherent policy for the protection of Greek landscapes. The development of photovoltaic installations (or ‘solar parks’), however, is subject to considerably less regulation under the Plan, which includes directions only on the ‘visual protection’ of outstanding landscapes and populated or ‘crowded’ areas, failing to consider other factors critical to landscape protection and management, most notably the abandonment of crops and the subsequent alterations to ‘everyday’ agricultural landscapes –
a highly likely development, given that these are small-scale projects which can be
developed in single plots of land and prove much more profitable than farming14.
The guidelines of the widely criticised Special Plan for Tourism (Ministerial Decision
24208/04.06.2009) stand at the opposite direction as compared to the Plan for Renewable Energy Sources. The proposed intensive spatial development model copies the
Spanish model and is almost certain to lead to a rapid, and perhaps irreversible, degradation of natural resources and the rural landscape in a period when uncontrolled
and intensive tourism development has been widely identified as a crucial factor in
the recent degradation of the Greek landscape. The main points of criticism concern:
- The intensification and expansion of tourist activity, even in ‘saturated’ coastal and
island areas;
- Its favourable approach to tourist and residential development, with the implicit
introduction of the mechanism of long-lease secondary housing into Greece
(granting significantly greater building rights in comparison to the general
legislation for residential development outside official land use plans), even at
13 All citations in this section are from the three approved documents.
14 This is clear from the large number of applications made for subsidies under the national Development Law (Law
3299/2004) for the installation of photovoltaic panels in agricultural areas. The Plan only prohibits the development of
‘solar parks’ in forests and on high-productivity farmland. However, it is quite characteristic that the new law 3851/2010
for the ‘Advancement of renewable energy sources development’ has since eliminated this restrictive clause.
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the expense of highly productive agricultural land ‘to positively contribute to the
international competitiveness of the country and to local employment’;
- Its promotion of vast tourist resorts (‘integrated tourism development areas’) throughout the country, without even making provisions for the elaboration of impact
assessment studies concerning environmental capacity15 at a regional or sub-regional
level (‘regional impact assessments’), as suggested in the Council of Europe’s ‘Guiding
Principles for Sustainable Spatial Development of the European Continent’. Special
concern stems from the provision for the construction of numerous golf courses
throughout the country –even in areas with very scarce water resources– considering
‘the existence of other golf courses in the broader area, or the simultaneous
development of two or more courses in the same area’ as a positive criterion for
such a development. It is characteristic that the development of ‘integrated tourism
development areas’, ‘ideally’ including golf courses, is allowed even within protected
Natura 2000 areas; the proposal for the ‘enforcement of a special levy in favour of the
Management Bodies of the protected areas […] for the protection, management and
enhancement of natural resources and the landscape’ is provided by way of compensation; even so, there is no guarantee that such a provision will actually be enacted.
Summing up, the above guidelines, particularly in combination with the ‘National
Development Law’ and its traditionally favourable provisions in relation to major
tourist investments, would seem to feed into continuing pressure on the Greek
landscape from tourist activity, and seem to negate the Plan’s declared intention of
protecting the landscape as a key factor in successful tourist development.
The Special Plan for Industry (Ministerial Decision 11508/18.02.2009) is more balanced
than the other two. It is primarily aimed at changing the prevailing spatial model of industrial development away from the current practice of dispersed allocation, with all the
negative effects this entails in the consumption of valuable resources (including space),
towards a model of organised development in designated reception areas. It does so
for reasons that include the enhancement of the rural and peri-urban landscape. However, it resembles the National Spatial Plan in taking a very favourable attitude towards
the development of mining even inside protected areas and forests. The Plan also provides an interesting guideline for the revision of the legal framework for classifying industrial activities according to their environmental impact16, ‘so as to stop reproducing
the logic of classifying activities into groups and categories from the viewpoint of environmental licensing, but also to incorporate parameters of particular significance from
an urban planning point of view’, such as ‘the direct and multiplier effect on land uses,
[...] the impact on the density of the built environment, the impact on the character of
the urban landscape, [and] the impact on the local labour market and social cohesion
[...]’. This proposal should indeed be considered in the context of a revision of the content of assessment studies, so that the latter become less ‘mechanistic’ and ‘typified’
and expand their scope to cover issues of social impact, effects on the landscape etc.

Regional Spatial Plans
The Regional Spatial Plans include far fewer and less direct references to landscape;
this is not surprising, given that they date from a decade ago and thus precede the
signing of the ELC, which marked the turning point in the dissemination of the relevant thinking throughout Europe.
Thus, the landscape approach expressed in the 12 ratified Regional Plans is quite
empirical and neither coherent nor systematic. The few guidelines that seek, directly or indirectly, to promote landscape protection and enhancement include:
- Prohibitions on building large hotels whose scale is unsuited to vulnerable insular
and mountainous landscapes;
15 This guideline is only mentioned in relation to the Greek islands.
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16 Included in Ministerial Decision 13727/724/2003. This classification is used to ‘link’ various productive activities with the
land use regulations of urban plans, and also to determine the content of the required EIA study for each type of project.

Guidelines for adapting the design of roads in mountain landscapes17;
Guidelines for protecting traditional settlements;
The development of ‘networks of natural and cultural environment’18;
Promoting the principle of ‘compact cities’ to limit urban sprawl;
Guidelines for regulating mining activities in order to ‘avoid conflicts with the
tourist sector, in the sense of the depreciation of tourist resources, including
landscapes’ (Plan for the Region of Eastern Macedonia and Thrace);
- Regulations for solar park and wind farm allocation19.

-

The Ministry of Environment has recently decided, after many years of inactivity, to
embark on the revision of the 12 Plans required by the national spatial planning
law (Law 2742/1999). The technical specifications issued by the Ministry of the Environment in relation to the elaboration of the new Plans do indeed incorporate elements of landscape assessment; most notably, they call for the identification of
landscapes of ‘international’ and ‘national’ importance, as well as ‘degraded’ ones,
on the basis of a standard methodological assessment.

Local Plans (sub-regional level and urban planning)
Structural Plans of Urban Agglomerations (metropolitan / sub-prefectural level)
The Structural Plans for large urban conurbations (referred to as ‘Regulatory Plans’ in
the Greek planning terminology) were officially introduced in Greece in the mid 1980s
in the form of statutory documents through the ad hoc ratification of two Plans for the
metropolitan areas of the country: Athens and Thessaloniki (Laws 1515/1985 and
1561/1985 respectively). The two Regulatory Plans are inevitably outdated in many aspects, and their revision was underway when this book was being written. In this context, the only valid commentary which can be made here refers to the revised Plan for
Athens launched for public consultation in 2009 (ARPO, 2009). This document was
withdrawn for further revision by the new administration of the Ministry of Environment following severe criticism by the Greek scientific and academic community;
however, it contains several interesting references to the landscape which may well
be retained by subsequent versions, and are thus worth mentioning here.
Most notably, the Plan makes numerous and explicit references to the ‘landscape of Attica’
(mostly in relation to its natural constituent), calling for the ‘protection, enhancement and
rational management of […] the landscapes of Attica as valuable natural resources’, proposing that ‘emphasis be placed on promoting organic and environmentally-friendly
farming and stockbreeding methods, as well as on strengthening traditional agricultural
practices which, being inextricably linked to the landscape of Attica, constitute a cultural
and environmental resource’, and providing for this purpose the possibility of designating ‘traditional farming parks’. Furthermore, it calls for the visual protection of important
natural features and monuments, along with pristine hill ridges outside city limits requiring
the ‘conclusion of the programme seeking to protect the landscapes of Attica through
the creation of an appropriate institutional framework for the delimiting of protected
landscape boundaries and the related planning conditions and restrictions on use and
construction’. Interestingly, it provides for the additional possibility of ‘determining further restrictions on building in areas outside the boundaries of protected landscape areas’.
On the other hand, the Plan introduces a quite innovative approach in the design
of the ‘urban landscape’. The proposed measures seek to improve the ‘style’ or
17 The Plan for the Region of the North Aegean, for instance, proposes the ‘elaboration of specifications for road design
in mountainous or environmentally-sensitive landscapes’.
18 The Plan for the Region of Eastern Macedonia and Thrace, for instance, suggests the development of ‘zones of
wetlands and archaeological sites’, which combine the protection of natural and cultural resources with a multilateral
development of rural space.
19 These are qualitative measures which are far less sophisticated than the meticulous provisions of the more recent
Special Plan for Renewable Energy Sources.
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‘perceptual image’ of urban space, and include a series of interventions designed
to enhance the image and improve the function of public space, to upgrade the
building stock (through statutory provisions as well as planning and financial mechanisms), to restore facades (especially in areas linked with large-scale regeneration
projects) as well as incentives for supporting ‘traditional’ uses in parts of the city
and guidelines for the removal of hoardings from several ‘important’ public spaces.
Connected with the above is the proposal to elaborate a detailed inventory of
buildings and sites that constitute ‘important reference points and landscape features’ linked with ‘our recent history’, or constituting ‘important architectural, construction, industrial or artistic exemplars’.
On the downside, it must be stressed that most of these proposals require further
legislative or administrative action to be implemented, while the overarching
philosophy of the new Plan is heavily inspired by a ‘developmental’ spirit which
implicitly provides for a further enlargement of the metropolis, with the negative
consequences this is expected to entail for the landscape of Attica. The new revision, which is scheduled for publication in the near future, has created great expectations among the scientific community of a more balanced and actually sustainable proposal for Athens and Attica. There is no reason to believe that the positive
proposals mentioned above will not be included –and, indeed, enhanced– in the
updated version. However, their actual implementation will involve rigorous action
both at the level of institutional and financial mechanisms and also at the level of
urban plans of various scales.
Following the introduction of the urban planning law (Law 2508/1997), Regulatory
Plans are now also required of smaller cities which would not otherwise qualify as
‘metropolises’ in terms of population size. This is an attempt to adapt to the EU
policy on spatial development and economic growth through the promotion of
‘competitive urban poles’, something which is clearly reflected in the specifications
of the Regulatory Plans (Ministerial Decision 44357/2005). These are primarily
geared towards the provision of a strategic framework for development which
seeks to strengthen the role of selected urban centres in a national context through
concerted actions which enhance their comparative advantages. The environmental component is quite analytical, yet it is characteristically detached from the main
body of the ‘spatial’ and ‘socio-economic’ analysis, functioning almost as a standalone report that could be described as an integrated Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). In this context, the interaction between the man-made and natural
environments, which is the focal point of landscape analysis, is inadequately tackled. What is more, the very sense of landscape is clearly limited to its natural constituent; hence, guidelines for landscape protection and management inevitably
come either indirectly (i.e. protection of peri-urban space, limiting urban sprawl,
providing for organised zones of productive activities, protection of traditional settlements, etc.), or in an environmental protection framework (which usually refers
to ‘outstanding landscapes’). More sophisticated guidelines may, of course, appear
in the Plans, but these are not systematic, and stem from the particular approach
followed by each planning team20.

Local (Municipal) Urban Plans
Following the previous administrative reform of 199721, which entailed merging local government units, urban plans for cities and settlements acquired a more stra20 The final version of the Plan for the Greater Volos Area provides, for example, for ‘the implementation of unified
networks of historical, landscape and cultural information’, the development of a new tourism and recreation pole
‘with facilities that respect the landscape scale’, the ‘protection of the landscape of the Pagassitikos Gulf’, the need to
adapt new road axes to the landscape through ‘proper design’ and the ‘use of appropriate materials (e.g. stone retaining
walls)’, the ‘conservation of the rural landscape and its particular features’, and the rehabilitation of abandoned –and the
closing of– quarries to be converted into ‘natural landscapes’. More interestingly, it also provides for the preparation of
a special study to determine possible locations for future quarries ‘with a view to landscape protection’.
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21 Law 2539/1997, commonly known as the ‘Kapodistrias Programme’.

tegic perspective, since they integrated for the first time the planning process for
urban and rural space into a unified approach. Furthermore, this new practice was
appraised as a significant step towards the gradual abolition of unplanned and uncontrolled rural development (i.e. the mechanism of building outside land use
plans) through the adoption of land use plans.
Despite the typical problem of lengthy plan-approval processes, this shift has had a
positive effect through the rationalisation of urban development and the protection of
valuable peri-urban and rural space and, implicitly, the landscape. The overarching perception of differentiating between the natural and man-made (architectural and cultural) aspects of landscape is present in the specifications of Municipal Urban Plans
(Ministerial Decision 9572/1845/2000): for example, the ‘identification of natural landscapes’ is considered part of the analysis of the natural environment, while the recognition of ‘historic sites’ and the identification of ‘landscapes of particular aesthetic/symbolic value, of landscapes which enhance the image of settlements or road axes or other parts of the built environment’ form part of the analysis of the cultural/historic environment of the municipality. However, the range of protection measures that can be
applied by the urban plans –most notably through the instrument of ‘Special Protection Areas’– may reflect a more integrated approach of conserving zones that combine
significant natural and cultural values (possibly related to the provisions of the ‘Environmental Law’). Concerning the regulation of peri-urban space with an eye on limiting urban sprawl, urban plans may define ‘areas of development control’ by applying
a set of restrictions for the intensity and type of land use. The urban environment can
be upgraded through the designation of ‘areas for renewal’, by implementing the
provisions of the urban planning law (Law 2508/1997), or through more active interventions in areas designated for the preparation of ‘integrated urban regeneration
plans’ according to the stipulations of the spatial planning law (Law 2742/1999); however, these instruments have had very limited implementation, due to lack of funds.
The previous administrative reform has changed the scope of urban plans from a strictly urban planning perspective towards the concept of spatial planning. The new reform of 2010, known as the Kallikratis Programme (Law 3852/2010), has further enlarged the administrative territory of Greece’s municipalities, which have decreased in
number from 1034 to 325. Henceforth, municipal plans will now regulate quite extensive territories which correspond to the level covered to date only by the Structural
Plans for urban agglomerations. Notwithstanding the problems of harmonising existing urban plans, whether ratified or not, which will certainly arise over the years to
come, this development provides an excellent opportunity to redress the scope and
content of Local (Municipal) Urban Plans and incorporate, inter alia, guidelines for landscape analysis and assessment based on the ELC. The territorial coverage of the ‘new’
plans can be considered ideal for the recognition of landscape typologies at a more detailed level than the Regional Spatial Plans; this approach is particularly relevant in
the case of the islands, which have been converted into single administrative authorities (with the obvious exceptions of the large islands of Crete and Evia).

Conclusions
Although encouraging, recent efforts directed at integrating the landscape dimension into official planning policy documents clearly suffer from the lack of a coherent framework and, consequently, of an integrated approach. Considering that the
general guidelines recently adopted at the national level could constitute a basis
for developing an integrated policy for landscape protection and management, the
crucial next steps should involve a series of concerted actions in all fields.
The key factor is, most probably, the need to increase Greek involvement both at
the academic level, through the gradual development of the proper educational
and research structures, and in raising public awareness regarding the significance
and the socio-economic and cultural values of landscape.
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At the administrative level, the development of basic analytical tools –such as a
typology and an inventory of Greek landscapes– and the systematic integration of
the many existing, parallel mechanisms for designating and protecting areas and
sites into fewer and more effective operational instruments should be pursued.
Finally, at the operational level, the implementation of general objectives set at the
national level requires the development of more sophisticated guidelines in the specifications for the elaboration of Plans at lower scales. This process will be initiated in
the upcoming revision of the 12 Regional Spatial Plans, but it should be further enhanced in the framework of the Municipal Urban Plans of the enlarged local government units, which are the basic instruments for urban and rural development.
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4.3

Drivers of change and the landscape history
of Cavo Sidero
Oliver Rackham and Jennifer Moody

Abstract
Greece, like almost all the world’s habitable lands, has a series of cultural landscapes resulting from complex interactions between environmental influences,
plants and animals, and human activities. This article enumerates these factors. By
way of illustration, we examine the peculiar landscape history of the north-east tip
of Crete, which is a NATURA 2000 area, referring to the proposal, recently rejected
by the Greek Council of State, to convert this area into golf courses and residential
developments.
Keywords: Cavo Sidero, Crete, development, landscape history, lawsuit

Drivers of change
Tectonics and geology
The ultimate driver of change in Greek landscapes is tectonic action, the movement of the earth’s tectonic plates as Africa collides with Europe. Land-masses rise
and fall and faults slip, giving rise to inland cliffs which can on occasion be 1000 m
high. In between these movements, the landscape reacts intermittently to the
changed topography as erosion and deposition combine to smooth out the new
land-forms. The dramatic badland of gullies and knife-edged ridges, the distinctive
landscape of the northern Peloponnese, is erosion’s reaction to the rapid dynamics
of the fault-zone around the Gulf of Corinth.

Climate and weather
Climate changes have modified the land-forms and vegetation of Greece, especially
over the last two million years. The wet-tropical plant life of the late Tertiary (c. five
million years ago) has largely turned, through a series of glacial cycles (the Ice Ages
of northern Europe), into the semi-arid vegetation of the present. Small areas of
laurisylvan forest do, however, survive as reminders of what Greece was like so
long ago.
As with tectonics, landscape-changing events are often sudden and separated by
long periods of relative stability. The earth-moving effects of climate –of a thousand years of ordinary rains– are dwarfed by those of weather –of the single biggest fall of rain in a thousand years– which may be localised to just one catchment
or part of a catchment (Rackham and Moody, 1996: 20). The Plain of Argos presents
a different landscape from that which Agamemnon would have known, which has
been buried by the alluvium deposited in the Tiryns Event of c. 1200 BC (Zangger,
1994), and probably at least once since.
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Tectonics, erosion and weather have been driving changes in Greek landscapes
since long before people existed to perceive a landscape, or to say whether they
liked or disliked it.

Plants and animals
Both wild and cultivated plants can modify landscapes. An example is the relation
between flammable trees and forest fires. Part of the reason for the (reputed) increase in forest fires in Greece is the increase in flammable vegetation. There is now
more to burn than there was 50 years ago. Pine-trees, especially, need and promote fire –it is part of their biology– and create a fire-dominated landscape with a
cycle of fire and regrowth.
Animals exert their effect mainly by eating the plants. The animal histories of Greece
and Crete are very different. Greece before people had the usual range of European
wild animals, from lions to deer to mice. Crete, being an island, had elephants, hippopotamuses and deer, but no effective carnivore. There may have been a rough balance of nature on the mainland; but not on Crete, where only the food supply limited the number of animals. The goats and sheep that eat island vegetation today replaced the rock-climbing hippopotamuses and deer that are now extinct.

Human drivers of change: people
Even Palæolithic hunter-gatherers may have altered the landscape by exterminating some of the big animals, especially on islands, and thus removing their effects
on vegetation (Moody and Rackham, forthcoming a).
The arrival of settled humanity in the Neolithic set in motion many other changes
in the landscape. Wild beasts began to be replaced by cattle, sheep, goats and pigs.
Crop plants and weeds were introduced from other lands. People began a long
succession of building and adapting and re-adapting rural infrastructure: settlements, roads, field boundaries, and eventually terraces.
Here, too, changes in rural infrastructure may be episodic. Long periods of stability
or piecemeal change may be interrupted by periods of reorganisation; the previous
infrastructure is swept away by a natural disaster or political catastrophe and a new
infrastructure is created, often after a period of abandonment. Thus, the Bronze Age
to Roman field systems of the Plain of Chania (Crete) do not survive on the surface,
because the plain was buried by alluvial deposits and a new field pattern was laid
out, probably in the Early Byzantine period (Rackham and Moody, 1996).
There can also be gradual, piecemeal changes, when in each human generation
people subdivide or amalgamate a few fields and terraces within the general pattern. In Greece, a factor encouraging instability may be partible inheritance: the division of a property among all its owner’s children. It is uncertain whether this is
actually so; field systems in the Mesara, Crete, photographed by the German air
force in 1944, show only changes of detail in Google Earth two and a half generations later (Rackham et al., 2010).
Landscape change by human activity can be inadvertent as well as intentional. The
withdrawal of human activity may be at least as significant an agent of change as
the activity itself. Thus, abandoned terraces may become covered with forest
which, if composed of pine, results in pine fires.

Human drivers of change: technology
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New crops and crop diseases emerged especially after contact with America:
there had been a Greek culture without the potato, tomato, maize and tobacco.

Improved communications –faster sailing ships, steamships, railways, motorways–
have made it possible to grow perishable crops for export.
New crops are not necessarily landscape-changing: a farmer can grow wheat in a
field one year and potatoes the next. However, tree crops such as oranges can alter
the landscape, as can new crop diseases.
A distinctive activity of Homo sapiens is mixing up all the world’s plants and animals, some of which turn out to be landscape-changing in their new home. The
Chinese tree Ailanthus altissima was introduced in the late nineteenth century and
now threatens to take over Crete and the Nafplion area. In the same century, three
vine diseases –phylloxera, downy mildew and powdery mildew– were inadvertently introduced from North America and nearly killed off European wine-making. In
many parts of Greece, vineyards never recovered (Grove and Rackham, 2001: 84).
Technological inventions usually come from outside the country and are not necessarily well-adapted to Greek landscapes. Modern tractors are designed for the
big flat fields of America and cannot be used on narrow terraces, which is one reason why mountainous terrain has been abandoned. However, the plastic irrigation
pipes which are replacing the earlier modern concrete channels, work in fields of
any size and shape and do not require the landscape to be reallocated.
Greece, more than other Mediterranean countries, has taken up the bulldozer as an
instrument of cultivation; hence the false-terraces dug into hillsides of soft rock in
Crete and elsewhere. Lacking retaining walls, these encourage erosion; fortunately,
however, deluges of the landscape-transforming type have been infrequent since
the invention of the bulldozer.

Human drivers of change: government and bureaucracy
Since Venetian times, governments have tried to make agriculture an affair of state.
These efforts intensified with the rise of governmental policies in the nineteenth century, and continue to do so on an ever-increasing scale with the European Union.
Politics are an increasing force in changing or stabilising landscapes, but a sense of
proportion is needed. Politicians like to think they are all-powerful: they like to be
flattered and treated like God; they like to be told that they can even make the
trees grow or not grow. In practice, their influence may not live up to their expectations, especially as they cannot count on their successors upholding their policies. The Venetian Senate’s policy was to make Cretans stop growing vines and
grow grain instead (Foscarini, 1579): the result was that Cretans planted olives. In
the nineteenth century, many Mediterranean governments tried to impose policies
of ‘land reform’, by which they meant transferring land from the ownership of
nobles or monasteries to private farmers or municipalities, and abolishing common
rights (Grove and Rackham, 2001). Here, too, the results were often very different
from what was intended. Policies are often thought up in far-away offices and can be
counter-productive on the ground; much of the European Union orange mountain
is thrown over a cliff.

Cavo Sidero
Cavo Sidero, the Cape of St Isidore, forms the extreme north-east corner of Crete. A
wild, rocky, almost uninhabited peninsula of low, partly rugged hills and cliff-bound
coasts, it projects into the rough seas of the Kαrpathos strait (Fig. 4.2). There are
several deep bays facing in various directions. The geology is complex, a shattered
mosaic of limestone and metamorphic rocks. It is one of the driest places in Europe, and one of the windiest places we have ever encountered.
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Fig. 4.2: Satellite image of the south Aegean showing the location of Cavo Sidero

What makes the Cavo Sidero Landscape special and worthy of a Natura 2000
designation?
Flora and Fauna
The peninsula is designated as both a Special Protected Area (SPA) and a Site of
Community Interest (SCI) (Fig. 4.3) –the two categories of NATURA 2000 sites– and
there is good reason for this.

Fig. 4.3: Map of NATURA 2000 boundaries in the Itanos Region
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Crete is one of the world’s biological hot-spots: about one in seven of its plants is
peculiar to the island, as are an even larger proportion of some of its animal species, such as snails. Many of these endemics are on high mountains and cliffs and
gorges, but the dry and rugged corners of the island provide another hot-spot.

Cavo Sidero has two localities for the Cretan palm, Phœnix theophrasti, a tree that
until the 1980s (Boydak, 1985) was thought to be confined to Crete (Fig. 4.4). We
assume this tree is a relic from Crete’s distant tropical past –some millions of years
ago. Although there is no actual fossil evidence from Crete, there is ample fossil evidence of the tree on the Aegean island of Santorini (Friedrich, 1978), which is only
110 km to the north. The ‘palm forest’ at Vai on Crete (the place-name means
‘palm’) is a well-known tourist attraction.

Fig. 4.4: The famous palm-forest at Vai, October 2007

Several plants are confined to the peninsula itself, such as Ammanthus filicaulis (Fig.
4.5) and Asperula crassula. Endemics with a wider distribution in Crete include
Scutellaria sieberi and Stachys mucronata (Turland and Fielding, 2005). There are
also outliers from Asia and Africa, such as the African yellow violet Viola scorpiuroides, which extends into the extreme north-eastern and south-western corners of Crete (Rackham and Moody, 1996: 53).

Fig. 4.5: Ammanthus filicaulis, Magatzes, Itanos peninsula, May 2007

Some of these special plants are very small and flower early (which is why they
have not attracted much attention); many are winter annuals, and are dried up and
gone by the spring. They are adapted to desert environments where there is not
much competition.
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The peninsula is also well-known as a sanctuary for birds, especially migrants, and
has consequently been designated as a Special Protection Area22. Vai retains a seaside lagoon, a very rare survival in Crete (Fig. 4.6). The rugged inland cliffs (a product of the geology and tectonics) are the haunt of vultures.

Fig. 4.6: Lagoon at Vai, October 2006

Archaeology
The Ancient Greek city of Itanos began life in the Archaic period (c. 680 BC) and
lasted into the Late Roman period –late enough to have two Christian basilicas
(Fig. 4.7) (Papadakis, 1988: 28-29; Viviers, 1999). Scientists have been investigating
it for over 100 years –a team of international scholars are currently engaged there
(Kalpaxis et al., 1995)– and the site is well cared for. One aspect of this research has
been an archaeological survey under the direction of Professor Alain Schnapp
(Greco et al., 2001; Greco et al., 2002; Costa et al., 2008; Duplouy et al., 2009). The
survey area includes the central part of the peninsula, excepting the military bases
and the alluvial basin west of ancient Itanos (Fig. 4.8). The project has discovered
numerous locations where ancient activities took place between the Neolithic and
Ottoman eras, leaving behind traces in the form of walls, rubble and pottery23.

Fig 4.7: Roman Christian basilica, Itanos, October 2006
22 The bird list, as well as other environmental characteristics of the area, can be found at: http://natura2000.eea.
europa.eu/Natura2000/SDFPublic.aspx?site=GR4320009.
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23 See the survey’s website: http://prospection-itanos.efa.gr/.

Fig. 4.8: Satellite image of the Itanos Archaeological Survey area (yellow lines), showing locations with
recorded antiquities (red dots)

In 2006, there were still many unanswered questions about the environmental history of the region, especially the landscape between identified archaeological sites.
We were therefore asked to study the landscape history of the survey area, which
we did in October 2006 and May 2007.
What we were not prepared for was that the localised sites are embedded in a
landscape of ancient rural infrastructure; hillsides of terraces (Fig. 4.9), check-dams
in the gullies (Fig. 4.10), roads, enclosure walls (Fig. 4.11), marble quarries with halffinished columns abandoned in them (Fig. 4.12), and even the remains of olive
trees. These had been in use for long periods: we find terraces built in one style
which were later repaired in a different style of masonry (Fig. 4.13). As far as we can
tell, most of the terraces were last used in the Byzantine period: they have not been
overlaid, rearranged or hidden by Venetian, Turkish or modern occupation.

Fig. 4.9: Large-boulder terrace (Archaic to Hellenistic), Fig. 4.10: Ancient checkdam northwest of Soros,
Itanos peninsula, May 2007
Alatopatela, Itanos peninsula, May 2007
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Fig. 4.11: Ancient enclosure walls, Travoini, Itanos
peninsula, October 2006

Fig. 4.12: Ancient quarry with columns and masons’
debris, Kalamaki, Itanos peninsula, May 2007

Fig. 4.13: Large-boulder terrace (Archaic to Hellenistic) repaired with small stones (Late Roman to Medieval)

Ancient terraces are known elsewhere, but as isolated features. What we have here
is an entire relict landscape, a time-capsule of at least 20 square km of ancient terraces. Relict landscapes are known elsewhere in Europe, such as Dartmoor in SW
England (Flemming, 1988), but we know of nothing on this scale in the Aegean.
The whole of the Itanos Peninsula is, in effect, an archaeological site. Parts of it are protected under different archaeological designations. The greater part, however, has no
recognition (far less protection), except for the fact that it happens to be within NATURA 2000 boundaries. Presumably the archaeological features extend into the military
bases and are, in effect, protected there. In other countries, military reservations have
had the inadvertent effect of protecting archaeological landscapes (Salisbury Plain, England [Canham and Chippindale, 1988]; Fort Hood, Texas [Carlson and Bruier, 1986]).

Past drivers of change: how this landscape came into existence
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Tectonics and geology
The geology and geomorphology are very complex. Numerous faults have left
shattered fragments of limestones and metamorphic rocks. There are no high
mountains or gorges, only worn-down hills and deep bays.

People
Cavo Sidero is a place where people have lived off and on since at least the Neolithic and up until the Early Byzantine period. They built settlements, farms and terraces, and cultivated the land, probably in eras when the climate was wetter. The
southern Aegean seems to have enjoyed especially mild climates during the early
Late Bronze Age and the late Hellenistic through to the Early Roman periods
(Moody, 2005; Moody and Rackham, forthcoming b).
Why is this area a time-capsule? Why have people not lived here for the past thousand years and more? We think the reason was piracy. It is exposed to the Karpathos strait, a favourite haunt of pirates looking for shipping entering or leaving the
Aegean. The tectonics have left bays facing in different directions, which allows
ships to land whatever the wind direction. The peninsula would have been defended by the fortified city of Itanos until it fell, and was abandoned in the seventh century AD. After that, however, the nearest garrison would have been in Sitia, a three
and a half hour march away. By the time a distress message was sent and troops
had been assembled and marched to Itanos, the pirates would have done their
work and sailed away.
Why was the peninsula not reoccupied? As the danger from piracy subsided, people gradually returned to more favourable coasts. Much of this re-settlement did
not occur until the twentieth century (Rackham and Moody, 1996). During the Ottoman period, it is often claimed that Cretan landowners gave their property to local monasteries to keep it from being stolen by Turkish officials (Pappadakis, 1974).
Whether this is how it came to pass or not, the Itanos peninsula, like other dry corners of Crete, passed into the control of a major monastery –in this case, the Panagia Akrotiriani, also known as the Toplou monastery– and for centuries was used
for little more than low-intensity pasture and limited agriculture. By the twentieth
century, when monastic lands were expropriated by acts of the Greek parliament
(for example Law No. 1700/1987 passed in April 1987), climate change had made
the peninsula too dry and windy to be of much interest; as a result, it has remained
under the control of the Toplou monastery.

Modern drivers of change:
What has already damaged this landscape and what threatens its future?
Nature
• Not tectonics: Fault-movements have shaped the landscape in the past and
will doubtless continue to drive minor changes. Some minor changes in coastal
areas have probably arisen from tsunami. Perhaps the last significant change
was the great event of 365 AD, when the whole of Crete was tilted and its
eastern end sank several metres into the sea (Flemming, 1978; Stiros, 2001;
Vafidis et al., 2005).
• Not climate: To the best of our knowledge, the special features of Cavo Sidero (its
vegetation, birds and antiquities) are not especially vulnerable either to global
warming or to an increase in extreme events. The area is not noted for plants and
animals at the southern limit of their range, nor is it a ‘sky island’ at the top of an
isolated mountain.
People
In the twentieth century, like most of the world’s desert landscapes, Cavo Sidero has
fared badly at human hands. Most of the alluvial basins were bulldozed to try to grow
crops or (distressingly often) bulldozed and abandoned. A road was dug through
one of the big, now-to-be-protected, ancient settlements (Fig. 4.14). In consequence,
the ancient remains survive on rocky hillsides but not in areas with deep soil.
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Left to itself, this landscape, like most of Crete, is not particularly fragile. However,
it has recently been damaged by excessive grazing. The damage is not so much to
the vegetation –which recovers if grazing declines– but to the soil. The trampling
of too many sheep and goats loosens the soil, leading to wind erosion and the collapse of still-standing remains (Fig. 4.15). Some grazing is a normal and necessary
part of this ecosystem, as it is in most of Crete. Damage occurs when too many animals are kept which destroy the vegetation and cause erosion. This is a recent
change: if the present level of grazing had persisted over the past 1000 years, there
would be nothing left of the antiquities.

Fig. 4.14: Road bulldozed through the middle of the Fig. 4.15: Eroded and deflated site, Stephanes badland,
Itanos peninsula, May 2007
Bronze Age and Hellenistic to Late Roman settlement
at Travoini, Itanos peninsula, October 2006

The one significant tourist attraction is the Vai palm-grove and its adjacent beach. This
is a relatively minor development; at one time, it looked as if it would destroy the
palms, but it has now been cleaned up and, in our view, has done little real damage.
We have to say that Toplou monastery, which claims to own the land, has recently
been less than diligent in protecting its landscape. The stewardship of the monastery
has been lax for decades: it has failed to limit grazing by tenants, and important sites
have been bulldozed even within nominally protected areas. Damage to archaeological sites has visibly increased even in the few years we have known the area.
A further and immediate threat is the Red Palm Weevil (Rhynchophorus ferrugineus),
a huge beetle that attacks palm trees from the inside out. It is spread by commercial palm tree growers moving them about. The beetle is thought to have originated in Southeast Asia, where it has wrought havoc for most of the twentieth century.
In the mid-1980s, it was noticed in the countries bordering the Arabian Gulf, and
since then it has been making its way around the world. It was first observed in
Crete at Chersonissos in November 2005 (Kontodimas et al., 2009). In November
2010, the weevil was reported at Vai. We do not know the extent of the infestation,
but are extremely concerned. The Vai palms have already been weakened by pollution from agricultural runoff, and may not be able to withstand infestation by this
insect. The situation is beyond critical.
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Tourist and real-estate development
So far tourism has hardly affected the NE tip of Crete. This is not an accident. It is a
very unattractive area for conventional tourism: a rocky coast with rough seas and

strong winds and a few, small sandy beaches which collect the rubbish of the South
Aegean. It is a long way from the places that foreigners come to Crete to see.
When a threat emerged, it was not entirely a local initiative: In the 1990s, a British
company (previously Loyalward, now Minoan Group) proposed to turn the Itanos
peninsula into a real-estate development based on golf courses in collaboration
with the Charitable Foundation of Panagia Akrotiriani. There would be six ‘villages’
scattered around the peninsula connected by roads, pipes, and cables, with a factory for desalinating water and two sewage works (Loyalward, 2005).
The game of golf originated in medieval Scotland, where it was played in natural
coastal sand-dunes and did no harm (Price, 1990). The Cavo Sidero development
would be commercial golf, an American invention which has been exported all over
the world, regardless of the environments of other countries and especially of islands. It requires huge quantities of water, chemicals and electricity, and does immense physical damage to the landscape. It is very intrusive, seeking to transform
the varied landscapes of other countries into small variations on the flat green
theme of a standardised American inland golf course. It is comically unsuited to a
dry corner of Crete. Anyone who knows this area will laugh at the thought of trying
to play golf in the continual wind.
The developers emphasised their claims to be ‘environmentally friendly’ by proposing to plant trees and to desalinate their own water and so on, and said that at
most a very small percentage of the land would actually be built on (Loyalward,
2005). But this is beside the point: by scattering golf courses, houses, gardens,
builder’s yards, factories, roads, car parks, tree plantations, pipe trenches and rubbish dumps at random across the landscape, they cannot avoid physically destroying its antiquities and special ecology. We estimate that around 30% of the area
would be disturbed in the first instance. They did not conduct an initial survey of
the area to find out whether there were any patches of lesser archaeological or ecological significance where they could put their installations without doing so
much damage. Instead, they designed their resort and then initiated an environmental study (Loyalward, 2005). This is working the wrong way round, especially in
a NATURA 2000 Special Protection Area.
In spite of the developers’ claims to the contrary, the development would threaten
the Vai population of Cretan palms. The palm grove lies within a catchment already
contaminated with runoff from agricultural land; one of the proposed sewage
works was to be built on the south edge of the catchment, and could hardly have
avoided adding to the pollution. We had worried that the developers or their successors would inadvertently introduce the palm weevil by planting infected palms,
but now the weevil is already there (there is even a rumour that it was intentionally
introduced in order to boost the business of getting rid of it!).
A development like Cavo Sidero would destroy far more than the small area that is
built on in the first instance. Whatever stringent conditions were attached to its approval, they would be difficult to enforce against the developers’ successors. If the development were to fail (and there is no guarantee that it would not: witness the Dionysos Village Hotel, a nearby unsuccessful development on the east side of Sitia Bay),
the damage would have been done and the remains would disfigure the landscape
into the future. If it succeeded, we believe it would lead to further increments and extensions of development encroaching on what was left of the original landscape.

Modern drivers of change: What may be helping to save this landscape
The chronology of the ’Cavo Sidero Development Affair’ is long and convoluted
(Melissourgos, 2009). Although it began over 30 years ago, it attracted little public attention until 2005. Those in the know found it hard to believe that such a huge
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project could ever proceed, especially in a NATURA 2000 area. But in 2007, when Minoan Group’s Cavo Sidero Golf Resort obtained all the necessary Greek ministerial
approvals, about 300 intrepid local citizens filed a lawsuit against the project on legal and environmental grounds (Kontemeniotis, 2007). Given the financial potential claimed for the development –some 1.2 billion Euros (Loyalward, 2005)– it was
generally believed that the appeal would fail. Nevertheless, opposition to the development became increasingly vocal. More and more articles condemning the
project were published in local, regional and international newspapers; an online petition was launched on 3 April 2008 and in a month collected 7000 signatures (it now
has over 11 000!) (Briassoulis, 2010); hundreds of letters and emails were sent to
Greek government officials and ambassadors objecting to the development from,
inter alia, the World Wildlife Fund and the World Archaeological Congress; a concert
to raise money for the court appeal, headlined by the Chainides and Ross Daly among
others, attracted over 1000 people on 30 July 2008 (Patris, 19 July 2008, article
137459); a small, dedicated group made a film about the development called A Thousand Lost Golf Balls which has been shown at several venues, including Ecoweek 2010
in Athens and the 2011 Thessaloniki film festival (Kalaitzis and Cook, 2010; Patris, 22
January 2011, article 194894); environmental groups like EcoCrete and remarkable
individuals including Antonis Anipsitakis and Manolis Tsantakis continued to press
local and national politicians not to support the development.
After several delays, the court case was finally heard on 7 November 2008. Also, in November 2008, the court prosecutor, Giorgos Sanidas, ordered a full investigation into
the monastery’s ownership of the property and the legality of the contract between
Minoan Group/Loyalward and the Charitable Foundation of the Panagia Akrotiriani
(Athens News, 21 November 2008, article 13314/18700). In April 2009, it was leaked to
the Press that the appeal to overturn ministerial approval of the development had
been won (Kathimerini, 9 April 2009, article 274858). It took another 19 months for the
final decision to be announced. On 3 December 2010, the Hellenic Council of State
(the Greek equivalent of a Supreme Court) ruled against the development, declaring it
illegal on a number of grounds (Decision 3920/2010) (To Vima, 3 December 2010, article 37150). The full text of the decision was not available at the time of writing, but an
eight-page summary was posted on the Council of State website24. The main objections concern the enormous size of the building project in a previously undeveloped
area without proper zoning, and the fact that it is a NATURA 2000 area.
The legal investigation launched by Sanidas in 2008 continues. Recent reports (Patris, 15 March 2011, article 197839/130537) claim a case concerning possible fraud
during the court hearings in relation to the ownership of the Cavo Sidero property
in the 1990s will be heard on April 15, 2011 in Chania, Crete.

What happens now?
Even with the court decision against this particular development, threats to the
Cavo Sidero landscape continue. The land remains in the hands of the Toplou monastery and continues to be abused (Fig. 4.16). Cultivation of the Itanos basin is still
leaking agro-chemicals into the Vai palm grove, affecting the health of the trees
which now face a further threat from weevils.
We are concerned that the economic recession in Greece may tempt the authorities to allow random attempts at development by foreign investors. Minoan Group
continues to press its case, saying it will resubmit a plan that meets the objections
set out in the Council of State’s ruling on ’Fast Track’. The company’s stock, though
considerably lower than it was three years ago, has generally been rising since the
ruling. We are not sure why.
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24 http://www.ste.gr/portal/page/portal/StE/ProsfatesApofaseis#a162

Fig. 4.16: Late Minoan I house associated with murex production destroyed by bulldozing and road-making
in 2007, Vaοmetochi, May 2007

Sooner or later, Minoan Group or some other organisation is likely to submit a new
development proposal for Cavo Sidero, and it would be wise to have a plan prepared that works with, not against, the special character of the area. To this end,
the provincial government of Lasithi is currently planning an international conference on the future of the area. An event of this sort needs to be open to local people, so they have a proper say in what happens to their landscape.
We think a non-destructive kind of development could be successful; one that uses the
features that make north-eastern Crete a special place: its plants, geology and birds, its
history, culture and people. It could be an educational as well as a recreational development, and one that, far from requiring the obliteration of so much of the landscape,
would actually undertake the reconstruction of the ancient roads and agricultural systems that survive. Ceide Fields in Ireland or the Lejre Experimental Archaeology Center
in Denmark are examples of developments of this sort that have proved successful. Instead of constructing six new ‘villages’ to accommodate visitors, an alternative plan
could make use of existing facilities in nearby villages, and include the restoration of
ruined traditional buildings. A network of signed nature trails for hiking and biking
could also be good, as well as limited ecotourism, including a centre for windsurfing –a
sport that fits well into the special characteristics of northeast Crete.
The final decision on what gets developed at Cavo Sidero does not rest in our
hands. Nor should it rest with local or national government officials; it should rest
in the hands of its inhabitants who will no doubt give it the bright and sensitive future it deserves: people can be positive drivers of change, too.
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4.4

Improving and focusing research on
Greek landscapes: the Greekscapes programme
Costas Hadjimichalis, Yorgos Melissourgos, Argyro Moungolia,
Despina Girti and Antigoni Faka

Abstract
This chapter presents ‘Greekscapes’, a research project into contemporary Greek
cultural landscapes. The aim of the project, which was conducted by the Department of Geography at Harokopio University between 2004 and 2010, was to identify and document the multiple facets of contemporary Greek cultural landscapes,
going beyond the dominant touristic and picturesque approaches which are exceptionally effective in erasing the social processes that define landscapes. The
project is available online at www.greekscapes.gr.
Keywords: Greek cultural landscapes, bird’s-eye view atlas, greekscapes

Introduction
Although landscape is a key word and concept in geography (together with space,
place, scale and map), landscape research in Greece from a geographical perspective was non-existent until recently. We can identify several reasons including the
late establishment of degrees in Geography at universities (the University of the
Aegean introduced them in 1995, Harokopio University in 2000), the generally
weak geographical tradition in Greece, and a lack of interest among Geography
staff members. As a result, initial landscape research was conducted first by schools
of Architecture (Ananiadou-Tzimopoulou, 1992; Manolidis, 2003, Manolidis and
Kanarelis, 2009), by the Geological and Metallurgical Research Center (Bornovas,
1999; Theodosiou et al., 2006), by environmentalists (Louloudis, Beopoulos and
Troumbis, 2005), by NGOs (Papayannis and Sorotou, 2010) and by historians
(Doukelis, 2005) with the key text on the Cretan landscape by Rackham and Moody
(2008). From a geographical perspective, we may note the work by T. Terkenli
(1996, 2007) in the Geography Department at the University of the Aegean and the
participation in the late 1990s of the Geography Department at Harokopio University in the European Artemis project on Mediterranean Landscapes (EC DG XII: Environment and Climate Research Programme).
Our aim in this chapter is to present a new research project on Greek cultural landscapes which was carried out at Harokopio University’s Geography Department between 2004 and 2010, and intensively between 2008 and 2010, under the title
‘Greekscapes –Contemporary Greek Cultural Landscapes: a bird’s-eye view atlas’,
financed by the J. Latsis Foundation, which is now available at www.greekscapes.gr.
Apart from the Harokopio team, important research contributions and advice came
from an eight-member supporting scientific committee and 106 individual authors25.
25 Members of the committee include: Maria Goula, Christina Agriantoni, Nicos Beopoulos, Irene Theodosiou, Leonidas
Louloudis, Myron Myridis, Vasilis Panayiotopoulos and Dina Vaiou. For the 106 authors, see www.greekscapes.gr.
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The aim of the research was to identify and document the many facets of contemporary Greek cultural landscapes, going beyond the dominant touristic and picturesque approaches which are exceptionally effective at erasing the social processes
that define landscapes. Human Geography and in particular its radical tradition,
pioneered the identification and documentation of cultural landscapes as products of human labour and as socially constructed representations. It pays particular attention to ordinary, everyday landscapes, and does not make distinctions in
terms of the relative importance of, for instance, wetlands and illegal settlements,
medieval towns and modern urban sprawl, or agricultural areas and industrial
areas. Thus, all landscapes are equally important, but each requires a particular
and distinctive analytical approach. In this respect, our research follows the general guidelines and principles introduced by the European Landscape Convention,
Florence 2000.

Cultural landscapes
Cultural Geography has a long research tradition in the field of cultural landscapes,
starting with older approaches such as the ‘pays’ and ‘genres de vie’ introduced by
Vidal de la Blache, and the distinction between natural and cultural landscapes introduced by Carl Sauer. Denis Cosgrove (1984) radically challenged this tradition
by focusing on everyday practices, material and symbolic, and arguing for a more
materialistic approach. He traces the landscape idea to a key period and place in
European history: the Italian Renaissance. He links the development of the idea of
landscape to the development of modern capitalism, showing how landscape,
along with cartography and the development of modern theatre, was an important tool for the ‘practical appropriation of space’. Particularly, landscape painting
adopted the technology of linear perspective, itself a way of seeing which was perfected and theorised in Renaissance Italy, to create a ‘visual ideology’ of realism –
an ideology that suggested that perspective and landscape was not just a way of
seeing, but rather the true way of seeing. Linear perspective gives the eye absolute
mastery over space; the claim of realism is, in fact, ideological. In turn, as Cosgrove
shows, ‘landscape’ was and is a particularly bourgeois and male way of seeing.
Thus, while linear perspective developed in urban areas (as a means of depicting
the city’s spaces), it also chiefly did so as a result of sponsorship by the increasingly
wealthy urban merchant classes. Landscape became a means of depicting not just
their control over space (and, importantly, property), but also a means of representing their status and wealth. Importantly, then, a central component of landscape representation is the erasure of the work that goes into making a landscape.
Rather, landscape is made to represent the supposedly ‘natural’ order –but it is a
‘natural order’ made possible only by the commodification of land and labour that
accompanied the rise of capitalism in Europe. In other words, to owners of property, landscape representations justified both their status and the rightness of their
rule over land.
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The geographer Don Mitchell (2000) takes up Cosgrove’s ideas and argues that
cultural landscapes are not only made, but also in turn produce particular collective behaviours, imaginations and consciousness. In this tradition, landscapes are
not simply ‘beautiful spots’, or areas to be protected, but something made, materially and symbolically. Cultural landscapes could thus be read to show how they
came to be, allowing researchers to reconstruct the nature of the culture that
made them (Crang, 1998). Furthermore, landscapes are not only made, they are
also conceived through dominant representations and ‘ways of seeing / viewing’.
‘Reading’ landscapes (in the plural) is thus a complicated and multi-scalar process which is far from neutral, insofar as it reflects power relations. But landscapes

are also sometimes made precisely to intervene in relations of power themselves.
They are actively made to represent who has power, certainly, but also to reinforce that power by creating a constant and unrelenting symbol of it, so that, according to Mitchell: ‘[…] there are a set of delineable social relations that explain
both how landscapes are made and how and why landscape representations circulate as they do. An understanding of landscape production should probably
therefore begin with Sharon Zukin’s definition of landscape as a ‘contentious,
compromised product of society’ formed through ‘power, coercion and collective
resistance’ […]. Landscape is a kind of lived, produced, and represented space’
(Mitchell, 2000).
Mitchell goes on to argue that landscapes are best seen as both a work (as the
product of human labour, it encapsulates the dreams, desires and above all the
injustices of the people and social systems that make it), and as something that
works (it acts as a social agent in the further development of a place). In this sense,
they provide a context, a stage within and upon which societies continue to work
and the boundaries within which people remake themselves.
The art historian W.J.T. Mitchell (1994) summarises the complex of meanings that
make up the term: ‘Landscape is a natural scene mediated by culture. It is both
represented and presented space, both a signifier and a signified, both a frame
and what a frame contains, both a real place and its simulacrum, both a package
and a commodity in the package’ (W.J.T. Mitchell, 1994).
So landscape is both a place and a ‘way of seeing’, both a sensibility and a lived
relation (Berger, 1972). For some, landscape is a ‘text’, part of the cultural ‘signifying systems’ through which we make sense of our worlds; for others, it is a produced space, a form, a socially transformed portion of the earth’s surface (Mitchell, 2000).

Research questions and methodology
Following the principles of radical cultural geography, the basic research question was to identify and document the many faces of the contemporary Greek
cultural landscape –where cultural landscape, as explained in the previous section, is not only a particular territory transformed by human labour, but also its
various perceptions and multiple ways of seeing it. By ‘contemporary’, we mean
those landscapes transformed since the late nineteenth century and particularly
after 1921. In general, we have excluded monuments and archaeological sites
because they are well-documented in official documents and by other researchers. We have, however, included a few such sites (together with important geological sites and ecologically important places) which are incorporated into contemporary, everyday settings. In doing this, the research went through several
methodological steps:
First, we drafted a scenario for the selection of an initial number of particular landscapes to study, using as criteria eight human-made land cover categories and
eight physical geographical categories. Three hundred and twenty landscapes all
over Greece were identified, from which we chose 134 (see Fig. 4.17) for research
on the basis that: (a) they would not figure in dominant landscape approaches
and are therefore not well-known, (b) there was adequate data and fieldwork from
secondary sources, as it would be impossible for us to organise such a task within
the given time and budget limits, (c) they reflect the proportionallity of the categories in the table below (Table 4.1), and (d) they represent every Greek prefecture. In 14 cases, the Harokopio team and our collaborators conducted specific
field work.
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Fig. 4.17: Locations and analytical modes of the landscapes studied

Land Cover Categories

Physical Geographical Categories

1. Productive use of land
(agriculture, stock-raising, fishing, forestry)

1. Mountains above 1000 m

2. Large-scale industry and retail

2. Mountains 600-1000 m

3. Tourism and second homes

3. Hills and plateaus 200-600 m

4. Large-scale infrastructures

4. Rugged or flat coastal areas, river deltas 0-50 m

5. Neighbourhoods or large parts of Athens
and Thessalonki

5. Internal plains or hills without rivers 50-200 m

6. Medium and small cities

6. Internal plains or hills with rivers 50-200 m

7. Very small towns and villages
7. Very small islands and rocky islands
(vernacular and modern)
8. Special land cover (single monuments,
8. Lakes (natural and artificial) and wetlands
geological sites, protected areas, wetlands)
Table 4.1: Land cover and Physical Geographical Categories
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Secondly, we introduced a novel two-fold methodology for studying and representing these 134 landscapes. We used low oblique aerial photographs taken from helicopters (a perspective known to Renaissance cartographers as a ‘bird’s eye view’)
to introduce each landscape. These aerial views were supported by texts, maps,
old and new photographs plus literary extracts from novels, poems, popular
songs etc. describing particular landscapes. In fact, we re-introduced the old synthetic view from the air, a widely used representation between the fourteenth
and nineteenth centuries which fell out of use during the twentieth century due
to the new strict, accurate measurement tradition. The aerial view was declared

by von Humboldt to be ‘searching for the whole while appreciating differences’. We
are aware, however, of the criticism of the legibility of the view from above as an arrogant perception that homogenises everyday life, a desire to see like God (de Certeau, 1984). The view from above can simply be a simulacrum, argues de Certeau –in
short, a picture whose condition obliterates and misunderstands everyday life as
practised ‘down below’. However, our research goes beyond this critique and makes
use of both a macro (aerial photographs) and micro perspective (field work, terrestrial photographs, historical photos, mapping and literary extracts). The combination of
the two perspectives provides a novel landscape research methodology.
Thirdly, following our theoretical approach that landscapes are open to multiple
readings, we asked 106 different collaborators (in addition to the Harokopio team
and the supporting scientific committee) who knew particular landscapes well to
contribute with short texts, photos, maps and other material. These collaborators
came from various disciplines and different political and philosophical perspectives
and included geographers, geologists, historians, architects and landscape architects, planners, ecologists, agronomists, economists, musicians, poets, biologists,
political scientists and anthropologists. By assigning landscapes to particular scientists from different disciplines who can provide their alternative readings about
them, we succeeded in providing the anticipated multiple reading of landscape.
Fourthly, we organised three modes of landscape reading mirroring Cosgrove and
Mitchell΄s analysis: (a) the description and explanation of natural and human
processes that formed the particular landscape, how the place we see in the aerial photograph was produced (see the cases of Ilioupoli and Kimolos); (b) the aerial photograph was an opportunity to narrate a story not visible in pictures, and
was essential to understanding the landscape’s meanings, providing information
which may challenge dominant representations and perspectives or excavate
‘bothersome’ aspects (see the case of Lavreotiki); and (c) a combination of (a) and
(b) (see the case of Domokos). In this respect, the analysis began either with the
landscape itself, explaining how it was made, or with a particular way of seeing
this landscape, narrating how landscapes work as social agents in the imagination and further development of a place.

Fig. 4.18: Aerial view of Ilioupoli, Athens
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Fig. 4.19: Social processes as landscape production: the urban plan of Ilioupoli

Fig. 4.20: Aerial view of rugged coastal area in Kimolos, Cyclades
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Fig. 4.21: Natural processes as landscape production: the geomorphology of the Cyclades

Fig. 4.22: Aerial view of Lavreotiki with the old industrial area in the foreground and the island of
Makronissos on the horizon

Fig. 4.23: Excavating ’bothersome’ landscape aspects: concentration camps for Leftists and Communists
after the Civil War on the island of Makronissos, 1950

Fig. 4.24: Invisible representations in the landscape of Lavreotiki: miners in front of the main pit, Plaka 1898
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Fig. 4.25: Aerial view of the Domokos plateau, Central Greece

Fig. 4.26: Domokos: detailed landscape transformations since 1960

240

Fifthly, in the light of the availability of secondary data and our own original research and field work, we proposed four modes of landscape analysis. The first,
which we call the regular mode of analysis, accounts for the majority of cases (i.e.
121 landscapes / locations). The regular mode includes a low oblique aerial photograph, a short text (700-900 words), terrestrial material (maps, photographs, historical descriptions), tables and diagrams, a short reference list plus extracts from novels, poems etc. The second mode is what we call landscapes in groups: regular mode
of analysis in which we do the same regular analytical work as the previous case for
four landscapes with similar characteristics but in different locations. In this case, a
comparative perspective is possible. The third mode, which we call the in-depth
mode of analysis, is more comprehensive. For six particular single landscapes for
which we had more data, or for which our Harokopio team had conducted in-depth
research and field work in addition to the contents of the regular mode, we wrote
a more extensive text and made mapping documentation in layers using GIS, visibility studies, detailed photographic documentation and interviews with local peo-

ple. Finally, the fourth analytical mode, which we call the in-depth mode of analysismacro entities, was as in-depth as the previous one, but related to macro territorial
or thematic entities. These entities include the Nestos river basin in Northern
Greece, the Lavreotiki peninsula in Attica, the Greek volcanic arc in the Aegean,
and Athens’ water (i.e. how and from where Attica gets its water). Summarising the
above, we get the following grouping, which is also shown in Fig. 4.17:
A. Regular mode of analysis

A.1 Single landscapes (121 cases)
A.2 Group of landscapes (4 cases)

B. In-depth mode of analysis

B.1 Single landscapes (6 cases)
B.2 Macro-landscape entities (territorial, thematic)
(4 cases)

Finally, all the material was organised into an electronic geographical atlas which is
currently available in Greek at www.greekscapes.gr, but will soon, we hope, be available in English, too.

Synthetic comments
Aerial photographs coupled with scientific texts, maps and extracts from literary
texts and other material provide a novel synthetic approach to everyday contemporary Greek landscapes which are far from ideal or intact, and very different from
the touristic stereotypes. Of course, our atlas also contains many beautiful places,
because Greece continues to be a country with a remarkable diversity and quality
of landscape. However, our approach remains critical and deconstructive in these
cases, too, avoiding dominant analyses which emphasise an intact historical continuation and nostalgically dramatise changes.
We can formulate several synthetic observations in relation to the 134 landscapes
studied:
The first is the notion of opposite, across the way, the existence of at least one horizon. This is a fundamental characteristic of Greek landscapes, a direct outcome of
the Greek peninsula’s geomorphology, of its small-scale plains and many islands.
This is evident in all but three aerial photographs, and is a feature of several visibility maps we designed, including those from the Lavreotiki peninsula (see Fig. 4.27,
visibility map from three roads), the Temple of Poseidon at Sounio, and the peak of
Mount Olympus.

Fig. 4.27: Visibility map from three main roads on the Lavreotiki peninsula, Attica
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A second observation concerns high diversity and differentiation as a characteristic
of many of the landscapes studied. Once again, this outcome stems from the geomorphology of Greece, its biological diversification, methods of cultivation and historical and vernacular settlement. Examples include cultivations on terraces in
northern Greece and the islands, small-scale farming, forest patterns in mountainous areas (eg. Grevena), volcanic landforms (eg. Milos, Santorini, Nisyros islands)
and erosion effects over geological eras (eg. Vikos in Epirus and Meteora in Thessaly). In the case of settlements, we may note medieval and late nineteenth-century centres (eg. Corfu, Nafplion, Ermoupoli) and many smaller historical settlements
(eg. Patmos, Visitsa, Hydra, Naxos).
A third observation concerns dynamic tendencies towards uniformity, sameness
and homogeneity, which are mainly the product of human interventions, especially
after the 1960s. Examples include land redistribution and intensive cultivation practices, such as those observed in Kopaida, Thessaly, and in greenhouses in Ierapetra,
Crete. The most severe problem, as expected, concerns high densities in the built
environment (e.g. Kypseli), and the catastrophic land use policy of issuing building
permits outside urban limits (in the case of plots larger than 4000 sq m), uniform
planning and construction regulations, urban sprawl and the spread of second
homes along the coast. Examples here include western Thessaloniki and the islands
of Mykonos and Antiparos (see Fig. 4.28 below).

Fig. 4.28: Aerial view of the destruction of Antiparos’ landscape by tourist developments

242

The fourth observation identifies tendencies of instability and disorder, outcomes
mainly of the widespread informal and often illegal arrangements which characterise everyday practices impacting on the environment. Typical examples include
self-generated and illegal settlements in Thessaloniki, the mix of heterogeneous
land uses in Eleonas, Athens, the illegal housing in Lavreotiki, and the dramatic
changes wrought by tourism in Laganas, Zakynthos, and Malia, Crete. Paradoxically, there are also nuclei of continuation, tranquillity and organisation in protected areas, but also in areas where agricultural land values are high (eg. Sitaria in Florina
and Trikala in Central Macedonia), where accessibility is difficult (eg. Kimolos), and
where past military policies (such as the Surveillance Zone along the Northern
Greek border and the ‘internal passport’ regime in force 1935-1998) safeguarded
highly valuable landscapes to the financial detriment of the local people. Examples
here include Komotini, the Pomak villages and the Prespa lakes.

Our research has also identified what we may call landscapes of cutting-edge importance where, in the past or today, important aspects of Greek society have been inscribed in particular places and made themselves both materially and symbolically
visible. Indicatively, we could note the Corinth Canal, an emblematic late nineteenth-century public work, and the recently-completed Rio-Antirio bridge, but
also the less famous but regionally important Kilkis industrial zone in Northern
Greece. The massive effort put into rebuilding settlements for the Asia Minor refugees
in 1922 is clear from the elegant town plan drawn up by E. Hebrard for Tzoumagia,
Serres, while economic refugees from the former Soviet Bloc are settled today in prefabricated units in Zygos, Kavala. Finally, the current issues of ‘immigrants without
papers’ all over Greece and the ‘gray geopolitical zones’ in the Aegean are illustrated
by the transformation of the tiny island of Agathonisi just off the Turkish coastline
into a global node for transnational migration and air fights (see Fig. 4.29 and 4.30).

Fig. 4.29: Aerial view of the small island of Agathonisi off the Turkish coast

Fig. 4.30: Agathonisi as a transnational migration node
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Landscape research cannot –and never sought to– cover the entire range of
problems that modern Greek society faces. However, it can operate as a window
of opportunity for a kind of synthetic self-knowledge, if we can ‘draw the curtains’
–to recall Denis Cosgrove’s phrase– and see behind them how and by means of
which factors or processes landscapes are physically and symbolically produced
and reproduced.
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4.5

Landscape conscience:
awareness raising, training and education
Theano S. Terkenli and Evangelos Pavlis

Abstract
This chapter argues that, as urbanisation and recreational development seem to be
the main reasons of the destruction and deterioration of the contemporary Greek
landscape, they also contain ways to remedy and rectify the problem. We elaborate on the deeper causes of the Greeks’ problematic relationship with their landscapes –namely the lack of a well-developed landscape conscience–, its cultural
roots, and the cultural means to rectify it. Specifically, on the basis of the landscape’s cultural constitution, we argue that, as Greece’s landscape problems effectively began with the urbanisation boom and unplanned / illegal recreation development, so Greeks are beginning to re-discover landscape through, mainly: a) the
country’s urban transformation, which is giving rise to new ways of life and a yearning for a ‘return to the countryside’; and b) through domestic tourism. Throughout
this analysis and discussion, we point to ways and mechanisms by which the Greek
landscape conscience can be re-constituted and developed with the aid of awareness raising, training and education.
Keywords: landscape conscience, Greek landscape, cultural causes, cultural make-up,
urbanisation, tourism, awareness raising

Introduction and objectives
One of the most crucial premises on which the European Landscape Convention
rests is the value of landscapes (all sorts of landscapes) to all people (the concept
of landscape as a common good). On this basis, the foundations and mechanisms
of the ways people relate to landscape need to be determined and conceptualised
if such a relationship is to be fulfilled, underlining the significance of the development of a lay landscape conscience for all. Our main research question therefore
relates to how one relates to landscape; in other words, how does one develop a
landscape conscience? Such a landscape conscience is currently underdeveloped
in the case of Greece, as attested to by several observers of the Greek landscape
over the past half century.
Indeed, the degrading and, on occasions, destruction of the Greek landscape
throughout its history has been addressed by both academics and practitioners
(Terkenli, 2004; Louloudis et al., 2005; Hadjimichalis, 2008; Manolidis, 2008; Stathatos, 2008; Trova, 2008; Vlachos and Louloudis, 2008). The impacts of this loss are
clearly manifest in and around us, while its causes have also been analysed and
agreed (Terkenli, 2004; Manolidis, 2008; Stathatos, 2008). By general agreement,
the most significant among these have probably been: a) the rampant urbanisation
of the 1950s and 1960s, leading to the mass migration of the rural Greek population into the country’s major urban centres followed by an abandonment of rural
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activities, and b) the boom in the unplanned growth of tourism and second home
construction –much of it illegal– in the Greek countryside.
This paper will argue that, as is often the case, the solution lies within the problem.
Thus, if urbanisation and tourism are the symptoms of this malady, they also contain ways of remedying it. We shall elaborate on the deeper causes of the landscape problem in Greece –namely the lack of a well-developed landscape conscience– as well as on its cultural roots and the cultural means of remedying and
rectifying it. Specifically, on the basis of the cultural constitution of the landscape,
we will argue that, as Greek landscape problems effectively began with the urbanisation boom and with unplanned / illegal recreation development, so Greeks are
beginning to re-discover landscape through, mainly: a) the country’s urban transformation, which is giving rise to new ways of life and a yearning for a ‘return to
the countryside’; and b) through domestic tourism. Throughout this analysis and
discussion, we point to ways and mechanisms by which the Greek landscape conscience can be re-constituted and developed with the aid of awareness raising,
training and education.

Landscape, Greece and culture
According to Lukermann, landscape is ‘the concept of the environment, as modified by man’ (Lukermann, 1964). Furthermore, ‘Possibly the most important of all
concepts re-introduced into modern geography [since ancient Greek times] is the
concept of the cultural landscape […] best described in the French school’s terms
of genre de vie and milieu […] No statement of an area’s environment is pertinent
unless specified in the historical and cultural terms of its inhabitants [...] [and] therefore, constantly emerging’. So central is the place of landscape in geographical inquiry
that: ‘In fact, to treat the study of an area in any other fashion seems explicitly to
deny that geography is an empirical science based wholly on the experience of man’
(ibid). Lukermann’s position on the significance of landscape for Geography as a discipline and for everyday life highlights not only the human provenance of landscape,
but also allows for the possibility of improving it through culturally contingent ways.
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As the Landscape School of Geography firmly established at an early stage, all landscapes are cultural. This is a basic premise of the discipline of Geography, and central to the analysis and core argument of this study: we must look into the cultural
underpinnings of any landscape issue or problem in order to understand, analyse
and rectify it. Accordingly, our first tenet is that Greece’s problematic relationship
with its landscape is essentially a cultural problem, since it can be traced back to
the relative lack of a defined and well-developed lay landscape conscience in the
country, as compared to other modern nation-states in Europe and beyond. If ‘conscience’ is defined as the mixture of human perceptions, thoughts and emotions, it
presupposes the existence of an external world (Sutherland, 1989). Landscape conscience, then, refers to the distinctive bonds (conscious or subconscious) that characterise a person’s or a people’s relationships with their landscapes. Conceptually,
it may be approached through the nexus of interrelationships developing between
landscape perceptions, emotions and behavioural patterns, as affected by all personal and cultural factors impinging on these three categories of variable (i.e. ethics, experiences, biological particularities, etc.). Thus, landscape conscience becomes a useful conceptual tool in understanding and configuring the ways in
which humans relate to the landscape. Although any sort of spatial conscience
generally attributed to a cultural system tends to find its roots in the history of a
modern nation-state, caution must always be exercised in generalising with regard
to entire cultures and social systems. On the basis of this principle, let us attempt
to trace the root causes of a deficient landscape conscience in Greece.

In search of the necessarily urban origins of a landscape conscience, the legal, historical, aesthetic and socio-cultural trajectory of the Greeks’ relationship with their
landscapes has already been an object of investigation (Terkenli, 2011; Manolidis,
2008; Stathatos, 1996). The unfulfilled cultural geography of the Greek landscape
has its origins in a multitude of factors including the country’s lack of industrialisation, the prevalence of a ‘market-place principle’ among its populace (McNeill,
1978), the role of Greek Orthodox ecclesiastical art in landscape representations,
and the lack of a sense of commons in relation to environmental resources. These
are just a few, albeit critical, pieces of the puzzle. We shall examine them in more
depth and at more length below, before turning to ways of addressing and rectifying them.
In post-war Greece, modernisation and development have mostly been defined in
economic terms, often to the detriment of environmental, socio-cultural or civic
values. Rapid urbanisation led to a disintegration of the traditional environmental
conscience of formerly rural populations with regard to outdoor resources, including
landscape (Fig. 4.31). In place of this conscience, rampant laisser-faire capitalism,
land speculation, illegal construction and short-term profit in most entrepreneurial
domains took root among the populace. ‘As far as the Greek perception of natural
space is concerned, the problem is exacerbated by a peculiarly Greek form of parochialism, whereby allegiance is pledged to extremely small territorial subdivisions,
down to the level of a neighbourhood or village’ (Stathatos, 1996). As a result, the
landscape ceased to constitute a collective good for most Greeks, especially
city-dwellers. The landscape was no longer considered part of a common home
(Terkenli, 1995) as urban populations grew exponentially and extended into what
was previously countryside. Landscape became obsolete, transformed into the
backdrop to –or object of– aggressive land speculation.

Fig. 4.31: Two views of the same landscape, one with and one without detrimental human intervention,
Arcadia, Greece, 2010
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Moreover, social scientists point out that long-standing aspects of Greek culture,
such as clientelism and patronage, have been responsible for an atrophied Greek
civil society (Demertzis, 1997). These characteristics have instigated serious repercussions in community life: ‘Despite decades of social and economic change, the
state still overwhelms civil society, and personal and family ties remain significant
in most areas of life. The domination of civil society by the state is an overwhelming fact of Greek economic, social, and political life’ (Legg and Roberts, 1997). Consequently, environmental and landscape matters have been relegated to the jurisdiction of the state, absolving individuals of personal responsibility, even though
such attitudes are detrimental to the environment and the landscape. Many of the
threats faced by the latter need to be countered by long-term policies that often
demand the sacrifice of short-term private interests. This leads us to the first set of
reasons underlying a landscape conscience deficiency among the Greeks.

Tracing the deeper causes of a Greek landscape
conscience deficiency
Turning to the historical, aesthetic and socio-cultural trajectory of the relationship
of Greece with its landscape over the past 150 years in search of the urban origins
of a landscape conscience, the following points may be considered critical:
a. Greece never went through a Renaissance, an urban rebirth, a baroque phase
or even a visual revolution. Instead, it adopted aspects of modernity in certain
realms of life a posteriori by implanting and overlaying them on pre-existing
cultural particularities and local ways of life.
b. The landscape ideal and form of representation most characteristic of this cultural
realm remained the two-dimensional, apparently flat but actually inverted,
perspective of Greek Orthodox art. Ecclesiastical iconography remains a powerfully
evocative and compelling element of Greek cultural identity today (Terkenli, 2011).
Modern Greek landscape was re-constructed by 19th-century Western painters in
accordance with Romantic ideals as the basis of the then emergent Greek cultural
identity: a) archaism and b) orientalism (Terkenli et al., 2001).
c. Greece also never experienced a fully-fledged industrial revolution.
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Perhaps the most significant socio-cultural factor at the root of the Greeks’ problematic relationship with their landscapes is the lack of a sense of the landscape as
a common good. A common good is defined as the integrated set of material and
non-material dimensions and features at the disposal of a particular social group,
where its use by one user diminishes the amount available to all others, but for
which the exclusion of additional users is difficult or impossible (Bromley, 1991).
According to current social scientific thought, rationally optimal behaviour favours
a cooperative, ethically active and vigilant strategy of generous mutuality (community) (Tuan, 1986; Ostrom, 1990). This sense of community has largely been absent
in contemporary urban Greek society. Rather, among Greek cultural characteristics,
a ‘marketplace principle’ has persisted in Greek social life since antiquity into the
present (McNeill, 1978). The problem can be traced back to the initial phases of
Greek post-war urbanisation: upon becoming ‘urbanised’, Greeks lost their old connection with the land, with nature, and with the landscape –a connection that had
traditionally been handed down from one generation to the next (Pettifer, 1993).
The few urbanites existent in post-war Greece and the children of the first and subsequent generations of rural migrants into the big cities never developed a sense
of landscape. Taken for granted until the late 1970s, the Greek landscape was first
acknowledged through interconnections then emerging between agricultural
modernisation and the rural landscape (nature vs society) and through tourism.

One common factor that appears to have played a significant role in the development of a landscape conscience in modern Europe is the advent of the Industrial
Revolution (Bunce, 1994; Cosgrove, 1998). ‘It was precisely this urbanisation, and
the increasing distancing from nature to which the population of societies in the
process of industrialisation were subjected, which almost simultaneously created
the need for contact with some substitute, however false’ (Stathatos, 1996). Thus,
the bourgeoisie reinvented the landscape concept, which was initially closely tied
to the English picturesque landscape school. A series of new modes of landscape
organisation (landscape spatialities) and new corresponding forms of landscape
conscience were shaped by the emergent rural/urban contradistinction and
through urbanites’ nostalgia for the ‘lost’ countryside (the urban ‘return to the
landscape’). Greece, enduring cultural stagnation under Ottoman rule from the mid15th to the early/mid-nineteenth century, never experienced the stages of modern
landscape formation and landscape conscience formation experienced by industrial
European societies (Olwig, 2001; Cosgrove, 1998). Instead, the country retained its rural character until the mass rural migrations into the large urban centres in the postwar period. Many vestiges of the rural ways of life imported into the Greek cities in
the 1950s and 1960s still remain strong in Greek city life (Pettifer, 1993). The sense
and conscience of landscape, however, were –for the most part– lost.

Urbanisation as a means to the development
of a landscape conscience
We shall now proceed to argue that the solution –namely, the re-development of a
Greek landscape conscience– lies in Greek a) urbanisation and b) tourism. The basis
of this newly-emergent transformation rests in the changes currently unfolding in
the reconfiguration of the country’s urban and agrarian identities and the emergence of new notions of urbanity and rurality. Naturally, as is true of all the deeper
structures, forms and processes of cultural transformation, such changes are slow
in coming and in manifesting themselves in relationships between humans and
landscape. They are, of course emerging (Lukermann, 1964).
As other chapters in this volume describe in more detail, rampant urbanisation in the
1950s and 1960s both stemmed from and led to a mass migration of the rural population into Greece’s major urban centres (Fig. 4.32), and to the abandonment of agriculture and stock raising. This led to the demise of the stewards of the rural landscapes, but also to Greeks losing their old connection with the land, nature, and the
landscape, which had traditionally been handed down from one generation to another (Stathatos, 1996; Pettifer, 1993; Karapostolis, 1983). The creation of the need for
–and acknowledgment of– the Greek landscape consequently came through the
insurmountable pressures of urbanisation. Certainly, the physical loss of landscape
(e.g. due to forest fires during the summers of 2007 and 2009) and the directives of
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) played a role in the rediscovery of the Greek
landscape, but it was mostly urban culture that propelled changing attitudes: the
need for ‘nature’, and nostalgia for ‘Greece as it used to be’ –culturally, physically,
ethically, aesthetically, historically and symbolically– in contradistinction to life in the
city. This nostalgia of the town dweller for the countryside and the rural landscape so
typical of industrialised populations (Aitchison et al., 2000) in search of a ‘rural idyll’
–in place of the pre-existing ‘Arcadian ideal’– is primarily fuelled by the desire to upgrade their quality of life (Lowenthal, 1997; Paquette and Domon, 2003; Lambrianidis and
Bella, 2004). At the same time, such a quest also boosts countryside recreation
through the demand for alternative and special forms of tourism such as ecotourism,
cultural tourism or agro-tourism (Sharpley and Sharpley, 1997), whereby landscapes
are reconstituted and used as places of nostalgia (Hopkins, 1998; Goss, 1993).
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Fig. 4.32: The historic district of Plaka surrounded by the urban sprawl of Athens, Greece, 2006

This need, made manifest at the individual as well as at the collective level, mainly
fed into internal tourism which was often geared towards the search for personal or
collective identity and ancestral roots. Certainly, the country-wide educational system uniformly reflects the Greeks’ poor relationship with their landscape –a situation
that is now in the initial stages of being overturned at all educational levels (Terkenli,
2004). This –mainly urban– deficiency has, however, begun to be counterbalanced
by the rediscovery of landscape through leisure. No other means of addressing the
problem has been as successful in this regard to date. Landscape destruction or loss
through fire and other natural calamities, as seen on TV, seems too distant from everyday reality in a largely urbanised country. Even in the larger context of environmental degradation and deterioration, the landscape tends to be relegated to levels
of very low or minimal priority for governmental bodies and lay people alike. Cultural change may be effected through education and awareness-raising drives (such as
official or unofficial landscape training, still in its infancy in Greece) aided by the Media (i.e. geographical or travel documentaries of various sorts). However, in the case
of Greece, such a landscape campaign would necessitate a wholesale change in people’s mindset, feelings and habits. Inevitably, this would be very slow in coming.

Tourism as a means of developing a landscape conscience
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If the landscape is to suffer the detrimental impacts of human activity, it also becomes the ultimate source of pleasure, re-creation and regeneration for those who
have destroyed it and are condemned to live without it. Since the early to mid1990s, the balance of tourism demand between international and domestic tourism
in the country has been changing. Whereas international tourism had previously
been the most significant and well-developed (over 75% in 1989), the trend has
since been partly reversed, although domestic tourism is extremely difficult to measure accurately. In the past ten to fifteen years, Greeks have been rediscovering their
landscapes en masse. Highly conducive to this trend have been: a) a higher standard
of living, coupled with intolerable urban conditions of life; b) the aggressive advertising and promotion of Greek destinations by the state and the tourist industry;
and c) the combination of thriving alternative forms of tourism and new leisure opportunities with the discovery of ‘long-weekend’ tourism among domestic tourists.

Fig. 4.33: Tourist landscape: Koufonissia, Greece, 2007

A detailed study of domestic tourism shows that –excluding special motives (such
as convention or health tourism)– the ‘environment’ is generally among the three
most significant reasons cited by domestic tourists in Greece. Since there is no explicit ‘landscape’ category, the ‘environment’ comes closest to it and third in people’s preferences, after ‘holidays and entertainment’ and ‘rest and relaxation’ (Tsartas et al., 2001). This should come as no surprise, since the tourism that most Greeks
pursue during their established, ‘official’ vacation period in July and August (Fig.
4.33) is of the ‘3S’ kind.
Thus, in place of a fully-fledged industrial revolution, tourism has been the main
source driving countryside awareness among contemporary Greeks. Through domestic tourism, Greek urbanites have slowly begun to develop a landscape conscience, to rediscover landscape, and through it to rediscover family roots, local
histories, ‘authentic’ Greece and ‘nature’. Concurrently, these –mostly rural– tourism and recreation landscapes have been connected to a series of significant transformations which have impacted to varying degrees not only on conventional agricultural production, but also on the layers of symbolism, forms of representation
and patterns of consumption in relation to the Greek landscape. Specifically, these
landscapes have been turned into urban, peri-urban or semi-urban consumption
spaces hosting widespread recreation activities (water parks, golf courses, shopping malls, etc.) and uncontrolled, wide-spread second-home construction. This
contemporary inflow of urbanites into rural areas has inevitably led to the construction of new forms of landscape conscience which relate not to a single dominant landscape myth, but rather to multiple contested rural landscape idylls, myths
or ideals, corresponding to actual changes in landscape forms, functions and meanings. In these ways, Greek (rural) landscapes –whether coastal, island, mountain or
other– have adjusted to new urbanised, aestheticised and commoditised uses. This
transformation has generally come about through: a) the preservation of landscape
forms alone –rather than former functions and values for purposes of visual appeal,
and b) the protection of selected or ‘typical’ rural and natural landscape features,
ranging from local products to beautiful beaches –solely for purposes of tourism
consumption (Terkenli, 2001).
Stathatos describes how post-war Greek governments were quick to realise the
vast profits that could be made out of a modern tourism industry; the result was an
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intensive promotional campaign at home and abroad, a campaign still active today
through publicity photographs, posters, postcards and other representations of
Greek space. These representations, which have perhaps already replaced every
other image of Greece for many, promote an imaginary country in which the sun
always shines brightly, where the sea is always blue and calm, the houses –of a uniform Cycladic style– are invariably freshly whitewashed, and the inhabitants are
permanently cheerful, welcoming and colourful (Minca, 1998; Stathatos, 1996). The
problem is that Greece has been exporting, but also consuming, this distorted image of itself for four consecutive decades, and there is reason to believe that it may
be becoming innate. When the country has lived long enough with falsehood ingrained in its psychic self image, it becomes increasingly difficult to distinguish
truth from fiction (Stathatos, 2008) and develop a genuine relationship with landscapes, and thus a true landscape conscience. Even more so because, in the face of
current forces of globalising transformation, all tourist landscapes begin to resemble one another: utopian paradises with tropical characteristics globally and uniformly (re)produced and standardised.

Concluding thoughts
This loss of spatial specificity, an inevitable consequence of the changes imposed
by capitalism and tourism on social and spatial structures, seems to have been
exacerbated through new processes of spatial transformation: processes of a new
global cultural economy of space. The new global cultural economy of space is defined as a re-negotiation of spatial forms and units (place, landscape, region) on
the basis of contemporary trends in socio-economic organisation (Terkenli and
d’Hauteserre, 2006). Its processes are highly interwoven: the globalisation and
standardisation of landscapes (landscape elements and landscape dimensions),
landscape deconstruction and often redefinition (‘Disneyfication’), and a loss of
pre-existing place and landscape identity (i.e. Las Vegas). All landscapes –whether
urban, rural, suburban, etc.– may be considered products of the interaction between the human communities that inhabit them and local ecosystems, which
makes them subject to the same broadly cultural processes of spatial transformation (Vogiatzakis et al., 2008; Terkenli, 2001). All are increasingly affected by the
same global issues and in similar ways, and subject to the same dynamic forces of
globalisation. The outcomes of such processes, and their associated trends, have
been: a) the formation of new types of landscapes, which are often disconnected
from local geographies and histories; and b) the commoditisation of landscape in
any or all of its dimensions: visual/aesthetic, functional/experiential and symbolic/
spiritual. As tourists, vacationers and place consumers of every sort tire of and exhaust their options among the landscape products of this new global cultural
economy of space, a reverse trend demands more ‘authentic’, ‘traditional’ or unmodified landscapes. This regeneration of landscape conscience may, potentially,
spread to Greece.
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As already mentioned, solutions tend to lie within problems. Thus, if the core issue
here is lack of a well-formed landscape conscience among a country’s citizens, then
the solution must necessarily lie in training, education and raising their landscape
awareness. In light of the above realisations and contemporary trends, however,
such a task as the development of a genuine landscape conscience in Greece becomes especially daunting. Greece needs not only to tend to its current landscape
problems, but also to protect its landscapes from the spread of landscape re-organisation and re-configuration processes. Perhaps the latter, acting upon an already highly urbanised, sophisticated and consumption-oriented populace, may
prove to be the catalyst towards the desired goal.

In conclusion, the goal should be the re-definition and development of the landscape conscience of ordinary Greeks: a profound and wholesale cultural reversal
with regard to the landscape and the environment, is required. Such a task needs
to rest on knowledge / education, the active participation of the stakeholders in decision-making and, most of all, immediate action in re-configuring and properly
managing our Greek landscape geographies. This remains a long-overdue task in
which landscape specialists of every sort and provenance (practitioners, academics,
activists, NGOs, politicians) inevitably represent the front line and the first task force
in its fulfilment. Towards this goal, the European Landscape Convention serves as
the most useful tool and instrument for its realisation (Pedroli et al., 2007; Wascher,
2001). Specifically, all actions supporting the implementation of the ELC are conducive to awareness raising and education, although, in the case of Greece, more rudimentary steps need to be taken towards these goals through, for instance, the
creation of cooperative governmental agencies, administrative bodies, academic
and professional networks, etc. responsible for landscape matters and the formulation of a unified landscape policy. These steps must be complemented by public
education and training in perceptual and behavioural issues regarding the multidimensional concept and meaning of ‘landscape’ –perhaps through the existing
School Environmental Education Programmes; by recording and publicising landscape problems / threats along with best landscape practices, and by coordinating
actions and initiatives undertaken by the educational system, local authorities and
NGOs under the guidance of landscape experts. The latter actions should be aimed
at developing landscape perception and good landscape practices, as well as the
organisation of a centrally directed campaign for sensitising and mobilising the
public in landscape matters and for promoting the goals of the ELC.
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Public participation and governance
in landscape decisions
Maggie Roe

Abstract
The European Landscape Convention (ELC) establishes that the public should be
involved in landscape decision-making. A number of projects and policy frameworks have been putting this principle into practice in the UK for some time. Public
participation and decision-making has strong links with issues of democracy, sustainability and environmental justice and there are many advantages for communities and individuals in getting involved in landscape planning, design and management as well as policy-making. However, there are also many potential pitfalls for
both policy-makers and communities. This chapter explores key contemporary issues of public participation and governance in landscape decisions. It outlines the
various types of participatory landscape projects. Using examples from the UK, it
discusses how the experience of participatory initiatives based on landscape
projects can provide us with new knowledge that will help enable the implementation of ELC objectives in other countries such as Greece, and how it can benefit
both landscapes and communities.
Keywords: public involvement, public participation, landscape decisions, European
Landscape Convention

Introduction
Landscape is understood to be ‘an area, as perceived by people, whose character is
the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors’ (Council of
Europe, 2000). Thus landscape change not only reflects natural drivers, but also
those that can be defined as societal, cultural or economic. People’s individual and
collective impacts on landscape change need to be identified. It is important to
consider the manipulation of the natural environment by intentional impact
through planning, design and management, plus indirect or unplanned impacts. In
the past, planning and design was assumed to be the responsibility of governments and bodies far removed from ordinary people, and decision-making was
remote from those people who actually knew the landscape well through daily
contact. However, there has been a growing realisation in a number of countries of
the importance of involving local people in decision-making over the landscape at
a range of scales. The instigation for this has come from a number of drivers including greater awareness of the need for sustainable landscape planning, which has
given rise to the ‘New Localism’ agenda, a growing dissatisfaction and frustration
with centralist control, and an awareness within communities of threats which may
result in the loss of valued landscapes and which do not seem to be addressed by
those in authority. In addition, governments and government agencies have realised that there is considerable valuable local knowledge concerning the landscape
tied up in communities. Such organisations also make connections between land-
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scape quality and quality of life, and are beginning to understand that it is interaction –a constant cycle of change, response, change– that has created landscapes
which, in many cases, we value highly and wish to conserve. Without such close interaction, our cultural landscapes would not have developed. The landscape is dynamic; it is forever changing and thus, although we may wish to conserve certain
valuable characteristics of the landscape created by the human-natural synergies
of the past, we also need to ensure that the landscape remains dynamic and that
the close association between humans and the environment built up over generations can continue. This picture provides us with a complex web of interactions between communities and the landscape, interactions that many governments and
authorities are now struggling to understand.
The European Landscape Convention (ELC) provides us for the first time with an
holistic view of landscape change embedded within the policy-making process in
Europe. This document is revolutionary because it provides a strong and comprehensive approach to landscape and an acknowledgment of the value of all European landscapes. The ELC brings together a range of ideas and guidance on moving
towards more sustainable models for planning, designing and managing landscape. It clearly acknowledges the co-evolution of landscape and communities, and
the fact that the integrative function of landscape can only be maintained if all
members of the community are provided with opportunities to become involved in
participative action in relation to landscape change (Buchecker et al., 2002; Jones,
2007). The ELC also outlines the responsibilities of the various interested parties. Although much of the thinking in the ELC may appear to have been established prior
to its coming into force in 2000, a closer examination of the situation reveals that
this may not be so. The benefits of a more sustainable landscape are perhaps obvious, but governments have often ‘conveniently’ forgotten this and allowed or promoted the destruction of the long-term health and welfare of the communal landscape for short-term, and often individual, gain. Of course, there are many difficult
decisions to be made within the landscape, and although there is much talk about
balancing the requirements of economic and social needs with environmental
health, this is not always possible. We are now coming to a more sophisticated understanding that there are significant and hard choices to be made in landscape
planning, design and management. The key issue is that those making such choices
should be well-informed about the likely consequences of their decisions and, most
pertinently to this chapter, that it should be possible to include in the decision-making process those people whose interests are affected by the decisions made.
This chapter explores key contemporary issues of public participation and governance in landscape decisions. The focus is particularly on how experience in recent
projects in the UK might help us understand the potential for community involvement in landscape decisions, the philosophy underlying approaches to landscape
governance, the methods by which these approaches are implemented, and the
need for decision-making structures that strengthen and build upon local heritage,
identity and character in the landscape.

Why participate in landscape decisions?
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The ELC sets out the important principles of subsidiarity and public participation in
decision-making about the landscape. Such thinking has developed for a number
of reasons; one of the most influential has been the sustainability movement, and
in particular the so-called ‘Agenda 21’ agreement made by 178 countries at the
1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. Article 10 of Agenda 21 states that: ‘Environmental issues are best handled with the participation of all concerned citizens, at the
relevant level’. The Article goes on to say that ‘States shall facilitate and encourage

public awareness and participation by making information widely available. Effective
access to judicial and administrative proceedings, including redress and remedy, shall
be provided’ (UNCED, 1992). This second part is important because it links the issue
of justice with participation. As citizens in Europe question how they are governed,
new democratic norms are established that involve changing ideas and practices
relating to justice, governance and citizenship. The concept of citizenship is derived from ancient Greek civil society, where the term was used to indicate an obligation to carry out public duties. Such obligations were not regarded as separate
from the private individual. The term is now commonly used to describe a sense of
pride and collective responsibility in relation to community affairs and the local environment (Selman, 1996). Responsibilities are often discussed in relation to rights,
with active citizens engaging with community issues such as landscape change
(Selman and Parker, 1997). This relationship between rights and responsibilities lies
at the core of much of the present debate with regard to public involvement in
landscape decisions, and the ELC is seen as important in the creation of a just landscape (Olwig, 2007). These issues can become particularly complex when, for example, the discussion includes privately-owned land that may have a customary
public usage. The changing face of democracy in the UK owes much to the debates opened up by environmental concerns and the discussion centred on sustainable development. In the planning field, much has been written about the development of more deliberative democratic processes (Kuper, 1997; Margerum,
2002; Healey, 2006). In landscape, two levels of public participation have been
identified, the first in relation to the definition of landscape policy, the second in
relation to policy implementation (Prieur and Durousseau, 2006) and the two may
overlap. There is an assumption that more ‘bottom-up’ approaches to landscape
decision-making will provide positive effects on the landscape, but the links between changing decision processes and improving environmental conditions are
as yet unproven. There is also considerable uncertainty over the real benefits of
participation, in the sense of challenging broader social structures in society that
control environmental change (Waddington and Mohan, 2004). Within Europe,
there is increasing recognition that change in the landscape is often unwelcome in
communities (Buchecker et al., 2002), but this often relates to the perceived rate
and magnitude of change as much as to the nature of the change itself (Roe et al.,
2010). We now realise that landscapes –and traditional cultural landscapes, in particular– are being degraded at an alarming rate, and the desire to devise means to
conserve them is not simply a response to aesthetic values: rather, it reflects a realisation that landscapes hold a wide range of social, economic and cultural values
that may take many years to construct. Those concerned with landscape change
need, therefore, to explore all avenues in relation to making decisions that may
lead to more sustainable landscapes.
In the UK, a wide understanding of the potential benefits of involving all stakeholders in decisions has now developed. Stakeholders commonly include individuals
and groups such as government and national authorities, local authorities, local
communities and non-governmental organisations such as interest groups and
pressure groups. A growing number of people have an interest in the landscape,
even though they may be remote from it in terms of physical location, and it is
therefore possible to identify communities of place and communities of interest (Fig.
4.34). With the growth of the Internet and communications generally, communities
of interest may include those that are really quite remote from the physical place,
such as conservation groups and members, for example, of the Royal Society for
the Protection of Birds (RSPB), or those who use a particular landscape regularly
but do not live in it (e.g. tourists). Many of these groups are difficult to identify and
even more difficult to contact (Roe, 2000). However their interaction with, and influence on, the landscape may be of considerable importance, as has been shown
by the annual Big Garden Birdwatch project sponsored by the RSPB and publicised
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by the BBC in the UK. This is one of an increasing number of similar projects staged
by national environmental charities with the help of public bodies and communications organisations, and facilitated by the use of the Internet.

Fig. 4.34: Considering community types

Fiorino (1989) suggests that there are three key reasons for public participation:
firstly the normative view, which is that it is right and proper for decision-making in
a democracy to have all the stakeholders involved in decisions that may affect
them; secondly, for substantive purposes (i.e. reasons associated with the information or knowledge needed to reach the decision) and, thirdly, for instrumental purposes, or to achieve other related goals such as improving social capital and the social structure. Jones (2007) identified five key reasons justifying public participation
in relation to the ELC: democratisation, legitimacy, information exchange, tackling
of conflicts and heterogeneity/social justice. Thus, the key benefits of public involvement in landscape projects have been established by a number of researchers, and can be summarised as follows:
- Democratisation of the process is likely to create conditions conducive to the
legitimisation of the decisions made, as it implies social justice and acceptance of
difference in communities, landscapes and cultures.
- Better quality of information exchange means that the project is reviewed from
a range of views, thus allowing for the employment of different knowledge and
understandings, and is therefore less likely to fail.
- A range of participants will provide the potential for negotiation between all the
interested parties; by solving problems at an early stage, potential conflicts can
be reduced.
- Better relationships and trust can develop between the interested parties, which
is likely to have long-term benefits for landscape management.
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Healey states that collaboration among diverse stakeholders can ‘promote attention
to the values of social justice, environmental responsibility and cultural sensitivity’
(Healey, 2006: 317). Therefore, within communities, involvement may result in behaviour and lifestyle changes, a reduction in problems such as vandalism and increased personal benefits relating to health and welfare. The substantive benefits
in terms of the physical landscape are much less clear (Hare and Nielsen, 2003), although the assumption of a positive impact is reflected in the inclusion of the participatory principle in the ELC.

Participation and governance theory
Much of the theory of public participation in landscape decisions refers to Arnstein’s A Ladder of Citizen Participation (1969), in which she set out a hierarchical
illustration of the types of possible involvement, or lack of involvement, in planning decisions by citizens. There has been much debate over this view, but it is still
a useful starting point for discussion. According to Arnstein (1969), the ideal is that
the community should be empowered to make decisions. Empowerment is now
commonly used to describe how communities are ‘given the ability to make decisions concerning their own lifestyles and environments through the structure of the decision-making system and through a change in their perception of their capability to
influence and make choices with respect to the conditions under which they live’ (Roe,
2007b: 66). Types of involvement can be categorised into various possibilities from
community consultation to community-instigated projects. Arnstein’s critique was
to suggest that there are cases where projects are labelled as ‘participatory’ but are
in fact tokenistic; they only pay lip-service to the idea of public involvement. Research since Arnstein’s original paper has shown that a spectrum of involvement is
possible, and that it is important to involve all stakeholders in the process, and to
not assume that bottom-up decisions are best or most appropriate in every situation (Roe, 2007b). Pretty (1995) is one of a number of researchers who have provided revised categories of participation built upon Arnstein’s original. In Fig. 4.35, a
seven-rung ladder contrasts with Davidson’s (1998) version, which is illustrated as a
circle. Davidson’s version provides a less hierarchical classification, and one where
only useful participatory processes are considered, meaning that there is no idea
that being ‘higher up’ the ladder is necessarily better than being ‘lower down’. He
also considers it important for experts and policy-makers to be involved in the
process; for stakeholder involvement to be interactive rather than passive, and for
participatory exercises not to be one-way and not always professionally led.

Fig. 4.35: A Ladder of Participation (adapted from Arnstein, 1969) and a Wheel of Participation (adapted
from Davidson, 1998)

Research has provided data on the characteristics of good participation (Roe and
Rowe, 2007), and in the UK there is guidance from a number of bodies on the subject.
Local government routinely involves the public in all kinds of aspects of policymaking and decision-making, not just in relation to the environment. The emphasis
more recently has been on how to reach groups commonly excluded from the discussion (e.g. cultural minorities, women, children, disabled people etc.) and on how
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participation fits in with the whole picture of changing governance theories and a
desire for more responsive and communicative government. It is now understood
that: ‘For local people, opening up decision-making often means challenging hitherto
taken-for-granted gender and age relations of power – listening to those who are usually silent’ (Mukasa and Mugisha, 1999). Methods focusing on such groups are now
being developed (e.g. Driskell, 2004; Mathers, 2007; Roe, 2006, 2007a) which can
provide a range of benefits (e.g. Ito et al., 2009). In the UK, we have moved from a basic desire to respond to normative understandings of democratic decision-making in
relation to landscape, to the understanding that, along with such rights, there is a
need for communities to accept responsibility for their landscapes and to conserve
landscape qualities such as character, identity and heritage.

Fig. 4.36: Involving both users and professionals in landscape decisions can help build a better picture
of what is actually appropriate

There has been some discussion as to whether involving citizens in projects, particularly regeneration initiatives in inner cities, actually increases or decreases democracy (Jones, 2003), and whether such activities generally reduce government responsibility. Some researchers highlight the potential problems or weaknesses of
public involvement, particularly in the form of poorly planned and practised processes. Professionals often find participatory projects difficult, but there are considerable gains to be made (Fig. 4.36). However, in broader terms, there is still a problem with communities’ inability to exercise real power over their landscapes, even
in well-run projects (Taylor, 2000). Nonetheless, Piper (2005) concludes that we
should not reject participation just because it is ‘messy’.

260

There is a strong conventional belief on the part of policy-makers in the UK that
motivation for involvement in landscape projects is parochial, and that communities are most likely to respond to activities that occur in the short term and relate
to their own ‘back yards’, rather than any more strategic, longer-term considerations. Nevertheless, communities are moving away from traditional structures involving communities of place towards more complicated, overlapping social networks (Piper, 2005), and we need to consider those that may appear to have a passive or intermittent interest in the landscape as well as those who have an overt or
special interest. We have moved on from the ‘tool-kit’ approach to participatory
projects to a more flexible approach that recognises that it is important to consider
why such action is taking place (for social learning, social structural change and/or
to change the landscape), and to develop an appropriate engagement method
(Reed, 2008), rather than using a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach.

Types of participatory landscape projects
In smaller-scale landscape regeneration projects of the sort often found in urban
areas, the UK has a good record of being able to involve a wide range of stakeholders. Rural projects tend to differ in that they are based largely on the preservationist attitude which is seen to dominate the British Planning system. Such projects allow local authorities to delegate responsibility for the future of neighbourhoods to
their communities (Owen, 2002).
Funding is a key issue in participatory projects. The Local Heritage Initiative was
supported financially by the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF), and between 2000 and
2006 it provided small grants (£3000 to £25 000) to ‘help communities bring their local heritage to life’26. It awarded over £23 million to more than 1400 communities
over six and a half years. Although it has been recognised that heritage has long
been used in an active political way (Newman and McLean, 1998), there has been a
move away from simply conserving the physical environment. The HLF approach is
part of a more general realisation that heritage can be used as a powerful economic, social and environmental tool for change (Clark, 2004; Clark and Maeer, 2008).
The HLF in particular has emphasised public access, learning and involvement in
projects; encouraging more people to become involved in decisions about their
landscape heritage, rather than simply conserving the fabric of buildings, landscapes and artefacts themselves.
The creation of a Parish Map has been described as ‘creating a community expression of values, and about beginning to assert ideas for involvement; it is about taking
the place in your own hands’ (Clifford, n.d.). The concept is built upon a desire to
recognise and celebrate local distinctiveness, and to provide deliberately subjective statements from communities on the value they assign to the landscape. The
outputs include drawings, paintings, collages, embroidery and other media.
In contrast, a Village or Town Design Statement (VDS) is regarded as a practical
tool that communities can use to help influence decisions on design and development in their local area. VDSs have been shown to generate a spirit of genuine local community development (Owen, 2002). VDSs focus on the visual character of
an area and, if adopted by the local council, can help to determine how new development is undertaken so as to respect the local identity. The difficulty is ensuring
that a VDS is representative of the view of all the local inhabitants, and that a wide
range of locals participate. It is important that local authorities recognise the value
of these statements and incorporate them into the statutory planning system. This
is true of all such initiatives. Communities can quickly become disillusioned if processes they have participated in are then ‘put on the shelf’ or disregarded by politicians and local authorities in their policy making processes.
Good examples of large-scale landscape change involving a wide range of stakeholders have been difficult to find; however, some interesting new approaches are
now emerging. The ELC supports the move away from the idea of landscape purely
as ‘land’ towards a concept of ‘territory’; most importantly, it also includes water
bodies and the sea as well as urban, urban fringe and rural areas. This has allowed
for more inclusive thinking in relation to many landscapes –perhaps particularly in
relation to river valleys, estuaries and coastal areas– and has led to the establishment of landscape enhancement projects based on more extensive tracts of land.
Changing ideas within professional disciplines have also meant a greater focus on
the potential for developing policy and practice to plan and manage large-scale
landscapes. For example, there has also been a move by archaeologists and others
concerned with the surveying, management and classification of landscapes to
26 See: www.lhi.org.uk/what_we_do/index.html
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think in terms of whole historic landscapes and their inhabitants, rather than simply in relation to artefacts, elements or sites. This is reflected in the UNESCO World
Heritage categories.
Currently, it is possible to distinguish two main types of participatory, large-scale
landscape projects in the UK:
1. Public participation and landscape-scale projects
2. Public participation and landscape-wide projects
Both types often rely on the development of partnerships (Dunnett et al., 2002;
Comptroller and Auditor General, 2006). Partnerships are voluntary alliances between groups who wish to work together to reach a common goal, and who often
come together through the discovery of some common interest (Hamdi and
Goethert, 1997; World Economic Forum, 2005). The focus in the UK has moved from
trying to categorise projects using Arnstein’s ladder towards exploring ideas of
partnerships and collaboration. Margerum (2002) suggests that collaborative work
is seen as involving interaction that builds partnerships through consensus between a range of stakeholders. Communication is a key consideration in successful
outcomes with a central point being that decision-making is shared. Three key
phases of such collaborative exercises are identified:
1. Problem-setting
2. Direction-setting
3. Implementation through individual and joint actions
There are now good examples of what can be termed landscape-scale projects
characterised by public involvement and a range of partnerships. They comprise
many different small-scale actions which accumulate to add up to provide a large
project. The key focus is on engaging with local people to enhance local landscape
identity and resources. In this type of project, the involvement of the community is
generally seen by policy-makers as a delivery mechanism: a way of achieving a variety of social, economic and ecological objectives. In such projects, funding may
often be obtained to provide Project Management which acts as a facilitator for
the projects. Reports produced are more likely to be public relations exercises
aimed at those who are providing funds for the projects and at stakeholders other
than the local general public or community. Although stakeholder objectives may
conflict, the partnership approach is based on reaching a consensus that will
achieve real change on the ground. This type of project is often based around landscapes that are in need of regeneration; where communities are socially and economically disadvantaged and the landscape may be degraded. The historic value
and cultural landscape character may be fragmented, and local communities may
feel that the landscape has lost its ‘sense of place’; communities themselves are
sometimes also described as socially fragmented. A good example of this type of
landscape-scale project is the Mineral Valleys Project in West County Durham, in
the North of England.
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Landscape-wide projects or whole landscape projects are less common in the UK.
Here, there is participation by the community across the whole landscape. Examples are often based on landscapes which are generally understood and prominent
in people’s minds as ‘a’ landscape. They may be designated landscapes –for example, the Lake District National Park. Groups come together to preserve and conserve character and identity, attracting the involvement of people who are strongly
attached to a landscape and wish to keep it that way. This may be regarded as a
‘demonstration of enlightened self-interest’ (Davies, personal communication). Such
landscapes are therefore characteristically those that may require conservation or
be perceived as requiring preservation. In these cases, community committees may
be established to raise funds, connect with policy-makers and stakeholders and in-

creasingly manage websites providing information on activities run by the interested groups. One example is the Chiltern Society27, which cares for a 650 square mile,
largely designated area in the English Midlands. The aims are highly preservationist, focusing on opposing developments that are perceived as potentially blighting,
as well as conserving access routes.
There is debate over whether this type of participation involving volunteer groups
should be classed as consultation or considered as a more fundamental move towards empowerment and changing governance structures relating to the landscape. Landscape-wide projects primarily focus on rural landscapes and often include communities made up mainly of the well-educated middle classes, who are
able to galvanise community action and vocalise their concerns. People who live in
such areas and become involved in action groups may be those who choose to live
there, rather than those who have to live there for employment, and they are passionate about an idea of landscape that they wish to conserve.
In many European countries, increasing pressure on land has meant the fragmentation of habitats and an increasing loss of traditionally-managed landscapes and
cultural features, a reduction in diversity of all kinds within the landscape, and a
disappearance of the landscape’s intangible characteristics –its associations, songs,
traditions, myths and legends, for instance. One way of addressing such concerns
using participatory techniques is through the establishment of ecomuseum areas
in the landscape. Both landscape-scale and landscape-wide projects which enshrine the conservation of heritage, identity and culture as a key concern could potentially be identified as ecomuseums. The ecomuseum concept was developed
primarily in France in the 1970s (Howard, 2002), and has now been interpreted
throughout the world. Davis (1999: 45) suggests that the ecomuseum is: ‘A museum that demands action by the community to conserve its own material culture and
natural heritage within the boundaries of its geographical area or territory’. His analysis shows that there is no standard model for the development of an ecomuseum,
but that community involvement is a key factor in differentiating the ecomuseum
from the traditional museum (Davis, 1999; Corsane et al., 2007). Howard’s (2002)
analysis suggests that the sustainability of ecomuseums will be called into question as generations and social and economic conditions change. However, the
ecomuseum concept may be a useful way for small communities to rescue their
threatened cultural identity and rebuild pride and energy by strengthening the
links between landscape and people, and helping to develop a sense of continuity
(Davis, 1999).

Encouraging active participation in landscape conservation
As outlined above, volunteering has become an important part of public engagement with the landscape in the UK, whether it is through national organisations
such as the National Trust, or in relation to local landscapes where self-organising
groups, commonly known as ‘Friends’, can provide considerable involvement in
managing, conserving and enhancing the landscape (Kim and Roe, 2008). The development of such a group is an indicator of communal agreement on the need for
action in relation to landscape. The establishment of Friends groups is also seen as
important for gaining public funding –e.g. in the form of HLF grants (Clark, 2004).
Volunteering is generally focused around the conservation of landscapes that reflect a traditional character or way of life. Friends groups are mobilised to protect
landscapes that are threatened by a particular type of change, often initiated by local authorities whose planning documents may indicate a change of use for what
27 See www.chilternsociety.org.uk
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is perceived as a valuable local amenity landscape28. Hare and Nielsen (2003) suggested that there is considerable lack of trust in the UK between the public and local
authorities, and that this is a problem in developing successful outcomes in projects
where the community and local authorities are stakeholders. In developing participatory approaches, it is important to characterise the kinds of interactions that cultures
are traditionally comfortable with. The UK is commonly thought of as a rather ‘polite’
society where argument and disagreement is alien to communities. However, there
is some evidence to show that conflict can be productive, and that important policy
changes may emerge out of conflict rather than consensus (Owens, 2002). Conflict
relating to landscape issues may indicate deeper societal problems (Jones, 2007). In
some cases, the sometimes anarchistic approach taken by voluntary groups has galvanised local action and led to the achievement of local community objectives. Conflict can help reveal a community’s take on the truth of a given situation; different interpretations can be contested and refined, assisting in social learning and thus playing a vital and productive part in any participatory process.
There are many obstacles to collaborative and participatory work including potential social barriers to public involvement (Buchecker et al., 2002; Margerum, 2002;
O’Rourke, 2005; Roe and Rowe, 2007), even though the range of work in the UK
and throughout the world is broadening, the understanding of potential methods
and approaches is good, and the theoretical underpinnings are becoming more sophisticated (Eade and Williams, 1995; Rowe and Wales, 1999; Sanoff, 2000; Wates,
2000; Hare and Nielsen, 2003; Roe and Rowe, 2007). There is much to be learned
about methods by examining the experience from developing countries. For example, basing participatory work on indigenous communication methods that allow community voices to be heard is more appropriate than methods which have
simply been transferred from one cultural location to another (Waddington and
Mohan, 2004). Cultural identity and its expression and interaction in landscape
change is a core consideration, which participatory approaches can help to reveal.
Hare and Nielsen (2003) suggest the ‘magic ingredient’ for good participatory working by professionals in the UK and Denmark is ‘fun’, whereby people can experience
their environment and other participants in a celebratory way through a range of
events. This is perhaps not surprising, since participatory working for most people
is voluntary, so making time to care for landscape uses up valuable leisure time.

Fig. 4.37: Managing the expectations of participatory projects (Illustration by Maisie Rowe)

Although the types of methods used for participatory projects have remained more
or less the same for some years, the use of the Internet and computer-based methods have developed and become more popular (e.g. the Visulands Project29). The
28 See, for example, the Save Longridge Wood campaign: http://www.pancrack.tv/longridge.html.
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29 See: www.forestry.gov.uk/fr/INFD-63KEQE

consideration of whether a method is particularly innovative is perhaps irrelevant (Davies, personal communication): what may be standard procedure nationally or wellknown in academic circles may be innovative at the local level with communities,
where involvement in landscape decisions may be an entirely new consideration.
Sometimes, the simplest methods are the most successful, and with landscape it is
often methods such as walkabouts, resource mapping and expressing values in
songs, photos, pictures, audio, written diaries or other media that help engage
communities in landscape projects and help individuals express their feelings and
desires about the landscape. Careful thought is needed in relation to the design
of the methods, particularly in facilitating the participation of groups such as
young children and cultural minorities, because some methods, such as public
meetings, can simply reinforce difference and provide forums that allow only the
loudest members of the community to be heard. The SpeakOut approach developed by Sarkissian and Cook (2005) in Australia is an example of a consultative
method used for community visioning that can be adapted to focus on landscape
issues. A range of activities designed to inform, entertain and engage the community are provided, centred on a ‘drop-in’ facility where local people can express
their concerns and map opportunities. It is described as ‘a hybrid event combining
some of the characteristics of a meeting and some of an exhibition or ‘open house’’
(ibid). This kind of approach has been used in other countries to act as a catalyst
for landscape improvement or ‘place development’ debates within communities
(Jones, 2007). Planning for Real™ is another participatory method, developed by
the Neighbourhood Initiatives Foundation (NIF). This is a method commonly cited
around the world and is based primarily on participative exercises using a physical
model to focus on the particular project in question. Research into this method
suggests that the success of projects depends on the continuing commitment on
the part of local authorities and funding bodies to engage with the local community in the longer term (Hare and Nielsen, 2003). This is generally found to be
true of all participatory projects, and cases are widely reported in which, when a
community becomes disillusioned with projects they are involved in, this is often
simply because the participatory action achieves little or a result different from
what the community expected (Fig. 4.37), or because the local authorities fail to
carry through on their promises. The indications are that both poor preparation
of the activities and a lack of communication between stakeholders can often be
major problems.
An example of clear guidance to communities on running a landscape project is
the Landscape Circle Template developed primarily by Terry O’Reagan (2008) of the
Landscape Alliance Ireland. This method provides a strong emphasis on the recognition of the links between landscape and cultural identity, as well as on observation and developing landscape awareness. It involves the local community selecting a ‘circle’ or area of their local landscape which is then studied and its history recorded (Fig. 4.38). Also surveyed are the landscape evolution, its strengths and
weaknesses, plus the opportunities and threats perceived by the community and
the actions and actors who might respond to those characteristics (O’Reagan,
2008). There is a strong emphasis on the ‘ordinary’ citizen’s involvement, and on
the perception and expression of value, and the product of the activities is a report
that expresses community knowledge and values. The important issue here is that
the circle (approximately 1 km for urban studies and 2-3 km for a small town or village) responds to a perceived ability by Irish communities to comprehend a certain
scale of landscape and also to understand features in the landscape which commonly include those based on circles such as ring forts, stone circles, beehive huts
etc. This again emphasises the need to consider the way particular cultures and
communities understand the landscape, and the potential for expressing and communicating their values in the design of appropriate participatory processes.
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Fig. 4.38: The Circle Template (O’Reagan, 2008): the landscape ‘circle’ can be used at any scale to suit the
particular project and the requirements of the community. A circle template is overlain onto a map to
indicate the required area of study

In the UK, a constant search is underway for more responsive models to assess community needs and how local community demands can be considered in the light of
larger-scale landscape and policy needs. It is now generally recognised that, while neither top-down nor bottom-up landscape management decisions work well by themselves, flexible multi-level co-management aimed at building understanding between
organisations and communities through interaction is likely to provide more successful
solutions. Projects in the UK suggest the need to provide positive ways forward through
the creation of institutional structures which respond to the ELC principle of subsidiarity, which facilitate interactions and multi-level management approaches that can use
local people’s enthusiasm and knowledge (O’Rourke, 2005), and which provide more
responsive ways of dealing with the complexities of landscape projects. In addition,
characterising the type of landscape project as landscape-scale or landscape-wide may
aid understanding of what actions are appropriate, and help provide the basis for developing procedures as well as structures for facilitating public involvement.

Conclusions
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Margerum and Born (1995) identified ‘substantive’ outcomes and ‘process’ characteristics from environmental project assessment; this translates into examining what is
done in a successful project and how the project is carried out. Evaluating participatory projects is important but difficult, and there are few good examples that show
that participatory approaches provide better or more sustainable environments than
more traditional top-down approaches. However, as stated at the beginning, since
landscape is the interaction between human and natural factors, we cannot simply
leave the ‘people’ out of the decision-making process; and as issues of governance
continue to be debated along with the changing nature and notions of democracy, it
is increasingly unacceptable and undiplomatic to do so. There is some evidence that
involving people in landscape decisions provides better management structures and
process outcomes; as a result, public involvement in projects is seen as having the
potential to provide outcomes such as better knowledge about landscape and a renewed connection between local communities and the landscape, which may be as

important as substantive physical outcomes. We now recognise that you cannot create more sustainable landscapes by simply creating delightful places (interior or exterior); you need to ask far more penetrating questions about who the space is being
created for, why the space is being created, how the space is being created (the process), and what is being created (Roe, 2007b). Community participation takes dedication, time, energy and finance to achieve good results (Fig. 4.39).

Fig. 4.39: Kaner’s Diamond: The potential stages in community participation projects are illustrated in this
diagram which shows that decisions are often attempted before real understandings have been built, and
that achieving shared understandings often takes considerable time (adapted from Kaner et al., 2007)

Long lists of the general characteristics of good participatory working can be found in
the literature, but this chapter has highlighted some particular additional observations:
- The communication process and procedure is important in relation to democratic
ideals, fairness, respect, responsibilities and rights. Many organisations now
provide guidance and professional services in the recognition that a well-run and
enjoyable process is important for building good outcomes.
- The institutional structure for enabling participation needs to be multi-level,
flexible, and incorporate the principle of subsidiarity.
- The type of participatory project should respond to the character of the landscape
and may be classified as single-site-based, landscape-scale or landscape-wide.
- The principle of participation in landscape decisions is enshrined within the ELC,
which means that states which have ratified the Convention have an obligation
to consider how to implement participatory process relating to the landscape.
- The landscape is dynamic; participatory processes need to respond over
timescales and generations and to provide the opportunities for increased
interaction between communities and their landscapes, if the objectives of the
ELC are to be achieved.
Research has shown that people are passionate about their local landscapes and are
extremely concerned about the pace and scale of change (O’Rourke, 2005). In landscapes where local knowledge is rapidly being lost, participatory action can help to
record such knowledge and provide impetus for other initiatives, particularly in relation to the conservation of landscape heritage, providing the basis for funding bids
and bringing together presently excluded groups within communities.
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chapter 5
IN CONCLUSION
Thymio Papayannis and Peter Howard

The systematic work carried out on landscapes by the Med-INA team and its partners over the past three years was focused on Greece and included theoretical research, fieldwork at three pilot sites, the running of two workshops (one of them
international) and the publication of two books on Greek landscapes, the first in
Greek, the second in English. Efforts were also made to avert specific threats.
The partners that contributed to this work –and to this publication, in particular–
are primarily scientists from Greece and other parts of the Mediterranean and beyond. These scientists are active in a range of disciplines at academic institutions –
including the universities of Malta, Cambridge, Texas, Ghent, Crete, the Aegean
and Thessaly, as well as the Agricultural and Harokopio universities in Athens– and
organisations such as the Council of Europe, RECEP-ENELC, WWF Greece, the Laona
Foundation in Cyprus and the Landscape Research Group. Contacts were also
maintained with the appropriate government services, including the Cabinet of the
Minister for the Environment, Energy and Climate Change and the Spatial Planning
Directorate of the same Ministry, which is responsible for landscapes.

Lessons learned
The experience and understanding gained from all these activities can be summarised as follows:

Drivers of change
Landscapes are changing without planning or clear intentions. This is to be expected, as landscapes are the result of human activities interacting with natural functions and processes, and these activities change in direct response to changing
economic and social realities.
Tectonic movements of the Earth’s crust can have major impacts on landscapes,
while climate change can also be a major natural driver of change –although it has
been argued convincingly that this is also a human-induced process. All other factors are clearly anthropic. Such activities include land-use modifications, which increasingly make landscapes permanently more artificial.
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The public sector consumes natural and agricultural land for the construction of
large-scale infrastructure such as airports and ports, transportation and other technical networks, social and industrial facilities and various other installations considered essential for a developed country. Naturally, the landscapes associated with
past land uses are replaced by new ones, which in rare case of sensitive and creative planning and design –the Rio-Antirrio bridge, for example– create valuable
contemporary landscapes.
In the private sector, land use changes are brought about either by need (for housing, recreation or professional activities) and/or by expectation of gain from real
estate development (such development being fuelled by conflicting, and usually
ineffective and inappropriate, government planning and economic policies). Taken
individually, private-sector projects are smaller in scale and may not have as dramatic an impact on landscapes; taken cumulatively, however, they are more widespread and thus more degrading.

Landscape value
Historically, landscape has been appreciated in Greece by a small number of
cognoscenti, who valued it in the romantic terms in which it figures in literature
and the arts. There has been little understanding of landscape values for human
beings, and no effort to assess in social and economic terms its value for tourism,
leisure and quality of life.
One explanation for this unsatisfactory situation might be the almost complete
lack of public sensitisation to landscape issues, starting with its absence from curricula. A research programme is clearly needed to study public attitudes to landscape and the underlying causes of their reception, and to propose measures for
improving the situation. At a time of great austerity, it would seem particularly important to take the best possible care of our existing landscape wealth.

The nature of threats
In our contemporary world, there are various factors which exacerbate negative
impacts on landscapes and magnify threats. The main ones are:
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- The absence of a socially-prevalent aesthetic. In traditional societies, there were
common values which determined what was acceptable, and these changed
very slowly. As a result, traditional settlements had a largely compatible and
respectful architecture. Now, the mixture of cultures, plus the models propagated
by television, have reduced the commonality of such local standards. Coupled
with the desire for self-aggrandisement, this has led to dreadful landscape
interventions, usually through the construction of buildings as enormous as they
are hideous and often in the most prominent –and therefore sensitive– locations
(such as hilltops, ridges and beachfronts).
- The technical ease with which massive interventions can be made. Modern
means of construction and landscape modification allow drastic landscape
alterations, such as levelling hills, draining lakes and diverting rivers, to be made
at an acceptable cost.
- A weaknesses of governance. For historical, political and social reasons the
Greek state has been unable –or unwilling– to implement territorial planning, in
spite of endless programmes and studies demonstrating the need to do so; to
practise effective land use management and implement positive interventions in
landscapes and the natural / cultural environment. The Archaeological Service is
a partial exception to this, since it has successfully protected at least the major
sites, which it has managed reasonably well.

Positive aspects
Not everything is negative. In spite of dire financial conditions, key members of the
two major parties have vigorously and decisively expressed their interest in landscapes as a major element in Greece’s competitive advantages. This counterbalances the position of many others who consider landscape protection as just another constraint on implementing investments and achieving rapid development.
On the scientific level, various academic institutions involved with Geography, Architecture and Planning, Agronomy and other disciplines have shown a serious interest in landscape, and a number of doctoral theses on landscapes are currently
being prepared. In parallel, a number of nature conservation-oriented organisations have discovered how useful the landscape scale can be in managing and protecting ecosystems and biodiversity, and in combating threats. This has increased
their positive involvement in landscape initiatives.
The mass media have shown a growing interest in environmental issues and the
promotion of Greece’s natural and cultural heritage. It is a short step to beginning
to understand and enhance the quality of Greek landscapes. A national programme
on public television presenting characteristic landscapes of the country might act
as a catalyst for broader coverage. All such efforts should work towards the understanding that landscape cannot be a matter for the government or even for experts alone; as the ELC states, it is vital that landscape is a matter for everyone.

Actions for the near future
In a period of intense uncertainties, there may be little point planning for the distant future. However, there are actions that are required over a horizon of months
not exceeding two or three years. Certain recommendations have emerged with
considerable initial consensus and acceptance from the work done thus far.

Determining landscape character
As landscapes are constantly changing, policies and character typologies need to
allow for change over time. For this reason, urgency can take priority over precision, as the work would in any case require frequent revisions. Thus, a national typology of Greek landscapes is urgently required, associated with Character Assessment. It could be prepared within a year by means of a comprehensive project
commissioned by the Ministry of Environment. This has already been accepted in
principle by the political leadership of the Ministry, and the corresponding specifications have been prepared.
In addition, a systematic effort must be initiated to collect and codify the various
studies completed to date on Greek landscapes by academic institutions, organisations and knowledgeable individuals.

Strategic planning
In parallel with the above, a major step is the preparation by the responsible Ministry
of a strategy and action plan for Greek landscapes. This task has already been entrusted to the Ministry’s National Landscape Committee, which has started work on the
necessary guidelines. These are based on the requirements of the Florence Convention, and take into account similar strategies prepared in other European countries
(including Catalonia, Germany, Italy, Slovenia and the United Kingdom). The project
is expected to be complete by mid-2013, so that it can be approved by the Ministerial Council and the Hellenic Parliament and take an appropriate legislative form.
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Other policies affecting landscapes
Other related ministries involved in sectors benefitting from or affecting landscapes
–and therefore including regional development, culture, tourism, agriculture, energy, spatial planning and education– should be asked to participate in the preparation and evaluation of the strategic plan. They should also ensure that optimal services are rendered by Greece’s landscapes once they are properly managed and conserved. In turn, these ministries must ensure that landscapes are taken into consideration in their own sectoral policies and plans.

Landscape in territorial planning
On an operational level, landscapes must be incorporated into all territorial planning instruments. These include the National Plan, the 13 Regional Plans and a few
hundred municipal and town plans.
Specifications have already been prepared by the Ministry of Environment1 for landscape work in the 12 Regional Plans that are being currently updated. This is a first for
the country and will require close collaboration both among the responsible consulting teams and between them and the Ministry services. In addition, similar specifications have been prepared, adopted and incorporated for the new Athens Master Plan.
Specifications are also needed for the National Plan which should be updated in
the near future, as well as for the level of planning that corresponds to municipalities and towns. Their preparation has been undertaken by Med-INA in the framework of a second project supported by the MAVA Foundation.

Landscape in environmental assessment
Landscapes should also be taken into account during the preparation of environmental impact assessments. Once this is agreed, the necessary changes in the legislation covering EIAs could easily be made. On the other hand, as this legislation
stems from the EU acquis communautaire, previous consultation with the appropriate services of the Commission must be carried out. Participation with interested
parties, including local people, is also a requirement.

Public participation and awareness-raising
The scientific, technical and administrative work required to deal successfully with
Greek landscapes needs to be complemented by a range of awareness-raising activities to inform the Greek public, to sensitise it to the services and values provided by landscapes, and to create a positive climate for the acceptance of the interventions required. These should be innovative and imaginative in order to make an
impact on the general public during this particularly difficult period.
Such activities will be initiated in late 2011 through the landscape project of the
Ministry of Environment. Longer-term perspectives must be included in the strategic plan for landscapes.

In conclusion
The preparation of this book has coincided with a dreadful period for Greece, characterised by a collapsing economy, measures of incredible austerity, the possibility
of Greece’s eventual bankruptcy, and uncertainty as to its place in the EU and the
Eurozone, disagreements among political parties and wide-spread public discon274
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With technical assistance from the Med-INA team.

tent which has frequently been expressed in often violent demonstrations in Athens and other major cities.
Unfortunately, with the tacit agreement of the international community and in
clear contravention of many aspects of EU legislation and practice, the Greek government has been forced into a programme which includes selling public lands, facilitating investments by drastically reducing environmental and planning safeguards, legalising illegal buildings, reducing the protection status of its Natura
2000 network sites, and reining in the mandate of the Council of State. Though the
short-term and reactionary nature of these measures will probably doom them to
failure, their implementation will clearly cause major damage to Greece’s natural
and cultural heritage, including landscapes.
And yet, there is still an opportunity for the country to re-evaluate its development
policies and realise that the adoption of a ‘green economy’ based on the sustainable use of resources, on clean sources of energy and their wise use, on conserving
the country’s rich heritage and on effectively enhancing and utilising its unique
landscapes offers a surer way out of the present crisis.
Let us hope that the country’s leadership displays wisdom, as the rest of us continue
our efforts to maintain, improve and utilise sustainably all that is valuable in this
country, including –especially– its rich heritage.
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THE NAFPLION STATEMENT
ON GREEK LANDSCAPES

The experts, who participated in the international workshop on ‘Reclaiming the
Greek Landscapes’ in Nafplion on 17-20 May 2010, have agreed on the following
positions concerning the protection, management and conservation of the landscapes of Greece.

Basic positions
1. Landscapes, as perceived by people, are geomorphological, ecological and
cultural areas with multiple values –aesthetic, symbolic, experiential, etc. – and
vital functions –natural, productive, social, cultural, etc.– that result from and
sometimes determine their dynamics.
2. Landscapes have been, continue to be, and will be shaped by the diachronic
interaction between natural processes and human interventions. Thus,
landscapes are also affected by the daily activities of human beings and
contribute decisively to their standard of living, quality of life, health and
spiritual well-being. They are an important part of humanity’s common heritage
and future.
3. The European Landscape Convention can assist in the identification and
stewardship of all landscapes, the special and the everyday, and applies to the
entire territory including the sea and the cities. As this Convention focuses on
the relationship between people and landscapes, the participation of all those
involved is a requirement, through an effective participatory system carefully
balancing the needs and views of local people, resource users, specialists and
other stakeholders involved in activities impacting upon the landscape.
4. Greece encompasses a large diversity of landscapes as a result of its geographical
position, its climate, its geomorphology, its fauna, flora and biodiversity, its
history and culture, and habitation patterns and land-uses since ancient times.
These landscapes –some of which are unique at a global scale– constitute a
large part of the country’s natural and cultural capital and are a key factor in
promoting the country’s natural and anthropogenic identity and image.
5. Nowadays, however, many Greek landscapes are critically threatened by
deterioration and/or destruction due to insensitive and thoughtless human

277

interventions, resulting from non-sustainable exploitation of natural resources,
inadequate spatial land use planning and control, and more generally of shortsightedness and ignorance, which in turn will affect the well-being of future
generations, and constrain their choices.
6. Understanding the natural and cultural evolution of Greek landscapes would
assist in a better appreciation of their values and functions and ensure that in
the future changes respond to society’s evolving needs and values, and not only
those of individuals.
7. Greek landscapes should be protected, planned, enhanced, managed, and (if
practicable) restored by a range of mechanisms including statutory and nonstatutory designations and policies, monitoring procedures and the use of
sustainability indicators. The European Landscape Convention could provide
guidance for landscape management and enhancement.

Actions required
8. After the ratification of the European Landscape Convention by the Greek
Parliament in February 2010, public authorities, academic institutions and nongovernmental organisations are required to increase awareness, thus organising
concerted campaigns for making this Convention known and understood by
the Greek public, and visitors.
9. The Greek Ministry of Environment, Energy and Climate Change, being the
authority responsible for landscapes, as well as the public administration in
general, is urged to proceed with the preparation of the necessary measures,
regulations and structures for carrying out the obligations that Greece has
undertaken through the European Landscape Convention. This should be done
in conjunction with the provisions of national, European and international
legislation. An important step would be the codification and harmonisation of
legislation affecting landscapes.
10. Future landscape policies and practices in Greece must be integrated in the
overall efforts for sustainable development of the country, by linking landscape
management with other social, cultural, political and economic agendas,
including climate change.
11. With regard to physical and urban planning, landscape issues should be taken
into account during all relevant processes, especially in spatial and regulatory
planning. Similarly, landscape issues should be incorporated in environmental
planning regimes. Thus, every Environmental Impact Assessment, Natural Environmental Protection Study and Strategic Environmental Assessment Study should
be required to include an explicit statement of effects on landscape quality.
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12. Guidelines for integrated approaches that recognise the full range of the
unique qualities identified in Greek landscapes need to be produced. Such
support mechanisms could assist in adopting planning-based approaches to
development in order to respond to the locality of landscapes and promote
sustainable development.
13. Relevant public, private and social institutions are encouraged to contribute
actively by launching actions that would lead to the perception, recognition,
understanding, assessment, and management of all Greek landscapes and
the designation of some, where appropriate, under a protection status. Better
understanding would ensure consistency between landscape management
initiatives and sustainable development decisions.
14. Such processes would be facilitated by the establishment of a Greek Landscape
Observatory, as already begun by Professor Costis Hadjimichalis on: http://
www.greekscapes.gr/. Its main tasks would be inventorying landscapes and
monitoring their changes, as well as disseminating information on good and
bad practices. The Observatory should act as a clearing house of information,
making its research findings available by disseminating them to all educational
institutions, official agencies and people at all levels. It may also explore
possibilities for the establishment of a pan-European programme for a Master’s
degree in Landscape Conservation and Management.
15. Higher education institutions and research centres are called upon to strengthen
their programmes on Greek landscapes, so that corresponding knowledge can
be broadened and enriched, research results fully documented, and the scope
and effectiveness of any intervention objectively assessed. In this context, transdisciplinary co-operation between landscape researchers and practitioners from
various fields should be encouraged.
16. The Greek State is encouraged to establish the necessary preconditions for the
broadest public participation in all phases of planning and implementation
of landscape policies and practices. Contributing to this task, civil-society
organisations (in particular environmental ones) are invited to include landscape
conservation among their activities, strengthening public awareness.
17. Finally, it should be recognised that landscapes are a public good and their
protection, management and planning entail rights and responsibilities for
everyone.

Nafplion, 19 May 2010
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ANNEXES

A.I

Short CVs of contributors

Marc Antrop
Marc Antrop is a Professor Emeritus in the Landscape Research unit of the Department of
Geography at the University of Ghent in Belgium. He is a member of the National Committee
of Geography (Academy of Sciences), vice-president of the Royal Committee for the
Protection of Monuments and Landscapes in Flanders, and a member of the Belgian
Scientific ICOMOS - IFLA Committee. He received the Distinguished Scholarship Award from
the International Association for Landscape Ecology in 2003, and was awarded an honorary
degree by the University of Tartu (Estonia) in 2007. His research focuses on landscapes and
is holistic, integrating landscape typology and evaluation, landscape ecology, historical geography, landscape perception and landscape architecture. For publications, please visit
http://archive.ugent.be/person/801000215578 and http://geoweb.ugent.be/landscape.

Elias Beriatos
Elias Beriatos is an architect, a city and regional planner, and a geographer. A professor of
Spatial - Environmental Planning and Geography at the University of Thessaly, he holds a
Doctorate in Geography and Planning from the University of Paris I - Sorbonne, a Diploma
in Human Geography from the University of Paris X - Nanterre and a Diploma in Architecture
from the National Technical University of Athens. He taught at the National School of Public
Administration (2003-2005) and the Greek Open University (2003-2009), and has travelled
to the Renmin University of Beijing (1996), the ‘Dipartimento di Architettura e Planificazione
Territoriale’ at the University of Βologna (2005), and the Romanian Academy of Sciences’
Institute of Geography (2006) as a visiting professor.
He is a WWF Leader for a Living Planet (1997) and a Fellow of the Wessex Institute of
Technology, UK (2004). He was awarded the Prize for the Best Published Scientific Paper by
the Association of European Schools of Planning - AESOP in 2005, and was honoured by the
Council of Europe for his commitment and contributions to the promotion of spatial plan-
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ning and the protection of Europe’s landscape and cultural heritage. He has edited / co-edited or authored / co-authored 24 books, and has published over 100 scientific papers.
He has served as Secretary General of the Ministry of the Environment, Physical Planning and
Public Works (1998-2001), and Secretary General for Forests and the Natural Environment
(1996-1998). He has served as an expert on the EU Commission in DG XI (Environment) on the
Urban Environment, and DG XVI (Regio) on Interregional Co-operation (Exchange Experience
Programmes) (1992-1996). During this period, he also served as a consultant on regional planning and international co-operation to the Council of European Municipalities and Regions
(CEMR). He is a former president of the Greek Planners’ Association (SEPOX), and has served
as Vice President of the European Council of Town Planners - ECTP (2005-2009) and Vice
President of the International Society of City and Regional Planners - ISoCaRP (2001-2008).

Louis F. Cassar
Louis F. Cassar is the Director of the Institute of Earth Systems at the University of Malta and
is a landscape ecologist and environmental planner by training. For almost a decade, he
served as scientific advisor on coastal management to the United Nations Industrial
Development Organisation’s International Centre for Science and High Technology and has
also been involved in several environmental appraisal assignments, both locally and overseas. His research interests include coastal management (with specific reference to sand
dune environments), landscape ecology (particularly corridor ecology, habitat fragmentation and restoration ecology), and participatory methods for stakeholder involvement in
conservation. He is also active in the study of orthoptero-fauna of the central Mediterranean
region and Maghreb. Dr Cassar’s experience in coastal management and conservation extends to various countries of the Mediterranean region as well as to West Africa, South
America and South-East Asia.

Giorgos Catsadorakis
Giorgos Catsadorakis studied Biology at the University of Athens. His Ph.D. thesis (1990) was
on avian ecology and conservation. He is a freelance environmental interpretation specialist
and a consultant on: issues relating to the management and monitoring of protected areas
with an emphasis on wetlands, fauna surveys, monitoring animal populations, ornithology,
habitat management and restoration, conservation and environmental monitoring and interpretation, studies for hands-on conservation and management of rare species and habitats. He has participated in the preparation of management and monitoring plans for some
of Greece’s most significant wildlife areas. He has published over 60 scientific papers on
ecology and management. Since 1981, he has participated in over 40 international scientific
conferences and delivered over 60 lectures and presentations. He has authored, edited or
co-authored ten books on nature conservation. Over the last 15 years, he has been working
as a Scientific / Conservation Advisor to WWF Greece and to the Society for the Protection
of Prespa. In 2001, he received the Goldman Environmental Prize for Europe for his contribution to the conservation of Prespa and the designation of the Prespa Park, the first transboundary protected area in the Balkans.

Elisabeth Conrad
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Elisabeth Conrad lectures at the University of Malta in the Environmental Management and
Planning Division of the Institute of Earth Systems. She also holds adjunct status with the
Faculty of Integrated Science and Technology at James Madison University, Virginia. She
graduated with a Ph.D. from the Institute of Biological, Environmental and Rural Sciences
(University of Wales, Aberystwyth), and holds an MSc in Environmental Management
(Imperial College, University of London) and a BA (Hons) in Geography from the University
of Malta. She has been involved in various environmental consultancy assignments, including the coordination of environmental impact assessments and protected area manage-

ment planning projects. She has also participated in several international research projects
addressing issues ranging from coastal management to biodiversity conservation and sustainability indicators. Her main research interests are social / ecological systems and related
aspects (including the involvement of people in biodiversity conservation, protected area
management, and public participation in environmental decision-making), as well as landscape conservation, planning and management. She has edited and authored several publications in these subject areas. She is an Associate Member of the Institute for Environmental
Management and Assessment.

Maguelonne Déjeant-Pons
Maguelonne Déjeant-Pons is a Doctor of Law from the University of Montpellier. She has
been a practising lawyer in the Court d’Appel of Montpellier and she was Lecturer at the
University of Law. Since 1987, she has been working at the Council of Europe, where she
was Administrator at the European Court of Human Rights (1987-1992), Administrator at the
Directorate of Environment and Local Authorities - Protection and Management of the
Environment Division; Secretariat of the Bern Convention on the Conservation of European
Wildlife and Natural Habitats (1992-1997). From 1998 to 2001 she was Principal Administrator
and Head of the Environment and Sustainable Development Division; Secretariat of the PanEuropean Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy (PEBLDS) and Responsible for the
European Diploma of Protected Areas. Since 2001 she is the Head of the Cultural Heritage,
Landscape and Spatial Planning Division, Secretary of the European Landscape Convention
of the CEMAT, and director of publication of the Naturopa / Futuropa Magazine.
She has published several articles and books dealing with the protection of coastal and marine zones, biological and landscape diversity and the human right to the environment. She
is a member of the French Society for Environmental Law (Sociιtι Franηaise pour le Droit de
l’Environnement –SFDE) and Chair of its East Section, a member of the French Society for
International Law (Sociιtι Franηaise pour le Droit International –SFDI), of the European
Association for Environmental Law, of the European Council of Environmental Law (CEDE),
of the Commission on Environmental Law of the IUCN, and of the International Council of
Environmental Law (ICEL).

George Dimitropoulos
George Dimitropoulos is an urban and spatial planner (University of Thessaly, 2003) with a
specialisation in transport management and planning (Aristotle University of Thessaloniki,
2004). Over the past six years, he has been working on spatial and urban planning studies in
Greece and abroad as an associate of Thymio Papayannis and Associates Inc., Rania
Kloutsinioti: Architect-Planner, and Aristidis Romanos: Architect-Planner. He has been involved, inter alia, in preparing the National Spatial Plan of Greece, the Structural Plan of
Volos, the land use planning study for the settlement of Mykonos, and the study of urban /
regulatory plans for 4 Albanian cities. Recently, he has been involved in strategic environmental planning as the coordinator of a consultancy team for the preparation of the SEA for
the new Athens Structural Plan and as head of the team that prepared the SEA for the urban development plan of the municipality of Himara, Albania. The past years he has expanded his field of activity into landscape management through his participation in the research programmes ‘Conservation and management of the Greek landscape’ (2009-2011)
and ‘Implementing the European Landscape Convention in Greece’ (to be completed in
2012), as an associate of the Mediterranean Institute for Nature and Anthropos (Med-INA).

Stefanos Dodouras
Having graduated in 1999 with a BSc (Hons) in Economics from Manchester Metropolitan
University, Stefanos Dodouras developed an interest in understanding more fully the links
between the different aspects of sustainable development. Doing an MA in EIA and
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Management at the University of Manchester in 2000 helped him to realise that the economic imperative does not have to be the first priority in forming long-term sustainable
strategies. His decision to read for a Ph.D. was based on the well-established need for effective communication and participation in understanding ill-defined situations within the
context of sustainable development. The research he carried out was driven by a vision to
examine the problem of the complexity of real life situations, such as that of mega sport
events. The output of this Ph.D. research was an integrated appraisal system which allows a
deeper understanding of sustainable development using soft systems thinking based on
fuzzy concepts. Working outside academia, he has been responsible for research and the
day-to-day management and co-ordination of projects co-funded by the European
Commission in the fields of urban, regional and tourism development.

Annick Douguédroit
Annick Douguédroit, climatologist, is a Professor Emeritus at Aix-Marseille University in Aixen-Provence (France). She sits on the Steering Committee of the International Geographical
Union (IGU) Commission on the Mediterranean Basin (COMB) which was succeeded by the
Mediterranean Renaissance Programme (MRP, 2005-2012), and is a former chair of the IGU
Commission on Climatology (2004-2008). She has also participated in the WG2 and two syntheses of the Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) published by the International Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) in 2007. In 1988, she laid the foundations of the Association Internationale de
Climatologie (AIC) in Aix-en-Provence, bringing together French-speaking climatologists.
After graduating in Geography in Paris, she has spent her entire academic career in Aix-enProvence, where she has set up undergraduate and postgraduate courses in climatology.
Her research has centred on the use of statistical modelling focused on the Mediterranean
Basin. She headed both the CNRS French research team ‘Environnement climatique’ (19821992) and a French group carrying out research on Mediterranean forest fires supported by
three successive European projects (1991-1999). She also supervised two French projects in
collaboration with Morocco and Romania.

Antigoni Faka
Antigoni Faka is a Ph.D. candidate in Geoinformatics in the Department of Geography at
Harokopio University, Athens. She completed her MSc studies in Geoinformatics in the
School of Rural and Surveying Engineering, National Technical University of Athens. Her research interests include Geographic Information Systems, geographic information management, and quality of life applications in local government. She was a member of the co-ordinating team on the Atlas of Greek Landscapes research project.

Hamish Forbes
Hamish Forbes received a BA in Archaeology and Anthropology from Cambridge University
in 1969 and his Ph.D. in Anthropology from the University of Pennsylvania in 1982. Although
he intended to undertake his doctoral research in Archaeology, he conducted ethnographic
fieldwork in rural Greece focusing on environmental knowledge and traditional agricultural
technologies.
He lectured at the University of Liverpool, 1978-1991, before transferring to the University
of Nottingham in 1991 where he was appointed Senior Lecturer / Associate Professor in
2002, and Reader in Anthropological Archaeology in 2010.
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Hamish Forbes has conducted ethnographic fieldwork on the Methana peninsula and in the
Ermionida region in the Peloponnese and on the Lasithi Plain in Crete. He has conducted
archaeological survey on the Methana peninsula and in Southern Calabria in Italy. His research interests primarily involve integrating ethnographic and archaeological approaches,
focusing especially on social issues and on environmental concerns relating to agriculture,

pastoralism and the meanings of landscapes. He is the author of Meaning and Identity in a
Greek Landscape: an Archaeological Ethnography (Cambridge University Press, 2007) and coeditor (with Christopher Mee) of A Rough and Rocky Place: Settlement and Land Use in the
Peninsula of Methana, Greece (Liverpool University Press, 1997).

Despina Girti
Despina Girti is an architect (National Technical University of Athens) and a landscape architect (MLA, Polytechnic University of Catalonia). Since 2009, she has been collaborating with
the doxiadis+ architectural studio on architecture and landscape architecture projects. Her
work has been recognized in Greece and abroad in architectural exhibitions and international competitions (1st prize in the Think Space - Geopolitical Borders competition launched by
the Zagreb Society of Architects, 2010). In 2006, she won a state scholarship (IKY) which has
allowed her to constantly enrich her research work in landscape theory. She was a member
of the co-ordinating team on the Atlas of Greek Landscapes research project.

Costis Hadjimichalis
Costis Hadjimichalis is Professor of Economic Geography and Regional Development in the
Department of Geography at Harokopio University, Athens, Greece. His research interests
and publications focus on economic and cultural geography, uneven development and the
informal sector. He is the managing editor of the Greek scientific journal Geographies. He
was also the section editor for ‘Regional Development’ in the 2009 Elsevier International
Encyclopaedia of Human Geography. Most recently, he co-ordinated and edited the Atlas of
Greek Landscapes research project, which took a multi-disciplinary approach to the analysis
of cultural landscapes.

Peter Howard
Peter Howard is a geographer and Visiting Professor of Cultural Landscape at Bournemouth
University, UK. For many years he taught landscape at Exeter College of Art, editing
Landscape Research for a decade and publishing Landscape: the Artists’ Vision in 1991. He later expanded this interest into the whole heritage field at Plymouth University, founding the
International Journal of Heritage Studies, which he went on to edit for 13 years, and publishing Heritage: management, interpretation, identity in 2003.
He remains on the board of the Landscape Research Group, and has been at the forefront
of their involvement with the European Landscape Convention. This has involved taking a
close interest in the different policies concerned with landscape throughout Europe. Now
retired, he specializes in the links between natural and cultural heritage, viewing the concept of landscape as a critical bridge between the two. He has recently published a textbook, An Introduction to Landscape, and has jointly edited the Routledge Companion to
Landscape Studies, a major set of essays on the state of landscape research.

Thanasis Kizos
Thanasis Kizos is Assistant Professor of Rural Geography at the University of the Aegean on
Lesvos Island, where he teaches Rural Development and Geography. His research focuses
on rural landscapes and their transformations, land degradation and desertification in semiarid ecosystems, farming systems and the responses of farm households to policies, the
evaluation of local development measures and policies, food studies and local food systems. Most of his research is centred on the Mediterranean and farm households.
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Constantinos Liarikos
Constantinos Liarikos is a trained economist with postgraduate studies in economic development and environmental management. He has collaborated with Greek and European
universities and research institutes in conducting research on the general theme of sustainable development, the results of which have been communicated in reviewed journals,
conferences and scientific volumes. He has collaborated, inter alia, with the University of
Lecce, the University of the Aegean, the National Centre for Social Research, the
Mediterranean Institute for Nature and Anthropos, the Harokopion University of Athens
and the Agricultural University of Athens. In the latter two he is also an occasional lecturer.
Professionally he has been employed in education, the private sector and in freelance consultancy. Since 2002 he is working with the Greek office of WWF, where today he holds the
position of the conservation director. He is a member of the Board of Directors of the
‘Greek Landscape Association’.

Efpraxia (Aithra) Maria
Dr. Efpraxia (Aithra) Maria holds a Law Degree from the University of Athens, Greece, an
MSc in Public Law from the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Greece, and a Ph.D. in Public
Law (with a specialty in Environmental Law) from the University of Athens. An enhanced
version of her Ph.D. thesis The legal protection of forests was published by Ant. Sakkoulas Law Editions, Athens in 1998. She is the co-author of The environmental sector in European
Law and in the jurisprudence of the European Court of Justice (P.N. Sakkoulas - Law Editions,
Athens, 1993) and the author of The legal protection of landscape in international, European
community and national law (Ant. Sakkoulas, Athens, 2009, monograph, in Greek) and Forest
Legislation (Nomiki Bibliothiki, Athens, 2011, Annotated Forest Legislation with an extensive
bibliography and case law comments, in Greek). She is the author of over 50 academic publications (book chapters, journal papers, case-law notes, conference publications). She participates as a researcher in EU and nationally-funded interdisciplinary research projects. She
is currently Associate Professor of Environmental Law (Department of Sciences, Technical
University of Crete, Chania, Greece) and Attorney at Law to the Hellenic Supreme Court and
the Council of State, specializing in environmental law.

Yorgos Melissourgos
Yorgos Melissourgos holds a Ph.D. in Human Geography from Harokopio University, Athens,
Greece, where he currently works as a part-time lecturer. His research interests include the
analysis of the supply-side of tourism, the relationship between tourism and local / regional
development, and special forms of tourism. He was a member of the co-ordinating team on
the Atlas of Greek Landscapes research project.

Jennifer Moody
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Jennifer Moody is an Aegean archaeologist, specializing in landscape and paleo-climate reconstruction. She has worked on the island of Crete for over 30 years, as well as on the
Greek mainland (Messenia, Grevena), the Cyclades (Melos, Kea) and Kythera. She has directed four archaeological surveys on Crete (Khania, Vrokastro, Sphakia, Ag. Vasilios) and consulted for many more. She is also an advocate for landscape conservation and preservation
of cultural heritage in Greece and elsewhere. In 1989 she was awarded a MacArthur
Fellowship, the so-called genius grant, for her research. From 1991 to 2001 she was Visiting
Professor and Senior lecturer in Anthropology at Baylor University and since 2006 has been
a Research Fellow in Classics at the University of Texas at Austin. In 1996 she and Oliver
Rackham co-authored The making of the Cretan landscape, for which they won the Runciman
prize. A translation of their book was published in Greek in 2004.

Argyro Moungolia
Argyro Moungolia graduated from the School of Architecture (National Technical University
of Athens) and completed her masters in Landscape Architecture at the Polytechnic
University of Catalonia. She works as a freelance architect, and has distinguished herself in
architectural competitions relating to landscape design. She was a member of the co-ordinating team on the Atlas of Greek Landscapes research project.

Thymio Papayannis
A successful professional architect and planner, Thymio Papayannis has dedicated most of
his activities over the past 25 years to the conservation of nature and to environmental and
sustainability issues. He was one of the two founders of WWF Greece and its president from
1996-2004 and again from 2005-2006 (he remains Honorary President and Head of its
Conservation Committee). He also founded the Society for the Protection of Prespa (he
served as its president in 2004), as well as contributing to the establishment of the Greek
Biotope - Wetland Centre. He sits on the Board of WWF International (for a second term)
and the Tour du Valat and Sansouire Foundations in the Camargue (since the early 1990s).
In 2009, WWF International nominated him a Member of Honour. In 1991, he played a key
role in launching the Mediterranean Wetlands Initiative (MedWet) under the aegis of the
Convention on Wetlands (Ramsar, 1971); he served as its co-ordinator until July 2001, and
has been its senior advisor since then. In 2003, he founded the Mediterranean Institute for
Nature and Anthropos (Med-INA), whose director he is. More recently, he has been involved
in co-ordinating the Ramsar Culture Working Group and the IUCN Delos initiative. Since
2008, he has chaired the Cycle of Patmos, while he has also been involved with the ecological work of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and of the Mount Athos Holy Community.
As a planner, in 1958 he set up the consulting firm Thymio Papayannis and Associates Inc. Spatial planning and design, which has been responsible for the design of major projects in
Greece and abroad. Among other recent activities, he co-ordinated the study of the National
Spatial Plan of Greece. He served as President of the Greek Professional Association of Urban
Planners (SEPOX) for many years, and participated in the preparation of the European
Council of Town Planners’ (ECTP) New Charter of Athens.
He has written more than 250 articles, book chapters and books on architecture and planning, nature conservation, the environment and sustainability.

Evangelos Pavlis
Evangelos Pavlis was born in Lesvos Island, Greece. He studied at Coventry University, UK, and
holds a BSc in Geography (Countryside Change and Management) and an MSc in Rural
Geography (Rural Change). He received his Ph.D. in Geography from the University of the
Aegean, Greece. His doctoral dissertation explored the impact of space on human conscience
and the development of landscape conscience (thesis title: Towards a geographical approach of
spatial conscience and application to landscape: the case of the Greek countryside). He has worked
in several EU and nationally-funded research projects / programmes, such as EQUAL (Innovative
Entrepreneurship for the North Aegean), Agricultural Development and Reform of the
Countryside 2000-2006, at the Liaison Office of the Research Unit of the University of the
Aegean, etc. He is currently working as a senior researcher on the impact of policy on the
European landscape and land use in the FP7 EU research project VOLANTE (Visions Of LANd
use Transitions in Europe). His research interests include perceptions, emotions and behaviours
towards the landscape, spatial / landscape conscience, landscape symbols / values, landscape
conceptualization (e.g. landscape axioms), landscape history, and generally various issues regarding human - landscape interrelationships, with a spatial emphasis on the rural landscape.

Oliver Rackham
Oliver Rackham is a Historical ecologist and renowned authority on the British countryside,
especially the history of trees, woodland and wood pasture. He is the author of several
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award-winning books, including The History of the Countryside (1986), that won the 1986
Angel Literary Award, the Sir Peter Kent Conservation Prize and the Natural World Book of
the Year Award. In addition to Britain, his distinguished career has taken him to Sardinia,
Spain, Italy, Texas, Australia, Japan, and especially Greece where he has worked for over 40
years. In 1998 he was awarded an OBE (Order of the British Empire) for ‘services to Nature
Conservation’ and in 2006 he was appointed Honorary Professor of Historical Ecology in the
Department of Plant Sciences, University of Cambridge. A Life Fellow of Corpus Christi
College, Cambridge and Keeper of the College Silver, he was elected Master of the College
in 2007 and served for a year.

Maggie Roe
Maggie Roe is a Senior Lecturer and Convenor of the Landscape Research Group at the
School of Architecture, Planning and Landscape, Newcastle University, UK. Maggie joined
Newcastle University in 1994 following work in practice and research at the Graduate School
of Design, Harvard University. She has experience on a wide range of multi-disciplinary research and consultancy landscape projects. Her research focus is generally on landscape
planning and sustainability with a special focus on participatory landscape planning, cultural landscapes and landscape change. Her recent research includes assessment of UK policy
relating to the implementation of the European Landscape Convention (ELC). Maggie has
worked in Europe, North and South America, Bangladesh, China and India. Research and
project funding bodies she has worked with include ESRC, UNESCO, the British Council /
DfID, DEFRA, SNH, Natural England, English Nature, the Forestry Commission and the Environment Agency. She is a director of the UK-based international charity, Landscape Research
Group Ltd (LRG), and as editor of the international peer-reviewed journal Landscape Research
owned by LRG, she has helped to focus attention on cultural landscape issues and landscape ecology. She is currently working as part of an interdisciplinary team on a Valuing
Nature Network project funded by the UK Natural Environment Research Council (NERC),
examining ‘Interdisciplinary methods to build a socio-ecological decision-making tool to inform marine governance and policy’.

Antonios Sifakis
Dr. Antonios Sifakis holds a Law Degree from the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Greece,
an LLM in Environmental Law from the University of Aberdeen, UK, and a Ph.D. in Law from
the University of Kent at Canterbury, UK (thesis title: The Precautionary Principle and Marine
Nature Conservation). He is the co-author of The Precautionary Principle (Ant. Sakkoulas - Law
Editions, Athens, 2004) and Environmental Legislation (Nomiki Bibliothiki, Athens, 2011). He
is the author of over 20 scientific publications in both Greek and English (journal papers,
case-law notes, conference publications). He is currently a visiting Lecturer in Environmental
Law in the Department of the Environment, University of the Aegean, Mytilene, Lesvos,
Greece, and Attorney at Law to the Hellenic Supreme Court and the Council of State, specialized in planning and environmental law. He has advised the Schinias National Park
Management Authority and the Kifissos River Management Authority. He is a member of
the Natura 2000 Observatory, a European network of jurists that focuses on legal issues relevant to the conservation of the Natura 2000 Network.

Aphrodite Sorotou
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Aphrodite Sorotou holds a BA in Archaeology (UCL, London) and an MSc in the Theory and
History of International Relations (LSE, London). She has been head of the Scientific
Secretariat of the Mediterranean Institute for Nature and Anthropos (Med-INA), of which
she is a founding member, since 2003. She is currently conducting her Ph.D. research into
‘Integrated landscape approaches: the role of archaeology in landscape methodologies and policies in Greece’ part-time at the University of Glasgow. She is a member of the Landscape
Committee of the Greek Ministry of Environment, Energy and Climate Change, where she

has undertaken to design, together with various other scientists, a project for the formation
of a typology of Greek landscapes, to participate in the development of the legal framework for Greek landscapes, and to compile Greece’s Landscape Strategy and Action Plan for
2012-2017. She is also Secretary General of the Greek Landscape Association, an interdisciplinary scientific association aiming to promote, manage and protect Greek landscapes, a
founding member of European Network for Archaeology and Integrated Landscape
Research, and a member of the CIVILSCAPE advisory board. She has coordinated a number
of European projects funded under a variety of schemes (CULTURE 2000, INTERREG, etc.)
and two main projects on landscapes funded by the MAVA Foundation: the ‘Conservation
and Management of Greek Landscapes’ and the ‘Implementation of the ELC in Greece’, the latter of which emphasises the inclusion of landscape studies in Greek spatial plans, urban
plans, Environmental Impact Assessments and Strategic Environmental Assessments. She
has published a number of articles and edited books on landscapes.

Amy Strecker
Amy Strecker was advisor on international relations with RECEP-ENELC, the Network of
Local and Regional Authorities for the Implementation of the European Landscape
Convention, from 2008 to 2010. She also collaborated with Landscape Alliance Ireland during the same period.
Amy recently obtained her PhD in Law from the European University Institute, Florence. Her
PhD, which was funded by a Government of Ireland IRCHSS scholarship, examined the role
of international and EU law in the protection of landscape in Europe. She has published a
number of papers on the subject of landscape and human rights and is currently converting her thesis into a monograph. At present, Amy is the editor for the UNISCAPE ‘Quaderni
di Careggi’ landscape series.

Theano S. Terkenli
Theano S. Terkenli is an Associate Professor and founding member of the Department of
Geography at the University of the Aegean (1994-today). She has represented the
Department of Geography on the Interdepartmental Graduate Programme in Tourism
Planning, Administration and Policy of the University of the Aegean since 1999. She holds a
Ph.D. in Geography from the University of Minnesota - Twin Cities, USA (1986-1993), an
MSc in Landscape Architecture from the University of Wisconsin - Madison, USA (19831986), and a BSc in Forestry and Environmental Sciences from the Aristotle University of
Thessaloniki, Greece (1978-1983). Her research, publishing and teaching specialty and interests lie in the fields of Cultural Geography, Landscape Geography and Critical
Perspectives in Tourism.
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