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Can scientific expertise help  

the processes of participation  

for the benefit of the landscape qualities?  

When? 

Scenarios ? 

Who? 

What? 

What? 

For the landscape 
or for whom? 

How? 

How to 
use? 

Intrinsic 

Inherent 

Instrumental 

Values ? 

temporal 
and spatial 

context? 

‘the’ public ? 

Decision makers 
insiders 

outsider
s 

Planners 

Managers 

Sectors – lobby groups 

What can 
they do? 

What 
competences? 

is the 
public 

interested? 

reliable? 

In the 
perspective of 

sustainable 
development? 

Who speaks for 
the landscape ? 

What about change? 

How to deal with 
uncertainty ? 

Who is 
expert? 

How to 
present ? 

data, knowledge,  
Information, … 
… or values ? 

What time 
and scale ? 

practicioners 

Scholar
s 
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Scientific expertise 

• What? 
– Knowledge: theoretical vs practical 
– Know how - skills: surveying, analysis, synthesis, mapping,…  

• Organisation by discipline 
– multi-, inter- and transdisciplinary landscape research 

• Prerequisites 
– Data availability 
– People 
– Time  

• Reliability 
– Sound, transparent methods and procedures 
– Reproducible results 
– Assessment of uncertainties, errors and risks 



How academics work today… 
The good news is that 

you promote faster with 
at least 6  A1s and peer-
reviewed international 

books a year… 

…and the 
university 

earns more ! 

…what about my  
3 volumes 

Encyclopedia of 
Landscape 
Terms…? 

…it’s all about  
perception !! 

…what a 
vision ! 

…I can not publish my 
applied research because 

of confidentiality… ! 
…what international audience 

is interested in how locals 
perceive our landscape? 

… landscape research applied to policy seldom fits academic merit 



Policy is demanding input from researchers… 

What landscape 
does the public  
find beautiful  ? 

What 
landscapes do 
people like?  

What is 
disturbing 

landscapes?  
What value 

has this 
quality? 



Policy is demanding input from researchers… 

What landscape 
does the public  
find beautiful  ? 

What 
landscapes do 
people like?  

What is 
disturbing 

landscapes?  
What value 

has this 
quality? 

How can I 
score for the 

next 
elections? 

… what they also and really mean… 

It is crisis and I 
don’t like to 

spend a lot for 
this 

How could the 
development project of 

my friend fit in? 

When I like 
it, it is OK! 

Is there some benefit? 



A simple policy question to the researchers…  

What landscape 
does the public  
find beautiful  ? 

According to 
what 

properties ? 

Visual or 
more ? 

Who is the 
public ? 

How to measure 
more or less 
beautiful ? 

Are the 
differences 
significant ? 

Is this an aspiration 
of the public ? 

Does everyone 
like the same ? 

What about 
ecology? What about 

heritage? 

What about 
economy? 

… raises many complex questions… 
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Stakeholders and competences 
Selman, P. 2006.  Planning at the Landscape Scale, Routledge 

Insiders 
(locals) 

Outsiders 
(visitors) 

Experts Non-experts 
(lay-man) 

land 
owners 

non-owners 

permanent 
temporary 

residents 
visitors 

passants 

• Spatial competence = higher domains of power 

– ‘symbolic  transactions’ by municipalities, agencies, districts, government, EU, … 

– aim to steer, regulate, stimulate,… 
– organised according to 

• functional specialisation  sectors 

• geographical integration  spatial authority  territory 

 

Hägerstrand T. (1995) A look at the political geography of 
environmental management. In: Buttimer A. (ed.) Sustainable 
Landscapes and Lifeways. Cork University Press, p.35-58.  

• Territorial competence = primary domain of power 

– landowners make the real changes 

Scientists somewhere here 



THE LANDSCAPE 
OUR LANDSCAPE 

OUR PLACE 

What questions and by whom ? 

Policy makers 

Locals (insiders) 

Scientists (experts) 

What if …? 

Will it be  
better or worse ? 

What relationship ? 
Significant difference? 

Set goals 
Need scenarios 

Make assessment 
Make models, scenarios and predictions 

Have preferences, expectations 
Possess rights 

Outsiders 

Lobbyists 
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Participation in the ELC 
Art. 1 Definitions 
c "Landscape quality objective" means, for a specific landscape, the formulation by the competent 

public authorities of the aspirations of the public with regard to the landscape features of their 
surroundings; 

Art.5 General measures 
c to establish procedures for the participation of the general public, local and regional authorities, 

and other parties with an interest in the definition and implementation of the landscape policies 
mentioned in paragraph b above; 

d 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. 

Art.6 Specific measures 
C Identification and assessment 

1 With the active participation of the interested parties, as stipulated in Article 5.c, and with a 
view to improving knowledge of its landscapes, each Party undertakes: 

a   i to identify its own landscapes throughout its territory; 
  ii to analyse their characteristics and the forces and pressures transforming them; 
  iii to take note of changes; 
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 
Each Party undertakes to define landscape quality objectives for the landscapes identified and 
assessed, after public consultation in accordance with Article 5.c. 
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Different from general public and authorities? 

HOW? WHAT? 

HOW? 
Different from above? 

= only form of participation? 

WHAT? 
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WHO? 

Different from general public and authorities? 

HOW? WHAT? 

HOW? 
Different from above? 

= only form of participation? 

HOW? 

WHAT? 

WHO? 

WHO? The competent public authorities? WHO? The competent public authorities? WHO? The competent public authorities? 



Degrees of integration and 
stakeholder involvement 

Tress et al. 2005. Defining concepts and the process of knowledge production in integrative research. 
Wageningen UR Frontis Series, n° 12, 13-26. 

academic + 
non-academic 
participants 

only 
academic 
participants 

particpatory 

multidisciplinary 

transdisciplinary 

interdisciplinary 

parallel processes integrative  process 

Low integration                                                           High integration 

Landscape 
planning is 

here 



Questions about public participation 

• Who should participate ? 

• Who is likely to participate ? 

• How much participation is possible and desirable ? 

• On what issues and at what stages in decision-making? 

• What weight should be attached to  

– the views of well-organized, articulate interest groups 

– the views of the unorganized public ? 

– the experts ? 

• How can meaningful views on regional and national 
issues be obtained? 

 

Sewell & Coppock 1977; Jones & Stenseke 2011 
 



The role of experts and stakeholders in the 
development of Landscape Quality Objectives 

based on ‘exploratory landscape scenarios’  
(after I.Loupos-Ramos 2011) 

EXPERTS STAKEHOLDERS 

Make scenarios Reaching consensus 

Present 
Desired 
future 

Future 1 

Future 2 

Future 4 

Example: responses for the scenarios for the landscape in Mértola (Portugal) 

Future 3 



Organization of scenarios according to critical 
uncertainties in two dimensions 

Continuity 

Discontinuity 

With protection 
of public goods 

Without 
protection 

of activities and uses based on LOCAL 
characteristics and knowledge 

of activities and uses based on EXTERNAL 
demands and knowledge 

(market based) 

4 

3 2 

1 “Fashion 
Wilderness” 

“Oasis 
Recreated” 

“Living the idyllic 
countryside” 

“environmental 
technocracy” Scenarios 

1,2,3,4 

most likely scenario 

most desirable scenario 

most desirable by 
other group 

GROUPS 
     Experts 
     Locals 

Example: 
responses for the 
scenarios for the 
landscape in 
Mértola (Portugal) 

After: Loupos Ramos, I., 2011. ‘Landscape Quality Objectives’ for Remote Rural Landscapes in Portugal: Adressing Experts’ and Stakeholders’ Perspectives on Future 
Developments. In: Jones & Stenseke (eds.), 199-218. 

Locals think experts prefer this scenario 

Experts think locals prefer this scenario 

AGREE 
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How to use the public’s aspirations? 

Who thinks that 
this landscape 

is beautiful and 
valuable ? 



How should we 
proceed to keep 

it like this? 

How to use the public’s aspirations? 

Questionnaires do not tell everything… 

HOW TO LIE WITH 
QUESTIONNAIRES 
AND INTERVIEWS? 



Assessing landscape 
preferences and 

aspirations  

ELC: Art.1 Definitions: 

– ‘Landscape is an area as perceived by people, whose character is 
the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human 
factors.’ 

– ‘Landscape quality objective (...), the formulation by the 
competent public authorities of the aspirations of the public 
with regard to the landscape features of their surroundings’ 

 

 

Human perception 

Preference  



Perception  Preference 
• Perception = the mechanical, technical, physiological aspects of 

observation 
– perception = senses (80% visual) + brain 
 (physiology) + (psychology)   ± OBJECTIVE + SUBJECTIVE 
 

• Preference = the more cognitive and affective aspects of the 
experience 
– preference = affect + cognition 
– (aesthetics, interest, emotion) + (content, recognize, act, etc.) 
 ± SUBJECTIVE + OBJECTIVE 

 

• Landscape Experience = landscape perception + landscape 
preference 

 



• How beautiful is this landscape? 

Studying landscape preference:  
many research designs 

Focus on 
landscape 

Focus on 
landscape 

Focus on 
people 

 (often stratified) SAMPLING of 
 landscapes 
 respondents 

SELECTION of 
     themes, variables,… 

Probabilistic  
random  significance 
Nonprobabilistic   
target groups, qualitative  

• What landscape do you prefer? 

• Who prefers this landscape? And why? 



Is this 
beautiful? 

openness 

naturalness 

disturbance 

care 

complexity 

urbanisation 

typicality 

These relations will be 
different for different people 

p
re

d
ic

to
rs

 

Landscape 
preference 

classes 

Landscape 
behaviour 

Environmental  
attitude (NEP) 

garden? 

house owner? 

livinghood? 

gender 

ageclass 

acculturation 

education 

profession 

organisation 

What effect of covariates on 
landscape preference classes ? 

PERCEPTION 

co
variates 

INFLUENCE OF 
RESEARCH 
METHOD 

Individual 
x N  

respondents 

LANDSCAPE 
CHARACTERISTICS 

OBSERVER  
CHARACTERISTICS 

This relationship mathematically 

Sevenant, M. & Antrop, M., 2010. The use of latent classes to identify individual differences in the 
importance of landscape dimensions for aesthetic peference. Land Use Policy, 27: 827-842. 



Predictors Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 

Pro- 
stewardship 

Sensitive Indifferent 

care 0.7515 0.5039 0.5087 

natural 0.3090 0.3090 0.3090 

disturbed -0.2312 -0.4673 -0.1284 

open 0.1278 0.3721 0 

complex 0 0.3496 0 

urbanised -0.0175 -0.0175 -0.0175 

typical 
Flemish 

0 -0.1466 0 

beautiful 
(mean) 

5.98 5.33 6.88 

class 
membership 
probabilities 

46.6% 28.3% 25.0% 

β-PARAMETERS (regression effects) FOR 3-CLASSES MODEL (Latent GOLD 4.5) 

Latent Classes Analysis:  THE SCIENTIFIC RESULTS 

e.g. TURKISH RESPONDENTS – CITY OF GHENT 

Regression effects: influence of a predictor on 
aesthetic preference 
•  care and naturalness are the strongest positive 

predictors for aesthetic preference 
•  openness and complexity are the weakest positive 

predictors for aesthetic preference 
•  disturbance is the strongest negative predictor for 

aesthetic preference 
•  urbanisation and typicality are the weakest negative 

predictors for aesthetic preference 
 

Class names are given according to the 
relative importance of the predictors 

compared to the other classes. 

3 landscape preference classes 

How to communicate this kind 
of scientific sound and reliable 
results to policymakers, 
stakeholders and ‘the’ public ?  





Beware of policy 
documents 

 
Diversity of cultural 

landscapes ? 

SPESP 2000 

Source: CORINE Land Cover 

HOW TO LIE WITH 
MAPS, GRAPHICS 
AND STATISTICS ? 

Definition: 

diversity = number of ‘cultural’ 

land cover types in a circular 

neighbourhood of 2 km 

Fundamental question: 
What Land Cover classes are considered 
as typical for cultural landscape? 
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Planning 
landscapes 
for whom? 



Physical planning acts here 

Towards landscape planning and management 

Landscape = an area, as perceived 

by people, whose character is the result 

of the action and interaction of natural 

and/or human factors 

Place, Countryside 
• identity, character 

• genius loci 

• unique history 

meaning 

Dynamics 
• ecological 

• economical 

change 

Common heritage 

• natural 

• cultural 

capital 

Spatial structure vs. 

functioning 

•(multi)functionality 

services 

Landscape planning 

works this way 

32 

Land 
= an area owned by someone 

who has ‘free’ use of it  

 = territorial competence  

 utility  functionality 

    (monetized) value 

land use (land cover) 

manifested in 

controlled by legal rules 

 numerous actors & stakeholders 

many new concepts 



The tragedy of the commons (revisted) 

• Planning for common good 

 

 

 

 

 
– the landscape is everywhere 

– is a common good, 

– but who takes care of it? 

– who has the competence? 

• Designing for individual glory 

 

 

 

 

 
– landscape design and 

architecture is a profession 

– the scope can be very different 
according to the scale of the 
project 
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Flanders region: main landscape types 
and heritage value    situation 2005 

1 ‘nieuwe’ rurale landschappen 
2 relictzones van traditionele landschappen 
3 ankerplaatsen 
4 bosgebieden 
5 Verstedelijkte gebieden, industriegebieden en weglandschappen 

© M.Antrop 2007 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

New decree on 
integrated 
landscape 

management  
only applies here 

‘anchor places’ max.16% of Flanders area 



Flanders: integrated landscape protection and 
planning and management - participation  

2 routes 

Procedure  
• as for a spatial plan 
• applies for whole or part of 

designated anchor places 

HERITAGE LANDSCAPES 

engages everyone 

PROTECTION 

Small areas 

CULTURAL LANDSCAPE  

HERITAGE LANDSCAPES 

 Landscape atlas 2000 
 Large areas (up to 7000 ha; 
 Max. 16% area of Flanders 

DESIGNATED ANCHOR PLACES 

engages only authorities 

INVENTORY 

sector ‘onroerend erfgoed’ 

D
o

m
ai

n
 

Sp
at

ia
l P

la
n

n
in

g 

engages land owners 

Last 10 years no 
new protections 

Preferred route 
since 2000 – 
until 2015? 

Input experts + 
policy parties 

Input policy parties 
+ landowners + public 

EXPERTS 
• internal: Agency 
• external: Royal Commission 

POLICY PARTIES 
• Flemish agencies 

and departments 
• Provincies 
• Municipalities 

Public hearing 



Flanders’ administration (since 2006): 13 policy domains 

SPATIAL PLANNING, 
HOUSING, HERITAGE 
1 department 
5 agencies     OE 

also involved in landscape 

involved in procedure 
PROVINCE 

MUNICIPALITY 

FLEMISH GOVERNMENT 

ICT-support 

AGIV 



Traditional landscapes – landscape character areas 

Landscape Atlas version 2000 Geoloket PROVANT – Landschapskaart (Prov. Antwerpen) 

Delineation by University of Ghent at scale 1:200 000 
based on (historical) maps series and aerial photographs 

Land van Brecht 

Land van Zoersel en Wijnegem 

Heide en bosgebied van Kalmthout 

Scheldepolders 
ten oosten van 
de Schelde 

http://gisgeoloket.provant.be/SilverlightViewer_1_10_1/Viewer.html?Viewer=Landschapskaart  

http://gisgeoloket.provant.be/SilverlightViewer_1_10_1/Viewer.html?Viewer=Landschapskaart
http://gisgeoloket.provant.be/SilverlightViewer_1_10_1/Viewer.html?Viewer=Landschapskaart


Landscape Atlas of Flanders 

Version 2000 Geoloket PROVANT – Landschapskaart (Prov. Antwerpen) 

Relic zone 

Anchor place 

Linear heritage element 

Point relic 

Colours indicate different landscape character areas (‘traditional landscapes’) Colours indicate different landscape character areas (‘traditional landscapes’) Colours indicate different landscape character areas (‘traditional landscapes’) Colours indicate different landscape character areas (‘traditional landscapes’) 

Inventory by University of 
Ghent at scale 1:50 000 based 
on (historical) maps series and 
aerial photographs 



Integrated landscape map PROVANT  

Geoloket PROVANT – Landschapskaart (Prov. Antwerpen) 



Flanders: policy priorities (2000-2015?) 

Landscape Atlas version 2000 Geoloket PROVANT – Landschapskaart (Prov. Antwerpen) 

    Heritage Agency 
selects and delineate 
anchor places from 

Landscape Atlas 

Delineation by Agency at scale 1:10 000 following visible borders in the landscape  



Flanders – towards heritage landscapes 
Agency formulates 
landscape quality 
objectives for 
characteristic areas 
and elements 

Border excludes urbanised 
and industrialised and 

‘disturbed’  areas 



Flanders – towards heritage landscapes 
what at the municipal level? 

Designated anchor 
place is situated in 3 
municipalities, each 
having a different 
political coalition 

Policy plan devotes a 
section to heritage, 
nature and landscape 

Policy plan 2014-19 focuses 
only on WW 1 heritage   

Policy plan blank for 
heritage and landscape 

Municipal park  is 
1st heritage 

landscape (2007) 



CONCLUSIONS 
• Scientific research results in models and scenarios based 

on available data and include uncertainties  

• Many forms and degrees of participation exist:  

– often informing the public is legally considered participation as 
well, and often also the only form of participation  

• ‘Competent authorities’ filter public’s aspirations for 
policy and decision makers, mostly by ‘expert’ 
judgement 

• For the benefit of landscape (qualities)? 
– Scientists look at the landscape in a holistic and 

comprehensive way. 
– Sectors and subsidiary policy tend to fragment the landscape 

integrity and is often legally supported 

 


