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SUMMARY

The paper addresses the issue of the source of landscape value attributed to 
protection. Besides the usual exception to the rule, it is believed that intrinsic 
or predefined values are still firmly entrenched in landscape planning practice, 
whereas at the pedagogic level of the discipline there is a shift towards 
extrinsic values. The underlying premise of the paper is that evaluation 
of natural systems based on predefined values makes consent between 
developmental and conservational interests impossible. Consent is perceived 
as the mechanism to fulfil a key principle “as least as reasonably achievable”, 
ALARA, in both aspects of landscape planning. The research focuses on 
the stage of planning process that enables spatial data transformation into 
suitability maps that represent or externalise extrinsic landscape values.

The paper will begin by brief outline of two fundamentally different value 
categories. 

The results of suitability analyses i.e. value systems detected and a reflections 
or consequences in land use decisions concerning some past and present 
policies in Croatia will be discussed next. By extension, the “extrinsic vs. 
predefined landscape value” dispute will be argued especially concerning those 
elements that invoke difficulties while generating and/or linking the concepts 
of evaluation models. The paper will finally acknowledge an optimisation 
planning instrument as a mode to cope with two value systems. 
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planning is a creative activity and should be taught 
in concordance with the new demands on future 
landscape planners. Between other skills, von Haaren 
(2002) envisages communicability of a planner in 
the process of information exchange with different 
stakeholders or participants in the planning process, 
as important. The issue of what kind of landscape 
value should be attributed to protection relates to 
both aspects of the discipline. The direct reflection 
of the value dispute into the methodology, as well 
as in the practice of landscape evaluation, is evident 
in the “amount” of encountered social interests for 
the area in question. 

DESIRED FUTURE STATE OF LANDSCAPE: 
PREDEFINED VS. EXTRINSIC VALUES OF 
LANDSCAPE
In order to discuss two different categories of 
landscape values and differences between them, 
the terms used must be clarified. Also, a “legitimacy 
backup” must be provided.

To start with former, a value given or attached to 
landscape prior to actual evaluation stage of the 
planning process is termed as intrinsic or predefined 
value. Steinitz (1990) in his very much-quoted paper 
on models used in landscape planning (and other 
planning disciplines as well) distinguishes several 
types of evaluation models. His definitions of values 
are connected to planning and to the methods used 
to carry out a land use plan of an area. Thereafter, 
he does not define values as such but rather their 
position within the planning process. The values 
do appear as features at certain stages within the 
activity of information transformation (as we can 
also define planning process). It is obvious that C. 
Steinitz does not discuss the values as something 
given from outside or definable outside the planning 
context. Finally, extrinsic or instrumental value is 
defined as value of landscape that derives from the 
synthesis of mostly two parallel lines of analysis: 
developmental and conservational possibilities. 
Such value understanding differs considerably from 
perceptions based on economics background. For 
example, Pannell and Schilizzi (1997) explicitly claim 
that intrinsic value of a natural system is a value 
that exists irrespective of its usefulness or amenity 
to humans, whereby extrinsic value is defined as a 
value that arises from the fact that the environment 
increases the satisfaction of mankind or is useful to 
them. For the philosopher B. Ošlaj (2000) the Nature 
has no value at all. “There is nothing of value in the 
Nature”, he claims (Ošlaj, 2000: 83). But this does 
not mean that we must not respect the wholeness of 
the Nature. We, human beings, are responsible for 
the Nature and its integrity. In this sense the no-value 
philosophical concept poses the same obligations on 

INTRODUCTION
Sustainability is the paradigm of our time. Yet its use 
as a guide to spatial planning that should result with 
the sustainable use of natural resources and/or the 
achievement of environmentally sustainable forms 
of development is still subject of numerous debates, 
as marked in literature, for example O’Riordan 
(1985), Lafferty (1995), Jacobs (1995), Davies, (2001) 
and Boersema (2001). Moreover, the concept of 
sustainability as Baker et.al. (1997) have pointed 
out has enormous appeal in land use policies and 
legislation as what appears to be a well-defined and 
measurable concept. On the contrary, proponents 
of sustainable development rather often differ in 
departure points for discussion as well as in the 
understanding of the meaning of the term. These 
differences in opinion, as Marušiè (1996) perceives, 
are characteristic not only for political circles and 
spatial policy decision makers, but also for those 
directly involved in the spatial planning processes 
who have to seek and provide solutions in the terms 
of certain future land use, based on the concept of 
sustainable development. In order to achieve the later, 
the proposal given by Pannell and Schilizzi (1997), 
that is of the sustainability concept decomposition 
into the three basic elements: environmental stability, 
social equity and economic efficiency seems as 
appropriate.

Such perception of sustainability is similar, at least 
to some extent, to the definition of landscape as a 
triangle between environment, economy and society/
culture, as agreed at the International Hannover 
Conference on Landscape Planning (1999). It is 
believed that these three elements constitute a general 
framework within which conservational planning 
operates. Moreover, it is believed that they could be 
treated as three value systems, all of which a planner 
should be aware of. The use of such structured 
concept of sustainability in the achievement of 
diverse conservational goals mandatorily involves 
or acquires information derived from human relation 
to the nature. As Marušiè (1996) pointed out, 
definition of goals depends on information as to how 
environmental problems are socially emphasised. 
This is the departure point from which, at the level of 
planning methodology, a multitude of conservational 
goals should be transferred into different value 
definitions of the same environmental component or 
system as whole. The phase of landscape evaluation, 
i.e. value appropriation provides an answer to what 
environmental and/or landscape qualities we deal 
with. The subject of conservational planning is 
therefore to either conserve or enhance a specific 
quality of landscape rather than its environmental 
component. From the teaching perspective, special 
attention is given to that stage of planning process. 
The endeavour is based on the premise that landscape 
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human beings, as does the concept of intrinsic values 
and even with very similar consequences in regard of 
methodological solutions in physical planning. 

Extrinsic value is articulated into the existence value 
(value derived from knowledge of the existence of 
species, natural habitats and landscape) and option 
value (value derived from the potential for presently 
low-value resources to the one becoming higher valued 
in future). Returning back to the aforementioned 
structural element of sustainability concept, the 
dimension of economic efficiency still remains an 
insurmountable obstacle between two professions. 

Let us consider the following statement: the more 
favourable the natural conditions are for the 
implementation of technology – the higher is the 
value we attribute to the natural resource in question. 
If in this hypothetical example the soil is taken as 
natural resource and agriculture as technology in 
the broadest sense, then we can agree that natural 
soil fertility, terrain configuration, exposition, etc. 
are natural conditions or features that are valuable 
for agriculture. From the economics point of view, 
we would be addressing extrinsic landscape value 
as a value for agriculture. But, if the example given 
is superimposed with the question: is it right to 
designate that particular area for agricultural use 
despite the impacts on landscape that we are aware 
of? – we have to deal with the ethical principle of 
respect for nature introduced by Taylor (1986) and 
other similar principles discussed by other ethicists 
from the field (Leopold, 1992, Rolston, 1996, Ošlaj 
2000). In other words, dilemma could be: is this 
(the agricultural use of a particular area) alternative 

that is the least harmful to the environment? In that 
case the answer seems hazy. Inevitably, conservation 
activities within planning must face that issue. 

It is believed that additional two suppositions 
could facilitate the distinction between value types 
or answer the question. First, a potential change 
of environment and/or landscape, due to human 
intervention in it, is the motivation for evaluation. In 
other words, it is argued that there is no evaluation 
activity that it is not driven by a possible or envisaged 
change to be fulfilled in future. Second, advocated 
characteristics of values from the field of axiology 
to our profession, as invoked by Frondisi (1971) are 
their polarity and hierarchy. The consequence of 
these value characteristics for the methodology of 
evaluation we attempt to reveal in this analysis is that 
values do not have hard boundaries in space. 

THE RESEARCH METHOD AND 
HYPOTHESIS 
The research method is based on information 
transformation within a rational planning process. 
Applying standardised functions within a geographic 
information system, (GIS) the transformation of the 
information was carried out. Several geographic 
information systems were used: ArcView, IDRISI, 
ProVal. The point of the departure is the data base 
with the original spatial data. It represents physical 
reality transformed into the computer compatible 
form. 

The hypothesis of the this methodological research is 
that by the help of the step by step planning procedure 

Figure 1. Methodology of planning process. Source: Marušiè (2002)
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the spatial data can be transformed into various 
forms, among them the suitability maps represent 
spatial projections of planning goals and objectives. 
Further, the hypothesis is that the value systems that 
can be detected within the society are transformed 
into planning goals and objectives and by the process 
of data transformation it is possible do develop maps 
with the representation of landscape values. In this 
way the extrinsic values are defined. 

Figure 1 illustrates the information transformation 
stream as it occurs within a physical planning process. 
The process is designed as to answer questions 
like “what interventions into environment mean 
to people, to what extent we can reduce them 
and in what ways we can limit ourselves in using 
the natural environment”, (Marušiè, 2002, p.98). 
Conservation planning task as defined corresponds to 
the basic planning of as least as reasonably achievable 
(ALARA).

Furthermore, two features of planning process are 
stressed. First feature emphasised is the identification 
of the rationality in problem solving as the major 
paradigm to be followed or at least to what we 
are striving to in the training. Besides rationality, 
that is an attempt to externalise information in a 
step-by step procedure that leads to the solution of 
problem, attention is paid to the recognition of the 
planner’s intuition as a complementary approach to 
the methodology of problem solving. The intuition 
does represent a specific methodological approach. 
Here we may quote Marušiè (2002) who reminds that 
the intuition is needed among other reasons, due to 
several uncertainty factors. Among different types of 
uncertainty, uncertainties associated with the value 
system people attach to environment and/or landscape 
correlate with the topic of the paper. Finally, at a 
general level, and without oversimplifying the value 
dispute, a conscientious landscape planner should 
be aware of the fact that conservation issues, on the 
whole, are not as unambiguous as developmental 
ones. 

The part of the Donje Meðimurje region was used as 
the research polygon. The area on which analyses were 
conducted is presented in Figure 2. The additional 
metadata for the area are given in Table 1. The data 
base has been prepared during the year 2001 by the 
help of students. The data base was made operational 
in the way that topographic maps (scale 1:25000; 
sheets Kotoriba, Ušæe Mure and Molnari) were used 
as source on what data vectorization was preformed. 
The data base was structured into 4 thematic layers: 
surface water, land cover, vegetation, infrastructure 
and comprises all together 40 of its corresponding 
attributes. 

As the methodological experiment the planning of 
a golf-course was selected. This activity is complex 

enough to enable the definition of different and 
opposing planning objectives. 

Within this framework, value use is discussed from 
two standpoints: the experiment that was carried 
out involving the students as well as some experts 
and that of active Croatian conservation planning 
practice. 

RESULTS 
The reflection of the clash between predefined and 
extrinsic landscape values is going to be disclosed in 
the procedure of suitability analysis that is employed 
as an instrument of spatial optimisation. The focal 
points are, as seen in Figure 1, the two preceding steps 
to the plan building: evaluation of possibilities for 
developmental request/s and evaluation of landscape 
vulnerability due to a developmental activity. The 
content of the latter evaluation represents obviously, 
an assessment of environmental impact. Vulnerability 
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Figure 2. The planning area 

Table 1. The metadata of the planning area
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analysis is the point for departure of conservational 
requests while the results or outcomes of such 
analyses are providing the stronghold for the use 
of extrinsic values. Landscape vulnerability analyses 
are performed on standardised three quality systems 
that originate from three distinctive ethical relations 
founded in human-nature relationship: qualities 
of human habitat, qualities/potentials of natural 
resources and qualities of primordial state of nature, 
Butula (2003). The output results should be nothing 
but the consequences of people conservational 
interests or requests. The same is true for the 
outcomes of developmental possibilities assessment 
as well. Questions of value are here approached 
directly by asking and thus conceptualising evaluation 
models: (1) what are the best spatial qualities for the 
implementation of developmental activity in the given 
area and (2) what quality systems of the environment 
would be sensitive due to the developmental 
activity. Complexity of the latter evaluation model 
is evident, and this is perhaps not the only factor 
causing the difficulties that are expressed in the 
analytical search or difference assessment between 
existing and desirable qualities in landscape. It may 

well be that a certain back and forth switch from 
extrinsic to intrinsic/predefined value of landscape, 
in environmental quality systems assessed, is causing 
that difficulty. 

Figure 3. The golf course attractiveness model. 
Source: student landscape planning studio works 2002/2003.

The evaluation of developmental 
possibilities (as it has been 
mentioned above - a golf course) 
for the planning area was 
“easily” conceptualised on the 
basis of information provided 
on spatial requests for golf. 
The concept is transformed 
into the attractiveness model 
for golf course, Figure 3. The 
value appropriation – in this 
case surveying for golf - is at the 
information level, dependent on 
acquired knowledge about this 
type of recreation activity and 
scholar “freedom” for activity 
allocation. 

The evaluation of possible 
impacts - vulnerability analyses 
-  is under taken on three 
quality systems, as seen on 
Figure 4. Conceptual level of 
models formation consisted of 
questions: (i) what are human 
habitat qualities that might be 
potentially degraded due to 
activity concerned; (ii) what are 
qualities for agricultural use of 

Figure 4. The golf course vulnerability 
models. Source: student landscape 
planning studio works 2002/2003
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land that might be reduced due to the activity and 
(iii) what natural habitats are in danger of being 
transformed by the man’s activity? The point where 
the intrinsic/predefined value intrudes into the 
evaluation is best seen in the vulnerability model of 
agricultural land-use. 

It is obvious that model originates from, again at 
the level of information, the existing agricultural 
land use. Similar origin of value appropriation is 
noted in the vulnerability model of human habitat 
qualities: existing settlements are taken as focal 
points in value assessment. The third model of nature 
vulnerability was conceptually oriented to distinct 
riparian habitats, as shown in Figure 4. This idea 
was more difficult to accept. The students that were 
also involved into the experiment were much more 
comfortable with the idea that the knowledge of a 
protected area (ornithological reserve, Figure 5), 
instantly signalises what is potentially vulnerable 

if considering naturalness in the area. It should be 
noted at this point that the part of the experiment 
carried out as a student’s studio deployed only 
the Delfi technique (among students) and short 
communication with the planning experts as the 
modes to decrease subjectivity in assessments. 

DISCUSSION
Two models show that they are, to a certain extent, 
influenced by predefined values which are observable 
in “spatial” presumptions that: (i) desirable qualities of 
human habitat are predefined by existing settlements 
structures; (ii) desirable potentials for agriculture 
converge around existing agricultural land. Taking 
into account envisaged social changes that will 
be or already are reflected in certain European 
landscapes, such as Common agricultural policy 
or effects of information revolution on nature of 
work, communication and settlements patterns, the 
desirability criteria listed would not be appropriate. 
In the formation of the third model, the student 
group did not initially embrace the instructions 
given to them as to why vulnerability of naturalness 
should not be deduced from the predefined value 
(nature protection area). In the phase of model 
conceptualisation they argued a need for careful 
value sift on the base of knowledge derived from 
conversation with experts and planning documents 
survey. Unsurprisingly perhaps, the student group 
was more inclined to the nature vulnerability model 
than to the other two, identifying it as “subject area” 
of their future professional orientation. Only at the 
formation stage of suitability models, they showed 
understanding of optimisation procedure and 
preceding value elucidation. They felt comfortable 
with balancing different people’s interests that are 
illustrated in three distinctive suitability models, 
Figure 6. 

Figure 5. Normative approach to nature conservation

Figure 6. The suitability analyses outputs
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The discussion on values employed within present 
Croatian practice perspective is based on the most 
prominent conservational issues that are presented 
in Table 2. They derive from the cover document that 
regulates Croatian environmental policy within the 
comprehensive projection for the development for 
21st century. Some of numerous conservation aims 
and correspondent measures are here depicted in 
order to illustrate value dispute from the standpoint 
of active conservational activities within planning. 
This is used as a tool to get an insight into the actual 
state of the profession.

In order to address the problems listed, they first have 
to be “translated” in accordance with the planning rule 
of problem identification, as proposed by Chechile 
(1991), or needed problem articulation, as introduced 
by Chadwick (1971): any planning problem equals 
to obstacles on the way to the goal achievement. 
Therefore, in general, a task of an analytical phase 
of conservation planning procedure is to identify 
the obstacles we may encounter on the way to a 
planning goal. In particular, and this is within 
the context of landscape evaluation, value dispute 
seems to be absent. This observation is based on the 
character of the envisaged conservation measures. 
Predefined values, or normative approach to the goal 
achievement prevail by large with the exception of the 
Adriatic sea. Here, the envisaged measure of strategic 
environmental impact assessment (SEA) could be taken 
as a reflection of optimisation needed. This cross-
section of active conservation also shows domination 
of sectorial approach over comprehensive one. The 
situation might not be unique for Croatian case only. 

It is frustrating, both from the professional education 
standpoint and from the perspective of professional 
ethic: students are being trained in a profession the 
principles of which they are currently unable to apply 
in practice; while social responsiveness of a planner, 
the planner’s duty “to create power for those who 
are not always recognised as being important”, as 
O’Riordan stated (1995, p.4), is in question. 

CONCLUSIONS
Landscape planning is a process that is perceived as 
more important than its results; this is the statement 
scholars agreed upon at Hannover Conference in 
1999 as well as in Portorož Conference in 2002. From 
educational viewpoint, such understanding should 
be axiomatic. That is the reason why values per se 
and/or the process that leads to their elucidation 
were disclosed as important. The intention was to 
prompt a more critical look at present situation 
of landscape evaluation step/s in the procedure of 
landscape planning and to generate a rethinking 
process, particularly in the sphere of education. Ogrin 
(2000) found such direction to be indispensable 
for diverse issues while mediating on the future of 
landscape architecture. Extrinsic landscape values 
are, as explained, nothing but the consequences of 
social interests in landscape. They are externalised 
social values that should show up in interim stages 
of plan building. 

In the described experiment two distinctive and 
obviously conflicting types of goals have been 
studied. Therefore, a twofold approach to value 

Table 2. Conservation activities framework. Adopted from: National Strategy and Action Plan on Environmental Protection (2002)
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definitions was applied. We may speculate that even 
more braches of separate evaluation models could 
be defined. In fact, there could be as many separate 
groups of evaluation models as there are definable 
distinctive and conflicting goals. The methodological 
approaches have to be studied further as to resolve 
such more complex situations. 

REFERENCES
Baker, S., Kousis, M., Richardson. D. and S. Young. (1997) 

The Politics of Sustainable Development. Routledge. 
London.

Boersema, J.J. (2001) How to Prepare for the Unknown? On 
the Significance of Future Generations and Future Stud-
ies in Environmental Policy. Environmental Values, 10: 
35-58.

Butula, S. (2003). Planning for Sustainable Development: The 
Significance of Different Social Interests in Landscape. 
Drustvena istrazivanja. Zagreb.65-66, 12 (3-4):427-441. 

Chadwick, G. (1971). A System View of Planning. Pergamon 
press. Oxford.

Chechile, R. A. (1991). Introduction to Environmental Deci-
sion Making. In: Chechile, R. A. and S. Carlisle (eds), 
Environmental Decision Making: A Multidisciplinary Per-
spective. Van Nostrand Reinhold. New York.

Davies, A.R. (2001) What Silence Knows-Planning, Public 
Participation and Environmental Values. Environmental 
Values, 10: 77-102.

Frondisi, R. (1971). What is Value? Open Court Publishing 
Company. La Salle.

International Conference on Landscape Planning in Europe. 
(1999). Workshop results. Hannover-Herrenhausen. Insti-
tute of Landscape Planning and Nature Conservation and 
Federal Association of Professional Nature Conservation-
ists, At: http://www.laum.uni-hannover.de/iln/berichte/
congress/workshop2_engl.html

Jacobs, M. (1995) Justice and sustainability. In: Lovenduski, 
J. and J. Stanyer (ed.), Contemporary Political Studies. 
Proceedings of the Political Studies Association. Political 
Studies Association. Belfast.

Lafferty, W.M. (1995) The implementation of sustainable 
development in the European Union. In: Lovenduski, 
J. and J. Stanyer (ed.), Contemporary Political Studies. 
Proceedings of the Political Studies Association. Political 
Studies Association. Belfast.

Leopold A. (1992). The Land Ethics. In: Olen J. and Barry 
V.(ed.) Applying Ethics. Wadsworth Pub. Co., Belmont. 
Cal. 389-397

Marušiè, I. (1996). Towards a General Conservation Theory. 
In: Nature Conservation Outside Protected Area. Pro-
ceedings of the International Conference. Ogrin, D. (ed). 
Ministry of Environment and Physical Planning and Bio-
technical faculty University of Ljubljana. Ljubljana.

Marušiè, I. (2002). Some observations regarding the educa-
tion of landscape architects for the 21st century. Land-
scape and urban planning, 60(2): 95-103.

National Strategy and Action Plan on Environmental Protec-
tion. (2002). Ministry of Environmental Protection and 
Physical Planning. Zagreb. (in Croatian).

O’Riordan, T. (1985) What does sustainability really mean? 
Theory and development of concepts of sustainability. 
In: Sustainable Development in an Industrial Economy, 
Conference proceedings. Cambridge. 

O’Riordan, T. (1995). Managing the global commons. In: 
O’Riordan, T. (Ed.). Environmental Science for Environ-
mental Management. Harlow. Longman. 347-360

Ogrin, D. (2000). Landscape Architecture-Identity, Relation-
ships, Autonomy. ECLAS Conference Proceedings. Uni-
versity of Zagreb. Dubrovnik.

Ošlaj, B. (2000). Èlovek in narava, osnove diaforiène etike 
narave. Znanstveno in publicistièno središèe. Ljubljana. 
P. 261

Pannell, D.J. and Schilizzi, S. (1997). Sustainable Agriculture: 
A Question of Ecology, Equity, Economic Efficiency or 
Expedience. At: www.general.uwa.edu.au/u/dpannell/
spap971.htm 

Rolston H.,III. (1996). Nature, Culture and Environmental 
Ethics. Nature Conservation Outside Protected Areas. 
Conference Proceedings. Council of Europe & Dpt. of 
Landscape Architecture, Biotechnical Faculty. Ljubljana. 
25-33

Steinitz, C. (1990). A Framework for Theory Applicable to 
the Education of Landscape Architects (and Other Envi-
ronmental Design Professionals). Landscape Journal 2: 
136-143.

Taylor, P.W. (1986). Respect for Nature: A Theory of Environ-
mental Ethics. New York. Springer.

von Haaren, C. (2002). Landscape planning facing the chal-
lenge of the development of cultural landscapes. Land-
scape and urban planning, 60(2): 73-80.

acs69_19


