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Introduction

The European Landscape Convention (ELC) recogtimgdandscape is political and
advocates principles of landscape governance thiaely involve the broad population.
Citizens’ participation is a means of achieving gloal of the Council of Europe to strengthen
democracy and good governance nationally, regipralt locally (Council of Europe 2005:

). The ELC refers in its Preamble (Council of Bued2000) to the United Nation’s Economic
Commission for Europe’s Aarhus Convention of 198&d¢rce 2001) on access to
information, public participation in decision-magirand justice in environmental matters
(UNECE 1998). The emphasis on public participatiothe ELC is closely related to
maintenance of the diversity of European landscapes important common value and to
recognition of the usefulness of diverse approathémndscape protection, management and
planning rather than a single universal approable. Huropean Landscape Convention is not
prescriptive but allows a large degree of freedegarding how the Convention and the
requirement of public participation are implement€kis is necessary in order to take into
consideration the large variety of administrativaagements in different European countries
as well as to take into account the aspiratiorth@imany different types of stakeholders and
the large number of regional and local authorite®lved. Nonetheless, knowledge of how
participation is practised in particular cases thismccessful examples and less successful
examples — can provide an important fundamentimiementing effective participation

elsewhere.



With this in mind, a workshop on “The ELC and Rapatory Development Planning”
was organized by myself and my Swedish colleagueeMitenseke at the 23rd session of the
Permanent Conference for the Study of the Ruratiteape (PECSRL) held in Lisbon and
Obidos, Portugal, in September 2008. We followesl dip with a book project,he European
Landscape Convention: Challenges of Participatimnbe published by Springer in 2010. The
book presents case studies of public participatidandscape matters from 11 European
countries.

The present paper takes its point of departurkigntook. The paper is in two parts.
The first part is concerned with what we may dadl art of effective participation in relation
to landscape matters — learning from experienc@auicipation in practice. | summarize the
content of the book, and point out some of thelehgks of participation as well as some
lessons of good practice. This part concludes sotine points for further discussion that arise
out of this work. The second part of the paperddake discussion a step further by examining
more specifically the question of scientific asessst of participation. Here | discuss
typologies of participation and some criteria fes@ssing effective participation. This may
provide ideas for a more systematic approach ttuating the effectiveness of participation

in relation to the European Landscape Convention.

|. The art of effective participation — learning from experiences of

participation in practice

Objectives and aims of the book
The intention of the bookhe European Landscape Convention: Challenges didfzation
is to present ongoing research on public partimpah landscape conservation, management
and planning. It discusses both participation theord lessons from European examples
showing how patrticipation according to the ELC haen followed up and implemented in
particular cases. Different experiences of parditgn are taken from selected countries in
northern, southern, western and eastern Europeding both Parties to the ELC and
countries that have not signed or not yet ratiffelConvention.

The objectives of the book are to present caseestultlistrating the workings and
experiences of public participation in landscapétena in the selected countries, and to
contribute to understanding and evaluating theeturstate of participation in European

landscapes. The book aims to explore the mannehich the ELC is implemented with



regard to procedures for participation, and to lewa basis for comparing experiences of the
benefits, difficulties and limits of participation countries which have both ratified and not
ratified the ELC (Table 1).

Table 1. Countries represented in the study witk daratification of the ELC

« Ratified early:
Norway 23/10/2001

« Ratified more recently:

Poland 27/9/2004
Belgium 28/10/2004
Portugal 29/3/2005
Netherlands 27/7/2005
France 17/3/2006
UK 21/11/2006
Spain 26/11/2007

*  Newly ratified:
Greece 17/5/2010

e Signed but not ratified:
Sweden (signed 22/2/2001)

¢ Not signed:

Estonia

(Source: Council of Europe 2010)

The book chapter by chapter

In the introductionMichael Jones and Marie Stensgkesent “The issue of public
participation in the European Landscape Conventidhis chapter begins by introducing the
ELC and its innovative features compared to eaapgroaches to landscape. The Convention
provides a new definition of landscape. It appleeall landscapes, not just selected ones, and
underlines the diversity of landscapes as a vél@ephasizes that landscape is not an
exclusive field for scientific and technical spéisis but the concern of everybody, and

advocates an enhanced role for public participatidandscape issues. Further, it highlights



the principle of subsidiarity, requiring that lacdpe matters should be dealt with as closely
to the affected population as possible.

Second, the chapter provides a brief discussidanofscape concepts. Three
prevailing notions of landscape are presenteddsleape as morphology, landscape as
scenery, and landscape as polity — and then thésEdaSinition of landscape as an ‘area as
perceived by people’.

Third, the chapter discusses the diversity of laades as an important common value.
Respect for and promotion of cultural diversitp&t of the Council of Europe’s objective of
promoting a model of democratic culture based speet for law while actively involving
civil society and citizens (Council of Europe 2009.

Fourth, participation as provided for by the Aarl@avention and followed up by the
European Landscape Convention is presented, folldwea discussion of the provisions in
the ELC for implementation. The chapter concludék & section on the ELC and
participation in practice, briefly introducing tidividual chapters.

I mplementing participation
The first part of the book deals with the implenagian of participation theoretically and
through case studieblichael Jonesin a chapter rhetorically titled “European larajse and
participation — rhetoric or reality?”, providesheeoretical analysis of participatory
procedures in which lessons are drawn from thealiiee on participation, including a
critique of prevailing orthodoxy regarding partiatpry approaches in Third World
development projects. Five justifications for papgation are presented: reinforcement of
local and regional identity, democratization, imped legitimacy for decisions, information
exchange, a means of tackling conflicts, and squstice through the acceptance of
hetereogeneity. The conditions for and challenggsatticipation are then discussed. Among
the criticisms raised are that participation istigod is time-consuming, and participatory
processes reflect the existing power relations eetwdifferent social groups. Hence costs and
benefits of participation need to be considered;itistitutional dynamics of participation
need to be addressed, including the danger of mkatipn; the issue of local versus non-local
stakeholders needs to be discussed; the challdrogendining deliberative democracy and
representative democracy needs to be faced; apdtdisesolution procedures, including
mediation, need to be found.

The extent to which participation has been implae@@waries in Europe from country
to country. In their chapter titletiThe Dutch approach: Public participation and tHe ab



NGOs and local authorities in the protection, managnt and development of cultural
landscapes in the Netherlandstenk Baas, Bert Groenewoudt and Edwin Ragagmine how
implementation of the ELC has gained a fair degfemiccess in the Netherlands through
well-considered efforts to involve the general putdcientists and local authorities in a
process of working together in landscape plannimginnovative feature is the use of
‘landscape biographies’, combining both expertsl kxtal people’s views of landscape
history, as a guide to what should be consideragohpsrtant in the formulation of Landscape
Development Plans.

Karoline Daugstagdin her chapter on “The participatory dimensiomature
conservation processes: Examples of ideology aactipe from Norway”, discusses a
decentralized approach to nature conservation. ilzegmblems of cooperation between local
authorities with different priorities, she findsatiocal management has reduced local
opposition to nature conservation. However, she falgsnd that women tend to be absent
from management boards and committees.

Anna Majchrowskaxamines “The implementation of the European Leaps
Convention in Poland”. She finds that lack of sg@ommitment at ministerial level has
hindered the drawing up of a national landscapeyaind provided an obstacle to the
introduction of effective public participation. Shkso points out the lacking tradition for
public participation in Poland, something thatrislably shared by several former East
European countries.

The chapter byerezi Elorrieta and Dolores Sanchez-Aguileitied “Landscape
regulation in regional territorial planning: A vielnom Spain”, shows that delegation of
landscape regulatory powers to Spain’s regionararhous communities respects regional
differences but results in varying fulfilment oktlbbjectives and obligations of the ELC.

In her chapter “In search of the Greek landscapeulfural geographyTheano S.
Terkenliexplores the absence of a well-developed landsoapscience in Greece, resulting

in a lacking concern for landscape issues in batiip and private life.

Participatory methods in practice

The second part of the book presents examplesrb€ipatory methods in practice through a
series of case studiegéves Michelin, Thierry Joliveau, and Claire Planti&ery write on
“Landscape in participatory processes: Tools fondating debate on landscape issues? A
conceptual and methodological reflection from redeaction projects in France”. Their
chapter discusses the advantages and limitatioddgfefent tools in participatory processes



concerning landscape projects in France and presaypology of techniques for landscape
mediation.

A further chapter blaire Planchat-Hérywith the title “The Prospective Vision:
Integrating the farmers’ point of view into Frerahd Belgian local planning”, discusses the
application of a participatory method in two comnties in respectively France and Belgium,
allowing farmers’ views to be heard and involvihgm in planning. The Prospective Vision
is a technique that uses graphic and social lapeésepresentations as a means of
collaborative learning.

The chapter bysabel Loupa Ramas titled “ ‘Landscape Quality Objectives’ for
remote rural landscapes in Portugal: Addressingrgpand stakeholders’ perspectives on
future developments”. Through the use of landscapaarios she gauges the views of the
public regarding desirable and undesirable futanel$capes in a remote rural area. She points
out the need to balance the aspirations of diftegres of public, in this case external urban
and local rural interests.

In a chapter with the title “Landscape perceptimotgh participation: Developing
new tools for landscape analysis in local planracesses in NorwayMorten Clemetsen,
Erling Krog and Kine Halvorsen Thoré@xamine a methodology involving ‘sense of place’
investigations as a means of incorporating locetgqaions of a Norwegian fjord landscape
into planning processes. This complements traditiandscape analysis involving expert
descriptions of landscape character.

Neil Spencepresents a case study on “Participation withindnelscape of the River
Dart Catchment, Devon, England”. Participatory nggmaent of the river catchment
landscape is achieved by bringing different integesups together to identify shared values
and propose priorities for an action plan in a ofipublic meetings and workshops, as well
as through the organization of a Catchment Festival

The chapter on “Regional Landscape Strategies ablicgparticipation: Towards
implementing the European Landscape Conventiomd8n” byAnders Larsson, Anna
Peterson, Elinor Bjarnborg, Christine Haaland anéitd Gyllinpresents a pilot study for
participation in a Regional Landscape Strateg\Sicainia (Skane) in southern Sweden. Their
example provides a method of participatory planminwvglving equestrians and landowners
who were in conflict, and illustrates a processnotual learning.

Monika Suskevs and Mart Kulvikin “The role of information, knowledge and
acceptance during landowner participation in theuNa2000 designations: The cases of
Otepaéa and Kénnumaa, Estonia”, find that one-wagraal communication, whereby the



landowners were told what Natura 2000 designatiov@ved, was not sufficient in itself to
gain acceptance. Acceptance was enhanced witredatitdowner participation.

In the book’s concluding chaptéviarie Stenseke and Michael JortBscuss on the
basis of the case studieBenefits, difficulties and challenges of participatunder the
European Landscape Convention”. Challenges togpaation include public indifference,
political and administrative power structures, diyeg perspectives, and how to ensure
democratic involvement. Positive lessons and cakgeod practice show, nonetheless, that
there are democratic gains to be made from paaticp. Methods may vary in detail, but
techniques to ensure effective two-way communicagice essential. Finally the chapter
discusses the ELC in relation to European Union)(Bldectives, the future role of science in

participatory approaches, and new issues emerging.

Challenges of participation, positive lessons, andsues for further discussion
In summary, the following main challenges to efifieeiparticipation were variously identified
through the case studies:
» Lacking government interest
* Top-down planning legacy
* Mistrust of participation by central agencies
* Poor coordination between different governmentmssc
» Differing expectations between public authoritesl the public regarding the role of
participation
» Differing views of experts and users
» Fraught relationship between deliberative demgcead representative democracy
» Lack of organized stakeholder involvement
» Certain groups do not participate
« Public indifference to landscape issues
» Landscape concerns viewed by the authoritiesnbases and sometimes the public as
an obstacle to development
» Participatory research not followed up by impletag¢ion.
From examples of good practice, the following pesitessons of participation can be listed:
* Fuller mutual knowledge of problems and percepgtion
* Gauging the visions of involved groups for futlaedscapes
* Identifying problems and disagreements at an esidge
* Role of procedures of mediation between conflgiimerests



« Cooperation between experts and locals
» Combining conservation with development
» Creating feelings of ‘local ownership’ of landseagecisions and measures

* Following participatory processes with implemeiatatof desirable measures.

Six sets of issues for further discussion can batitied:

(1) Tackling hindrances to effective participation

Hindrances to effective participation that neetdeédackled include the perception that it is
costly and time-consuming in relation to possil@edfits, lack of trust between different
interest groups, apathy among the general puldssipe or active opposition, vested

interests, manipulation, and lack of mediating pohaes.

(2) The changing role of science
The obligation of public participation under the@®kthallenges the role of experts in
landscape matters and exposes taken-for-grantearttiees, something which may not
always be liked by those concerned. Four diffetasiks can be envisaged for landscape
scientists in the future:
« Providing knowledge on landscape perceptions arehings of landscape
among different groups
« Awareness-raising through a two-way process innghboth experts and
involved interests
» Designing participatory methods and procedures

« Critical examination of participatory approached aractices.

(3) Market forces

Communicative planning, which advocates broad deditive public participation, is
challenged by new public management, which acaapisultation but also favours
entrepreneurialism and tends to depoliticize issuésvour of market mechanisms (Sager
2009). When landscape management is made a mssket ipublic involvement and
collaborative planning may easily become weakeketkrging green partnerships, in which
landscape management is based on economic agregmiemiat economic efficiency but may

not provide a long-lasting incentive to maintainaegired landscapes if payments cease.



Another phenomenon, driven by the market, is thex growing tourist industry, in which the
temptation to create landscapes that are deenradtate for tourists risks promoting a trend

towards homogenization.

(4) Biodiversity conservation

There exists a widespread perception that the ceaisen of nature and biological diversity
is primarily the preserve of biologists, despitel@vacknowledgement that stakeholder
involvement, communication and collaboration areit#l importance and that local
knowledge and public awareness play significaregdbr maintaining and enhancing
biodiversity (Stenseke 2006c¢). A complicating fagsothat the landscape definition used in
biology and ecology differs from that expressethmELC. The landscape perspective of
species, habitats and ecosystems excludes sodiainamaterial considerations. This concept
of landscape and the one linked to the agendaedEHIC have developed in separate
scientific fields and have seldom confronted onetlaer.

(5) Climate change

The emergence of climate change as an issue ladatge degree been dependent on expert
investigations and analyses, while it only to atih degree is immediately apparent — with
some exceptions — for people in their lived langssa Climate warming still tends to be a
top-down issue. Further, the effects of mitigatodiarmful consequences of climate
warming through measures taken at the local leneetarely directly observable. Even global
agreements will take time before their results shdanetheless, there is potential for public
participation in deciding how to act upon climakange predictions. While experts can
inform the public of what direct changes might Bpexted in the landscape as a result of
climate warming, the public needs to be involvedistussions of the landscape changes that
might result from mitigatory measures such as tioenption of renewable energy.

(6) Multicultural society

A final issue concerns the growing multiculturabcicter of European society and
landscapes. Minorities include not only old-est&ti#id regional and ethnic minorities, but
increasingly also recent immigrants, often liviogether in particular areas of towns, and
leaving their mark on the landscape in ways thafparceived both positively and negatively
by the old-established majority. The building ofsques and other unfamiliar religious
structures, and the development of ethnically micsive urban districts, are frequently matters



of heated debate. More contentious still are teamyamigrants such as guest workers, asylum
seekers and refugees, who have restricted righitgatitliements. Even more contentious are
illegal immigrants, often working as labourerstie tonstruction industry or in agriculture, or
as hotel workers and domestic helpers, who areowitformal rights. A participatory
democracy without discrimination means that sucdugs should not be dealt with summarily
but also be heard in matters concerning the phlysiearonment in which they find
themselves (Jones 2007: 622-623). In the same svdg@ived groups are often in practice
excluded from real participation, immigrants areenfforgotten or exclude themselves when
participation in landscape issues is discusseddd@apes that physically reflect neglect,
social inequality, discrimination and exploitaticises questions of justice that the Aarhus
Convention explicitly deals with and the Europeamdiscape Convention implicitly through

its democratic ambitions.

II: Scientific assessment of participation
The issue of public participation in planning haserated a large body of literature over the
last forty years. Since the advent of the ELC iB@G& range of studies have dealt with
participation specifically in relation to Europelandscapes. However, despite the celebration
of the ELC’s tenth anniversary in 2010, there il r&tlatively little literature that critically
examines participation in relation to the provisiai the Convention (Prieur and Durousseau
2006; Jones 2007; Olwig 2007). Among other thitigste is a need to develop systematic
approaches to the scientific assessment of patioipin landscape matters. In the following,
| focus on literature in related fields that canwypde useful precedents for assessing the form
and genuineness of participatory procedures aneMaluating the effectiveness of
participation.

In an early workPublic Participation in PlanningW.R.D. Sewell and J.T. Coppock
(1977) called attention to six crucial questiohg &nswers to which will affect the level and

form of public participation in practice:

* Who should participate?

* Who is likely to participate?

* How much participation is possible and desirable?

« On what issues and at what stages in decision-magipublic participation desirable?
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* What weight should be attached to the views of wedlanized, articulate interest groups as

against the views of the unorganized public?
* How can meaningful views on regional and natiosslies be obtained?

The power dimension is critical for how genuinetiggration is in practice. The
extent to which nominal participation means genyiagicipation varies in the relationship
between local communities and governing bodiess Tihs been described in various
typologies of participation, all broadly similartbwith certain variations. The seminal work is
Sherry Arnstein’s ‘Ladder of citizen participatiof969), exemplified by federal social
programmes in the USA. Her typology contains elgheéls of participation with each rung of
the ladder corresponding to the extent of citizg@@wer in determining the end product. At
the bottom are (I)nanipulation aiming in the name of participation to ‘educatgizens in
what is essentially a public relations vehicletfue power-holders, and (#)erapy aiming to
‘cure’ the participants through activity resembligiup therapy, aiming to adjust their values
and attitudes to those of society at large. Mamifah and therapy represent according to
Arnstein ‘non-participation’ rather than genuinetdpation. The next two rungs are (3)
informing citizens of their rights, responsibilities andiops, frequently through one-way
information via news media, pamphlets, posters,rasdonses to inquiries, and (4)
consultationby means of attitude surveys, neighbourhood mg®tiand public hearings.
Informing and consultation allow citizens to head &e heard, but do not guarantee that their
views will be heeded, and are therefore termedetdakm’ by Arnstein. Rung (5) [@acation
in which citizens begin to have some influence bing invited to offer advice, although
tokenism is still apparent in that power-holdetsirethe right to decide after judging the
legitimacy or feasibility of the advice. Further the ladder, citizens can enter into (6)
partnership enabling them to negotiate with power-holdersuigh participation in joint
boards and committees. Partnership works mosttefédyg, says Arnstein, when citizen
leaders are accountable to the community, and &esess to financial resources, giving them
real bargaining power. The topmost rungs arel€lggated powemhere citizens have the
dominant decision-making authority over a particplan or programme, and (8ifizen
control, in which participants or residents govern anitasbn or neighbourhood, with full
control over policy and management without outsnderference. Arnstein points out that her
typology has its limitations. Neither deprived gosucitizens nor power-holders are
homogenous groups but encompass divergent viewspeting vested interests, and various

sub-groups. The achievement of genuine participatam be hindered by racism, paternalism,
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and resistance to power redistribution on the glapbwer-holders. Or it can be hindered by
inadequate political or socioeconomic infrastruetand knowledge base on the part of
citizens, including difficulties of organizing regsentative and accountable citizen groups,
particularly in deprived communities characteribgdalienation and distrust.

Arnstein’s typology has been applied in Swederné&do-management of natural
resources (Zachrisson 2004: 13) and adapted teestofllandscape management by
geographers Marie Stenseke (2006 a; 2006b; 20@PKastina Thorell (2007).

The effectiveness of participatory approaches feddent on the degree to which
government authorities or others with power alleal involvement by the public and
different interest groups. Some useful lessonsbeadrawn from literature critiquing the
prevailing orthodoxy regarding participatory appoas in Third World development projects
(Selman 2004: 368-371). The agricultural histodates N. Pretty (1995) has studied
participation in connection with the promotion astinable agriculture in development
programmes. He identifies two overlapping schobkhought regarding participation in
agricultural development. The first views partid¢ipa as a means of increasing efficiency —
‘if people are involved, they are more likely taeg with and support the new development’.
The second regards participation as a fundamagtdl the aim of which ‘is to initiate
mobilization for collective action, empowerment anstitution building’ (Pretty 1995: 1251).
Pretty has developed a much-cited typology of pigdtion, which appears to derive in part
from Arnstein’s. He identifies seven types of papation, ranging from ‘manipulative and
passive participation, where people are told wh&b ihappen and act out predetermined roles,
to self-mobilization, where people take initiativasgely independent of external institutions’
(1995: 1253)Manipulative participatioris simply a pretence, in which local people are
ostensibly represented but have no poWeassive manipulatiomvolves sharing information
without listening to people’s responsesphrticipation by consultatiopeople answer
questions but the problems are defined and infoomaathering determined by external
agentsParticipation for material incentiveis where people participate by providing labour
in return for financial or other incentives, buéyhhave no stake in prolonging their
involvement when the incentives some to an endlfe@pe management agreements provide
a European example). These first four types oi@pation provide stakeholders with little or
no real influence and are unlikely to have positasting effects on people’s lives.

Functional participationinvolves affected groups as a means of achieviagg goals and
reducing costs; there may be some shared decisabimm) but only after the major decisions
have been made by external agentsnt@ractive participatiorpeople take part in the
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analysis of problems and development of plansjgigation is seen as a right, and people
have responsibility for local decisions, hence hg\a stake in maintaining new structures or
practices. Finally, undeself-mobilizatiorpeople take initiatives independently of external
institutions.

While these typologies can be used to assess grealef genuine participation
achieved in participatory procedures, other metlagsallow evaluation of how effective
particular participatory approaches are. In a stfdyublic participation in Environmental
Impact Assessment, environmental researchers Nitaithey and Christopher Wood (2005)
found that, although the Aarhus Convention advec&arly’ and ‘effective’ participation
(UNECE 1998: Article 6, 882-4), these terms rentargely undefined and there remain
questions concerning how to implement effectively Aarhus principles. They developed ten
evaluation criteria for assessing the degree ataement of ‘early’ and ‘effective’
participation in concrete cases: communicatiomn&ss; timing; accessibility to information;
information provision; influence on decision-makimgmpetence of the public; interaction;
compromise; and trust. They identified certain ieasrimpeding ‘early’ and ‘effective’
participation in environmental impact analysespobposed waste disposal sites in the United
Kingdom: the participation time provisions of curtdéegislation; technical complexity of
project proposals; varying developer and stakem@tt@udes concerning what constitutes
‘effective’ participation; poor provision of legahd procedural information; and financial
constraints. They concluded that the degree totwpaaticipation procedures according to the
Aarhus Convention will be strengthened will depenchow its ideals are interpreted and
incorporated into legislation and practice.

Recently | have been involved in a comparativessaent of the adequacy of public
participation in landscape characterization assestsin England, Norway, Slovakia and
Malta, led by Elisabeth Conrad (Conrad et al. foothing). In this work, five key factors in
the functioning of public participation processgstived from a broad literature, are
identified:

(1) Scope: This is the rationale for involving the public,carelates to the typologies
of participation ranging from the less participgtend of the spectrum (information and
communication) to the more participatory end (twayvexchanges and empowerment of
participants). The scope of participation shouldher be made explicit from the outset to
avoid raising false expectations.

(2) Representativeness: This is the extent to which the public involvedire process
is inclusive and represents all those affected. ¢@siderations are: (i) whether all persons
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with a legitimate interest in the issue are clearg systematically identified; (ii) whether
participants are appropriately selected from antbegyroup of stakeholders; (iii) whether
there is balance between participants acting agseptatives and participants acting in their
own individual capacity; and (iv) whether specitibes are made to involve those who may
ordinarily find it difficult to participate.

(3) Timeliness: This is the extent to which the public is involveatly on and
throughout the process, or only at the final stagesprocess that is by then largely
completed.

(4) Convenience: This is the extent to which the process of paréiting is rendered
easy for the public. Relevant considerations inelndtice, timing and location of
participation events, and methods for engagingthi®ic, all of which may influence the
public’s motivation to become involved.

(5) Influence: This is the influence of the public participatiprocess on the final
results, and hence an indicator of the effectiverméshe outcome, reflecting whether the
output of the participatory process has a realierfte on policy and planning. Important
considerations are: (i) the extent to which thelipudctually participated in the process; (ii)
the extent of transparency concerning the incotmoraf public views in final outputs; and
(ii) the effectiveness of the process in termghef outcomes, performance and sustainability.

This set of criteria allows both qualitative assesst and quantitative assessment
through scoring. Application of the method to larajse character assessments in England,
Norway, Slovakia and Malta indicated that the impdatation and practice of participation
fell short of the ELC’s ambitions. Three conclusiamere drawn. First, there is need to
incorporate better public perceptions of landscapee landscape characterization is based
disproportionately on expert opinion. Second, ewbf shortcomings found in the
participatory mechanisms used, there is need teldp\more effective methods of public
engagement, tailored to different local contextsrd, there is need for more explicit

assessment of public participation procedurespdiiting a stronger element of rigour.

Concluding remarks

It is important to emphasize that the European kaape Convention does not prescribe
particular participatory approaches or methodsdife participation involves finding the
best tools for two-way communication between thibaties and experts on the one hand
and the general public and stakeholders on the btred. It is probably true to say that
processes of participation are as important aa¢heal methods used. The goal of citizen
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participation is to enhance democracy. Deliberadi@mocracy, dependent on broad
participatory approaches, must work together wefiresentative democracy, which gains its
legitimacy from elections, as well as with marketammanisms, which can be considered as
another expression of democratic choice. Demoadsasgfeguarded by open debate and
transparent, fair decision procedures. Where therestrong conflicts of interest, dispute-
resolution procedures and arbitration become inapbrHence the role of mediation in
landscape disputes needs to be paid more attehBesons can be drawn from studying both
successful and less successful cases of publicipatton. It would, however, be
advantageous for fulfilment of the European Landed@aonvention’s objective of public
participation in landscape matters if agreed caterere established for assessing effective
participation and systematic evaluation of paratgpy projects instituted in order to promote

good practice.
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