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Abstract: The paper presents the results of the study on participative mapping of landscape values
and conflicts and a subsequent interpretation of the indicated localities from respondents’ point of
view. The study focused on younger groups of landscape users—lower-secondary-school students
(aged 11-15) and university students (aged 20-25)—in comparison with experts’ points of view. The
research presumed that the perception of landscape values and issues are determined by age, level
of education and by experience in the field. The study was conducted in the southeastern area of
the Czech Republic (49° N, 16° E) via online data collection. Based on the obtained records, we
conclude that, in terms of the typology of the valuable and problematic locations, the individual
groups of respondents did not differ significantly and the selection of location types was similar
across all groups. Lower-secondary-school students rather identified cultural values associated
with everyday activities, and the descriptions contained emotional overtones. University students
preferred natural values associated with formal values based on general consensus or conflicts
associated with society-wide impacts. The experts base served as the benchmark for other groups.

Keywords: landscape evaluation; participatory mapping; landscape perception; youth participation

1. Introduction

The impact of human society on the landscape is indisputable. It is particularly
negative in the long run, especially when it comes to economic development. The landscape
is often transformed in a negative and irrevocable way. This is caused by insufficient
consideration of the impact of local activities on a regional and national scale. A society also
lacks awareness of the link between human activities and the functioning of the landscape
(e.g., the link between the expansion of built-up areas and the reduction of the water
retention capability of the landscape or the increase in traffic intensity). Protection and
effective land management are complicated by social non-perception of a stable landscape
mosaic as a value in itself. A society without direct links to the land has lost its knowledge
of the natural development of the landscape, and this is reflected in thought patterns
lacking continuity in the planning of spatial development. This negative trend in the use of
land is also substantiated by the Global Environment Outlook 6 report [1], which identifies
spatial planning and soil management based on a participatory approach and bottom-up
initiatives as appropriate solution tools.

It is a good idea to encourage people to adopt an approach to the utilization of
landscape that is based on the knowledge and understanding of the links between human
activities and landscape stability. Support of such a responsible approach to the landscape
can be initiated on the level of primary (or even pre-primary) education. Many tools can
be used to facilitate the understanding of the impact of anthropogenic activities on the
environment. One of them could be activities for students based on the identification of
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high-value and problematic locations in the landscape in which they live or which they
interpret by using available sources (strategic planning tools, maps and field surveys).
This approach was applied in cooperation with primary and secondary schools and with
universities in the South Moravian Region (Czech Republic), and the result is a specialized
map titled “High-value and Problematic Locations as Seen through the Optics of Their
Future Users”. This map is based on the identification of specific locations which the
students consider to be of high value or problematic. A “high-value” location in this
context means a place in a built-up area of or a place in the open landscape which can be
considered as having great importance from the natural or social point of view—e.g., a
preserved part of the landscape, a site with typical landscape character, a popular place
in the landscape or a meeting place. A “problematic” location is defined in this context
as a place in a built-up area or a place in the open landscape which is perceived as being
disruptive as a result of human activity. Such locations may be, for example, sites that are
deficient in terms of their appearance or functionality or places that disrupt the character
of the landscape, pollute the territory or prevent the migration of animals. The research
question was based on the assumption that the perception of landscape values and conflicts
is determined by age, level of education and by experience in the field. The hypothesis
was based on the presumption that the younger students would identify different types of
localities than the university students (as well as experts) and that younger students’ point
of view would be simpler (that is, they would identify only obvious values and conflicts).
Our goal is to document and compare the approaches of different groups of students to
the perception of values and problems in the landscape (we used the experts” optics of
landscape values and problems as the benchmark for others groups).

The purpose of recording the locations on a map, apart from identifying, describing
and highlighting these locations, is to find out how the landscape and its value are perceived
and interpreted by pupils under 15 years of age, and to compare their views with the
perspective of university students (up to the age of 25) who specialize in a relevant field
of study and with the opinion of experts (university lecturers). An important part of the
study was also the proposing of measures for the future development of the landscape. The
results of the research intended to help decision-makers to understand, design and promote
environmentally sustainable and socially resilient urban and rural landscapes [2]. It is
generally believed that, when partnerships with civil society (in our case partnership with
decision-makers and pupils from local schools) are created, members of the public become
engaged in defining and solving problems [3]. Another purpose of the study is to teach
the young generation to see the landscape as a value in the protection and management
of which they can get practically involved. The key importance of participatory scenario
planning in the learning process is corroborated by Poskitt et al. [4], who emphasize the
knowledge gained through the interaction.

2. Literature Review

Participative planning, which consists of a collaboration of the administrative sphere
with the public, is a very effective form of strategic management and is being increasingly
utilized in practice. Experience with involving the public in decisions concerning changes
to the use of land, including visualization by means of GIS, has been described by a number
of authors [5-8]. There are numerous studies based on public participation geographic
information systems (PPGIS), where “spatially explicit perception and evaluation state-
ments” are obtained from the parties involved and subsequently integrated with existing
land cover maps [9]. The participants create lines and polygons or situate points within the
cartographic space and in this way represent specific attributes or features of the landscape,
such as historical sites, areas of high natural value or locations that are significant to them
in other ways, including in the context of change processes [10,11]. These studies are
also used to understand how people identify and describe landscape values in space [12].
Stastna and Vaishar [13] point out the difference between the perception of landscape
values from an academic point of view and from the point of view of the actual users



Land 2021, 10, 1306

30f20

of the land and emphasize the need to interpret values in cooperation with the relevant
population groups (residents, tourists, entrepreneurs, etc.). This thesis is also supported by
other authors [14,15].

Participation and its methods, particularly regarding the ways of facilitating the
involvement of the public in planning processes beyond the legal minimum of public notifi-
cations and hearings, were assessed, for instance, by Eiter and Lange Vik [16]. Spencer [17]
describes a method based on the use of group discussions, plenary discussions and work-
shops with the aim of identifying local values, issues and knowledge. The importance of a
meaningful dialogue and active field surveys during participative planning is emphasized
by Clemetsen et al. [18] and the use of verbal methods when resolving issues in the land-
scape in the form of meetings and discussions are also recommended by Larsson et al. [19].
Visual aids, such as drawings, 3D illustrations, photographs and maps, as well as the
presentation of scenarios, as described by Michelin et al. [20], are also often suitable for
stimulating discussion. Ramos [21] combines visual and written verbal aids when describ-
ing future aspirations and scenarios. Individual methods differ in their scale and degree
of formalization and also as to whether the landscape representations take place only as
part of indoor discussions or whether outdoor field trips are utilized as well. However, all
of these methods have in common the fact that they are used to characterize and assess
the landscape, and their purpose is to “improve the ability of people to express their
opinions and perspectives” [22]. This process may increase awareness, as well as create
understanding, which are both conditions for the expression of people’s opinions.

A very effective form of participative planning is participative mapping. The prac-
tical output of this method of involving the public may be the so-called emotional maps,
which usually cover a wide range of aspects of spatial development, with the option of
a narrower focus (e.g., on assessment of the attractiveness or safety of selected locations,
on the identification of meeting places, or on the evaluation of proposals for future devel-
opment). It is useful to combine this activity with spatial visualization, using GIS tools.
In relation to this, Panek [23] introduced the term “geoparticipation” for tools for spatial
visualization of social preferences and pointed out the transformation of the public’s role
from passive subjects for whom the space is created to active co-creators of the community
strategy. Panek [24] also develops the concept of emotional maps from the theoretical-
methodological aspect, as well as in terms of its practical application. The concept of
citizen science, which is based on collaboration between the scientific community and the
general public, also arises from similar principles. The key thing here is the involvement
of motivated volunteers in scientific projects from various areas, with the goal of mutual
expansion of the knowledge of all participants. This topic is discussed on a scholarly level,
for instance, by Trojan et al. [25], or by Lee et al. [26], who confirm the great importance of
involving the public in environmental protection and issues, such as the monitoring of geo-
hazards, with the involvement taking place during the formulating of research questions,
as well as during the collection and analysis of data. Numerous local map applications for
making spatial records of issues connected with public spaces are based on the supposition
that the public is not indifferent to the condition and development of the area they live in.
These issues are subsequently addressed in cooperation with local authorities.

The methods of participation can generally be divided into two categories, depending
on whether they focus on the public in general or on specific groups of users of the land.
This subsequently determines the tools to be used for involving the relevant subjects.
Posters, information leaflets and personal letters are measures focusing on the general
public. Although the distribution of posters may be time-consuming, it is probable that
more people will be affected by one poster than by a personal letter or a folder with infor-
mation sent to households. For municipalities or planning areas with a large population,
sending individual letters also means considerable additional costs. This is why these
measures would be more appropriate for smaller communities or planning areas. As
regards involving specific groups of participants, personal forms of cooperation under
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the auspices of the mayor or some other territorial manager (e.g., the manager of a Local
Action Group) are more appropriate.

It is also important to mention the link between participatory planning and the possi-
bility of community quality of life increases. The significant role of the local community
plan in life quality management is pointed out by Reference [27]. The interaction between
the community and local authority is essential, as well as the balanced space of each sector
involved in the plan. Reference [28] puts public participation in direct relation to the quality
of life. Active participation in urban planning increases the rate of adaptation to the real
needs and also the acceptance of planned changes.

The importance of using participatory planning as a tool of local governance in the
process of creating a responsible development strategy is confirmed by Hedelin et al. [29],
but their analysis of the documents leads to the conclusion that there is insufficient “multi-
value perspective within a democratic process and [...] integration across organizations
within a governance system”. They also highlight the overwhelming preponderance of
expert opinions overlay opinions. The cause of this situation may be insufficient knowledge
communication between the scientific and political spheres and the subsequent lack of
sharing of this knowledge with the public. Competent involvement of the public requires
basic familiarity with legal measures and knowledge of the relations within the landscape.
It is a good idea to create conditions for learning these skills already at primary and
secondary schools. This applies to the process of learning as well as to practical involvement
of students in the decisions regarding spatial development (to the appropriate extent). Most
forms of participative planning previously involved the adult population [30], and there is
less research on the perception of the landscape by children and young people.

Projects by pupils, questionnaire surveys and video recordings for young people
increase representativeness by focusing on these specific groups of youngsters and their
parents. Eiter and Lange Vik [16] used a questionnaire in their study to obtain information
from parents, and the project titled “Pupils’ project and Youth cameras” specifically focused
on juvenile persons (i.e., pupils). The utilization of visual tools is particularly beneficial in
relation to measures focusing on young people. Visual tools may be useful for stimulation
of inputs and may supplement verbal tools and methods. This may support verbal and vi-
sualization skills, particularly in the younger age categories, by helping pupils present their
inputs appropriately. Findings from the involvement of children (or pupils and students at
primary and secondary schools) in the planning of the utilization of space in all stages of
the process (analytical-synthetic evaluation, proposal of a solution and its implementation,
monitoring of proposed measures) are presented, among others, by Ozdemir [31]. The
author highlights the benefits of involving children in creating their environment and
facilitating their adaptation to the changes in their surroundings. Puolamaki [32] also
published a similar methodological approach to the identification of cultural values by
children. Specific experience with creating emotional maps in the school environment (on
the level of upper secondary schools) was published by Novotna and Havelkova [33]. The
results of References [34,35] strongly support the idea that children and teenagers perceive
their environment differently from adults (for surveys, see, for instance, References [36,37]).
Understanding the perspective of young people is particularly relevant with regard to the
fact that their generation will be the one most affected by the rapid transformation of the
landscape and ecosystems by humans. This generation will also be responsible for future
decisions and has a strong potential for civic involvement [38], for example, with regard
to landscaping activities, which can help to steer the human impact on nature in more
sustainable directions.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Methods

The presented research is a pilot study that functions as a preparation for extensive
qualitative research into the perception of values and problems in typologically diverse
territories by various groups of their users. The study is based on the hypothesis that
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the perception of values and problems in the landscape is determined by the age, the
level of education and professional experience and that different groups will identify
typologically different locations in the landscape. The broadly defined territory of the
South Moravian Region, with its high variability of landscape types, was selected as the
location for conducting the study. An overview of the methodological procedure is given
in Figure 1.

determination of research
question:

}

groups of respondents selection:

}

—>

different view of landscape value and contlicts within the
different groups of respondents

* university students (within the relevant study program)

+ lower secondary school students
_—
* university experts

location selection — [ typologically different region }
data collection —>[ uniform system for each groups }

evaluation of the results: | mutual comparison of groups

l landscape values and conflicts typology

results evaluation in frame of each group ’

formulation of conclusions ’

Figure 1. Overview of the methodological approach of the pilot study.

3.2. Study Area

The South Moravian Region is an administrative unit of the Czech Republic (a country
in Central Europe). The South Moravian Region is situated in the southeast of the Czech
Republic, bordering on Austria and Slovakia and five other regions within the Czech
Republic. Its area of 7188 km? covers approximately 9% of the Czech Republic’s territory,
thus making the region the fourth largest in the country. The capital of the region is
Brno, the nation’s 2nd largest city. The population of the South Moravian Region was
1,195,327 at the end of 2020 [39]. The South Moravian Region is divided into 7 districts
(see Figure 2a,b).

The share of people living in towns and cities as a percentage of the total population
of the region has been steadily decreasing due to suburbanization. There are 673 munici-
palities in the South Moravian Region, of which 49 have the status of a town or city, with
the city of Brno being the largest (population of 382,405 as of 31 December 2020). Five
district capitals in the region fall within the category of municipalities with 20-50 thousand
inhabitants. By contrast, the 116 smallest municipalities have fewer than 200 inhabitants.
Moreover, 32% of the population of the region live in the region’s capital, whereas only
1.3% live in the smallest municipalities [40].

The natural conditions in the South Moravian Region are diverse and, of course, affect
the way of land use in a particular locality. Within the region, four different characters of
basic landscape types can be distinguished:

The northern part of the region is a karst landscape with extensive cave complexes,
rocky slopes and a number of protected sites.

The southern part of the region is formed by a flat landscape of fields, meadows
and vineyards with remnants of floodplain forests along the river. Within this part,
the mosaic of the agricultural landscape, and valuable and stable landscape are symp-
tomatic (National Park, Landscape Protected Area, Special Protection Area, UNESCO
World Cultural Monument).
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In the eastern part of the region, the landscape gradually rises into the hills. Part of
the biosphere reserve is located there.

The last type is the landscape around a large urban agglomeration, the city of Brno. In
the north, the forests of the karst landscape are close to it, and in the south, the plains of
South Moravia are open.

- — !
0:,475 350 . 700 - 1050 0 255 100

A . A

(a) Location within Europe. (b) Location within the Czech Republic.

Figure 2. (a,b) Location of the South Moravian region.

3.3. Data Collection

The data collection was carried out in the spring of 2020 (between January and May)
among students of lower secondary schools (age category: 11-15) and university students
(age category: 21-25) of the study program focusing on landscape and spatial planning.
For the sake of comparison, an expert evaluation carried out by university lecturers from
two universities (Mendel University and Masaryk University) was also performed.

A form for collecting the data was prepared in the ArcGIS Survey123 application,
which allows users to collect spatial data (location), visual data (photographs) and context
data (any additional data) in the field, using a smart phone. The form created in the ArcGIS
Survey123 application is a questionnaire into which the users can upload records of the posi-
tion of objects or sites and photos of them, in addition to making traditional text and rating
entries. The participants were asked to identify the following features in the landscape:

1.  High-value locations in built-up areas;

2. High-value locations in an open landscape;

3.  Problematic locations in built-up areas that they would like to change;

4. Problematic locations in an open landscape that they would like to change.

For the purpose of locating high-value and problematic locations, the users were
advised not to send the data immediately after collecting them in the field but to take their
time to think about their text entries. In these entries, the participants were supposed to
perform the following:

e  Express their reason for selecting the specific location;

Allocate an attribute to the location (high-value/problematic);

Justify their assessment;

Provide more detailed characteristics of the location;

Propose measures for future management of the area (e.g., the manner of revitalization
in the case of problematic locations; or conservation management in the case of high-
value locations).

For an effective collection and visualization of data from several mobile phone users,
a map in the ArcGIS Online environment was created in advance to which the response
form was connected. In this way the location, visual and context data from all users are
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saved in both the geodatabase (attribute table) and the digital map, the base and content of
which can be further edited.

3.4. Data Analysis

The text entries were analyzed by means of open coding [41], and the codes for
the classification of high-value and problematic locations were chosen in such a way as
to integrate specific phenomena in the text into more general concepts (e.g., a building
in a dilapidated condition or a neglected building = brownfield). In relation to high-
value locations, it was also analyzed what parts of the landscape are considered high-
value, and the proposals for subsequent conservation were also evaluated. In relation to
problematic locations, the reasons why the indicated site was perceived negatively were
assessed. In addition to that, the proposed solutions relating to the problematic locations
were classified. The findings obtained were generalized on the level of the individually
monitored groups. The groups were subsequently compared with each other, with an
emphasis on the following:

e  The character of the perceived values and the level of their interpretation;
e The sophistication and the nature of the proposals for resolution or conservation.

The study includes selected sample photos of the localities.

4. Results

A total of 205 locations were documented by three different user groups—lower-
secondary-school pupils, university students and university experts in the data collection
system. The data collection was partly anonymous. It is only evident that pupils (or
group of pupils) from 17 secondary-school classrooms and students and experts from two
universities participated. Their classification according to their type is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. High-value and problematic locations in the model region mapped by different groups.

Type of Location High-Value Problematic Total
Lower-secondary-school pupils 42 29 71
Open landscape 25 8 33
Built-up area 17 21 38
University students 30 33 63
Open landscape 18 18 36
Built-up area 12 15 27
Experts 47 24 71
Open landscape 41 18 59
Built-up area 6 6 12
Total 119 86 205

Figure 3 illustrates the map output of the data collection; the locations are indicated
on the map with colored dots: green dots represent landscape value location and red dots
represent landscape conflict location. Text and graphic information can be displayed for
each of the registered locations in the drop-down menu in ArcGIS Online environment.

4.1. Selection of Valuable and Problematic Locations

Most of the sites (84 sites; 41%) had the status of a valuable location and were situated
in an open landscape. Valuable locations in an open landscape were also the ones with
the most elaborate justifications of their selection and the most sophisticated specifica-
tions. On the other hand, the proposed solutions were more sophisticated in the case of
landscape conflicts.

Tables 2 and 3 and Figure 4 below contain a typology of the valuable and problematic
locations. There were typically several reasons for the identification of these locations.
In the case of valuable locations, it was most commonly a combination of natural or
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cultural values with recreational potential or nature conservation aspects. Problematic
locations were primarily defined by undesirable human activity and subsequent zero
maintenance associated with further underdevelopment of the site and reinforcement of
its problematic character.
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Figure 3. Overview of localities recorded in online data collection system within the South
Moravia region.

Table 2. Reason for preference: valuable locations—evaluated by all respondents.

Type of Location Built-Up Area Open Landscape
1 Place with a church, monastery or Place for walks, with preserved
chapel nature

Serene place suitable for

2 relaxation and resting Beautiful landscape
3 Place for walks Place for recreation
Presence of protected and
4 Place for entertainment and endangered species and trails
concerts (equestrian trails, nature trails and
cycle paths)

Table 3. Reason for preference: problematic locations—evaluated by all respondents.

Type of Location Built-Up Area Open Landscape
1 Dilapidated building Dilapidated element in the
landscape
’ Place with problematic and Dusty and noisy place (often a
dangerous people quarry)

Place with hyglen.lc problems Disturbance of landscape character
(dust, noise)
Absence of vegetation elements,

4 Polluted place .
dangerous erosion
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Figure 4. Most preferred valuable areas in the open country listed by all respondents.

4.2. Lower-Secondary-School Students (Age Category 11-15)

Lower-secondary-school students mapped 71 sites (42 valuable locations and 29
problematic locations). The pupils mapped all the sites in the territory of the municipality
where they live or study.

Valuable locations:

In regard to “built-up areas”, they preferred places associated with cultural monu-
ments that could be used for relaxation, walks and entertainment (concert venues, outdoor
theaters, summer cinemas, parks, sports grounds, historic town centers and museums). In
“open landscape”, they primarily identified as valuable locations places with preserved
nature and aesthetic landscapes and places suitable for walking, recreation and hiking
(cycle paths, walking trails, equestrian trails, hiking trails). Other preferences—usually less
frequent—included: technical monuments, chapels, bridges, castles and ruins.

Here is an example of a respondent’s statement (illustrated by Figure 5a,b):

(a) the overall context of the location. (b) ) locality in the detail.

Figure 5. (a,b) Resting place on the Zidlochovice-Velké Némice cycle path (valuable place—open landscape).
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“We chose this place because it is a wonderful place to relax, for example after a long bike
ride. We like that there is no garbage lying there” (lower-secondary-school pupil).

Problematic locations:

In “built-up areas”, lower-secondary-school students reported mainly dilapidated
buildings, places with problematic (homeless) people and places contaminated with dust
or noise. In “open landscape”, problems similar to those in built-up areas were reported.
However, there were also places such as illegal dumps, places with water pollution due to
the absence of sewerage and busy junctions.

Here is an example of a respondent’s statement (illustrated by Figure 6a,b):

(a) locality in the detail. (b) the overall context of the location.

Figure 6. (a,b) Underground corridor in the Brno city center close to the main train station (problem-
atic location—built-up area).

“I chose the place because it is dangerous, in my opinion, and I do not feel safe in this
environment. There are problematic groups of people, it smells there and it is polluted
there” (lower-secondary-school pupil).

4.3. University Students (Age Category 21-25)

University students mapped 63 sites (30 valuable locations and 33 problematic loca-
tions in urban and open landscape). The university students usually mapped the sites in
the territory of the municipality where they live because they know this locality well. In
contrast to the lower secondary pupils, not all university students live in the model region.
Moreover, they are not limited in their movement across the region (financially and in
terms of accompaniment). Therefore, in several cases, they mapped more distant localities
they found interesting or wanted to visit. The same approach was evident by experts.

Valuable locations:

In “built-up areas”, they preferred places associated with cultural monuments that
could be used for relaxation, walks and entertainment (concert venues, outdoor theaters,
summer cinemas, parks, sports grounds, historic town centers and museums). In “open
landscape”, they primarily identified as valuable locations places with preserved nature
and aesthetic landscapes (illustrated by Figure 7) and places suitable for walking, recreation
and hiking (cycle paths, walking trails, equestrian trails, hiking trails). Other preferences—
usually less frequent—included technical monuments, chapels, bridges, castles and ruins.

Problematic locations:

When identifying problematic locations in “built-up areas”, university students mainly
selected dilapidated buildings, including industrial or agricultural brownfields. The most
frequently identified problematic locations in an “open landscape” were places threatened
by water erosion and large patches of arable land without spinneys, bio-corridors or
grass strips.
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(a) historical tree line. (b) nature trails in floodplain forest. ~ (c) the rest of the floodplain.

Figure 7. (a—c) Alleys in South Moravian region (valuable location—open landscape), university student.

Here is an example of a respondent’s statement (illustrated by Figure 8a,b):

(a) locality in the detail. (b) the overall context of the location.

Figure 8. (a,b) Unfinished monument (K¥epice)—dilapidated structure (valuable location—open
landscape), university student.

“I chose this place because it is an unfinished monument with a unique lookout tower
that has been deteriorating since the revolution in 1989 and the cost of its completion or
repair was too great a burden for the municipality” (a university student).

4.4. Experts

A total of 71 sites were assessed (47 valuable locations and 24 problematic locations).

Valuable locations:

For an “open landscape”, this group primarily selected places valuable due to the
presence of natural and near-natural ecosystems. Often, these were locations identified
within larger legally protected sites and also locations that enhance the ecological stability
of the landscape (bio-corridors and interaction elements). Another reason for including
particular locations among the valuable ones was the cultural and historical value of the
place, e.g., chapels on hills overlooking the landscape, old bridges or ponds. In built-up
areas, the group identified places with historical and cultural monuments (churches, castles,
bridges or windmills) as those of the greatest value.

Problematic locations:
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For “open landscape”, sites with degraded ecosystems (e.g., due to opencast mining),
sites with disrupted landscape character (in connection with a radio/TV tower or a photo-
voltaic power plant on arable land) and sites where there is a conflict of interest between
nature protection and other types of land use were identified as problematic locations.
Other reasons for classifying a particular location as problematic included the presence of
invasive species or contaminated soil.

As far as “built-up areas” are concerned, locations with unsightly dilapidated build-
ings and agricultural brownfields and areas with greenfield construction have been primar-
ily identified as problematic.

4.5. Proposals for Taking Care of Valuable Locations and Proposed Solutions for Problematic
Locations

For all the evaluated sites, after their location, specification and justification of the selec-
tion, their further management (management plan) was proposed. For valuable locations,
further management with the goal of preserving their value was suggested, while for prob-
lematic locations, improvement measures and the future target form of the location were
proposed. As there were no differences between the management proposals for built-up
locations and the management proposals for open landscape locations, they are evaluated
here collectively within the given category (valuable locations/problematic locations).

A total of 198 management plans were proposed for 117 valuable locations—there
were multiple proposals for further management of certain sites. The most frequently
submitted proposals are listed in Table 4. The most important thing, according to all groups
of respondents, is to preserve the valuable locations in their current state and prevent their
degradation. Pupils opted for simple management based on measures such as regular
cleaning of the site or installation of litter bins. For locations associated with a particu-
lar building (such as a church or a chapel), they usually suggested reconstruction of the
dilapidated parts and regular inspection of the condition of the building or ensuring the
maintenance of their current state by installing a camera system. This group of respondents
generally did not propose complex measures and preferred preservation of the status quo.
Their proposals were limited to simple drawings; the focus was on a verbal description.
The proposals of university students focused mainly on green space maintenance in both
types of landscape, but with a more pronounced emphasis on the establishment, main-
tenance and restoration of green spaces in urban environments. The results show that
university students are already able to evaluate the basic requirements for the maintenance
of specific sites and are looking for other ways to improve their conditions (e.g., replanting
of avenues according to the historical state of the landscape, revitalization of existing
avenues by replacing unhealthy trees, mosaic mowing of meadow vegetation, introduction
of stabilizing landscape elements and strengthening of anti-erosion protection). This group
worked with maps and other graphic materials, in which they schematically plotted their
proposals and the target state of the landscape. The experts based their proposals on a
more detailed analytical-synthetic evaluation of the landscape—ecological characteristics.
The graphic and conceptual level of their management proposals was not evaluated and
compared with the other categories; it served only as a comparative basis for defining the
typology of proposals.

Here are some of the respondents’ statements:

An open landscape: “We must continue to take care of the site as we have been doing so
far, keeping it tidy and not littering. It is also necessary not to destroy anything here,
and to take proper care of the nature around it so that it remains as beautiful as it is now”
(lower-secondary-school pupil).

Built-up area: “The church is in a very nice condition and the surrounding area as
well, so I see no reason to suggest any improvements. Perhaps in the future, it would
be a good idea to modify the front garden and restore some of the adjacent greenery”
(university student).
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There were 100 suggested solutions for 86 problematic locations. Proposals by the
individual groups of respondents did not differ significantly in terms of their types. The
most frequently submitted proposals are listed in Table 5. The most common suggestions
were to reconstruct/revitalize the building or site, put it to an alternative use or demolish
the building. These proposals concern typically dilapidated buildings, which, in the
view of the evaluators, are the most problematic objects both in built-up areas and in an
open landscape. For variously polluted or unaesthetic sites, planting and maintenance of
greenery have usually been proposed as a solution. Quite often, care is also required for
corridors that serve as the main road arteries for both transport and active recreation in the
form of cycling, walking or inline skating.

Table 4. Proposal for the management of valuable locations (in both built-up areas and open
landscape)—all respondents.

Proposal for the Management of the Valuable Location Number
Preservation of existing greenery 67
Conserving the location by simple measures (not polluting 56
or destroying it)
Planting /restoration of greenery 37
Preservation of the site/facility /building 28
Installation of a camera system 10

Table 5. Proposed solutions for problematic locations (in both built-up areas and open landscape)—
all respondents.

Proposal for the Management of the Valuable Location Number

Reconstruction/revitalization of the building/the whole site 35
Planting of greenery + greenery maintenance (incl. weeding 25
out of wind-dispersed plants)
Demolition of the building and proposal for alternative 20
Road repair + road maintenance, noise and dust reduction,
. . . 20
aesthetic integration of the road into the landscape

Typologically, the solutions proposed by all of the groups involved were comparable
(for sites of a similar kind), but the ways of expressing them differed in the same way as in
the previous category (valuable locations).

Here are some of the respondents’ statements and proposals for dealing with the
problematic areas (illustrated by Figures 9a—f and 10a,b):

Procsinais]
LINFOCE Ty

(a) brownfield (unused factory). (b) new use proposal of locality.

Figure 9. Cont.
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(c) pond with mature riparian vegetation.

(e) unused public building. (f) new use proposal of public building.

Figure 9. (a—f) Example of submitted proposals for dealing with the problematic areas. Source: photographed and elaborated by
pupils of the participating school (a grammar school in Zidlochovice).

(a) large area of arable land (b) proposal of a new land arrangement
without green infrastructure. using green infrastructure.

Figure 10. (a,b) Example of submitted proposals for dealing with the problematic areas. Source: photographed and
elaborated by pupils of the participating school (a grammar school in Zidlochovice).

Built-up area: “Demolish the whole building because it is in a very bad shape. In its
place, a playground and an educational area that could be used by a kindergarten/school
could be built” (lower-secondary-school pupil).

Open landscape: “Personally, I would suggest planting trees and shrubs along the fields
to prevent wind erosion. At the same time, a greater number of mature trees could block
traffic noise, which is also a problem for the village. As far as water erosion is concerned,
the most threatened area is in the vicinity of the Bosovicky and Otnicky brooks, where 1
would suggest drainage” (university student).
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4.6. Typology of Landscape Values and Conflicts—Generalization of Results

The qualitative analysis of the obtained records allows for the generalization of the
values and conflicts in the landscape identified by the different groups. It can be concluded
that, in terms of the typology of the valuable and problematic locations, the individual
groups of respondents did not differ significantly, and the selection of location types was
similar across all groups. Within each group, however, the following specificities in the
identification and description of the locations can be distinguished.

Lower-secondary-school students identified cultural values associated with leisure
opportunities, and the descriptions contained emotional overtones and indicated a personal
connection to the locality. The locations were usually places connected with everyday life
(going to school and the neighborhood where they lived) and the opportunity to spend
time together with others. The locations had a direct link to some of the levels of the
road network (footpaths, dirt roads and traffic roads). In general, cultural values and an
anthropocentric approach to the use of the locations predominated in this group.

University students preferred natural values associated with formal values based on
general consensus (legally protected parts of nature, green spaces in any form) or conflicts
associated with society-wide impacts (e.g., soil erosion). Compared to secondary-school
students, a more even distribution of the locations within the given cadastral area is evident,
and the existence of a link of the location to the road network is not prevalent. Natural
values dominate, the social dimension of the landscape (the possibility of meeting) is
lacking, but the proposed solutions are directed more towards solving the symptoms, and
not the cause of the situation.

The experts based their conclusions on a deeper analysis of the area, and it is evident
that the proposals are based on a complex solution with an overlap into the surrounding
landscape. The identification of specific micro-locations within broadly defined areas (e.g.,
nature reserves) with a definition of value at a local scale is essential. As regards landscape
conflicts, the most frequently pointed out threats are the quantitative (non-conceptual
design of the area and land take) and qualitative (contamination and soil erosion) threats to
the land. Problem-solving and value management in the medium- and long-term dominate.

5. Discussion

The findings of our research supplemented the findings of previous studies [36,37],
suggesting that children and adolescents perceive their environment differently from the
adult generation. Conceptualizing individual groups’ views with the emphasis on pupils’
environmental perception of the landscape gave us a more comprehensive understanding
of the space they live in. It shows how different groups perceive, cognize, reflect or adapt
to the physical fundamentals of their surroundings [42]. It should be added, however, that
the findings of our research more broadly confirmed the existence of common features in
landscape perception across the groups.

A major difference between the groups is the emotional approach to defining valuable
and problematic locations (e.g., fear of the unknown or danger, a positive experience
during a trip, etc.), which is typical of the youngest group of respondents. The other groups
did not apply this approach, which should ideally be combined with an expert approach.
Another difference is the social dimension of the identified locations—again symptomatic
of the youngest group. Sharing their experiences with others is very important to them
and they have identified places where they can spend time together with their family
or friends. Good accessibility of the place (connection to a road) was also important
to them and they tended to choose locations that they were familiar with, in line with
their emotional focus. Similar conclusions were reached by Travlou and Owens [37],
who conducted interviews on landscape preferences with 25 adolescents aged 14-18 in
California. His findings confirmed significant differences in the preferences of adolescents
compared to adults. Teenagers most appreciated places in nature where they could be with
their friends and which they could regard as “their own” (i.e., places that were familiar
to them). This conclusion was also confirmed by the findings of Abbott-Chapman and
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Robertson [35]. These authors conducted quantitative research with young people aged
14-19 in Australia and concluded that younger children preferred the (familiar) city center,
the neighborhood of their homes and the homes of their friends. The older ones, on the
other hand, preferred more secluded places in the countryside that provided privacy. Our
research clearly confirms this conclusion. Further research on this topic has been published
by Mékinen and Tyrvdinen [34]. The research focused on the use of green spaces by the
young generation. In their study, they assessed the attitudes of 300 adolescents aged 14-19
living in Helsinki and found that these groups highly valued green spaces. However, they
emphasized these “green places” mainly as places to meet friends.

The residents’ perspective may be influenced by their perception of the so-called
everyday landscape. Lee [43] confirmed through his research that residents are “relatively
insensitive to the visual and physical characteristics of landscape objects, while sensitive to
the “relationship” with the landscapes formed through the residents” experiences”. This
fact is very significant in landscape planning and should always be taken into account.
However, our research shows that this subjective approach to landscape is being replaced
by an objective approach and the intensity of the objectification is directly proportional to
the level of expertise.

Nevertheless, in terms of the perceived values and problems in the landscape, it is
clear that all the respondent groups involved identified typologically identical locations.
Differences could only be found in the way of their interpretation. University students
are better able to articulate the values and problems connected with the land due to
the relevant knowledge acquired through their studies. Younger pupils most commonly
identified “dilapidated industrial buildings” as one of the problematic locations, while
university students usually called this problem “brownfields” and were able to identify
complementary environmental burdens and the need for remediation. Due to their studies,
university students are also able to define problems that are not visible at first sight in the
landscape (e.g., unstable landscape structure indicating a potential negative impact—a
concrete example would be large blocks of arable land without stabilizing greenery which
indicate an increased risk of erosion that the younger students are not aware of). As with
the description of the choice of the locations, there is a noticeable difference between the
articulation of the proposals by primary- and secondary-school students and by university
students who know the relevant technical terminology. While primary- and secondary-
school students use age-appropriate “colloquial language” in the formulation of their
proposals, university students often bolster their proposals by using technical terms and
various documents, such as development strategies, conservation plans, etc. However, the
view of the younger generation is typologically quite consistent with that of the experts.

Our study has also shown that the respondents have a positive relationship with
landscape greenery both in an open landscape and especially in urbanized environments.
The qualitative condition of the greenery was an absolutely crucial factor in the evaluation—
whether or not the greenery was maintained was often an indicator of whether a location
was seen as valuable or problematic. The greenery in the landscape is a place for relax-
ation, recreation and walks; it is a place to meet friends. This is also confirmed by the
global concept of landscape greenery (small landscape features, avenues and tree plan-
tations), the importance of which is mainly associated with an urban environment. The
correlation between the social preferences of the inhabitants and the location of these
elements is thus a crucial aspect of planning. There are numerous studies that describe
precisely the strong preference of residents for spaces with planted trees and alleys in
urban environments [44—47].

Both categories (pupils and university students) identified as valuable locations also
places other than those with preserved nature—often, sites associated with cultural and
historical values prevailed. The preference for cultural values or values based on human
activity in the landscape has also been confirmed by Ruskule et al. [48], among others.

Understanding the perspective of young people is particularly relevant with regard to
the fact that their generation will be the one most affected by the rapid transformation of



Land 2021, 10, 1306

17 of 20

the landscape and ecosystems by humans. Moreover, this generation will be in charge of
future decision-making and has a strong potential for civic engagement [38], for example,
in terms of landscaping activities that can help manage human impact on nature in more
sustainable ways. If we teach the current young generation to understand the relationships
in the landscape system, the future generation can benefit. It is evident (at least in Central
Europe) that chaotic spatial planning does not work without simultaneously creating a link
between society and (their) landscape and without understanding cause-effect in land use.
We can learn from the past.

6. Conclusions

Understanding the level of perception of the landscape by young people is very
important for landscape planning. It will always be the younger generation that will be
most affected by the rapid transformation of the landscape, due to current decisions. The
present generation is in charge of land-use decision-making, which determines trends in
the development and condition of the landscape over the long-term and should conduct
the landscape planning in the spirit of sustainable development and conservation of values.
It is, therefore, necessary to understand the attitudes of the members of the current young
generation, as well as their interpretation of values and problems.

From the results of the research presented so far, the following general conclusions
can be drawn regarding the perception of values and conflicts in the landscape:

The presumption of the study was partly confirmed—we conclude the correlation
between age, education and experience to the perception of landscape value and conflicts—
but not at the level of typology. The younger generation (both younger groups of re-
spondents) can perceive and formulate values and problems in the landscape, and their
perspective is quite comparable to expert evaluation. The level of location specification and
the sophistication of the management plans correspond to the given age and education.
The differences in the conception and sophistication of the proposed solutions were as
expected, and they were directly proportional to the education received. An interesting
conclusion, however, is the fact that all the groups involved defined typologically identical
values and problems, possibly with only minor specific differences. With the youngest
respondents, cultural values predominated. Lower-secondary-school students associate
landscape values mainly with personal experience and perceive the landscape as a space
for spending leisure time together. This seems to be the optimal attitude in terms of
spatial planning, as it can promote a comprehensive approach to land use and collective
responsibility for preserving values and solving problems. The research has confirmed
the high emotional stimulation that places in the landscape evoke in children. Thus, the
presumption that the younger students would identify only obvious values and conflicts
was not confirmed. The potential of emotional connections should be used in professional
landscape assessments in order to make it possible to take into account values and conflicts
that are not commonly observable. University students preferred values related to nature
and problems affecting the stability of the landscape. However, compared to the experts,
the values and problems perceived by them were more general, and in the case of problems,
the solutions suggested addressed rather the manifestations than the causes of the issues.
It is likely that finding causal links and linkages in a landscape system is influenced by
practice and experience.

Several suggestions for further research emerged from the pilot study. More valuable
locations than problematic locations were entered into the data collection system, with
a predominance of valuable locations in an open landscape. It can be assumed that—
from the point of view of human perception—it is more natural to identify valuable parts
of the landscape connected with less affected areas outside built-up spaces. University
students were an exception, as they identified an equal number of locations of each category
(generally one problematic location and one valuable location for a particular cadastral
area). It can be assumed that the teaching of relevant subjects leads students to think
critically and look for balance in the landscape system.
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At the same time, the proposals for management of the problematic locations are more
sophisticated than the proposals for management of the valuable locations. This applies
across all groups. It can be assumed that people are more likely to perceive the need for
a solution to a problem and that they see this as more important than the sustainable
management of values, as it is something that they often take for granted and subsequently
fail to realize its necessity. It is evident that the preservation of valuable areas is not yet fully
appreciated. It will be interesting to focus future research on this particular disproportion,
which provides the potential for future planning practice.

Simultaneously, cooperation with the Local Government is required. Without Local
Government support, participative mapping and using its findings would not work in
practice. In this study, we have established cooperation with several municipalities (Local
Government). Our common intent is to design the virtual education trails based on the
valuable and problematic localities. Within these places, an augmented reality based on
the management proposal will be built. These trails will be drawing attention to possible
risks of land use (territorial conflicts) in a specific landscape context.
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