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This publication contains re p o rts on the follow i n g
two closely related ÖROK projects: “St e e ring Pro c e s-
ses in Use of Multifunctional Open Sp a c e s” and “Au-
s t rian Landscape Re s e a rch – Co n t ributions to Su-
stainable Spatial De ve l o p m e n t”. The two pro j e c t s
resulted from the implementation and application
of the Au s t rian Spatial Planning Concept 2001
( Ö s t e r reichisches Ra u m e n t w i c k l u n g s k o n ze p t
(ÖREK) 2001) and we re the focus of re s e a rch work at
Ö ROK in the area of sustainable landscape and spa-
tial development. The first project focuses on the
a vailable options for the pre s e rvation of multi-
functional open spaces and the second project re-
sulted in a summary and analysis of the pro g ra m m e
“Au s t rian Landscape Re s e a rch (Ku l t u r l a n d s c h a f t s-
forschung, KLF)” from the perspective of spatial
planning and re s e a rc h .

Project: “Steering Processes in the Use of 
Multifunctional Open Spaces”

The questions dealt with in the project we re deri ve d
from ÖREK 2001 while it was a major aim of the pro-
ject to initiate pro c e s s e s, to stimulate communicati-
on and raise awareness as well as to provide assistan-
ce for developing planning instruments. 

The core element of the project was therefore an open
p rocess in the form of three workshops that had the
purpose of broadening the narrower perspective of
the individual specialists and groups of users by en-
abling them to work together and thus gain an ove r-
view of the challenges of multifunctional open spa-
ces. Apart from the pointers gained at the workshops
for future tasks, the added value of the project consi-
sted mainly in giving the diverse participants – regio-
nal planners, re p re s e n t a t i ves of ministri e s, “p ri va t e”
p l a n n e r s, regional managers – access to the pro c e s s
and in the resulting discussion and communication
processes. 

The Final Re p o rt is there f o re designed as a work i n g
paper that relates primarily to the themes and aspects
discussed at the workshops and summari zed these.
Any need for further re s e a rch or discussion beyo n d
these themes – insofar as recognized – has been spe-
cifically identified in the report.

Contents and Definition of Concepts

The content and objective of the project was to inve-
stigate open spaces, their developments and their in-
terrelationships with individual actors in concrete ex-
e m p l a ry types of spaces. Fu rt h e rm o re, the aims also
included the presentation of options for steering de-
velopments and a catalogue of measures on how to
deal with multifunctional open spaces. The entire ter-
ritory of the federal state of Austria was covered by the
p roject. As re g a rds the contextual focus, the pro j e c t
concentrated on the concept of “open space”, with the
d i ve rgent problems and scopes of significance being
taken into consideration in each of the exemplary
areas investigated. 

The concept of “multifunctional open space” was un-
derstood to mean undeveloped areas not cove re d
with fore s t s, contaminated, divided up or destroye d ,
having many different functions for people and na-
t u re. Im p o rtant in this context was to actively re c o g-
nize and define these functions.

As a means of coping with the many facets of the con-
cept and the diverse types of problems, the investiga-
tion of “open spaces” was conducted on the basis of
pre-defined exemplary types of space:

Type of Space: Urban Hinterlands

The type of space urban hinterlands has a focus on
usually undeveloped agricultural land at the “edges of
the city”. In the area of the urban hinterlands in the
settlement axis of the “in-between city”, the threat to
open spaces comes pri m a rily from the rapid, subur-
banisation trend that is hungrily consuming space
(settlements, production sites, trades and services) as
well as the growing interrelations within the subur-
ban area.

Type of Space: Peripheral Forested Areas 
(Type of Problem: Forest Encroachment)

The open space type “peripheral forested areas” is un-
derstood to mean the (still) open landscape in peri-
p h e ral forested re g i o n s, i.e. fields and clearings bet-
ween forests – a “p e ri p h e ral landscape”. These are
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a reas in which the increasing encroachment by
f o rests and the discontinued use of land for farm i n g
pose the “principal threat” to open spaces. 

Type of Space: Extensive Agriculture – Tourism

This type of space is chara c t e ri zed by stru c t u red, ex-
tensive, (still) functioning agriculture with a high po-
tential for tourism. These spaces may be, first of all,
regions in which agri c u l t u re and fore s t ry dominate
the landscape, but where tourism is the pri n c i p a l
source of income as well as farming regions in which
e x t e n s i ve agri c u l t u re is increasingly believed to be a
m a rket opportunity for small-scale farming (e.g. na-
tional park regions). The “open space” in this context
refers to the open landscape that is not built up or co-
vered by forests.

Arriving at the Findings

The findings were arrived at within the scope of three
w o rk s h o p s. At the first work s h o p, the concepts we re
discussed and the most important actors were filtered
out by type of space and its contribution to the con-
s e rvation of open spaces. At the second work s h o p,
the participants prepared development scenarios for
each type of space. A description of target scenari o s
was the method used to arri ve at indications for the
d e velopment of measures for each type of space. At
the third workshop, these initially very rough indicati-
ons were bundled into sets of measures. 

The Most Important Actors and their 
Contribution to the Preservation 
of Open Spaces

In all types of spaces, citizens and the population (lo-
cally as persons seeking re c reation) are granted ha-
ving an enormous interest in preserving open spaces.
Their significance and contributions for the preserva-
tion of open spaces (especially in the urban hinter-
lands) are assessed as very high. In the opinion of the
w o rkshop part i c i p a n t s, the greatest contribution to
the preservation of open spaces is made by agricultu-
re, which in contrast to the contribution tow a rd the
c o n s e rvation of open space of other users (citize n s,
tourism) hardly enjoys any (financial) benefits (espe-
cially with respect to peripheral forested areas and ur-
ban hinterlands). The contribution of tourism by con-
trast is assessed as very small compared to the profit it
has from the pre s e rvation of open spaces. The ro l e
p l a yed by nature protection as a factor to pre s e rve
open spaces is recognized in all types of space, but it
has the least weighting in the type of space of urban
h i n t e r l a n d s. The “planning administra t i o n” (spatial
d e velopment and planning) as an actor for the con-
s e rvation of open spaces is assigned an only minor
weighting for type of space of urban hinterlands. In

the types of space (peripheral) forested areas and ex-
tensive agriculture/tourism, spatial planning was not
mentioned as an actor at all. The role played by the
political functionaries for the conservation of open
spaces is re c o g n i zed mainly for the type of space of
urban hinterlands. Howe ve r, politicians – with a few
e xceptions – are active only when citizens start to
pressure them for action.

Strategies and Tasks for the Future

The first rough indications deri ved from the targ e t
scenarios for measures were bundled by the working
team into sets of measures that we re discussed, sup-
plemented and detailed at the final workshop. At this
workshop, the participants ranked the measures they
v i e wed as promising and the most important to be
specified in more detail for their work in the future on
the conservation and development of open spaces. 

It was not possible during the three half-days ava i l a b l e
to draft concrete measures or arri ve at academically
well-founded cri t e ria. Neither was it possible to discuss
in detail all of the approaches on the subject. No n e t h e-
l e s s, the goal of obtaining indications for the focus to be
defined for conservation measures and multifunctional
uses was largely achieved. T h u s, indications for genera l
s t rategies we re ascertained – irre s p e c t i ve of the types of
space discussed – and specific pri o rity measures for the
selected types of space we re defined. The pri o rity mea-
s u res are described in the full version of the re p o rt and
the general indications are given here. 

Indications for General Strategies – 
Irrespective of Types of Space

The following were mentioned as particularly promi-
sing in addition to the consistent application of exi-
sting spatial planning instruments and a more inten-
se use and bundling of economic measures: 
 Me a s u res that can be described by the keyword s

“coordinate, communicate, cooperate”, 
 Me a s u res that comprise and encourage the active

i n vo l vement of all persons and groups intera c t i n g
with the open space, 

 Me a s u res that are custom-tailored to the specific
potentials and requirements of the area covered,

 Measures that contribute to enhancing the “value”
of open spaces.

The group of instruments “coordinate, communicate,
c o o p e ra t e” should be understood in this context as
part of the strategy for the conservation of open spa-
ces and the promotion of their multifunctional uses:
Communicate: “Inform, talk, motivate”,
Cooperate: “Joint planning, assistance, implementa-
tion“,
Coordinate: “Networking, gain synergies”.
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By collecting the possible functions, potentials and
risks as well as by identifying the diverse interests in
multifunctional open spaces und the development of
scenarios for each type of space, this project achieved
the following:

 An ove rview of the status of the discussion on the
c o n s e rvation of open spaces and development of
open spaces,

 The stimulation of discussions and communicati-
on processes,

 Priorities were filtered out for general measures as
well as priority measures for the types of space dis-
cussed,

 St rategic approaches and guidance for further re-
search.

Project: “Austrian Landscape Research – 
Contributions to Sustainable Spatial 
Development”

In July 1992, the Federal Minister for Science and Re-
search at the time issued a political mandate to deve-
lop a re s e a rch pri o rity under the heading of “s u s t a i-
nable development of Au s t ri a’s landscapes”. In the
year 1995, the initial phase commenced, in 1999, a se-
cond programming phase followed and at the end of
2003, the pro g ramme was finalized with a synthesis
p h a s e. As re g a rds the number of participating re-
searchers, volume of funding, etc. the “Austrian Land-
scape Re s e a rch Pro g ra m m e” - ARL (“Sustainable de-
velopment of Au s t rian landscapes and re g i o n s”) has
been the largest and longest spatial planning research
programme in Austria to date.

Therefore, it was obvious for ÖROK to become invol-
ved in this pro g ramme and discuss the contents and
give access to the persons working in the field of spa-
tial planning, spatial development and spatial re-
search to the results of “Austrian Landscape Research
Programme” - ARL. The Federal Ministry for Educati-
on, Science and Culture as well as ÖROK jointly com-
missioned a team of spatial planners firstly to analyse
the contents of the re s e a rch pro g ramme in order to
rehash important contents for the new Austrian Spa-
tial Development Concept 2001 (ÖREK 2001) and se-
condly to prepare a publication for the dissemination
of the contents of the pri o rities and findings of the
programme. 

The selection of the topics and contributions fro m
the pro g ramme was subjective and reflect the inte-
rests of the authors. A re s t riction in the selection of
the ARL contributions resulted from the pro c e s s i n g
period, which made it necessary to concentrate large-
ly on the first programming phase, because most pro-
jects of the second pro g ramming phase had not ye t
been completed. 

In summary, the following conclusions we re dra w n
from the study. Austrian landscape research as well as
other current studies of spatial relevance confirm that
the pace of change in the functions and uses of land-
scapes and thus in ru ral areas has accelerated in the
past decades and is expected to continue in the futu-
re. These changes include:
 The spread of “w i l d e rn e s s, forest and settlement

areas” at the expense of farming land
 Pa rallel process of a more intense and extensive

use of land in favourable and adverse locations for
farming and forestry

 Pa rallel concentration and diffusion processes at
plant sites and residential locations  

This change in the landscape is being triggered by se-
veral mutually reinforcing developments of particular
spatial re l e va n c e, which are dramatically changing
the options open to society for appropriating space:
 Land has lost significance as a scarce commodity

due to higher agricultural productivity and stagna-
ting domestic demand for food.

 The spatial transaction costs have dropped steeply
due to the reduction in trade tariff barriers, libera-
lization and the deregulation of markets (EU inter-
nal market, global trade).

 Faster tra n s p o rt and telecommunication systems
have enormously increased mobility potentials.

The self-regulation of spatial development thro u g h
the scarce and valuable commodity of agri c u l t u ra l
land, through high transaction costs (esp. customs,
quotas) and re s t ricted mobility has become less ef-
fective over the past decades.

The consequences are:
 Greater incentives for a re s o u rc e - i n t e n s i ve deve-

lopment of settlements 
 Greater burden on the agri c u l t u ral household

especially in favo u rable locations for farming and
forestry 

 A decrease in biodiversity throughout the entire
territory

 A worsening in the supply of basic services for so-
cial, cultural, technical, transport and utility infra-
s t ru c t u res in peri p h e ral ru ral regio-ns and for the
socially weaker members of society

 More spatial disparities and distribution problems

Ru ral areas further away from the centres of touri s m
h a ve lost their market power over the past thirty ye-
a r s. The food market has become a buye r s’ mark e t ,
and commodities are obtained cheaper elsewhere.
The scarce commodities of rural areas such as nature,
b i o d i ve r s i t y, landscape do not have a market at pre-
sent and do not produce any added value and are the-
refore particularly at risk. At the same time, rural regi-
ons themselves to not have any buying powe r.



Cu s t o m e r- o riented services (postal serv i c e s, re t a i l ,
public tra n s p o rt) are withdrawing their supplies and
are concentrating in few central locations. These con-
sequences are viewed as contra d i c t o ry to a sustaina-
ble spatial development.

The findings of Austrian landscape research are not li-
mited to demands for more stringent regulation poli-
cy and development policy instruments or for new
mechanisms for achieving a regional balance, but al-
so view a “g e n e ral mobilization” of regional forces as
n e c e s s a ry. From this perspective, methods and in-
struments are called for that are currently confronted
with bottlenecks in spatial planning:
 Greater integration of the economic, environmen-

tal and social aspects in the development of spati-
al structures

 Pa rticipation of local and regional actors in plan-
ning and implementation

Methods and instruments we re tested in a spatial
context within the fra m e w o rk of ARL to cope with
these challenges taken from the fields of systemic or-
ganisational development as well as from deve l o p-
ment cooperation, and some we re newly conceive d .
These instruments and methods aimed to link strate-
gic planning, project implementation and the invo l-
vement of local and/or regional actors. T h e s e
changes the requirements of the qualification profile
and role played by spatial planners: In addition to
being competent in their specialized fields, the ele-
ments an innova t i ve spatial planner must master in-
clude the management of spatial development, orga-
nisational consulting and facility management for
c o m m u n i c a t i o n - o riented processes and eve n t s. Ho-
wever, a need for change was identified also in the or-
ganisational structure of spatial planning and spatial
development, especially at the supra-regional level.

In Austria, spatial development and planning are the
competence of the Länder and municipalities. In a
space without bord e r s, supra - regional spatial policy
instruments are of greater importance. A weak supra-
regional spatial planning competence leads to a si-
tuation in which major decisions are defined by sec-
t o ral policies. Sustainable spatial planning there f o re

does not only require the greater participation of citi-
ze n s, but also an upgrade of supra - regional spatial
planning policy in the institutional context. This is
t rue for the Eu ropean level as well as for Au s t ri a .
Schemes and objectives for the development of rural
a reas have to be adjusted to fit into ove rall spatial
schemes and systems of objectives. If social and terri-
torial cohesion at the national and international level
a re to be sustainably secured, what is needed at the
Eu ropean and national levels is the possibility of ne-
gotiating and implementing supra - regional balan-
cing mechanisms to achieve the fair distribution of
opportunities and risks as well as instruments for cle-
arly identifying true costs.

Fu rther need for innovation has been identified for
the organisation of spatial development and plan-
ning at the local and regional levels. Even though the
t raditional organisational stru c t u re of spatial plan-
ning may be described as hiera rchically org a n i ze d ,
taking “regional development planning” into account
calls for a structure that integrates this level as a “new
level of regional development”. 

The change processes described are more or less un-
d e rw a y. Aiming for sustainable spatial deve l o p m e n t
means that landscape research also has high expecta-
tions in the region as a driving force of innovation for
spatial development. This refers not so much to the
introduction of additional institutional levels, but rat-
her to flexible, territorially organized networks for in-
novation, cooperation, coordination, and the equali-
zation of finances and balancing of interests.

Regional development based on cooperation should
also be part of a supra - regional policy that enables
the fair development at the local and regional leve l s.
Greater integration of sectoral planning and more
competence for supra - regional spatial planning do
not contradict independent regional deve l o p m e n t ,
but rather serve as its foundation.

The principal of sustainability is a great challenge for
spatial development. However, it is also an enormous
opportunity to help upgrade the significance of spati-
al development and planning.
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Übersetzung: CAMELS - Capital Ma rkets English Language Se rv i c e s, Edith Va n g h e l o f


