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Abstract: The study explores the relationship nature-indiaidn terms of landscape diversity,
after passing through a conceptual filter. Theerfilis determined by the attribute oétural
referring generally and factually to landscape Hputs of matter, energy and information are
engaged both in the morpho-structural aspectsnotapes and in the environmental behaviour
(following nature’s course or man-induced) of laragee components. The result is the diversity of
landscapes expressed in different states of nagssl There is an inescapable diversity of the
natural of landscapes in the linguistic dimenstmmyveyed both by amateurs and by the specialists.
When the natural is present in form of some compisnepeople tend to extrapolate the
interpretation of the naturalness of that landscagibout the reality showing it through inventory
and functioning. An admixture between a variablet@at ofnatural and of artificial components
makes up the dose péturalnesof landscapes, correctly calledb-natural The relevance of the
study is given by the emphasis on the distancigdmn the emergence of the syntagratural
landscapeand its terminological usage. This distancingiigyér than the cleavage between the
social assimilation of the word and the societgtieg to it in a practical way.

Key words: natural as filter, naturalness, geography, herntenéandscape, landscape in
linguistic and environmental analysis

COORDINATES CONFIGURING THE NATURAL OF LANDSCAPE. THE
NATURAL BETWEEN THE STRENGTH OF THE TERM AND THE RELEVANCE OF
ITS USE. Nowadays, speaking about the natural of landscapashand both for specialists and
amateurs, the word being used in different circamsts. It is precisely such ways of linking up
the attribute ohatural to a space and functional environment, to a vantbient (as landscape is)
which derive an entire arsenal of terminology ametd. The corollaries range from generating and
integrating patterns about the way we speak cdyrabiout a landscape (Mayall and Hall, 2007)
up to the way in which we intervene practicallyjestifically and economically on that/those
landscape(s). The debates moulding our valuesewirng the land asature andnatural are not
politically neutral either (Barry and Smith, 2008).
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By natural landscapegin its classical acceptation and plain expressiois designated the
predominance of that part made of natural elemwiitisin the assembly of the landscape we
analyse, we compare or we use. Expanding the senmphitosophical area of whatatural means
in regard to landscape, one may refer to proteetedronments, to giving priorities to nature, to
spaces left freely at nature’s hand or in which ¢ékenomic reasons lessen in front of nature’s
priorities. This nature, with itsiatural caught up in the restraints imposed by the resefve
biodiversity, is one understood as a static cdtbeacbf objects or parts other than human being
(Cooper, 2000, p. 1134; OFEFP Bérri2003, p. 17).

The consequence is that we refer to a state sitoildre equilibrium of a perfect or almost
perfect nature within a confined space functiordisglandscape which is at display in front of an
observer. To such landscape, it is the superiomrmafmatural, a natural apprehended through its
components, which commands the landscape not dmy mark, the trace, the style, the
personality, but also the landscape’s conversiora idialogue and the cohabitation ‘view —
appreciation’ (figure 1). The orientation and ditfity through which we, the observers, appreciate
all that befalls with/about the natural in the lacaipe of reference must also be accounted for.

s W 1/' T Ry A N
Figure 1. The dominance afatural by rockwall, cavity, young forest flange on thewgit wall and eutrophic
mire, consumes itself in a dialogue with our sigsdessing the norm pétural, despite the location close to
a railway station. Interference landscape unitiisu Repede Gorge (north-west of Romania).

We tend to label with ease a scenery as naturalirlg ourselves tricked to the
compromise of ‘making room’ fothe naturaltoo, a natural situated in the proximity of the
artificial. Alternatively, we must accept and linasisnaturalin the landscape only the pavhich
recommends itself through its parameters and #@sufes as being natural. As for the rest, we
have at command theoretical and practical instrusnénorder to speak about a semi-natural
quality of landscapes, as the forest mountain eméretagne recommend themselves (Touffet
and Clement, 1991).

Objectively speaking, people manifest certain ales$ in apprehending the landscape as
landscape ‘consumers’. This happens as long asingertion of some anthropic elements
(buildings, communication roads, factories, tramsgon) is accepted in terms of opinion and in
line with environmental urban landscaping, providdtht the anthropic elements do not
overwhelm the part of natural origin (forests, @ech water meadow, mountain, running water,
lake etc.).

! (2003), Paysage 2020 — Commentaires et programBynthése réalisée pour les principes directeurstuidaet
Paysagesde 'OFEFP, Berne, www.ocs.polito.it/paesaggio/civetegie/2020commentaires.pdf, pp. 1-51
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Restrictiveness, aloofness or lenience regardingdtacceptation of the innermost living
system ofthe natural of landscapesThere are known scientific approaches of landscayésh
could be labelled as rigorist, pertaining to exmamlism, with few adepts however, beyond any
possible reproach as far as the deviation of tha @f naturalness is concerned. These approaches
are valid especially for forest landscapes or famtib communities (where flora and fauna are
majoritary), the natural and quasi-natural onesr{&au et all., 1996).

The rigorists accept only the transformations exeily the development of natural factors
on landscapes, through tempests, floods, tornadadsanic tectonic processes, succession of
droughts, great fires etc. In this respect, therigs consider that the simple presence of margbri
into scenery the defacement of eco-systemic balawea through ordinary manifestations, which
may be regarded as insignificant, such as trotfligese activities can lead to land subsidence on
marching paths, voluntary or involuntary severaotplants or branches, setups of fireplaces and
small camps for short sojourning, etc. Without eiexplicitly admitted in the literature on
landscape, there are initiatives generated by sheloretical approaches, from which such
experiences of rigorous type get through some relses (Jellicoe, quoted by Gambino, 1991).

Our own opinion aims the existence of restrictedipns as natural to the highest degree at
the level of the Globe. Other opinions view thatural as thematic background (intending its
functioning and physiognomic reflex) in order tosdmate the landscapes in polar climatic area
(Marin, 2005).

For some specialists, the lenience with which tiwbate ofnatural is hall-marked pushes
the comprehension of the whole physical-anthropiaelidm towards light-mindedness. Blye
natural of landscape, some researchers understand eftberetevance of physical conditions
against the humanised ones (the sea, the littaahd, the isles), or much more so, the
highlighting of dominant characters of physical gaments (ex. the vigour or the mild aspect of
some topographical forms, the openings of someeyslletc. — Humeau, 1998, p. 1), or the
benevolent acquiescence of humanising the ruralchwised to be predominantly natural in the
past (Gamachet all, 2004). The sequel can be stamped by the recognitf an influential
attitude towards nature in which the individual kattled, getting the right cultural acquisitions i
the action of mastering and transforming it. Theention of the individual in the landscape
includes the cooperative limitation of the intertien to make a ‘pact’, to ‘pacificate’ with nature
as exemplified by Lipietz (1994, p. 30): ‘Neitheiora, nor lessatural, neither more, nor less
cultural, nothing more human than a country (lan@liere is a short way from this point to calling
a landscape as such only if a certain degree odliesation is accepted (obligatorily without
accepting such actions as socially pardonabléy.dhly ‘from that moment on’ that the landscape
is viewed as landscape. The judgments about cec@icepts as country, or as land are left
behind, so are the references to a certain typotogwrban-rural field, to propensity towards
details (vegetal life or fauna, the mineral dominamaracter of the seating), what matters most is
its viewing. Quite opposed to the rigorists, thrbougeir broader acceptation of the natural still
alive in a certain place, there are the specialegarding nature and wilderness as coupled even in
largely humanised city landscapes (Jorgensen aletdtg, 2007).

In the opinion of several other experts, the phalsimthropic dualism is carefully
connected with the effect of visualising the laragses, the natural landscape systemically
converting the elements of mainland as basic fdnre phenomenological display on a scale of
natural essence and dominance. It is the case gingthe natural environments on the Japanese
territory at a scale 1:200.000, in which there @s» includedhatural landscapesonsideredas
natural type of resource, 15.500 items being puhermap.

On other grounds of acceptations there are opineswording to which thenatural
landscapes are in compliance with the initiativesegeneration of urban areas (Grandin-Maurin
et all., 2003). The same specialists, together with the spedailisthe Council of Architecture,

2 www.biodic.go.jp/english/kiso/19/19_keika_e.html
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Landscapism and Environment (CAUE) in the Rhénenétedistrict speak aboubatural
landscapes whickapart from the classical note of ecologically wsdlanced system, non-altered,
include — in our opinion — elements p§eudo-naturakppendage. Even if it is represented by
planted vegetation, in reality it means anthropicusion in the evolution of landscape system (e.
g. fir-tree plantations on the northern and westetrmuntains, Haut and Bas Beaujolais vine
estates). Then there are morphological environmeittsated much too close to territorial
oicumenised systems which transmit suddennesstame”, humanise the landscape expected as
natural in the sense of weakening it (e. g. thécatjural plain of Saéne Valley, the modelled
relief and the grass lands of Lyonnaise Mountains).

When the dominance of physical aspects is noticeéxplaining the functioning of a
limited landscape area, one can use the watdiral landscapewithout the reality showing it
through inventory and functioning. It is the cagehgdrological studies where the field research
proof and the analysis of graphics lead to conchssiabout landscape dynamics. Here the
appendage of natural substance is less relevanfutittioning on natural laws being paramount
(Giret, 1998, p. 545).

Generally speaking, an upfront, basic and commamseseapproach of the issue of
naturalnesof landscape should take into account combinedasgetween: the part of the world
more shaped after our ideal of balance and enviemtah cleanliness, the incidence of visible, and
with everybody’s competence according to his/heicsoultural affinities.

Noble ‘pristineness’ of the natural occurring in landscape versus ‘equilibrium’ as
accepted and assumed by every individual and by canunity. Often, the ‘pristine’ of
landscape is alluded to, despite evidences (fi@)rehe landscape being conceived as the
landscape without animals and people, that isghddcape evolving under the auspices of its own
ectogenetical code in which only the natural eveatsintervene.

Figure 2. An almost pristine landscape closentdural, despite the ‘evidence’ of the majority of opingon
considering it bona fideatural. Scenery in the Apuseni Mountains (Romania).

Moreover, an administrative-prospective study (Lisio, 2007 - Etude prospectiye
highlights through landscape not necessarily thgsighl, unaltered substance that is the part
which should be the structural equilibrium of lacalse. This study even pinpoints to the
landscape in functional equilibrium, in which theality of the assembly and of the component

% (1998), Conseil Régional du Limousin, Préfecter@®dgion, Etude prospective Limousin 269 Editions du Limousin, Limoges
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parts is captured, in their simplicity of organgsia simple form, low-keyed, known by everybody,
within reach, for the people who manage landscapéra and the instruments to control it.

For manifestations of equilibrium and completenessome phenomena in a very small
space acknowledged through reference forms andyhmiotected (e. g. the vegetal, mineral,
aquatic components, anthropic or mixed reunitedistinct landscape features (of river banks)
one can come to settle in shape natural micro-fzagkss, only with strictly local function,
which may be surrounded by landscape units withotation other than natural (Cossin and
Piégay, 2001, p. 45-55).

For the pure form of landscape naturalness, RidAB@) offers a pictorial, edifying
formulation, with strong accents linked with theagg of dynamiting components and events,
leaving place only for performing a scene wheredtters belong to nature, other than man.

Close are other opinions and scientific populaioset (such as atlases about landscape
types) which aim, through the natural effect ofdseape, the desire to imprint in the collective
mentality the emphasis on ecology. Therefore, therielationships between the natural
ecosystemic elements of landscapes in diversitp(tih soil, water, air), highlight the landscape
capacity of natural capital (MacDonald et all., 19€hiesura and de Groot, 2003; Crossmann and
Bryan, 2009).

It is interesting as well the attempt to keep rhather from the ‘temptation’ exerted by a
certain type of landscape scenery mentally andomd¢ mentally associated with the idea of
unaltered, unspoiled, natural (for instance thenliabited mountains, in the opinion of Gambino,
1991, p. 155), a natural which could, at a centainrment, fail to fulfil the expectations of man.

There are situations when landscapes are framadnisaic of ‘natural regions’ (Veyret,
2000; Tricart, 1994), thisatural being too further away frorie naturalperceived as belonging
to the landscape. Cocean (2002), although impiiesnatural of landscape in the same action of
partitioning, finds conceptual resources to delieghe quotas of humanisation between different
territories of landscape rank, so that the natlaatlscapes should be associated only to the
classical isolated spaces or poorly contacted dy. m

The sense of the wondatural differs both from a place to another and accordmghe
cultural and intellectual specificity, the agriautl landscape being dependent on the multiple
facets of land usage. Therefore,ratural destination, some inhabitants from Madagascatityra
understand that the landscape is made up of tegédddies on the bottom of their valleys and the
land on the hillocks dependent on the pluvial regimithout including in the landscape the places
for cattle breeding (Ramiarantsoa, 1996). The fasrirethe Japanese rurality are more concessive
in perceiving the naturalness of their rice paddibe terraced ones and the rigorously arranged
ones) as compared to the naturalists who catch nmateralness’ in abandoned rice paddies
(Natori and Chenoweth, 2008).

There is no surprise that, on the same scale, figretit levels of intellectual —cultural
consideration, in a sincere introspection of infmgnthe reader, the ‘natural’ is placed from
journalistic point of view in coordinates at hamdund us, even stultified: ‘The garbage scoop of
the village Podari is in an enviabletural landscape’ (quoted from the daily news journal
Evenimentul Zilei from 6 April 2005, article signéxy Baltaretu and Cojocaru). How natural can
still be the landscape of a plain village situateid a couple of kilometres from Craiova
municipality (a city of a couple of hundred thouddn the south of Romania)? On a somehow
related orientation, the journalistic framing aiogher space can be included, in relation to one’s
desire to accept part of the guilt to use excebsive resources of the geographical space and to
pollute it, conjugated with our ‘expectations’ redjag what it would constitute a clean
environment. This time it belongs to a formerly legised garbage scoop, from the proximity of
Oradea municipality (north-west of Romania), anel teference is ahe naturalof a landscape:
‘The deposit sealed will be covered with 2 m of eted soil and will be grassed, therefore
integrated again in the surroundings andthie natural landscape(business and information
magazine Cocktail nr. 4, March 2006, published iad@a).
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The purport of generalising the expectations weehakoutthe natural of landscapes,
marked by a not always appropriate ‘generosity’yniead even to asserting as natural the
landscapes (even if very cramped) in places mushused by man, as it is Borcea Pond, a holm-
island oftentimes used agriculturally, located tie Romanian lower sector of Danube (Achim,
2005, p. 238).

This is the result of our liking to believe thdtthere is around us a grain of something close
to natural (forest, meadow, stream, river) eaclthef being landscapes, it is not hard for us to
interpret that a spatial unity taxonomically supeinherits the features of our favourite composent

Is is pointful to consider the results of the seg@mgraphical questioning of some
inhabitants in the Swiss rural of Neuchatel Carni/dal-de-Ruz) in the matter dhe natural of
landscapes. Without being specialists, they seosedatly what the artificial appurtenance to their
landscape means and from where it comes. It retheils22% of the total of the interviewed
consider a landscape as natural, only when thedatereitory does not show construction at all
(Pellegrini, 1991, pp. 231-23Zyhe same manner of investigation is connected herdtypes of
answers. The answers of some subjects from thedE&&ttherlands about the idea of preferences
for landscapes are relevant. They are linked tareasds landscape depositary, the aspects of
natural-naturality being rendered on the basis of its savagenesfrite and grandeur, on the
relationship of measured acceptance of man in tser of nature (de Groot and van den Born,
2003, p. 135). The answers of Australian and afiabjects (students) point to their preference
for natural landscape as overall preference, places to live vamdk and holiday destinations
(Purcell et all., 1994). The cognition of naturahdlscape can be influenced also by the subjects'
idiosyncrasies and their filter of subjectivityaténg to differences of perception and analysis
between photos and real-life scene, as demonstogtadlapanese study (Ohta, 2001).

There is no separation between these approachethardbmain of protected areas, where
landscapes are to be found and they have theitsadep. In this latter case the landscapes are the
object of conservation and protection, groundedthi@ specific regulations, including those of
European Union (category 4 out of the 8 categmfgsrotection) under the titlenatural or semi-
natural landscapes’. Byatural and semi-naturalwe understand here the natural vegetation or the
semi-natural one from a region of landscape inteoeshiologic interest (they can be hunting
reservations, sanctuaries, natural reservatios;lvads, ponds, rivers, pools — Bleahu, 2004, 3). 15

THE NATURAL OF LANDSCAPES IN LINGUISTIC ACCEPTATION AND
INTERPRETATION. The growing need to unify terminology in assessamgiscapes proves the
great impact hold by the interpretation of landgcaphe wordnatural has undergone a certain
desemantisation when we speak about landscape tie icontext of ‘natural landscaping’ or
‘personalised natural landscape design’ or whenb#t®lder gives more credit to the natural at
display, forgetting to interpret the anthropic edats present in a landscape. We constantly assess
and judge landscapes in our mind through the lagguae use, without being scientifically
prepared, with the lenience of everyday actiongquain a bigger context. The recourse to the
word natural while mentioning landscape in everyday/uninterdglorspeech mirrors the
relationship between a physical reality and a peeck intangible one. The newly emerged
concept of 'environmental identity’, apt to syntisesthese positioning is a dynamic one, as stated
by Clayton and Opotow (2003, p. 10).

At the level of speech, we altdre naturalof landscape while entering a hermeneutic circle
of relationships between physinature, the understanding of our own selves amtfron the
landscape and the metaphysics of questioning iprégching natural landscapes in terms of the
meaning it has for us can broaden horizons by tiegaio hermeneutical phenomenology.

Landscape as hermeneutic medium (Corner, 199137. ibtegrates relationships. Such
relationships include localised spirituality, my#gnse of place, naming, stories, literature, songs
(Stepheson, 2008, p. 134). Landscape can even #lewermeneutic distance to be historicised
(Cosgrove, 2006).
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The landscape is a system of significants, becansecannot define a landscape outside its
reference point, the human view. It can even béd asaa text (McGreevy, 2001, p. 50).

As a system of significants (Duncan and Duncan,120019) landscape can be reinvented
and it impacts our memory. The landscape linketh wftiidhood memory is a constitutive part of
our being, in the same way in which discourse abButhrough narration is a means of
constructing the identity of the self (Ricoeur, 498

While traveling is part of negotiating identity esnfronted with the identity of the space (Bell
and Lyall, 2001, p. 172), we deal with frontalieatias type of discourse possible for man in frért o
landscape. Photography can intervene in this ‘&xystem’ (Hill, 1996) as a means of preservimg th
momentary character of experiencing the landscageoé attempting to sample nature through its
hybrid components, separated from their primaryireninent, subjected thus to a new grammar of
translating nature. The non-human nature, oncartingt point for mankind, tends to be more appdaise
in a frame of awareness exerted by the pressunebahization. (Head and Muir, 2007, p. 890). The
discourse about nature may contain more elemeats)dse postmodernised but that does not change
nature itself. Consequently, nature is the fix tefrthe mobile equation, landscape is the mobila.te
Nature (coming from the Latin ‘natus, nasci'— ‘® lborn’ shares the same radix with ‘nation’, sh@win
its role in constituting the national treasure agchbolism, much like in the symbolic landscapes of
Yellowstone Park. There is a dichotomy in viewirgjune from an utilitarian perspective, that of the
anthropocentrists, nature as instrument for hunmas,evhere the anthropic principle is intrinsic and
the biocentric worldview, where human is part @ #eb of life (Verhagen, 2008).

Quite oppositely, landscape has entered cultureseietice not coming from nature, but from
a representation, that of landscapes in paintidgg( 2005, p. 150). There is no landscape outside
its relationship with the viewer and outside thateat. In figure 3 we show a hypothetic example of
mental apprehension of thmatural of landscape. The observer situated on a seancéff recall
remote images. She/he rakes through them for the @b naturalness in spite of the obvious
anthropic objects. While recollecting a cottage,part, a natural reservation, a church, an
archeological site or a road the observer filthesriatural constituted by the surrounding foregt, b
the sea water, by a rivulet, by the landscapinggdeby the aligning trees along the road (figure 3

Figure 3. Mental exercise through which the beholder aaztmatures of virtual landscapes

If we deal with nature as present in the ancien¢s$, which should be less a construct, we see
the representation of the world itself in liter&u¥Vhile for the Greeks the horizon were one with
their concept about the sea, the defining word p&rss(meaning boundary, limit), which also
defined their ethos and their internal rules adgdigibris (Liiceanu, 2007, p. 15), for Romans imtur
as we can see in Virgilseneid the landscape is that of shadows and lightshiefascuro, therefore
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defining for their condition of being more sceplja doubt, of claiming for more in human quest
and conditions. In the 19th century romanticism enembm for landscape everywhere. Its presence
in literature was somehow more overwhelming, mdrallalevels of existence than in the 20th
century. The poet shaped the landscape, but withtaition that made him visionary and prophetic.
A poet like Wordsworth (Hemmings, 2007, p. 265) kadwledge of mapping himself. Nature did
have an intrinsic value for the writer of the 1@#ntury. His soul moulded after nature while in
expressionists nature moulded after soul. The teatural, therefore, enters a hermeneutic loop: an
individual understands his/her own self betterronf of the ‘natural’, aspires to it, forgettingath
he/she just makes room for the natural resorting tmental construct. The drive within us to
extrapolate the presence of natural componentsetavhole assembly might be a reminiscence of a
mythical pattern of organising the space aroundrtis. vertical axe is the sacred dimension of the
space— axis mundi— headed for transcendence (EN&&F, pp. 15-18) the horizontal direction is
meant for human enterprise. A tree, a pillar, epfiace, a hearth are symbols of centre (a junction
between heaven and earth) for the archaic mangwifemarking events happen (Eliade, 1987).

Nowadays, getting in touch to the natural of a faghe accounts for getting in touch with
something meaningful per se. It is like gettingtanch with our own forgotten authenticity and
with a glimpse of a total, cosmic reality of natwée have a feeling that the natural, a realitgrof
absolute value, integrates us, and can make us imtwee with creation (see the very etymology
of the word ‘natural’, associated with being bormatusin Latin). In fact, it is the other way
round; we integrate the landscape through our sysié relating to it, through language and
interpretation or through the reflexive act of urslending ourselves by means of a reality
transitive to our perception. Even for a Laos papiah, who use more words for the same
elements of nature, they employ also the functioa,utility of what they use from the biophysical
sphere (Enfield, 2008).

CONCLUSIONS

The diversity of geographic space, the socio-peideml context encouraging a sense of
transformation, the opportunities of current cwtuacquisitions outline as many variants and
variables through which the landscape space calaloed with easiness on a whole large scope of
naturality. The naturalness of landscape places itself in a universal pattarat critically
differentiating from the word to the modelling a&atd vice versa (first we conceive the possibilities
of employing it and then we operate, so that tseltés dressed in the proper topic semantic cover)
The small differences also range from rural to norlesven the rural inhabitants identify courageously
with their landscape and end with the hues pinpdifty the researchers. The classic formula in
representing the landscape stands valid: the coemp®rof physical origin, natural ones, give the
tone to the conformation, organisation, structdiomctioning and visual legitimation of natural
landscapes. As for the rest, we assist to an adreixietween a variableontent ofnatural and a
variable, too, content of artificial (although thcis accepted more and more) in making up thedos
of naturalness of landscapes, although, correatty; they are sub-natural. The artificialisatiorthuf
present world does not allow a decisive limit fofliencing through word, coming from the
specialist. The specialist cannot do otherwiseoperate with methods and offer models which limit
the drives towards change through word and adnhgrtsoth in the individual, and in the society in
general, headed for the parts of landscape tlialostk natural.
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