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Identification of historical cultural landscape using the example of selected
municipalities in the hinterland of Bratislava

In spite of the prevailing consensus regardingdégnition of the terncultural
landscapeas landscape recreated by humans, the contehisafetm is ambigu-
ously interpreted. Its varied interpretation letmsnisunderstandings that appear
not only in the basic and applied research but edsalt in a negative impact on
interpretation and implementation of legal provisicand the territorial manage-
ment. Differences in interpretation of the term @kentified and principles of ty-
pological classification of cultural landscape presented in this article. Analysis
of natural and socio-economic factors determining origins and character of
cultural landscape was used as the source matéreht importance is ascribed
to the factor of time introducing the tetmstorical cultural landscapePrecisely
the ignorance of the time dimension is considered of the most important
sources of confusion in the use of the term cultlanadscape. A sample of the
practical application of the outlined theoreticalckground is identification of
historical cultural landscape exemplified by theitery of four municipalities in
the hinterland of Bratislava.
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INTRODUCTION

The aim of this article is to contribute to theatission about the terminol-
ogy and theoretical and/or methodological aspettubural landscape in ge-
ography. Another aim is the analysis of factorsiciwimay modify the forma-
tion of cultural landscape. The third aim is id&attion of historical cultural
landscape using examples of municipalities in thie Sttle Carpathian Region.
The Institute of Geography SAS has recently pgditgd in the international
project Vital Landscapes Alternatives for the Development of the Sub Little
Carpathian Cultural Landscapé.he target territory of the Project was the Sub
Little Carpathian Region, a strip of 24 municipakt between Bratislava and
Smolenice. For detailed results of the Project kesxample, Podolak (2010),
Podolak et al. (2011), Cebecauerova and Madajo¥&2(2 Sebo et al. (2012),
Hanusin et al. (2013 a, 2013 b), Hanusin amdh@ (2013) and ®ahd and
Pazur (2013). Four municipalities (Budmerice, Mod®azinok, and Svaty Jur)
with significant remnants of historical culturahtiscape (HCL) of different na-
tures and particularly the grapevine-growing laagsctypical for this part of
Slovakia were chosen for identification of HCL.
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TERMINOLOGY, THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL
BACKGROUND TO THE THEORY OF CULTURAL LANDSCAP

The concept otultural landscapehas appeared in specialized literature for
almost one and a half centuries. Jones (2003) tetuat the geographer Frie-
drich Ratzel introduced it in 1895-1896. Mathew$2@11) points out that al-
though Ratzel is believed to be the disseminatahefterm, studies by other
German geographers used the term cultural landscaparter of a century ear-
lier. For instance, Joseph Wimmer used the term885 in his workHis-
torische Landschaftskundend Carl Ritter used the tetulturlandschaftin the
well-known Die Erdkundepublished already in 1822-1859 (Mathewson 2011).
The termKulturlandschaftwas abundantly used in early™6entury German
geographical literature. Carl Sauer, professor fthenUniversity of California,
Berkeley introduced the conceptlahdschaftinto American (cultural) geogra-
phy. He published his landmark essafie Morphology of Landscape{Sauer
1963). For Sauer, landscape was meant an “area”r@gion” that was a prod-
uct of natural attributes of climate, soil, andrland animal life and of cultural
attributes of population, housing, economics, aathraunication (Hoelscher
2006).

There are several interesting new trends in cultarascape studies. Much
recent work in human geography has examined tlaioathip between the
built environment and the media that depict it. Egample, Cosgrove (1998),
characterized landscape not as an object or a geloigal area, but rather as a
“way of seeing” — a pictorial means of representargstructuring the world.
During recent years a large number of diverse stuedimnphasized the communi-
cative and representational aspects of landscapelgeher 2006). Matless
(2998) in his workLandscape and Englishneshowed how powerful are the
relationships between landscape and English igentit his interpretation so-
cial interests and historical actors create anrocgsense of Englishness rooted
in land and soil. Ira (2010) has objected to thalitpof life concept that repre-
sents the advanced possibility for geography terpret spatial structures of the
cultural landscape in a comprehensive and integiratnner. What is more, the
regional or local research level makes it possilsiag both the objective and
subjective indicators and highlighting the regiooalocal specific features and
problems. Some studies are concerned about thal soa ecological cost of
urban sprawl and environmental degradation in ghisal) cultural landscape
(e.g. Hanusin et al. 2013 a). Presumably, the Rlgemgraphers also took over
the term from German literature. One of the fifstat the first study by a Slo-
vak author who used it was Hromadka (1943) inisobecny zemepis Sloven-
ska(General Geography of Slovakia). This author ubedt¢rm “cultural land”
albeit it is clear from the context that he meaumtural landscape in analogy
with the term of “natural land” which is a synonyhnatural landscape. Use of
the proper term “cultural landscape” was frequenthe mid-20th century in
countries with an advanced traditiohandschaft SchoqOtremba 1952, Uhlig
1956 and Zabelin 1961). Zigrai (1972 and 2000),Hi8K1977), @ahd’ (1996),
Drdo$ and @ahe (2007), Kozova et al. (2008), and Chrastina (20@)e Slo-
vak geographers studying and commenting on the isbgultural landscape in
a wider (empirical) or a specialized (theoreticaheceptual) sense.
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Definition of the concept of cultural landscapen@ simple. Its content is
manifold and disparate. It is often freely usedhvitie risk of potential misun-
derstandings and terminological vagueness. Seagthbrs such aditchison
(1995) orFowler (2001) admit this fact when they talk abouitural landscape
as an unusual term with ambiguous content.

The common denominator of practically all definitiothough, is the ac-
knowledgement that cultural landscape is the prodiubuman activity; it is the
original natural landscape recreated by humans. oftfggns of cultural land-
scape lie in the external energy added by humantéety) to natural landscape
and its properties are determined by the amoutiy@and timing of the energy
added. The concept of cultural landscape is thest iven interpreted as the
landscape recreated, cultivated and modified by mahe sense of tolerated
additional attributes such athropic, humanized, real, contemporary, geo-
graphical (Leser 1976, @he& 1996 and DrdoS 2004), or secondary landscape
structure (Miklds and Izakosova 1997) and the like.

Zigrai (2000) presented a definition, based onstuely of older works by
Slovak and foreign authors, according to whom caltlandscape represents a
hybrid open natural-anthropogenic system, which igsult of human impact
and human society in time and space.

Some authors like Zigrai (1972 and 2000) and L€5876 and 1991) point
to the conflict between the terms cultural and tmwagbe in cases where humans
depreciate landscape. Bevilaqua (2007) proposedghef terms “civilized” or
“colonized” landscape, while “cultural landscaps”the one corresponding to
the target quality of landscape in the sense oEtlepean Landscape Conven-
tion. Farina (2000) and Schmitz et al. (2003), ifstance, interpret cultural
landscape in a much narrower sense limiting itgocaltural and forest land-
scapes. The idea is cultural (cultivated) landscesich is a mosaic of various
production areas (patches) separated from each lmghstructures of non-forest
woodland vegetation (Schmitz et al. 2003). Far2@0Q) opines that the com-
plexity of cultural landscape is expressed vidhitee components (natural, cul-
tural and economic).

The principal source of misunderstanding and inisb@scies in interpreta-
tion of the phraseultural landscapés perhaps the semantic conflict in the very
concept of culture. Some authors consider cultaraiiscape a synonym for a
kind of cultural superstructure, cultural heritgg®jected into landscape. The
diametric difference in interpretation of cultutahdscape emerges when the
concept ofcultural means civilized, recreated by the human, denatechiand
when such a landscape that has nothing in commtimawulture, one deprived
of cultural assets in the sense of the proper wtateding of culture, must be
considered a cultural landscape.

Perhaps the ambiguity of the term is the reason sdmye authors avoid it,
using other terms that they consider more spediions oriented to the real
function of landscape. For instance Forman and Go(t993) definitely evade
the term cultural landscape and they rather tatluathe grade of landscape ad-
aptation on an imaginary scale of its use stamitg the natural, followed by
the managed, worked, suburban landscape and ewidmthe urban landscape.
Another problem of terminological interpretationtbe concept is its temporal
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aspect. Humans create and continuously modify @lltandscape over time. In
the majority of cases, for centuries humans cukidand recreated the already
existing cultural landscape leaving more or lessspiuous remnants of its
original layers and structure from time to time eTprotected and valuable cul-
tural landscape (in the sense of the UNESCO Lastirfstance) is only a tempo-
rally and spatially delimited part of cultural laawhpe and even here the com-
mon term of cultural landscape is applied withqeédfication.

Terminological incongruity in defining cultural ldscape calls for the use of
more precise terminology which specifies the temrademporal axis by adjec-
tives like “historical”, “traditional” “ancient” ad the like placing it in a particu-
lar past which is fixed although based on the dbjes and needs of the spe-
cific research. An example of this approach togtuely of cultural landscape is
the concept of traditional landscape introduceBeigium in the 1980s and fur-
ther developed by Antrop (1997). Traditional larajse is the one with distinct
and discernible structure reflecting the relatigpstbetween its built elements
and important natural, cultural aesthetic assdis. duthor suggests that the tra-
ditional landscape is no synonym for cultural larage. Matless (2008), for ex-
ample, uses the term ancient landscape. As fareateimporal classification of
the origins and development of cultural landscapeoincerned, a date/period as
a limit for considering the cultural landscape &s$dnical is important.

Historical landscape structure (HLS) is the terraduim Slovak and partially
also in Czech literature. Huba, ed. (1988) intredlit asserting that historical
landscape structure represents a specific, tenpdialited and spatially di-
minishing subtype of landscape structures as aavfdle relationship between
the content of the concept cultural landscape astdrical landscape structure
is not definite. Both terms are relatively freelsed. HLS is a specific part of
cultural landscape; its synonym is historical adtuandscape, the term pre-
ferred by the author of this study. Like in the ead historical cultural land-
scape, HLSs are classified based on differentr@jtenost often by the nature
of the original use. Jé&aora (1998) presented an example of such classdicat
Stefunkova and Dobrovodska (2009) and Spulerowzh ¢2010), addressed the
methodological problems of the historical agrictdtuandscape structures in
our country.

METHODS, DATA AND TOOLS FOR THE STUDY
OF HISTORICAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

Regarding the long-term development of culturatiirape it is appropriate
to analyse and spatially interpret its status lygia of development. The origi-
nal natural layer as the genetic memory of landsésghe one most recreated
by humans. It is identifiable via geo-ecologicalthoels (Mazur et al. 1980,
Otahd and Poléik 1987 and Minar et al. 2001) applied to integdatesearch,
reconstruction and diagnosis of landscape. Reamigin of vegetation or map-
ping of potential vegetation (Michalko et al. 1988%0 analyses the genetic
memory of landscape (Balej et al. 2010). The plsitatus of landscape, the
land cover, (Feranec and’&eé 2001) is recorded in historical topographical
maps, aerial and satellite images fashioned féerdifit time horizons. They are
spatial documents suitable for the analysis ofdéeelopment and changes of
cultural landscape (BoltiZiar et al. 2006, Cebeocawée 2007, Haase et al. 2007,
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Hofierka 2008 and Ivanova 2013). Analyses of theettijpments that took
place in cultural landscape using remote sensintg (Feranec et al. 2013) or
those of land cover databases of Slovakia's CORINtE cover (CLC) at the
scale 1:100 000 for the years 1990 (CLC 1990), Z@eC 2000), 2006 (CLC
2006) and 2012 (CLC 2012) are especially efficemd spatially correct. The
long-term development of cultural landscape carama&ysed particularly ap-
propriately in the context of the natural lands¢apesets (€ahd’ et al. 2004,
Antonson 2009 and Van Eetvelde and Antrop 2009alys®es and cartographic
documentation of selected physical landscape sstiiem 1949 and 2003 us-
ing aerial images (Cebecauerova and Madajova 26ff&) correct background
material for interpretation of the developmentsiuftural landscape. Awareness
of the history of settlement, demographic changeb @ausalities of land use
history constitute an adequate base for interpogtatf functional, cultural and
information aspects of the studied region.

Apart from the physical (biophysical) status ofdacape (land cover), iden-
tification of its functions in the context of socise and spatial organization of
cultural landscape is also important. Socio-ecoroiminctions are immaterial
elements of cultural landscape and their spatialyais is often crucial for the
establishment of their hierarchy and legal releeafur interests of nature pro-
tection, forest and water economy and managemgategic assets of natural
resources and mineral materialsté®d’ 1996 and Miklés and lzakasova
1997).

The connection of humans with their environs isiMibr the definition and
research of landscape. Cultural landscape coversnmip the material-energy
foundations with objects of natural and anthropdgenigins but also their
outer manifestations, or effect on the senses. ¢{adentification of landscape
(object) also means awareness of the aspect assbeiah the human (subject)
as they know, perceive and accept an object. Ther suanifestation of the
Earth, “the face of the earth “ (Hartshorne 19%59}hie inherent quality of the
physical status of landscape identifiable by thease or surface landscape ob-
jects using verifiable tools (records) and methdesiception of the physical
status of landscape in the broadest sense of thié imeolves the identification
of features connected not only with the visual apaece, character and image,
but also with the functioning, life and symbols lahdscape (€ahd 1996).
Such perception covers the holistic interpretatibfandscape, its identification
and cognition. Landscape is also perceived thragiustic, aromatic signals
and as mental response connected with the cogrifitime natural phenomena
and life of cultural landscape (Hromadka 1943) ngntiee response given by
the history, identification of genius loci and ahfiion of the subconsciousness
and significance of landscape.

Objective tools such as orthophotomaps, digitaiatermodel (DTM), 3D
landscape model using data about forest areasraficia surfaces (spatial fre-
guency, height) are appropriate for the visual ysislof the physical status of
cultural landscape. Viewpoints were analysed usirggexample of the study
area of the Sub Little Carpathian Region in thderland of three towns and
rural settlements from the distance of 1,200 mG0G,m (Qahd and Pazlr
2013).
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FACTORS AFFECTING THE ORIGINS AND DEVELOPMENT
OF CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

Natural factors

Natural endogenous and exogenous agents domirdatdymine the charac-
ter of landscape. Natural genesis is reflectethénmhorphological, morphomet-
ric conditions and position of landscape. Geogreadhposition, sea level alti-
tude, orientation and inclination of terrain, cldsess or openness of the terri-
tory also predetermine the additional propertiedaofdscape (HanuSin et al.
2013 a).

The georelief, geological substrate, hydrologicad @edological conditions
were most affected by settlement and land use e@éss of streams, raised ter-
races, hills and promontories above wetland dejgressind flood plains were
the conditions for settlement in lowlands, basind &rrows. Fertile soils in
lowlands and basins also determine agriculturatl lase and cultivation of
crops depending on climate. Grassland and pagbueeasil in the sub-mountain
and mountain areas. Position and morphology (atent of relief) substrate,
soil and climatic conditions are important natueadtors favouring vine grow-
ing, which enjoys a long tradition in Slovakia. tBghent of highlands and
mountain ranges was connected with the acquisitiotand. In Slovakia it
gained a specific colonizing character (Luknis )98hich has now found re-
flection in regional types of cultural landscapethwidispersed settlements
(Myjavské kopanice, Novobanské Staly, Detvianskey land others). Apart
from defence, mountain ranges also provide vari@iaral resources. The for-
est wealth of Slovakia has been long used andvatgii. Apart from species
variety, forest is also imprinted in regional falkchitecture and artisan prod-
ucts. The rural cultural landscape of Slovakieej@esented by buildings, indus-
trial heritage, wooden churches and settlementsibed in the List of National
Monuments and Reserves or Localities of the UNES®@Orld Heritage
(Mikl6s and Hrrtiarova, eds. 2002).

Minerals and construction materials determine tbenemic development
while the way of their processing and applicatietedmine the nature of settle-
ments and the cultural landscape. Natural richeslasely connected with the
traditions of artisan production, industries andsamjuently industrial structures
and infrastructure. Many mineral resources sengetha basis for regional tra-
ditions and crafts like pottery, ceramics, folk olmja and smithcraft. Such
activities contribute to character of the cultlesdscape of Slovakia.

Socio-economic and cultural-historical factors

Socio-economic and cultural-historical changes leadn increased typo-
logical and spatial differentiation of cultural stape although some increase
of spatial (regional) differences is a natural andvoidable process. A number
of factors determine the differentiated developnadrthe cultural landscape or
cultural regions. Like other authors dealing widlgional differentiation in the
territory of Slovakia (for instance LukniS 1985, réo et. al. 1997, Ira et al.
2005, and Korec 2005), it is possible to assessdhm-economic and cultural-
historical changes that determined the differeioiiatof cultural landscape
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based on several factors. Depending on the charaiceeterritory (landscape)
the importance of individual factors varies accogdio their effect on the for-
mation of the cultural landscape.

Factor of the positional potential

The territory of the Slovak Republic is quite difatiated in terms of the
positional potential. The concept of the primantioe positional potential of a
territory (Lukni§ 1985) means the potential givgntie position and the poten-
tial determined by the natural situation (naturadeptial). In the broader con-
text it is important to take into account the posial potential in the interna-
tional relations (the state boundary as a bami¢hé past or the larger area for
potential cross-border cooperation, for exampléhiwithe space/territory under
the Schengen arrangements.

Factor of historical changes

The factor of historical changes in relation to themation of cultural land-
scape is of irreplaceable importance. Each hisibperiod leaves its specific
imprint on the landscape; hence the present culiamdscape is the manifesta-
tion of society’s historical development. Histoti@vents have modelled the
changes in the settlement structure, the overpkbamnce and nature of cultural
landscape and the way it was treated in individtades of development. Phe-
nomena in the cultural landscape developed asopahte living necessities of
humans in historical periods (stages of developjreamd are the results of con-
tinuous human action in the natural landscape.

Factor of the character of settlement

The urban or rural character of settlements (inolydheir varied forms)
also significantly influences the development oftwal landscape in each
study area. Regarding their significance in thersewf history, there is a
higher concentration of cultural landscape monumemd historical assets in
towns. Urban structures not only fulfil the functiof territorial administrative
centres but also of centres of innovation. Theycharacterized by a diversified
economic base with the corresponding proportiorte@tertiary and quaternary
sectors. However, the high concentration of humativides in a small area
causes great pressure on the elements of histaudtakal landscape often re-
sulting in irreversible damage — abandonment, detstm and disappearance of
many structures under the pressure of new coningcin attractive parts of
urban settlements. Different and fluctuating depalent goes on in rural settle-
ments. Suburbanization in the hinterland of townd aities brings important
changes in the way of use of cultural landscape.

Factor of settlement hierarchy

Socio-economic transformation (in the post-commuo@intries including
Slovakia) wiped out the past networks and relatigps between settlements
that were organized by the State. They were phriiaplaced by market-driven
interactions. Towns and villages became competitosgarch of quality human
resources and funds, particularly foreign investmeand the supporting EU
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projects. After the period of important tension agettlements, some con-
solidation came after the 1990s and the municipalittarted to cooperate striv-
ing for the win-win outcomes. This has often hagbaitive impact on cultural
landscapes.

Factor of territorial-administrative division

Any territorial-administrative division is spatialefficient if the territorial
units agree as much as possible with the functionabdal regions, which can
be identified on a corresponding organizationagleVhe real gravity or the at-
traction zone existing between municipalities aiffitibnt types of centre is an-
other level. It manifests itself in interactiongween municipalities and centres.
Assessment of such links can be accomplished iouwsamways one of them be-
ing the concept of functional urban regions basethe principle of daily urban
systems. Commuting is one suitable database astlaesig indicator represent-
ing a compound of intraregional links based ondh#y cycles of population
and it reflects the principle of spatial efficiendyunctional urban regions pro-
vide the spatial basis for the analysis of popoiatiand other human-
geographical phenomena (Bezak 2000).

Factor of specific features in the demographic dyita and structures

The study of demographic characteristics in thietlaf history is quite justi-
fied for the analysis of the specific features he tlemographic structure and
development in the context of formation of cultuealdscape. It was possible to
trace some data into deep history (population nuptesic characteristics of
some population structures) while many, correspandb shorter intervals
(detailed study of population dynamics — natural amgration movements, di-
rections of migration and commuting) have beenaextd from statistical re-
cords.

Factor of cultural regional specificities

The cultural-historical potential of particular regs is related to the cate-
gory of cultural specificities. It is a set of knoybut also so far unknown) used
or deficiently used cultural artefacts, objectdamilities representing a certain
developmental reserve, often a local or regionati#igity hence the potential
advantage in competition. The concept of cultuisidnical potential may be
interpreted as a meaningful and usable part oftitteral heritage. The immov-
able heritage in the cultural landscape in thettey of Slovakia and its spatial
differentiation was formed as a result of the jpedit developments in the King-
dom of Hungary, Austro-Hungarian Empire, the FZgechoslovak Republic,
the Slovak State and the post-war socialist Czdohalsia, as well as depend-
ing on the economy, rate of urbanization, indukzagion and effects of the so-
cial situation/microclimate of individual microreuis.

Factor of infrastructure development (especialBnisport infrastructure)

A motorway or speedway is generally considereddéeisive element of
transport infrastructure. What is referred to as‘thig” transport infrastructure
shapes the economic development of the given redioa individual elements
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of transport infrastructure do exert some posigffect while the combination
of several elements yields an enhanced synergictefKorec 2005). The eco-
nomic growth in the last decade brought about #edro build modern logisti-
cal centres. The vicinity of international marketgailable transport infrastruc-
ture, and strong economic hinterland contributethto dynamic expansion of
this industry. It provides important poles for thevelopment of suburban areas
and represents a major intervention into the fameti and aesthetic character of
the cultural landscape.

Factor of cultural infrastructure, everyday cultuaed traditions

The existence of cultural infrastructure is the amant premise for cultural
activities, conservation of local culture and logalditions and reproduction of
culture (Hémanova and Chromy et al. 2009). It includes pulidi@ries, book-
shops, cinemas, museums of different natures, coom@rivate galleries,
cultural centres, observatories and planetariurpsn@ir museums, archaeo-
logical parks, botanical and zoological gardenbpratums, instruction paths,
theatres, folk or artistic ensembles and so ore &ifle and everyday culture of
the population in municipalities are subject totdas forming the outer frame-
work of their lives: transition of the society inding democratization and indi-
vidualization, wider personal freedoms, the infatiora society and autono-
mous development of culture and arts.

CLASSIFICATION OF CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

Classification of cultural landscape is more denragdhan that of natural
landscape, which is classified according to reddgivstable properties of its
components. However, the cultural landscape iseepbf intersection of natu-
ral landscape and centuries of human impact, tteealad character of which
changed over time depending on the technologichleaonomic possibilities of
the society dwelling in the particular territoryehte, the choice of the funda-
mental traits and the definition of classificationteria when delimiting the cul-
tural landscape types as objectively as possilel®fvital importance.

Classification of both the natural and culturaldscape in Slovakia has al-
ways been connected with the geographical and ¢apdsecological research
and was presented in national cartographic wokesthieAtlas SSRMazur, ed.
1980) and_andscape Atlasf the Slovak Republ{ikiés and Hrrtiarova, eds.
2002). Drawing on the national and internationgdezience, a new project aim-
ing at the landscape typology of Slovakia was gesmposed (Kozova et al.
2008), taking into account the existence of cultlaadscape. One of the most
frequently quoted landscape classifications coirtgithree basic categories is
that of the UNESCO (1992):

1) Cultural ndscapes that have been clearly designed, arteéait®aman
2) Organically evolved cultural landscapes

3) Associative cultural landscapes, in which thereratigious, artistic or
cultural associations with the environmental eletsien

Regarding the classification of the cultural laragse; identification of terri-
tories with conserved traditional way of use is artpant not only from the eco-
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logical but also from the cultural, historical, tietic and landscaping points of
view. The value of these localities resides in lihe level of intensification,
high landscape diversity, conserved traditionsoiR, ftechnical and other struc-
tures, original wooden dwellings (possibly all kindf dwellings), and the con-
served traditional farming with forests and follchitecture (@ahel et al.
2008). The definition reveals that the authors lwmind some form of histori-
cal cultural landscape. As is obvious from the sifasation of the current land-
scape (Mazur and Kripel 1980 andaBd 1983) and preparation of the typol-
ogy of Slovak landscapes (Kozova et al. 2008)t{srdé¢termining the character
of cultural landscape must be taken into accouatuldl conditions as the basis
of cultural landscape are differentiated by bastrphological properties. The
impact of settlement and land use is reflectedaimd|cover as the physical
status of landscape but the basic features ofralitandscape are determined
by the functions and purpose of landscape. Cuthistbrical phenomena, his-
torical landscape structure, objects that form“tienius loci” or the spirit of
landscape modify the character of landscape arallsletf cultural landscape.
Along with the overall physiognomy they create fheture of the landscape as
the perceived identity of the territory in question

A draft of typological classification of culturamhdscape, one of the possible
approaches to the classification of cultural laagecbased on the existing clas-
sifications (first of all that of UNESCO 1992), hiasen prepared. Its aim is to
make possible the classification of any elemeninfpdine or area) in cultural
landscape (on a map) into some type in terms adtiom/purpose and time.

The classification criterion for the first level @&inctional/purpose-bound
typology is productivity or non-productivity of dural landscape. Productive
cultural landscape either provides for the productf material outputs or for
the satisfaction of basic needs (dwelling, transpecreation, etc.). The non-
productive cultural landscape “produces” benefitsaonon-material nature
(nature protection, relaxation, religious activitgythology, etc.) or enshrines
historical memory both in material and non-matef@im. Devastated areas
form a category apart.

On the second level the criterion is presence emde of technical
(artificial) elements. While they dominate in atlsghent/technicized type of
cultural landscape or they are present in largeuautscand in fact determine the
functional and visual nature of the given cultuealdscape type, agricultural/
silvicultural types of cultural landscape lack ontain a minimum of such ele-
ments (perhaps with the exception of viticulturahdscape). Regarding non-
productive cultural landscape, synonyms of the semmaterial/non-material are
used which should emphasize the secondary impa@tahtechnical (artificial)
elements in this category.

The criterion on the third level is the classifioat by geomorphology
(lowland, mountainous, etc.), which also predeteasithe functional and pur-
pose-bound properties of the type. The criterion phrticular functional use of
cultural level is applied to the fourth level (inmse cases also the fifth level).

Classification of some cultural landscapes is hoags straightforward and
is subjective to some extent. A typical examplehesrecreation landscape here
classified as productive but it also may fulfil tbeterion of a non-productive
cultural landscape type.
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Parallel to the functional and purpose-bound ddterthe time criterion was
also applied. It assigns cultural landscape a iceptasition on the time axis. A
regime of (permanent, intermittent and none) sumbhanthropogenic energy
was introduced. More information about this typglag provided in a paper by
Hanusin et al. (2013 a).

IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORICAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE
DEMONSTRATED IN SELECTED MUNICIPALITIES

One of the areas within the territory of Slovakibenre the characteristics of
cultural landscape, its structure and dynamicshahges can be best studied is
the hinterland of the Slovak capital, Bratislavaaied in the south-western part
of the country. The area is unique by to its omadjisettlement structure, tradi-
tions, varied ethnic composition in the past, vimewing and certain specific
features of the natural landscape. Numerous gebigapand landscape-
ecological studies dedicated to the theme of aalltandscape exist about this
region (e.g. Luknis 1977, f@ahe’ 1983, Zudel 1991, @he et al. 1993, Hréi-
arova et al. 2006, Feranec et al. 2009, Moyzeodalmkovcova 2010, Krivo-
sudsky 2011, Stefunkova et al. 2011 and Hanuih 2013a).

Identification of HCL areas in the four selectedmicipalities of Budmerice,
Modra, Pezinok and Svéty Jur is presented basdkeotheory explained in the
previous part.

All of them with the exception of Budmerice posséssstatus of town. The
choice respected their history (primarily its ecomoaspects), significance and
hierarchical position in the regional settlememuaiure presuming the exis-
tence of varied and extensive HCL areas. The conueoiominator is the cen-
turies old tradition of vine-growing and the assteil large vineyards (except
for Budmerice) part of which can be identified astdrical viticultural land-
scape. Methodology applied to identification o tHCL respected the typo-
logical classification of cultural landscape white HCL meant the part of cul-
tural landscape where function, structure and jti@e characteristics have
remained essentially unchanged for approximatedyidht 60 years (from 1948-
1950, which was when collectivization of farmlartdrged until now namely
2012). Meanwhile, there are even older (in term$iGL) and more valuable
areas in the study area represented by the mosfaiegural vegetation, grass-
land and/or vineyards located mostly in higher arenexposed places on the
contact with the forest landscape. They are mastiated and do not occupy
continuous or larger areas. They are referred tuisdsrical structures of farm-
ing landscape. HCL now mostly exists in smallasetl fragments, mostly un-
kempt and neglected in various stages of extinctiois improbable that they
will become a decisive and determining type of lasd from the point of view
of the region. However, the idea of revitalized amgewed remnants of HCL as
integral and functional parts of the cadastralitary of municipalities or their
broader hinterland is more promising.
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Fig. 1. The study area

Budmerice (area: 3,008 hectars, 2,429 inhabitan214)

In spite of the fact that the cadastral territofyttes municipality is situated
in the monotonous scarcely diversified Podunajsk@land, a relatively broad
range of HCL was identified there.

The historical part of the village with the presahground plan of the origi-
nal fabric of buildings along the local stream wétichurch, chapels and typical
folk buildings in the oldest part of the village @§ considerable importance.
A remarkable element of HCL is the poplar treeyatia the north-western edge
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leading to the entrance to the manor house whighires protection as a typical
element of HCL. An interesting remnant of the aradly small area of indus-
trial/producing HCL is the mill Silnicky mlyn. Theond Hajéek is an example
of the water-managing HCL continuing the traditgiarted by the Fugger fam-
ily. The area of viticultural HCL is limited to thene located east of the village
next to the road to Trnava. The most acute proldérhe village — not only
from the point of view of HCL — is the future ofethmanor house and the ap-
pearance and use of the adjacent park.

Hajicek

Budmerice Manor

Silnicky miyn
*

TYPES OF HISTORICAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

Productive historical cultural landscape and its objects

cultural and its objects

Settlement rural concentrated “
Industrial-productive * Mill
gric forest cultural and its objects
Vineyards
Fishponds
Non-p i i ical cultural and its objects
Material
Parks
“ The remaining cultural
Castles and mansions i Manor :! Iand_scapg within
municipality boundary

Fig. 2. Budmerice — types of historical culturaidacape

Modra (area: 4,962 hectars, 8,785 inhabitants irsP0

Twelve areas of HCL were identified in the cadddtwaitory. The historical
part of the urban area of Modra with numerous imlig and secular monu-
ments, the reconstructed building of the former dMe (today a hotel) and
part of the town fortifications are the most impmtt The characteristic town
silhouette with several church towers visible frathsides is valuable and de-
serves protection. This type of HCL is in compaedti good condition with
perception problems connected with the high-risidimgs in the southern part
of the town. The municipal part Kidva in an isolated position north-east of the
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town is a rural settlement and concentrated HCIh witeresting historic urban
fabric and religious monuments free from disruptélgments. The recreation
HCL in the local part Harménia has national sigrafice because it was the
first recreation centre in Slovakia. A good stepuldobe to include the set of
historical recreation buildings in a regime of aton and to secure at least a
partial return to their original state and atmosph&ight localities were delim-
ited in the viticultural HCL. The area of historicgneyards in the cadastral ter-
ritory of this town is one of the largest in SloiaKkrhe most serious problem in
terms of their preservation is the degradatioraaofé areas of vineyards east of
the town where there are big areas of abandoneyaids pustaky calling for

at least partial return to their original functiddpecial attention and increased
protection should be given to historical structuoésviticultural landscape in
marginal fragmented areas in higher positions andtige of the forest and
other than forest landscape in the south westeofavn.

Pezinok (area: 7,276 hectars, 24,070 inhabitar214)

From the point of view of HCL, Pezinok is one oétmost interesting and
valuable localities. Its significance exceeds tbaruaries of the Region of Bra-
tislava. Sixteen areas of HCL were identified ie dadastral territory.

Stary zémok
e

TYPES OF HISTORICAL
CULTURAL LANDSCAPE
Productive historical cultural landscape N
andits objects S CGgEwe

tech | cultural and its objects
Settlement urban

Settlement rural concentrated

Industrial-productive % Mill

RERR

Mining

Recreation

Agricultural-forest cultural landscape and its objects

Vineyards

Non-productive historical cultural landscape
and its objects

Material
1 calvary
Religious

@ Chapel The remaining cultural

Vanished castle or mansion e Castle, ruins :’ landscape within
municipality boundary

Fig. 3. Pezinok — types of historical cultural landpe
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Apart from the historical centre of Pezinok, thedbparts Grinava and Cajla
with numerous religious and secular monuments,adharistic building ground
plan and historical vineyards are also importarintthe 18 century, the com-
pact medieval town core was surrounded by fortifices parts of which still
exist in the south and north. The set of historanoments of the urban HCL
consists of four churches, several manor housdsahi@ burgher houses, a
Classicist building of the former horse railway arthnants of the Haban yard.
The main road communication crossing the centi@ezinok is a negative ele-
ment in this part of the settlement. A specifictfiea of Pezinok is the areas of
mining HCL, now very dilapidated. The area of tberier antimony mines of-
fers the option to conserve or reconstruct thestréal heritage of the HCL for
instance by establishing there a museum of mingafprtology. In the south-
eastern part of the town is one of the oldest indhlsareas of the town: a brick-
yard with probably the largest clay pit in this oty in terms of the volumes of
extracted material, which makes it a rare structfrenining HCL. A way of
future use preserving its original function andpe recommended.

The cadastral territory of Pezinok contains seeeneation localities and the
majority of them are in the Little Carpathian Mi$e site of the former spa on
the foothills of the mountains is now occupied bg precincts of the Psychiat-
ric Clinic of Philipp Pinel. The area of viticulir HCL in the vicinity of the
town is one of the biggest in Slovakia. As in tlleeo vine-growing municipali-
ties near Bratislava, the most serious probleneims$ of conservation of viti-
cultural HCL is the pressure to build on the plotdistoric vineyards on one
side and their degradation by overgrowing on ttentThe viticultural HCL in
the cadastral territory of Pezinok is consideratilyersified. Seven localities
were identified here. In the N, NW and W the imnagglihinterland of Pezinok
has extensive, little inclined areas of vineyarttscdlities Stara hora and
Kalvéria), exposed to high potential pressure frdewelopers. North-west of
Pezinok amidst fields is the structure of religiblGL. St Rosalia’s Chapel also
calledRozalkahas stood here since thé™@ntury. Not far away is the area of
Kalvaria. Both monuments are in unsatisfactory d@bord The most important
structure of HCL is the Castle of Pezinok situatedhe northern part of the
town centre.

Svaty Jur (area: 3,987 hectars, 5,672 inhabitar2914)

The set of original HCL of Svaty Jur is the bestgarved of all the munici-
palities described here. Several elements haveavedrfor centuries. It is the
most original and best preserved viticultural towrihe Little Carpathian viti-
cultural region. The set consists of valuable relig and secular buildings:
three churches, a monastery, synagogue, manor homsa hall, burgher
houses, curias, and vine-grower houses. A compahatbig fragment of the
town fortification is also interesting. The forn®a, which existed south of the
town, is now closed, but represents a valuableoifiistl structure, which de-
serves refurbishment and a new use. The dissemtexint along with the centu-
ries old vine-growing tradition has led to the éxige of a large and diversified
viticultural HCL at Svaty Jur. Following Modra, e are the largest areas of
historical vineyards with a distinct proportion oétural vegetation which is
most valuable and most typical in terms of HCL esaluOld vineyards with
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bulky stonewalls forming a system of small terraaes especially valuable.
The viticultural HCL around the town’s inner teory forms small or medium
sized, mostly isolated and interrupted, areas feadiimg the landscape.

Svaty Jur in the past was the power and adminigtraentre of the region
with a hill fort. It is a reason why the HCL of hibrts and lordly seats have
been conserved in its territory. Earthen rampaetsain from the hill fort of
Nestich and this area possesses a high potentials® as an archaeological
park. The manor house and several curias are Bctiged but they also need
efficient protection and care corresponding tortlsthtus as valuable cultural
monuments. Svaty Jur boasts an exceptionally viduabgious HCL including
a Gothic church with wooden belfry in Nestich.

CONCLUSION

In spite of the prevailing consensus over the dtéafim of cultural landscape
as landscape recreated by humans, the contene détim is not unaminously
perceived. The diversified interpretation of itsitent causes misunderstanding
which appears not only in the area of the basic applied research but may
also cause confusion in interpretation and implaatem of legal regulations
and management of the territory. In an effort totdbute to the solution of this
problem, differences in interpretation of the temere identified and an attempt
was made to outline the principles of typologidaksification of cultural land-
scape. It is based on the analysis of natural an-®conomic factors deter-
mining the origins and character of cultural largse Great importance was
ascribed to the temporal aspect introducing thm thistorical cultural land-
scape. Precisely the neglect of the temporal difoaris considered one of the
main sources of misunderstandings accompanyingisheof the term cultural
landscape. As a practical example, this theorypied to the identification of
the historical cultural landscapes of four settletagn the hinterland of Brati-
slava. Conservation of the remaining HCL in thigitery is threatened by the
increasing pressure to exploit the territory, @éffdo occupy additional areas for
construction of houses or infrastructure associati¢h the accelerated subur-
banization process in the hinterland of the capitdiich requires communica-
tions and communal amenities for the new concerdraettlements, shopping
malls and so on. The resulting form of these ahéroactivities will depend on
the attitude of local administration in the munalipes but also on the position
of the HCL phenomenon in the country’s legal system

This article has been written under the Projects Ri®111/12, 2/0112/12
and 2/0006/13 funded by the VEGA Grant Agency.

The authors would like to express appreciation ts.NWichala Madajova,
PhD. for her assistance in map drawing.
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Jan Hanus$in, Vladimir Ira, Janf{@hel, Peter Podolak

IDENTIFIKACIA HISTORICKEJ KULTURNEJ KRAJINY
NA PRIKLADE VYBRANYCH OBCI ZAZEMIA BRATISLAVY

PredloZzend Studia je prispevkom k diskusii tykgj&eeterminoldgie a teoreticko-
metodologickych aspektov kultrnej krajiny v gedgraAnalyzuje faktory vplyvajlace
na formovanie kultarnej krajiny a identifikuje hisick( kultdrnu krajinu na priklade
vybranych obci zazemia Bratislavy.

S pojmom kultdrna krajina sa v odbornej literatéteetdvame uz temer poldruha
storctia. Jednym z prvych, ak nie vBbec prvym dielom stskej vedeckej literatiry,
v ktorom sa s tymto terminom stretavame, je Hrom#dk/Seobecny zemepis
Slovenska (Hromadka 1943). Popri geoekologickorsp ré&rajinnoekologickom pristu-
pe ku kultirnej krajine sa v ostanych rokoch nav&hsku uplatuje aj kultirno-
geograficky pristup.

Vymedzenie pojmu kultirna krajina nie je jednoducliého obsah je ziwme
diverzifikovany a véakrat protirgivy, termin sa pouZiv&astokrat véine, ¢o mdze
vies’ k nedorozumeniam a terminologickym nejasnostiam.

Spolainym menovatBom prakticky vSetkych definicii kultarnej krajing jkonsta-
tovanie, Ze kultirna krajina je produktofudskej¢innosti, je to pévodna prirodna
krajina premenen&innog’ou ¢loveka. Kultdrna krajina vznika pridanim externej
energie vyvolaneglovekom (spoldnog’ou) do prirodnej krajiny, ptom jej vlastnosti
sU determinované mnozstvom, charakterotfagsovym rezimom pridanej (pridavanej)
energie.

Za hlavny zdroj nedorozumeni a rozporuplnosti vpem a interpretacii slovného
spojeniakultdrna krajinaje mozné povazovasémanticky rozpor v samotnom chapani
pojmu kultira. Pre¢ag’ autorov je tak kultdrna krajina synonymom akejsltdrne;j
nadstavby: kultirneho deditva premietnutého do krajiny. Diametralne odlishépa-
nie kultarnej krajiny predstavuje pristup, pri kdar pojemkultarny vystupuje ako
ekvivalent pojmucivilizacny, lovekom pretvoreny, odprirodnenaldim problémom
terminologickej interpretacie pojmu_kulturna krairje jehocasovy obsahClovek
vytvara a d’alej meni kultdrnu krajinu wWase prakticky kontinualne. Vidime, ze
chranenéa a hodnotna kultdrna krajina (napr. v zengsknamu UNESCO) je lemsovo
a priestorovo Uzko vymedzerag kultirnej krajiny ako takej, napriek tomu aj tu sa
pouZiva vSeobecny termin kultdrna krajina bez bjiZpecifikacie.

Terminologické nezrovnalosti pri definovani kultéjkrajiny si vynutili pouZivanie
preciznejSej terminoldgie, ktora jednoznejSie Specifikuje termin kultdrna krajina na
¢asovej osi pomocou adjektiv ako ,historicky", ,tré&aly"“, ,starobyly”.

Vzhradom na dlhodoby vyvoj tvorby kultirnej krajiny jdodné analyzowaa
priestorovo interpretovajej stav podla vyvojovych vrstiev. Povodni prirodnd vrstvu
ako geneticku pantigkrajiny ¢lovek premenil najviac. MéZeme ju identifikavaajma
prostrednictvom geoekologickych metod, metodou mékakcie vegetacie alebo mapo-
vania potencialnej vegetacie. Okrem fyzického §mdéalneho) stavu krajiny (krajinnej
pokryvky) je dolezita aj identifikacia jeho funkaiikontexte spoléenskeého vyuzivania
a priestorovej organizacie kulturnej krajiny. Dommtny charakter krajine &uwju
prirodné endogénne a exogéntieitele. Prirodna genéza je premietnuta v morfolo-
gicko-morfometrickych a polohovych podmienkach kmaj Socialno-ekonomické a
kuldrno-historické zmeny vedu k narastajlicej typakej a priestorovej diferenciacii
kultarnej krajiny.

Vychadzajuc z existujucich klasifikéacii kultdrnejaliny (najmd UNESCO 1992)
autori Stadie navrhli typologickd klasifikaciu katnej krajiny, ktora predstavuje jeden
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z moznych pristupov k enovaniu jej typov. Na prvej urovni fugko-(elovej
typoldgie je klasifikénym kritériom produknos’/neproduknog’ kultarnej krajiny, na
druhej je kritériom pritomnegnepritomnos technickych (umelych) prvkov, na tretej
arovni je kritériom zaradenie do zakladného geowologického typu (nizinny,
montanny), ktoré vyznamnym spdsobom spaluj@ charakter funino-(&elovych
vlastnosti prisluSného typu. Na sStvrtej (v niektdrypripadoch aj piatej) Grovni je
kritériom konkrétne funéné vyuZitie kultdrnej krajiny. Ako pomocné klasiiiné
kritérium sme tu zaviedli rezim dodavania antropogg energie (staly, ¢asny, bez
dodéavania, ...).

Na zéklade teoretickych Gvah obsiahnutych v pregjlasisti prispevku prezentu-
jeme identifikaciu arealov historickej kultdrnejaiiny (HKK) v Styroch vybranych
obciach zazemia Bratislavy: Budmerice, Modra, Pazia Svaty Jur. Pri identifikacii
typov HKK sme metodicky vychadzali z typologickdpéifikacie kultdrnej krajiny,
pricom za HKK povazujeme tédag kultdrnej krajiny, ktorej funkcia, Struktdra a
percegné charakteristiky zostali v zdsade nezmenené whiljbslednych priblizne 60
rokov (od rokov 1948-1950 po &snog — rok 2012). HKK v séasnosti existuje
prevazne len v izolovanych fragmentoch s malouofoali, vé&Sinou v zanedbanom a
neudrzZiavanom stave v roznom Stadiu zaniku.

Prelozila H. Contrerasova
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