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Abstract

:

In recent years, the study of ‘landscape’ has gained importance in both the public and in the sciences. In philosophy and the social sciences, different traditions for dealing with ‘landscape’ have developed—not least based on a common reference point of Georg Simmel’s “Philosophy of Landscape” published in 1913. In this paper, these traditions are examined with regard to their suitability for contributing to the analysis and regulation of landscape conflicts and for providing answers to the landscape-related challenges of the present—both in terms of science and society—exemplified by the challenges of the energy transition. The central points of criticism are, besides an insufficient amount of conceptual work and a ‘forgetting of the individual’ of philosophy and the social sciences, the reduction of the concept of landscape to the concept of nature in philosophical landscape research.
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1. Introduction


In the course of the energy transition, with its explicit goal of promoting ‘sustainability’, ‘landscape’ becomes an unavoidable focal point of conflicts that can be ignited by this political project and the accompanying social transformation of many areas of life. This focus on landscape concerns, on the one hand, the changes in physical space that are associated with the necessary landscape interventions and land consumption, which result in land use competitions for scarce spatial resources, and on the other hand, the resulting impairments or disruptions of familiar individual but socially mediated landscape perception patterns, all of which can lead to corresponding conflicts. This means that the inevitability of the factual–spatial as well as symbolic–aesthetic focuses of the energy transition in the focal point of ‘landscape’ inevitably leads to equally inevitable landscape conflicts.



The direct or indirect effects of climate change manifest themselves in material space, for example, in the form of changes in vegetation, the consequences of storms and droughts, or the altered flow regimes of watercourses. The differentiated measures of the energy transition are intended to counteract these effects, which threaten people, but these measures, in turn, also have spatial effects. This is expressed, for example, in the physical manifestations of efforts to reduce the consequences of anthropogenic climate change through adaptation measures or to limit them through mitigation measures. Facilities for the generation, transmission, and storage of renewable energy have a particular landscape presence. These, and other spatial material changes, are partly at odds with everyday individual perceptions of familiar landscape environments. They are also partly at odds with typical social notions of landscape that have developed, that have been handed down and updated over centuries, and that have formative effects on the individuals as a result of socialization. In this way, such landscape interventions become the occasion for manifesting latent conflicts that arise from different interpretations, categorizations, and evaluations of landscape (cf., [1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8]). In addition, there are different scientific views on and about ‘landscape’, which have been differentiated by different scientific disciplines and have meanwhile elaborated correspondingly different facets of the concept of landscape. These views also partly conflict with the aforementioned spatial changes, for instance, with regard to vernacular landscapes, urban landscapes, or hybrid landscapes (for more detail, see [9,10,11,12]). The diversity of different scholarly understandings and interpretations of what landscape is has led not least to a number of survey publications with different disciplinary backgrounds (see, for instance, [13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21]). This diversity must be taken into account when considering the ways in which the concept of landscape has a functional or dysfunctional meaning [22] in the relations of humans and society to the non-human world.



We want to deal critically with this variety of understandings of landscape—with a focus on philosophy and the social sciences (including human geography). The common starting point is Georg Simmel’s “Philosophy of Landscape”, first published in 1913, which lays the foundation for a constructivist approach to landscape. Starting from this, we will deal—along the categorial system of the three-world theory of Popper [23,24,25] and the theory of the Three Landscapes [26,27]—with the question which developments in both disciplines have taken with regard to their concepts of landscape.



A crucial aim of our article is to compare the different developments of sociological and philosophical landscape research—starting from Georg Simmel, who is equally considered a philosopher and a sociologist. In any case, we are particularly concerned with the German-speaking world. Firstly, the development of the concept of landscape here goes back to the Middle Ages and thus further back than in other languages. Secondly, this initially linguistically and culturally bound everyday concept of landscape was ‘stylized’ into a scientific concept of landscape and exported from the German-speaking world around the turn of the 19th to the 20th century and became a widespread internationally used term, which was then re-imported from the Anglo-Saxon into the German-speaking world [1,28,29,30,31]. In contrast to German, the English concept of landscape is clearer because it exclusively has subjective aesthetic connotations, whereas the German concept not only addresses the aspect of contemplation (subject), but also becomes an object of contemplation itself. For this reason, landscape philosophy as a form of reflection on an ambiguous concept of landscape is underrepresented in Anglo-Saxon literature in contrast to German literature. A comprehensive international comparison would certainly be a worthwhile endeavor but is beyond the scope of this article. The second goal is to make a basic theoretical contribution to practical problems, namely the expedient analysis and pragmatic regulation of landscape conflicts. As a meta-theoretical and multi-perspectival integrating instance of different approaches and perspectives, we rely on neopragmatism.



In Section 2, we first deal with Georg Simmel’s understanding of landscape, which is still influential for both contemporary philosophical and sociological landscape research. We then outline the current state of research in the social sciences (Section 3) and then philosophical landscape research (Section 4). The case study named “Energy Transition and Landscape Conflicts” (Section 5) addresses the problem of the self-understanding of the respective landscape concept. Afterwards, first, the blind spot of philosophy is presented (Section 6), and then the blind spot of the social sciences (Section 7) is presented with regard to the contribution of both sciences to the practical problem of analyzing and regulating landscape conflicts. In the conclusion (Section 8), the results of the explanations are once again synthesized, and the resulting challenges for social sciences and philosophy with regard to their engagements with ‘landscape’ are formulated.




2. A Common Basis—Georg Simmel’s Understanding of Landscape


An examination of Simmel’s philosophy and sociology with regard to the topic of landscape seems relevant as a starting point for an engagement with the understandings of landscape in the social sciences and philosophy, even after far more than a century after their first publication. Thus, first, Simmel provides, with his 1913 work “Philosophy of Landscape” [32], a central basis for a paradigm shift [33] in landscape research. Secondly, he is a late representative of a separation of sociology and philosophy that has not yet been fully completed. Third, he deals not least in his work “Soziologie der Sinne” (English: “Sociology of the Senses”) [34], as well as in his work “Soziologie. Untersuchungen über die Formen der Vergesellschaftung” (English: “Sociology. Investigations on the Forms of Socialization”) [35] with the various senses of humans and, in particular, their social significance. Fourth, Simmel’s approach is strongly phenomenological, drawing attention to the experience of spaces as landscapes (for more detail on this topic, see [36]). This facilitates the return to a common basis in the humanities, beyond cognitivist and empiricist approaches, which characterizes landscape research in the natural sciences. It also reaches beyond, as in quantitative social research or even spatial planning (this will be discussed in more detail later).



The text “Philosophie der Landschaft“ (English: “Philosophy of Landscape”) [32] can be described as a turning point both in Simmel’s reference to landscape and in landscape research in general [37]. “Philosophy of Landscape” differs fundamentally in terms of its understanding of landscape from the text “Florenz”/“Florence” that was published seven years earlier [38]. While the latter is still characterized by an ontologizing understanding of landscape, Simmel emphasizes the constructedness of landscape in “Philosophy of Landscape”. With this, he clearly sets himself apart from the scientific mainstream of his time, which is focused on fathoming the ‘essence of landscape’ (see, for example, [36,37,38]). In “Philosophy of Landscape”, Simmel understands landscape as an aestheticizing synopsis of objects whose guidance is traced back to painting [32] (p. 12). The conventions of the synopsis—founded in painting—are, in turn, the subject of a process of mediation [39]. In this process of mediation, the individual is introduced into the social stock of knowledge about ‘landscape’, whereby this introduction takes place in a culturally and socially differentiated manner, as is already clear in Simmel’s work: “Landscape, we say, comes into being in that a juxtaposition of natural phenomena spread out on the ground is combined into a special kind of unity, one other than that to which the causally thinking scholar, the religiously feeling nature worshipper, the teleologically directed arable farmer or strategist embraces precisely this field of vision” [32] (p. 18). For Simmel, moreover, the aesthetic synopsis of ‘things’ is closely tied to their naturalness, a circumstance that can be singled out as the central problem of the philosophical concept of landscape. In Simmel’s understanding of landscape, therefore, two lines of tradition are already laid out, which were subsequently pursued separately by the social sciences and philosophy: while the social sciences were concerned with the question of the (especially social) construction of landscape, philosophy followed the line of tradition of understanding landscape as (in some way) nature and its design. These two strands can be seen as ‘two sides of the same coin’ [19].




3. The Social Construction of Landscape—Aspects of Social Science Landscape Research


Simmel’s constructivist understanding of landscape currently represents the dominant theoretical conception of landscape on the one hand; on the other hand, current research extends beyond Simmel’s work in some aspects. In the following subsections, we will first outline the basic assumptions of social constructivism, and then we will outline the theory of the Three Landscapes as an analytical tool to be able to more precisely elaborate on the construction processes of landscape (in comparison to space) and to classify different landscape theories.



3.1. Social Constructivism as a Basis for Social Science Landscape Research


Social constructivism is defined by two strands: the interpretive sociology of Max Weber [40] and the phenomenological philosophy of Edmund Husserl [41,42]. The connection of these two strands is particularly emphasized by Alfred Schütz [43] when he deals with the sensible construction of the social world. Schütz concludes that perception is the result of “a very complicated process of interpretation” [44] (p. 5), for which “it is true that people act toward ‘things’ on the basis of the meanings these things possess for them” [45] (p. 81). The meanings of ‘things’ arise “from the social interaction one engages in with one’s fellow human beings” [45] (p. 81), although this meaning is not stable, but reversible. Thus, “these meanings are managed and modified in an interpretive process that the person uses in his or her engagement with the things he or she encounters” [45] (p. 81).



In terms of landscape, we can deduce the following (detailed in [20,39,46,47,48,49,50]): landscape is not an objectively given object, but the result of an ongoing process of construction (in Europe since the Middle Ages, in the German-speaking part of Europe, since the early Meddle Ages). There is an individual ‘projection’ of learned patterns of interpretation, typification, and valuation into material spaces. Not only is the concept of landscape subject to change in its historical development, but also the individual construction; thus, “the naïve […] cannot see the landscape, for he has not learned its language” [51] (p. 20). Accordingly, individually, in the production of landscape, recourse is made to culturally bound, socially mediated, and time-bound typifications; after all, “we generally see only what we have learned to see, and we see it as the style of the time demands” [52] (p. 48). Thus, it becomes clear that what is understood as ‘landscape’ in general, and what is understood as ‘beautiful’ or ‘interesting landscape’ in particular, is quite contingent, dependent on social and cultural conventions. But it is also modified by individual experiences and the relation between these, as well as individual preferences.




3.2. Theory of Three Landscapes—Modes of Landscape Construction and Theory Diversity in Social Science Landscape Research


These remarks on the specificity of the social construction of reality can be translated into the theory of the Three Landscapes within the framework of social constructivist landscape theory. Karl Popper quasi-ontologically divides the world into three levels: world 1 of matter, world 2 of individual consciousness, and world 3 of knowledge and cultural content. Humans are not only composed of world 2 but are also part of worlds 1 and 3, and artifacts, such as books and buildings, can also be part of worlds 1 and 3 at the same time. The conception of world 2 is highly abstracted in this terminology; after all, there are as many different worlds 2 as there are people. Every single person (if they have a consciousness) has their own world 2. World 2 is the result of self-generation in confrontation with other parts of world 2, world 3, and world 1. But the result is also that world 2 has, in each case, a specific share in world 3, and it can only survey parts of world 1.



Landscape 3 comprises socially shared patterns of interpretation, evaluation, and categorization with reference to landscape. These are socialized to the individual landscape 2 (here, the social constructivist basic trait of the theory of the Three Landscapes, which goes beyond Popper, becomes clear), whereby innovations can reach landscape 3 from landscape 2. Based on the individual stock of social patterns of interpretation, categorization, and valuation, human beings are able to synthesize (with Simmel, or ‘look into’) landscape 1 into space 1. ‘Landscape’ also represents a subset of space at all levels (spatial objects are selected for landscape synthesis), but not every ‘landscape’ is spatial (as in metaphors such as educational landscape, religious landscape, or political landscape). Moreover, landscape is constitutively tied to level 3, whereas space is tied to level 1.



The socially and culturally differentiated knowledge about landscape is reflected in three fundamentally different modes of landscape construction: the landscape construction in mode a is that of the ‘native normal landscape’. This is constructed in childhood and adolescence, through experiences of space 1 as landscape 1, under the guidance of ‘significant others’ [53], especially members of the family. On the one hand, landscape 1 is strongly emotionally shaped, and on the other hand, it is charged with the norm of stability (especially with regard to landscape 1). A b-mode landscape construction, on the other hand, resorts to a commonsense understanding. This is mediated by school, the Internet, books, television, etc., and draws heavily on aesthetic and increasingly on ecological patterns of interpretation, categorization, and evaluation. Normatively, it is tied to the correspondence of widespread stereotypes (such as ‘the beautiful landscape’). The construction guidance of the c-mode is carried out by a professional preoccupation with landscape, which requires a relevant specialized study (of geography, biology, landscape planning or architecture, etc.). In particular, normative ideas differ significantly (subject-specifically), and fundamental understandings of landscape also differ (for example, between agricultural economics and nature conservation). The result is that—depending on the different modes, but also on individual landscape experiences—very different landscapes 1 are synthesized into the same space 1 (Figure 1).



The c-mode is characterized in a special way by the pursuit of new knowledge or the reorganization of existing knowledge (among many, [29,54,55]). Following this logic, since Simmel’s “Philosophy of Landscape”, not only has the empirically gained knowledge about ‘landscape’ increased, but also the theoretical classification of knowledge. From the essentialist striving to fathom the ‘essence of landscape’ (an overview is provided by the anthology in [56]) to the positivist approach (and especially in natural science landscape research that has been dominant until today; for example, in [57]), especially to capture landscape 1 quantitatively and empirically via already-mentioned constructivist approaches to more-than-representational approaches, landscape research influenced by the social sciences has developed (for an overview, see [13,14,15,17,18,19,20]). An attempt to synthesize these approaches was made by neopragmatic landscape research in the tradition of Richard Rorty [58,59]. In view of the complexity of the object of research, it assumes that not one theoretical perspective can comprehensively illuminate ‘landscape’. Instead, it combines—depending on the specific research question—different theories, but also methods, data, researcher perspectives, etc.; i.e., its focus is not on what separates the perspectives, but on what is complementary (for example, see [60,61,62]).




3.3. Interim Summary


From this brief summary of the current state of research, it is clear that the current social science research on landscape theory goes beyond Simmel’s work in (at least) five aspects (cf. [33]):




	
The theoretical approaches to landscape have differentiated and multiplied.



	
Landscape understanding at the landscape 1 level has been expanded to include old industrial landscapes, urban landscapes, urban–land hybrids, etc. (see [63,64,65]).



	
Simmel’s painting analogy makes it possible to interpret landscape as a construct (landscape 3); at the same time, it complicates the access to multisensory foundations of landscape, as they are frequently addressed in social science landscape research today (see, for example, [66,67,68,69,70]).



	
Simmel’s argumentation aims at a construction of landscape (as landscape 3) that presupposes an elaborated state of knowledge of art historical interpretations (today, it is institutionalized in the c-mode). The b- or a-modal reference was, on the one hand, not yet elaborated to this intensity at the time, and on the other hand, it was also not taken into account by Simmel.



	
Current social science landscape research integrates the aspect of power in the development of landscapes 1, 2, and 3 (see, among many, [71,72,73,74,75,76]).



	
The programs of social constructivist and phenomenological landscape research can be described as ‘two sides of the same coin’ since they focus, on the one hand, on the relations between landscape 2 and landscape 3 (social constructivism), and on the other hand, on the relations between landscape 2 and landscape 1 (phenomenology).










4. Philosophical Understandings of Landscape


Philosophical landscape research can—as mentioned above—also connect to Simmel’s work, particularly to Simmel’s understanding of landscape, not ontologically as an object, but aesthetically as ‘looked into’ material space. Like Burckhardt in the 19th century, Ritter in the 20th century derives the genesis of the aesthetic concept of landscape 3, similarly to Simmel, from landscape painting [77]. This concept of landscape painting was declared as the “pacemaker of our seeing and our landscape experience” [78] (p. 7). This is to be understood as the viewed space, and therefore in a way of a “painterly conception of a section of nature” [79] (column 16). In consequence, “Landscape is nature that is aesthetically present in the sight for a feeling and sensing observer” [80] (p. 150). Accordingly, the origin story of the aesthetic concept of landscape presupposes the separation of the aesthetically viewed space designated as ‘landscape’ from socially appropriated nature, and thus from the realm of labor and social practice. The philosophical preoccupation with the subject of ‘landscape’ in detachment from exclusively art theoretical reflections (cf. [77,81]) was only established in the 18th century. This took place within the framework of aesthetics as a newly established science in the rationalist system of sciences [82] and manifested itself in an ‘aesthetic-philosophical concept’ of ‘landscape’ [79]. Considering the integration (‘viewing together’) of elements of the perceived space by a viewing subject into ‘landscape’, explicitly named by Simmel, this concept of landscape (in the sense of landscape 3) implies, in particular, that it is decisive for philosophy, though until today, it was considered a controversial [83] (p. 21) ‘subject–object distinction’, and it can therefore serve as a guideline for the following explanations.



4.1. Object and Subject of Landscape Observation


The object of landscape observation is firstly determined in philosophical thematizations by the culturally and historically grown separation of the viewed space from the realm of labor and social practice, and secondly by the aesthetically induced equation of nature and landscape. For example, in the scientific system of the 18th century, ‘landscape’ is given a “place in the gradual formation of the understanding” [79] (column 18), in that it “‘awakens certain sensations of a moral and passionate kind’ and guides reason” [79] (column 18). Carl Gustav Carus plays a special role in the context of philosophical understandings of landscape, as he takes up and effectively develops two influential theoretical approaches. First, with his “nature-mystical conception of landscape and landscape art” [84] (p. 265), he takes up the topos of “nature as a sign script”, which was already handed down in his time [85] (p. 270), and thus interprets nature as cipher script of the divine, “as divine revelation” [86] (p. 55). With this, Carus refers, on the one hand, to the tradition of speaking of the ‘book of nature’, and on the other hand, to the later broad discussion about a ‘cipher writing’ of nature (cf. [85]). Secondly, Carus grasps ‘moods’ that show up in the landscape (in our terminology, understood as landscape 1) as objectively understood “stages of nature’s life” [86] (p. 30). Landscape as an object of observation, however, is resubjectivized when it is understood in terms of a “doctrine of signatures” that has its basis in a “communicative concept of nature” [87] (p. 122) that is to be ‘read’. This ‘reading’ points back to a conception of nature as a subject, as exemplified, for instance, in Spinoza’s work (‘natura naturans’), in Kant’s ‘unintentional technique (technica naturalis)’ [88] (p. 321) of nature or in Ernst Bloch’s concept of an ‘alliance technique’ with nature as a ‘subject’ [89], in Wolfgang Kluxen’s concept of a ‘dialogue with nature’ as a dialogue ’partner’ [90], in Gernot Böhme’s concept of ‘co-productivity of nature’ [87] (p. 74), and in the ‘actor-network theory’ [91,92,93] with technical or natural objects as ‘actants’ [94].



The subject of the landscape (2) view marks, following Gebser [95], marks the location-boundness and perspectivity of landscape observation. With Schelling, therefore, in landscape painting, “everywhere only subjective representation is possible, for the landscape has reality only in the eye of the beholder” [96] (p. 138). Correspondingly, Ernst Cassirer describes this act of constitution as an act of construction of the representation of the aesthetic space of the landscape as by no means “merely a passive reproduction of the world; rather, it is a new relationship in which man places himself to the world” [97] (p. 29). The so-called constructive ‘landscape eye’ [98] requires, for its constitution, first, a framing by an ‘image-frame’ [99,100,101], and secondly the development of the central perspective [95]. To summarize it briefly, in our terminology, landscape 1 arises in space 1 when this—interpreted as nature 1—is viewed together with the aesthetic content of landscape 3.



This oscillation between essentialist objectivism and essentialist resubjectivization can also be found in the current discussion of ‘atmospheres’, which reformulates Carus’s talk of ‘moods’ of nature in a new conceptual vocabulary and with a focus on ‘landscape’. Similar considerations can be found in the works by Hegel [99], Burckhardt [102], and Ritter [103]. Simmel considers a specific ‘mood’ to be necessary, which makes it possible, in the first place, to see “a piece of ground with what is on it, as a landscape” [104] (p. 142). Meanwhile, current discussions of the concept of atmosphere strive to mediate the subjectivist and objectivist associations of this concept (e.g., [105,106,107,108]).




4.2. Landscape as a Natural Beauty


The philosophical discourse was traditionally, and is still today, characterized, in particular, by the fact that ‘landscape’ was primarily related to ‘nature’ or the ‘natural beauty’ as an object of contemplation (cf., for example, the critiques of [109,110]). Philosophical landscape aesthetics, therefore, can essentially be traced back to the traditional question of the ‘natural beautiful’, as “God’s handwriting” [111] (p. 78) initially determines the experience of nature as the experience of God. Breaking down this religious experience and what Ritter calls ‘theoria’ [103] collapse, the natural beautiful functions as the supplementary complement to the practically and scientifically appropriated nature. Kant associates a ‘free’ with the natural beautiful, that is, “well-being independent of all interest” [112] (p. 152) or ‘free’ nature that is considered independent of all interest. Hegel orders the natural sublime, in contrast to Kant, who describes it as the triumph of reason over a culturally enclosed nature [88], to the ‘symbolic art form’ as a past and obsolete human relation to nature, since nature is, by now, completely culturally appropriated. The natural beauty merely represents a “reflex of the spirit” [113] (p. 2). It does not indicate an ‘objectively’ existing quality of nature, but a way of nature’s fulfillment by humans.



This supposed loss of the substrate (in our terminology, space 1) of aesthetic landscape (in our terminology: landscape 3) also led to demands for nature conservation in philosophy in the 20th century [87,103,114,115,116]. Previously, in the 19th century, in German-speaking countries, the consequences of industrialization for the native nature and landscape already led to demands for homeland protection; nature protection can therefore also be understood as a continuation of the tradition of homeland protection (cf. [117,118,119,120]). If the difference between socially appropriated nature (urban and agricultural) and free nature (aesthetic landscape) is supposedly leveled by such developments [103,121], and nature or landscape can possibly only be perceived instrumentally [86], then the ‘end of the aesthetic category landscape’ has to be proclaimed [122]. Adorno rejects nature conservation because the beauty of nature is subject to the “totality of the principle of exchange”; therefore, nature becomes “a nature conservation park and an alibi”, and ultimately, an “ideology” [123] (p. 107). Non-philosophers, such as the geobotanist Hansjörg Küster, criticize the confusion of nature conservation with landscape conservation based on the philosophical heritage [124,125,126]; the vegetation expert Stefan Körner accuses Piepmeier and his adepts of a ‘category mistake’ [127], namely to reify “the aesthetic and symbolically charged category landscape” to “an ecological real object” [128] (p. 22).




4.3. Urban Landscape and Landscape Design


Recently, the interpretation of a city as a landscape has also been seen and reflected upon accordingly, and suggestions have been made to release the traditional aesthetic concept of landscape from its separation from social practice and to reintegrate it into social practice within the framework of the concept of landscape design. Even independently of the empirical abolition of the separation of city and countryside through developments at the level of world 1 [129,130,131,132,133,134], ‘city’ as part of world 1 can be seen as landscape 1. Philosophical reflections on this aspect can already be found in Benjamin’s recourse to Baudelaire with the figure of the ‘flâneur’, who, like a walker in the landscape, can also move in the city (cf. [79], column 27); in the work by Martin Seel, who describes the “model of nature” as “the model of the aesthetic city” [135] (p. 232); and in the work by Gernot Böhme, who identifies “the city itself as nature” [87] (p. 71) and understands nature aesthetics as a “part of ecology” [87] (p. 74). Böhme also thematizes nature as a “social product” that is “dependent on ideas for design” [87] (p. 74). This aspect of design was already discussed before Böhme by Lucius Burckhardt [110] and Joachim Ritter [103]; landscape design should reintegrate ‘nature as landscape’ into the “horizon of society” [80] (p. 190). In this way, the historically inherited concept of the ‘aesthetic landscape’ can open up to philosophical approaches of other kinds, such as ecological, social, constitutional–theoretical, or other questions, in addition to an aesthetic approach. This is a complementary relationship, and not a substitute relationship.




4.4. Interim Summary


Currently, it can be noted that little attention is paid to landscape in philosophy and landscape aesthetics, with occasional exceptions (for instance, [14,136,137,138,139,140,141,142,143,144,145,146]). From the brief summary of the current state of research on philosophical understandings of landscape before and after Simmel, it is clear that current philosophical research goes beyond Simmel in the following aspects:




	
The separation of the aesthetically viewed space designated as ‘landscape’ from socially appropriated nature (nature and landscape 3), and thus from the realm of labor and social practice, which is constitutive for the aesthetic concept of landscape, is being questioned. The current aim is to design landscape in the course of its reintegration into social practice.



	
The ‘subject–object difference’ guiding philosophical understandings of landscape has recently been questioned, and attempts to overcome it have been made by the phenomenological (especially the connection between landscapes 1 and 2) or actor–network theory (combined with a dissolution of the idea of levels in favor of interacting networks).



	
The discussion about ‘moods’ taken up by Simmel has recently been continued as that about ‘atmospheres’ (understood as ‘half-things’ emerging between landscape 1 and landscape 2). It is interesting to note that Simmel is already skeptical of a one-sided interpretation of ‘moods of landscape’. He points out that, since landscape is to be understood as a ‘mental entity’, ‘moods of landscape’ have both subjective ‘cause’ and ‘effect’ in the sense of a ‘full objectivity’ on landscape [104] (p. 150). Thus, discussions from more than 100 years ago and long controversies that were “not always on the level of Simmel” [147] (p. 87) have led to today’s discussions about ‘atmospheres’.



	
Today’s discussions lament a loss of the substrate of aesthetic landscape (as ontologization from landscape 3 to landscape 1), which has led to calls for conservation in philosophy for several decades.



	
In recent decades, philosophy has tentatively and sporadically opened to issues not only of conservation, but also of ecology, urban landscape, and landscape design (integration of the topos of other c-modal landscape 3 understandings).



	
Beyond Simmel, the city can now also be seen as a c-modal landscape construct in philosophy.








Philosophy has meanwhile fallen behind the social sciences, which is disadvantageous from a scientific perspective, since social sciences also feed on philosophical categories, which, in the case of the topic of ‘landscape’, have not been further developed or reformulated according to the requirements of the time for decades.





5. Relevance of Philosophy: The Example of Energy Transition and Landscape Conflicts


In the following paragraphs, conflicts in the context of the energy transition, which revolve around all three landscapes in the sense of the Three Landscape theory, are presented as examples of the need for philosophical reflection on different landscape concepts and their uses. This means that our aim is merely to illustrate the need for a contemporary philosophical approach to the concept of landscape, and not to review the extensive literature on the subject of landscape conflicts or to present efforts to regulate conflicts.



The energy transition is associated with numerous material manifestations in space 1, interpreted as landscape, which, in large parts, contradict the a-, b-, and c-modal landscape norms. They contradict the a-modal norm of the stability of the structures of landscape 1, and they contradict classical landscape aesthetic b-modal ideas, although they can correspond to the ecological part of b-modal landscape ideas. They also contradict c-modal ideas if these follow, for example, the paradigm of the ‘preservation of historical cultural landscape’ or the special protection of species, which correspond to the c-modal norms to landscape if these are aligned to the mitigation of anthropogenic climate change [148,149,150].



Here, the initial situation of space 1, where the plants are built, is synthesized as completely different versions of landscape 1 (Figure 2), as studies based on discourse theory, in particular, have shown [151,152,153,154,155]. Thus, a full geomorphological form primarily covered with spruce trees becomes—depending on the perspective—either an ‘ecologically valuable and beautiful forest on a hill shaping the identity of the village community, the essence of which is destroyed by wind turbines’, or an ‘ugly forest with copes untypical of the location on an elevation away from the village, which can only be symbolically evaluated by wind turbines’. At this point, it becomes clear how mutual ideological criticism clashes with each other, and other forms of criticism hardly have a chance to be carried out. For these reasons, conflict regulation in the sense of Dahrendorf [156], or ‘dissent management’, as Hubig [157] describes, or ‘conflict management’, is necessary (see [158]).



When dealing with landscape conflicts, a central problem of landscape research becomes clear from the brief description above. In the self-understanding of one’s own respective concept of landscape, alternative landscape concepts are evaluated (especially c-modal) as deviating from normality; this becomes especially explosive in conflict situations. The consequence is that people use the same word but associate a completely different concept with it. In conflict situations, which tend to dichotomize, the large ‘semantic yard’ is transformed [159] into an archipelago of disjunctive landscape terms with claims to generalization. In this process, the bearers of a- and b-modal landscape terms especially engage in a struggle for recognition. The lack of conceptual clarity in the understanding of landscape in the German-speaking world is particularly topical due to the (generally unexplicit) understanding of landscape as both a material object (landscape 1) and as an aesthetic or ecological normative construct (landscape 3).



These results of social science landscape research also reveal the ‘blind spot’ of social science research, because although it can empirically investigate the different uses of the word ‘landscape’ in connection with different terms and (neopragmatically) classify them into different theory complexes, it lacks the instruments of conceptual critique for working on the different terms, which, in turn, philosophy has at its disposal.




6. The Blind Spot of Philosophy: Nature as a Necessary but Not Sufficient Basis for Landscape


The idea that the concept of landscape should not be understood simply as a subset of the concept of space has already been discussed in Section 3.2 and is illustrated in Figure 1 graphically. In Figure 3, we illustrate that the concept of landscape should not be understood as a subset of the concept of nature, which we will justify in more detail below.



Like the concept of landscape, that of nature is one that cannot be obtained from pure contemplation, but it arises from the relationalization of simple and other complex concepts. This requires a short explanation of our understanding of the relation of concepts: Preconceptually, we understand sensory sensations, such as the sensations of hardness, coldness, smell, and so on. Once these are linguistically grasped, simple concepts emerge. These simple concepts are the result of the body-mediated experience of world 1 through world 2 on the basis of language socialized from world 3. In this respect, these simple concepts are already influenced by world 3. The influence of world 3 becomes greater when concepts are formed from the linguistic version of sensory perceptions that are more synthetically oriented, for example, when a stone, a flower, or a building is generated within the consciousness from the synthesis of optical and haptic stimuli against the background of what has been learned. Here, the world 1 reference is still strongly present. The concept becomes more complex when further syntheses are formed from these syntheses that are directly related to objects of world 1. Here, the influence of world 3 is even stronger, as with the concept of landscape; here, a synthesis of already synthesized objects (and constellations of objects) emerges, like how individual trees (usually standing alone) are used to synthesize ‘landscape’ using the conventions of world 3, but also a ‘forest’ (which already represents a synopsis of trees). A complex concept emerges from the synthesis of a simple concept. Even further from world 1, abstract concepts can be understood, and these can be conceived as concepts about concepts. These abstract concepts are concerned, for example, with how landscape 2 emerges from understandings of landscape 3. Space 1 being synthesized as landscape 1 is incidental to this. This level of abstraction can be understood as the level of theories. Further abstracted, and thus even further removed from world 1, the level of theories about theories (such as the philosophy of science) can be classified, increasing the abstraction—and thus the importance of world 3—here, and then especially in c-modal mode. The a-modal access is found especially at the level of simple to complex concepts, and the b-mode is especially found at the level of complex concepts and (popularized) theories. The concept of landscape draws its contingency not least from the fact that it primarily addresses complex and abstract approaches. It also reaches out from preconceptual sensory perceptions to theory via theories (as a result of the increase in landscape theories), and in doing so, it resorts to a-, b-, and c-modal patterns of interpretation, categorization, and evaluation to varying degrees of intensity (Figure 4).



Accordingly, it can be stated that the concept of landscape is not based on the simple experience of world 1 but emerges in the interplay of world 3 and world 2. This result is then projected into space 1 under the synthesis of syntheses. Just as landscape—beyond world 2—should not be conceived merely as a conceptual subset of space, neither should landscape be conceived as a conceptual subset of nature, even though this is widespread in philosophical conceptualization, as discussed in Section 4 (depicted in Figure 3). There are different reasons for conceptualizing the notions of nature and landscape in the same way (rather than subordinating the notion of landscape to that of nature), As explained, landscapes are understood as nature–culture hybrids in the current c-modal discussion, which also describes urban spaces as urban landscapes. Also, the concept of nature clearly reaches beyond that of landscape, for instance, when speaking of ‘inner nature’ (nature 1), which is a topos that is especially common in critical theory when speaking of the alienation of humans from ‘inner’ and ‘outer nature’ (nature 1) [160,161]. In contrast, as already discussed in Section 4, the concept of landscape certainly includes aspects that can hardly be grasped as ‘nature’, such as the metaphorical meanings of ‘party landscape’, ‘religious landscape’, or ‘educational landscape’. Here, the semantic meaning of the suffix ‘-schaft’ or ‘-scape’ in Germanic languages becomes clear, aiming at the mutual relatedness of elements, as is also evident from words such as ‘Mannschaft’ (English: team, crew, squat) or ‘Vorstandschaft’ (English: executive board; on the etymological conceptual understanding of landscape, see [27,28,29,30,31,77,162,163,164]). Furthermore, with the development of virtual and augmented worlds, the possibility has arisen to expand the framework of contingency with respect to the construction of landscape (see, among many, [165,166,167,168,169]), an extension that would be difficult to derive from an understanding of ‘landscape’ as a subordinate subset of ‘nature’. Accordingly, landscape cannot be fully derived from nature, but it can be shown that nature is a prerequisite for landscape to emerge in the gradative process of reflection. From this course of reflection, it emerges that landscape has an ordering function: it is “an institution that makes nature available for the socially living human being” through “order” [170] (p. 16). However, this organizing function does not guarantee that conflicts will not arise, for example, in the context of the energy transition and in the pursuit of sustainability goals. It is precisely the ‘distance’ of the different landscape constructions and their degrees of abstraction from nature as something supposedly original that promotes the emergence of conflicts due to the lack of a common starting point.




7. The Blind Spot of the Social Sciences—Landscape 2 as a ‘Site’ of Extra-Scientific Expectations and Conflicts


Landscape 2 is of great importance, because landscape 2 does not only represent the link between landscapes 1 and 3, but also world 2, and thus, landscape 2 is—as Popper repeatedly states—also constitutive for the relations between the worlds. Precisely, the preoccupation with world 2 (concretized: landscape 2 and nature 2), however, remains underrepresented in the social and spatial science approach to landscape. This central position of landscape 2 concerns the expectations of individuals, groups, organizations, or interest groups towards science and landscape conflicts, such as conflicts around the energy transition, which are carried out by individuals.



In terms of the philosophy of science, relevant to an analysis and regulation of conflict is the insight that contextualizing the reflection of science in relation to society has become increasingly important [171]. With an understanding of the transition from ‘mode 1’ to ‘mode 2’ that Latour [92] (p. 31) understood as the transition from science to research, a greater overprinting of ‘philosophy of science’ by ‘sociology of science’ also took place. Gibbons et al. [172] and Nowotny [173] state that, with the transition from mode 1 to mode 2a, there is a fundamental epistemological shift that moves away from the exploration of laws of nature (but also the development of basic theories) and moves towards ‘socially robust knowledge’ in interdisciplinary contexts of application (cf. also [174]). This example illustrates the expansion of a social scientific interpretation of the world over a philosophical one, which is also found in the context of landscape research. Landscape research (here, the social scientific and philosophical research) therefore cannot escape the demands of mode 2 science but is confronted with its challenges. Accordingly, the production of scientific knowledge (here, on landscape) is no longer discussed in terms of the theory of science (for example, in the sense of critical rationalism), but takes place from the perspective of the sociology of knowledge and science along the lines of the questions of under which social conditions and in which organization of scientific work (socially) robust knowledge is produced; here, it is discussed in relation to landscape (more detail in [171]).



An important gap in such a sociological approach to landscape, however, is the lack of conceptual acuity; after all, the goal of sociological research is to investigate the social construction, meaning, and use of ‘landscape’, and not conceptual critique. This, however, is a core task of philosophy. However, since Simmel’s derivation of landscape from nature, as shown, philosophy has limited itself in terms of conceptual development. Thus, it has hardly become capable of connecting and speaking in the discussion about the meaningfulness of the differentiation between cultural and natural landscape, (also) because its concept of landscape was one-sidedly bound to nature. The same applies to the discussions about the hybridization tendencies of urban and rural versions of landscape 1, the experience of sublimity of old industrial landscapes, or—as the case study could show—the consequences of the energy transition for landscapes 1, 2, and 3.



A description of the philosophical relevance for the sociological determination of landscape 2 can be prepared by the determination of the aspect of nature in the three worlds. ‘Nature 1’ in ‘world 1’ is the animate and inanimate matter, a being in itself, that which is abruptly present for humans, and that which is opposed to a person as a senseless world of the senses, but this is not radically exclusive, for through their body, a human is always already involved in nature and in its eternal cycle of becoming and passing away as well as in its natural causality [115]. At this stage, a human does not yet ascribe to themself nature as recognized nature, that is, they do not yet place themself in a self-relation to nature (cf. [175], §5). With reference to Figure 3, the quality of this reference to nature can be grasped as a preconceptual attention to the world. At the level of ‘world 2’, that is, of individual consciousness, it is to be asked how and as what ‘nature 2’ manifests itself in individual consciousness and whereupon this then develops in the exit from the consciousness of ‘world 2’ to ‘world 3’. An important role is played here by the “existential experience” [135] (p. 303) of the individual in relation to nature. At this stage, however, human beings also become aware of his urgent need for nature as the other of reason. Nature is not only a necessary medium for survival in terms of food and shelter, but it is, above all, a necessary medium for a person’s self-formation. In order to determine oneself, a person needs the demarcation from something that one is not oneself. In the transition from ‘world 2’ to ‘world 3’, the experienced and individually nameable natural phenomenon in ‘nature 3’ acquires conscious meaning for the understanding of well-being and meaning constitution with reference not only to oneself, but above all, to society. Accordingly, the transition from ‘nature 2’ to ‘nature 3’ involves key political and cultural issues that can be addressed less through philosophical discussions of nature than through a formative engagement with nature according to appropriate social purposes. This includes nature composed with knowledge or according to the purposes of reason, which is now called landscape. The gradation of worlds 1–3 shows that only on level 3 there can be an awareness that there is a before and after of the individual experience of nature and that nature advances to landscape as a result of knowing accesses. Landscape (on all levels) thus has meanings for humans [176] (p. 100), which are generated interculturally. These meanings may or may not be derived and interpreted properties of nature. Moreover, at level 3, the “conditions of the possibility of experiencing nature” that were merely lived at level 2 but not yet sufficiently known [175] (p. 54) are reflected anthropologically and theoretically, aesthetically and symbolically, epistemologically, and ethically and religiously [177]. On this level, moreover, “nature can be evaluated as a critical category” that serves as a “corrective to an alienated society”, and in Bloch’s sense, “as a pretense […] of a utopian world” (cf. [89] (p. 70); [178];). This would not yet be a philosophy of landscape, but at least a border between nature and landscape would be drawn, in which it is seen how nature can be used for the education of man, and through this motivated access to nature, an approach to landscape could be derived for philosophy.



The philosophical relevance for the socio-scientific determination of landscape 2 is thus as follows: the blind spot of the factually and descriptively oriented socio-scientific determination of landscape (in our terminology, landscape 3) can be addressed by means of philosophy above all with the property–theoretically determined intensity of the experience of nature and with the awareness of the existential significance of nature for the self-objectification of the individual. For the social sciences, it is true that manifold and very concrete theories and characterizations of landscape 3 especially fall under them. Their disadvantage, however, is that they are not subject to an ordering framework and are therefore negotiated more or less next to each other instead of referring to each other. Philosophy does have such an ordering framework, but it, in turn, has its content—not so much that concerning nature, but above all, that concerning landscape—mediated by the social sciences. Thus, order and content are opposed to each other. Ideally, therefore, a sufficient knowledge of landscape at all would presuppose a mutual complementation of philosophy and the social sciences. For the relation of order or form and content, this means that the order mediated by philosophy and the social sciences are each assigned their own places in the whole of the relational structure of the knowledge of landscape in all of its analogies and differences, particularities and dependencies, etc. Habermas calls this an assignment of place [179] through which the representatives of the individual social–scientific theories can better understand themselves in view of their whence and whereto (definitio and destinatio). Philosophy, on the other hand, would first of all build up and then sharpen its own concepts of landscape via the inductive procedure and the associated derivation of categories, the disclosure of structures, strategies and methods, etc., of landscape determination from the content-rich social–scientific knowledge of landscape (in our terminology, landscape 3), in which it gives the factually found knowledge of the social sciences a superordinate order. The metatheoretical achievement that philosophy would have to perform would be, as Mittelstrass puts it, to give the available knowledge of the social sciences an orientation knowledge of philosophy [180]. According to Mittelstrass, “the rationality that modern developed societies need, do not only have [to] solve problems of Can but also problems of Ought” [180] (p. 37). This is precisely the core competence of philosophy: its “objects […] have […] orienting dimensions” [180] (p. 38). With regard to the potential for conflict, this orientation function of philosophy means that its potential for orientation must flow profitably into the productive settlement of conflicts.




8. Conclusions


Landscape is a complex concept, which is constitutively linked to social and cultural knowledge (landscape 3), which is selectively and individually actualized (landscape 2) in order to be synthesized into material spaces such as landscape 1. In the German-speaking world, in particular—the subject of this article—these three dimensions are not differentiated in everyday language nor generally in academic language. Thus, ‘Landschaft’ is understood to be both an object and an aesthetic and ecological construction. In this respect, social science landscape research in Germany, in particular, has been concerned in recent years with the differentiated investigation of various conceptual dimensions and their social consequences. This essay is an expression of this concern and illustrates the problems that an inadequate conceptual definition of ‘landscape’ can have—also against the background of sustainable development.



There are two key problems that are particularly evident in the development of landscape conflicts: First, the word ‘landscape’ is conceptualized in widely varying ways. The concepts of landscape usually remain unreflective, both pre-scientific and scientific. Thus, one’s own concept is assumed to have a ‘normal’ position, often assigning a universal validity that is frequently (implicitly) grounded in essentialist residuals. Second, ‘landscape’ is highly charged not only with aesthetic norms but also with moral norms. This is a key distinction of ‘landscape’ from ‘space’, which has a more descriptive or analytical meaning. This also becomes clear in the case study (Section 5) on the expansion of renewable energies: the different parties to the conflict each assume the normative normality of their own understandings of landscape. In a-mode, this can concern the stability of landscape 1, and in b-mode, this can concern its preservation or development towards stereotypical aesthetic or ecological norms. However, this can also concern differentiated c-modal approaches, which—depending on the professional perspective, for example, from cultural landscape conservation to climate protection—can turn out very differently. The importance of conceptual work is illustrated in Figure 5. All stages of scientific work, from data, to methods, to methodological considerations, to theories, to the philosophy of science, to epistemology spanning scientific work, are dependent on concepts. If these remain unreflected, the pyramid falters.



The challenge for a reformulation of philosophical concepts of landscape is fivefold: First, it is necessary to remove the traditional link between the concept of landscape and the concept of nature in order to gain access to the current understandings of landscape—not only from the social sciences. Second, the different concepts of landscape, not only in the social sciences, but also in the landscape-related sciences, as well as in the everyday world (a-modal and b-modal), have to be critiqued with regard to meaning, normative content, and (potential) effects. Third, a comparison is needed regarding the complementarity and incommensurability of these terms, which, fourth, could lead to landscape in a meta-theoretical understanding. Fifth, a (complementary) concept of landscape is needed that does justice to the central position of landscape 2 in the construction of landscape, which, however, has hardly been taken up theoretically to date. Philosophy is the discipline predestined for such a task, since it is not focused on landscape 1, like the natural sciences, and not on landscape 3, like the social sciences. From this enumeration, it becomes clear that a neopragmatic meta-theoretical framing is particularly suitable for such an undertaking, since it is oriented, on the one hand, to the multiperspectivity and complementarity of theories and concepts, and on the other hand, to the (also practical) fitness of concepts and theories.



What is required of philosophy is a logic of coordination under which the knowledge of individual theories of the social sciences can be integrated into a dynamic epistemology without being reduced to universal truth. The aforementioned logic must also be expressed in a form that can allow for chance in relation to the multiplicity of possibilities of conflicts and their solutions. Accordingly, the order to be established by philosophy would be an open order in the sense of Richard Rorty and Robert Brandom [58,181].



Another deficit of landscape research (here, especially of a social scientific and philosophical kind, but that also concerns the spatial sciences) is—as shown in this article—the extensive exclusion of world 2 (here, referred to as landscape 2, resp., nature 2). To remedy this deficit, a theoretical approach centered on world 2 (here, landscape 2 or nature 2) is necessary. Given the importance of the individual in the constructions of world, space, landscape, and nature, this could be understood as ‘individual constructivism’. While Simmel, in his work “Philosophy of Landscape” (German: ‘Philosophie der Landschaft’), first published in 1913 [32], only focuses on world 3 and constructivism, in particular, on the connection between world 2 and world 3, Popper generally opens up the focus on world 2. This research gap can be used in landscape research, insofar as it concentrates primarily on world 1 and world 3.



The need for such access arises for four reasons:




	(a)

	
Social conflict has a recursive feedback loop with personal conflict awareness (different versions of world 2).




	(b)

	
Only the individual consciousness is able to experience world 1 and space 1 as a result of its bodily embedding in order to construct landscape 1 and nature 1 in it. Only world 1 is—bodily mediated—able to ensure a preconceptual access to the world, which is the basis of every abstraction.




	(c)

	
Every concept formation is thus constitutively bound to the individual consciousness (world 2). Although this takes place on the basis of social conventions, these concepts are nevertheless individually verifiable with regard to their suitability for all three worlds.




	(d)

	
Individual consciousness (world 2) alone is capable of answering the three Kantian questions, “What can I know?”, “What should I do?”, and “What may I hope?” [182] (p. 25) in all three worlds. As is well known, these three questions coincide in a fourth question: “What is human?” [182] (p. 25). This question names the anthropological aspect of the previous considerations, insofar as the question of ‘human’ traditionally falls into anthropology, as a human is fundamentally distinguished by being able to ask about oneself, their origins and future, their goals and purposes, obligations and imperatives, as well as hopes and prospects (for example, for works introducing anthropology, see [183,184]).









According to these considerations, the individual constructivist approach would have to ask for the meaning of the phenomena of landscape 2 for the subjective constitution of the individual on the neopragmatic foundation of the order of social scientific individual theories and their materials. This could help to extend the meaning of the phenomena of landscape 2 beyond Kant’s initial question of “what can I know?” to the levels of the follow-up questions of “what should I do?” and “what may I hope?” Thus, the target of the ‘orientation knowledge’ (‘Orientierungswissen’) to be obtained through philosophy would be reached.



As Section 2 and Section 3 have shown, the programs of social constructivist and phenomenological landscape research could form a starting point for the development of an individual constructivist theory of landscape in order to meet the demands of a landscape theory that is constitutively oriented towards landscape 2. This is necessary, with regard to the social constructivist basis, to elaborate the innovative relations of landscape 2 to landscape 3 more strongly, and with regard to the phenomenological approach, to differentiate the constructedness of landscape 1 more strongly from the experience of space 1.



With a view to the three decisive dimensions of sustainability—ecology (nature), economy (economy), and social (society)—a primary world 1, world 2, and world 3 relationship can be differentiated, accentuated, and integrated. What is required is a world 1 and landscape 1 sensitivity to natural (physical–material, spatial) conditions, a world 2 and landscape 2 sensitivity as a freedom sensitivity for the ability to connect to the personal freedom of actors, and a world 3 and landscape 3 sensitivity to socially anchored and orientation-creating values, norms, institutions, supra-individual regulations, customs, and traditions in communities, groups, organizations, social subsystems, etc. This may also be seen as a contribution to resolving conflicts between the demands of the three world references.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, K.B., P.L. and O.K.; methodology, K.B., P.L. and O.K.; software K.B., P.L. and O.K.; validation, K.B., P.L. and O.K.; formal analysis, not relevant; investigation, K.B., P.L. and O.K.; resources, K.B., P.L. and O.K.; data curation, not relevant.; writing—original draft preparation, K.B., P.L. and O.K.; writing—review and editing, K.B., P.L. and O.K.; visualization, O.K.; supervision, K.B., P.L. and O.K.; project administration, K.B., P.L. and O.K.; funding acquisition, not relevant. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research received no external funding.




Institutional Review Board Statement


Not applicable.




Informed Consent Statement


Not applicable.




Data Availability Statement


No new data were created or analyzed in this study. Data sharing is not applicable to this article.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



O’Neill, J.; Walsh, M. Landscape conflicts: Preferences, identities and rights. Landsc. Ecol. 2000, 15, 281–289. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eichenauer, E.; Gailing, L. What Triggers Protest? Understanding Local Conflict Dynamics in Renewable Energy Development. Land 2022, 11, 1700. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kamlage, J.-H.; Drewing, E.; Reinermann, J.L.; de Vries, N.; Flores, M. Fighting fruitfully? Participation and conflict in the context of electricity grid extension in Germany. Util. Policy 2020, 64, 101022. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pasqualetti, M.J.; Gipe, P.; Righter, R.W. (Eds.) Wind Power in View: Energy Landscapes in a Crowded World; Academic Press: San Diego, CA, USA, 2002; ISBN 978-0-12-546334-8. [Google Scholar]

	



Cowell, R. Wind power, landscape and strategic, spatial planning—The construction of ‘acceptable locations’ in Wales. Land Use Policy 2010, 27, 222–232. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Breukers, S.; Wolsink, M. Wind power implementation in changing institutional landscapes: An international comparison. Energy Policy 2007, 35, 2737–2750. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Neukirch, M. Konflikte um den Ausbau der Stromnetze: Status und Entwicklung heterogener Protestkonstellationen. SOI Discussion Paper 2014-01. Available online: https://www.sowi.uni-stuttgart.de/dokumente/forschung/soi/soi_2014_1_Neukirch_Konflikte_um_den_Ausbau_der_Stromnetze.pdf (accessed on 11 September 2019).

	



Neukirch, M. Protests against German electricity grid extension as a new social movement? A journey into the areas of conflict. Energy Sustain. Soc. 2016, 6, 4. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Prominski, M. Landschaft Entwerfen: Zur Theorie Aktueller Landschaftsarchitektur; Reimer: Berlin, Germany, 2004; ISBN 3-496-01307-9. [Google Scholar]

	



Prominski, M. Landschaft Drei. In Handbuch Landschaft; Kühne, O., Weber, F., Berr, K., Jenal, C., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2019; pp. 667–674. [Google Scholar]

	



Jackson, J.B. Die Zukunft des Vernakulären [1990]. In Landschaftstheorie: Texte der Cultural Landscape Studies; Franzen, B., Krebs, S., Eds.; König: Köln, Germany, 2005; pp. 45–56. ISBN 3-88375-909-0. [Google Scholar]

	



Körner, S. Amerikanische Landschaften: J. B. Jackson in der Deutschen Rezeption; Steiner: Stuttgart, Germany, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



Wylie, J. Landscape; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2007; ISBN 9780203480168. [Google Scholar]

	



D’Angelo, P. Il Paesaggio: Teorie, Storie, Luoghi; GLF editori Laterza: Bari, Italy, 2021; ISBN 9788858145364. [Google Scholar]

	



Howard, P.; Thompson, I.; Waterton, E. (Eds.) The Routledge Companion to Landscape Studies; Routledge: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2013; ISBN 9780415096925. [Google Scholar]

	



Roger, A. (Ed.) La Théorie du Paysage en France: 1974–1994; Champ Vallon: Seyssel, France, 1995; ISBN 9782876735088. [Google Scholar]

	



Winchester, H.P.M.; Kong, L.; Dunn, K. Landscapes: Ways of Imagining the World; Routledge: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2003; ISBN 0-582-28878-9. [Google Scholar]

	



Bourassa, S.C. The Aesthetics of Landscape; Belhaven Press: London, UK, 1991; ISBN 978-1852930714. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühne, O. Landscape Theories: A Brief Introduction; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2019. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühne, O. Landschaftstheorie und Landschaftspraxis: Eine Einführung aus Sozialkonstruktivistischer Perspektive, 3., Aktualisierte und überarbeitete Auflage; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2021. [Google Scholar]

	



Wiborg, S. Der Glückliche Horizont: Was Uns Landschaft Bedeutet; Verlag Antje Kunstmann: München, Germany, 2023; ISBN 9783956145384. [Google Scholar]

	



Edler, D.; Kühne, O. Aesthetics and Cartography: Post-Critical Reflections on Deviance in and of Representations. ISPRS Int. J. Geo-Inf. 2022, 11, 526. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Popper, K.R. Three Worlds: Tanner Lecture, Michigan, April 7, 1978. Mich. Q. Rev. 1979, 1, 141–167. [Google Scholar]

	



Popper, K.R.; Eccles, J.C. Das Ich und Sein Gehirn; Piper: München, Germany, 1977; ISBN 3-492-02447-5. [Google Scholar]

	



Popper, K.R. Alles Leben Ist Problemlösen. Über Erkenntnis, Geschichte und Politik; Piper: München, Germany, 1996. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühne, O. Die Landschaften 1, 2 und 3 und ihr Wandel: Perspektiven für die Landschaftsforschung in der Geographie—50 Jahre nach Kiel. Berichte Geogr. Landeskd. 2018, 92, 217–231. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühne, O. Landscape Conflicts: A Theoretical Approach Based on the Three Worlds Theory of Karl Popper and the Conflict Theory of Ralf Dahrendorf, Illustrated by the Example of the Energy System Transformation in Germany. Sustain. Sci. Pract. Policy 2020, 12, 6772. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Berr, K.; Schenk, W. Begriffsgeschichte. In Handbuch Landschaft; Kühne, O., Weber, F., Berr, K., Jenal, C., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2019; pp. 23–38. [Google Scholar]

	



Berr, K.; Kühne, O. “Und Das Ungeheure Bild der Landschaft…”: The Genesis of Landscape Understanding in the German-Speaking Regions; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2020. [Google Scholar]

	



Schenk, W. Landschaft. In Bonner Enzyklopädie der Globalität: Band 1 und Band 2; Kühnhardt, L., Mayer, T., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2017; pp. 671–684. ISBN 3-658-13818-1. [Google Scholar]

	



Schenk, W. Landschaft als zweifache sekundäre Bildung—Historische Aspekte im aktuellen Gebrauch von Landschaft im deutschsprachigen Raum, namentlich in der Geographie. In Landschaften: Theorie, Praxis und Internationale Bezüge: Impulse zum Landschaftsbegriff mit Seinen Ästhetischen, Ökonomischen, Sozialen und Philosophischen Bezügen mit Dem Ziel, die Verbindung von Theorie und Planungspraxis zu Stärken; Bruns, D., Kühne, O., Eds.; Oceano Verlag: Schwerin, Germany, 2013; pp. 23–36. [Google Scholar]

	



Simmel, G. Philosophie der Landschaft. In Philosophie der Landschaft: Ästhetik der Alpen, Rom, Florenz, Venedig, 3rd ed.; Mahler, A., Ed.; Mahler Verlag: Stühlingen an der Wutach, Germany, 2019; pp. 7–23. [Google Scholar]

	



Kuhn, T.S. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2nd ed.; The University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA; London, UK, 1970. [Google Scholar]

	



Simmel, G. Soziologie der Sinne. Die Neue Rundsch. 1907, 18, 1025–1036. [Google Scholar]

	



Simmel, G. Soziologie: Untersuchungen über die Formen der Vergesellschaftung; Duncker & Humblot: Leipzig, Germany, 1908. [Google Scholar]

	



Ahrens, D. Georg Simmel: Phänomenologische Vorarbeiten für eine Sozialraumforschung. In Schlüsselwerke der Sozialraumforschung; Kessl, F., Reutlinger, C., Eds.; VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2008; pp. 78–93. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühne, O.; Edler, D. Georg Simmel Goes Virtual: From ‘Philosophy of Landscape’ to the Possibilities of Virtual Reality in Landscape Research. Societies 2022, 12, 122. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Simmel, G. Florenz. In Philosophie der Landschaft: Ästhetik der Alpen, Rom, Florenz, Venedig, 3rd ed.; Mahler, A., Ed.; Mahler Verlag: Stühlingen an der Wutach, Germany, 2019; pp. 68–74. [Google Scholar]

	



Burckhardt, L. Warum Ist Landschaft Schön? Die Spaziergangswissenschaft; Martin Schmitz Verlag: Kassel, Germany, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Weber, M. Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft. Grundriß der Verstehenden Soziologie; Mohr Siebeck: Tübingen, Germany, 1922. [Google Scholar]

	



Husserl, E. Ideen zu Einer Reinen Phänomenologie und phänomenologischen Philosopie: Erstes Buch: Allgemeine Einführung in die Reine Phänomenologie; Niemeyer: Halle (Saale), Germany, 1913. [Google Scholar]

	



Husserl, E. Die Lebenswelt: Auslegungen der Vorgegebenen Welt und Ihrer Konstitution. Texte aus Dem Nachlass (1916–1937); Springer: Dordrecht, Germany, 2008; ISBN 9781402064777. [Google Scholar]

	



Schütz, A. Der Sinnhafte Aufbau der sozialen Welt: Eine Einleitung in die Verstehende Soziologie, 2. Auflage; Julius Springer: Wien, Germany, 1932. [Google Scholar]

	



Schütz, A. Gesammelte Aufsätze 1: Das Problem der Wirklichkeit; Martinus Nijhoff: Den Haag, The Netherlands, 1962; ISBN 978-9024751167. [Google Scholar]

	



Blumer, H. Der methodologische Standort des symbolischen Interaktionismus. In Alltagswissen, Interaktion und Gesellschaftliche Wirklichkeit. Band 1; Arbeitsgruppe Bielefelder Soziologen, Ed.; Rowohlt: Reinbek bei Hamburg, Germany, 1973; pp. 80–146. [Google Scholar]

	



Greider, T.; Garkovich, L. Landscapes: The Social Construction of Nature and the Environment. Rural. Sociol. 1994, 59, 1–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Koegst, L. Heimat und Ästhetik—Deutungsmuster erkennen: Die sozialkonstruktivistische Perspektive auf Stuttgart 21. Stadt+Grün 2021, 6, 32–37. [Google Scholar]

	



Stemmer, B. Kooperative Landschaftsbewertung in der Räumlichen Planung: Sozialkonstruktivistische Analyse der Landschaftswahrnehmung der Öffentlichkeit; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2016; ISBN 9783658136062. [Google Scholar]

	



Aschenbrand, E. Die Landschaft des Tourismus: Wie Landschaft von Reiseveranstaltern Inszeniert und von Touristen Konsumiert Wird; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Fontaine, D. Simulierte Landschaften in der Postmoderne: Reflexionen und Befunde zu Disneyland, Wolfersheim und GTA V; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2017; ISBN 978-3-658-16446-1. [Google Scholar]

	



Burckhardt, L. Landschaftsentwicklung und Gesellschaftsstruktur (1977). In Warum Ist Landschaft Schön? Die Spaziergangswissenschaft; Ritter, M., Schmitz, M., Eds.; Martin Schmitz Verlag: Kassel, Germany, 2006; pp. 19–32. [Google Scholar]

	



Lehmann, H. Die Physiognomie der Landschaft (1950). In Das Wesen der Landschaft; Paffen, K., Ed.; WBG: Darmstadt, Germany, 1973; pp. 39–71. ISBN 9783534021598. [Google Scholar]

	



Mead, G.H. Mind, Self, and Society: From the Standpoint of a Social Behaviorist; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 1934. [Google Scholar]

	



Popper, K.R. Logik der Forschung; Mohr Siebeck: Tübingen, Germany, 1989; ISBN 3161478371. [Google Scholar]

	



Luhmann, N. Die Wissenschaft der Gesellschaft; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1990. [Google Scholar]

	



Paffen, K. (Ed.) Das Wesen der Landschaft; WBG: Darmstadt, Germany, 1973; ISBN 9783534021598. [Google Scholar]

	



Sanderson, J. (Ed.) Landscape Ecology: A Top-Down Approach; Lewis Publ: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2000; ISBN 1566703689. [Google Scholar]

	



Rorty, R. Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity, Reprint; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1997; ISBN 9780521353816. [Google Scholar]

	



Rorty, R. Consequences of Pragmatism: Essays: 1972–1980; University of Minnesota Press: Minneapolis, MN, USA, 1982; ISBN 0816610649. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühne, O. Reboot “Regionale Geographie”—Ansätze einer neopragmatischen Rekonfiguration “horizontaler Geographien”. Berichte Geogr. Landeskd. 2018, 92, 101–121. [Google Scholar]

	



Eckardt, F. Stadtforschung: Gegenstand und Methoden; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2014; ISBN 9783658008239. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühne, O.; Koegst, L. Neopragmatic Reflections on Coastal Land Loss and Climate Change in Louisiana in Light of Popper’s Theory of Three Worlds. Land 2023, 12, 348. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Höfer, W.; Vicenzotti, V. From Brownfields to Postindustrial Landscapes: Evolving Concepts in North America and Europe. In The Routledge Companion to Landscape Studies; Howard, P., Thompson, I., Waterton, E., Eds.; Routledge: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2013; pp. 405–416. ISBN 9780415096925. [Google Scholar]

	



Keil, A. Use and Perception of Post-Industrial Urban Landscapes in the Ruhr. In Wild Urban Woodlands: New Perspectives for Urban Forestry; Kowarik, I., Körner, S., Eds.; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2005; pp. 117–130. ISBN 9783540268598. [Google Scholar]

	



Jenal, C. (Alt)Industrielandschaften. In Handbuch Landschaft; Kühne, O., Weber, F., Berr, K., Jenal, C., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2019; pp. 831–841. [Google Scholar]

	



Schafer, R.M. The Soundscape: Our Sonic Environment and the Tuning of the World; Destiny Books: Rochester, NY, USA, 1994; ISBN 0892814551. [Google Scholar]

	



Porteous, J.D. Smellscape. Prog. Phys. Geogr. 1985, 9, 356–378. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McLean, K. Mapping the City’s Smellscapes. In You Are Here NYC: Mapping the Soul of the City; Harmon, K.A., Ed.; Princeton Architectural Press: New York, NY, USA, 2017; pp. 144–147. ISBN 1616895268. [Google Scholar]

	



Endreß, S. Multisensory Landscapes—Smellscapes. In Multisensory Landscapes: Theories, Research Fields, Methods—An Introduction; Koegst, L., Kühne, O., Edler, D., Eds.; Springer Fachmedien: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2023; pp. 171–185. [Google Scholar]

	



Sedelmeier, T.; Kühne, O.; Jenal, C. Foodscapes; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2022; ISBN 978-3-658-36705-3. [Google Scholar]

	



Mitchell, W.J.T. (Ed.) Landscape and Power; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA; London, UK, 1994; ISBN 978-0226532059. [Google Scholar]

	



Olwig, K.R. The Jutland Ciper: Unlocking the Meaning and Power of a Contested Landscape. In Nordic Landscapes: Region and Belonging on the Northern Edge of Europe; Jones, M., Olwig, K., Eds.; University of Minnesota Press, Published in Cooperation with the Center for American Places: Minneapolis, MN, USA; Chicago, IL, USA, 2008; pp. 12–52. ISBN 978-0-8166-3915-1. [Google Scholar]

	



Zukin, S. Landscapes of Power: From Detroit to Disney World; University of California Press: Berkeley, CA, USA; Los Angeles, CA, USA; London, UK, 1993; ISBN 978-0520082885. [Google Scholar]

	



Czepczyński, M. Cultural Landscapes of Post-Socialist Cities: Representation of Powers and Needs; Ashgate: Hampshire, MA, USA; Burlington, VT, USA, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	



Weber, F. Diskurs—Macht—Landschaft: Potenziale der Diskurs- und Hegemonietheorie von Ernesto Laclau und Chantal Mouffe für die Landschaftsforschung. In Landschaftswandel—Wandel von Machtstrukturen; Kost, S., Schönwald, A., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2015; pp. 97–112. ISBN 978-3-658-04330-8. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühne, O. Distinktion—Macht—Landschaft: Zur Sozialen Definition von Landschaft; VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	



Schenk, W. Der Terminus “gewachsene Kulturlandschaft” im Kontext öffentlicher und raumwissenschaftlicher Diskurse zu “Landschaft” und Kulturlandschaft. In Kulturlandschaften als Herausforderung für die Raumplanung: Verständnisse—Erfahrungen—Perspektiven; Matthiesen, U., Danielzyk, R., Heiland, S., Tzschaschel, S., Eds.; Selbstverlag: Hannover, Germany, 2006; pp. 9–21. ISBN 978-3-88838-057-0. [Google Scholar]

	



Lehmann, H. Formen Landschaftlicher Raumerfahrung im Spiegel der Bildenden Kunst; Selbstverlag der Fränkischen Geographischen Gesellschaft: Erlangen, Germany, 1968. [Google Scholar]

	



Piepmeier, R. Landschaft. In Historisches Wörterbuch der Philosophie: Band 5: L-Mn, Völlig Neubearbeitete Ausgabe des «Wörterbuchs der Philosophischen Begriffe» von Rudolf Eisler, Sonderausgabe; Ritter, J., Ed.; WBG: Darmstadt, Germany, 2019; Spalten 11-28. [Google Scholar]

	



Ritter, J. Subjektivität: Sechs Aufsätze; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1963. [Google Scholar]

	



Berr, K.; Lohmann, P. Landschaft und Philosophie. In Handbuch Landschaft, 2nd ed.; Kühne, O., Weber, F., Berr, K., Jenal, C., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2023; in diesem Handbuch. [Google Scholar]

	



Baumgarten, A.G. Ästhetik; Meiner: Hamburg, Germany, 2009; ISBN 9783787318995. [Google Scholar]

	



Gabriel, G. Grundprobleme der Erkenntnistheorie: Von Descartes zu Wittgenstein, 3., Durchgesehene Auflage; Schöningh: Paderborn, Germany, 1993; ISBN 9783825217433. [Google Scholar]

	



Busch, W. Landschaftsmalerei: Geschichte der Klassischen Bildgattungen in Quellentexten und Kommentaren; Reimer: Berlin, Germany, 1997. [Google Scholar]

	



Schmitz-Emans, M. “Utopisch aufgeschlagene Landschaft”: Romantische Weltbuchtopik, Ernst Blochs Chiffernkonzept und Carlfriedrich Claus’ graphische Denklandschaften. In Das Paradigma der Landschaft in Moderne und Postmoderne: (Post-)Modernist Terrains: Landscapes—Settings—Spaces; Schmeling, M., Schmitz-Emans, M., Eds.; Königshausen & Neumann: Würzburg, Germany, 2007; pp. 265–289. ISBN 9783826033827. [Google Scholar]

	



Carus, C.G. Briefe und Aufsätze über Landschaftsmalerei. Hrsg. und mit Einem Nachwort von Gertrud Heider; Kiepenheuer & Witsch: Leipzig, Germany; Weimar, Germany, 1982. [Google Scholar]

	



Böhme, G. Für Eine Ökologische Naturästhetik; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1989; ISBN 3518115561. [Google Scholar]

	



Kant, I. Kritik der Urteilskraft, Unveränd. Neudr. Der Ausg. Von 1924; Meiner: Hamburg, Germany, 1790. [Google Scholar]

	



Bloch, E. Das Prinzip Hoffnung; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1973. [Google Scholar]

	



Kluxen, W. Landschaftsgestlatung als Dialog mit der Natur. In Wolfgang Kuxen. Moral—Vernunft—Natur: Beiträge zur Ethik; Korff, W., Mikat, P., Eds.; Ferdinand Schöningh: Paderborn, Germany; München, Germany; Wien, Austria; Zürich, Germany, 1997; pp. 240–251. [Google Scholar]

	



Latour, B. Wir Sind Nie Modern Gewesen: Versuch Einer Symmetrischen Anthropologie; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1998. [Google Scholar]

	



Latour, B. Die Hoffnung der Pandora: Untersuchungen zur Wirklichkeit der Wissenschaft; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 2000; ISBN 3-518-29195-5. [Google Scholar]

	



Callon, M. Actor-Network Theory—The Market Test. Sociol. Rev. 1999, 47, 181–195. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kneer, G. Akteur-Netzwerk-Theorie. In Handbuch Soziologische Theorien; Kneer, G., Schroer, M., Eds.; VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2009; pp. 19–39. ISBN 978-3-531-91600-2. [Google Scholar]

	



Gebser, J. Ursprung und Gegenwart, Fundamente und Manifestationen der Aperspektivischen Welt; Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt DVA: Stuttgart, Germany, 1966. [Google Scholar]

	



von Schelling, F.W.J. Philosophie der Kunst, Unveränd. Repr. Nachdr. Der Ausg. 1859; WBG: Darmstadt, Germany, 1966. [Google Scholar]

	



Cassirer, E. Ästhetischer, mythischer und theoretischer Raum. In Landschaft und Raum in der Erzählkunst; Ritter, A., Ed.; WBG: Darmstadt, Germany, 1975; pp. 17–35. ISBN 3534064143. [Google Scholar]

	



Riehl, W.H. Das landschaftliche Auge. In Landschaftswahrnehmung und Landschaftserfahrung; Gröning, G., Ed.; LIT Verlag: Münster, Germany; München, Germany, 1996; pp. 144–162. ISBN 3825826821. [Google Scholar]

	



Hegel, G.W.F. Vorlesungen über die Philosophie der Kunst: Berlin 1823; Meiner: Hamburg, Germany, 1823. [Google Scholar]

	



Simmel, G. Der Bildrahmen: Ein ästhetischer Versuch. In Aufsätze und Abhandlungen 1901–1908: Band 1 Gesamtausgabe Band 7; Kramme, R., Rammstedt, O., Eds.; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1902; pp. 101–108. ISBN 351828407X. [Google Scholar]

	



Bauch, K. Anfänge der neuzeitlichen Kunst. In Die Entfaltung der Wissenschaft: Zum Gedenken an Joachim Jungius (1587–1657) Vorträge Gehalten auf der Tagung der Joachim Jungius-Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, Hamburg, am 31. Okt./1. Nov. 1957 aus Anlaß der 300. Wiederkehr des Todestages von Joachim Jungius; Joachim Jungius-Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, Ed.; Augustin: Hamburg, Germany, 1937; pp. 118–139. [Google Scholar]

	



Burckhardt, J. Die Kultur der Renaissance in Italien: Ein Versuch; Kröner: Stuttgart, Germany, 1859. [Google Scholar]

	



Ritter, J. Landschaft: Zur Funktion des Ästhetischen in der modernen Gesellschaft. Ersterscheinung 1962. In Landschaftswahrnehmung und Landschaftserfahrung; Gröning, G., Ed.; LIT Verlag: Münster, Germany; München, Germany, 1996; pp. 28–68. ISBN 3825826821. [Google Scholar]

	



Simmel, G. Brücke und Tür: Essays des Philosophen zur Geschichte, Religion, Kunst und Gesellschaft; K. F. Kohler Verlag: Stuttgart, Germany, 1913. [Google Scholar]

	



Hahn, A. (Ed.) Erlebnislandschaft—Erlebnis Landschaft? Atmosphären im architektonischen Entwurf; Transcript: Bielefeld, Germany, 2012; ISBN 9783837621006. [Google Scholar]

	



Kazig, R. Atmosphären—Konzept für einen nicht repräsentationellen Zugang zum Raum. In Kulturelle Geographien: Zur Beschäftigung mit Raum und Ort nach Dem Cultural Turn; Berndt, C., Pütz, R., Eds.; Transcript: Bielefeld, Germany, 2007; pp. 167–187. ISBN 3899427246. [Google Scholar]

	



Kazig, R. Landschaft mit allen Sinnen—Zum Wert des Atmosphärenbegriffs für die Landschaftsforschung. In Landschaften: Theorie, Praxis und Internationale Bezüge: Impulse zum Landschaftsbegriff mit Seinen Ästhetischen, Ökonomischen, Sozialen und Philosophischen Bezügen mit Dem Ziel, die Verbindung von Theorie und Planungspraxis zu Stärken; Bruns, D., Kühne, O., Eds.; Oceano Verlag: Schwerin, Germany, 2013; pp. 221–232. [Google Scholar]

	



Kazig, R. Atmosphären und Landschaft. In Handbuch Landschaft, 2nd ed.; Kühne, O., Weber, F., Berr, K., Jenal, C., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2023; in diesem Handbuch. [Google Scholar]

	



Küster, H. (Ed.) Kulturlandschaften: Analyse und Planung; Peter Lang: Frankfurt, Germany, 2008; ISBN 9783631577257. [Google Scholar]

	



Burckhardt, L. Warum Ist Landschaft Schön? Die Spaziergangswissenschaft, 2. Auflage; Schmitz: Berlin, Germany, 2008; ISBN 9783927795426. [Google Scholar]

	



Kulenkampff, J. Metaphysik und Ästhetik: Kant zum Beispiel. In Falsche Gegensätze. Zeitgenössische Positionen zur Philosophischen Ästhetik; Kern, A., Sonneregger, R., Eds.; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 2002; pp. 49–80. [Google Scholar]

	



Kant, I. Kritik der Urteilskraft; Meiner: Hamburg, Germany, 1790. [Google Scholar]

	



Hegel, G.W.F. Philosophie der Kunst oder Ästhetik. Berlin 1826: Nachgeschrieben von Friedrich Carl Hermann Victor von Kehler. Hrsg. von A. Gethmann-Siefert und B. Collenberg-Plotnikov unter Mitarbeit von F. Iannelli und K. Berr.; Fink: München, Germany, 1826. [Google Scholar]

	



Schelsky, H. Freizeit und Landschaft. In Landschaftswahrnehmung und Landschaftserfahrung: Texte zur Konstitution und Rezeption von Natur als Landschaft; Gröning, G., Herlyn, U., Eds.; Minerva: München, Germany, 1990; pp. 117–129. [Google Scholar]

	



Böhme, G. Natürlich Natur: Über Natur im Zeitalter Ihrer technischen Reproduzierbarkeit; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1992; ISBN 3518116800. [Google Scholar]

	



Krebs, A. (Ed.) Naturethik; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1997. [Google Scholar]

	



Körner, S.; Eisel, U. Naturschutz als kulturelle Aufgabe—Theoretische Rekonstruktrion und Anregungen für eine inhaltliche Erweiterung. In Naturschutzbegründungen; Körner, S., Nagel, A., Eisel, U., Eds.; Selbstverlag: Bonn-Bad Godesberg, Germany, 2003; pp. 5–49. [Google Scholar]

	



Körner, S.; Eisel, U.; Nagel, A. Heimat als Thema des Naturschutzes: Anregungen für eine sozio-kulturelle Erweiterung. Nat. Landsch. 2003, 78, 382–389. [Google Scholar]

	



Piechocki, R. Landschaft und Heimat: Zur Verdängung der kulturellen Dimensionen aus dem Naturschutz. In Dem Erbe Verpflichtet: 100 Jahre Kulturlandschaftspflege im Rheinland. Festschrift zum 100-Jährigen Bestehen des Rheinischen Vereins für Denkmalpflege und Landschaftsschutz; Wiemer, K.P., Ed.; Verlag des Rheinischen Vereins für Denkmalpflege und Landschaftsschutz: Köln, Germany, 2006; pp. 321–337. ISBN 9783865260093. [Google Scholar]

	



Hülz, M.; Kühne, O.; Weber, F. (Eds.) Heimat: Ein Vielfältiges Konstrukt; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2019. [Google Scholar]

	



Vischer, F.T.v. Kritische Gänge, 2., Verm. Auflage; Meyer & Jessen: München, Germany, 1922. [Google Scholar]

	



Piepmeier, R. Das Ende der ästhetischen Kategorie “Landschaft”: Zu einem Aspekt neuzeitlichen Naturverhältnisses. Westfälische Forschungen—Z. Westfälischen Inst. Reg. Landschaftsverbandes Westfal.-Lippe 1980, 30, 8–46. [Google Scholar]

	



Adorno, T.W. Ästhetische Theorie: Gesammelte Schriften Band 7; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1970. [Google Scholar]

	



Küster, H. Geschichte der Landschaft in Mitteleuropa: Von der Eiszeit bis zur Gegenwart; Beck: München, Germany, 1995; ISBN 3406644384. [Google Scholar]

	



Küster, H. Die Entdeckung der Landschaft: Einführung in Eine Neue Wissenschaft; C.H. Beck: München, Germany, 2012; ISBN 9783406637025. [Google Scholar]

	



Küster, H. Das Ist Ökologie: Die Biologischen Grundlagen Unserer Existenz; Beck: München, Germany, 2005; ISBN 9783406534638. [Google Scholar]

	



Ryle, G. The Concept of Mind; Hutchinson: London, UK, 1949. [Google Scholar]

	



Körner, S. Eine neue Landschaftstheorie? Eine Kritik am Begriff “Landschaft Drei”. Stadt+Grün 2006, 10, 18–25. [Google Scholar]

	



Sieverts, T. Zwischenstadt: Zwischen Ort und Welt, Raum und Zeit, Stadt und Land; Vieweg+Sohn: Braunschweig, Germany; Wiesbaden, Germany, 1997; ISBN 3528061189. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühne, O.; Weber, F. Germany: Geographies of Complexity; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2022; ISBN 978-3030929527. [Google Scholar]

	



Hofmeister, S.; Mölders, T. StadtLandschaft. In Handbuch Landschaft, 2nd ed.; Kühne, O., Weber, F., Berr, K., Jenal, C., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2023; in print. [Google Scholar]

	



Leser, H. Landschaft und Stadtökologie. In Handbuch Landschaft, 2nd ed.; Kühne, O., Weber, F., Berr, K., Jenal, C., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2023; in print. [Google Scholar]

	



Rossmeier, A. Teilnehmende Beobachtung—Von der Ethnologie zur adaptiven Strategie für sozialkonstruktivistische (Stadt–) Landschaftsforschung. In Handbuch Landschaft, 2nd ed.; Kühne, O., Weber, F., Berr, K., Jenal, C., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2023; in print. [Google Scholar]

	



Vicenzotti, V. Die Landschaft der Zwischenstadt. In Handbuch Landschaft, 2nd ed.; Kühne, O., Weber, F., Berr, K., Jenal, C., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2023; in print. [Google Scholar]

	



Seel, M. Eine Ästhetik der Natur; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1996; ISBN 9783518288313. [Google Scholar]

	



Bahr, H.-D. Landschaft: Das Freie und Seine Horizonte; Alber Verlag: Freiburg, Germany; München, Germany, 2014; ISBN 9783495860595. [Google Scholar]

	



Röttgers, K.; Schmitz-Emans, M. (Eds.) Landschaft: Gesehen, Beschrieben, Erlebt; Die Blaue Eule: Essen, Germany, 2005; ISBN 3899241320. [Google Scholar]

	



Hoeres, W. Der Weg der Anschauung: Landschaft Zwischen Ästhetik und Metaphysik; Die Graue Edition: Kusterdingen, Germany, 2004; ISBN 3906336409. [Google Scholar]

	



Brady, E. Aesthetics of the Natural Environment; Edinburgh University Press: Edinburgh, UK, 2003; ISBN 0748614389. [Google Scholar]

	



Trepl, L. Die Idee der Landschaft: Eine Kulturgeschichte von der Aufklärung bis zur Ökologiebewegung; Transcript: Bielefeld, Germany, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	



Smuda, M. (Ed.) Landschaft; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1986. [Google Scholar]

	



Parsons, G. Aesthetics and Nature; Continuum: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	



Jankowski, A.; Lettner, R.; Schmidt, B. Philosophie der Landschaft: Zwischen Denken und Bild; Jovis: Berlin, Germany, 2010; ISBN 9783868591385. [Google Scholar]

	



Arntzen, S.; Brady, E. (Eds.) Humans in the Land: The Aesthetics and Ethics of the Cultural Landscape; Oslo Academic Press/Unipub: Oslo, Norway, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	



Krebs, A. ‘Ein Sommer, der bleibt’: Landschaft, Schönheit und Heimat. In Die Natur und das Gute Leben; Schloßberger, M., Ed.; Bundesamt für Naturschutz: Bonn, Germany, 2015; pp. 50–57. [Google Scholar]

	



Hasse, J. Landschaft—Zur Konstruktion und Konstitution von Erlebnisräumen. In Landschaftsperspektiven; Stiftung Natur und Umwelt Rheinland-Pfalz, Ed.; Eigenverlag: Mainz, Germany, 2013; pp. 22–34. [Google Scholar]

	



Mahler, A. (Ed.) Philosophie der Landschaft: Ästhetik der Alpen, Rom, Florenz, Venedig, 3rd ed.; Mahler Verlag: Stühlingen an der Wutach, Germany, 2019. [Google Scholar]

	



Eichenauer, E.; Reusswig, F.; Meyer-Ohlendorf, L.; Lass, W. Bürgerinitiativen gegen Windkraftanlagen und der Aufschwung rechtspopulistischer Bewegungen. In Bausteine der Energiewende; Kühne, O., Weber, F., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2018; pp. 633–651. ISBN 978-3-658-19508-3. [Google Scholar]

	



Hoeft, C.; Messinger-Zimmer, S.; Zilles, J. (Eds.) Bürgerproteste in Zeiten der Energiewende: Lokale Konflikte um Windkraft, Stromtrassen und Fracking; Transcript: Bielefeld, Germany, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühne, O.; Parush, D.; Shmueli, D.; Jenal, C. Conflicted Energy Transition—Conception of a Theoretical Framework for Its Investigation. Land 2022, 11, 116. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Otto, A. Die Diskursforschung in der deutschen Energiewende: Perspektiven und Potenziale. Berichte Geogr. Landeskd. 2017, 91, 117–137. [Google Scholar]

	



Leibenath, M.; Otto, A. Competing Wind Energy Discourses, Contested Landscapes. Landsc. Online 2014, 8, 1–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Weber, F. Widerstände im Zuge des Stromnetzausbaus—Eine diskurstheoretische Analyse der Argumentationsmuster von Bürgerinitiativen in Anschluss an Laclau und Mouffe. Berichte Geogr. Landeskd. 2017, 91, 139–154. [Google Scholar]

	



Weber, F. Konflikte um die Energiewende: Vom Diskurs zur Praxis; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Sturm, C. Energie- und Klimapolitik in der Stadtentwicklung—Analysen städtischer Diskurse in Münster und Dresden. Berichte Geogr. Landeskd. 2017, 91, 173–189. [Google Scholar]

	



Dahrendorf, R. Konflikt und Freiheit: Auf dem Weg zur Dienstklassengesellschaft; Piper: München, Germany, 1972; ISBN 978-3492017824. [Google Scholar]

	



Hubig, C. Die Kunst des Möglichen II: Ethik der Technik als Provisorische Moral; Transcript: Bielefeld, Germany, 2007; ISBN 978-3899425314. [Google Scholar]

	



Pinto-Correia, T.; Kristensen, L.S. Linking research to practice: The landscape as the basis for integrating social and ecological perspectives of the rural. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2013, 120, 248–256. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hard, G. Das Wort Landschaft und sein semantischer Hof: Zu Methode und Ergebnis eines linguistischen Tests. Wirkendes Wort 1969, 19, 3–14. [Google Scholar]

	



Horkheimer, M.; Adorno, T.W. Dialektik der Aufklärung: Philosophische Fragmente; Fischer Taschenbuch Verlag: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1969. [Google Scholar]

	



Dubiel, H. Kritische Theorie der Gesellschaft: Eine Einführende Rekonstruktion von den Anfängen im Horkheimer-Kreis bis Habermas; Beltz Juventa-Verlag: Weinheim, Germany, 1992; ISBN 3-7799-0386-5. [Google Scholar]

	



Müller, G. Zur Geschichte des Wortes Landschaft. In “Landschaft” als Interdisziplinäres Forschungsproblem: Vorträge und Diskussionen des Kolloquiums am 7./8. November 1975 in Münster; Hartlieb von Wallthor, A., Quirin, H., Eds.; Aschendorff: Münster, Germany, 1977; pp. 3–13. ISBN 3-402-05879-0. [Google Scholar]

	



Gruenter, R. Landschaft: Bemerkungen zu Wort und Bedeutungsgeschichte. In Landschaft und Raum in der Erzählkunst; Ritter, A., Ed.; WBG: Darmstadt, Germany, 1975; pp. 192–207. ISBN 3534064143. [Google Scholar]

	



Schenk, W. Landschaft. In Reallexikon der Germanischen Altertumskunde: Band 17; Beck, H., Geuenich, D., Steuer, H., Eds.; de Gruyter: Berlin, Germany, 2001; pp. 617–630. [Google Scholar]

	



Edler, D.; Husar, A.; Keil, J.; Vetter, M.; Dickmann, F. Virtual Reality (VR) and Open Source Software: A Workflow for Constructing an Interactive Cartographic VR Environment to Explore Urban Landscapes. KN-J. Cartogr. Geogr. Inf. 2018, 68, 5–13. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fontaine, D. Virtuality and Landscape. In Modern Approaches to the Visualization of Landscapes; Edler, D., Jenal, C., Kühne, O., Eds.; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2020; pp. 267–278. ISBN 978-3-658-30955-8. [Google Scholar]

	



Lange, E. The limits of realism: Perceptions of virtual landscapes. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2001, 54, 163–182. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kühne, O. Potentials of the Three Spaces Theory for Understandings of Cartography, Virtual Realities, and Augmented Spaces. KN-J. Cartogr. Geogr. Inf. 2021, 71, 297–305. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Koegst, L. Potentials of Digitally Guided Excursions at Universities Illustrated Using the Example of an Urban Geography Excursion in Stuttgart. KN-J. Cartogr. Geogr. Inf. 2022, 72, 59–71. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Eberle, M. Individuum und Landschaft: Zur Entstehung und Entwicklung der Landschaftsmalerei; Anabas-Verlag: Gießen, Germany, 1980; ISBN 3870380632. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühne, O.; Berr, K. Science, Space, Society: An Overview of the Social Production of Knowledge; Springer: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2022; ISBN 3658391391. [Google Scholar]

	



Gibbons, M.; Limoges, C.; Nowotny, H.; Schwartzmann, S.; Scott, P.; Trow, M. The New Production of Knowledge: The Dynamics of Science and Research in Contemporary Societies; SAGE Publications: London, UK, 1994; ISBN 9780803977945. [Google Scholar]

	



Nowotny, H. Experten, Expertisen und imaginierte Laien. In Wozu Experten? Ambivalenzen der Beziehung von Wissenschaft und Politik; Bogner, A., Torgersen, H., Eds.; VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2005; pp. 33–44. [Google Scholar]

	



Viehöver, W. Der Experte als Platzhalter und Interpret moderner Mythen: Das Beispiel der Stammzellendebatte. In Wozu Experten? Ambivalenzen der Beziehung von Wissenschaft und Politik; Bogner, A., Torgersen, H., Eds.; VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2005; pp. 149–171. [Google Scholar]

	



Fichte, J.G. Grundlage der gesamten Wissenschaftslehre; Felix Meiner Verlag: Hamburg, Germany, 1794. [Google Scholar]

	



Boesch, E.E. Kultur und Handlung: Einführung in die Kulturpsychologie; Huber: Bern, Switzerland; Stuttgart, Germany; Wien, Austria, 1980; ISBN 3456808569. [Google Scholar]

	



Groh, D.; Groh, R. Von den schrecklichen zu den erhabenen Bergen: Zur Entstehung ästhetischer Naturerfahrung. In Vom Wandel des Neuzeitlichen Naturbegriffs; Weber, H.-D., Gaier, U., Eds.; Universitäts-Verlag: Konstanz, Germany, 1989; pp. 53–96. ISBN 3879403538. [Google Scholar]

	



Gebhard, U. Naturerfahrung und Kulturelle Bildung. Available online: https://www.kubi-online.de/artikel/naturerfahrung-kulturelle-bildung (accessed on 1 August 2023).

	



Habermas, J. Faktizität und Geltung: Beiträge zur Diskurstheorie des Rechts und des Demokratischen Rechtsstaats; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 1992; ISBN 3518581279. [Google Scholar]

	



Mittelstraß, J. Der unheimliche Ort der Geisteswissenschaften. In Zweites Stuttgarter Bildungsforum, Orientierungswissen versus Verfügungswissen: Die Rolle der Geisteswissenschaften in Einer Technologisch Orientierten Gesellschaft. Reden bei der Veranstaltung der Universität Stuttgart am 27. Juni 1994, Stuttgart, Jun. 27, 1994; Engler, U., Ed.; Universitätsbibliothek Stuttgart: Stuttgart, Germany, 1995; pp. 30–39. ISBN 3-926-269-17-0. [Google Scholar]

	



Brandom, R. Selbstbewusstsein und Selbst-Konstitution: Die Struktur von Wünschen und Anerkennung. In Hegels Erbe; Halbig, C., Quante, M., Siep, L., Eds.; Suhrkamp: Frankfurt am Main, Germany, 2004; pp. 46–77. ISBN 3518292994. [Google Scholar]

	



Kant, I. Kants Werke: Akademische Textausgabe. Logik, Physische Geographie, Pädagogik; Band IX; Walter de Gruyter: Berlin, Germany, 1968; ISBN 3110014424. [Google Scholar]

	



Hartung, G. Philosophische Anthropologie; Reclam: Ditzingen, Germany, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Bohlken, E.; Thies, C. (Eds.) Handbuch Anthropologie: Der Mensch Zwischen Natur, Kultur und Technik; J.B. Metzler: Stuttgart, Weimar, Germany, 2009; ISBN 9783476052186. [Google Scholar]








[image: Sustainability 15 16802 g001] 





Figure 1. The references between the three worlds, three spaces, and three landscapes. What becomes clear is, first, the central importance of level 2, without which no mediation between levels 1 and 3 can take place; second, that—beyond world 1—landscape is not a subset of space alone; and third, that specific feedback mechanisms exist between space 3/landscape 3 and space 2/landscape 2, and between space 2/landscape 2 and space 1/landscape 1 (figure after [27]). 
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Figure 2. From a- and c-modal perspectives, very different landscapes can be constructed into world 1 (or space 1). The diversity of the constructs with their diverging patterns of interpretation, categorization, and valuation usually lead—if changes in space 1, interpreted as a landscape, are above the individual, socially preformed materiality threshold—to the expression of manifest conflicts. The figure also shows the multitude of landscape 2. This is where the contingency of landscape concepts becomes particularly clear (worlds 1, 2, and 3 as well as spaces 1, 2, and 3 are not labeled in the figure for reasons of clarity, but the color scheme is analogous to that of Figure 1 and Figure 3, which makes the assignment clear; own illustration after [27]). 
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Figure 3. Conceptual relations of the three worlds with three spaces, landscapes, and natures, as an extension of Figure 1 (own representation). 
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Figure 4. Connections between conceptual world apprehension and preconceptual world apprehension between abstractness (theories about theories) and concreteness (sensory perceptions) with examples from the context of ‘landscape’. The more abstract the concepts, the stronger the impact of world 3 on world 2, and the more concrete, the stronger the bodily-mediated impact of world 1 on world 2. The different modes of landscape construction take place mainly on different levels of the abstractness–concreteness polarity: the construction of landscape in the a-mode is more strongly inclined towards the concrete, that of the b-mode is more inclined towards complex syntheses and the syntheses of syntheses, and the c-mode finds its constitutive level in the abstract (own design). 
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Figure 5. The dependence of science at all levels on concepts that support it (own illustration, in extension of [171]). 
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