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Abstract
This article delves into the theoretical dimensions of landscapes in transi-
tion, provides a comprehensive literature review and outline summary, 
and contextualizes the theory within the contemporary Anthropocene 
framework. It is focused on synthesizing and interconnecting the theoretical 
approaches to landscape in transition in the articles in this special issue, 
the scope of which is extended by incorporating additional perspectives 
to supplement and enrich the understanding of the issue. Through an 
Anthropocene lens, the article conceptualizes landscapes as crucial inter-
mediaries, vividly depicting the convergence of large-scale, global influ-
ences or planetary events and local occurrences. The conclusion advocates 
a pluralistic understanding that embraces differentiated perspectives and 
a more-than-human approach.
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Introduction1

The article delves into the theoretical dimensions of landscapes in transi-
tion, exploring diverse perspectives on this subject. It is a literature review 
and an outline summary of the issue. It provides a synthesis and intercon-
nection of theoretical approaches to landscapes in transition in the articles 
in this issue. To complete the comprehensive picture, additional approaches 
are incorporated, thereby enriching the understanding of the subject. 
An Anthropocene lens frames the complex, intertwined, far-reaching or 
global relationships. Recognizing the landscape’s crucial role as a vital 
intermediary, it vividly depicts the convergence of global influences with 
local occurrences and developments. The conclusion advocates adopting 
a pluralistic understanding that embraces various perspectives, highlighting 
the significance of multiple viewpoints and a more-than-human approach 
in comprehending the complexity of landscapes in transition.

The primary objectives of this article are to contextualize the theory of 
landscape in transition within the contemporary framework of the Anthro-
pocene and reflect on theories pertaining to transitioning landscapes within 
the broader perspective of the Anthropocene era (Anthropocene lens). 
Moreover, it endeavours to align the theoretical foundations concerning 
landscape transition and change as delineated in the other articles in this 
issue and encompass diverse strands of thought concerning landscapes in 
transition.

Anthropocene lens

First, I will very briefly introduce the Anthropocene and then move on 
to views of the Anthropocene lens. The Anthropocene could be concep-
tualized as a rupture (cf. Hamilton 2016), a new geological era (Crutzen 
– Stoermer 2000), the alarming end of the natural world (for discussion, 
see, e.g., Stubblefield 2018), or, much more productively, as a “thinking 
machine”, which was used by Serenella Iovino in her foreword to Venice and 
the Anthropocene, because it “acts as a framework for dispersed phenomena, 
a ‘pattern that connects’ to use Gregory Bateson’s famous expression” 
(Baldacci et al. 2022: 6; Bateson 1979). We are now living in a world that 
is almost entirely influenced by human activities. Studies show that almost 
everything on our planet has been changed by humans. According to Ken-

1	 Thank you to the reviewers for their insightful comments and valuable sugges-
tions, which significantly improved the quality of the text and its dramaturgy.

	 For this text I used the DeepL translator and ChatGPT 3.5 for linguistic and 
stylistic purposes.
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nedy et al. 95% of lands have some indication of human activities and 5% 
of unmodified lands are concentrated in less productive and remote areas 
in high latitudes (Kennedy et al. 2019: 816).

The Anthropocene became a buzz word after Paul Crutzen and Eugene 
Stormer postulated that human activity has developed into a significant 
morphological force that has reached the level of a geological driver and 
suggested a new geological era of the Anthropocene, which follows the 
Holocene (Crutzen – Stoermer 2000; Crutzen 2002). Subsequently, an 
“Anthropocene Working Group” was formed, which is an interdisciplinary 
think-tank. Only last year (2023), a Global boundary Stratotype Section 
and Point was identified to define the Anthropocene as a series/epoch in 
Crawford Lake in Canada (for candidate sites, see Waters et al. 2023).

Further developments regarding the geological definition of the term came 
in spring 2024. On March 5, 2024, the New York Times published the news that 
the Subcommission on Quaternary Stratigraphy (SQS), one of the bodies 
of the parent International Commission on Stratigraphy (ICS) had refused 
to recognize the Anthropocene as a new geological epoch, a proposal which 
had been prepared and promoted by the Anthropocene Working Group 
(AWG) (for more details, see, e.g., Voosen 2024 or Randall 2022). In terms 
of geology, the situation is conceptually unresolved and it is unclear whether 
the Anthropocene will ultimately be an epoch or an event. Nevertheless, it 
does not change the fact that in the meantime the term has gained currency in 
other disciplines, including the humanities and social sciences, as an impulse 
to rethink the human position in the world, to rethink the dichotomies we 
live in and the entanglements in which we are immersed.

Although the AWG proposed that the Anthropocene began in the 1950s, 
in the great acceleration after the Second World War, there are other opin-
ions in academia, and various starting points have been proposed – from 
anthropogenic changes resulting from early agriculture in Eurasia, which 
is called the Early Anthropocene Hypothesis (Ruddiman 2003), to the 
industrial revolution (Zalasiewicz et al. 2010), and other beginnings have 
also been discussed (for a geography review, see Butler 2021). Once the 
Anthropocene had been proposed as a new geological era, a number of 
texts appeared reflecting this term, including critical reflections on its po-
litical and other implications. Various versions of the name Anthropocene 
appeared as a critical response to the original meaning which also shifted 
the duration of the epoch – as with the Plantatiocene (Haraway et al. 
2016) or the Capitalocene (Haraway 2015; Haraway 2016). There were also 
analyses of the shock or monsters of the Anthropocene type of responses 
(Bonneuil – Fressoz 2016 or Tsing et al. 2017). For a detailed examination of 
the genesis of the term see, for example, Zottola – Majo (2022). In Europe 
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the Anthropocene has been studied at several institutions, such as Aarhus 
University (AURA: Aarhus University Research on the Anthropocene), 
the University of Vienna (Vienna Anthropocene Network) and through 
wider platforms such as the Anthropocene Commons, which grew out of 
the Anthropocene Curriculum initiative. This term also resonated in Czech 
academia, and the Centre for Theoretical Studies (Charles University and 
the Czech Academy of Sciences) has been developing a transdisciplinary 
approach to the Anthropocene since 2017 (Pokorný – Storch et al. 2020 or 
Fulínová – Kvíčalová et al. 2024). Eliška Fulínová has published a short 
summary of how the Anthropocene can be understood in this way: in ad-
dition to being seen as a new geological epoch, the Anthropocene can also 
be seen as a certain type of viewpoint and as a certain type of sensitivity 
and receptivity. The notion of Anthropocene as a way of viewing, grasping 
and interpreting reality carries with it how we conceive the present, the past 
and the future. Through an Anthropocene lens “we see complex bundles 
of relationships that we are able to untangle locally rather than globally, 
and in which, at different scales, different types of connections stand out” 
(Fulínová 2023: 62). This phenomenon, the scaling or transformation 
of relationships as scales change, is characteristic of the Anthropocene. 
The Anthropocene also captures a specific sensitivity; it has ethical and 
existential dimensions. What is new in this epoch is the reach of a sense 
of (collective) moral responsibility, including events in the distant past 
and in the future. Fulínová connects this with the interconnectedness of 
various, even seemingly unrelated phenomena and the shift of attention to 
so-called hyperobjects (Fulínová 2023; for hyperobjects see Morton 2013, 
see also Fulínová in preparation). Part of the Anthropocene sensitivity and 
receptivity is also interspecies connectedness and the realization of immer-
sion in the meshwork or web of life (Ingold 2012). This immersion involves 
becoming aware of scalar relations between planetary-scale phenomena 
and their local manifestations, and these relationships must consistently 
be understood within their political and historical contexts.2

Landscape in transition

“Landscape in transition” refers to a period or state in which any type 
of environment, as well as our perception and conceptualization of it, 
are undergoing significant changes. This term often describes alterations 
in the physical, ecological, or socio-economic aspects of an area, leading 

2	 Many thanks to the second reviewer for reminding me of the importance of 
mentioning the historical and political dimensions.
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to a transformation in its overall appearance, functionality, or character. 
However, a landscape in transition is not solely about physical changes; 
it is intertwined with how people perceive, think about, and understand 
the environment around them. The transformation of a landscape parallels 
shifts in human perspectives, values, and interactions with the land.

The concept of landscape has been the subject of extensive theorization 
within the realm of social science, humanities and philosophy, spanning 
various definitions that range from narrow to more generalized ones, taking 
into account physical space, ways of seeing, cultural space, space of power 
or memory space (e.g., Sauer 1963; Cosgrove 1998; Tilley 1994; Bender 1993; 
Mitchell 1994; Tolia-Kelly 2010; Alderman – Inwood 2013). A summary of 
the development can be found, for example, in Davidovic (Davidovic 2018). 
I myself (co-)authored narrower accounts for anthropology and memory 
studies (Gibas – Pauknerová 2009; Pauknerová – Gibas 2015; Pauknerová 
2019). The above-mentioned theories have their predecessors. Georg Simmel 
was probably the first to use the term “the philosophy of landscape” in an 
essay under the same title published in 1913 (Simmel 2007). With regard 
to ethnography and anthropology, there are many conceptualizations that 
have useful applications, for example, the post-phenomenological approach 
of geographer John Wylie, who conceptualizes landscape as follows:

“Thus landscape operates within two overlapping circles. First, it is 
actualised, it occurs and takes place, as a relation of knowing, percep-
tion, and apprehension within the embodied, material situation of 
gazing […]. However, and second, the term ‘landscape’ also carries 
an ontological or, more precisely, ontogenetic sense via its implication 
with the depth of Deleuzian intensive space. […] Thus landscape is 
neither simply seen nor seeing, neither an object seen by a gaze nor 
a particular way of seeing. […] The term ‘landscape’ is therefore 
best defined as the materialities and sensibilities with which we see.” 
(Wylie 2006: 530–31)

The landscape as such is always in a constant state of flux, shaped by 
a multitude of factors that bring about continual change. Weather patterns 
(cf. Ingold 2010a; Ingold 2010b) create dynamic shifts in the landscape, 
altering its appearance with each passing season. Atmospheric conditions 
(Böhme 2013; Stewart 2011) contribute to the ever-evolving character of the 
land. The pervasive effects of climate change exert a profound influence, 
often reshaping entire ecosystems, underscoring the presence of stochas-
tic events and natural processes on various temporal scales that operate 
beyond human influence.
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I have chosen the landscape, which is a truly anthropocentric point of 
view and may seem problematic within the era of the Anthropocene. How-
ever, it has been done intentionally, as I see landscapes as naturecultures, 
which in the complex world of the Anthropocene is still relevant as an es-
sential mediator, a scale that humans understand and may use as an interface 
by means of which they see how large global issues and connections that 
otherwise transcend the human horizon are written into the world. I use 
the term naturecultures, which was coined by Donna Haraway to concep-
tualize the intertwined histories of a multitude of life forms, to enable new 
ways of thinking about our world, to transcend the dichotomy of nature 
and culture by showing that nature cannot stand outside culture and vice 
versa (Haraway 2003 as “Emergent Naturecultures” or Haraway 2004: 23; 
or in later works connected with “response-ability” Haraway 2016: 125). 
Anthropologists and ethnographers have dedicated themselves to explor-
ing the connections between nature and culture, at least since Franz Boas, 
according to Eben S. Kirksey and Stefan Helmreich. Recently, multispe-
cies ethnographers have started focusing on the subjectivity and agency 
of organisms entangled with human existence (Kirksey – Helmreich 2010) 
and new onto-epistemological approaches to studying materiality have also 
appeared (e.g., Ingold 2012 or Barad 2003).

In the scale of the landscape people feel, for example, solastalgia, 
a distress caused by environmental change (Albrecht et al. 2007) or feel 
the beauty of the landscape, which matters for us to feel at home in the 
world (see Krebs 2014). I prefer to use landscape rather than more neutral 
terms such as environment or space, because landscape enables emotional 
connections. This sense of emotional connection makes the landscape 
matter. In the scale of the landscape we can understand the context and 
consequences of what we do, and our position in the meshwork (Ingold 
2012) of the world. Andreas Weber developed a perspective of “enlive-
ment”, which is a way “to view all beings as participants in a common 
household of matter, desire and imagination – and economy of metabolic 
and poetic transformations” (Weber 2019: 1). He uses the term commons 
to “stand for relationships of reciprocity and mutual co-creation” and 
goes on to argue that “[c]ommons are about protecting aliveness through 
participation and reciprocity” (Weber 2019: 2 and 5). All of these currents 
shape a new view of human engagement with the world that is relevant 

3	 For the reader to enjoy the provocativeness of Haraway’s writing: “There is 
no border where evolution ends and history begins, where genes stop and 
environment takes up, where culture rules and nature submits, or vice versa. 
Instead, there are turtles upon turtles of naturecultures all the way down.” 
(Haraway 2004: 2)
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in the Anthropocene. The landscape offers the possibility of emotional 
connection, the opportunity to experience belonging with others in the 
world, and also a scale where we experience and have to cope with transi-
tions that are happening or have happened.

Landscape transitions can occur due to various reasons, usually a mix 
of reasons. At the forefront of our concerns it is now the impact of cli-
matic change. There are transitions caused by draught, erosion, massive 
fires or the rapid spread of certain organisms or pathogens, which are 
all caused by a combination of reasons. Geological shifts can, of course, 
alter landscapes, affecting terrain, water bodies, fauna and flora and hu-
man society. Other transitions bring rapid urbanization (for urbanization 
and landscape change in Europe, see, e.g., Antrop 2004; for wetland 
loss in urbanization see, e.g., Burgin – Franklin – Hull 2016), extensive 
construction projects, or infrastructural changes, turning rural areas 
into built-up areas (e.g., Afriyie – Abass – Adomako 2014). Changes in 
societal norms, traditions, or demographics can lead to shifts in land use, 
affecting how landscapes are utilized or perceived (e.g., by becoming 
heritage and touristic landscape, Paradiso 2022; for the depopulation 
of rural areas and the search for a new scenario, see Di Figlia 2016). In-
novations in technology have the power to transform landscapes, intro-
ducing innovative infrastructure or altering land use practices. They may 
impact landscapes, for instance, through renewable energy installations 
(e.g., by the installation of solar power plants, Bevk – Golobič 2020) 
or changes in agricultural practices. Efforts to restore ecosystems can 
transform a landscape by reintroducing natural features and biodiversity 
(e.g., for rewilding and its context in Alpine landscape, see Rippa 2023). 
Socio-political factors such as wars, conflicts, and the creation of buffer 
zones along borders can significantly change landscapes, leaving lasting 
imprints (Eckert 2011 or Coates 2014). Certain political changes, such as 
collectivization during state socialism, also leave their mark and transform 
the landscape. Additionally, tourism, while offering economic benefits, 
can bring both positive and negative effects, influencing the landscape 
through the increased development of tourist infrastructure or conserva-
tion efforts in response to visitor demands and impacts. (For an overview 
of landscape change /transition in Europe, see, e.g., García-Martín et al. 
2021 or Pinto-Correia – Primdahl – Pedroli 2018; for the driving forces 
of landscape change in Europe, see Plieninger et al. 2016.)

Understanding a landscape in transition necessitates a comprehensive 
examination of the dynamics at play, encompassing both the triggers for 
change and their far-reaching impacts. It can be researched from discipli-
nary angles such as historical (Kolářová in this issue) or ethnographical 
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perspectives (Hagemann – Wellpott and Teleišė in this issue) and it can 
also integrate insights from several disciplines. To study the landscape 
in transition, researchers employ various conceptualizations of the term 
and also a diverse array of qualitative and/or quantitative methods, rang-
ing from in-depth interviews, walking methods to meticulous big data 
analyses of vegetation cover, demography and archival study. Ethnography 
and anthropology may play important roles in investigating landscapes 
in transition by delving into the cultural and social dimensions of these 
changes and its materiality. Through their immersive and qualitative 
approach, ethnography and anthropology allow researchers to deeply 
engage with communities and understand their perspectives, beliefs, and 
practices regarding the evolving landscape, and understand how cultural 
norms, traditions, and historical narratives shape people’s relationships 
with the changing landscape. They enable the exploration of how people 
interact with and attach meaning to their changing environment, shedding 
light on the complexities of human-environment interactions. Both also 
explore the intricate web of more-than-human entanglements within the 
landscape and unveil a rich tapestry of interwoven relationships, where 
human and non-human elements converge, shaping, redefining, and col-
lectively forming the very essence of the landscape.

In the research of landscape, we have to be attentive to the intricate 
network of relations and the complexity of relations (Strathern 2020). 
This network, or relations within the landscape, is scalar, rising from the 
individual to the global, and on every scale it entails a conscientious aware-
ness of environmental, social, cultural, historical and political transitions, 
necessitating nuanced responses that inherently shape landscapes and the 
way we understand and think about them. For example, Mellissa Baird, 
drawing on critical heritage theory, shows how heritage landscapes face 
social and ecological crises and how heritage landscapes are sites of power 
and control (Baird 2022). Most recently the Anthropocene perspective 
pointed to more-than-human relations, unveiling the necessity to explore 
multispecies histories and their interconnection with landscapes (Tsing 
– Mathews – Bubandt 2019), reshaping anthropological perceptions of 
what constitutes a  landscape. Navigating these diverse terrains neces-
sitates embracing a holistic anthropological/ethnographical perspective 
that acknowledges the intricate interplay between human actions and 
politics, environmental dynamics, heritage, and the intricate relation-
ships between diverse species in shaping our collective narrative within 
the broader canvas of anthropological landscapes.
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Landscape transition and change as theorized in the 
contributions in this issue

This issue navigates the intricate theoretical landscapes concerning 
transition and change within the landscape. The authors interweave diverse 
strands of thought, each presenting a distinct perspective on theorizing the 
dynamics and essence of transition and change. These perspectives encom-
pass heritage processes aimed at capturing and presenting past practices. 
This segment of the article serves to introduce, juxtapose, and harmonize 
the distinct theoretical approaches. It examines how these contributions 
collectively theorize and illuminate the multifaceted nature of change across 
diverse contexts, considering the intertwined influences of both human and 
non-human actors. This exploration works toward a comprehensive under-
standing of transitions and change. Although the authors do not directly 
address or thematize the concept of the Anthropocene, which is specifically 
the topic of this article, their focus on landscape transition incorporates 
Anthropocene themes: energy transition in a mining region, global political 
change and life in post-industrial city, and the birth of tourist/recreational 
spaces and their effects on the landscape. Through their analysis of local 
manifestations and local landscapes in transition, they touch on global 
issues and show them on a small, regional or everyday scale.

Jenny Hagemann and Hannah Wellpott provide a comprehensive ex-
ploration of the theoretical framework surrounding uncertainty in lignite-
mining and soon-to-be post-mining landscapes in Lusatia. It investigates 
the nature of insecurity and unsafety, examining how these concepts relate 
to the challenges faced in these landscapes, such as recultivation and socio-
cultural transitions. The categorization of insecurity, unsafety (Schwell 
2021; Baumann 2000), and uncertainty (Giddens 1990) within the context 
of deindustrialization is discussed, shedding light on the complexities 
involved. Moreover, the text emphasizes the critical role played by both 
human and non-human actors, emphasizing their interconnectedness in 
the heritagization process. This process is crucial for establishing stability 
and continuity within these evolving landscapes, offering insights into how 
these spaces are negotiated and preserved amidst change (Macdonald 2013; 
Brumann 2015; Hall 2005; Harrison 2013).

In her text about the post-industrial urban landscape of the two former 
Soviet industrial cities of Alytus and Marijampolė, Aušra Teleišė intriguingly 
unfolds the emotional and landscape impacts brought about by post-Soviet 
deindustrialization. It goes beyond mere analysis and delves deeper into 
the profound shifts in emotional resonance and physicality within land-
scapes. It articulates how these changes are not only external alterations 
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but deeply embedded in the fabric of human experiences. By considering 
the materiality of built environments as archives of lived experiences and 
social practices, the text captures the essence of human interaction with 
evolving landscapes, showcasing how these environments encapsulate hu-
man narratives and histories.

Anna Kolářová eloquently illuminates the adaptive nature of tourism 
in response to socio-economic uncertainties in her historical analysis of 
tourist perceptions of the Bohemian Forest region in the Czech Republic. 
It explores the temporal dimensions of landscape perception, showing 
how time intertwines with spatial understanding to create a nuanced per-
spective of landscape transitions. By accentuating the temporal aspects of 
landscape appreciation, it introduces a fresh viewpoint, highlighting the 
dynamic interplay between space, place, and time. This approach enriches 
our comprehension of landscapes, offering new insights into how human 
engagement with these spaces evolves over time.

The three examples of extensive landscape transitions in this issue have 
different impacts, implications and consequences for different types of ac-
tors. The first case (Hagemann – Wellpott) is a landscape transition caused 
by the (virtual) abandonment of lignite mining. This situation gives rise 
to different kinds of uncertainties within lived experience and results in 
heritagization processes. In the second case (Teleišė), we are presented with 
a landscape transition due to deindustrialization, specifically, due to the 
end of a kombinat, which in lived experience led to feelings of resentment 
and pain relating to the abandonment of industrial places and the sense 
of unrelenting shrinkage resulting from the disappearance of factories, 
expressed by the people feeling the places to be empty. In the third, histori-
cal case (Kolářová), we encounter landscape transition from a region that 
economically benefitted from its transition from logging into a tourist area 
from the late 1870s. This transition was connected with the need to change 
the local economy after the economic decline of the region following its 
rapid development connected to the elimination of the damage caused by 
a bark beetle outbreak.

Each of these three landscape transitions resulted in varied resilience 
strategies for coping with a complex world in which global and local 
economies are interlinked with political and cultural developments and 
environmental changes. In the first case, namely, the post-mining landscape 
in Lusatia, the resilience strategy was connected with a new interpretation of 
the past as an imagined future of the region. The second case was focused 
on the post-industrial urban landscape in Lithuania, where emptiness after 
the disintegration of kombinat was filled by new enterprises and new uses 
for the the ruins. The third transition concerning the Bohemian Forest 
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highlighted how tourism acted as a resilience strategy or an adaptation for 
facing up to an uncertain future. 

These diverse landscape transitions, each a unique tapestry woven with 
lived experiences and responses to evolving socio-economic and envi-
ronmental shifts, collectively embody the intricate relationship between 
communities and their changing surroundings. From the uncertain ter-
rains forged by the cessation of lignite mining to the poignant narratives 
of deindustrialization’s aftermath and the adaptive resilience witnessed in 
the rise of tourism, each transition illuminates the multifaceted nature of 
human-nature interactions. What emerges is a narrative of adaptation, in 
which communities navigate uncertainty, loss, and transformation by in-
tertwining heritage, resilience, and innovative responses. In all three cases 
the landscape transition tested the capacity for adaptation and people’s 
ability to reimagine, reinterpret, and reconstruct the future in the face of 
dynamic change.

About landscape in transition in other ways

In this section, in order to widen the perspective and to build on the 
approaches presented by the authors in this issue concerning the theoriza-
tion of landscape in transition, I will expand the conceptual horizon to 
prepare the field for landscape in transition through the Anthropocene lens. 
This will be achieved by introducing a curated selection of four additional 
perspectives. Firstly, the integration of a “big data” approach provides an 
expansive lens, allowing for comprehensive analysis and understanding 
of changing landscapes. Moreover, the vast quantities of data we can now 
both acquire and process are themselves typical of the Anthropocene. 
Secondly, the scope expands beyond traditional urban or industrial land-
scapes, i.e., significantly changed landscapes, to encompass less obviously 
diverse human-made environments, such as recreational or tourist-centric 
landscapes and those dedicated to nature preservation, including the in-
novative practices of rewilding and heritage-linked conservation efforts. 
This second perspective supplements the studies by Anna Kolářová and 
Jenny Hagemann and Hannah Wellpott. Thirdly, emphasis is placed on an 
approach focused on “telling other stories,” which advocates the inclusion 
of lesser-known or marginalized narratives. This is a way of working with 
attunement (Stewart 2011) and developing practices of attentiveness to the 
complex ways that we dwell in (cf. van Dooren – Kirksey – Münster 2016: 
3). Finally, the conceptualization of landscape as an emergent phenomenon 
takes precedence, emphasizing its perpetual state of flux and focusing on 
transient spaces and the ephemeral nature of change within these environ-
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ments. Within the Anthropocene the landscape research should be acutely 
aware of the complexity of the world we inhabit, paying attention to the 
temporal and spatial scales of transitions we experience. These multidi-
mensional approaches collectively contribute to a more comprehensive and 
nuanced understanding of landscapes in a continual state of transformation.

Of course, the “big data” approach referred to above is not a theoretical 
approach sensu stricto. Quantitative research with big data incorporates 
many different approaches. As this is not my field of expertise, I will only 
mention three examples of such research in geography, given that geog-
raphy is related to the content of this journal, and so that they are not 
omitted or the impression is not given that they may be less important in 
researching landscapes in transition.

Processes of landscape change in the Czech Republic in the period 1990–
2010, after the collapse of communism, were mapped and analysed by the 
geographers Lucie Kupková and Ivan Bičík (Kupková – Bičík 2016). They 
studied the change on both national and local levels. On the national level 
they mapped and localized the four most important processes of landscape 
change: afforestation, grassing over, intensification (increase of arable land 
and permanent cultures), and urbanization. On separate maps they also 
demonstrated both the index of change (the proportion of area affected by 
any type of land use change) and extensification (the shift to less intensive 
use of land such as forests and grasslands). On the larger scale of Eastern 
Europe, an analysis of latent drivers between landscape transformations 
and socioeconomic changes was conducted by Marcela Prokopová, Ondřej 
Cudlín, Renata Včeláková, Szabolcs Lengyel, Luca Salvati and Pavel Cudlín 
(Prokopová et al. 2018). The authors presented an extensive review of land-use 
trends in Eastern Europe in three periods covering around the last 70 years. 
For other parts of the world a similar type of approach has been used, for 
example, in research on the long term transition of the satoyama landscape 
(see below) in two topographically different areas in the hinterland of the 
Tokyo area between 1880 and 2001 (Ichikawa et al. 2006). The authors Kaoru 
Ichikawa, Nozomi Okubo, Satoru Okubo and Kazuhiko Takeuchi collected 
and linked different types of data to document and demonstrate in several 
time slices the dramatic change from agricultural to urban landscape.

At this point I would like to elaborate on a few less obvious examples of 
human-induced and purposefully shaped landscape transformations and 
how they are theorized. These are recreational or tourist-centric landscapes, 
landscapes dedicated to nature preservation, including the innovative prac-
tices of rewilding and heritage-linked conservation efforts.

Transition in landscapes can also be caused by landscapes becoming 
protected and becoming reserves of various types or heritage landscapes. 
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Theano Terkenli summarizes that the evolution of tourism is closely inter-
twined with the transformation of landscapes, both spatially and socially. 
The emergence of new landscapes, tailored to meet evolving social, cultural, 
and economic demands, has been an ongoing phenomenon in the realm 
of tourism. However, what distinguishes these contemporary landscapes is 
not just their novelty but their unprecedented nature, scale, and geographic 
characteristics, which defy the traditional typologies of tourist environments. 
This evolution blurs the boundaries between leisure, tourism, work, culture, 
and daily life, fostering a gradual merging of spaces dedicated to satisfaction, 
comfort, play, and routine, and ultimately leading to a fluid de-differentiation 
across various facets of human experience (Terkenli 2004: 346–47).

Satoyama is an example of a cherished and prominent landscape. The 
theme of satoyama landscape and its preservation resonated strongly with 
environmental specialists and also scholars using more-than-human perspec-
tives (Gan – Tsing 2018). The elusiveness and mutability of the very nature 
of the notion of the landscape, aside from landscape in transition, is well 
illustrated by the fact that, although much has been written about satoyama, 
to find “the precise definition of this landscape, or system, remains obscure” 
(Chakraborty – Chakraborty 2013: 46). Satoyama is not natural, as it is a set of 
land mosaics shaped by rural communities over time. For some it is a “buffer 
landscape” between plains and mountains, while for others it is mountain 
forests, grasslands, secondary plantations and agricultural landscapes, but 
also an embodiment of romantic nostalgia, tied to the destruction of the 
Japanese vernacular landscape. Satoyama was at risk of totally disappear-
ing but is now protected and cherished. Abhik Chakraborty and Shamik 
Chakraborty analysed the discourse of satoyama and identified two major 
problems, or dichotomies: “One is that the contemporary discourse consist-
ently undervalues the process of change in these landscapes that becomes 
obvious when a longer time frame is adopted. By focusing on the Edo period 
as a model of ‘nature harmonious society’, satoyama researchers ignore the 
fact that by Edo, substantial tracts of natural mountain forests were already 
devastated…” The second problem is “the telescopic nature of this contem-
porary discourse”, as the term satoyama gives “a telescopic effect to landscape 
history.” Even though there are noticeably different spatial variants and there 
was development throughout the periods, satoyama has been homogenized 
(Chakraborty – Chakraborty 2013: 59–62). Here we see a landscape that used 
to be in transition, varied and in the making, co-created by humans, which 
was threatened with extinction, and therefore, from the 1980s, has been the 
focus of interest of experts and the public and is now under protection – in 
the process of which it is being homogenized and channelled to suit its own 
discourse. This is the case of many heritage landscapes.
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Heritage landscapes include urban and post-industrial landscapes, wil-
derness areas, indigenous places, castle complexes etc. and they function 
as “tourist attractions, entertainment venues, recreational playgrounds, 
respites and refuges, chronicles of historical events, and memorials and 
performance spaces. They also serve to legitimize identities and promote 
state and industry interests.” (Baird 2022, chapter 1) Heritage landscapes 
might look like areas where development and the opportunity to change was 
halted for the sake of their preservation. However, preserving the desired 
appearance and meaning of heritage landscapes requires a lot of manage-
ment and management practices, which have consequences on different 
time scales. One such consequence is the (over-) turistification of histori-
cal city centres that has destroyed the previous life of the city and totally 
transformed the preserved area (for the example of Venice, see Salerno 
2022), which is similar for areas of natural beauty. On the other hand, the 
process of heritagization of landscapes serves as a resilience strategy, as in 
the case of the post-mining Lusatia region.

It is also worth noting here that even very wild looking landscapes 
or those presented as wildernesses are in transition in both senses of the 
word – material and ideological. There are natural processes going on, but 
there is also a significant influence of humans causing the transition. Even 
a “virgin forest” like the primeval forest of Boubín in the Czech Republic, 
a nature reserve since 1858, is in a certain sense a human creation, fenced 
off and monitored. Activity to make or keep some areas wilder, and rewild-
ing of various forms includes human-influenced or hands-on management 
practices (Deary – Warren 2019).

A very different example of how to conceptualize and understand a land-
scape in transition can be found in the research of George Steve Jaramillo, 
which was focused on the Peak District in the United Kingdom (Jaramillo 
2017). The landscape of the Peak District is a traditional Romantic landscape, 
which is seen in a particular way. His focus revolved around exploring sub-
versive practices, unwanted fragments, and local narratives that tell alterna-
tive stories about the landscape. By spotlighting these alternative stories, 
focusing on waste and fragments, the landscape’s heritage is in the making 
and unmaking, constantly evolving and redefining. The aim of his research 
was to develop an attunement, as conceptualized by Steward (2011), to 
a different way of practising landscape, crafting an alternate narrative apart 
from prevailing accounts and established heritage discussions, allowing for 
diverse interpretations and reinterpretations. As a result, in the discussion 
a different landscape emerges “from an assemblage of rubble, waste and toxic 
remains”. The seven selected stories offer a break from the dominant narra-
tives. He frames the landscape as an assemblage, as relational and fragmented. 
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Identified and seen fragments then serve as focal points of “repressed and 
forgotten memories” and emotions. These narratives hold significance, as 
they illustrate the enduring nature of these landscapes through the endeav-
ours of both people and animals, alongside the production, encounter, and 
abandonment of materials (Jaramillo 2017).

Within the spectrum of landscape transitions, an intriguing facet deserving 
of attention is the ephemeral nature within the landscape, as highlighted by 
Mick Atha (2018). This perspective portrays the landscape as an emergent 
phenomenon constantly in flux, emphasizing its perpetual state of change 
and illuminating the significance of ephemeral elements. Contrary to miscon-
ceptions, the transient or short-term aspects of the landscape should not be 
equated with insignificance. Instead, their ephemeral nature underscores the 
potential for substantial impacts, debunking the notion that brevity dimin-
ishes importance. Ephemeral or short term does not mean unimportant or 
with a small impact. Atha brings examples from former studies of intention-
ally created landscape ephemera in rural landscape. In the non-agricultural 
sphere he mentions ephemera of woodland management, or the use of fire 
by hunters and gatherers. Within urban landscape these ephemera include 
in-between areas, “where land lies in limbo”. In his case study, he researched 
“the ephemeral landscape of a traditional, decennially occurring religious 
event known as the Kam Tin Jiao Festival” in Hong Kong. He explored 
how transient features hold cultural importance. The study highlights the 
challenge of integrating these aspects into conventional assessment frame-
works. Ephemeral elements, though fleeting, are closely intertwined with 
socio-historical events, shaping community identities. For instance, in the 
Kam Tin Jiao Festival, temporary installations play a vital role, reflecting the 
Tang clan’s cultural identity. Understanding and valuing these ephemeral 
landscapes, from street markets to religious festivals, is crucial amid today’s 
constant change. Embracing their affective benefits helps navigate the relent-
less flux of the Anthropocene era (Atha 2018).

The purpose of this review was to broaden the conceptual horizon, 
given that contemporary research on landscapes in transition grapples 
with themes that extend beyond the local context. The use of “big data” 
enables us to identify broader trends. I wanted to show that we can think 
about connectedness between nature and culture in less obvious human-
induced and purposefully shaped landscapes. I wanted to highlight the 
transformations that bring recreational or tourist-centric landscapes, some 
of which are dedicated to nature and heritage preservation. By training 
our attention and ability to study through attunement to fragments, we 
can uncover and tell other stories. Focusing on landscapes in transition 
requires us to be attentive to landscape as an emergent phenomenon and 
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to the significance of ephemeral elements. The intricacy of the web of rela-
tions, more pronounced in the Anthropocene, prompts us to reevaluate 
diverse scales of themes or issues within our research. The subsequent focus 
revolves around the lens of the Anthropocene.

Landscape in transition through the lens of the Anthropocene

In the previous section, we focused on various aspects of landscape 
in transition relating to the landscape transitions explored in the ar-
ticles in this issue, which are about structural landscape transitions 
associated with energy transition, wider socio-political and economic 
processes. These specific articles address the post-mining landscape in 
Lusatia, the post-industrial urban landscape in Lithuania, and a histori-
cal landscape with incipient tourism in the Czech western borderland 
mountain region after its economic decline. Four additional approaches 
were introduced to broaden perspectives and expand upon the previ-
ously introduced examples and approaches, specifically, a “big data” 
approach, tourist and heritage landscapes, “telling other stories” and 
ephemeral landscapes.

Why introduce the Anthropocene perspective when exploring the 
theorization and conceptualization of landscapes in transition? The 
answer becomes evident when we consider that all our examples are 
entangled within the intricate weave of diverse impacts and influences, 
in which it is difficult and problematic to distinguish who is the origi-
nator, and whether they are phenomena in nature, in society, in global 
politics or in the actions of individuals or others. These processes exhibit 
a remarkable complexity, involving a diverse array of actors operating 
across multiple scales. It is within this rich tapestry of interconnected-
ness that the need for a broader lens emerges. Hence, I have chosen to 
explore and contextualize the theory of landscape in transition through 
the lens of the Anthropocene perspective. Within this framework, the 
landscape assumes a pivotal role, serving as a crucial intermediary that 
vividly captures the intersection of global impacts and everyday events 
and occurrences. At this middle-ground scale, planetary events find 
expression and permanence, translating into tangible manifestations 
within our immediate surroundings.

The Anthropocene lens may have both a qualitative type of research, 
such as the ephemeral landscape research mentioned above (Atha 2018) 
and strands of landscape research that deal with big data. Barau and Ludin, 
for example, explored the interconnectedness of the Anthropocene, the 
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Fourth Paradigm4 (i.e., data science) and landscape sustainability. Their 
study contends that globalization and urbanization are pivotal drivers of 
the Anthropocene, which significantly impact landscapes. The paper advo-
cates the Fourth Paradigm’s role in providing free data for interdisciplinary 
landscape research, emphasizing its potential in addressing environmental 
crises through improved planning (Barau – Ludin 2012).

However, other approaches are much closer to the scope of ethnology or an-
thropology than big data. I have chosen two examples that demonstrate how 
to think about and research landscape in transition through the Anthropocene 
lens, both of which are from the more-than-human sphere of anthropology.

Unlike traditional approaches, the more-than-human lens extends the study 
beyond human experiences, recognizing the interconnectedness of humans 
with other life forms. This approach emphasizes the intricate relationships 
within the ecological context, promoting a comprehensive understanding 
of the social world. It views the world as a dynamic interplay of biological, 
ecological, historical, cultural, and social dimensions, necessitating a holistic 
study of their interdependence (for an overview, see e.g., Schroer 2021). Thom 
van Dooren, Eben Kirksey and Ursula Münster try to address the questions: 
“What does it mean to live with others in entangled worlds of contingency 
and uncertainty? More fundamentally, how can we do the work of inhabit-
ing and co-constituting worlds well?” They argue that in our current condi-
tion (be it defined as the Anthropocene or in another way) “what it seems 
to demand are detailed practices of attentiveness to the complex ways that 
we, all of us, become in consequential relationship with others” (van Dooren 
– Kirksey – Münster 2016: 3, questions from the abstract). They guide the 
reader from noticing to attentiveness, turning simple observation into deep 
attentiveness, into developing skills for both actively listening to others and 
responding meaningfully. This complex, multispecies way of study needs 
to newly address the political and ethical aspects of understanding others, 
and how this understanding can reshape our ways of living and dying in 
a diverse yet interconnected world (van Dooren – Kirksey – Münster 2016: 
6). For research methods and examples of multispecies studies, it is worth 

4	 According to Barau and Ludin: “The Fourth Paradigm or data intensive science 
entails using scientific data, also referred to as ‘big data’ or ‘data deluge’, for 
the analysis, visualisation, exploration, communication and dissemination of 
research output.” (Barau – Ludin 2012: 5) They explain that: “Like its three 
predecessors, the Fourth Paradigm relies on the collection, curation, analysis 
and visualisation of data. Landscape researchers use theories or explanations 
(first paradigm); statistical, field and laboratory analyses (second paradigm) and 
computer-based simulation of landscapes (third paradigm).” (Barau – Ludin 
2012: 14) For more on the Fourth Paradigm, see Hey – Tansley – Tolle 2009.
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consulting “Rubber Boots Methods for the Anthropocene” by Bubandt – 
Andersen – Cypher (2022).

In the current complex global world it is necessary to grasp intricate, 
frequently perplexing, and interconnected relationships. For this purpose, 
I offer the way of “phenomenological attunements to specific multispecies 
histories” (Tsing – Mathews – Bubandt 2019: abstract) and the way of “tracing 
the ghostly forms that have emerged from past encounters between people, 
plants, animals, and soils” (Mathews 2018: 386). 

My first example refers to the work of Anna Tsing, Andrew Mathews and 
Nils Bubandt, who proposed a way of re-tooling anthropology so it is able to 
research spatial and temporal aspects of the Anthropocene and who proposed 
guidelines for thinking structurally about more-than-human social relations. 
They developed “patchy Anthropocene” as a conceptual tool. The story of 
the global spread of coffee rust, a fungus detrimental to coffee plants, helps 
explain this notion of “patchy Anthropocene,” illustrating the uneven condi-
tions of livability in landscapes increasingly shaped by industrial influences. 
They advocate a broader understanding of social relations that incorporates 
more-than-human dimensions. In this way anthropology can study the in-
tricacies of specific situations without being narrow-minded. In addressing 
the multidimensional crises of our era, they propose an anthropology that 
begins with landscapes, focusing on the structural interconnections between 
ecology, capital, and the complex histories – human and more-than-human 
– that continually shape diverse and irregular landscapes (Tsing – Mathews 
– Bubandt 2019).

A particular application of such approach can be found in my second 
example in the study on the pine and chestnut forests of the Monti Pisani in 
Italy, where Andrew Matthews utilized methods from natural history, oral 
history, landscape walks, interviews, and archival research, along with his 
own phenomenological experience, to recount diverse histories of landscape 
change. He builds upon in Anna Tsing’s (2015) notion of landscape from 
“The Mushroom at the End of the World” as emerging through encounters 
between people and other beings, including soils, mushrooms, and disease 
organisms. He describes it thus:

“…the kinds of landscapes and histories that emerge from encounters be-
tween people, trees, soils, and terraces in formerly cultivated landscapes in 
central Italy. Perhaps most important, this kind of landscape description 
pushes us to think about how particular forms emerge through encoun-
ters. Ontologies are transformed through partial relations between these 
beings, and the forms of plants and terraces offer clues to the biographies 
of particular organisms.” (Mathews 2018: 389)
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These histories, influenced by various causes, result in distinct landscape 
patterns. Reading landscapes in this manner reveals multiple “through-
scapes”, intertwined but shaped by unique more-than-human relations 
and rhythms. He emphasizes the coexistence of different ontologies and 
infrastructures. “In the Monti Pisani”, Matthews argues, “different Anthro-
pocenes inspire projects of landscape restoration that draw on specific land-
scape histories to craft speculative, hopeful, and deeply political imagined 
futures.” (Mathews 2018, 408-409) He advocates a nuanced understanding 
of the Anthropocene, recognizing multiple “temporal rhythms and over-
lapping throughscapes, we are closer to the kinds of events that multiple 
histories tell us.” He employs a special type of phenomenology – dramatic 
modes of attention. By that he means the following setting: when we 
watch a play, we can envision that each character possesses a perspective, 
and we are open to enjoying an entirely fantastical scenario. This way of 
understanding the multiplicity is particularly inspiring – the drama stages 
a multiplicity of coherent but partial worldviews, allowing the audience 
to witness a multitude of coherent worldviews. Drama does not insist that 
the viewer select one character’s vision as the correct understanding of the 
world (Mathews 2018: 408–409).

The concept of “patchy Anthropocene,” (Tsing – Mathews – Bubandt 
2019) is useful in navigating a world in which, due to the interconnect-
edness of contemporary global dynamics, processes and events occur at 
various scales and often overlap. It is the differentiated view of landscapes 
in transition, where we ask what kind of change, in what timeframe, and 
change for whom – as Matthews’ throughscapes perspective would sug-
gest – along with an open approach to the observed as a drama (Mathews 
2018) of which we are a part, which offers a complex but structured way of 
approaching landscape change and landscapes in transition as such within 
an Anthropocene lens.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the exploration of landscapes in transition through the 
Anthropocene lens unveils a complex tapestry of intertwined relation-
ships as we navigate the plurality of landscapes, views, and experiences. 
I explored diverse perspectives, framing landscapes as vital intermediaries 
converging global influences with local occurrences. The concept of land-
scape in transition extends beyond physical alterations, intertwining with 
evolving human perspectives and values. I advocated a nuanced approach, 
recognizing the scalar nature of landscape relations and the importance of 
interdisciplinary methodologies, and stressed the necessity of embracing 
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a holistic anthropological/ethnographical perspective, acknowledging 
the intricate interplay between human actions, environmental dynamics, 
diverse species and materialities.

The first part of the article summarized the approaches to landscape in 
transition of the authors in this issue, which cover such diverse contexts 
as post-lignite mining, post-Soviet deindustrialization, and tourism as an 
adaptation strategy. The authors explored landscape transitions that re-
vealed the varied resilience strategies of reinterpreting the past, adapting to 
tourism and finding a new use. Their articles illustrate human communities 
navigating uncertainty and transformation, showcasing their adaptability 
and creativity. The intricate relationship between communities and their sur-
roundings is vividly illustrated. To widen the perspective on the landscape 
in transition, I introduced additional approaches, including a “big data” 
approach, examples of transition within tourism and heritage landscapes, 
and the effect of attention to other narratives, specifically, the approaches 
of “telling other stories” and conceptualizing ephemeral landscapes.

The attention then shifted to the Anthropocene lens, where I urged 
a reevaluation of diverse research themes. The more-than-human approaches 
in anthropology, which have attracted increasing attention in recent years, 
could work as an inspiration for grasping the complexity. Such approaches 
explore the uneven conditions of livability. The Anthropocene, which is 
marked by a significant shift in the influence of human activities on Earth, 
has generated diverse interpretations, ranging from viewing it as a rupture 
to a new geological era or a “thinking machine” connecting dispersed 
phenomena. This event or era, which has become acknowledged globally, 
highlights the pervasive impact of human activities on nearly all aspects 
of the planet.

Within the Anthropocene literature this paper focuses on more-than-
human anthropological approaches. Particularly inspired by Anna Tsing, 
Andrew Mathews, and Nils Bubandt’s concept of a “patchy Anthropocene,” 
these approaches advocate a broader understanding of relations, urging 
researchers to capture the intricate, perplexing, and interconnected rela-
tionships prevailing in the contemporary world. By adopting phenomeno-
logical attunements and tracing the emergent forms from past encounters, 
anthropology can study the specificities of landscapes without being nar-
rowly focused on humans alone. Andrew Mathews’s study of the Monti 
Pisani forests exemplifies this approach, employing diverse methodologies 
to recount histories of landscape. The emphasis on encounters between 
people, trees, soils, and terraces unveils multiple “throughscapes” shaped 
by unique more-than-human relations. This nuanced understanding of the 
Anthropocene acknowledges the coexistence of different ontologies and 
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infrastructures, inspiring projects of landscape restoration with speculative 
and deeply political imagined futures.

In essence, embracing the Anthropocene perspective in landscape re-
search (landscape in transition included) offers a middle-ground scale where 
global impacts intersect with everyday occurrences, providing a crucial 
lens to explore the structural synchronicities between ecology, capital, and 
the diverse histories shaping irregular landscapes. They call for a nuanced 
anthropology rooted in landscapes and attentive to more-than-human rela-
tions that reflects the urgency to comprehend the multidimensional crises 
of our era within the rich tapestry of interconnectedness.

July 2024
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