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Chapter 1

What role does plant landscape play
in urban policy?

Nathalie BLANC, Marianne COHEN and Sandrine GLATRON

Can landscape become a major consideration in urban policy? This is the focus of the
research that we carried out in Paris at three djfferent sites, each with its distinct social
components and morphelogy. This research, which involved a limited number of inter-
views, measurements and sites, is of an exploratory nature (Box 1). Our iterative approach
does not pretend to be an analysis of a social system: instead, we have attempted, through
the observation of different levels of analysis and by the comparison of these observations
and different areas of knowledge', to propose new ways for addressing issues concerning
the urban environment and how it is depicted. We used vegetation and landscape as our
tools. The study of urban vegetation will make it possible to evaluate the contribution of
plants to the urban landscape as well as the extent to which landscape can play a role in
urban policy, whereas the analysis of environmental and urban policies aims at defining
the role of landscape in legislation. This analysis is to be weighed against its role in the
development of urban space. In this way, vegetation constitutes a communication hub
between different dimensions of the urban space, from the social to the morphological
and from the economic to the ecological, as well as between the different actors, from
the private to the public sectors, and at different levels, from the micro to the macro. This
research, which was undertaken with the aim of evaluating the place of the plant and
pollution in urban landscape representations, was also a means for analysing ordinary
practices that contribute to the development of this landscape. This research made it
possible for us to look at previously unexplored approaches to ecological requalification
and recomposition of a particular urban landscape, the city of Paris. These observations
are part of an aftempt to evaluate the impact of the city on ecosystems (Sauvez, 2001), as
well as on the future quallty of urban life ,foran ever_growing popu]ation.

! This team brought together human geographers, biogeagraphers, physicists and architects studying the place
and the role of the urban Jandscape in joint perceptions as well as in policies.
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Box 1. Key criteria used in the study.

Study sites
Site Location Urban Social context Biophysical
morphology characteristics
Lagrange 5th Haussmannian- | Limited Bapks gf the
arrondissement | style avenues except for the Seing; little
in a medieval “Lagrange Pure |vegetation;
neighbourhood | Air' Association | major car traffic
within the site
Peupliers 13th Former Considerable: | Small individual
arrondissement | working- Peupliers gardens; car
class homes Association; traffic on
converted into | community the periphery
‘townhouses’ choir of the site
Pinel 13th Group housing |Long-standing | Community
arrondissement | from the 1970s | renters; role of | garden; car
the square as a |traffic on
meeting place | the periphery
of the site

Interviews with the inhabitants ‘

in the social survey, we inquired about the role of landscape, pollutiop and vegetation
in the different types of housing, through open interviews. On_th_e basis of these ques-
tions, our survey focused on the relationship to urban materla_lhty and se_nsory means
- sights, smells, sounds, etc. — of perceiving the city. Our questlons_ were directed, thus,
on the opposition between vegetation and pollution and the question o_f the landscape.
interviews carried out represented sometimes a considerable proportion of the areas
studied (approximately 100 interviews). . B
Moreover, another type of survey was carried out on a dozen people, identified at
the time of the botanical survey as being particularly involved in plant management:
custodians and caretakers, inhabitants working in a community garden, and city gar-
deners. These surveys are considered to be of a dual nature since they cover se\{eral
domains and tie the botanical survey to questions about practices and representations
concerning these plants.

Collection and treatment of floristic data in the city

The floristic survey was carried out on the cadastral map of the three sites: 475 ta}xa
{gymnosperms, angiosperms, pteridophytes, bryophytes) were found, barely 30 of \.Nhlch
are spontaneous indigenous species, a minute part of the 769 spontaneous species of
the same groups observed in Paris (Moret, 2004). The number of units of each taxon was
counted per ‘project space unit’ (PSU), in other words, areas ranging from one to sevgral
square metres (e.g. the balcony of an apartment building, a street plar}ter, a Cll_JStef.Il_ﬁ a
square, a total of 296 PSU for the three sites). In public spaces, veggtatlon was |den_tif|ed
by variety (coll., A. Girard), whereas in private spaces, it was identified by the species or
genus because of the observation distance.

These data were subjected to two treatments. )

*“The calculation of Shannon’s index (Blondel, 1995) was carried out on the PSU whgre
plants were observed. The index varies from 0 {(one species found) to 5 (many species
found in balanced frequency).
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The Cerrespondence Analysis was applied to samples with fewer than three species
and to species encountered fewer than three times. This selection made it possible to
reduce the dispersion of information. Treatments were carried out separately for public
(36 samples and 50 taxa) and private (78 samples and 41 taxa) spaces.

The plant as a central element of urban practice

The plant is clearly at the crossroads of many different issues within the greater
Paris area. It is a tool for professionals in development and urbanism. It brings ‘nature’
to inhabitants lacking it in their local environment. It is a component of the urban land-
scape. Finally, it is a resource for biodiversity at the ecological level. This complex issue
in Paris, and undoubtedly in other French and European population centres, makes it a
major research focus and valuable tool for the democratization of intervention in the
Paris area in which different stakeholders with divergent interests can each play a role.
They are, therefore, invited to make a real contribution to urban space. It is with this in
mind that we attempted to develop a general typology of the Parisian landscape, with the
plant as the starting point. This typology takes into account the distribution of vegetation,
its floristic diversity and, above all, the contribution of stakeholders, such as gardeners,
landscape architects and ordinary citizens,

The introduction of plants, at the initiative of institutions (municipalities or land-
owners) is considered to be within the framework of urban development (Stefulesco,
1993) and part of urban public space. On the other hand, spontaneous vegetation
enhances the structured aspect of other types of vegetation. The recent recognition of
this phenomenon reveals the reversal of a number of preconceived ideas, leaving room
for ‘natural’ processes to participate in the construction of public space (Lizet ef al.,
1997). 1f we refer to the first type of vegetation as being ‘institutional’, the second is
clearly wild. The natural gardens that have become popular in some municipalities today
are hybrids; they are the result of a semi-spontaneous plant dynamic and an institutional
project, motivated by different considerations (e.g. ecological correctness, concern for
economic management, institutionalization and social control of leisure areas for inhab-
itants}. In addition to these two categories, we can add the vegetation introduced by the
inhabitants on their balconies or windowsills, visible from the public space and referred
to as ‘proximity vegetation’.

The interpretation of this landscape makes the city appear as a mosaic of social and
biophysical environments — produced by, and producers of — a set of institutions {i.e.
work, leisure and business), as well as many individual actions. We can distinguish areas
within the urban space, depending on how they have integrated nature: those devoted
to social interaction and, therefore, group production; ‘exhibition’ sites, in the ‘Modern
Movement’ tradition in architecture; and, ‘discreet’ spaces resulting from the desire of
individuals to becotne part of the public space and to make a real contribution to the city.

Once again, the latter can be interpreted as the desire to make one’s space public, the
desire for recognition.
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Institutions responsible for plant management in Paris

In Paris, the importance of the ‘Haussmanman’ heritage in terms of plants apd
planting directives is a major obstacle to any new development, Ev_en today, all city
planning must respect this tradition. This is the case for the landscaping .of the Avenue
d’Italie which aims at re-establishing its ‘Haussmanian character” by plant%ng tre!:s along
the boulevard. The city gardeners adhere to pre-existing models and d§s1gns, linked to
standards prevalent in garden competitions, for examplfff gardens laid 01_1t .by.colour
theme, or a rock garden designed in the 19th century tradition. The Square Viviani, at the
intersection of several major roadways and across from the Cathgd.ral qf Notre ]?amg, is
a good example: it is always in flower and borderfed by rare species, w1r[h1n an historical
perspective that must be maintained, for its historical as well as its touristy value.

Gardeners choose plants on the basis of their ornamental value from a.catalogue tl}at
does not take their ecological requirements into conside.ration,.or by replacing plants _w1th
the same species (e.g. after the storm of 1999). The biophysical facForS of the environ-
ment are overlooked, for example, dryness of the soil, effects of shading an_d maskmg by
buildings, sensitivity to pollution, etc. Occasionally, renewal takes place within an urban
development operation, as was the case of the Square Mesureur cregted on the site of ‘the
former Cité Dorée, in the 13th arrondissement. The time of planting and the historical
significance can be determined by the floral composition of plant clust.ers. Trends play
an important role in the choice of plants: the Mexm@ orange tree (Choisya ternata) has
been a popular choice since the 1990s. As for public Ihousmg, we can observe that the
major group housing operations of the 1970s resulted in the green spaces of the modem
movement. Closely mown lawns and the CotoneasIef’—Lon.lc.em-P}_lmc_antha.tno form
the signature plantscapes of this period of public housing. This choice is not innocuous
pollution accumulates on the leaves of the evergreens, thp_ seasons, markers of bl.op.hlys-
ical status, are indistinguishable, and flowering and fruiting are often absent, limiting
interactions with the avifauna. . o .

This first typology is verified by the factorial analysis of ﬂOI‘lStlF: surveys (carried out
on clusters in green spaces, planters in public spaces and gardens in communal. areas at
our three study sites (Box 2.1). The factorial analysis of the vegetation O'f public spaces
(clusters in a square, planters in the street, groups and rows of trees) gives acc.eptable
results, given the wide dispersion of floristic data (percentage of variance descnbeq b.y
the first four axes: 33%; canonical correlation of axis 1: 0.93). The most characteristic
clusters are those where just a few species are found in abundance, in fashion of a formal
garden. _ .

Axis 1 thus includes two types of clusters from formal French-type gardens, one w%th
its hundreds ot seasonal shade-intolerant flowers and rare species, and its equivalent. \_mth
shade-tolerant plants. Axis 2 describes the green garden of the 1970s with its repetitions
of evergreen shrubs. o ‘

On the other hand, garden clusters that do not fit this criterion are less well described.
This is the case for clusters enhanced by the ‘unorthodox practices’ of city garder}ers and
inhabitants (closer to origin on the positive pole of axis 2, Figure 2.1.), includ}mg: the
purchase of plants by the inhabitants who then plant them in an mnm?dmte public space,
either independently or with the help of the building custoqlan or city gardener. These
acts, appropriation factors, are pretexts for the for developing new social contacts and
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provide the impetus for group interactions. Other practices include: the management of
biological stock by gardeners, instead of ordering new plants and discarding the old ones,
they recover and exchange plants in the different gardens for which they are responsible,
the exchange of city plants/country plants, and the tolerance (mandatory) of gardeners
for weeds?,

This is also the case for interior gardens in private courtyards in the 5th arrondisse-
ment (located at the origin of the factorial map, Figure 2.1}. Here we find a profusion of
plants grown because of the importance placed on the living environment by the inhabit-
ants. Abandoned or discarded plants, were recovered and planted in a courtyard garden
by the building custodian, increasing the floristic diversity. Also found was the propaga-
tion by an inhabitant of species introduced by a landscape gardener (Camille Muller).

In the same vein as these ‘unorthodox practices’, the Paris-Nature Service, which
includes scientists trained in the latest techniques of biological pest control or sensi-
tivity to nature in the city, is preparing what could be a new concept of nature in the
city through vegetation surveys and the development of natural and wild gardens. Thus,
the ‘natural parden’ near the Pére-Lachaise cemetery or the “’wild garden’ of the 18th
arrondissement of Paris transports visitors to the countryside, at least for the length of
their visit. For these gardeners, it is a question of controlling spontaneous dynamics
(which, could result in invasion by plants such as ivy from the ‘wild garden” which must
be cut back every year), or in the creation, from an educational point of view, of a diver-
sity of environments (e.g. the natural garden, the pond in the wild garden). The species
diversity of these gardens, although largely induced by man, is extracrdinary with regard
to their area: wild garden 156 species; natural garden 428 (City of Paris, 2004).

‘Gardener’ inhabitants

Urban morphoelogy interferes with the way In which inhabitants decide whether or
not to include plants in the space to which they have access. Thus, within the Lagrange
site (Box 2.1), across from the Cathedral of Notre Dame, a few flowered balconies and
courtyards are the exception in a space that ordinarily has little vegetation; the inhabitants
explain the rare occurrence of plants to the effects of the wind or pigeon droppings (only
about 20% of the buildings’ storeys have plants). The central location of the neighbour-
hood also seems to exclude ‘nature’ for the inhabitants who feel that nature is confined
to the ‘countryside’. The high pollution level is an additional argument for not growing
plants and for limiting contacts with the outdoors. However, the comparisen of floristic
surveys from 2000 and 2002 show a trend towards introducing vegetation.

Unlike Lagrange, gardening is generalized and practised by many in the Square des
Peupliers (Table 2.1}, (all the inhabitants have at least one outdoor plant), and may even
form the basis for a social space, like the Place Pinel (nearly half of the buildings’ storeys
have plants).

At our three study sites, the vegetation introduced by the inhabitants can be broken
down into three categories. Multivariate analyses of floristic surveys made on window-
sills, balconies and pavements confirm this fact (Figure 2.2, Box 2.1). However, the

* The use of pesticides is reserved for specialized services, as is other heavy-duty work such as the trimming
of large trees,
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Figure 2.1. Factorial analysis (axes 1-2) flora of collective spaces.

statistical results are less satisfactory than the ones described above because the disper-
sion of information is greater (percentage of variance described by the first four axes:
21%: canonical correlation of axis 1: 0.80). As in the previous case, the first axis of the
correspondence analysis describes types of vegetation with repetitions of species, where
the inhabitants reproduce on their local scale, the cultural model of a formal garden.
The first model corresponds to the vegetation installed by shopkeepers who, in the
tourist section of the Rue Lagrange, mark the entrances to their shops, sometimes even
creating terraces, with Mediterranean evergreen shrubs {e.g. laurustinus or Japanese
pittosporum) or the traditional thuya, forming an ‘unchangeable’ decor (negative pole
of axis 1, Figure 2.2). The inhabitants of this central neighbourhood choose other plants,
which define the two other models: the flowered balcony with repetitions of seasonal
species (e.g. geraniums, petunias and snapdragons; positive pole of axis 1, Figure 2.2)
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Table 2.1. Differences hetween representations based on knowledge and ordinary representations.

Original criterion

Representation

Formulation

Practices

Scientific | Plant composition
vegetation | (horticultural and
spontancous species)
Floristic diversity

Social practices

of gardening and
cultural models
Vegetation dynamics

Statistical or
cartographic
{reatments

Clarification
Models
Maps

Landscape diversity | (spontaneous)
Ordinary Plants Nature Paositive (“I love To garden or
vegetation | Colour Garden of Eden that!”) or negative | not to garden

Disorder, jungle (weeds, invasion)

and the urban terrace of Mediterranean shrubs, topiary plants or popular exotic plants
(e.g. oleander, olive tree and Dipladeniu; positive pole of axis 2, Figure 2.2). Around the
Place Pinel, the balconies of the public housing project of the OPAC (Public Agency for
Development and Construction) are not really put to good use for plants. In this case,
the choice of plants corresponds to the conventional model of the ‘flowered balcony’
(Figure 2.2). The vegetation here acts as decor, in the same way as that of the OPAC
garden.

In contrast, the Square des Peupliers, with its little houses and small front yards,
gives an impression of the ‘countryside in Paris’. The inhabitants that have been there
for a long time oversee (sometimes with difficulty) the vegetation that is already there.
Vegetation is both a common property and a protection against the promiscuity of neigh-
bours (and tourists), linked to the community aspect of living of the square®. On the other
hand, recent inhabitants of these very expensive ‘townhouses” are actively involved in
gardening, They do this, not because of community fecling, but plant for their own sense
of well-being, as well as for the decorative display. These dynamics can be seen in the
multivariate analyses. Traditional yards are a luxuriant mixture of conventional horticul-
tural species, for example, shrubs (Japanese kerria, forsythia, pyracantha, roses, etc.),
climbers (wisteria, Virginia creeper, broad-leafed ivy, etc.}, and spontaneous species.
Located at the centre of the factorial map 1-2 (Figure 2.2), they are described by axis 3 of
the analysis (not shown). Other yards with the addition of popular Mediterranean plants
are linked to the ‘urban terrace’ model (positive pole of axis 2, Figure 2.2).

From the point of view of the floristic diversity expressed by Shannon’s index
(Box 2.1), we can observe an analogy between public space and private space: biodi-
versity is generally low in the private space of the Lagrange neighbourhood and the
ILM (low-rent public apartment buildings managed by OPAC), which is true of the
group space as well (Figure 2.3). However, we can observe several elaborately flowered
courtyards and baiconies in the private space of the Lagrange neighbourhood (expensive
model of the ‘urban terrace’), whose population is more affluent than that of the Pinel
neighbourhood. In the Square des Peupliers, morphology leads to a floristic diversifica-
tion but the role of the inhabitants, who indulge in varying degrees of gardening and
tolerate weeds to varying extents, explains the highly contrasted situations observed.

} In¢luding a shared concern for children, celebrations in the square, the choir as well as the Peupliers
Association (which extends outside the square).
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Figure 2.2. Factorial analysis (axes 1-2) flora of private spaces.

This index expresses the diversity of mainly introduced species and, therefore, the role of
the inhabitants, gardencrs and managers of these spaces in relation, on the one hand, to
their means (technical, economic, etc.) and, on the other, to the idea that they have of the
city and the garden (e.g. preference for a formal garden as opposed to a Mediterranean
garden).

However, the functional role and historical interest of these introduced species is
poorly understood. Spontaneous species represent less than 10% of the spocies surveyed.
Only a few introduced species (less than 10) spontaneously multiply at the three case-
study sites. As a result, the significance of the resnlts at the ecological level is limited,
even though the combination of composite species of different heights is more conducive
to altracting wild fauna than the monospecific plantscapes of seasonal species. In this
case, these “new ecological communities™ (Kinzig and Grove, 2001) are specific to the
city, dense and largely created by man. This approach is obviously exploratory because it
is limited to a single scale that of small-size space units (in the order of a square metre).
It can only be understood from an extended sample, a regional scale and the verification
of the ecological functionalities of plant species.

Several conclusions can be drawn from these multidisciplinary observations. The plant
that participates in the urban landscape is the product of many important stakeholders
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Biodiversity index frequencies In public or private urban areas
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Figure 2.3. Biodiversity index frequency in private and public spaces.

including professionals, It can, therefore, become a consideration in the negotiated and
shared urban landscape.

With this in mind, how do we see the future of the urban landscape? How is it consid-
ered by the legislator as well as by the inhabitants? What is the importance of a plant or
a building? How can we give the landscape the respect that it is due, in other words, the
possibility of it becoming a common reference frame, a tool for dialogue and the negoti-
ated production of the ¢ity? The question of landscape allows us to take urban reality into
consideration in its full complexity, e.g. social, aesthetic, etc. However, as is obvious in
the legislation, landscape is often reduced to its morphological, nostalgic and outdated
aspects in relation to the city; it is slow to assimilate today’s challenges. Urban develop-
ment today is synonymous with urban spread that creates hybrid territories, neither urban
nor rural. Moreover, both on the periphery as well as within the city, private environments
proliferate at the expense of free public spaces {(Mangin, 2005). Within this context,
we feel that it is important to make the plant and collective construction of the urban
landscape one of the underlying principles for the development of a new public space,
aesthetic and ecological at the same time, bringing together the quality of urban life, the
inhabitants and stakeholders from the private sector, as well as professionals and local
elected officials, in the cause of shared values and common interest. The retrospective
analysis of urban landscape policies that follows shows that this objective is at odds with
the tradition of intervention of French Jegislation.
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Landscape policy: circumventing the city

Our research shows that the city is not the main focus of French landscape policy.
Generally speaking, experience has shown that that the term ‘landscape’ mainly refers to
the rural environment, to the point that when we speak of ‘urban’ landscape with regard
to the city, it is considered to be a secondary concern. In the absence of a real urban
landscape policy, we looked for the terms ‘landscape’ and ‘urban landscape’ in the legal
corpus*, where these terms could possibly be found, in other words, environmental law
and urbanism considered to be indicative of public policy. We were thus able to show that
urban landscape has a double and sometimes, even a triple context. Urban landscape is
first linked to the idea of protection of rural territories from urban development associ-
ated with destructive modernity; it is also associated with ‘urban beautification” and
the necessary renewal of urban development today; and finally, it is linked to questions
of urban identity. However, in each of these cases, urban space is only an exception i.n
landscape policies, which mainly focus on the rural environment where they find their
visibility and their rationale.

The landscape as an aspect of environmental policy

Within the framework of environmental law, the ‘urban landscape’ (or the idea of
landscape applied to the city) is mainly the extension of a category that originally desig—
nated spaces to be protected, on the one hand, and rural territories, on the other, and still
does today.

In the category of territories to be protected, landscape finds it roots at the beginning
of the 20™ century with site protection measures based on those devoted to monuments
and sites (the law of 1906 on picturesque sites, the law of 1930 on natural monu-
ments and sites, and the law of 1943 on the protection of the surroundings of historical
monuments).

However, the development of landscape as such in public policy is fairly recent and
subsequent to the 1970s. This issue emerged at the same time as a growing awareness
among the population and public authorities of ‘environment problems’. The focus of the
law of 10 July 1976 related to environmental protection. In 1977, the law of 3 January
on architecture specifies that “the respect of natural and urban landscapes as well as
of heritage are of public interest”. The framework remains that for the protection of
essentially rural territories sometimes considered as the environment.

After a profusion of texts at the end of the 1970s, it was not until 1993, with the law
of 8 January on the landscape, that urban landscape was explicitly mentioned. This law,
however, is based on an evolution centred around protection of the environment. It is the

* Out of 57 codes including the Code Général des Impéts (Tax Code}, only five use the term *landscape’ and
only three on a regular basis: the Code de I'Urbanisme (Urbanism Code), linked to a set of practices, refers to
urbanism 46 times {but we observed that references to the landscape are generally related to corrections and
additions to the original texs rather than actual and distinct contributions), the Code Rural (Rural Code), linked
to a type of territory, and the Code de ’Environnement {Environment Code), includes 40 references. From
there, the study of the place of the landscape in national urbanism and environmental policies was extended.
These codes were chosen, the first because it refers to the management of heritage and natural species, and the
second because it refers to the city.
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interpretation at the legislative level of the action plan in favour of Jandscape protection
and restoration of September 1992, based on the National Environment Plan (September
1990). Moreover, it contributes to incorporating the idea of landscape as a basic element
of environmental policies into different public and private activities. From the point of
view of means and tools, the law proposes extending to the landscape, the possibilities
of action proposed by the ZPPAU (Zone for the Protection of Architectural and Urban
Heritage) that has existed since 1983 and to which the adjective ‘landscape’ was thus
added’, encouraging landscape to be taken into consideration in land management plans.
Finally, the law institutes development and protection measures for landscapes that mainly
concern “territories of particufar landscape value™, for which landscape elements must
be defined. In order to do this, different texts used as a basis for the enforcement of the
‘landscape law’®, attempt to define them. Two major ideas become apparent: that of the
actual [andscape, on the one hand, and that of how it is perceived, on the other. We must,
therefore, protect a territorial entity that gives the impression of unity and coherence.

The Barnier Law No 95-101, of 2 February 1995, related to the enforcement of envi-
ronmental protection, reaffirms the concepts of landscape laid out above. Thus, the land-
scape is a category of space defined as deserving protection within the framework of the
social and legal recognition of an environmental issue, in the same way as environments,
natural spaces and sites. Just like the ‘site’, landscape category has a strong aesthetic
connotation. It is linked to a historical context, as opposed to the terms ‘environment’
and ‘natural spaces’, which also express a link to a historical context, but which have a
more naturalistic connotation, even if the biophysical components of the landscape are
no longer visible. The two terms, ‘environment’ and “natura) space’, also evoke the idea
of natural processes and ecology, just like the concepts of ‘biodiversity’ and ‘biological
balance’. The city is always marginal and it was only with the memorandum of March
19957 that the city was directly faced with an official text concerning the landscape that
dealt with the issues of alignments and access to the city.

Finally, this first body of legislation shows the development of defensive approaches
in refation to urban development to the extent that the terms ‘landscape’ and ‘city” are
often considered paradoxical. Even in the case of landscape measures at city access roads
or along roadways, the landscape is a means to hide urban ugliness — urbanization that is
almost considered a disease. “Modern landscape forms” are seen to be without identity,
indistinguishable or interchangeable. Among these modern forms, the major transporta-
tion and energy networks are particularty targeted. Jacqueline Morand-Deviller (1994)
observes that “our heritage is threatened by the outrages that manufacturers and engi-
neers inflict upon us”, In fact, this vision of the landscape is also a conservative vision of
the world. It is true that the attraction of the rural landscape has always existed in France
and is part of the traditional opposition between the city and countryside. Beyond being
categories that are totally opposed to each other, the city is synonymous with built-up
Space, whereas the countryside is a world of fields and woods; the connotation of the
countryside as a healthy environment because of its proximity to nature has been around

* In 2003, 63 ZPPAUP ((Zone for the Protection of Architectural, Urban and Landscape Heritage) existed.
See infra on ZPPAUP

® Decree of 11 April 1994, Memorandum 94-283 of 21 November 1994,
T Memorandum 95-24 of 21 Marchk 1995, on landscape contracts.
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for a long time and comes back in vogue pericedically. The city and the countryside are
opposed to each other in collective representations and from a preconceived idea of
economic forces: the city, the depository of capital, exploits the countryside. The rejec-
tion of the city from the aesthetic point of view, linked to the fact that it is not qualified as
a landscape, corresponds to the importance of rural France and the disqualification of the
city, reducing it to a mere source of leisure activities, work and socializing. Nevertheless,
this opposition dims in the new vision of the city: the nature/city where buildings are
closely linked to plant spaces (Chalas, 2005).

The urban landscape: beautification or urban art

Environmental law only grants a very small place to the city as landscape; instead, the
city 1s an anti-landscape. What role does urban law reserve for 1t?

In the body of environmental legislation, the urban landscape is particularly linked to
the question of urban aesthetics. During the 1960s, several measures concerning urban
landscapes were passed. They mainly dealt with isolated elements and focused on the
control of building permits®, or had a wider scope when they concerned the neighbour-
hood, with the law of 4 August 1962, known as the Malraux Law that instituted the

procedure for the preservation of historical neighbourhoods. Other laws with the aim

of preserving historical heritage were passed during the 1980s; the law of 1983 related
to the distribution of know-how between communities, departments, regions and the
government “gives communities the possibility of proposing protected zones {(ZPPAU)”,
These laws instituted the principle of protection for elements ranging from the isolated to
a group of elements, integrating the idea of the urban landscape, which was already the
aim of the Malraux Law, contrary to the landscape law that considers the terms ‘urban’
and ‘landscape’ separately with their own specificities.

Within the body of legislation related to urbanism, as in that concerning the environ-
ment, landscape issues critical of socio-technical forms of progress are diametrically
opposed to urban sprawl and haphazard building practices. This evolution goes hand-in-
hand with the emergence and, even the development of questions, revolving around the
meaning of the city and even the idea of the city. This recognition of the morpho-sensitive
and identity aspects of the city is in keeping with the issues concerning the beginnings of
urbanism, such as those of ‘urban art’ or ‘urban beautification’® (Gaudin, 1991). Urban
planning thus took on a new form and was no longer strictly functionalist as it had been
since the end of the Second World War.

The tdea that urban growth is harmful, contrary to harmonious development and
an awareness of the aesthetic value of land development, is evident in these laws. It is

8 Decree 58-1467 of 31 December 1958 (article R111-21 of the Urbanism Code) [introduces] the infringement
of “parural and urban landscapes™ as a legal justification for refusing a construction permit.

* S¢e the Cornudet Law of 31 March 1919, that requires all cities with more than 10,000 inhabitants to have
an “extension, development and beautification plan”™. This general measure is part of a set of laws that had
accumulated by the end of the war. It is an extension of a debate begun in 1909 and other laws that aim at
efficiency: the law of 1917 that establishes stricter rules for the location of unhealthy establishments and, at the
same time, lays the foundation for elementary zoning; the law of November 1918, that takes up the traditional
arguments of Haussmanization and, therefore, establishes expropriation by zone and imposes the principle of
the recovery of increased property value.
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necessary to control this ex-urbanization; the landscape is a key element in the control of
urban planning, tinking the urban and the rural, economic development and land protec-
tion. Many measures related to urban sprawl, to the transition between the rural and the
urban, to the insertion of the urban into the ‘rural’'?, bear witness to this evolution. This
trend is part of the extension of the ‘Environment Code’ where “landscape” designates
a part of the land to be protected. Observation of the city from the strictly visual point
of view is a means for developing an aesthetic approach to land development. Close to
the idea of identity, the idea of the meaning of the city becomes more and more evident.
Notwithstanding, this idea is often linked to a particular urban morphology. It focuses on
a rather nostalgjc vision of urban neighbourhoods.

Despite the limitations attributed to the meaning of urban landscape, as described
above, and in a broader sense, despite the small place given to urban landscape policies,
we can still not ignore the importance of the ‘urban landscape’. First of all, it is often
referred to by politicians as well as certain city managers. It is likely that the difficulties
encountered by public authorities in resolving the urban crisis or just in simply keeping
up with urban developments, and the trend towards a progressive but visible privatiza-
tion, force them to resort to the landscape as a means of organizing space at the level
of a city or an urban region. Finally, landscape architects use this expression more and
more often; on the one hand, they no longer restrict themselves to the creation of garden
or park spaces, regardless of how structured they are: ordinary urban space as well as
rural space constitutes a new space for exercising their talents, a new professional market.
On the other hand, urban environment issues are becoming increasingly important and
landscape architects appear to be more and more interested in the reconciliation of city
dwellers with the city and nature, symbolized here by the introduction of plants into
the urban landscape (Donadieu, 1999). At least at these two levels, the development of

public authority and the construction of the city as a collective ecological property, the
landscape issue is a resource for urban policy.

The plantscape, a tool for ecological dialogue

If the urban landscape is not limited to its morphological acceptance purely aesthetic
or simply decorative — it can be instrumental in favouring a wide range of interventions:
city planners and city dwellers making the most of patrimonial or aesthetic resources,
as well as inhabitants concerned with their environment and its sensorial wealth, more
sensitive in the end to the quality of their immediate environment than to the composi-
tion of an urban landscape. It is in these terms and, to the extent that the plant can be a
tool leading to multiple re-appropriations of urban space as well as a planning tool at the
service of landscape development, that we can consider its importance for the construc-
tion of a shared urban landscape (Sirianni and Friedland, 2001). This sharing seems to
be a means of rehabilitating the social bonds in the city and, more simply, neighbour-
hoods in relation to their morphological and social components. In any case, 1t appears

" For Bernard Lassus, the author of the report to the National Landscape Council (Censeil National du
Paysage) in 1991, the landscape allows us to conceive of projects that integrate the rurat and the urban, from
the most to the least inhabited.
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to us to be a means of developing forms for the appropriation of urban space with the
aim of improving its attractiveness. We must focus as much on the representations 'Fhat
disqualify the city as on the urban living environment, its morphological and rpe?solgglcal
components, as well as its social and democratic ones. The ecological re.quahflcatlon qf
the city must go hand-in-hand with the rehabilitation of its living environments. This
must be considered a central issue if we hope to create a “sustainable urban landscape’
in the future.

More generally speaking, these observations are in keeping with the developme'nt of
fand management projects started in the 1970s with the rejection of technocra.tm 1d§as
of spatial intervention. Nevertheless, we can observe the difficulties involved in tak_mg
account of social demand in the 1980s. Approaches based on dialogue and the establish-
ment of shared objectives were developed within the framework of urban planning during
the 1990s, leading to the creation of a new public debate. Within the radical formulnations
of these approaches, we credit all the participants — and not just the experts — with the
know-how to define the objectives and, as a result, to establish links between knowl-
edge of a heterogeneous nature (e.g. ordinary knowledge, expert knowledge, procedu.ral
knowledge, etc.) and action. The importance given here to the urban landscap_e contrib-
utes to this professional evolution in & unique way. The multidimensionality of the
landscape — symbolic, shared, professional, aesthetic, ecological and economic w.rt.aveals
its importance in going beyond the context of strict technical expertise. In addition to
environmental issues, the urban landscape raises the question of singular and shared
language, like that of the tools, to describe, understand and take action w?thin the url?an
framework {Pousin, 2000). 1t is, therefore, a precious tool for the democratic construction
of new public spaces contributing to the ecelogical quality of the city.

Scientific and political challenges

In this sense, one of our major objectives is to demonstrate the links between an
ecological issue in terms of biodiversity and a pelitical and individual issue: the social
link and well-being. These links are that much more important because none of the stgke-
holders incorporate them into their own practices. Institutional stakeholders responmb_le
for urban ecology have difficulties in taking the brodiversity introduced by the inhabit-
ants into account {and more generally, domestic biodiversity, that of horticultural plants),
whereas the latter never refer to the ecological quality of their city to justify their need
for a garden. Nevertheless, this relationship revealed by an interdisciplinary analysis is
fundamental in terms of urban policy and landscape. In terms of urban policy, it makes
it possible to underline several approaches to what could be an urban ecology policy at
the city level. It illustrates a general issue, that of biodiversity (Parisian in our case), and
makes it possible to define one of the milestones: the inhabitants and their desire for a
garden. The other milestone is political and favours wildlife in the city. The two are far
from being incompatible: the ‘gardener’ inhabitants do not necessarily destroy sponta-
neous plant species and value some wild animal species. From this point of view, the
resulting landscape does not represent a political action in conflict with the desires of the
inhabitants. At the symbolic as well as at the real level, it can become a means of action
within its own environment and a frame of reference for a community. In this case, the
plant is a tool for landscape action at different levels: the individual and the balcony, the

96

What role does plant landscape play in urban policy?

neighbourhood and the city in general. However, the relationship between levels, from
the political point of view, in terms of land management as well as from the ecological
point of view, is a central issue and made possible by landscape management. No plot of
land can pretend to be closed today; all land, no matter how small it may be, is part of
an open horizon.

The necessity for a dialogue between political and scientific issues is even greater
today because of the number of theories that advocate a separation between scientific
knowledge and lay knowledge. Our analysis shows that there are many levels of discus-
sion on the environment and that they do not all follow the same logic. The question is
not one of finding links between these different representations as some would wish us to
believe, transforming each aspect into a specialized category of public intervention, but
instead concerns a ‘practical’ recognition of spaces created by the action of the different
categories of contributors (urban, in particular) to conceive a common intervention
framework. This mutual recognition of the logic behind actions may make it possible to
by-pass divisions due to traditional categories of specialization. Our results mainly show
that the relationship of city dwellers to the landscape is strongly linked to the choice of
means of locomotion, i.e. walking, using a car or taking public transportation. Even if
it is mainly outstanding historical and tourist sites that are designated as landscapes, we
are aware that the use of the term especially depends on the inhabitant’s attitude toward
the city — whether he or she considers it as just a place to live, or a resource in terms of
services and sociability. The landscape is, therefore, not just an object. It is a perspective,
a crittcal distance. It is a way of claiming the city for oneself.

A comparison of the representations of vegetation by the scientists on eur team and
the interviewees confirm this analysis. Ordinary representations of vegetation involve
a daily practice of the city, whereas the scientific approach consists of objectifying and
formalising site inventories, such as they present themselves to the observer, even if the

latter has been careful to choose a set of observations compatible with the inhabitant
(cadastral plan, itinerary).

A partnership between public action and private action

Finally, our results illustrate several possible experimental approaches to the public/
private partnership in the production of a city, renewed by the recognition of its natural
dimension, which would contribute to the modification of the standard procedures for
public intervention (Wiel, 2003). It could be a matter of developing the enthusiasm of
the inhabitants for gardening in order to develop an ecological awareness and encourage
a group reflection on the utilization of gardens as public spaces and as reserves of biodi-
versity. The implementation of the latter could be the aim of negotiations involving many
different representations of the city. It could be applied in the case of gardens (family-
style or otherwise) as well as in large parks or in urban wastelands that would change
status from ‘abandoned’ to ‘appropriated’. The institutions would have an orientation
role to play, to advise the inhabitants on the most interesting horticultural species from
the ecological point of view (e.g. those that interact particularly well with the fauna) as
well as to appropriate practices (e.g. tolerance for spontaneous species, low consumption
of water and pesticides, waste management, etc.). This proposal, which aims at the co-
Construction of garden spaces, is based on our observations on the involvement of certain
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inhabitants with regard to revegetation, and on its ecological effects leading to floristic
diversification. However, our research also showed that not all city dwellers are receptive
to this natural dimension, in other words, ‘sensitive’ to the city. These partnerships could
also be extended to the private sector since the increasing use of plants in commercial and
private business spaces demonstrates their possible contribution to the socio-ecosystern
of the city.

From this point of view, the plant is a consensual material for the development of
new urban spaces. Al the symbolic tevel, it 1s supposed to protect against pollution and
contribute to a vision of a paradisiacal garden, as a place of reconciliation between the
different forms of life. At the ecological level, it constitutes an environment capable of
being home to different species of animals, but does not always protect against pollu-
tion. Finally, it contributes to interpenetration between the city and countryside, another
way to deal with urban sprawl. At the social and politicai level, it is tempting to specu-
late that the development of gardening activities is a consequence of greater economic
wealth, as opposed to gardening to supplement diet, as observed in disadvantaged urban
populations, i.e. urban vegetable gardens in Russia and Central Europe (Luginbuhl,
2003).

The participation of the population in the management of urban spaces also raises the
problem of the role of land management specialists. Should their know-how, the result
of professional experience, be accompanied by a negotiation role, in other words, the
initiation of collective projects in which the inhabitants would participate?

Conclusion

The chaltenge represented today by sustainable urban development policies and those
dealing with the improvement of the living envirorniment have led us to explore different
avenues. The involvement of the inhabitants in the sites and the living environment,
and environmental and local development, are two of the many possibilities. We can
thus focus on the issue of direct democracy; to do this, we must explore the spatial and
biophysical bases. This involvement of the inhabitants as a condition for the material
and symbolic redevelopment of the living environments and the city as a whole, is not
the only approach to this endeavour, Urban ecclogical development forces us to think in
terms of multiscale relationships: the role of the plant at the local level is important at
the global level. The world is made up of Jocalities. On the other hand, the local does
not exist without a frame of reference. The earth is just one of them. Another point: the
valorisation of biophysical interdependencies and links between living beings cannot
take place unless there is a scientific representation of these established facts. The inter-
disciplinarity addressed in this paper attempts to contribute to this, although it is a very
complex issue, since some of the categories involved, biodiversity, for example, must be
reanalysed in the urban context. Thus, the consideration of biodiversity as an indjcator
of the effective operation of ecosystems (Levéque, 2001), determined by the richness in
spontaneous species {Moret, 2004), is difficult to transpose to the city. Biodiversity in
this case is a social construction, a function of the practices and the representation of
the inhabitants, and it is closely linked to the presence of introduced species; whether
these mixtures of spontaneous and introduced species can function in “new ecological
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communities” (Kunzig and Grove, 2001.) remains to be seen. Innovation and exten-
sion beyond nature/culture houndaries, in both scientific and lay terms, lead, by means
of an exploratory approach and constant re-evaluation and updating, to unanticipated
methodological and disciplinary challenges.

We have thus attempted to evaluate the sustainable city from the scientific, intellectual
and political points of view.
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