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COMMONS AND THEIR CONTRIBUTION
TO SUSTAINING SLOVENIAN

CULTURAL LANDSCAPES
Mateja Šmid Hribar, Mimi Urbanc, Matija Zorn

Grazing communities are key in contributing to sustaining mountain pastures.
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Commons and their contribution to sustaining Slovenian cultural landscapes
ABSTRACT: The main challenge of cultural landscapes is how to manage them, and the concept of com-
mons through collective actions can help in this regard. Based on a questionnaire, 21 collective actions
related to cultural landscapes in Slovenia were examined using descriptive statistics. Results show that 1)
traditional and transforming commons deal with forests and pastures, whereas new ones are more diverse
regarding land use but in significantly smaller areas; 2) new commons indicate possible future mechanism,
but they do not (yet) have an impact on cultural landscapes; 3) the main benefits of commons refer to social
aspects followed by non-material and regulative benefits; material benefits are ranked last; and 4) new col-
lective actions, especially in urban areas, have difficulties obtaining lands which threatens their existence.

KEY WORDS: commons, new commons, transforming commons, collective actions, nature’s contribution
to people, cultural landscape, Slovenia

Prispevek skupnega k vzdrževanju slovenskih kulturnih pokrajin
POVZETEK: Glavni izziv kulturnih pokrajin je, kako z njimi upravljati. Pri tem je lahko v pomoč kon-
cept skupnega, ki prek skupnostnih praks upravlja s skupnimi zemljišči. Na podlagi vprašalnika smo z opisno
statistiko preučili 21 skupnostnih praks, povezanih s kulturnimi pokrajinami v Sloveniji. Rezultati kaže-
jo, da 1) se tradicionalno in preoblikovano skupno veže na gozdove in pašnike, medtem ko je novo skupno
bolj raznoliko glede rabe tal, vendar na bistveno manjših območjih; 2) novo skupno nakazuje možne pri-
hodnje mehanizme, vendar (še) ne vpliva na kulturne pokrajine; 3) glavne koristi skupnega se nanašajo
na socialne vidike, sledijo jim nematerialne in uravnalne koristi; materialne koristi so na zadnjem mestu;
in 4) nove skupnostne prakse, zlasti v urbanih območjih, imajo težave pri pridobivanju zemljišč, kar ogroža
njihov obstoj.

KLJUČNE BESEDE: skupno, skupna zemljišča, novo skupno, preoblikovano skupno, skupnostne prakse,
prispevek narave ljudem, kulturna pokrajina, Slovenija

The article was submitted for publication on January 18th, 2023.
Uredništvo je prejelo prispevek 18. januarja 2023.

1 Research Centre of the Slovenian Academy of Sciences and Arts, Anton Melik Geographical Institute,
Ljubljana, Slovenia
mateja.smid@zrc-sazu.si (https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5445-0865), mimi.urbanc@zrc-sazu.si
(https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8394-9892), matija.zorn@zrc-sazu.si (https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5788-018X)

63-3_acta49-1.qxd  17.10.2023  7:21  Page 102



1 Introduction
The manifestations of the interaction between humankind and its natural environment are manifold and
ubiquitous. The cultural landscape is undoubtedly one of the finest, reflecting the characteristics and lim-
its of the natural environment (UNESCO 2019) and socio-cultural features. In the past, land cultivation
was generally associated with a high degree of individual and collective responsibility embedded in the every-
day practices of larger communities (Petek and Urbanc 2007; Rodela 2012). Such practices created traditional
landscapes composed of multiple ecosystems and habitats known for their diversity, dynamics, multi-
functionality, and resourcefulness (Šmid Hribar and Urbanc 2016). These last two characteristics of cultural
landscapes are particularly relevant in the context of the goods and benefits that people receive from ecosys-
tems, and they are identified as ecosystem services (ES) (Millenium … 2005) or nature’s contributions to
people (NCP) (Diaz et al. 2018).

In recent decades, cultural landscapes have faced numerous challenges, most of which are related to
a convoluted set of modern social and economic processes. The first among these include population trends
in rural areas: rapid aging, depopulation, and increased rural–urban migration (Mauerhofer et al. 2018;
Jarzebski et al. 2021), and the second are related to increasingly market-oriented agriculture and trade in
agricultural products (Takeuchi, Ichikawa and Elmqvist 2016). In addition, urbanisation has occurred in
peri-urban areas (Saito and Ichikawa 2014). The combination of these processes leads either to overgrowth
or overuse of agricultural land, both of which result in biodiversity loss (Ribeiro and Šmid Hribar 2019).
These sometimes contradictory development trends threaten landscapes in many ways and raise concerns
about landscape impoverishment.

One possible option for addressing the challenges posed by the short-term interests of today’s world
that lead to landscape depletion is through the concept of commons. This form of governance is based
on »commoners«; that is, people that share a broad set of natural and cultural resources (Anderies and
Janssen 2013). Based on several examples worldwide, Ostrom (e.g., 1990; 2005) and several other researchers
(e.g., Bromley 1992; McKean 2000; Kissling-Näf, Volken and Bisang 2002; Gatto and Bogataj 2015; Haller
et al. 2021) have demonstrated that through collective action communities can govern common-pool
resources (CPRs) without resulting in their degradation. Some collective actions of this type have conse-
quently influenced local cultural landscapes (Hrvatin and Perko 2008). In this context, the best-known
type of commons in Slovenia are probably agrarian communities (Petek and Urbanc 2007; Rodela 2012;
Bogataj and Krč 2014; Premrl et al. 2015; Šmid Hribar, Bole and Urbanc 2015; Šmid Hribar et al. 2018;
Bogataj and Krč 2023), which have been under severe threat in recent decades.

Among other studies that directly link commons with landscapes, we highlight a few cases from around
the world. Hirahara (2020) and Shimada (2014) examined collective actions in regenerating underused
seminatural grasslands and local forests and grasslands in Japan respectively. Duraiappah et al. (2014) sug-
gested that commons could play a role in shared management of ES and biodiversity on private and public
lands. Woestenburg (2018) used the concept of the »heathland farm« in the Netherlands as an approach
to regenerating traditional and typical cultural landscapes of heathlands with heaths, fields, and mead-
ows, aiming to restore the link between food production and the management of protected natural areas.
Haller et al. (2021) investigated Swiss commons and highlighted the role of commoners’ organisations in
sustainable use of natural resources, the provision of ES, and the management of cultural landscapes. When
speaking about cultural landscapes, one should not forget about urban landscapes. Poljak Istenič, Šmid
Hribar and Kozina (2023) contributed insights into collective action in an urban community garden in
Slovenia that goes beyond the mere production of food, but is perhaps even more important when it comes
to creation of urban green areas, socialisation, and community building. Based on a comparative study
between Slovenian and Japanese commons, Šmid Hribar et al. (2023) identified different types of com-
mons (e.g., traditional, transforming, and new commons) related to the management of cultural landscapes.
However, the implications of commons for cultural landscape governance and management remain under-
studied. It is still not fully understood how different types of commons affect landscapes and whether there
is a way to sustainably maintain and manage landscapes through collective actions in the future.

Therefore, the aim of this study, in which we focus specifically on commons related to cultural land-
scapes, is to explore how commons can contribute to cultural landscape governance and management through
collective actions.
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In this study, we understand commons as shared resources (mainly common lands) and also as an
institution or governance regime behind the collective action; that is, the use of resources (e.g. agrarian
communities). These institutions are by some authors called also commoners’ organisatons (Haller et al.
2021). The term collective actions is referred to actions taken collectively by members of above men-
tioned institutions to achieve common objectives. The term governance has been used for processes by
»… which the repertoire of rules, norms, and strategies that guide behavior within a given realm of policy
interactions are formed, applied, interpreted, and reformed. … A useful shorthand … is that governance
determines who can do what to whom, and on whose authority« (McGinnis 2011, 6). The term manage-
ment refers to all concrete actions performed in physical landscapes. Thus, when referring to arrangement
processes, we use the term governance, whereas when referring to concrete actions and tasks we use the
term management.

The objectives of this study are 1) to identify commons and collective actions that help sustain cul-
tural landscapes in Slovenia; 2) to understand which natural resources and landscape elements are associated
and managed by collective actions, and whether there are any barriers to doing so, and 3) to identify ben-
efits (i.e., NCPs) of commons and their collective actions for beneficiaries. 

2 Methods
2.1 Study area: Slovenia

This study was conducted in Slovenia for several reasons. First, Slovenia has a long tradition of local self-
governance, which was introduced as early as the mid-eighteenth century. From the mid-1950s until 1994,
it only functioned at the local level (the sub-municipal level) (Kukovič and Brezovšek 2016). During the
socialist Yugoslav period (1945–1991), it became necessary for local communities to take the initiative to
meet their most urgent needs. The instrument referred to as a »self-imposed contribution« (slv. samoprispevek),
approved in a referendum, made such implementation possible (Kukovič and Brezovšek 2016). Second,
Slovenia has a strong inclination towards participation in non-governmental organisations and clubs (Urbanc,
Šmid Hribar and Kumer 2020). Third, Slovenia has a rich tradition of studying commons (Petek and Urbanc
2007; Rodela 2012; Bogataj and Krč 2014; Premrl et al. 2015; Šmid Hribar, Bole and Urbanc 2015; Šmid
Hribar et al. 2018) and also of examining new commons and collective actions (Šmid Hribar et al. 2023;
Pipan, Šmid Hribar and Urbanc 2023).

Although commons are recognized as a phenomenon in Slovenia and have been studied extensively,
there is a lack of available data regarding areas managed by communities. The existing reliable data pertains
solely to land owned by agrarian communities, which represent just one form of community ownership.
According to Premrl (2013), the total land area owned by agrarian communities is 77,486.47 hectares,
corresponding to approximately 3.67% of Slovenia’s territory.

2.2 Selection of collective actions
Similar to a study by Šmid Hribar et al. (2023), we focused on different types of collective actions and not
on all possible cases. In doing so, we sought to obtain comprehensive results and broad insights into the
topic. Therefore, from the list of Slovenian commons (Šmid Hribar et al. 2023) we first singled out those
types of commons (sixteen in total) that had a connection to the landscape or at least to landscape ele-
ments while implementing collective actions. In addition, based on improved knowledge not taken into
account in the previously mentioned study, we added five new cases: the Božca grazing community (no. 3
in Table 2; grazing community differ slightly from agrarian communities, and their collective action is on
common pastures), the Goriče Water Cooperative (no. 9; a traditional water cooperative), the Krater Creative
Laboratory (no. 18; an urban green space created from degraded land), the Škocjan Lagoon Nature Reserve
(no. 19; an example of a collective action forming a protected area), and Mountain hiking trails (no. 21;
referring to freely accessible paths across Slovenian landscapes). The final pool consists of twenty-one types
of collective actions (Table 2).
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2.3 Data collection
We created a data-collection questionnaire with a set of variables formulated as questions of two basic types:
1) open questions (free response) and 2) closed questions (three types: yes/no questions, multiple-choices
questions with predefined categories, and open-choice questions) (see Table 1).

The data were collected through telephone and online interviews with the collective action represen-
tatives in September and October 2022. Altogether, nineteen interviews were carried out. Data for two actions
(no. 2 and no. 16) were acquired from study Šmid Hribar et al. (2023).

2.4 Data analysis
After data collection basic descriptive statistics was performed with the survey tool 1KA. For further numeri-
cal analyses Microsoft Excel was used. Comparisons between two variables were analysed using cross tabulations.
For quantitative analysis data in open-ended questions were categorised and converted into numerical values.

In addition, we attributed data on the type of origin of collective actions: if they were established prior
to Slovenian independence in 1991, they were understood as traditional or transforming; if they were estab-
lished after 1991 but based on an earlier origin, they could also be treated as traditional or transforming.
The label transforming was assigned to those cases that evolved significantly in their functioning (such as
the manner of sharing profit, investing in the local community, and similar). If practices were established
after 1991 with no prior origin, they were treated as new.

3 Results
3.1 Collective actions that help sustain cultural landscapes in Slovenia

In terms of their key benefits, landscape-related collective actions were divided into the following categories
of commons:
• Food commons (grazing associations, community gardens, farms, seed and vegetable exchanges);
• Water commons (water cooperatives);
• Energy commons (energy communities and development cooperatives that supply electricity and heat);
• Recreational commons (hiking trails that provide access to and movement through the natural landscape);
• Land improvement commons (dry stone walls that improve other land);
• Nature reserve commons (a patchwork of habitats);
• Social commons (community gardens and green areas, whose primary focus is on educating and empow-

ering individuals);
• Multi-benefit/complex commons (forests with a wide variety of benefits).

Acta geographica Slovenica, 63-3, 2023

105

Table 1: Set of variables used in the questionnaire.

Group Variables

A. Basic information Name; Brief description; Number of members (2022); Basic activities; Initiators of collective actions and their purpose;
Achievements of the objectives; Type of environment (rural, suburban, urban); Exact location; Level (local, regional,
national); Starting year

B. Natural resources Natural resource(s) (water, forest, pastures, etc.); Size (2022) of the resource
C. Benefits Benefits (from the list of NCPs): climate regulation, fresh water regulation, food and feed, learning and inspiration,

social benefits, shared norms and values, etc.; Measures to maintain and regulate the environment; Beneficiaries
(local residents, tourists, administrative bodies, etc.); Action taken to manage regulating NCP (managing forests,
planting trees, planting bee forage, etc.)

D. Ownership Owner of the resource (individual/private owner, administrative authority, company, etc.)
E. Changes Changes of activities over recent decades and reasons for them

Figure 1: Landscape-related collective actions and their commons in Slovenia in terms of their key benefits and time of establishment. p p. 106
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In 2022, twenty-one types of collective actions with a direct or indirect impact on the cultural landscape
were identified in Slovenia and thus selected for the analysis (Table 2, Figure 1). Of these, four are tradi-
tional (related to agrarian and grazing communities), fifteen are new (they include a wider range of activities,
with food provision being predominant), and two are transforming. With the exception of four, all these
collective actions were established after Slovenia’s independence in 1991. Regarding collective actions we
have to note that both types of agrarian communities (traditional and transforming) have originated already
from before the Second World War, after which they were dissolved, to be re-established after the independence
in 1991. Over half (twelve) of the collective actions were established in or after 2010, when the first one was
also introduced in the urban environment. Among the new collective actions, four are in urban areas, nine
are in rural areas, and two have a mixed urban–rural character (they involve the exchange of crops and seeds
between members, and the production and processing of crops and products). As a rule, the traditional and
transforming collective actions are present in rural areas, even though there is also one isolated case of a tra-
ditional urban collective action in Slovenia: the Kamnik Urban Citizen Cooperation (Deisinger 2012). The
new collective actions arose individually; only in 2011, 2013, and 2014 two were established each year.

The motives for establishing collective actions vary, but they are mostly practical. The traditional and trans-
forming ones largely have to do with an inherited legacy that the current community members are governing
out of economic interests (e.g., agrarian communities no. 1 and no. 2 in Table 2, and grazing community no.
3) or with the organization of a collective production for selling one’s own products (a dairy, no. 4). New col-
lective actions are being established to improve urban degraded areas (no. 18), educate and encourage people
to actively participate in the environment (some community gardens and green areas, such as no. 16, no. 17,
and no. 18), use one’s own example to show how healthy food can be produced (no. 5 and no. 8), or in some
cases also how food can be produced and sold collectively (a community rural farm, no. 8, a cooperative, no.
6), preserve and protect habitats (no. 19), supply energy and heat (energy cooperatives, no. 11, no. 12, no. 13,
and no.14), provide safe drinking water (water cooperatives, no. 9 and no. 10), promote rural development
(certain energy cooperatives, no. 11 and no. 13), or to restore landscape elements, strengthen awareness of
the importance of dry stone wall construction, and transfer knowledge (dry stone walls, no. 20).
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Figure 2: The main categories of commons by type of origin, ownership, and type of environment.
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3.2 Relations between collective actions and landscape elements 
The following landscape elements and natural resources are directly or indirectly managed as part of col-
lective actions (Figure 3; the order is based on frequency): meadows, gardens, pastures, and forests (most
actions), water resources, orchards, and green areas or trees (some actions, to a minor extent), and arable
fields, rocks, brackish water, and the sea (in rare individual actions). The use of solar energy stands out
among the new collective actions. The ranking of landscape elements per area is somewhat different (Table
2 the most right column): forests account for the largest share, followed by (alpine) pastures; other resources
and landscape elements, which are usually related to new actions, cover significantly smaller areas. The
most frequently represented urban landscape elements include gardens, followed by green areas and the
sun; all other natural resources and landscape elements except green areas with trees are represented in
rural areas. Most landscape elements are areal units (e.g., forests) of varying size, but some of them are
linear (e.g., dry stone walls).

Two-thirds (i.e., fourteen) of the collective actions include special measures to maintain balance and
a healthy environment. These measures do not provide any special benefits, but they affect the individu-
al’s or social wellbeing (among them, planting bee shrubs and trees predominate).

Activities have a direct and indirect impact on landscapes, and most collective actions perform both (Figure 4).
Among the first, activities connected with land management and cultivation stand out, such as timber har-
vesting or vegetable growing. Among the indirect activities, all kinds of events, training organisation, and
knowledge transfer are most pronounced. In this group, activities that provide basic services for everyday
life stand out as well; for instance, keeping a local shop or post office, or supplying electricity.

Direct impacts refer to the immediate and visible changes that occur to the landscape, for instance gar-
den cultivation. Indirect impacts may not be immediately visible, but can still have significant consequences
through behaviour changes, for instance learning.

The members of rural collective actions, regardless of their type of origin, are also largely the owners
of the natural resources and landscape elements that they govern (no. 1, no. 2, no. 3, no. 4, no. 8, no. 9,

Sea
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Figure 3: Share (%) of natural resources and landscape elements listed by relative frequency.
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no. 10, no. 11, and no. 14; Figure 2). The only exceptions are the wood cooperative (no. 13, where only
the cooperative is jointly owned, whereas the wood is contributed by individual forest owners), the nature
reserve (no. 19), and the two community gardens (no. 5). The situation is significantly different with urban
collective actions, which are all new and in which the resources are not owned but leased; the only excep-
tion is the Jesenice Community Solar Power Plant, in which homeowners are involved (no. 12).

For five collective actions, the ownership could not be unambiguously defined because only the infra-
structure was collective and not also the resource (no. 6, no. 14, and no. 15), or the collective action is widely
presented in Slovenia and owners are only indirectly involved in it (e.g., maintaining dry stone walls included
in no. 20 and hiking trails in no. 21).

3.3 Benefits provided by commons for users and other beneficiaries
Even though collective actions and their commons are usually established based on a tangible need (see
the motives under Section 3.1), the results (Figure 5) show that social benefits are by far the most preva-
lent, which practically all types of commons contribute to. Among these benefits, enhancing trust and
reciprocity stands out the most. In terms of importance, this is followed by non-material benefits, espe-
cially learning and inspiration, and strengthening collective identity. These, too, are largely contributed
to by all types of commons. Regulative benefits, which follow in terms of importance and, among which, habi-
tat creation and maintenance, and the regulation of air quality and climate predominate, are importantly
contributed to by the social commons, nature reserve commons, and multi-benefit/complex commons. The
last two types manage sustainable landscape elements with minimal intervention, whereas social commons
introduce the natural environment into urban space. This group of benefits is also contributed by food
commons, which are the most heterogeneous type of commons from the viewpoint of natural resources
(pastures, meadows, orchards, arable fields, and gardens).

Collective actions through their commons provide various benefits not only to their members, but also
other beneficiaries, especially locals in general, organized groups, administrative bodies, society in gen-
eral, and, to a smaller extent, tourists or visitors and, almost insignificantly, to protected area managers
(Figure 5). From a spatial perspective, rural commons also provide benefits to tourists or visitors and pro-
tected area managers, whereas urban commons do not provide any benefits to these stakeholders.
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Figure 4: Cloud tags generated with a WordArt tool from keywords associated with activities performed by collective actions that have a direct (left)
and indirect (right) impact on landscapes.
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Figure 5: Benefits contributed by collective actions and their commons. Light gray indicates the type of origin, dark gray the geographical area, orange
the beneficiaries, green the regulative benefits, yellow the material benefits, light blue the non-material benefits, and blue the social benefits.

Božca Grazing community
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4 Discussion
The study revealed that urban areas only contain food, energy, and social commons, and that other types
of commons are related to the rural areas (Figure 5). In addition, it found two types of food commons (no. 6
and no. 7) that combine urban and rural areas. Hence, this study advances current literature by identifying
rural, urban, and rural–urban differentiation of commons. Furthermore, typical traditional and transforming
collective actions involve the multi-benefit/complex commons, food commons, water commons, and land
improvement commons, and typical new collective actions involve the energy commons, social commons,
and nature reserve commons. New collective actions are more flexible and react faster to the current situ-
ation in society, which fully agrees with the findings in the literature (Tornaghi 2012). Some traditional
actions have also revealed themselves in a new light. One of these is the recreational commons, which refers
to hiking trails (Stritar 2020). This involves an important collective action, which, through freely accessible
trails, makes it possible for the general public to traverse practically the entire country. Nevertheless, so
far it has never been considered in the light of the commons.

The Krater Creative Laboratory stands out among the urban collective actions (https://krater.si/; no. 18).
It uses a degraded or overgrown urban area (such land was also used for the Beyond the Construction Site
Community Garden; no. 16) (Jurman and Lovšin 2021) to study ecological processes. This is a type of out-
door lab or test area for various experiments at the nexus of culture and ecology. The analysis of urban
commons showed that most likely their key role is primarily in providing urban residents a place for estab-
lishing contact with nature, education, experimenting, and socializing. Because the new commoners usually
manage urban space sustainably, at the same time they contribute to biodiversity in the urban areas, which
is in agreement with Duraiappah et al. (2014) and their statement about the positive impact of co-man-
agement on biodiversity.

Ownership is another important aspect highlighted here. In principle, new commons are more het-
erogeneous in this regard. Especially in urban areas, managers own barely any natural resources or landscape
elements. They pay insufficient attention to this or are not sufficiently heard by the city’s decision-mak-
ers. During the study, in October 2022, the Beyond the Construction Site Community Garden (no. 16)
had to shut down because the owner, the City of Ljubljana, decided to build public rental housing on that
site. On the other hand, the purchase of forest for forest-dwelling bird species can be highlighted as a future
best practice (this common is only in the making, which is why it was not included on the list). In 2022,
the Slovenian Bird Watching and Bird Study Association (DOPPS) raised EUR 45,000 to purchase
a forest that will be left to develop naturally, thus providing a habitat for endangered bird species (see
https://www.gozdnispecialisti.si/). This demonstrates that the DOPPS is aware of the impact of ownership
on natural resource management. 

Food commons are the most important from the viewpoint of sustaining cultural landscapes, which
is hardly surprising. Agriculture, which underpins food commons, is widely acknowledged as the sector
with the most extensive impact on landscape development (Kristensen 2016). Food commons also con-
siderably contribute to biodiversity, which is additionally supported by nature reserve commons, land
improvement commons, and multi-benefit/complex commons. The importance of multi-benefit commons,
in particular agrarian communities, for landscapes and landscape-related issues has been well established
in the literature (Ledinek Lozej 2013; Šmid Hribar, Bole and Urbanc 2015; Urbanc, Ledinek Lozej and Šmid
Hribar in press). The potential abandonment of common grazing in mountain pastures (no. 3) will endan-
ger these pastures, which are already becoming heavily overgrown. It is anticipated that in the future the
appearance of the rural cultural landscape could be changed the most by the energy commons; for exam-
ple, if solar power plants spread from roofs in the built environment to farmland. This will become especially
evident if it is accompanied by the abandonment of agriculture on the one hand and its intensification on
the other. Transition from the agricultural sector to the energy sector – in particular, photovoltaic plants
developed on rural land – is widely considered to contribute (at least indirectly) to various forms of envi-
ronmental degradation (Delfanti et al. 2016). Paradoxically, energy commons, as long as they are small,
build the local community and act as a cohesive bond. As soon as the economies of scale change, or as
energy infrastructure spreads to green spaces, energy commons will have a major impact on the appear-
ance of the rural landscape. In turn, social commons are important in the urban environment because they
provide or sustain small natural areas in cities.
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It was found that two types of commons (no. 20 and no. 21) have a linear shape, and they therefore
play a different role in the landscape. Dry Stone Walls, a remnant of past agricultural activities, are the
best example of human adaptation to the natural environment (Šmid Hribar and Urbanc 2022); they pro-
vide spatial organisation, diversity, and wind/erosion protection. Collective action no. 20 was created to
preserve cultural heritage values. Mountain Hiking Trails (no. 21), the only country-wide commons, also
have a long tradition but are maintained for practical reasons. Offering access to numerous hills and moun-
tains, they have made the nationally popular leisure activity of hiking possible.

Collective actions are important not only for the management or maintenance of resources, but also
for the processes involved. The cultural landscape is much more than a form; it is also, and above all, a process
of dynamic interaction between people and their environment (Urbanc, Fridl and Resnik Planinc 2021).
In this respect, the connection between collective actions and landscapes is most intense when it comes
to activities. This study clearly supports the idea that the collective actions studied are very activity-based
(Figure 4). Collective actions have an explicitly distinct dynamic aspect, much like the landscape.

Furthermore, collective actions have a wide range of impacts, both direct and indirect, and in most
cases a combination of both. We cannot favour one over the other. It is likely that in the future some indi-
rect activities will become direct, such as the impact of energy commons. As solar installations spread on
agricultural land, their impacts will become direct impacts. As for impacts, multiplier effects should also
be highlighted. One such example is the Planika Dairy (no. 4), which directly cultivates only its own farm,
but indirectly supports the management of hundreds of hectares of farmland in less-favourable mountain
areas through milk purchases. Without solid land management support from the dairy to the owners, it
is anticipated that many parts of the Soča Valley Region would be subject to land abandonment and con-
sequent natural succession.

The most diverse benefits are provided by food and social commons, and the least diverse are pro-
vided by water commons. Energy and water stand out among the material benefits, for which Figure 5
paradoxically suggests they are the least important. As expected, most of material benefits are provided
by the food, water, and multi-benefit/complex commons, which are largely found in the rural areas and
are more traditional. Historically, the commons arose precisely from the need for additional food
resources (pastures) and energy (firewood) (Petek and Urbanc 2007), but the findings of this study demon-
strate that contemporary collective actions with their commons are also established to meet other needs.
This is also confirmed by Section 3.3, which examines the contribution of commons to various types of
benefits. Based on Figure 5, it seems that most regulative benefits are contributed precisely by new com-
mons. However, because traditional and transforming commons govern and manage the largest landscape
elements in terms of area covered (i.e., forests and pastures), they ultimately contribute the most regula-
tive benefits.

4.1 Policy recommendations
Due to the extremely small areas they manage, the new commons (especially the urban and urban–rural
ones) do not (yet) have an impact on sustaining cultural landscapes. However, the collective actions stud-
ies indicate how, through them, communities could influence the governance of specific, more natural,
landscape elements. The findings of this study could be useful for agricultural, nature-conservation, and
spatial-policy decision-makers. The traditional and transforming collective actions (especially agrarian
and grazing communities) are key in contributing to sustaining mountain pastures and governing forests;
without them, alpine pastures are under serious threat of being overgrown, which has already been demon-
strated by Urbanc, Ledinek Lozej and Šmid Hribar (in press). Therefore, agricultural decision-makers should
encourage the continuation of these types of collective actions (through simplified administrative proce-
dures, tax relief, and financial incentives). Furthermore, the mechanism established by the DOPPS may
be of interest to the nature-conservation policy. It is presented in the Škocjan Lagoon Nature Reserve (no.
19), and it illustrates an alternative approach to protecting a patchwork of more natural landscape elements
that serve as habitats for endangered species and are connected into reserves. The DOPPS has already applied
this mechanism to three sites (in addition to the Škocjan Lagoon Nature Reserve, to the Ig Marsh Nature
Reserve and the Ormož Lagoons Nature Reserve; see https://www.ptice.si), and it should also be expanded
to other sites. Spatial and nature-conservation decision-makers should take into account the value that
community gardens, orchards, meadows, and green areas provide to both the urban and rural environments;
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this mechanism helps educate people, provide information about growing healthy food, understand
ecological processes, and preserve biodiversity.

5 Conclusion
This study showed that three types of collective actions and their commons can be distinguished in Slovenia
in terms of origin: traditional, transforming, and new commons. Traditional and transforming commons
largely deal with large areas of forests and alpine pastures, whereas new ones are oriented toward more
diverse land use, such as meadows, gardens, orchards, rocks, arable fields, and even brackish lagoons, but
in significantly smaller areas. They indicate possible future paths or a mechanism that may be used by deci-
sion-makers in the future, but, unlike the other two types, they do not (yet) have an impact on the current
cultural landscape.

General understanding was that the main motive to establish most commons was practical in nature
(natural resource management and the supply of certain goods). However, the questionnaire, in which the
representatives of studied commons could reflect on their actions through a series of benefits they might
have not even thought about before, demonstrated that the main benefits refer to social aspects, especially
trust and reciprocity between members. This was followed by non-material benefits, especially learning
and inspiration, and regulative benefits, such as habitat creation and maintenance, and the regulation of
air quality and climate. Material benefits, which mainly come in the form of food, water, and energy, are
ranked last. This suggests that today people do not form commons to gain material benefits, which was
the main motive in the past, but, first and foremost, to strengthen their social ties and realize non-mate-
rial aspects, while also recognizing the importance of these types of commons for maintaining or even
improving their living environment.

Last but not least, this study also revealed that new commons, especially in urban areas, have dif-
ficulties obtaining their own natural resources. This makes governance very difficult, which is why
decision-makers should help out (e.g., with free or favorable long-term leases). It seems that many new
urban commoners are insufficiently aware that it is only ownership or at least some kind of management
right that facilitates decision-making and long-term existence. Through networking, new commons could
learn from the traditional and especially the transforming ones because they have rich experiences (good
and bad) in governance issues. The findings of this study should be used by agricultural, nature-con-
servation, and spatial decision-makers in formulating future initiatives and financial incentives for
managing and sustaining cultural landscapes, nature reserves, and urban green areas, and for preserving
biodiversity.
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