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ABSTRACT

The possible causes of the poor development of a landscape culture in Mexico are explained in this paper. These
are the scarce development and diffusion of a landscape painting school from the last quarter of the 19th century
to nowadays; the devaluation and ignorance of the worldviews of indigenous peoples from Mexico, many of
which take into account views of the landscape and the null presence of the landscape as a concept for the
management of the territory and the environment in Mexican laws. Despite this some elements such as great
activity in universities and the demands of organized civil society present, for the immediate future, a panorama
of greater opportunities for the development of a landscape culture in Mexico.
Keyword: Landscape, Mexico, Culture, Limitations, Opportunities.

INTRODUCCIÓN
Since the early years of the 21st century, the concept of landscape has been undergoing a process of renewal.
The idea that the landscape was only the contemplation of the beauty of a territory has been overcome.
Nowadays, it has become a thermometer that measures the healthfulness of the relations between society and the
environment. Also, landscape is increasingly considered a resource of educational interest that has economic and
social value and presents the potential to be managed as a catalyser of development dynamics at the local level
(Benayas 1992; Otero Pastor 2000; Tempesta; Thiene 2006; Marangon, 2008).
However, landscape analyses based on these foundations are still infrequent in Mexico, though one can
identity a few recent works that lead us to think that such assessments will become more common in coming
years (Checa; Sunyer 2017; Castellanos 2015; Larrucea 2016; Hernández López 2013; Urquijo; Bocco 2011).
To what do we owe this limited vision of landscape? In our view, the causes can be summarized as follows:
First would be the modest participation of the concept of landscape as an element in the national construction of
Mexico from the second half of the 19th century up to the Revolution of 1910. The role of landscape in that period
can be measured by analysing paintings from those years. Second comes the systematic annihilation and
marginalization of the conceptions of landscape and territory held by indigenous Mesoamerican peoples, which
characterized the colonial period, continued during Mexican independence, and still endures today. Third would
be the lack of clear, consistent juridical definitions of the concept of landscape, in the norms governing the
protection of patrimony or those associated with territorial ordering and environmental and natural resource
management. Though more difficult to characterize concretely, the fourth has to do with a certain ambivalence
that surrounds the concept of landscape in Mexico. Certain indications seem to suggest that enjoying a landscape,
or having access to one, is a right that pertains to only a few through processes of tourism development. Without
doubt, communications and marketing campaigns related to national tourism exploit –and perhaps abuse–
landscape as a resource for promoting the country internationally. However, few mechanisms of tourism support
landscape as a key element in the construction of products in this sphere. Also important is the tendency to adopt
an elitist view of certain landscapes that become objects to be enjoyed by only a few, in detriment to a vision that
perceives them as a common good for society (Checa 2018).
Emerging on the horizon, however, are certain opportunities that could constitute paths that will lead to the
realization of a specific landscape culture for Mexico; for example, in recent years different books and articles
have been published and different academic meetings have been held that have tried to put the landscape as an
element of debate from different disciplines such as social and design sciences and humanities. Other opportunity
come through the development of landscape architecture in professional and academic fields through the creation
of public spaces that citizens value and wherein they interact –and may be encapsulated– is anticipating the need

50

MARTÍN M. CHECA-ARTASU

for green areas that will confer the quality of life necessary in densely-populated, chaotic urban environs. Another
case is the recent phenomenon of citizen movements that defend the right to a landscape as a synonym of identity
and belonging. A third element is the gradual insertion of communitarianism in processes of territorial ordering,
a phenomenon that allows the ethno-ecological conceptualizations of indigenous communities integrated with
their visions of landscape to be reintroduced.
In the paragraphs that follow I present reflections about the causes of this limited landscape culture in Mexico,
and the opportunities that could pave the way towards constructing a true landscape culture in the country that
will serve as an element in territorial development and social cohesion in the near future and beyond.
FIRST CAUSE. PAINTING LANDSCAPE SCHOOL IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE MEXICAN NATION
The birth of the concept of landscape is interwoven with the concept of modernity, has developed through art,
and has been adopted by geography –since the early 19th century– and other technical disciplines, such as
architecture, which incorporated it as a concept through the creation of gardens during a prolonged period that
culminated with the appearance of a specialized field known as landscape architecture around the turn of the 20th
century.
It should also be pointed out that in the western world the term landscape is a relatively new one which
emerged as a “pictorial” term that gave rise to a genre whose popularity became especially observable in the 17th
century, and achieved its maximum expression in the 19th. This leads us to believe that landscape, in its origins, is
a cultural construction that envelopes a series of ideas, sensations and sentiments elaborated on basis of a place
and its constitutive elements (Maderuelo 2006:38).
On the other hand, during the construction of independent Mexico landscape was one of many elements
employed to generate an idea of ‘nation’ that was clearly linked to geographical knowledge of the country.
However, approaches to the concept of landscape were few, ephemeral and tentative. Though landscape culture
is associated with modernity, the presence and evolution of painting in the 19th century allows us to evaluate the
approximations to landscape that emerged in Mexico.
As stated above, in many countries, landscape painting contributed to the formation of the idea of ‘nation’,
and Mexico is no exception. However, pictorial expressions of landscape there also reflected a particular
characteristic of the process of national construction: namely, the excessive weight that accrued to the capital city
and its surrounding geographical space –the Valley of Mexico– due both to its concentration of economic and
political power and its role as the continuation of the centrality and splendor of the Aztec Empire. Mesoamerican
culture was the cornerstone that supported the construction of the Mexican nation while simultaneously
mythologizing it (Moya 2010:108). In our view, this fact, together with other causes elaborated below, played a
determining role in defining the place of landscape in this process of construction and, indeed, functioned to
minimize the development of a landscape culture there. Assimilating the national landscape to that of the Valley
of Mexico, understood as the origin of the Mexican fatherland, presupposed that other settings did not merit
similar consideration. Added to this was the limited geographical knowledge of the country that persisted well
into the 19th century. To balance this affirmation, however, we must also recognize that there were various artists
who did paint landscapes of, and in, other places around the country in more or less systematic fashion, though
our knowledge of them is limited by a lack of specific studies and, more importantly, by the way in which their
works were disseminated; normally through sales to private individuals, or sporadic exhibitions that drew the
interest of only the elitist, cultured public that constituted a very small minority in the country at that time. Due
to these circumstances our vision of Mexican landscape painting is skewed, though it does not modify the nature
of the relations among Mexico, modernity, national construction and landscape that would emerge if it were
possible to demonstrate the true dimensions of landscape painting there, works often elaborated while on
horseback in the 19th century and the first three decades of the 20th.
Though the information available to us is sketchy we can say that the landscape painting characteristic of the
19th century included a whole series of expressions. The first, centered on the capital city and its surrounding
valley, involved an Italian artist Pedro Gualdi (Casanova et al. 1997), and others that bore the markings of foreign
influence, such as the paintings, drawings and lithographs of Octaviano d’Alvimar, Baron de Courcy, August
Löhr, Daniel Thomas Egerton, Wise Chapman, Carlos Nebel, and Johann Mortiz Rugendas, among others
(Romero de Terreros 1959; Aguilar 2000).
The culmination of Mexican landscape painting arrived with the hands and brushstrokes of José María
Velasco (1840-1912), an exceptional, well-trained artist endowed with the ability to capture the essence of a
landscape as a key element in the construction of the image of a nation in the process of consolidation (Ramírez
2004:278; Altamirano 1993; Moyssén 1989). Velasco, who achieved his greatest heights as a landscape painter in a
series of works on the Valley of Mexico, also painted settings outside this geographical space. It is important to
point out that he learned the technique of landscape painting and its expressions from teachers at the Academia de
San Carlos, among them the Italian Eugenio Landesio who took his students on excursions to visit the territories to
be painted and imparted a broad spectrum of knowledge imported from European schools of art and the Italian
pictorial traditions.
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Fig.1. Urban landscape with Jacarandas, Col. San Jose Insurgentes, Mexico City. Photo: Martín Checa-Artasu, March 2015

The school of landscape painting that Landesio inaugurated included other students who would go on to
develop their activity with varying degrees of success. Among them we find Luis Coto (Toluca, 1830-1891), who
painted Mexican landscapes from a westernized perspective by introducing mythologized historical components
that reflected a Mexican identity based on its Aztec heritage, as in his well-known work: The foundation of the
Valley of Mexico (1863) (Moya 2010:110; Barrios 1997:28). Another disciple was Gregorio Dumaine (1843-1889),
who worked mainly in Michoacán, where he painted numerous landscapes. Less well known are the works of
Salvador Murillo, who after learning the art of painting, abandoned it to devote himself to photography outside
Mexico (Báez 1982:57), and the few, ephemeral paintings of the unfortunate José Jiménez (1830-1859) (Velázquez
2004:384-387).
Velasco later became a professor of landscape painting at the Academia de San Carlos, where he taught some
noted landscape painters, including Cleofás Almanza (1850-1915), who developed part of his trajectory as teacher
and artist in Zacatecas. Among his paintings are panoramic views of the city of Zacatecas, Lake Pátzcuaro, the
volcano of Colima, and Mexico City (Tovar 1995:50). Another student, Adolfo Tenorio (1855-1926), resided in the
capital but found his inspiration in the tropical landscapes of Veracruz (García Barragán 1982:198); while Mateo
Saldaña (1875-1951), a native of Colotlán, Jalisco, painted not only landscapes of his birthplace but also of
different sites around the Valley of Mexico (Romero de Terreros 1965). Also deserving of mention are several of
Velasco’s disciples who are often ignored simply because they were women: Senorina Mercedes Zamora (18651926) from Colima, who produced subtly beautiful landscapes of her home state, and Dolores Soto (1869-1964),
born in Tulancingo, who practiced the art of landscape painting, among other genres, in her representations of
scenes from the Valley of Mexico and the state of Hidalgo (Uribe et al 2000; Cortina 1985:202-206; Tovar 2006).
It could be argued that the artists mentioned above, and a few others whose names remained in my inkwell,
made up a school of pictorial landscape painting in Mexico, though no such ‘school’ ever really emerged and
their works had little public impact except, perhaps, for those by Velasco. How are we to explain this? Possibly, it
was due to the limited audience that had the cultural preparation required to appreciate such works of art,
together with the social elitism that characterized the taste for art, and the private character of the economic
transactions through which artists sold their works. This phenomenon contrasts starkly with the teaching
activities that many of these painters developed in places around the country and leads us to affirm that many
additional studies of the social function of these artists are required. Be that as it may, we can observe continuity
in the development of landscape painting such that other artists were able to explore this genre in the 20th
century. One outstanding figure was Guillermo Gómez Mayorga (Puebla, 1887-1962) who elaborated landscapes
with a sui generis impressionism that contained plastic elements and a search for contrasts of light; elements that
are especially visible in his paintings of volcanoes; another was Armando García Núñez (Oaxaca, 1883-1966), a
multi-faceted landscape painter whose works fall somewhere between impressionism and classicism (García
Rivas, 1965:133). Joaquín Clausell Troconi (1866-1935), another artist influenced by impressionism, portrayed
varied Mexican landscapes reflected in seasonal changes and variations of sunlight, free of elements of modernity
(Cruz; Saborit 2008:13, 45). Finally, there is Gerardo Murillo (1875-1964), better known as Dr. Atl, a landscape
painter, disciple of Velasco, and student of the volcanoes that he often incorporated into his works to create a
definitive style of landscape painting, one tectonic and vital, far-removed from realist figurations (Espejo 1994).
Outside the geographical space of the Valley of Mexico, we find the work of the painter, teacher and cultural
promoter from Jalisco, Juan Ixca Farías (1873-1947), who elaborated landscape paintings around Lake Chapala,
ESEMPI DI ARCHITETTURA, 2021, VOL.8, N.1
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near Guadalajara city (Franco 1989:52-55). Finally, it is important to note that beyond these observations on
landscape painting as an element involved in the construction of the nation, and on representative realism, I
would be remiss if I failed to mention some representatives of the so-called Mexican School of painting that
cultivates landscape art, and whose activity has survived down to the present day.1
SECOND CAUSE: THE FORGOTTEN CONCEPTIONS OF LANDSCAPE OF INDIGENOUS CULTURES
It is widely recognized that the construction of the Mexican nation was not based solely on the criteria of some
Europeanized modernization, but also on elements adopted from the rich indigenous substrate that was
incorporated in different ways into that historical process, though only incompletely and in a way more
ideological than real; one that –truth be told– callously denigrated the many living cultural elements associated
with those peoples; that is to say, it appropriated the splendor of the nation’s indigenous cultural past as reflected
in architectural remains and other material elements while rejecting living cultures and existing religious
traditions by employing distinct means to transform them into a patrimony that would eventually came to
constitute the nation’s heritage (Florescano 1997:154). This degradation obliterated the ideas that those cultures
held with respect to geographical space and territory and, hence, also to landscape. Worse yet, it precluded
incorporating them as additional elements of that process of national construction. Hence, independent Mexico
was left with a landscape culture that was both narrow and shallow, for the Europeanized vision of landscape
never achieved a strong hold on the population through painting or literature, while the millenarian wealth of the
indigenous Mesoamerican worldview of landscape was made invisible and deferred; a vision, of course, already
cut short and amply modified by the arrival of the Spanish and subjection to a colonial period that endured over
300 years (Mollá, 2010).

Fig.2. Landscape of the Celestum Biosphere Reserve, Yucatan. Photo: Martín Checa-Artasu, November 2015

Today, it is only through the increasing number of recent studies in anthropology, and more modestly
archaeology and geography, that the role and value of territory and, by extension, of the landscape culture of
Mexico’s existing indigenous peoples has come to be recognized. Those visions are based on cultural knowledge
of how to conform the territorialization of geographical space and the challenge now is to incorporate this
1 Examples are Raúl Anguiano (Jalisco, 1915-2006), who painted indigenous and rural Mexico, and Alfredo Zalce (1908-2003), who converted
landscapes into pictorial objects not portrayed through realism, but through the vision of the artist’s world. Also, worth mentioning is the landscape
artistry of Luis Nishizawa Flores. Apart from this cultural environment, we have the abundant landscape works of the Michoacán artist, Arturo
Sánchez Arroyo (1901-2001), who through the use of impastos applied with a spatula infused his work with dramatism marked by effects, lights,
textures and densities of the landscapes captured (Sánchez, 2001:55).
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knowledge into juridical guidelines that justify a national space for them (Barabas 2004; Liffman, 2012). This
entails comprehending the existence of geo-symbols associated with landscapes that become religious or ritual
spaces and how they are generated (Broda, 1989; Broda ; Félix 2001; Broda et al. 2001; Giménez; Héau 2007), and
appreciating the role of territory associated with conservation and the sustainable use of natural resources
(Albores; Broda 2003; Del Amo 2008; Murillo 2010). Also important, though few in number, are the attempts to
reconstruct the territoriality and spatial organization of indigenous peoples from the time of the conquest, an
aspect that is fundamental to efforts to demonstrate property and dominion over it through the so-called títulos
primordiales (original deeds) and indigenous perceptions of territory and landscape (García Castro 1999; García
Martínez 1987; García Zambrano 2007; Fernández Christlieb; García Zambrano 2006; Reyes 2000; Ruíz Medrano et
al. 2012)
Unfortunately, and despite these laudable efforts to salvage this knowledge, it has not yet been transformed
into an element that is taken into account in legal frameworks or everyday reality, which means that the territorial
and landscape culture of Mexico’s indigenous substrate is left as the exclusive terrain of anthropological study.
THIRD CAUSE: WEAKNESSES

OF A LANDSCAPE CULTURE IN

MEXICO

TODAY: JURIDICAL INDEFINITENESS AND NO

PRESENCE IN PUBLIC POLICIES

Above, we discussed two causes of Mexico’s weak landscape culture, understood as either substrates or
antecedents: the limited contributions of arts to the development of a landscape culture in the context of Mexico’s
national construction; and the systematic obliteration of the conceptualizations of landscape and territory that
characterized indigenous cultures during the colonial period in Mexico. However, there are other elements that
must also be considered among the causes of this scant landscape culture in the country. At this point, it should
be added that when analyzing the landscape from a geographical perspective, it becomes objectivized. In other
words, it is not only an image or cultural construction, but also a physical structure made up of material elements
that are vivid, perceived and valued. This same action with respect to the landscape arises in ecology, which
encapsulates the landscape in a series of units and then strives to integrate it into processes related to territorial
regulations and the protection of natural areas, etc. From these ideas, the landscape can and should be considered
an element with a certain role in public policy (Checa, 2020). In Mexico, the absolute lack of this dimension
explains a third deficiency for a good landscape culture: Its scarce presence in the legislative framework.
Indeed, one of the principal elements is juridical indefiniteness coupled with the limited consideration of the
concept of landscape in the norms related to protecting the environment and patrimony, and those concerned
with natural resource management (Checa 2020). In effect, we can detect a marked indefiniteness –or even
juridical exclusion– of the concept of landscape since so few juridical norms in Mexico explicitly mention
landscape as an element subject to management and conservation, or that take this concept into account in
relation to territorial or urban ordering (Aguilar 2006:8). Though its causes may be diverse, this fact is particularly
relevant. Throughout the 20th century, Mexican territory was subjected to intense processes of natural resource
exploitation and plans for the recomposition of spaces as aspects of economic planning that sought to procure
unilateral and homogeneous economic development, but always under the strict direction of the State. To this we
must add the competition for resources such as forests, water, coastal areas, etc., among different hegemonic
groups that at different moments and in different places have been able to impose their private interests while
supposedly working for the “common good” (Checa 2018). The idea of, and need for, national development and
dominion over resources have impeded considering landscape and territory, understood as resources, as
catalyzing agents of a supposed development that in very few cases has permeated the target territory without
severely deteriorating the environment.
This might explain the relatively recent introduction of federal legislation in Mexico dealing with such issues
as urban planning, territorial ordering and environmental management. One result of this is that very few norms
mention the series of considerations related to protecting or valuing the landscape, either in the context of
environmental protection and management or territorial ordering. One example is the General Law of Ecological
Equilibrium and Environmental Protection (LGEEPA), drafted in 1988 and modified in 1996 and 2006, though it only
mentions the term landscape on two occasions: both in sub-section 2 of Article 47 bis, where it is defined as an
element that must not suffer deterioration, though it fails to specify the extent of deterioration allowable in the
context of a national protected area.
Another example of this phenomenon of juridical indefiniteness is the Law of Sustainable Forest Development,
ratified in 2003, that contains a similar basis to the LGEEPA. Again, the term landscape is mentioned twice: in
sub-section 39 of Article 7, where it is framed as a possible environmental service; and in Article 100, where it
appears as an environmental function that may find itself threatened by some type of invasive forest
exploitation.2 The indefiniteness of this norm in terms of its objective –the landscape– and with respect to its value
and the actions that may be allowed to affect it, is notorious, while the questions of what landscape is and how it
is to be measured are left open. These issues are aggravated even more by the fact that as a federal law all its
stipulations must be extrapolated to each individual state involved in this matter, often simply through imitation.
Also deserving of mention is the Federal Law on Archaeological, Artistic and Historical Monuments and Zones, created
2 Article 100 of this law reads: “No authorizations shall be granted if exploitation could threaten the populations involved and the environmental
functions of the ecosystems, including soil, water and landscape”.
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in 1972, which has been ambiguously adapted to, and severely constrained by, changes in conceptualizations and
the growing territorialization of patrimony as more and more elements become susceptible to consideration as
elements of Mexico’s heritage. That law never elucidates, considers or mentions ‘landscape’ or contemporary
attributions of this concept (i.e., cultural, industrial, religious landscapes, etc.). Thus, with a poorly-defined law
and a concept of patrimony that shows increasing flexibility, Mexico has included in its list of sites in the
Patrimony of Humanity some elements that involve the presence of landscape: that of the agave and the ancient
industrial installations in Tequila, Jalisco; the Sian Ka'an Natural Reserve in Quintana Roo; and the Monarch
Butterfly Biosphere Reserve in Michoacán. In similar fashion, the region and landscape of Peña de Bernal as a
place of memory and living traditions of the Otomí-Chichimecs of Tolimán was added to the Representative List
of Immaterial Cultural Patrimony of Humanity in 2009. In our view, these are examples of how international
conventions regarding the heritage conservation can be used to circumvent the limitations of national laws,
especially in relation to the protection of patrimony, that is still excessively objective and markedly aterritorial. In
addition, international endorsement makes it possible to activate certain tourism policies in which landscape is
included among the elements of patrimony, while simultaneously serving as the principal tool for their display.
At the state level, the situation concerning landscape seems somewhat better in at least three cases –
Tamaulipas, Querétaro and the State of Mexico– that have adopted norms to classify the landscape as an element
to consider when establishing natural protected areas. Perhaps the most significant legislation in this regard is the
State of Mexico’s Code for Biodiversity,3 which conceptualizes the category of protected landscapes as susceptible to
consideration as natural protected areas.4 A distinct posture is reflected in the Law of Environmental Protection for
the Sustainable Development of the State of Tamaulipas as it establishes the category of natural landscape based on
various natural elements that unite two natural protected areas.5
What we can infer from these cases is that legislators have created diverse ambiguities that get to invalidate
their supposed intention to protect landscape. The Law of Environmental Protection for the Sustainable Development of
the State of Querétaro explicitly establishes in its Article 80 that it considers landscapes to be protected as natural
protected areas on the basis of a series of defining characteristics;6 thus, it would seem to align with, or at least
facilitate, declaring the world intangible patrimony of the area around Peña Bernal, obtained in 2009, the same
year (July, 2009) in which the aforementioned law was published in this state.
However, these laws are the exception, for most of the legal documents related to protection and ecological
ordering contemplate landscape as simply an element that needs to be protected from visual contamination. But
even here, they rarely clarify what ‘visual contamination’ is, or in what it consists. Also clear in various laws is the
assimilation of ‘areas with scenic value’ to ‘landscape’,7 which sets aside any other characteristic that could
potentially promote local development. Finally, seven states do not mention the term landscape in their
environmental laws at all.
Finally, it must be commented that the policy makers of the previous government (2012-2018) articulated
some proposals, such as the "Strategy towards 2040" of the National Commission for Protected Natural Areas or
the modification of the General Law on ecological balance and protection of the environment. environment would
have opened the possibility of naming biocultural landscapes as a protected natural area. Unfortunately, these
proposals have been stopped with the arrival of the new López Obrador government. Apparently, these
proposals turned the landscape into an analytical and public management object, but unfortunately, they were
disconnected from contemporary landscape theory, from research carried out in the academy, and even had
dubious legal and operational applicability (Checa, 2020b). The result of all this is that the landscape continues to
be one of the great forgotten concepts in Mexico's environmental and territorial policies, despite the country's
serious territorial problems.

Consideration of landscape as an element that could, in itself, be a natural protected area, was mentioned in the earlier Law of Environmental
Protection for the Sustainable Development of the State of Mexico, ratified in November 1997. This leads us to consider it the strongest and oldest
legal reference to landscape in Mexican legislation.
4
Article 2.98: Protected landscapes shall be constituted on areas of mixed, natural, modified or cultivated type with aesthetic, recreational or
cultural value for maintaining the landscape of traditional peoples and their environment, as well as rural or semi-urban environments that need to
be preserved and conserved. In such areas, the conduction of activities specific to the communities previously settled there may be authorized, as well
as those related to recreation, culture, preservation or the restoration of their ecosystems and architectural aspects, provided they are congruent with
the management program issued for this effect and the objectives of protecting the related decree.
5 Article 73.1: Natural landscapes shall be established in accordance with this Law and the General Law of Sustainable Forest Development in areas
that contain one or several natural elements of importance to the state, that unite two or more natural protected areas, consisting of natural sites or
objectives that due to their unique and exceptional character, aesthetic interest, historical or scientific value, are resolved to be incorporated into a
regimen of protection, though they do not have the variety of ecosystems nor the surface area required to be included in other management
categories.
6 Protected landscapes constitute one of the categories of natural protected areas under State jurisdiction. They are distinguished because they are
constituted by areas of mixed, natural or modified type, with important aesthetic, cultural or recreational value.”
7 The clearest example is the Law for the Protection and Preservation of the environment of the State of Guanajuato, which includes a definition of
scenic value: Characteristics of the landscape that make a site significant due to its beauty, historical, educational, recreational or scientific value, as
well as other analogous reasons that represent a general interest.
3
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NEW OPPORTUNITIES FOR A LANDSCAPE CULTURE IN MEXICO
As mentioned above, despite these many, significant, shortcomings, we do perceive a series of opportunities
to reclaim a specifically Mexican landscape culture, especially through the professional and academic
development of landscape architecture, together with the insertion of community into processes of territorial
ordering, which allows the re-introduction of the ethnoecological conceptualizations of indigenous communities,
including their visions of landscape. Finally, there is the recent emergence of citizen movements that defend the
right to a landscape as a synonym of identity and belonging to a collectivity.
In the last fifteen years, different books and articles have been published and different academic meetings
have been held that have tried to put the landscape as an element of debate from different disciplines such as
social and design sciences and humanities (Checa-Artasu, 2020). Mexican universities have created courses,
Master’s Degree programs, seminars, diploma programs and other events in landscape architecture. Similarly,
architectural studies have appeared that show some degree of specialization in the topic of landscape,
accompanied by the consolidation –in some cases on an international scale– of some architects (Lutteroth and
Martínez, 2006).
This development of Landscape architecture led to the creation of the Mexican Society of Landscape
Architects, which in November 2010 published the Carta Mexicana del paisaje, a first exercise that aims to establish
the bases of a future norm related to landscape management and protection in Mexico. Though this document
lacks normative value, it strives to draw attention to the richness of Mexican landscapes and the need to conserve
them and integrate them into urban and territorial orderings through appreciation of their ecological wealth and
educational, economic, cultural and social value. The idea behind this proposal, which meshes fully with the new
conceptualization of landscape presented at the outset of this article, is to offer a multifactorial element that will
continue to develop in unison with similar initiatives in other countries of Latin America. Construction of these
initiatives have also been influenced by the International Landscape Convention of 2010 and they have
contributed to the elaboration of the Latin American Landscape Initiative in 2012. This is the first organic
document that integrates national efforts through landscape charters and aims to form the base of future
guidelines concerning landscape. It considers landscape to be a resource, a cultural value, a human right, and an
indicator of transformations, as well as an alarm sign warning of environmental deterioration.

Fig. 3. Landscape of the Hacienda de Chautla, Puebla. Photo: Martín Checa-Artasu, November 2018

Another opportunity derives, curiously, from the LGEEPA’s guidelines. Though this norm fails to firmly
define any of the elements associated with landscape, it does establish a mechanism of compliance at the state and
municipal levels: namely, the concept of ecological ordering, which considers landscape more precisely, given
that any kind of ecological ordering requires a process of ecological regionalization that can be oriented through a
ESEMPI DI ARCHITETTURA, 2021, VOL.8, N.1

55

56

MARTÍN M. CHECA-ARTASU

focus on landscape. (Rosete 2006:32; Azuela 2006) Clearly, the construction of territorial ordering obliges us to
first classify a given territory, and this is where landscape could serve as a tool in the form of so-called “landscape
units”; i.e., elements that emerge from the ecology of the landscape (Durán et al. 2002). Though this path is now
open, there is much left to do. Some academics are promoting methods for constructing these landscape units and
linking them to processes of ecological ordering that are currently taking place in the country (Priego et al. 2008).
At the same time, the publication of norms has spurred the development of community-based ecological
orderings that lead to the appropriation of territory by indigenous agrarian communities and, in turn, to an
incipient environmental planning and territorial ordering in significant zones of the country (Anta et al. 2008;
Negrete; Bocco 2003). Community ecological ordering incorporates landscape as an integral component that
participates in the sustainable development of these areas and, indirectly, includes landscape in the
ethnoecological principles that must be considered for the sustainable development of these communities (Toledo
1996).
A third element, only modestly developed at present, is the defense of landscape by civil society. Though not
numerous, over the past 15 years Mexico has witnessed the emergence of citizens collectivities that participate in
protecting and defending certain cultural patrimonies. In many cases, the patrimony exists in urban settings,
while in others, fewer in number, it involves natural areas linked to the defense of a certain landscape. Generally,
the aim is not to defend one unique building, but to achieve the valorization of a whole complex that makes up a
landscape –urban or natural– which retains the memory and identity of local inhabitants. The case of the defense
of La Bufa and Picachos in Guanajuato and Valle de Guadalupe and the landscape associated with it, are
paradigmatic examples. In both cases, organized citizens have managed to block aggressive real estate
developments that would have marred a landscape that the people considered their own (Checa 2017). As
unprecedented exercise in Mexico in terms of defending landscapes, these cases have already opened one more
door towards the valorization and consideration of landscape as a referent for social and cultural construction
and as an environmental resource that merits protection and adequate management.

Fig.4. Birds’s on island. Landscape of the Sian Ka’an Natural Reserve in Quintana Roo, Mexico. Photo: Martín
Checa-Artasu, August 2015.
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