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Abstract: Austrian’s commons - which are still accepted generally by the society at present day - are rooted in 

the traditional forms of settlement and in the rescue of common utilisation rights on outside property. Its 

members have been participating in the administration and management of the local resources since the 13th 

century. Thereby they accepted responsibility for the management of the nearby environment in particular with 

regard to the woodland, the waters and the whole infrastructure of the village. Traditional commons are 

characterized by certain features which envisage their outstanding importance also in the future. The structure of 

commons is still evident and can be illustrated by the following strong points: social fairness, considerable 

reduction of the misuse of power by adequate internal rules, economic principles, which importance are 

increasingly recognized namely concerning the priority of subsistence compared to profitability, and the priority 

of local influencing factors compared to global ones. The model is based on the participatory intercourse with 

nature and makes harmful impacts more difficult. In participating in the administration and management of the 

close surroundings in particular the wooded area commons take responsibility for the shaping of the landscape 

and therefore are interested in the sustainable protection of the given natural resources.  

Introduction 

The development of culture is strongly connected with the given resources of the living space 

(i.e climate, soil, topography) and vice versa influenced by human intervention. It can be 

considered as the co-evolution of men and landscape resulting in a specific relationship to 

nature. The sustainable development of cultural landscapes is based on the development of the 

entire society including nature- and social agreements. These agreements are the precondition 

for solving conflicts with regard to the sustainable utilization of the given resources. There are 

a multitude of facts contributing to conflicts with regard to the different interests of users and 
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shareholders. However social fairness also includes cultural, social and spiritual dimensions 

such as myths, ideologies and identities1. 

The Austrian landscape is characterized by a remarkable portion of alpine regions and a high 

percentage of forests (47% of the land and 0, 5 ha per capita). 82% of the forest surface is 

privately, 18% public owned. 50% of the privately owned forests are small scale forests, 

about 10 % have joint ownership structures.  

In the discourse of development small structures have been considered to be underdeveloped 

and provincial. However rural and craftsman’s small scale enterprises are contributing 

remarkably to biodiversity and livelihood of the local people. The importance of small-scale 

forestry is also proved by the number of about 280.000 human beings (around 5% of the total 

population) earning their living in forestry and timber industry.  

Resulting from this constellation the population has always been associated closely to the 

forests. Whereas in the Early Middle Ages their value was based on the usable forest area for 

clearing the protection and safeguarding of forests itself gained increasingly importance due 

to the growing demand for timber and grazing.  

The development of common property 

Austrian’s commons - which are still accepted generally by the society at present day - are 

rooted in the traditional forms of settlement and in the rescue of common utilisation rights on 

outside property  

Commons as well as forest rights are rooting in the undivided village-owned cultural land of 

the Middle Ages. It was one of the essential elements of colonization that forests, pastures and 

alpine pastures were jointly used whereas fields were distributed among the farmers. 

Depending on the specific region the commonly used land was called Nachbarschaft, Gemein 

or Allmende. In some regions the landlords were able to take possession of the common 

woodland. In this case villagers obtained forest rights in the manorial forest (rights for timber 

and fuelwood harvesting, the collection of litter and forest grazing). In some regions forests 

and pastures remained in the ownership of the village and developed to the different kinds of 

commons still existing at present day. 2. From the 14th century onwards increasing 

controversies due to a variety of reasons (shortage of available cultivated land, buying and 

                                                 
1 Zenkl, M. (2000), Beteiligung der Öffentlichkeit – Probleme und Modelle. In: Mensch und Landschaft 2000. 
Tagungsband zum Symposium Nachhaltige Entwicklung von Kulturlandschaften im Donau- und Alpenraum 17-
18 Februar 1994, TU Graz: 87. 
2 Johann, E. (1981/82),  Die historische Entwicklung der Agrargemeinschaften im Niederösterreichischen 
Weinviertel. In. Mistelbach in Vergangenheit und Gegenwart, heimatkundliche Beilage zu den Mitteilungen der 
Stadtgemeinde, III. Bd., Mistelbach: 71.  
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selling of land, increasing population) caused remarkable changes within the ownership 

structure. For the first time villagers asked for the distribution of the common land among the 

shareholders. This development was due to the fact that an increasing uncertainty among the 

shareholders concerning forest ownership and utilization rights had led to senseless forest 

devastation by forest users. In the course of centuries the allocation of common land was 

practised among villagers as well as the entitled farmers. This development was 

inhomogeneous and varied with regard to time and location. Even the position of the local 

authorities being legitimated to accept or neglect the demands of the farmers varied in the 

course of time between promotion and prohibition. This change was due to the fact that the 

result of allocation did no come up to their expectations. However forest authorities only 

aimed at the highest production of timber and did not take into account other types of forest 

utilization such as grazing of litter harvesting. 

The Imperial law from July 1853 enabled the regulation and suspension of former forest 

rights and common utilisation. In many cases the conveyance of the forest area happened with 

regard to the benefit of commons, communities, villages or the summary of the villagers 

being entitled to the utilisation of the former common land. In 1871, when land records got 

rearranged in Austria, it was necessary to formally install these ownership rights and attribute 

them to specific bodies there.  

At least the Imperial frame law of July 7 1883 also provided the possibility for the allocation 

of former common land as well as the regulation of utilization rights. Wherever it seemed to 

be favourable, the commons were separated and distributed to all co-owners, according to 

their shares of rights; wherever this turned out to be unfavourable for ecological or 

economical reasons, the commons were regulated and became "Agrargemeinschaften". Such 

regulations specified the rights and duties of all members (share holders) and the 

organizational structure of each Agrargemeinschaft, provided a clear distinction of the scope 

of duties of the local communities (political self-governing bodies) on the one hand, and that 

of the Agrargemeinschaften on the other.3 The development varied from federal province to 

federal province. In Carinthia and Lower Austria common land became split up during the 

following decades, in some provinces such as Tyrol and Vorarlberg the government passed 

public forests into the ownership of communities or commons to guarantee their livelihood of 

                                                 
3 Herbst, P. (2004), Rural Common Property in Austria, IASCP Oaxaca Aug 04, Ref.Nr.: 439. 
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the villagers.4 In the 1890s the portion of common forests was quite different and ranked from 

1% (Upper Austria) to 54% (Tyrol and Vorarlberg).5 

At present rural common property in Austria can be traced back to either the settlement-

related origin or the easement-related origin. Common property is one of the prevalent 

categories of rural land ownership and therefore a major factor in land use planning and 

policy in Austria. Administration of these joint ownership structures has been institutionalised 

in 1853 already, and at present their legal status has been that of corporations under public 

law ("Agrargemeinschaften", rural common property). A special supervising authority 

("Agrarbehörde") has been installed as early as 1883, to safeguard sustainable management of 

the commons.6 Caused by the historical development it’s landed property consists mainly of 

pastures, alpine pastures and forests. The size varies between one and thousands of hectares 

and due to history also the number of commons in the individual Federal countries is quite 

different (i.e. about 100 in Salzburg, about 570 in Vorarlberg). Common rights are usually 

attached to the farmstead except Vorarlberg, where they are joint to the person. Here you can 

also find the highest portion of commons, owning more than 50% of the land.  

Organisation and administration 

In its origin all members of the commons had equal rights and duties. Its members have been 

participating in the administration and management of the local resources since the first 

settlement. Written sources giving evidence of these practises go back to the 13th  century 

Thereby they accepted responsibility for the management of the nearby environment in 

particular with regard to the woodland, the waters and the whole infrastructure of the village.  

The basics of the Nachbarschaft were relationship and neighbourhood. Thereby collaboration 

concerning the management of the cultivated land and the utilization of the woodland were 

important benefits. Essential obligations were the cleaning of waters and streets and the 

upholding of bridges and roads. When historical development brought out the division of 

farmsteads into smaller units the extent of utilization rights and services were determined by 

the size of the farmstead.   

From the first beginning the Nachbarschaft aimed at self government. The villagers insisted 

to generate their own rules and orders concerning the management of the given resources and 

the right to punish illegal activities of the shareholders. Once a year the assembly of all land-

                                                 
4 Johann, E. (1983c), Zur Entstehung des Waldeigentums In: Österreichs Wald in Vergangenheit und Gegenwart. 
Österr. Forstverein (Ed.). Österr. Agrarverlag Wien: 55. 
5 Dimitz, L. (1890), Österreich Wald und  Waldwesen vor dem Jahre 1848. In: Österreichs Forstwesen 1848-
1888. Wien. 
6 Herbst, l. c. 
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owning villagers discussed economic questions related to the administration of the commons 

and elected a chief and an executive body. Forest management was often handed to a forester 

who received a certain wage. 

At the beginning of Modern Times at the latest the old common rights were weakened due to 

the growing power of the manorial system demanding also the authority over common land.  

Being determined by alien authorities (state, landlords) and progressively inhibited to manage 

the land in the traditional way farmers lost the interest in self government. In that way the 

functions of rural Nachbarschaften lost their importance. The development varied with regard 

to time, space and duration. However the impact on common land was strong when there was 

a comprehensive demand from outside (fuel wood for the salt works and mining industry, 

hunting ground for noblemen)  

From the 14th century onwards village population increased more rapid ly due to migrants such 

as miners, craftsmen, workers. These people were either landless or owned a small portion of 

land only. Even they had not to share the duties they also did not take part in the benefits 

offered by the utilization of the common land. This inequality caused several problems 

because the old established residents wanted to exclude the migrants from the participation in 

common land. The problems were handled differently. In some communities the migrants got 

the full right in participation, in some they were left out.  

However beside legal regulations (1871, 1883) farmers who were entitled to benefit from the 

commons autonomously continued to engage themselves in the duties of the commons either 

fully or partly. In many cases farmers took off the financial burdens of the administration of 

the communities or covered particular demands such as the nourishment of the 

underprivileged or the preservation of bridges and roads. In other communities 

Agrargemeinschaften offered particular help to the community such as transport and work 

free of costs. Even at the end of the 19th century these benefits were offered as traditional 

services taken from the predecessors. In the course of time these services were called 

voluntary services  and at least passed into the financial responsibility of the communities.7  

The present organization of commons doesn’t differ remarkably from the time of their 

establishment. Agrargemeinschaften are decentralized corporations under public law and thus 

self-governing. It is their legal obligation to manage their commonly owned lands sustainable. 

Administration and management of Agrargemeinschaften are performed through their 

executive bodies which are the Plenary Assembly, Management Committee and Headman. 

                                                 
7 Johann, E. (1983b), Die Geschichte des Gemeindewaldes in Österreich bis zum Ende des 19. Jahrhunderts. In: 
Forst- und Jagdgeschichte Mitteleuropas. Mitteilungen der Forstlichen Bundesversuchsanstalt Wien, 151. Heft : 
75-85 
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All regulations related to Agrargemeinschaften are found in the respective Austrian Federal 

skeleton law and detailed legislation of the Federal states ( i.e. Vorarlberg 1951, Salzburg 

1973) based on the framework established there. Regulations comprise the appropriate and 

orderly management and use of commons by a majority of owners, and also the procedure of 

dissolution of Agrargemeinschaften. They are self-governing bodies; basically they are 

entitled to decide all their internal matters autonomous ly and self-responsibly. Still, they are 

subject to supervision by a special supervising authority, the Agrarbehörde, to safeguard 

sustainable management of the commons. This special supervis ing authority was installed as 

early as 1883. Competencies of that authority include: declaratory decisions on the existence 

of a certain Agrargemeinschaft, of shares and ownership relations, procedures of regulation or 

separation of Agrargemeinschaften, settlement of disputes among the shareholders or among 

the Agrargemeinschaft and single shareholder(s), examination of the legality of decisions 

taken by the Agrargemeinschaft, including possible cancellation of illegal decisions, approval 

of alienation or encumbrance of commonly owned parcels, approval of mortgaging commonly 

owned parcels, approval of alienation of shares.8  

Objectives and tasks of management 

The idea of sustainable management of forests and pastures is a many centuries old tradition 

in the Austrian Alps. It is in the commons-related legislation, however, where this idea was 

first laid down, reaching back as far as to 13th century regulations. Today's clear legal basis 

and strict system of law enforcement reflect the overall significance attributed to appropriate 

management of the Agrargemeinschaften. 

 Economic measurements 

Laws and orders dating back to the 13th century prove the respons ible local planning and 

management of the environment particularly the allocation of woodland and pastures as well 

as the management und utilization of forest land. It was a customary law developed by the 

commons and locally differentiated and adapted to the demands and the needs of the 

shareholders.9 Standard was the demand of the annual farmstead to secure the livelihood and 

continue to exist. Regulations concerned fuelwood and timber harvesting, the collection of 

litter and forest grazing. Limitations were enacted with regard to the amount,  time, location 

and kind of  utilisation and control. Manual work often was practised in cooperation of the 

shareholders and was controlled by members of the Nachbarschaften (management 

                                                 
8 Herbst l. c.  
9 Johann, E. (1983a), Gesellschaftliche Regelungen zur Walderhaltung und Waldbewirtschaftung. In: Österreichs 
Wald in Vergangenheit und Gegenwart. Österr. Forstverein (Ed.). Österr. Agrarverlag Wien: 106. 



 7 

committee) or an employed forester. The kind of harvesting was adjusted to local conditions. 

Clearcuts were preferred in coppice forests and coppice forests with standards of the plains 

(e.g. in Lower Austria) with rotation periods from 7 to 25 years, in mountain regions such as 

Tyrol selection systems (single tree felling modified to the required diameter). The allowable 

cut and the number of cattle, sheep and goats tolerated in the forest depended on the available 

resources that means the size of the common land and the number of villagers who were 

entitled to rights. Young stands were excluded from grazing, slash and burn activities were 

limited with regard to duration and site.  

A variety of measures were carried out to secure the sustainable preservation of the given 

resources and to avoid over-utilization for example caused by a high amount of cattle, the 

wrong time and the kind of forest grazing. Because cattle was the most important source of 

income for the farmsteads and also indispensable for the production of manure particularly 

these regulations were of great importance and could only be aimed in agreement with the 

whole Nachbarschaft.  

In order of a shortage (often caused by the increase in population) the annual amount had to 

be reduced. In some cases the restrictions concerned specific products such as timber, whereas 

fuel wood was not limited. In the second half of the 19th century these restrictions were 

confirmed by law (ABGB) and more specified in some Federal provinces (Vorarlberger 

Gemeindeordnung 1904). The general aim was to secure the sustainable maintenance of the 

local resource for future generations. This plan was well accepted by the old residents but 

sometimes questioned by the migrants who were not entitled to the rights resulting in a breach 

in the traditional practised principle of participation and shared responsibility. 

Protective measures 

The protection of cultivated land and settlements against natural hazards such as avalanches 

and torrents was one of the main tasks of the commons and was jointly practised by its 

members as long as people moved into the wilderness of the mountain regions. Agreements 

based on local customary laws give evidence of the cautious handling of the given resources 

and the respect with regard to nature. At the first beginning protective activities aimed at the 

safeguarding of cultural land along streams and torrents. In the Austrian Alps constructions to 

protect the riverbanks have been proved already since the 13th century (1277 along the river 

Talfer/South Tyrol)..10 In the course of centuries commons developed several techniques to 

avoid floods and other impacts on common property including also the ban of parts of the 

                                                 
10 Killian, H. (1994), Vom Kampf gegen Wildbäche und Lawinen. In: Österreichs Wald. Vom Urwald zur 
Waldwirtschaft. Autorengemeinschaft „Österreichs Wald“ (Hg.) Eigenverlag Autorengemeinschaft „Österreichs 
Wald“ Wien: 454.  
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forest surface which was considered to fulfil specific protection functions. The ban referred to 

fuelwood and timber harvesting, forest grazing and litter collection (branch and soil litter) on 

common-owned property. Some tree species received special attention and protection and 

were excluded from utilization when needed for specific purposes. This holds particularly true 

for larch and alder growing along the river banks because they were required for protective 

constructions. Since the Middle Ages protection forests were dropped out of utilisation by a 

considerable number of commons in all parts of Austria. They were excluded from general 

utilization and reserved to protective measures carried out by the commons.:11 

Present missions 

Although regulations and structures of these Agrargemeinschaften in most cases are more 

than 100 years old (though regularly adapted), their macro as well as micro economic and 

cultural importance are out of discussion: on the one hand, huge areas of land which would be 

out of management because of their low economical value are being managed because they 

are commonly owned, on the other hand there are multiple synergetic effects of common 

management (as saving of time, labour and resources).  

One of the main contemporary tasks of commons is to take care for the appropriate utilisation 

of the common-owned land by the entitled shareholders particularly with regard to timber and 

fuelwood harvesting and forest grazing.  Thereby two goals are aimed at: the sustainable 

maintenance of the common property and the maintenance of the cultural landscape by 

adequate management thereby also taking into consideration public interest. At present for 

instance there are a variety of social demands forests have to fulfil such as recreation and 

protection, which can only be provided by sustainable and careful forest management without 

exploitation and over-utilization of the given natural resources. Within the last years 

responsibility has increased. In some Federal countries also the protection of nature becomes 

one of the management tasks of commons such as the management of areas being significant 

with regard to biodiversity.  

As mentioned above, Agrargemeinschaften are an important economic factor in the rural areas 

of the Austrian Alps. It is therefore only logical that considerable income is being generated 

from that commonly owned areas. Basically, any income generated from managing the 

commons has to be re-invested in conservation and possible improvement of the common 

property (Agrargemeinschaft).The Plenary Assembly might, however, adopt the distribution 

                                                 
11 Archiv FV Lainach: 1684, 22. 4. : Pflegschaft Stall Protokoll- und Verlackbuch 
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of income to the shareholders according to the shares held. Recently, enforcement of a 25 % 

capital yield tax has caused serious problems in that respect.12 

Discussion (what we can learn from history) 

The campaign for participation 
The relationship between colonization and sustainability is dialectic. On the one hand, 

occurring problems to maintain sustainability stood  presumably at the beginning of  the 

development of colonization strategies. On the other hand, colonization processes in their turn 

often put sustainability at risk.13  

There has been a basic right of all shareholders of common land to sustainable use of their 

common property, however, limited by and in relation to extent and ratio of their shares. 

Because of their historical origins, Agrargemeinschaften have to fulfil a variety of functions, 

but foremost to enable farmers' subsistence in the harsh conditions of Alpine mountain 

valleys. Shareholders had granted the right of use (jointly with or independently from other 

users) of their common property in a sustainable way, i. e. within the frames of annual 

allowable cuts and bearing capacities. However as  the area of cultivated land could not be 

increased by other means, a high pressure particularly onto  the forest resulted.  This was 

strengthened by the following factors: increasing population, increasing demand for wood 

products by the mining industry and timber trade, and the nature of the market for agricultural 

products (the required cash was only secured by extensive stock breeding).  

Due to this development the campaign of villagers for the participation in the traditional rights 

they were entitled to increased in the course of centuries. Two factors aggravated this 

development: On the one hand there was a strong pressure from inside the community mainly 

caused by a growing population and an increasing shortage of available cultural land and – on 

the other hand – a strong pressure from outside the Nachbarschaft particularly caused by the 

interest of the government and industry referring to timber and fuelwood production for the 

sustainable supply of the mining industry. The conflicting interests agricultural use of the 

forest surface on the one and the handling of the forest as the main source for the production 

of energy on the other hand were the reason for the destruction of the common woodlands in 

many cases and regions. In 1890 eye-witness gave evidence of the deserted state of common-

owned land and the decrease of participatory responsibility. Management plans did not exist 

                                                 
12 Herbst 2004, l.c. 
13 Fischer Kowalski, M., Haberl, H., Hüttler, W., Payer, H., Schandl, H., Winiwarter, V., Zangerl-Weisz, H. 
(1997), Gesellschaftlicher Stoffwechsel und Kolonisierung von Natur. Ein Versuch in Sozialer Ökologie. Verlag 
Fakultas Amsterdam. 
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or were not taken into consideration by the shareholders when utilizing the woodland.14 

Common property and its sustainable management were looked upon as nothing but a 

theoretical ideal. The Management Committees being responsible for proper business 

management of the commonly-owned assets had either the required authority nor the 

demanded independence to oblige the members to practise conservation and sustainable 

management.15 Most frequently the bad shape of the common land could be observed when 

ownership structures were under discussion and not clearly defined. These problems could 

only be solved by legal intervention and clear solutions with regard to ownership and the 

definition of administration – responsibilities. When over-exploitation and even devastation of 

commonly owned lands had reached intolerable extents a special supervising authority was 

installed as early as 1883. This law, already mentioned above, was also the basis that 

commons have remained self-governing bodies till present day.  

What can we learn from history? The way a society tries to establish an intercourse with its 

environment depends on the social and economic position of the population. Within a certain 

type of society there are different demands with regard to the type and extent of forest 

utilization and there are also differences between interest groups within that society. With 

regard to the sustainable management of common land the following facts have verified to be 

of major importance: self responsibility (governance), participation, social fairness, balance of 

supply and demand, and low increase of population (surplus demand). 

Also today commons bear a certain degree of social responsibility within the local 

community. However, although political authorities confirm the good collaboration between 

communities and Agrargemeinschaften in general and the management committee most of the 

time acts in the interest of the commons as well in the interest of the whole community the 

campaign for sharing the benefits of common land has been stirred up once again only 

recently. The focal point is not the participation in forest and woodland utilisation such as 

timber harvesting or grazing but to have the land at the community’s disposal. Particularly 

mayors and political representatives of certain communities in regions being attractive for 

tourism activities (above all in Tyrol) argue that the fundamental idea of Agrargemeinschaften 

to safeguard the livelihood of the entitled farmers would not be relevant to any further extent. 

They dispute that only one quarter of the shareholders would still earn the living from farming 

but all would benefit at the expenses of the community. They are questioning how commons 

could obtain ownership over forests, pastures and even mountains and valleys whereas 

present-day communities with an increasing population do not own the land. At present a 
                                                 
14 Dimitz, l.c. 
15 Österreichischen Reichsforstverein (Ed.) (1882), Österreichische Monatsschrift für Forstwesen, Wien.  
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passionate political discussion takes place (particularly in Tyrol) to modify the old laws. The 

purpose is to facilitate the access to common land. The claim of the communities on the 

common land results from various demands such as the construction of roads, mountain bike 

routes, cross county skiing facilities, sports ground, ground for the construction of buildings 

and the accessibility to springs and water  resources.  

However, the promoters of this change do not take into account, that the cultural landscape, 

which is the result of mountain farming, is the basis for the attractiveness of the living space 

(with regard to economy as well as recreation) and additionally offers a high ideal value. 

However as landscape is considered to be public good and not a trademark it has no 

calculated price, although tourists as well as residents benefit from the ecological 

management. The promoters also do not take into account the knowledge which can be gained 

of from history, that the dispute about the share in utilisation and uncertainties with regard to 

the ownership of the land has always encouraged the destruction or at least the over utilization 

of the landscape.  

Potentials and limits of self government and participation 

It seems important to mediate between the inhabitants and to make clear that the value of 

agriculture and forestry can not be regarded in its primary function only. On the contrary the 

dimension of agriculture and forestry within the context of  regional planning has to be 

emphasized strongly. When sustainable management of the cultural landscape as a whole 

should be maintained, - thereby pointing out the social and economic importance of 

agriculture and forestry – land use planning is considerably required.16 

It is obvious, that land use planning has to be an open process taking into consideration not 

only the demands of all residents in a  specific region but also to invite them to participate 

actively in this development. In the course of an open discussion main targets should be 

formulated including all fields of public interest such as traffic, nature protection, watershed 

management, land use planning. Thereby sustainability has to be take into account and the 

demands of future generations with regard to social, economic ecological and cultural 

dimensions. These dimensions are the key elements of the sustainable development of 

landscapes in the future. Sustainable utilisation of the given resources therefore aims at the 

balancing of the different interests taking into consideration the limitation and prevention of 

                                                 
16 Thöne, K.-F. (1997),: Flurbereinigung - Ein wirkungsvolles Instrument der Landentwicklung, Zeitschrift für 
Kulturtechnik und Landentwicklung, Blackwell Wissenschaftsverlag, Berlin. 



 12 

irreversible utilization. Thereby also the cultural and social identity of the concerned 

population should be strengthened and re-stimulated.17  

Traditional lifestyles having shaped the cultural landscape in the past are declining at present 

day. Therefore new activities have to be substituted in order to maintain and utilize these 

cultural landscapes in the future. Several ways can be obtained. One of them leads to the 

establishment of a historical park showing the traditional forms of agriculture, arts and crafts, 

woodland management and architecture. A more construc tive way is the creation of products 

with synergistic effects such as the combination of the maintenance of endangered biotopes 

and hiking, orchards with ancient species and the production of wine and snaps, the 

cultivation of hedges and woods combined with biological agricultural management activities. 

However the questions turns out if this will be enough to maintain the sustainable 

management of the cultural landscape, which should be more than woodland..18 

The local political culture decides on the accomplishment of new challenges, it encourages or 

holds it back. Many communities only partly use the potentials of its citizens. Mobil groups 

within the society show only little interest in local policy because they do not rely on the local 

resources. With a growing population the close connection between citizens and community is 

decreasing. This development is influencing the frame conditions of the local communal 

living condition depending in many cases on voluntary services of the citizens within the 

community such as fire brigade or water management. Therefore communities are challenged 

to support the identification of the citizens (old and new residents) with the living space. The 

regional level is a challenge and a chance for cooperative activities of Agrargemeinschaften 

and communities.19  

Conclusion 

Traditional Nachbarschaften, later on called Agrargemeinschaften are characterized by 

certain features which envisage their outstanding importance also in the future. The structure 

of commons is still evident and can be illustrated by the following strong points: social 

fairness, considerable reduction of the misuse of power by adequate internal rules, economic 

principles, and the priority of local influencing factors compared to global ones. The model is 

based on the participatory intercourse with nature and makes harmful impacts more difficult. 
                                                 
17 Hellbart, S. (1999), Nachhaltigkeit und Zeitgemäßheit von Agrarverfahren. In: Der Alm- und Bergbauer, 
Folge 8-9/99: 12-14. 
18 Lukesch, R. (2000), Land in Sicht. Zum regionalen Kontext der Nachhaltigkeit. In: Mensch und Landschaft 
2000. Tagungsband zum Symposium Nachhaltige Entwicklung von Kulturlandschaften im Donau- und 
Alpenraum 17-18 Februar 1994, TU Graz:141. 
19 Rest-Hinterseer H. und Marchner G. (2005), Der grüne Regionenreport. In Kooperation mit der Grünen 
Bildungswerkstatt Wien. 
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In participating in the administration and management of the close surroundings in particular 

the wooded area Agrargemeinschaften take responsibility for the shaping of the landscape and 

are interested in the sustainable protection of the given natural resources. 
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