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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to examine how existing regionalizations in the Republic
of Croatia differ in their criteria for region separation, to identify their similarities and
differences, and to outline the key characteristics of each defined region. As landscape re-
search is broad and interdisciplinary, regionalization plays an important role in developing
landscape typology. This is particularly relevant in Croatia, where landscape studies are
still at an early stage, making it necessary to establish clear starting points for a unified
approach in future research. The method included overlapping two landscape, four geo-
graphic, one natural, and three cultural regionalizations in two subject areas in Lika and
in Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills. The results showed that there are greater similarities
between regionalizations based on natural features (relief and hydrological features), while
there are greater differences between cultural regionalizations, as these also include human
perception of the landscape. Furthermore, there are greater similarities between regions in
the Lika area, while in Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills a quite different understanding of
regional boundaries through various aspects is evident. It was determined that the scope
of areas carrying the identity of both regions (obtained by an intersectional methodological
approach) differs from the scope of regions as perceived by the local population. In conclu-
sion, the contemporary identity of the landscape is subject to constant review due to new
scientific knowledge and changes in perception, where it is crucial to consider all available
data and include the public in defining regional boundaries.

Keywords: landscape regionalization; landscape identity; landscape character; overlapping;
Bilogora; Kalnik; Lika

1. Introduction

Due to the multidisciplinary nature of landscape research, many different systems and
methods for landscape identification and classification exist [1,2]. Addressing landscape
identity within different frameworks and on different scales, as well as considering various
historical, social, and environmental conditions, results in various interpretations of the
concept and in its vague definition [3]. Depending on their scientific rooting, these systems
and characterization methods emphasize different aspects of the landscape to variable de-
grees, and they address variation in landscape properties on different spatial and temporal
scales [2,4-6]. This touches on another issue that needs to be addressed, which is where
a particular landscape identity changes in the landscape [7,8], or as Antrop [9] puts it,
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without defining the border line there is a need to define measurable holistic and structural
aspects of a landscape.

Landscape is itself an ambiguous concept built on a plurality of understandings [10]
and a dynamic, multi-layered, spatial-temporal system [11]. It can also be seen as (1) lay-
ers of various meanings and interpretations [12,13]; (2) a geographic area, characterized
by its content of observable, natural, and human-induced landscape elements [2]; and
(3) the structure of relationships between different systems (geomorphological, ecolog-
ical, environmental, cultural-historical, aesthetic, socio-economic, spatial) involving all
genetic, biological, and functional relationships within elements of the land cover [13].
These different aspects create an image of landscape as a meta-organization, making the
relationships between different systems and cultures palpable [10,14,15]. The landscape
should therefore be approached as a complex system of different elements which, through
their consequential connections, enable its functioning [16].

The complex, varied, and continuous landscape can be understood better when clas-
sified in types and spatial units [2,17,18]; that is, conceptualizing landscape begins with
defining its boundaries [11]. Regardless of approach, any system for spatial landscape
characterization inevitably implies a strong simplification of the almost infinite variabil-
ity in landscapes, into spatial units suitable for communication in management and re-
search [2,19,20]. Defining boundaries is always a challenge in landscape research, since
landscape is a continuum, where one landscape area “blurs” into another and where bound-
aries depend on the point of observation and the observer’s interpretation [3,21,22]. It is
necessary to distinguish between linear boundaries, i.e., crisp, sharp artificial boundaries
of administrative units, and indeterminate boundaries, i.e., fuzzy, vague boundaries of
natural spatial units [23,24]. Natural boundaries are based on the physical-geographical
features of the land, while artificial boundaries are set arbitrarily by national governments
or in border treaties between countries [24,25]. Additionally, it is important to consider
that geographic boundaries are not static and that they change all the time. As boundaries
change, so do the geographic entities that they bound [26,27].

The basic principle for the classification and typology of landscapes that is today
accepted and promoted is the principle of landscape character, i.e., the Landscape Char-
acter Assessment (LCA) approach, which was developed in Britain and is now used in
other parts of Europe [28]. It is determined by a specific combination of geology, relief,
soil, vegetation, land use, field, and settlement patterns. Landscape characterization and
assessment methods are tempting approaches for capturing spatial interpretations of the
landscape and its characteristic features and delivering them to land use planners and
a larger public. These methods aim at dealing with the holistic nature of the landscape
and convey an understanding of its unique features [29]. Thus applied, the principle of
character allows us to define certain types of landscapes, known as clear landscape units
of relatively homogeneous character [30,31]. Landscape character often reflects the state
and quality of the landscape and informs planners on how to manage and maintain the
landscape [28]. In countries where landscape diversity is an important feature, research on
landscape types also strengthens national identity [32,33]. Landscape typologies and geo-
graphical regionalizations are often part of geography textbooks at all levels of education,
which means that practically everyone gets to know them [33,34]. The challenge remains
in generating a unified representation of landscape characteristics based on the existing
multi-attribute elements of the landscape [33]. We need both natural and social sciences, as
well as humanities, mainly aesthetics, to identify the character and the transformation of
landscapes [11].

Closely related to these are the terms region and regionalization (from lat. Regio
"region, place, border” [34,35]. They can be combined into the following definition: region-
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alization is the process of dividing territory into regions and their hierarchical classifica-
tion [36], and the purpose of regionalization is to delineate regions based on criteria tending
towards homogeneity, equality, and contiguity [37,38]. Although regions often appear to
be static and fixed spatial entities, one of their important characteristics is their dynamism
and changeability as a consequence of changes in the spatial structures and processes
by which they are defined or in changes in their perceptions by those who participate
in shaping regions. In contemporary geographic research, the region is now dominantly
considered a social construct and a social process [39], “the way we “see” what constitutes
space, and also the way we organize ideas and knowledge about the world” [40]. The
idea of regional identity has been implicit in geography for a long time, since traditional
approaches to regions and regionalism often celebrate the primordial nature of regions,
accentuating their “personality” and the harmony /unity between a region and its inhabi-
tants [41]. Regional identity has been recognized as a key element in the making of regions
as social/ political spaces, but it is difficult to elucidate what this identity consists of and
how it affects collective action/politics [41-43].

On the other hand, landscape identity is a concept that is rarely well defined, lacks
clarity, and is open to a variety of interpretations, all of which make it difficult to discuss
it scientifically, and it is often simply regarded as the sum of those factors that makes one
region dissimilar to another region [8]. Within landscape studies, landscape identity has
traditionally been treated as the visual and physical character of the landscape [44-46],
exemplified in practice through landscape characterization [46,47].

Stobbelaar and Pedroli [8] conclusively defined landscape identity as the “perceived
uniqueness of a place”, and as such, it belongs as much to the observer as to the area. A form
of landscape identity, defined by the latter authors, is cultural-spatial landscape identity
that can be characterized by those features that distinguish one region from another [48].
The focus is on features that can principally be perceived in the landscape by everyone,
such as spatial composition, land use, wildlife, vegetation and minerals, the colors, forms
and patterns, the use of building materials, etc. The discussion on landscape character
assessments [4] also strongly refers to the cultural-spatial landscape identity; thus, the
application of this concept is strongly focused on regional spatial identity [8].

For the purposes of this research, two geographically distinct regions in Croatia were
selected. The first is “Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills”, an area that is not recognized as
a separate cultural region but is located on the border of several larger Croatian regions
(Hrvatsko Zagorje, Podravina, Slavonia, etc.) to which it does not belong according to the
landscape type. It forms a separate entity in terms of relief located between neighboring
hills and river plains, and the problem of drawing the exact borders of the region is
highlighted. The second region is “The Central part of Lika”, recognized at the level of the
Republic of Croatia as a cultural region, but different experts perceive its borders differently
because the very dynamic configuration of the terrain makes it impossible to understand
the borders unambiguously. Lika was chosen as a representative example of the landscape
of Mountainous Croatia, the smallest and least explored landscape macroregion. It stands
out regionally due to its natural values and cultural recognizability.

Therefore, based on theoretical assumptions, the main objectives of this work have
been defined as follows:

e  Determine which parts of the studied regions are represented in all analyzed regional-
izations; that is, which parts of the landscape region contain the key landscape features.

e  Show similarities and differences in approaches to determining the boundaries of the
two regions and identify which landscape features (criteria) all authors agree are the
bearers of identity.
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e  Determine to what extent the listed criteria coincide with those defined by the Land-
scape Character Assessment (LCA of the Republic of Croatia (2024) as relevant for the
regional scale).

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Research Area
2.1.1. Bilogora and the Kalnik Foothills

This region extends across the northern part of Croatia from northwest to southeast,
bordered by hills (Medvednica in the west, Kalnik in the northwest, and the Slavonian
Highlands in the southeast) and river plains (Podravina in the northeast and the Ilova,
Lonja, and Cesma basins in the southwest) (Figure 1). The landscape features wooded and
cultivated ribbed hills with small stream valleys and scattered settlements, alternating with
wooded slopes of the lower mountains. The region is characterized by a low, elongated, and
indented landform covered with tall forest vegetation in the higher areas, which transitions
toward the foothills into a pattern of smaller forest complexes, meadows, and smaller
settlements interspersed with mosaics of agricultural land.
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Figure 1. The location of both regions in the Republic of Croatia (a), geographical location of
(b) Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills, and (c) the central part of Lika.

2.1.2. The Central Part of Lika

This region is located in central Croatia, between Velebit in the west and Licka PljeSe-
vica and Kapela in the east (Figure 1). The central part of the Lika plateau is characterized
by the alternation of the lower, highly dissected chain of the Lika central highlands covered
by forest vegetation, with large, cultivated karst fields subject to periodic flooding and
numerous watercourses that sink at the contact between permeable and impermeable rocks.
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The area is extensive with a highly dynamic configuration, where the prominent hills and
foothills of natural origin alternate with anthropogenic planar elements of karst fields at
their base.

2.2. Overview of Analyzed Regionalizations

Although it would be desirable to examine the regionalizations of all factors that
define the character of the landscape, this research used only (1) publicly available data,
(2) data on regionalizations developed at the level of the entire Republic of Croatia, or
(3) data available in the form of maps, with the exception of the historical-geographical
region of Lika, which was prepared as part of the research, based on the description of its
scope.

2.2.1. Landscape Regionalizations

The first landscape regionalization of Croatia [49] was based on natural features (Table 1),
dividing the territory of the Republic of Croatia into three main natural-geographic regions,
which were Adriatic/Coastal, Pannonian, and Mountainous Croatia, or into 16 smaller land-
scape units.

The LCA of the Republic of Croatia [50], developed in 2024, is the first comprehensive
document that systematically recognizes, analyzes, and evaluates landscapes at the national
level. Developed in accordance with the obligations assumed by the ratification of the
Council of Europe Landscape Convention [51], this document views landscape as a key ele-
ment of spatial identity and quality of life, as well as an important resource for sustainable
development. It also assessed landscape character at the macro-regional (M 1:250,000) and
regional (M 1:250,000-1:100,000) levels. For this research, regional-level landscape units
(Bilogora and Kalnik foothills, the central part of Lika) obtained from this landscape study
were used.

Table 1. List of reviewed regionalizations.

Regionalization Criteria

Landscape regionalizations

Relief
Water
Vegetation

Landscape regionalization according to Brali¢
(1995) [49]

(Hydro)geology
Hydrology
Relief
Cultural regions
Land cover (CLC)-first level
Forest vegetation

LCA of the Republic of Croatia (2024) [50]

Geographical regionalizations

Morphostructural and morpholithogenic elements are key for regional
differentiation, but in individual cases, the prevailing relationship of
climatic, hydrological, biogeographic, and pedological elements was also
of great importance.

Natural-geographical regionalization [52]

Natural basis

hi ionalizati P . . . .
Geographic regionalization [53] Specificities of socio-economic structures in the regions

Grouping economically relevant criteria of relief structure,
Conditionally homogeneous climatic—ecological characteristics, and processes of
regionalization [54] historical-geographical development expressed in types of population
structure related to ethnographic and economic characteristics.
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Table 1. Cont.
Regionalization Criteria
Conditionally homogeneous It is based on the principle of “conditional uniqueness of individual
regionalization [55] Croatian spatial units”.

Natural regionalization

Geomorphological regionalization of Croatia [56]

Relief
Hydrology

Cultural regionalizations

Natural factors: (1) geological composition of the soil, (2) vegetation
cover, (3) climate, and (4) terrain configuration.

Regionalization of Croatian traditional Social factors: (1) economic activity of the population, (2) family

architecture [57] structure, (3) social and political system, (4) population migration,

(5) transport connections and therefore external influences, (6) public
safety, (7) religion, etc.

Agricultural regionalization [58]

Similar geographical-climatic features
Predominant land use

The Miroslav KrleZa Lexicographic Institute is the central Croatian
lexicographic institution. The encyclopedias, atlases, dictionaries,

Historical-geographical region [59] lexicons, and bibliographies of the Lexicographic Institute are

traditionally reliable and interpret facts from Croatian heritage and social
reality in a recognizable way.

2.2.2. Geographical Regionalizations

Geographic regionalizations view space in its entirety, with all its natural and social
components, and they combine many different criteria in order to single out geographic
regions based on their predominant characteristics [50]. Rogli¢ (1963) [60] points out
that the geographic concept of a region is determined by the existence of real, objectively
existing units of spatial reality, which are structurally homogeneous geographic regions.
They are, according to the author, the result of a combination of socially transformed
elements of the natural complex and social factors [60]. Table 1 presents four geographic
regionalizations of Croatia, created in the period from the 1970s to the present day. They
illustrate different approaches and principles of regionalization in geography or changes in
the spatial coverage of individual regions in the same types of regionalizations over time.

2.2.3. Natural Regionalization

Of the natural regionalizations, only the geomorphological one was analyzed [56],
given that there were no adequate data for other natural factors (water, surface cover, etc.)
in the specified scale (M 1:250,000-1:100,000) (Table 1).

2.2.4. Cultural Regionalizations

Within the framework of cultural regionalizations, three key data sources important for
understanding anthropogenic landscape characteristics at the regional level were reviewed.
The first was agricultural regionalization according to Defilippis [57], which is so far the
only regional division of the agricultural area of the Republic of Croatia. The second was
the regionalization of Croatian traditional architecture according to Zivkovié [58], following
Sorre’s [61] conception of habitat as a cultural response to environmental settings, where
traditional architecture is seen as a key element in understanding landscape typology. The
last was the historical-geographic regionalization according to the Central Croatian Lexi-
cographic Institution, representing a vernacular region, which is a space of homogeneous
characteristics that differs from the surrounding area in these characteristics, and which
does not have any formal criteria [62—-64] but rather exists from individual to individual.
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That is, such regions are most often determined by individuals on the basis of cultural,
historical, and political characteristics [64].

2.3. Methods

The research began with an analysis of the scientific and professional literature on
landscape typology, regionalization, and landscape characterization. A condition for
including certain regionalizations in the analysis of the regions in question was that their
names contained the terms “Lika” (for “The Central part of Lika”), “Bilogora”, or “Kalnik”
(for “Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills”), as these are the basic toponyms by which these
regions are recognized.

Furthermore, the research required the collection, preparation, and creation of a spatial
database using GIS tools. The spatial database used in this work was partly sourced from
the existing database of the Department of Ornamental Plants, Landscape Architecture, and
Garden Art (University of Zagreb, Faculty of Agriculture), and it was partly created and
supplemented based on (1) maps from the documents used (books and professional studies)
and (2) available text descriptions of the regions coverage. The GIS application QGIS 3.34.11.
was used to analyze vector and raster data and to create cartographic displays. For the
purposes of further analysis, all spatial data were converted into vector format (shapefile,
.shp) and adapted to the official Croatian coordinate system (HTRS96/TM).

The next step in the research was an overlap with the aim of determining differences
in approaches to locating regional boundaries and identifying key features. The overlap
between the two resulted in establishing (1) the area represented in all analyzed regional-
izations for a particular region (using the Intersection function in QGIS), (2) the total area
of the region recognized through different regionalizations (using the Dissolve function
in QGIS), with particular emphasis on (3) the overlap of existing landscape regionaliza-
tions and (4) geographic regionalizations (both using the Intersection function in QGIS)
(Figures 2 and 3). Based on the calculated areas of each observed region (Appendix A,
Table A1), the overlap shares were obtained, allowing for the determination of similarities
and differences between the approaches, and the identification of key landscape features,
i.e., elements that convey the identity of landscape regions.

Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills

intersect of landscape
regionalizations

disslnlw’
)

the total area of the region
recognized through
different regionalizations

intersect of geographic

intersect
+

regionalizations \_.,
overlap of all %”Ah\
regionalizations ~
2 {OAR-BK)
w
5 5
T = .
‘E 8¢ the area represented in all
g %\ 8 analyzed regionalizations
En
282 (CIR-BK)

Figure 2. Diagram of research work process (Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills).
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Figure 3. Diagram of research work process (the central part of Lika).

3. Results

An overview of the existing regionalizations was divided into the following three
groups: (1) landscape regionalizations, (2) geographic regionalizations (as a combination
of natural and anthropogenic factors, viewed by different experts), and (3) natural and
cultural regionalizations (Appendix A, Table A1).

3.1. Bilogora and the Kalnik Foothills
3.1.1. Landscape Regionalizations of Bilogora and the Kalnik Foothills

The first landscape regionalization [49] considers the Bilogora-Moslavina area as
a whole (Figure 4a), that is, the Bilogora area, bordered by Medvednica, Moslavacka
gora (not part of the region, although the “Moslavina area” is included in the name), the
Slavonian highlands (Papuk, Psunj, and Ravna Gora), and the large river valleys of the
Drava (Podravina) and Sava (Posavina). The region includes several larger settlements,
namely cities such as KriZevci, Bjelovar, Virovitica, etc. In contrast, the 2024 LCA of the
Republic of Croatia considers “Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills” (Figure 4b), as a whole,
an area half the total size, namely Bilogora together with the structurally similar area of the
Kalnik foothills that extends west, and of the larger settlements, it includes only Krizevci.

3.1.2. Geographical Regionalizations of Bilogora and the Kalnik Foothills

For the analysis of geographic regionalizations for the Bilogora area, only the following
two regionalizations were taken that correspond to the given selection criteria for the
analysis: (1) the regionalization of Croatia [53], which as a whole defines the region
“Lonja-Ilova valley and the Bilogora part of Podravina” (Figure 5a) and (2) the conditionally
homogeneous regionalization [54], which at the third spatial level defines the whole “Kalnik-
Bilogora foothills area” (Figure 5b).
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Figure 4. (a,b) Comparative view of Bilogora (and Kalnik) in different landscape regionalizations.
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Figure 5. (a,b) Comparative view of Bilogora (and Kalnik) in different geographic regionalizations.

The natural-geographic regionalization [52] was excluded from the analysis because
it was developed at two spatial levels, and the subject area at the second level remained
within “the Valley of Northwestern Croatia”, which is a large area covering the territory
from the border with the Republic of Hungary to the border with Bosnia and Herzegovina
and does not meet the given selection criteria. In addition, the conditionally homogeneous
regionalization [55] was also excluded because it was developed at four spatial levels, but
not all spatial units of the third level were additionally divided. Therefore, the second level
was considered relevant, where the subject area is located on the border of the following
three regions: (1) the Western and (2) the Eastern Peripannonian area and (3) the East
Croatian Plain, and it does not meet the given selection criteria for the analysis procedure.

The regionalization from 1974 [53] covers a large area (628,085.76 ha) bordered by the
river Drava in the north, Medimurje and Kalnik in the northwest, Posavina and Moslavactka
gora in the south, and Slavonian highlands in the east. It includes several larger cities, such
as Krizevci, Virovitica, Bjelovar, etc. On the other hand, the “Kalnik-Bilogora foothills area”
from the conditionally homogeneous regionalization from 1983 [54] includes only KriZevci
and Bjelovar of the larger settlements; it excludes the Podravina, Moslavina, and Slavonia
parts of the region; it also excludes the peak parts of Bilogora, the Kalnik and Bilogora
foothills, and it includes large river plains at the base of the foothills.

3.1.3. Natural and Cultural Regionalizations of Bilogora and the Kalnik Foothills

Geomorphological regionalization [56] takes relief and hydrological characteristics
of the area as the main criteria, and the subject area is observed through two regions at
the third spatial level: (1) “Bilogora hills with Slatinsko-voéinski hills” and (2) “Kalnik
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mountain massif with foothill step and Zitomir hills” (Figure 6a). Of the larger settlements,
it includes KriZevci and Virovitica.

+A0 10 20 km

Virovitica
k=)

5050000.0 + +:

(a) (b)

FaN aN

Figure 6. Bilogora (and Kalnik) in geomorphological (a) and agricultural (b) regionalization.

Among the cultural regionalizations, only the agricultural regionalization from 1993
was considered for the subject area. According to the characteristics of traditional archi-
tecture, the subject area is located on the border of Slavonia and Srijem, Podravina, and
Hrvatsko Zagorje. Proleksis [65] defines it only as a relief elevation and does not recognize
it as a separate Croatian region. The agricultural regionalization [57] recognizes the broader
subject area as the “Bilogora-Moslavina-Podravina region” (Figure 6b) and encompasses
the area from the border with the Republic of Hungary to Posavina and the Slavonian
highlands, bordered to the west by Medvednica.

3.2. The Central Part of Lika
3.2.1. Landscape Regionalizations of the Central Part of Lika

In the 2024 LCA of the Republic of Croatia, the area in question was recognized as
“The Central part of Lika” (Figure 7a) and, in 1995, as “Lika” (Figure 7b). Both regionaliza-
tions attribute to Lika the area east of Velebit, from the hinterland of Senj to Gracac, the
settlements of Otocac, and Gospi¢, while in the 1995 regionalization, Josipdol and Donji
Lapac are also included.

AO 1020 km AOIOZOkm

B
5000000.0 5000000.0

? @
4950000,0 4950000,0

Figure 7. (a,b) Comparative view of Lika in different landscape regionalizations.

3.2.2. Geographical Regionalizations of the Central Part of Lika

For the analysis of geographic regionalizations for the Lika region, the following four
regionalizations were taken that correspond to the given selection criteria for the analysis:
(1) natural-geographic regionalization [52] (“Lika”; covering the area from Ogulin to the
wider area around the source of the Zrmanja River; bordering Velebit to the west and
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the border with Bosnia and Herzegovina to the east) (Figure 8a); (2) regionalization of
Croatia [53] (Figure 8b) and (3) conditionally homogeneous regionalization [55] (“Lika”;
identical coverage from Mala Kapela to the wider area around the source of the Zrmanja
River) (Figure 8d); and (4) conditionally homogeneous regionalization [54] (equal to the
previously mentioned, but without parts of the border areas and the wider area around the
source of the Zrmanja River) (Figure 8c).

A 0 1020 km

AO 1020 km

B
5000000.0

< A

1950000,0 4950000,0

5000000.0

L]

4950000,0

Figure 8. (a—d) Comparative view of Lika in different geographic regionalizations.

3.2.3. Natural and Cultural Regionalizations of the Central Part of Lika

Geomorphological regionalization [56] calls the area in question the “Lika Valley”
(Figure 9a), and it encompasses the areas of Gacka (Otocac), Lika (Gospi¢), and Gracac field
(Gracac), along with the surrounding hills.

Of the cultural regionalizations, the analysis includes (1) the agricultural regionaliza-
tion [57] (Figure 9b), (2) the regionalization of traditional architecture [58] (Figure 9c), and
(3) the historical-geographic regionalization according to the Proleksis encyclopedia [59]
(Figure 9d). The agricultural regionalization [58] covers the territory from the surrounding
area of Brinje to the source of the Zrmanja River, enters the central part of Velebit in the
west, and extends all the way to the border with Bosnia and Herzegovina. Within the
framework of traditional architecture, Zivkovi¢ [58] defines Lika as an area of wooded
karst with coniferous forests and, in some areas, mixed species. In the narrow strip of the
Velebit coast, there is pure karst. Lika was then a border area (towards Turkey), and this
meant an unsafe area, which was not conducive to greater settlement, and especially not
to the formation of larger rural settlements. Since Lika, although located in a small area,
still has somewhat different natural conditions (rich in coniferous forests in the northern
part, with more stone and mixed forest species in the south), this was also reflected in
architecture. Proleksis [59] defines Lika as a “historical and geographic region” in Croatia,
between Velebit in the west and PljeSevica and the Kapela massif in the east. Territorially, it



Land 2025, 14, 2068

12 of 24

is part of the Lika-Senj County (the cities of Gospi¢ and Otoc¢ac; the municipalities of Brinje,
Doniji Lapac, Lovinac, Perusi¢, Plitvicka jezera, Udbina, Vrhovine) and Zadar County (the
municipality of Gracac). Within the mountain system, there is a vast valley with numerous

karst fields, which are the Lika, Gacka, Krbava, Korenica, and Lapac fields.
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Figure 9. Comparative view of Lika in different natural (a) and cultural (b—d) regionalizations.

3.3. Comparison of Results in Two Regions

Every landscape has its own identity, which is based on (1) its physical characteristics,
(2) the processes that take place in the landscape, and (3) the meanings that people attach
to it [3,66]. It is both material reality and a perceived, mental construction [11,18]. Iden-
tity comes about through distinguishing one thing from another, that which we exclude
becomes part of identifying [46,67], exposing both “sameness” and ”distinctiveness” simul-
taneously [46,68,69]. By comparing the research results, certain similarities and differences
were observed between the approaches of individual regionalizations, but also between
the approaches to two geographically distinct regions in Croatia.

3.3.1. Bilogora and the Kalnik Foothills Regionalization Comparison

By comparing the landscape regions in the Bilogora area, different approaches to
this space come to the forefront. Brali¢ [49] recognized the area between Podravina and
Posavina, i.e., Slavonia and the mountains of northwestern Croatia as a whole. The 2024
LCA of the Republic of Croatia took a similar approach, but with the separation of Bilogora
and the Kalnik foothills from the small river plains at the base of the hills, the joining
of the Kalnik foothills to Bilogora, and not to the Kalnik ridge, and with a more precise
delineation of the boundaries of the landscape regions, especially towards Moslavacka gora
and Slavonian highlands. On the other hand, the two analyzed geographic regionalizations
almost completely coincide; the “Kalnik-Bilogora foothills area” from the conditionally
homogeneous regionalization from 1983 makes up 32% of the area of the previously
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mentioned region from 1974, but the regionalization from 1974 considers a significantly
wider area because it takes the Lonjsko-Ilovska valley and the Bilogora part of Podravina
as a whole. It should also be considered that the regionalization from 1974 was analyzed
at the second spatial level (due to data availability) (Appendix, Table A1) and that from
1983 at the third level, thus representing more precise data. The aforementioned inability
to include the second spatial level of conditionally homogeneous regionalization in the
analysis (given that according to it the area in question is located on the border of three
regions) represents a disadvantage when comparing data. Furthermore, it was observed
that the extent of the analyzed geomorphological region in the Bilogora area follows
the shape of the 2024 landscape region. However, the borders appear more generalized,
reflecting the influence of scale; at broader scales, smaller details are omitted, resulting in
simpler, smoother boundaries.

By overlapping and dissolving all regionalizations that meet the required criteria, i.e.,
that the region contains “Bilogora” and preferably “Kalnik” in its name, an area with a total
area of 836,353.50 ha was obtained. It extends from the city of Cakovec along the Drava
River to the Slavonian highlands, west of Medvednica, along the northeastern edge of
Posavina (Figure 10). Within the specified area, there is a very small part of the area where
all the analyzed regionalizations coincide (CIR-BK), which is only 52,975.57 ha, or 6.33%.
For comparison, the latter makes up 23.03% of the area of the landscape region from 2024.
The area around which all the analyzed regionalizations agree that it belongs to Bilogora
includes part of the southeastern slopes of the Kalnik foothills and part of the southwestern
slopes of Bilogora, while of the larger settlements it includes only the city of KriZevci.
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Figure 10. Overlapping regionalizations in the Bilogora area.
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Despite the fact that both landscape and geographic regionalizations consider both
natural and anthropogenic (cultural-historical, social, economic) characteristics of the
landscape, a significant difference is visible between them. They overlap on an area of
70,107.73 ha, or 37% of the area covered by the overlapped landscape regionalizations
(OLR-BK), and 40% of the area covered by the overlapped geographic regionalizations
(OGR-BK). Although similar in proportion, they are very different in scope; the overlap of
landscape regionalizations (OLR-BK) excludes the river plains at the base of Kalnik and
Bilogora, as well as higher parts of Kalnik, while the overlap of geographic regionalizations
(OGR-BK) does not consider the northern slopes of Bilogora, nor in general the entire
eastern part of Bilogora south of Virovitica.

3.3.2. The Central Part of Lika Regionalization Comparison

In the Lika region, a similar approach to drawing boundaries of landscape regions is
visible, with several significant deviations. Brali¢ [49] (1995) includes the areas of the Mala
Kapela and Licka Pljesivica in Lika (the eastern border of the region is also the border with
Bosnia and Herzegovina). The LCA from 2024 also includes the part north of the settlement
of Brinje. Due to the above, the area of the 1995 region is twice as large (524,835.82 ha)
as the region from 2024 (261,043.12 ha); that is, the area of their overlap (OLR-L) makes
up 92.45% of the total area of the region from 2024. This leads to the conclusion that the
previously developed regionalization (the one from 1995) has a broader understanding of
the landscape region, but there is agreement on key characteristics.

All authors of geographic regionalizations call this area “Lika”, except for Rogli¢, who
calls it “The Lika Valley” (the only regionalization analyzed at the third spatial level; at the
second level it is part of “Mountainous Croatia”). Cvitanovi¢ [53] (1974) and Magas$ [55]
(2013) define the area with an identical scope, and both completely coincide with Bognar’s
regionalization, in which the northern part was added. In Rogli¢’s regionalization from
1983, in comparison with the ones from 1974 [53] and 2013 [55], the eastern part and the
extreme southern part were excluded. The geomorphological regionalization [56], as well
as the geographic regionalization from 1983 [54], calls the area in question “The Lika Valley”
but defines a 60% smaller area. Viewed as a whole, the coverage follows the form of the
landscape region from 2024 [50], excluding the wider surroundings of Brinje, and they
overlap in 63.62% of the area. It is important to note that all geographic regionalizations
used in the development of the LCA of the Republic of Croatia in 2024 [50] were reduced
to the modern administrative—territorial organization of the Republic of Croatia, because
many of them were created before the 1990s, when the aforementioned organization did
not exist. This also affected the coincidence of their borders.

All three cultural regionalizations refer to the region in question as “Lika” and are very
similar in scope and area. The historical-geographic and agricultural regionalizations differ
only (1) in the northwest, where the historical-geographic one extends towards Senj, and
(2) in the west, where the agricultural region extends towards the central part of Velebit. The
regionalization of Croatian traditional architecture in relation to the historical-geographic
regionalization eliminates the wider area of Otocac and south of Gracac.

By overlapping and dissolving all regionalizations (OAR-L) that meet the required
criterion, i.e., that the region contains “Lika” in its name, a scope with a total area of
688,075.05 ha was obtained. It extends from Ogulin to the northern part of the surroundings
of the city of Knin, i.e., from Gorski Kotar to the border with Bosnia and Herzegovina
and partly includes the Velebit massif (Figure 11). Within the specified scope, only a fifth
(22.14%) of the area of all analyzed regionalizations coincides (CIR-L). Despite this, the
latter makes up 58.35% of the area of the landscape region from 2024. The scope around



Land 2025, 14, 2068

15 of 24

which all analyzed regionalizations agree that it belongs to Lika includes the area of the
southern part of the Gacka field, Lika field (Gospi¢), and Gracac field (Gracac).
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Figure 11. Overlapping regionalizations in the Lika region.

Unlike the large discrepancies in Bilogora, there is a large concurrence of the over-
lapped data of geographic and landscape regionalizations in Lika. They overlap over
an area of 238,979.17 ha, or 99% of the area covered by the overlapped landscape re-
gionalizations (OLR-L), and 50.54% of the area covered by the overlapped geographic
regionalizations (OGR-L), which indicates that the geographic regionalizations include a
wider area for Lika.

4. Discussion
4.1. Identity of the Regions

Perko et al. [70] stated that landscape classification plays an important role in the
preservation of natural and cultural landscapes; therefore, it is important to preserve the
part of the landscape unit that everyone agrees bears the identity of the region in question.

In the Bilogora area, there are relatively large variations in the understanding of the
identity of the region, especially when comparing the overlap (intersection) of geographic
(OGR-BK) and landscape regionalizations (OLR-BK). Landscape regionalizations as a whole
consider Bilogora in its entire length (from Kalnik to the foothills of Papuk) and most of the
Kalnik foothills. The overlap of geographic regions takes, as a whole, the foothills up to the
ridges of Kalnik and Bilogora in the hinterland of KriZevci and Bjelovar, and the river plain
at their foothills.
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When investigating the basic characteristics of the core of a landscape region, of the
total area of the geomorphological region, 22.42% is part of the area where all regional-
izations overlap, which is an area that carries the identity of the region (CIR-BK). The
aforementioned regionalization takes as its criteria the relief and hydrological character-
istics of the area, which are also listed in the LCA of the Republic of Croatia as criteria
for drawing landscape regions. As for the agricultural region, 9.34% is part of the area
where all regionalizations overlap (CIR-BK). Given that this is the only cultural region that
somehow recognizes Bilogora, it is concluded that the area in question is not recognized
in that sense, and it is not possible to confirm the validity of the criteria for drawing a
landscape region listed in the LCA of the Republic of Croatia. This highlights that the
methodology can be adapted to account for the specific characteristics of each area while
still revealing general patterns applicable across all case studies.

The possibility of adapting the approach to the overlapping process arises by exclud-
ing the conditionally homogeneous regionalization from 1983 (which results in a more
comprehensive understanding of Bilogora). With the additional exclusion of the regional-
ization according to Brali¢ [49], which excludes the Kalnik foothills, a relative overlap of the
geomorphological and the LCA from 2024 is visible, supported by the wider spatial scope
of the geographic regionalization from 1974 and the agricultural regionalization from 1993.

Thus, as an area that bears the identity of the Bilogora region (CIR-BK), a very small
area of the Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills was obtained; part of the Kalnik hills and
half of Bilogora were excluded. For comparison, the Croatian Encyclopedia [71] defines
Bilogora as “a series of hills that stretch from the northwest to the southeast between
Podravina and the Lonjsko-Ilovska valley, for a length of approximately 80 km. In the
west it is connected to Kalnik, and in the east to Papuk. Along the northeastern foothills
of Bilogora are the larger settlements of Koprivnica, Purdevac, Pitomaca and Virovitica,
and along the southwestern KriZevci, Bjelovar and Grubisno Polje”. By overlapping all
regionalizations, an area was obtained that eliminates the higher parts of the slopes of the
Kalnik, the northern slopes of Bilogora towards Podravina, and the entire eastern part of
the Bilogora hill itself (OAR-BK).

By analyzing the basic characteristics of the core of Lika of the total area of the geomor-
phological region of the Lika Valley, it was found that 81.14% is part of the area where all
regionalizations overlap (CIR-L). Furthermore, in relation to the landscape regionalization
from 1995 and geographic regionalizations, the LCA of the Republic of Croatia defines
this region as the “The Central part of Lika”, and Velebit, Mala and Velika Kapela, and
Li¢ka Pljesivica as separate regions. With this in mind, it can be said that the overlaps of
landscape and geographic regionalizations coincide in the area of Lika. In addition, the
landscape region “The Central part of Lika” almost completely (98.65%) fits into the scope
of the historical-geographic region according to Proleksis [59] and agricultural regionaliza-
tion [57], but it also fits into the region of traditional architecture (76.18%), which confirms
that cultural regions are one of the criterion for drawing the boundaries of landscape
regions. This is in accordance with recent research, which emphasizes the importance of
integrating spatial information of the natural landscape features with their historical, social,
and cultural dimensions [29]. Additionally, unlike Bilogora, Lika is recognized as a cultural
region at the level of the Republic of Croatia.

As with Bilogora, by excluding some regionalizations, it is possible to obtain different
and more precise research results. By excluding the natural-geographic regionalization
(1996) and landscape regionalization according to Brali¢ [49], the area north of Brinje, i.e.,
part of Velika Kapela and Ogulin-Plaski valley, which are part of Lika only on the basis of
the aforementioned regionalizations, is eliminated from the total overlapped area.



Land 2025, 14, 2068

17 of 24

Therefore, the area determined to possess the identity of the landscape in the Lika
region, i.e., the area obtained by overlapping different regions, does not include Plitvice
Lakes, Velebit, Mala and Velika Kapela, Licka Pljesivica, the northern part of Gacka, and
Lika fields, which the Proleksis [59] recognizes and lists as part of Lika. Nevertheless, the
above can be justified in this case by the fact that the LCA from 2024 only observed the
central part of Lika and not the whole of Lika.

4.2. Determination of the Criteria

Furthermore, the above research results were compared with the criteria for distin-
guishing landscape units at the regional level, which are listed in the LCA of the Republic
of Croatia from 2024 (Table 1). According to the identified key characteristics obtained by
overlapping in both subject areas, it is possible to determine that the adequate criteria for
distinguishing landscape regions are (1) hydrology and (2) relief. This is evident from the
coincidence of the geomorphological regions from 1999, with parts of the region common
to all overlapped regionalizations (CIR, whose main criteria for distinguishing are precisely
hydrology and relief). As for the hydrological network at the regional level, it represents a
dominant natural feature of the landscape. Large and small rivers form valleys and river
plains whose boundaries in space are very easy to determine; likewise, the density of the
hydrological network (streams) on the slopes of the hills represents an important feature
of the landscape of some regions, specifically in this case in the Bilogora area. In Lika,
water bodies are a fundamental feature of large karst fields subject to periodic flooding
in relation to the surrounding area of hills and mountains under forests characterized by
water scarcity. Furthermore, geomorphological regionalization, as well as the LCA from
2024, separates large (dominant) relief elevations from lowlands, plateaus, and valleys;
in the case of Bilogora and Kalnik, it separates them from the mountain ranges of the
Hrvatsko Zagorje and the Slavonian highlands, also the Drava River valley, and the smaller
river valleys of the Lonja, Cesma, and Ilova rivers, and in Lika, it separates the mountains
(Velebit, Licka Pljesivica, Mala, and Velika Kapela) from the central part, in which there is
an alternation of lower hills and vast karst fields.

Unlike the criteria that consider natural features, there are conflicting views regarding
anthropogenic features, i.e., cultural regions. It is not possible to establish agreement with
this criterion for Bilogora because, in this sense, it is associated either with Podravina or
Moslavina, and less often with Slavonia or Hrvatsko Zagorje. In contrast, Lika is recognized
as a cultural region, but in this sense, it is perceived more broadly than shown through
natural features or the LCA from 2024 [50].

4.3. Possibilities for Improving the Approach to Landscape Regionalizations

For typologies to gain general acceptance, for landscape units, as well as for all other
properties that can be generalized into types, it is critical that they are developed by use of
explicitly stated rules by repeatable procedures [2,5]. The multidimensional structure of
the physical landscape makes all approaches involving classification artificial because they
involve drawing boundaries in a basically continuous environment, and this is proof that
no single correct characterization method exists [2]. As stated in Atik and Karadeniz [28],
regional heterogeneity and the high local diversity of landscapes seem to be difficult to fit
into a single trait. Additionally, dualities such as objective and subjective, quantitative and
qualitative, and local and regional features can be involved in the modification of LCA [28].
It may be that this geographical and organizational diversity is a significant factor behind
the lack of direct expression of characterization in regional and district policy. While many
characterization and assessment studies have been commissioned as part of plan-making
processes, it is unusual for character units (however defined) to be expressed formally as
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the basis for areal planning policy. In most cases, the characterization forms part of the
background material upon which policy is developed [72].

It is therefore important to consider the difference between the overlap area of all the
analyzed regionalizations in both subject areas (CIR, what is determined by the overlap
to bear the key characteristics of the region) and what is perceived as a region in that
area. As stated by Ipsen [73], landscape as a term implies its dual character: (1) a material
objective structure in space, and (2) a subjective, culturally determined form of perception
and evaluation of that same material structure. Furthermore, the European Landscape
Convention defines landscape as “an area, perceived by people, the character of which is
the result of the interaction of natural and/or human factors” and thus places emphasis on
the human experience of landscape, highlighting the issue of perception and character of
landscape [74]. Although both the European Landscape Convention and planning rhetoric
recognize people—environment relationships, issues of identity are rarely addressed in
practice [46,75,76]. Defining these identities helps policy makers and communities to think
spatially about their region (through maps) and to shape the future direction, because
it serves as a catalyst for economic growth, cultural preservation, and social cohesion,
fostering a deep sense of belonging and affection among residents and contributing to
the development and resilience of the region [38,77,78]. At the core of the European
Landscape Convention is the identification and assessment of landscapes everywhere, in
natural, rural, urban, and peri-urban areas. The Convention dictates that signatories of the
Convention must identify their own landscapes throughout its territory and to analyze
their characteristics and the forces and pressures transforming them [28].

Public participation can thus become an integral part of distinguishing the identity of a
landscape because there is a difference between the physical description of a landscape and
the social perception of a landscape. Olwig [79] states that a landscape is not just a space
and is not an objective thing; it is an expression of the perception of a space that people
share, value, and use. Because it has always been in constant flux, it has been constantly
contested and reworked in relation to individual experiences, social understanding, and
political circumstances [46]. Even if the physicality does not change, how individuals
and communities perceive the landscape will change over time, through altered cultural
appreciation [46,73,80]. In contemporary landscape research, fuzzy logic has become an
important tool, primarily used in landscape modeling, multi-criteria analysis (MCA), and
other spatial assessment methods [81,82]. It is often applied at finer, local scales to capture
detailed spatial variations, and it was not applied in this research. On the other hand,
Bartinék and Bldha explored approaches that adopt a fluid (fuzzy) approach to regional
boundaries, i.e., “fluid regionalisation” [38,83]. It encapsulates this approach to regional-
ization, demonstrates its application beyond traditional regional geography [38,84], and
seeks to reveal the multiple layers of various individual regions in the cultural landscapes
they encompass [38,85]. In landscape studies, we find mainly strict borderlines that are
abstractions, while in reality, only transition zones exist. This is a challenging issue for
digital mapping that has to be solved in the future, because concrete local knowledge
completes the integrative, rational professional view [11].

The main contribution of this research is the first comprehensive overview of re-
gionalizations developed to date for the territory of the Republic of Croatia, as well as
their comparison in two geographically distinct areas. By encompassing different types
of regionalization, it also promotes the view of landscape studies (LCA) as an integrating
force that encourages joined-up thinking, that can bring people together in discussion, and
that offers a tool usable for bigger challenges [86]. Furthermore, the holistic framing of
landscape and landscape change enables characterization to become a potentially powerful
tool in the shaping of development proposals. In this way, landscape assessment can evolve
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as an agent of managed change, rather than a preservation tool, ensuring its continuing
relevance [72]. In addition to the national level, this creates a foundation for the further
development of landscape studies at sub-regional and local levels, all aimed at integral
spatial analysis and management. This is particularly relevant in Croatia, where landscape
studies are still in their early stages, making it necessary to establish clear starting points
for a unified approach in future research.

Apart from the lack of human perception in the analyzed regionalizations, the main
shortcomings of this research, as well as research related to regionalizations in Croatia,
are as follows: (1) the absence of developed regionalizations for all criteria important for
the delineation of landscape units at the regional level; (2) the obsolescence of the devel-
oped regionalizations (except for the LCA from 2024 and the conditionally homogeneous
regionalization from 2013, all others were developed in the 20th century); and (3) differ-
ing regionalization criteria, which affects the precision and quality of data comparison.
Regarding the obsolescence of the developed regionalizations, certain older findings are
considered very important because they provide an extensive overview of publications
on different regionalizations over a period of 50 years (1974-2024). During this period,
people’s attitudes towards nature and landscape changed significantly, and a comparison
of the typification methods used in the examples presented shows gradual changes or
development of methods over the past few decades [33]. Additionally, for the purposes of
this research, the boundaries of these regionalizations have been subsequently adjusted and
aligned with the current administrative—territorial division of Croatia. Any outdated data
or criteria from the original sources were carefully considered, and the regional boundaries
were corrected to reflect contemporary conditions, minimizing potential inaccuracies due
to temporal changes or older methodologies.

The above-mentioned point opens up the possibility of further research into the
understanding of the regions in question, particularly in the context of vernacular regions,
which can be determined by examining the attitudes of the general public and comparing
the results of both surveys. It also allows for the identification of these regions using
three main factors, which are physical, perceptual, and meaning [72]. This is important
because, although institutionalized regions may theoretically align with people’s regional
consciousness, they may still not appear in the cognitive map [38,87].

5. Conclusions

By reviewing the different regionalizations of the Republic of Croatia, with an em-
phasis on the areas of Lika, Bilogora, and Kalnik, numerous similarities and differences
between the approaches to creating regionalizations were identified, as well as specificities
in the approach to each individual area.

The overlapping procedure resulted in parts of the regions common to all analyzed
regionalizations, or areas that possess key landscape characteristics (landscape identity). In
the case of “Bilogora and Kalnik foothills”, this includes part of the southeastern slopes of
the Kalnik foothills (the city of KriZevci) and part of the southwestern slopes of Bilogora.
In the case of “The Central part of Lika”, this refers to the area from the southern part of
Gacka field, Lika field (Gospi¢), and Gracac field (Gracac).

Establishing the identity of Lika, both in a broader and narrower sense, was a sim-
pler process than with the Bilogora and Kalnik foothills, because Lika is recognized as a
cultural region at the level of the Republic of Croatia. Its name is almost always present
in regionalizations by various authors, which increases the possibilities for researching
its extent and borders. In contrast, the key characteristic of Bilogora among the wider
population is its perception as a hill, rather than as an independent region. For this reason,
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as a cultural region, it is most often considered part of Podravina and Moslavina and less
often of Hrvatsko Zagorje and the western part of Slavonia.

Furthermore, it can be concluded that, among the different regionalizations, there
is greater agreement regarding criteria related to natural features (specifically, relief and
hydrological features), while the situation regarding anthropogenic features (cultural
regionalizations) is much more complex, as human perception, which is influenced by
numerous and diverse factors, is an integral part. As recognized by the Convention [51],
the landscape is “an expression of the diversity of shared cultural and natural heritage”.
Accordingly, the parts common to all layers, obtained by the pure overlap of regions, differ
from the general perception of a particular region as such.

Based on this research, it was determined that the contemporary identity of the land-
scape is subject to constant re-examination, given new scientific knowledge and ongoing
changes in the way individuals perceive the landscape. Furthermore, when determining
the boundaries of landscape units (regions), it is important to consider all available data
and the criteria used for their creation, as well as to involve the concerned general public
in their selection. These findings have practical implications for spatial and landscape
planning, providing guidance for the development of management tools and strategies
that reflect both scientific understanding and societal values.
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LCA Landscape Character Assessment

OLR-BK  Overlap (intersect) of landscape regionalizations (Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills)
OGR-BK  Overlap (intersect) of geographic regionalizations (Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills)
OAR-BK  Overlap (dissolve) of all regionalizations (Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills)

CIR-BK  An area that carries the identity of the region (Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills)
OLR-L Overlap (intersect) of landscape regionalizations (The Central Part of Lika)

OGR-L Overlap (intersect) of geographic regionalizations (The Central Part of Lika)

OAR-L Overlap (dissolve) of all regionalizations (The Central Part of Lika)

CIR-L An area that carries the identity of the region (The Central Part of Lika)

Appendix A

Table Al. Overview of analyzed regionalizations.

Title of the Region

(Subject Region: 1-Bilogora/Kalnik, 2-Lika) Area (ha)

Landscape regionalizations

Landscape regionalization, 1995.

1: Bilogora-Moslavina area 494 ,301.36
2: Lika 524,835.82
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Table Al. Cont.
Title of the Region
(Subject Region: 1-Bilogora/Kalnik, 2-Lika) Area (ha)
LCA of the Republic of Croatia, 2024. 1: Bilogora and Kalnik foothills 229,985.39
2: The central part of Lika 261,043.12
Intersection of landscape regionalizations of Bilogora/Kalnik 189,521.72
Intersection of landscape regionalizations of Lika 241,296.05
Geographical regionalizations

Natural-geographical regionalization, 1996. 1: N/A N/A
2: Lika 636,958.27
1: Lonjsko-Ilovska valley and the Bilogora 628 085.76

Geographic regionalization, 1974. part of Podravina A
2: Lika 527,920.89
Conditionally homogeneous regionalization, 1983. 1: Kalnik-Bilogora foothills area 202,108.75
2: Lika valley 472,832.72

Conditionally homogeneous regionalization, 2013. 1: N/A N/a
2: Lika 527,920.89
Intersection of geographical regionalizations of Bilogora/Kalnik 175,527.11
Intersection of geographical regionalizations of Lika 472,832.72

Natural regionalization
1: Bilogora hills with Slatinsko-voéinski hills /
Geomorphological regionalization of Croatia, 1999. Kalnik mountamvrpaSS{f W.lth foothill step 236,25050
and Zitomir hills
2: Lika valley 187,731.68
Cultural regionalizations

Regionalization of Croatian traditional 1: N/A N/A

architecture, 2013. 2. Lika 408,850.45
1: Bilogora—Moslavina—

Agricultural regionalization, 1993. Podravina region 567493.73
2: Lika 546,366.30

Historical-geographical regionalization 1: N/A N/A
2: Lika 542,205.07
Intersection of cultural regionalizations of Bilogora/Kalnik 567,493.73
Intersection of cultural regionalizations of Lika 408,850.45
Overlap (dissolve) of all regionalizations of Bilogora/Kalnik 836,353.50
Intersection of all regionalizations of Lika 688,075.05
An area that carries the identity of the region (Bilogora and the Kalnik foothills) 52,975.57
An area that carries the identity of the region (The Central Part of Lika) 152,330.22
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