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EDITORIAL

As In the last issue, we have published
a provocative article to stimulate dis-
cussion within our young Associatlon. Tt
is useful to mentlon here that the opin-
ions expressed in the signed contribu-
tions published in the Bulletin are
those of the authors and not mecessarily
those of the Assoclation. The article in
this issue by De Groot and Udo de Haes,
which deals with the "watershed between
landscape ecology and environmental
science” merits some comment. One’of the
objectives of TALE is to further inter-
actlon bhetween scientists and planners.
In the sense of the article by De Groot
and Udo de Haes, one could express this

objective as: to further interaction
between "aclence" and Yrechnology" -
Though a discussion about Cthe differ-
ences between "science” and "technolopy"
may be edifying, we would like to stress
that one of the main reasons that TALE
was established was to provide a plat-
form where sclentists and technologists
can meet. Within TIALE both "truth-
—finders" and "problem-solvers", insofar
as they are concerned with landscapes,
are welcomel

In conclusion, may we remind you that we
welcome your comments.

W.B. Harms
5.M. ten Houte de Lange.

IALE INFORMATION

FIRST INTERNATIONAL SEMINAR OF IALE

During the week of October 15-19,
1984 the first international meeting of
the Association tonk place at the
Roskilde University Centre in Denmark
under the title "Methodology in land-
scape ecological research and planning”.
Some 150 people from 22 different coun-
tries participated at this seminar,
which was organized by the Danish col-
leagues fron the University of Roskilde.
We owe much to this Danish team, headed
by Jesper Brandt and Peder Agger, for
the perfect organization and for the
fact that they succeeded in publishing
the Seminar Proceedings beforehand. Even
the supplementary volume, with contrihu-
tions that came in late, was {ssued and
distributed during the seninar! (The
proceedings of the FRoskilde Semlnar,
conslsting of five volumes, can he
ordered through the publisher: ree the
announcement in this Bulletin).

After the pre-seminar excursions
during the weekend, the seminar started
on Monday with sesslons on General

Concepts. Subsequent days were - apart

from the half-day excursions on Wednes-

day - dedicated to the discussion of the
maln theme of the Seminar: methodology.

There were lectures, workshops and

poster sessions on Cthree flelds of

methodology in landscape ecology:

1. Methodology of inventory and survey
{including field survey methods and
remote sensing techniques).

2. Methodology of data amalysis
(including statistical methods and
computer graphics).

3., Methodology of evaluvation and syn-
thesis of data
(including application to physical
planning) -

At the closing session of the Seminar on

Friday afternoon the President of TALE,

Prof. 1.5. Zonneveld, gave a lecture on

concluslone and perspectives. We hope to

be able to publish a summarized version
of this lecture in a forthcoming Bull-
etin.

During the Seminar two official

IALE meetings took place. After a meet-

fng of the Fxecutive Coomittee on Tues-

day, the First General Assembly of TALE
was held on Wednesday evening, 17 Octo-
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ber 1984. A report of this meeting is
given elsewhere in this issue.

Discussions during the Ceneral As-
gembly and in different Workshops led to
the establishment of several IALE Work-
ing Groups. The names of these Working
Croups and of the preliminary contact
persons are given below.

IALE WORKING GROUPS '

IALE members interested in jolnimg a
working group should write directly to
the contact person.

l. ECOLOGICAL INFRASTRUCTURE
Preliminary contact person:

Drs. A.F. van de Klundert
Rijksplanologische Dienst,
Willem Witsenplein 6,

2594 B Den Haag, y

The Netherlands.

2. LANDSCAPE ECOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF AGRO-
ECOSYSTEMS

Preliminary contact person:

pr. H. Gulinck,

Universiteit Leuven,

Faculteit der Landbouwwetenschappen,
Kardinaal Merclerlaam 92,

3030 Leuven,

Belgium.

3. ECOLOGY OF THE RHINE CATCHMENT AREA
Preliminary contact person:

Drs. R.H.G. Jongman

Dept. of Urban and Regional Planning,
Agricultural University,

Gen. Foulkesweg 13,

6703 BH Wageningen,

The Netherlands..

4. CDASTAL MANAGEMENT
Preliminary contact person:

Drs. J. Visser

Ri jkswaterstaat, Deltadienst,
Environmental Div.

Postbus 439,

4330 AK Middelburg,

The Netherlands.

5. URBAN ECOLOGY

Preliminary contact person:

Prof. T. Bartkowski
Institute of Physical Geograpl
A. Micklewlez University,
ul. Dolna Wilda 34 A.m. 9,
61552 Poznan,
Poland.

6. GEOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION SYSI
Preliminary contact person:

Dr. R.G.H. Bunce -
Institute of Terrestrial Ecolog
Merlewood Research Statfon,
Grange over Sands,
Cumbria LA 11 6JU,
England.

FIRST MEETING OF THE IALE GENERAL
BLY

The first meeting of the G.
held during the First IALE semi
Roskilde, Denmark, on 17 October

After the opening by TALE pri
Prof. Zonneveld, the Secreta
gave an overview of IALE membe: 8
of the state of organization on
scape ecology in general in the
regions/countries. The contribut
landscape ecology during the
Intecol congress in Syracuse (
discussed. The IALE secretariat
invited by Intecol to provid
day (plenary sessions and works
landscape ecology. It was dec
in plenary sessions papers
presented on: /
- General review and concepts on

scape ecology. =
-~ Items on the methodology (ana
synthesis).
- Items on applied landscape
(planning, managcment and decis
“k’.l\s}o 4
- Examples of current research on
scape ecology. !
In the afternoon, workshops will
ganized by Risser (USA) and Form
on different topics of research on
scape ecology. Naveh sugpested
lectures should be published
form before the congress.

Ruzlska (CSSR) mentioned the
International Symposium on Problems
Landscape Ecologlcal Research in |
oslovakia, to be held in co-o
with [ALE and the HM.A.B. progr
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UKESCO.

Schrelber (FRG) drew attention to a
small workshop entitled: Landscape eco-
logical rescarch and problems In extreme
environments. Israel, Ste Boker (Negew),
July 1985.

Several proposals for Working
Groups were made. Visser (NL) stated
that landscape ecology also encompasses
research on aquatic ecology im the zone
between sea and land. He proposed that a
working group on COASTAL HANAGEMENT be
set up.

Bartkowskl (Poland) emphasized the
interest of URBAN ECOLOGY and mentioned
a conference on this subject to be held
in the autumn of 1985 in Poland in co-
operation with the German Democratic
Republic. lle agreed to set up a worklnp
group for this topic. He also supgested
another working group on  LANDSCAPE
PERCEPTION.

V.d. Klundert (KL) proposed a work-
ing group on ECOLOGICAL TINFRASTRUCTURE
f.e. research on hedges, woodlots,
hedgerows, connectivity and {solatlon,
etc.

Jongman  (KL) made proposals for
worklng groups on CEOGRAPHICAL INFORMA-
TION SYSTEMS (G.1.5.) and the RHINE
CATCHMENT ARFA.

Finally, some remarks and suppes-
tions were made to Improve communicatlon
within the 1ALE and to promote IALE In
those countries that are not yet active
in landscape ccology.

The next G.A. will be held during
the Vile International Symposium on
Problems of Landscape Ecological Re-
search In the CSSR, October 19A5.

REGIONAL CONTACTS OF TALE

We include in this Bulletin the names
and addresses of [ALE contacts or re-
glonal sceretariats in different coun-
tries.

New reglonal developments since the
Roskilde Seminar will be reported in the
next Bulletin.

Australla

Pr. P. Bridgewater,

Burcau of Flora and Fauna,
GFD Box 1383,

Canberra, ACT 2601}
(Eastern Australia)

Dr. G.W. Arnold,
CSIROD Institute of Animal and Food

Sclences,

Private Bag, Pu«0., E
Wembley 6014,

(Western Australla).

Austria
Prof. Dr. R. Gilzer,
Institut filir Landschaftsplanung,
Technische Universitit Wien,
Karlsgasse |,
A-1040 Wien.

Belgium
prs. Madeleine van Hecke,
Seminarie voor Reglonale Aardrijks-
kunde . y
Rijksuniversiteit Gent,
¥rijgslaan 271,
B=9000 Gent.

Canada
Canadian Society for Landscape Ecology
and Management,
Interim Secretariat,
Lands Directorate,
Environment Canada,
Ottawa, Ontario KIA OE7.

Czechoslovakia
RNDr. M. Ruzicka,
Institute of Experimental Biology and
Feology,
Obrancov Mieru 3,
81434 Bratislava.

Denmark
Dr. J. Brandt,
House 19.2, Roskilde University

Centre,
P.0. Box 260,
DE-4000 Roskilde.

Federal Republic of Germany
Prof. Dr. K.F. Schrelber,
Institut fiir Geographie der
Westfalischen Wilhelms-Universitdc,
Robert Kochstrasse 26,
D=4400 Miinster.

France
Dr. H. DEcamps, ki
C.N.R.5. Service de 1la Carte de la
Végfention,

29 rue Jeanne Marvig,
F-31055 Toulnuse.

Dpr. Frangoise Burel,
C.R.:E.B.5.,

2 rue du Thaber,
F-15000 Rennes.
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German Democratic Republic

Prof. Dr. G. Haase,

Institut fiir Geographie und
Geodkologie,

Akademie der wissenschaften der DDR,
Dimitroffplatz 1,

7010 Leipzig.

Guatemala

Mrs. L. Alegria Rublo,
cfo lesse, 15 ave. 'A" 19-25,
zona 13 Guatemala City.

4

Hungary

Dr. P. Csorba,

The Geographical Institute,
Lajos Kossuth University,
H-4010 Debrechen.

India

Prof. M. Husain,

Head, Department of Geography and
Reglonal Development,

University of Kashmir,

Srinagar 190006.

Israel

Prof. 5. Amir,

Faculty of Architecture and Town
Planning,

Israel Institute of Technology,
Haifa 32000

Netherlands

Netherlands Society for Landscape
Fcology,

Secretariat WLO,

S.C.M.0. = TNO,

P.0. Box 186,

NL-2600 AD Delft.

Higeria

Prof. J.0. Adejuwon,
Nepartment of Geography,
University of ILfe,
Ile-I1fe.

Norway

Prof. J. Gjessing,
Department of Geography,
University of 0Oslo, °
P.0. Box 1042 Blindern,
N-Oslo 3.

Peru
Pr. C.%: Jimeno,

Offcina Nacional de Evaluacion de
Recursos Naturales,

Calle Diecisiete 355,
Urb. E- Palomar - San Isidro
Ap. 4992, L
Lima. el

] h l'

Poland

Prof. T. Bartkowski, s
Institute of Physical Geogray
A. Hicklewlez University,
Dolna Wilda 34,

1552 Poznan.

Republic of South Africa

Dr. 0. Kerfoot,
University of Witwatersrand,
1 Jan Smuts Avenue, {
Johannesburg 2001.

Soviet Union

Prof. V.5. Preobrazhenskiy,
Institur Geografii AN SSR,
Staromonetnyi 29,

Moscow 109017 .

Sweden

+ Dr. Margareta Thse,
Department of Physical Ceogr:
University of Stockholm,
2-106 91 Stockholm.

Switzerland

Dr. G. Thélin, J
Swiss Assoclation for Applied
Geography, -y
Lindenrain 8,

CH=-3038 Kirchlindach.

Thailand

Mrs. Parida Kuneepong,
Senlor Agronomist, .
Department of Land Develop
Bankok 10900. i

United Kingdom

Dr. P. Wathern,

Department of Botany and ML
University College of Wales
Aberystwyth, Dyfed.

United States of America

Prof. F.B. Golley,
Institute of Ecology,
University of Georgia,
Athens, GA 30602.

Dr. P.G. Risser, g
I1llionois Natural History Si
607 East Peabody Drive,
Champaign, Illinois 61820.

4
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FEATURES

LANDSCAPE  ECOLOGY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL
SCIENCE: PARADIGMS IN THE SCIENCE/-
TECHNOLOGY DICHOTOMY

In The HNetherlands, landscape
ecalogy and environmental sclence took
shape In the 1970's. In 1983 a discus-
sion developed in the Dutch landscape
ecolopy journal concerning the objec-
tives, premises and asplratlons of the
two disciplines. This paper summarlizes
this discussion, focussing on the common
theme of the discussion particlpants: a
search for the watershed between land-
scape ecolopy and environmental sclence.

The Enplish reader should note that
thls paper stems from a continental,
European tradition and that therefore
inherently vague terms such Aas
Yeelonce”, “design", "ecology", "norma-
tive", “environment" may have unfamiliar
connotations.

“seience” and "technology”

The discusslon took place in six
papers, three of landscape-ecological
arigin (Zonneveld, 1983; Van der Aart,
1983 and Schroevers, 1983) and three
origlnating from environmental science
(De Groot and Uldo de Haes, 1981; BRouwwer
and Cersie, 1983 and Tellepen, 1983).

pe Groot and Udo de Haes charac-
terize the objective of environmental
sclence as Indicating ways of solving
environmental problems, whereas land-
geape ecology alms at providing insight
inte the landscape =system. Zonneveld
states In his contribution to the dis-
cusasion: the objective of landscape
ecology 18 knowledge about the land-
scape; environmental science is prohlem-
oriented. Van der Aart characterizes
environmental &clence as normative and
problem-golving. Bouwer and Gersire
state: environmental sclence wuses In-
formation in order to solve environ-
mental problems *), not in order tn
fathom the secrets of the environment.
Schroevera closely links wup with this:
landscape ecology areks truth, whereas
environmental sclence mecka molutions.
This consensus, albelt formulated (n
glightly different terms, seems to be
the key that enable the standpoints of
the two disciplines to be clearly
{dentified. BRelow, we will elaborate
this principle.

The Table below displays the gen-

eral duality of thruth-oriented and

golution-oriented thinking. Many key

words in this Table will be self-ex-
planatory. The Ffollowing points need
further elaboration.

(1) In this paper, we denote the actlivi-
ties in the two columna as "sclence"
and "technology", respectively. The
examples in the second column make
it clear why we have used the
quotation marks: "technology" de-
notes much more than the technical,
engineering technologies. For ex=
ample, in law and medical science
the flnal aim is also to praduce
results that are proper in mormative
terms: the right decislon, the right
treatment etc. Hence, these are alsno
"technologies" in our sense. Like-
wige, this holds for the snlution-
orlented and therapeutic hrances of
the social sciences, such as clin-
ical psychology and management
science in spite of thelr different
vocabularies and different emphases,
the research methodology of all
these "technologles"” 1is similar:
diagnosis of the problem - analysis
of the problem situation - design of
alternative solutions (plan design)
- plan evaluation. In environmental
science, plan evalvation often takes
the form of an Environmental Impact
Assessment. This "technological”
research phasing is the counterpart
of the "sclentific" empirical cycle.

(2) Plan design is the "technological™
counterpart of inductive "scientif-
ic" theory building. The starting
point is that an environmental prob-
lem encompasses a number of con-
flicting interests and also a number
of separate potential plan elements,
f.e., all actions that could be
taken in order to satisfy one or
more interests. The art of plan de-
sign is to Integrate plan elements
in such a way that the resulting
system as a whole satisfies all in-
terests as far as possible. The
starting point of ;Inductive theory-
building is that there is a spec-
{fied need for a theory and also a
number of separate facts (the
datasct). The art of induction is
from these facts to bulld one theory
that meets the need for theory nas
far as possible. The same analogy
holds for the test of results of
induction. In "sclence", hypotheses
are tested for their conformity with
facts, l.e., their degree of truth.
In "technology”, plans are tested

5
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Table 1

Keywords in the "selence"-"technolopgy” dichotomy

names used here: "aclence"

"technology"

types of knowledge :

final alm 3
core elements :| facts
source of &ueﬂim\n :| primarily theory
inductive activity :| theory building
deductive activity :

final justification :

examples

sclences

descriptive knowledge
objective knowledge

to find what is true

testing of hypotheses

inquisitiveness and
possible application
in a “technology"

landscape ecology and
all other classic
natural and social

prescriptive knowledpe
normative knowledge

to achleve what is proper
values, needs, norms
primarily soclety

plan design

evaluation of plans

morality and public
interests

environmental science,
medicine, law, agri-
cultural sciences,
planning sciences,
managerial science,
systems analysis,
education, and all
classic engineering
technologies

(3)

for their conformity with values,
f{.e., their degree of correctness.
This analogy is also apparent in the
ontological status of "scientific"
and "technological” results. Both
the results of "scientific" induc-
tlon and "technological" design are
inherently contingent, whereas the
results of "scientific" testing and
“technologlcal™ evaluation are not.

The term "applied scicnce" was de-
liberately not dncluded 4n the
Table. In our opinion, every

"science” has its applied questions
and every "technology" thas 1its
fundamental questions. Applied
sclence may be defined as “sclence"
prepared to be incorporated in a
"technology”. In this sense, some
"sclences" may be applied science by
their very ohjective; in The Nether-
lands this is the case for envi-

ronmental bilology. More often, re-

lations between a "sclence" and a

“technology"” are of more ad hoc Landscape ecology and envi
character. The maps of ecological aclence

quality produced in The Netherlands
are a well-known example: they are
products of landscape ecology, pre=
pared for application in "technolog=

ical" problems (for example,
of environmental science,
those of town or highway p
These maps of ecological ¢
gave rise to heated argument
Netherlands a decade ago.
said: "ecologists mark pr
where the landscape is allowes
destroyed. This is an example
inherently risky character
result of applied sclence: 1
fenceless agalnst use and
"technologies". Only in these
nologies" do wvalues and in
become explicit, even constl
their very backbone. In "te
ical" research, the phena
different weights attribur
values result in different sol
i8 an integral part of a con
methodology (1f the "tech
lives up to lts task).
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somi mutual allegations concerning the
roll of the resprctive disciplines In
soclety.

iIn Schroever's contribution te the
dlscussion, the distinction between
ngejence” and "technology" was used to
accuse environmental science of having
false aspirations. Environmental science
wns accused of poslng as a sclence able
to design solutions for environmental
problems. A clear contradiction! In our
opinion, this accusation stems from a
misunderstanding. Environmental science
does not aspire to be a "science" in the
fundamental sense explained above. It is
a science in the broader sense of every
day speech, in which it means something
on the lines of bhasing itself, account-
ably and without prejudice, on the best
knowledge avaflable. It shares this
aspiration with all "technologies", he
they called medical science, civil engi-
neering, systems analysis or any other
common NAME .

Maturally, a reflection on the
degree to which a "ecology" lives up to
this aspiration is of the utmost import-
ance. Schoever's allegation, however, is
more basic; namely, that environmental
gclence suffers from an {inevitable,
intrinsic reductionism. This concluslon
reached when a "technology" is analysed
with concepts fit for analysing a
"sclence”. We quote from Schoever's
paper: "In environmental sclence, envi-
ronmental problems are reduced to prob-
lems of ecology, social psychology,
economics and engineering. PRut the
problems are not like that. They are
problems of soclety, problems of power
and allenation, problems of conflicting
public interests ....".

Indeed, this is exactly the way things
are. That is why in “technologies” such
as environmental sclence, conflicting
public interests are operationalized in
terms of poal wvariables, evalution
criteria, profiles of alternatives, po-
tential plan elements, gulding princi-
ples for design etc., which, as men-
tioned earlier, form the backhone of
their methodology. Reductions may take
plage in this operationalization, but no
zcduct!on to "sclentific" disciplines.
Sclentific" {nformation is used, {n
addition to "technological” information,
1f it s relevant to the given problem.
The maps of ecological quality mentioned
above are one example of this; the use
of blogeographic deslgn principles In
the operaticnalization of the nature
conservation interest {s another.

One of the dangers of reductionism

in "technologics" concerns extent to
which a complex of public confllicts can
be revealed by means of a number of
separate criteria. Another typlecally
"technological" problem concerns the
degree to which sufficiently fundamental
solutions are generated in the planning
process. Both Schroevers (a landscape
ecologist) and Tellegen (an environ-
mental scientist) refer to this problem
in their contribution to the discussien.
One states rhetorically: "Does environ-
mental science prefer to occupy itself
with the technical solutions of super-
ficial problems only? Then it 1s a part
of the very system that destroys the
world ...". The other, however, opines
that landscape ecology and environmental
science do not necessarily differ in
thelr degree of radicalization: "If the
environmental sclentist, in his analysis
of the background of environmental prob-
lems runs up against the same fundamen-
tal factor persistently, he may well
decide to tackle this factor, instead of
designing partial solutions over and
over again. For example, this may con-
cern the European agricultural peliey,
the private car or the private ownership
of 1industry ...". This participant
refers to a dimension that lfes within
every "technology". One may think of the
debates concerning alternative agricul-
ture, the criticism of our smugly bour-
geois architecture and our class jus-
tice, of Illich's iatrogenesis and anti-
pedagogy and Laing's anti-psychiatry: it
is the same dimension, discussed within
different "technologies". Tellegen has
drawn a sharp boundary between these
"technological” radicalisms and the
radicalisms based on "science". The
latter he characterized as being Utopian
and dangerous.

The above "technological” radi-
calism do not challenge the raison
d'@tre of their respective '"technolo-
gles"". The criticism is not that values
are operationallzed in "technology", but
rather that the wrong values are oper-
ationalized, or are operationalized
superficially. Hence, despite the radi-
calism, these discussions take place
within the framework of the respective
"technology" and they can be made fer-
tile in a conceptually eclear process.
This is contrary to the Utoplan radi-
calisms from "sclence", e.g., the claim
that ecology, from its search fur the
truth about natural succession and
stability, can postulate the principles
for a natural and just soclety. This
implies a jump from facts to values,

.
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which is fundamentally more problematice
than any critique of values made from
the standpoint of less radical or more
radical values.

It may be speculated that in the
United States the dichotomy between
facts and values ia traditionally felt
as less fundamental. In the States,
strong positivist tendencies, in which
it is eclaimed that knowledge of the
facts will automatically reveal and
achieve the principles for a meaningful
soclety, have always been apparent. At
the same time, the United States is the
home base of Pragmatism, 1in which
philosophy it has been stated by James:
“eruth is in the making", f.e., truth is
in "technology". In European eyes, this
american audacity in jumping from Efacts
to values is as dangerous as it is fas-
cinating. For example, consider the
interpretation of the energy concept in
systems ecology. Developed from H.T.
0dun's elegant studies on the succession
in wetland communities, this concept it
has been mapically elevated to the level
of values for soclety, as demonstrated
by Gilliland and Risser (1979), who
claim that the energy unit permits
quantification of a project's total
{mpact. 1In thelr paper, this total
negative impact turns out to be a de-
erease of 1% in the primary production.
In The Metherlands, it is an excess of
primary production that often threatens
nature conservationl

Regarding (landscape) ecology, we
draw the following conclusion. It is
relevant and stimulating for ecology to
try to become as applied as possible,
e.g., by proposing gulding principles
for planning and englneering. However,
just as “technologles" cannot clalm to
find what i{s true, ecology cannot claim
to find what is proper. Design princi-
ples are one type of the relations that
exist across the rift between facts and
values. One can use these to bridge the
rift. One can also try to jump over this
rift, for example by showing nature's
beautiful networks and functions direct-
ly to the publie and decision makers.
However, to attempt to walk across as Lf
some continulty does exist is to invite
disaster. =

. -

Towards an unburdened relationship

A recent issue of the Dutch land-
scape ecalogleal journal (WLO-Mededelin-
gen, 1983, nr. &) was dedicated to the
{sland theory of blogeography. This

iale bulletin
issue shows everything that makes
"gelence" fascinating and relevant:
_competing hypotheses, Epontancous

computer simulations, a worldwide forum,
field research with testing powver, as
well as spin-offs for applied science in
the shape of gulding principles for
landscape design, - which are directly
subjected to empirical seepticism within
the same "sclence". It seems to us that
the reason for this progress and hap-
piness is that here "science"” is doing
what it can do and should do: seeck truth
and postulate applications. There i{s no
noticeable magic premise or miscy
groping for definitions that mars many a
paper on landscape ecology, especlally
where landscape ecology, maintalning its
"gcientific" paradigmn and aspiration
tries to be a "technology".

In the discussion between the Dutch
landscape ecologist and environmental
sclentists, the concept of "self-
ordening” was put forward as an example
of a possibly fertile notion in a
"gelentific" context, but as a useless
normative concept in a "technological®
setting. Ahove, we treated the energy
concept analoguously. The concept of the
funcrions-of-nature, still alive in
Dutch landscape ecolopy after a decade
of non-functionality, may also fall into
this category, especially when used as a
straight jacket to deal with public
interests.

Pseudo-"technology" Is a burden for
landseape ecology, Just as pseudo-
“gelence” Is a burden for environmental
sclence. Paradigmatie clarity is neces—
sary if the relationship is to be free
and fertile.

Wouter T. de Croot
Helias A. Udo de Haes

Centre for Environmental
Sclence, University of Leiden
Garenmarkt 1b,

2311 PG Leiden

The Netherlands

Note

%) This is in close agreement with a
formulation from Denmark: "It is the
aim of environmental science to
interconnect all knowledge required
to solve environmental problems"
(Jérgensen and Johnson, 1981, p. 2).
In this way, environmental sclence is
defined as a truly interdiseiplinary
“technology”, the object of which is
formed by the characteristics of the

S -
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own systems level of environmental
problems = not by the separate el-
ements contalned therein. This Im-
plies that environmental ecience does
not include environmental specialisms
(2.8 environmental chemistry or
environmental law), but wuses these
specialisms, integrating them to
analyse and solve the environmental
problem as a whole. This line is also
apparant in the new Dutch text book
of environmental science (Boersema et
al. (eds.), 1984). A separate section
{n this book deals with the prin-
ciples of the methodology of "techno-
logical™, solution-oriented integra-
tion.
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BOOKREVIEW

LANDSCAPE ECOLOGY

Theory and Application

Naveh, Z.; Lieberman, A.S.

With a Foreword by Schultz, A.M.

With an Epllogue by Egler, F.E.
Springer Serles on Environmental
Management. Series Editor: DeSanto, R.S.
1984. 77 Eigs. XVII1, 156 pages,

785 g. Cloth DM 108,=; approx. US § 40.
Berlin-Heidelberg-New York-Tokyo:
Springer-Verlag.

[SBN 3-540-90849-B.

The publication of a handbook on
the theory and applicatlion of landscape
ecology in the English language is an
important event. For the subject of
landscape ecology as such, and in the
format as presented, it is also a coura-
geous undertaking. The authors' aim is
nothing less than to "channel .......
scientific and philosophical streams
into a bhroad riverbed of transdiscipli-
nary paradigms of landscape ecology"
(see p. xi1) and to lead the way "toward
a new paradigm of human ecosystemology
and landscape ecology" (p. 73).

The authors consider landscape e-
cology in A broad sense, consistent with
the congress in Veldhoven (The Nether-
lands, 1981), as both an integrated
science and a state of mind. Landscape-
ecological thinking and activity are
present in various sciences concerned
with the features of the earth's sur-
face. Landscape ecology, according to
the authors, brings together the verti-
cal thinking of blologists and the hor-
fzontal thinking of geographers, al-
though in the book a clear treatment of
the difference between - and importance
of - topological (vertical) and
chorological (horizontal) relationships
and processes i{s unfortunately lacking.
The authors consider landscape ecology
as the basic science and basic philos-
ophy for land use planning in general,
not only for aesthetlc landscape archi-
tecturs or as a tool mainly for nature
protectinnists, but also for reclamation
engincers, farmers and foresters.

After glving a very valuable out-
line of the history based on a wide
spectrum of literature, in which German
and Putch literature dominate and French
Iiterature is, amazingly, about (from
these authors I had expected at least
sone citations of Emberger, Long and
Tricard), in the second subdivision
(chapter?) of the first part of the book
the authors give a very valuable survey

of a "conceptual and theoretlical hasis
of landscape ecology as a human eco-
system science” (B0 pages long). They
state that the conceptual and epis-
temologleal framewnrk of landacape
ecology Is derived from the following
closely related sclentific theories:
general systeme theory (Miller), bilo-
cyberneties (Wiener, Ashby) and eco-
systemology (the total human ecosystem,
developed by the authors making use of
the concepts of, among many others,
Egler and Jantach). An {mportant aspect
is the {dea of selforganlizing systems,
dealing with the central concept of
considerations of a holistlc ecosystem:
homeostasis. These chapters are a wel=-
come source of fnformation for those
students who want to try to find the
scientific  philosophy (epistemology)
that provides the background to land-
scape ecology. It will be necessary to
go back to the wellcited sources them=
selves, because there is no discussion
in the book ahout the wvalldity of
background concepts, such as homeostasis
at landscape scale.

The second part of the book (Sec-
tion 1II) 1is called “Applications of
Landscape Fcology" and conslsts of
subdivisions (chapters?) 1 and 4. The
fourth subdivisions deals with "Dynamic
Congervation Management of Mediterranean
Landscapes” and ia inderd purely a story
of applied sclence, focussced fully on
management . Subdivision 3, however, 13 a
rather fInclear mixture of methodology,
methods, tools and [ields of applica-
tion. It contains a wealth of Informa=
tion, but probably too many innecessary
details,

In addition to the mixing up of
methodology and applications, the au-
thors have landed in the pitfall of
remote 8sensing literature. They are
quite correct in describing acrial photo
interpretation and other more advanced
remote sensing techniques as a main
subject of landscape ecology methodol-
ogy. If however, one tries to treat this
subject by extensively citing the liter-
ature which, for insiders, Is well known
as a mixture of sclence, science flc=
tion, wishful thinking and futurology,
created by technologlsts working with
all kinds of new systems and equipment
that are still in experimental stages,
both technologically and economically,
one may be led astray. It must be said
that the most Ffuturistic things are
wisely left out. Still, the chapter is

. full of unnecessary detnalls and
cltatlons that are not of much import-
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ance fot the active landscape ecologist.
Much of it, moreover, can be found in
existing remote sensing handbooks,
probably presented more systematically.
Sometimes even the wrong impression 1is
created. For example, contrary to what
is said about the use of orthophoto-
graphs as base maps, FAD certainly does
not use these maps as a general rule
{sen page 135), because they are usually
far too expensive. Despite this erici-
cism, readers who have little access to
remote sensing literature can doubtless
find some useful information and rel-
evant literature.

This subdivision in pure methodol-
ogy Is followed by another methodologi-
ecal chapter, the "Untermain sensivity
model as an ald for holistic land use
planning”, then a chapter on "methadol-
ogles of land capability -analysis",
“reglonal planning", etc., and then (to
any reader's surprise after all these
procedures and methodologies) a new
chapter follows, plainly titled: "proce-
dures and methodologies" (page 213). It
appears to.deal with various interesting
examples of land resource analysis In
the United States, The Netherlands and
Australia, ranging from field analysis
to evaluation and planning.

An important omission, in spite of
all kinds of detailed information on
local land evaluation methods, is the
most generally applicable system - the
"FAQO framework of land evaluation" rhat
is ideed generally applied im FAD sur-
veys For development. Another aspect of
gubdivision 3 18 that such different
methodologles as classlification and sur-
vey of land units, land resource analy-
sis (as a separate item) and land ap-
praisal (based on such analysis) and
planning are jumbled together. Certaln
critics of holism will certainly take
this and other unsystematic aspects as
characteristics of a "holistic" way of
thinking that in their eyes is synony-
mous with "an undifferentiated mix".

Nevertheless, the reader may he
stimulated by all this information. He
has te find the main lines himself and
preferably read the cited literature in
order to judge its usefulness for his
OWN purposes.

1t is to the credit of the authors
that they bring many otherwise unknown
practices to the attention of an inter-
national audience.

The last division (4) deals with
"dynamic conservation management of
Mediterranean landscape". It shows that
the authors have a keen understanding of

*

the Mediterranean area, especially the
so-called "SFZ". An acronym not ex-
plained in the Index and only “once in
the text (page 256), which is confusing
for quick readers, but stands for
Sclerophyl Forest Zone. This part of the
book contalns a wealth of landscape
ecology data on Mediterranean land-
scapes, of both natural and cultural
character. Comparisons are made with
European, American and Australlan areas.

The authors deseribe the evolution
and degradation caused by physlcohiolog-
ical factors and also the influence of
human  hunters-gatherers during the
Plelstocene, the agropastoral human
influences during the Holocene and the
neo-technical influences of recent cen-—
turies, the latter being mainly depgra-
dational. There is some feedback to the
first "chapters” on basic theory in the
form of figurative models of processes
in landscape and also in planning. It
demonstrates that if real quantitative
of seml-quantitative application of
systems theory and cybernetics at land-
scape scale were an ultimate goal of
landscape ecologists, it would be dif-
ficult to attain.

The authors claim that, in contrast
to the ideas of certain one-sided ecol-
ogists, stabllity does not require
natural vegetatlion. Cultural landscape,
provided they are managed well, can be
stable and livable: a sound landscape
ecology statement indeed.

Among the conclusions, they state
that a "red book of threatened Med-
iterranean landscapes"” should be prod-
uced, Land professionals and decision
makers, etc., should be trained by
"interdisciplinary ecosystem education".
They Indicate how a general conservation
strategy for protection and dynamic
conservation could be designed, as well
as "multi-purpose management strategles"
for semi-agricultural ecotopes. The
authors (and Egler in his epllogue
accentuates this) make a plea for having
natural areas within the man-induced
landscape as places to study processes
of landscape. The resulting knowledge is
of educatlonal, sclentifle, and practi-
cal wvalue, in addition te the cultural
and aesthetlic values of such areas in
themselves. This part of the book radi-
ates a deep concern with the part of rhe
world described.

ldeal books do not exlst. Besalde
content, the form is also important.
After reading from beginning to end, one
gets the impression that a main criteri-
on for a handbook, i.e. clear, logical

11




Volume 2 No.2

iale bulletin

structure, s not fulfilled. The (sub?)
chapters are mot numbered, but arranged
in four subdivisions (chapters?), within
two large "sectlions" (a new fashlon?).
kot all those unnumbercd chapters (sub-
scections), which are nentioned in the
Tahle of Contents and are therefore
difficult to find again (see e.g. Envi=-
ronmental Impact Assessment etc. on page
199). The mixing up of "methodology” and
"application" has bugﬂ ment loned alread-
¥ 1

This publication is not a complete
handbook from which students could learn
landscape ecology, but it is stimulat-
Ing, malnly via the cited literature,
the discussion of the philosophy of the
basic background, as well as direct ap-
plication, and especially the connection
between both, and it helps define the
scope of this quickly developing complex
field of science. Therefore the endeav-
our of authors and editors is to be
praised.

The price is about § 40,-; not
cheap, but bearable.

1.5. Zonneveld.
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