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"A Man's Country?V (Jock Phillips, 1987a) traces the
repression of aesthetics, sensitivity, emotions and their
communication in Pakeha society. If the findings of
Phillips' analysis are reflected in the way in which our
society organizes itself, then these ‘eoffeminate
characteristics would not be expected to be considered
seriously in land-use decision-making procegzes.

The broad base and local focus of the Town & Country
Planning Act (1977) have brovided opportunity, but not
encouragement, to develop both a forum for discussion and
statutory recognition of characteristics of the sensory
world. It appears that the opportunity has been little
utilised (Turner, 1985), one exception is recent response
to demands from the tangata whenua. The nature of these
demands appears not to conform to planning protocol, which
has led to the recognition that {Pakeha) protocol, based on
a development ethic (Hayward, 1987), and encouraging
reductionist, mechanistic approaches, may be inadequate for

evaluation and decision-making procedures in a bicultural
society.

From this perspective, Pakeha planning protocol has also
been ilnadequate in eliciting, communicating and
incorporating certain meanings within Pakeha society
itself. Meanings such as historical association, communal
responsibility, emotions and spirituality as symbolised in
relation to, or backgrounding, the physical world.
Proposals which affect physical resources also threaten the
inter-related intangible, or Sensory, resource and despite
apparent shortfalls in procedure, threats to major sources
or symbols of intangible values have been observed to
result in concern for the intangible being articulated
publicly (e.g. Salmon, 1960; Native Forests Action Council,
1975; Taylor & Patrick, 1987).

This paper suggests the landscape profession has perpetuated
the inadequacies of decision~making protocol through use of
elitest communication techniques in visual project analysis,
The potential for techniques more sensitive and accessible to
the broad community is discussed.




THE IMMEASURABLE

The articulation and acceptance of intangible values as
expressed by the tangata whenwa is contended to provide a
guide for the landscape profession. The demands of Maori
people, and those of the Pakeha conservation movement, have
demonstrated the importance of adequate and appropriate
communication. They have eloguently demonstrated the communal
significance of resources in language that is rooted in the
totality of that place in the world.

The Maori people do not argue in language founded in
environmental science, economics, law, or formal aesthetics;
nor in the use of simulation techniques. These rational
approaches, typlcal of Eurocentric planning procedures, have
been shown to be inadequate for the physical world which is
inseparable from the sensory and spiritual worlds. ‘Reason' is
not sufficlent and Judge Turner (1985) suggests that
‘reverence' is also necesgsary.

Reverence linvolves deep respect for something of exalted
character. Reverence for the visual landscape and its depth
of meaning has seldom been investigated in land-use
decision-making procedures. Public demand for photographic
images of our landscapes could be interpreted to indicate
that the population reveres both beauty in landscape, and
visual characteristics of particular landscapes to which
they (individually or communally) have developed particular
attachment. However, Wynstan Curnow (1987) arques that the
New Zealand landscape is a mere ‘spectacle' - traversing it
has become a ‘spectator sport'. There is no involvement
with a place as a lived-in landscape. The photgraphic media
merely re-present culture to culturxe to second-guess
experience. :

As requested by ratlonallst protocol, attempts have been
made to reason for landscape guality as an objective
(Bennett et al., 1983). There has been an unwillingness to
acknowledge or communlcate reverence for landscape beauty,
or for meaning and attachment (Park, 1987). Such
communication has been assumed unprofessional and
inappropriate for planning and design professlionals in the
contemporary decision-making arena. However, more recently
landscape attachment has demanded recognition, for example,
as the turangawaewae of the Ngal tahu in their Land claims.
Perhaps, because of the wholeness of this bond, the visual
component has had 1little specific or explicit attention.

The lack of specific attention to reverence for the visual
landscape and its underlying meaning may be indicative of
the problems of addressing the landscape in any project
analysis. Reductionist, ‘expert' approaches endorse a
process of measurement of a fragmented image of the
environment. In this image there is segregation of people
from land, land from water, animate from inanimate, natural
from cultural, and, tangible from intangible. Yet the
reality is they are inseparable, they are all part of an
inter-~connected whole.
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David Bohm (1980) argued that notions of ‘measure’
originally went far beyond that of comparison with an
external standard, to point to a universal sort of inner
ratio or proportion, perceived both through the senses and
through the mind. But in the West, measure has come to be a
rule imposed from outside, as absolute truths about
reality, and no longer a form of insight. The measurable
has become the primary reality. Bohm argues that
identiflication of measure as the essence of reality is an
illusion.

In traditional Eastern thought, the immeasurable - that
which cannot be named, described or understood through any
form of reason - is regarded as the primary reality. '
Measure is commonly regarded as false and deceitful. The
entire structure of order of forms, proportions and
"ratios" are regarded as a sort of veil, covering the true
reality, which cannot be perceived by the senses and of
which nothing can be said or thought. Thus, in this Eastern
perspective not science and technology, but religion and

pPhilosophy are emphasised, directed ultimately toward the
immeasurable.

Demands of the tangata whenua suggest their primary reality
is likewise the immeasurable. The spiritual bond,
turangawvaevae, indicates a communal bond with place. The
power ful spiritual force, mauri, affects relationships
between people, between people and both their past and
their present, and, between people and the sea, rocks and
sky.

The sigﬂificance of the emotional, the spirituwal, the
aesthetic and intuition are expected to demand increased
respect and explicit attention in declsion-making. It is,

hovever, questionable whether the immeasurable can be made
explicit.

From Bohm's analysis of reality, he proposed that the
implicate order be taken as fundamental. The explicate order
is secondary, a derivative, a certain sub-order of the
implicate order, being more or less the one appearing to our
senses. Each moment of consciousness has a certain explicit

content which is a foreground, and an implicit content which
is a corresponding background.

Bohm suggests that immediate experlience is best understood in
terms of the implicate, as it is immediate and direct. Whereas
the explicate requires a complex construction which has to be
learned. He argues that we do not notice the primacy of the
implicate order because of the emphasis of the explicate in
both thought and language. Also, memory content is mainly of
that which is manifest, with attention focussing on the static
and fragmented. Thus we tend strongly to feel that our primary
experience is of that which is explicit and manifest.




Experience in which static and fragmented features are very
intense cause the more transitory and subtle features of the
whole to pale into seeming insignificance, so that we are
barely conscious of them. This can cause an illusion that the
statlc and fragmented content of conzclousnessz i= axperienced
as the very basis of reality. For the easlly accessible
explicit content of consciousness is included within a much
greater implicit (implicate) background. Although this may not
appear in ordinary consciousness, it may nevertheless be
present in a certain way - 1t may be ‘sensed’.

P et ks mna b s s

"Slmply to Mzee" the landscape presented as a picture,
no matter how visually interesting, 8id not g far
ehough. McCahon wanted the landscape to be revealed as
a raw experience that gave insight into what he
congidered was the true nature of the land...What use
vere eyves without the expectation of viewing the land
with renewed vision, as If for the flrat time!"

Brown (1384 p.102)
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South Canterbury, 1968, acrylic on board. 60 x 50 em.
signed and inscribed MeCahon Canterbury '68.

"I saw something logical, orderly and beautiful
belonging to the land and not yet to its people. Not
yet understood or communicated, not even really
invented." Colin McCahon (Brown, 1984)




The Lark’s Song, 1962, ucnlic on iwa panels. 163 x 198
cin. inscribed with title and poem in Maori by Matire
Kereamu, signed Colin SMoCuhon Angist-October 69,
Auckland City Art Gallery., )

-

"...McCahon hegan to move towarde the Yempathy for
maoritanga...The land and its history supply an
essential backdrop to the reality of such paintings. It
is a feeling for a land occupled, possegssed, where
events have shaped the traditions of the ‘people. This
sense of tribal possession is extended further vhen the

passive chant quality in the text is verbalized."
Brown (1984 p.160}) ‘

"In his paintings McCahon wasz contimually faced with
reconciling the vonflicting alms of symbollism and
realism ...The conscious application of primitivism
had the appeal of providing more direct conceptual
imagery than any stylization of the Yrealistic" image
could provide, especially in its capacity to transmit
symbolic content. Primitivism allowed the shapes of
images to achieve the characteristics of a visual
shorthand technigue in which content had.a natural
dominance over explicit visual observation. This
allowed unnecessary detail to be eliminated in favour
of a clearer reading of the incident portrayed ..."
Brown (1984 p.34) ‘




THE ROLE,

Together the tools of language, model, forum and simulation
offer potential to enable and encourage understanding and
debate on the visual character and significance of existing
landscapes and landscape features, and of any modifications
proposed. The tools must enable procedures to:~-

1. communicate to the project designers/design facilitators
the diversity of the community's aesthetic, their ideals,
inspiration and attachment;

2. aid communication in the design process, between
professionals, client, decision-makers, expected users and
the community; -

2. ald communication in the presentation. of degign
proposals to the community (whose landscape resource could
be affected) and to decision-makers, to enable
understanding, generate and assess dlternatives, and
prohibit, or approve and assist, implementation; and to,

4. assist evolution of the design, and monitoring during
implementation of proposals by providing a reference to
compare the proposal with the reality as it emerges.

Also, to provide a basis for ongoing discussion on design
modification.




EROFESSIONAL LANGUAGE

The lack of recognition that emotions, senaitlivlity and
aesthetics have significance in the community, has
understandably not been conducive to either development of
a vocabulary for these gualitles, or for consclously
‘reading'their source as visually expressed in the
landscape.

There has been considerable documentation of changing
attitudes to the environment (Horsley, 1987). The community
shows increasing concern for the visual landscape.
Landscape architects would be assumed to have a
responsibllity to understand, interpret, communicate and
aleviate this concern. However the debate is muddled and
founders through lack of an adequate common language. The
landscape profession has seldonm provided a suitable vehicle
for debate. The profession appears to have lagged in skills
for interpreting and expressing evolving concerns.

Without a tradition of public discussion on aesthetic
qualitlies, such as beauty, symbolism, intuition, visual
character or design, the vocabulary is limited and
unfamiliar. Howett (1987) claims the notion of aesthetic
values has become suspect for being identified with
elitism, for being insensitive to natural systems, and, for
favoring the wvisual over less obvious experiential
criteria. The New Zealand landscape profession has also
been traditionally disrespectful of ‘aesthetics' as
encompassing only superficial gualities.

The interxr~disciplinary nature of landscape architecture would
be expected to allow the opportunity for synthesis to overcome
the perceived deficiencies of ‘aesthetic'!, to generate new
forms as new expressions in the landscape. The design media
available include animate and inanimate, natural and
artificial, transient and long-term, and, peopled and remote,
dimensions. Involvement is at both expansive and intimate
scales. Landscape architecture, as a profession which links or
integrates the arts and sclences, provides opportunities for:-

* design interpretation and display of the'dynamics of
bio-physical processes, and the impacts of
interference;

* distilling, interpreting and contrasting the
traditional people-nature relationships of differing
resident cultures; and,

* comparing and emphasizing the "ordinary" character that
arlses from the ,particular natural and cultural reasons
for the existence of specific places.

The visual landscape is a tangible and dynamlc portrayal of
the values of society. The landscape is a public resource,



a component of the New Zealand commons, which i3 always
changing. In foraseeslng and directing change, it 13
critical that there be public debate on landacape heauty,
meaning and character.

The demands of the rationalist approach have caused landscape
architects to use the objective language of science (Brown,
1981; Bennett et al, 1983). Beauty and meaningful appearance
have rarely been acknowledged as goals in landscape design in
New Zealand. ‘Beauty' is commonly assumed to be a very
personal and inexplicable concept. That much of the visual
arts is apparently not primarily concerned with beauty is
confusing, for art is not about beauty, but about perceived
reality.

Non-human ‘beauty' has little acknowledged status in New
7ealand design professions. The *Beautiful New Zealand' scheme
for roadside plantings could be understood by professionals to
be an appropriately degrading title, but an inspiring one to
the public. An interesting demonstration of the language
parrier. This was epitomised in the occurences where the
public perceived that many of the planting schemes were boring
and would fail to produce adeqguate ‘beauty’.

Tony Jackman's inclusion of ‘Beauty' in the title £or his
national landscape model (198€) is a rare exception of status
in this concept. Unfortunately the notion is obscured in the
technical model. Landscape architects have sought ‘visual
gquality', and a gquantifiable divexsity of character (Boffa,
1977; Brown, 1984; Hudson, 1985). The focus of attentlon has
been on degrees of visual sensitivity in terms of ‘visibility'
and visible ‘absorption capacity' (Brown, 1981).

The limitations of visibility and absorption indicates the
reliance of landscape architects on conventional compositional
devices to produce pleasant and ‘safe' effects. Jackman
(1986a) criticizes the prevailing rural design philosophy of
Enhancement by Disguise. Whilst designs generally show
considerable respect for the surrounding landscape, there 1is
little celebration of the landscape, little expression of
creativity, little to challenge. Designs are seldom positive
statements responding to our powexrful landscapes. Therefore
the designs seldom challenge our perception of these
landscapes.

However the lack of expressed creativity is only in part due
to a lack of designer skills and confidence. I suggest much is
due to the designers'! perception of powerlessness regarding
the visual illiteracy amongst those in decision-making and
implementation roles. The success of designs involving
Enhancement by Display is of much greater vulnerability than
Enhancement by Disguise. To reduce the risk to the quality of
the product, the Disguise option is frequently the only
responsible alternative where the ‘she‘ll-be-right',
‘jack-of~all-trades' philosophy prevails.

~




There is probably validity in Howett's criticism that the
profession is trapped in producing banal ‘quality' by
perpetuating a ‘hackneyed' design tradition, the picturesque.
The evidence for this is further demonstrated in the
profession's emphasis on draughtsmanship to produce a design
product (Farmer, 1987), together with simulation techniques
wvhich concentrate on the pictorial.

Lynch (1976) suggested that the architectural language of
plan, section and elevation is so strong that it takes over,
even though it 1s inadequate for studying sensory form. But it
is not only graphic language which limits communication.

A frequent criticism of the landscape profession is at the
inability to effectively communicate either visual
gqualities in the existing landscape, or the visual
implications of design proposals (Mayexr, 1987). The
inaccessibility of the verbal and written language of
landscape architects is indicated\by frequent criticism of
the use of ‘Jargon' (Park, 1988). Even visual desecriptors
such as ‘scale', ‘proportion', ‘space', ‘enclosure',
‘coherence' and ‘integrity' have little, or ambiguous,
meaning outside the design professions. ¥Within the
profession there is criticism of communication barriers

through use of esoteric language (Anstey, 1987; Bvans,
19871).

publications and other documentation, particularly elaborate

reports using formal and complex language or graphics, inhibit
dialogue and therefore inhibit the design process. The

impressiveness of project documentation can daunt all - the |
client, potential users, decision-makers, and the public. Such )
documents distance the audience from the proposal. Many |

proposals have an air of finality, appearing as a fait
accompli.

Informal presentation is more likely to promote dialogue than
formal. In communicating proposals designers should be aware
that not only the meaning of the ordinary is rarely cbvious,
but also that the sensory experiences which together combine
to create a place, are usually lost in verbal accounts of ;
character (Gold & Burgess, 1987). On-site discussions of the :
significance of the area and its features in relation to the :
proposal, an indication of characteristics that can be
manipulated, and on-the-spot sketches where possible, are a
few informal techniques that can all involve and assist
decision-makers.

I suggest landscape architects reassess the needs and means of
visual project analysis for decision-making, to more
appropriately fulfill thelr professional responsiblllities to
the client, the public, and to the landscape. Inhibiting
involvement in the design process allows the creation of
uncontroversial landscapes, lacking the challenge of depth of
meaning, of confounding, or of visual stimulation. These
oversights invite the creation of landscapes that will be



dismissed for bheing predlctable or boring - the products of
an objective and analytical, or modernist, apprecach to desiqgn.

Use of distancing communication techniques not only inhibits
designer sensitivity, community understanding and therefore
constructive involvement, but it may be degrading to the
knowledge and aesthetic sensitivity held by much of_the
community. A post-modern approach to landscape architecture
regulres participation of the population. The deslgner nmust
get the user emeotionally invelved in the product via the
design process. This involvement in turn provides an awvarcness
of what motivates the individual deslgner (Meeus & Vroom,
1%886).

"...at the core are the symbols of national recaognition

in which ...the ability to "read the felt Image” in a
positive manner gain in Importance. The love of people
for the geographical features of thelr country, its
flowers, its trees, its birds, has a definite part to
play in shaping the forces that induce maturity and
unity in a nation. Such national qualities, with their
duffused feeling of shared possessions, should be
appreciated and fostered as a precious ingredient in
the art of a country... It is from the feelings that
surround these characteristics that a nation's heritage
is compiled." Brown (1984 p.96)
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SHARED LANGUAGK

Productive participation is possible only via a shared
language, and a degree of communal consensus. Lucy Lippard
(1983) suggests there is no longer a cultural consensus
outside of that imposed on us by commerce. It is therefore
impossible to distill the meaning of sywbolic abstraction
comprehensible to the entire community. She suggests a form
may mean any number of things to any nunber of people I1£f they
cannot ‘read' the symbol system, that ls, the language.

People see and say only what they are able to. Robert
Mugerauer (1985) argues that the entire fabric of a people's
meaningful world, their total environment, comes together with
the whole of that people's language. "The landscape and the
language are the same."(Conrad Aitken) But we cannot assume
that what ve see and say today is at all adeguate as compared
to what emerged for the tangata whenua. Pakeha language, with
dialects, were given with different landscapes.

Colonizers' encounters with the New Zealand environment had
only the language from their own heritage and landscape with
which to think about and describe it. Aas with Mugerauer's
analysis of colonists in the United states, they see, and
therefore describe, only what they are able to - & landscape
unavoidably Informed by Western Buropean Iinterpretation,
rooted in Biblical, classical, and post-Carteslian
perceptions.' Therefore the environment is not just there,
independent of our experience, to be passively described by
language. Mugerauer suggests it takes hundreds of years for
adequate emergence of a language.

The perceived environment is a cultural product constructed
via language and symbol. Introduction of a people having a
language that emerged with a different landscape, means that
both landscape and perception fail reality. If the language is
lacking, the landscape's essential characteristics stay
concealed. '

Mugerauer demonstrates that the application of a
non-indigenous language can have disastrous environmental
consequences. Yet such application is perpetuated by our
landscape profession in the use of forelign analytical language
in attempts to appraise and manipulate the visual landscape.
The emergence of a Nev Zealand identity has been little
recognized. Local, as well as national, ildentity as displayed
by landscape and language together is of suggasted
significance. :

Indications of the emergence of language and landscape 1s an

area that warrants exploration, as perhaps indicated in the
following examples :-

1. Stock contalinment on New Zealand farms has been a

priority concern. Whereas ‘fields', indicating an area
of opennegss, are the grazing units in England the term
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iz not used fwr New Zealand pastoral lands. Hetre
‘paddocks', emphasising the enclosur=, 1is toae
aguivalant tern.

Recognjtion of ‘zwales' In the landscape ot the
Canterbury Plalnzs (Jackman et.al. 1974} which would be
irrelevant elsewhere, Indicates sensitivity to
developing a langquage-landscape dialect.

]

3. In farms wher: wountalns may rize several thouzand
metreg, they are referred to merely ag “hills' and
thus as wmahageble territory. Downlnation by nature need
not be acknowledged, far ‘Mountains' demand respect
and subservience. :

In the landscape we read. wvhat we know. Therefore the less we
train or learn the leszs we know, and the more we shy away from
trying to read greater depth and complexlty. This would
suggest that continued provision of only ‘banal' landscapes
along with discouragement of design communication, would
graduzlly reduce the community's visual literacy.

Such visual illiteracy must be addressed. Donls Dondis (1273)
comments that “the visual alone has no regimen, no
methollology, no g2ingle system with prescribed guidelines for
either expression or understanding of visual methods.' That it
has none results from the compleiity of the visual. aAny simple
formula must be superficial and limiting,he suggests
complexity is essential to communicating the richness of .the
visunal. : '

Dondis analyses visual data as having three distinctive and
individual levels :-

1. visual input, consisting of myriad symhol systeus;
2. representational visual material we recognize in

the environment and can replicate in drawings, models
and £ilm; and, ‘

3. abstract understructure, the form of everything we
see, whether natural or composed for intended effects.

George Nelson (198 ) comments that to see is to think. To
think is to put together random bits of private experience in
an oxderly fashion. For seeing is not a unique talent, but a
discipline that can be learned. It is always conditioned, but
unlquely personal and private. Seeing relates to the familiar
suddenly being seen with fresh eyes. Nelson claims that
through seeing, everyone makes design judgements. Techniques
are dlscussed for assisting a community to become visually

literate, to help people see what they see and know what they
know. ‘

Pakeha interactlon with the landscape has been extensively
researched in the arts, for example, Pound (1983); Brown
(1984); Cooper (1987); Curnow (1987). Trudie McNaughton (1986}
investigated both Maorl and Pakeha interaction with landscapes
through an anthology of written literature. She comments that
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"Maori writing draws heavily on a sense of place, season and
interaction with the environment. The spirit of the land may
permeate much Maori writing, but its presence iz often
Implicit." .

In a bilcultural society, the landscape, as a reflectlon of
culture, must also be plural (Park, 1987). Recent attempts
{(Challenger, 1984; Phillips, 1987; NZILA, 1987) and
opportunities (Brailsford, 1984; Evison, 1986; Ngai Tahu Trust
Board, 1988) to aid Pakeha understanding of the landscape of
the tangata whenua are an encouraging development.
Considerable research is necessary to better understand
meaning in the visual landscapes of both Maori and Pakeha.

Words, including place namés, are not merely labels. They are
an evocation of what things are, and of how they are related
to other things in the web of particular lives and places.
Maori place names are a mnemonic device for the heritage of
those places. Maori oral literature, particularly the _
recording of complex trails that mapped & landscape, would be
expected to indicate the reality of that landscape - both
lmplicate and explicate. This suggests that environmental
hermeneutics (Mugerauer, 1984) may provide appropriate
mechanisms for understanding our landscapes. But the possible
depth of understanding lis inherently limited if the Maori
landscape is read in Pakeha language wvhich, by definition,
expresses Pakeha perceptions.

Primitive art is concerned not with the pictorial, but with
presenting ideas. For art has social significance and a social
function. Art can have the power to bring about social change
- the power to release a whole process of transformation - the
purposeful bringing about the kind of society we would like to
have. Art in ancient times had a very important function in
creating social order and social cohesion {(Lippard, 1983).

Community art, where art becomes familiar and part of dally
life, provides an avenue for people's development of a
coherent connection with thelr landscape (Cameron, 1987).
Lippard proposes artists' means of communication be
"repossessed". Audiences can be involved and not mere
spectators. The skills and creativity already within the
community can be tapped.

The local secondary school students' River Dance Project is a
vivid example of their involvement with the Canterbury
riverscapes communicated through dance and sound (Besley,
1988). Lippard supports the role of artists as teachers and
Interpreters for "relntegrating the past and the present, the
political and the cultural, the personal and the natural®,

Cameron argues for the potential of community art to allow the
environment to "unfold its beauty". Hovett suggests that
landscape architecture may be more capable thak any other of
the arts of giving expression to a new vision of the world.
Given the profession's communication problams and limitations
a5 discugsed, this would appear a massive challenge to
landscape architecture to demonstrate purported totality,
sensitivity and creativity.

13
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A._The Formal Aesthetic

Firstl{, a formal aesthetic framework is outlined as a
possible educatlive and decision-making tool for both the
profession and the public to become au fait and comfortable
with a language to describe and analyse the visual landscape.
A recent model from the United States, AIM, 1s discussed.

The Aesthetic Impact Model (AIM) was developed by
Cats-Barll and Glbson (1987) to provide designers,
decision-makers and the public.with a framework to discuss
and assess a proposed developmenht. AIM is a multi-attribute
utility model, constructed by a panel of multi-
disciplionary experts, to measure the aesthetic impact of
proposed land developments. The 3 mailn conponents are:-

1. a series of independent attributes descxibing the typer

of land-development proposal;
2. a "utility" function for each attribute; and,

3. a "welght" attached to'each'attributg to indicate its
relative Importance vis-a-vis the evaluation as a
vhole.

"8cores" can therefore be computed by "grading" proposals on
every attribute, multiplying that "grade" by the importance
weight and summing across all attributes.

AIM has two parts, involving assessment of the visual quality
of the proposal separately from assessment of the proposal in
its proposed context. However, it does not include analysis of
the existing landscape.

The model alms to provide a vocabulary to encourage
congtructive discussion on aesthetics, to enable
disagreements to focus on individual attributes, and be
clarified. It is claimed to have been used very
successfully In public discussions. By integrating and
balancing expert judgement with public weighting of
independent attributes, the model allows varlous projects
to be compared systematically and consistently.

Cats-Baril and Gibson (ibld.) concede the scoring procedure
gives a false sense of objectivity. The deflining of the
vocabulary by experts introduces a bias which limits the scope
and potential effectiveness of public input. In the example

they outline, the vocabulary selected merely preserved the
status guo.

The model is designed to vary the vocabulary and weightings
In relation to ‘geographical area, cuilture and times'. It
a&lso allows for analysis of manipulation of the design for
various ‘wvhat-if?' scenarios, to indicate the advantages
and disadvantages of alternative solutions.

14




The model enables a policy position to be established to
assess any design proposal impacting on the visual
landscape. The procedure purports to openly establish
priorities in terms of aesthetic preferences. The
partlicular usefulness of the model has been suggested to he
in providing a vocabulary as a design gulde to developers,
and to focus discussion, ensuring a systematic, consistent
and comprehenslve review.

A verbal design guide of visual characteristics (e.g
proportion, scale, texture) is expected to be less likely to
encourage standardized structures than a graphic guide setting
prototypes. Words are assumed to allow greater scope and less
restraint for creative interpretation. also, with no approved
image on which to model a project, greater thought Is expected
to be given to shaping a project design. However visual
illiteracy will limit the interpretation, which might

otherwise be allowed for, or even stimulated by, graphic
images. .

The apparent usefulness and applicability to the protocol and
expectations of planning procedures veil the inherent problems
and inadequacies. As warned by Dondis, any simple system can
only be one-dimensional.

Limitatlons of the model include: -

1. There is no opportunity to contemplate or record the
quality, character or meaning of the existing visual
landscape. Only the proposed project (within and without its
context) 1s assessed. This does not encourage a design
sensitive to the gualities of the undeveloped site. The model
therefore assumes development is desirable, and only debates
wvhat that development should look like. There is no basis or
forum to debate no-development versus some development.

2. Production of a vocabulary or language by design experts is
elitest. It ignores that the landscape ls already given to us
and interpreted in language (Mugerauer, 1985). There is doubt
that Pakeha language has as yet emerged with landscape, or
perhaps that the concept of ‘landscape'’ has not as vet emerged
for the Maori. This suggests the impossibility not only of
experts defining a suitable viswval vocabulary for the public,
but also of there being an adequate shared language for the
community to define for themselves.

3. The requirement for independent variables is an
impossibility. Nothing exists lndependently, it is 111usory,
and denies inter-connectedness.

4. The significance of interactlon between varlables 1s not
addressed.

5. In Pakeha culture, explicit measures have the statusz of a
primary reality. The framework of variables, weightings and
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ratings are reguired to be established for a plannlng area
prior to assessing any projects. This fixes the basis for the
visual design of all developments. The  framework becomes a set
of rules denying insight or intuition, and limiting creativity
- they become the f£inal word. *Minimum' standards become the
norm.,

6. The formal rules for assessment discourage immersion,
instead encouraging a detached stance. Real detachment from

the environment is an impossibility, and perceived detachment
discourages a responsible attitude.

7. The model denies the significance of natural and cultural
processes, assessing projects In temporal isclation. The model
appears designed to target specific structural development
proposals, and is of limited application to non-structural and
broadscale landscape management decision-making. Neither

. the urban nor the rural landscape can be separated from the
ever-present dynamics of change.

8. Visual quality or beauty based on formal aesthetics
assesses only part of the reallty. For it acknowledges only
the manlfest and non-human. It ignores not only the implicate
order, but the existence of people themselves.

'9.The model requires a simulated ‘product' for discussion and
assezgment against pre-established criteria. This invites
input only at the end of the design process. There is no
opportunity for creative involvement of
decision-makers/client/community during the process of design.

10. There is no allowance for communal expression of the
desirablility of & speclal type of development for a particular
site.

11. The depth of discussion and assessment wlll be dependent
on the appropriateness, depth, legibility and Integrity of
simulations. The type of simulation is largely dictated and
limited by the structure of the model. Proponents would
encourage abstraction and selected vieving points to emphasise
listed variables, meaning that architectural draughting and
static modelling technigues would be adeguate. Simulation
technigues would be selected to satisfy the assumed
regquirement and possibility of contemplative distance. Thus
dynamic techniques which involve the viewer more reallstically
vould not be encouraged by this model. 2And, project impacts
vhich cannot be simulated through such draughting and
modelling would be ignored.

12, The fixed framework, and the presumed lndependence,
limited range and superficislity of variables, could encourage
merely banal guality. There is no encouragement to &im for
creativity, pleasure or attachment in the design of a project.

13. Conversion of apparently complex, subjective visual lssues
to a simple model would be welcomed by many decision-makers as
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it allows everyone to distance themselves from the lsgsues -
the rules intervene rather than the people. Thus debate
becomes confined within the limitations of the model.

I suggest the limitations of the formal aesthetic model stem
from the assumption that the full visual spectrum can be i
segregated, labelled, discussed and measured as an objective |
reality. Although intended to encourage contemplation and

visual avareness, the model may come to provide a rule book i
for standardising design if the variables are specifically |
defined. But use of the model to express a continually i

evelving vocabulary may be of value in project assessment
protedures.

“The problem with good manners ln agsthetics is thelr
restrictive tendency, for such values are usually
applied narrowly." Brown (1984 p.4)
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B. A Pattern Language

The model developed by Christopher Alexander et al. (1977) to
guide design decisions is in complete contrast to the approach
taken in AIM. The preliminary model (Alexander,et.al. 1968}
sought to reconcile the unigueness of each community with the
fact that certain organisational principles are valid from one
community to another. A ‘grammar' was produced as a system of
generating principles, which can be richly tranaformgd
according to local circumstances, but which never fail to
convey thelir essentials.

Further development of the Language (Alexander, 1977, 1379)
demonstrated that space and events cannot be separatedE and_
that it has the potential to be a common language constructing
‘alive! developments, The elements of thig language are
patterns. Patterns are therefore not merely a physical
expression, a spatlal definition. The perfornance that occurs
in association with a space together form a pattern. Thus not

only is a pattern dynamic, a space and an activity cannot be
considered independently.

Each pattern descrihes a problem which occurs over and over
agsin in ocur environment. Tt then desgribes the core of the
solution to that problem in such a way that you can use this

solution "a million times over” without ever doing it the same
way twice.

A pattern defines a field of spatial relations and theraefore
must be able to be drawn diagrammatically. A standardised
format is used for recording each pattern and its degree of
validity. Bach has a picture of an example; descriptions of
the context, the problem, and of the solution as an

instruction and a diagram; and the relati{onship of that
pattern to smaller patterns

The language has the structure of a network, but is prescribed
and used as a linear sequence to go through the patterns from
largest to smallest. a1l are connected. No pattern is an

isolated entity, Relating to wholes, and fitting in to the web
of nature, are considered fundamental.

The relationships needed to solve a problem are stated in an
abstract way, so that You can solve it for yourself, in your
own way, by adapting it to your preferences, and the local
conditions at the Place where you are making it. Alexander
varns the lanquage can be a mediam for either ‘prose' ox
‘poetry', being the same language used different]
patterns together will not be profound. But to overlap

patterns densely, to compress many patterns into the smallest
possible space, is to Produce poetry,

The patterns are not fixed, but al
(1977) claims that every soclety w
have its own unigue and distinct P

ive and evolving. Alexander
hich is alive and vhole will
attern language. And, every
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individual in such a society will have a unigue lahguage,
shared in part, but which as a totality is unigue to the mind
of the person who has it (communal individualism}. Thus a
healthy society would have as many pattern lanhguages as
people, even though they are shared and similar.

The book of published patterns is merely to ralise awareness of
people's own pattern languages, to work to improve them.
Whilst not a recipe book, it does indicate those patterns that
are essential to successful solutions of cerxtain problems.

A Pattern Language involves an organic or whole system. The
recognition of patterns as the basic unlt allows for
systematic application of these patterns in evolving and
zssessing design proposals. Mathematics allows the generation
of variety within the unity that comprises a pattern. As noted
by Bohm, only art and mathematics have retalned the original
meaning of ‘measure’ as involving lnsight, thus not denoting a
comparison with an external standard. Incorporation of
intuition, the sensed or implicate, i3 critical to the
practice of a Pattern Language.

Bohm describes the mathematlzation of the description of the
implicate order enabling an enriching of general language. A
more preclisely articulated discussion of implicate order is
possible through mathematics than through the general language
alone. The concept of a Pattern Language recognizes and
utilizes this potential. .

Accepting the baslis as beling wholeness, the implicate, Bohm
suggests science can derive parts by abstraction from the
whole. The parts are manifest, externally related elements

_maklng up relatively autonomous subtotalities. These

subtotalities can be deacribed in the explicate order. This
would suggest that approaches such as Pattern Language, as
well as Land Systems and Soil-Landform modelling, can
incorporate the implicate as fundamental, with subtotalities
expliclt.

This contrasts significantly with the AIM approach, in which

there is the 1llusion that the explicate is the basic reallity,

and an assumptlion that the elements can exist separately and
independently. Science in this model has to start with the
parts and derive the wholes through abstraction. However
Bohm's analysis suggests we cannot obtain the implicit by
abstracting the explicit. :

The Pattern Language approach requires an active creatlive
input. Creativity involves the inception of new content
unfolding into a sequence not ctompletely derivable from what
came earlier in this sequence or set of sequences.

‘Designers' cannot stand apart in the use of a Pattern
Language. The patterns must be allowed and facllitated to

emerge. Mental input is essential, and ambiguities which arise
depend on human intuitlon for resolution.
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The technique involves :-

1. obsérvation to discover and slowly formulate patterns.

2. ginding a vay to talk about patterns that can be shared.

3. maklng the inner structuré of patterns clear so that they
are explicit, precisely and scientifically.

4. Gefined pattern formulated as a rule establishlng the
relationship: _

context «—p system of forces ~—P configuration

Total immersion in the site, its surrounds and its people is
fundameptdl to using the Language. The Language changes 1in
response to different environments. To utilise the Language,
it is essential that site users be involved in the planning.
Discussions and deslign work are required to be carried out on
the site, not at the desk. There is no distancing of the
designer/decision maker/user from each other, from the site,
nor from the proposal. Their inter-relatedness is recognized.

The concept of a Pattern Language counters all thirteen
criticisms of the formal aesthetic model, AIM. However, the
practice of A Pattern Language is reported to be very
difficult (KENTIKU BUNKA, 1985). :

Limitations to the application of A Pattern Language to visual

project analysis include -

1. The comprehensiveness restricts the utility due to the
research, skills and sensitivity required to discover, define
and interpret existing Patterns, However, this is offset by

the utility of the Patterns to everyone once the configuration
is made available.

2, The reguirement for considering totalities when present
data bases assess factors Independently and statically.

3. The preference for a mechanistlc approach by Pakeha
planning protocel, assuming limits and controls will be
deflined. But Pattern Language assumes a Pattern is ‘dead’ if
controls are required to put it in place, conversely ‘live!
Patterns cannot be created by control mechanisns.

4. The inadequate emergence of Pakeha langquage-landscape
composite may be somewhat limiting. However the unstructured
participation and immersion, the descriptions and diagrams,
together allow sensitivity to that which is emerging. For the

Patterns are in the mind. They remind us of what we know

already. They involve both esgentlal shared language as well
as individual language.
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5. Necessity for incorporating the implicit,
training and practice in such sensitivity,
intuition. The validity of a Pattern is tes
intuitive response - their feelings,
concept of a balanced pattern is deep
of feeling. Advice, discussions or ar

with our lack of
or in valuing

ted in people's
not their opinions. The
ly rooted in the concept
guments are not involved

6. Question the validity of the research

7. Lack of recognized appreciation of the typical, or of what
iz atypical within the typical. pPattern Language is based on
Uncovering -and interpreting typical solutions for wide '

application, and in detecting and allowing a specialness in
each solytion. _ ‘

8. The difficulties of appreciating the wholeneéss of the
network that constitutes reality, with the traditional
segregation and domination of cultural over natural, human
over non-human, and animate over inanimate.

3. Expected difficulties of simulatin
and event together. Hovever, to exist a Pattern nust be able
to be drawn, it emerges and is not imposed, it is accessible.
Therefore proposals can be taken through a similar process, to
define and draw the combinations of patterns of a proposal.

9 any Pattern as space

McCahon has settled people In "a New Zealand of the
imagination which Is seen more as an environment than

as a specific place, though locations he has known
will direct the forms given to a particular

environment. Each environment is awake to the meaning
and power of life. Within them events and situations
take place. what occurs is of the present, existing in
space and , by inference, in time, while yet
transcending gspace and time." Brown (1584, p.204)
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THE _FORUM

There is a need for visual project'analysis techniques to
demonstrate: -

1. the character of the site environs in a local, regional
and national context;

2. the significance of this character in landscape
experience;

3. the expected‘impact of @ proposal on both the character
and experience of the landscape; and, o

4. the measures necessary to offset or ameliorxate impacts.

To achieve this, techniques must be designed to be easily
accessible to, and debatable by, the decision-making
audience, including -

all in the project planning team;

the client;

third parties;

- the general public; and thelr -

professional representatives;

political representatives - local, regional and national;
special-interest authorities and groups; and,

Judiclial authorities.

¥ oW M % % X% W
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SIMULATION

Technigues for simulating landscape change have long been
employed. Recent developrments now provide a considerable
range of media of varying complexity, abstraction,

dimension, and reliance on technical apparatus. The diverse

range is indicated in the charts below, and has been
comprehenslively reviewved (Sheppard, 1%86; Zube, Simcox &
Law, 1987}).

Technlgques

Animation

Video

Computer

Movie

Aerial Photograpth
On-ﬁite Photagraphy.

Repton/Slides

Penails

Perspective _ ‘

Paper | ' LH

Ink

Models

B~ A~

1
3
25B.C. ,

3 5 7 2 1M1 12 B 177 W A
Century

Figure 1. A simulation techniques chronology.

Perceptual ‘ Conceptual

Static .

Photographic:  asrial Functional Disgram

on-site

Photomontages Site Analysis Plans

Perspective ngwings and Diagrams

Physica! Models Bite Plans

Composite Techniques . Workirg Drawings

Dynamic Animation Computer Analog Medals
Compurter Generated Comptiter Maps
Perspectives
Redar
Movie Films: on-site
models
‘ Video

{Adapted from MeKeehnie, 1977)

Figure 2. Landscape simulatior typology.

Zube! Simeox! Law
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Stephen Brown's review of visual assessment 1lh New Zealand
Environmental Impact Reports (1981) showed Iincreasingly
sophisticated assessment techniques. These assessments were
all for large-scale, bullt development projects. There has
been little documentation of visual assessment techniques for
broadscale management changes. In all, the explicate was taken
to be reality.

IDEALISED VIBUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT MODRL

The following steges are ervisaged as being wholly eesential {er sophisticated farga
sudle assgsementa, Project analyses of a smaller scate way howaver ba efoctively
:mplsmetlﬂed withoul particular elemarts of this ‘chuskiis! — as appropriate to the
ndividual EIR, |

1. INVENTORY

aerial Dhﬁﬂﬂmph of ske and area

2. SURVEY et Intervisibliky studies
¢o 16 &il8 g6k to ‘know’
take phates from Lep's (sased on figld -
observatien, vigbility plans, read and
popuiation data els,

e analyse stefleridscepe eolour goment

3. ANALYSIS . distance greundsflandscape Wnits'
| I Lg.p. photographs
—b=- Site ‘quality’ ~ presently this is
basioally an iatreductery
desotiptive, approclation funetion.
{But if a national and regienal -
dlassifidation syslem was
iMtroducnd it wotild besome :
comparative and quaniitativet) i
rrewreer == Vigusl Absorption Capability
{sensifvity) — delarmining
capacity to copa with ‘shange’
: with some ‘gualty’ Input.

4. VALUATION ———————ufe—— putling numbers 1o appralsal i $o ;
: desired, :

5. SYNTHESIS -mo——t supeiimpesing of struatural slements
on L.6.p. phetegraphs

b ‘drawing ogether of dislanee greunds,
site qualily, and Visuat Absorption
Cepablitty findings for distussion of
each sphare and its significanee.

8. BVALUATION ———mmsieeeee conelusions

7. RECOMMENDATIONS ———. pxpilgit description of means of
improving sitefuee integration if st ali
possible.

Brown recognized the public had been excluded from visual
assessment. He noted the complexity and incompleteness of
objective quantitative approaches, and the political

effectiveness of simpler, more holistic attempts. It was

therefore suggested sophisticatlon must be recognized as a
rmeans, not an end.

Internatlonally, the predominant medium used by landscape
architects for depicting proposed landscape change is the
Plan, with or without colour rendering. Perspective drawings
are also common, usually drawvn from a photographic image with
the proposal superimposed. Zube et al.(1987}) found that,
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although the most prevalent media, there is little information
about the abilities of either experts or lay persons to
understand plans and perspective drawings. We do not know what
people "see" in looking at a plan or drawing.

Three~dimensional simulation commonly employs scale models of
varying realism. Increasingly computer generated plans and
perspectives are utilised, particularly for high-cost,

high-impact developments. As yet these are reasonably abstract
depictions.

The appropriateness of these media in communicating
proposed landscape change, and enabling discussion, is
questioned. The review by Zube et al.(ibid.) indicated that
only design professionals responded similarly to drawings
and photographs of the same landscapes. However thelr
scepticism is indicated in that professional designers and
planners themselves place greatest confidence in
photographs and models, and least in line drawings and
computer graphics.

_'\'..‘ o
-
-

» ek
i
¥

Drawings as an ancient medium, and computer graphics as one of
the newest, are distrusted similarly. Little is known of what
different people actually perceivs when viswing either medium.

Zube et al. suggest that maybe the most realistic simulatlions
provide the most valid and reliable responses.

Given the Iinfluence of varying the viewing angle, lighting,
focal length, lens angle, etc, a selacted photographic image
cannot be assumed to represent people's reality. A photograph
or photo-montage can be quite remote from a common reality. In
addition, visual Iinformation alone is inadequate to simulate a
landscape. Curnow (1987) notes that in photographic
documentation of our landscapes by James Siers, the photos are
captioned with the words of poets and writers. Curnow claims

this acknowledges an absence in the photographic message which
literary language can supply.

Information on the natural dynamics of a landscape, such as
erosion processes, has been shown to change the perception of
a simulated landscape and thus the appropriateness of a
development proposal in that landscape (Zube, et a&l., 1987).

25




Along with static visual simulation, a verbal description may
or may not be adequate to enable this understanding.

Burgess and Gold (1987) suggest the sensory experiences which
together combine to create a "sense of place" are lost in
verbal accounts of character. YThe felicitous phrase or poetic
insight may capture something of the feel of an area but
generally writings are unable to do justice to the guality of
experience."

gengory qualitles are frequently dynamic and elusive. Lynch
(1876) proposed that sensory analysis be a primary input when
vriting a design program, so that the sensory qualities
required of an acceptable solution can be specified. He also
suggested sepsory information be provided mnd analysed for the
existing state and predicted for any development proposed.
Adequate communication of this analysis presents a challenge,
As the total experlence of landscape cannot be shown, '
abstraction and symbolism may communicate more than &
superficlally "realistic" photograph. '
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Film allows creation of a "living landscape" through
combinatlons of sights and sounds (Gold and Burgess, 1987).
A film can tell the audience what it would feel like to be
involved in a scene, Highly skilled and sensitive
film-makers are required, and although the technique may
have potential to "sell" a proposal, it is of little
relevance as a design tool for producing that propossl.

The reviews of landscape simulation technigues in visuval
project analysis have indicated inadequacies in the typical
communication tools utilised by landscape architects (Brown,
1981; Sheppard, 1986; Zube, et &1., 1987). These inadequacies
are indicated in what is suggested to be relatively

clearly-defined proposals for bullt developments or extensive
afforestation.
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Landscape change which may seem very subtle can significantly

alter the landscape experience for those with knowledge or
expectations of that landscape. It can be difficult to
adequately simulate predicted and extensive subtle changes,

such as depletion of the tussock grassland in a well-loved
landscape.
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Technigues used to simulate landscape change should aim to :-
1. quickly demonstrate what and who could be affected;
2. undertake the depth of analysis appropriate to the scale

or significance of the anticipated Impact on the

landscape resource - not merely the significance of the
project;

3. accumulate and integrate the information into project
planning, not merely analysis of a design;

4. be in forms and languages appropriate to the diversity
of the audience;

5. be trangparent, enabling understanding of what and how
various values have been incorporated;

6. give realistic portrayal of the existing and proposed
visual landscape; e

7. demonstrate alternatives and modifications; _
8. respedt publlc understaﬁdlng and ébility to participate;

9. recognize dlversity of perception between cultural
groups;

10.recognize the existence of diverse public visual
sensitivity;

11

L)

respect the moxe sensitive and concerned public as

possible indicators of evolving public awareness and a
new ethic; and, '

12.explicitly recogniie partiality in analysis process and
preferred ocutcome.

Considerable research is suggested to be necessary to provide
guidance to the landscape architecture profession for its
attempts to simulate existing and proposed landscapes.
‘Research must question the profession's assumption that plans
and drawings are an adequate communication tool. As many
people seldom have the need to read a landscape proposal, I
suggest it Is not the audience that should be educated to read
the language we have selected. Instead, ve must investigate
the languages with which the public 1s conversant, and apply
and extend these as appropriate.

"What i1s frightening is the painter's power to

communicate with what superficially seems to be so
1ittle.”

Comments on Colin McCahon guoted in Brown (1984 p.27)
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CONCLUSIONS

Techniques typically employed for project analysis encourage
the landscape architect, decision-maker and user to all
distance themselves from involvement in the existing landscape
and the conseqguences of a praoposal for change. Landscape
architects have attempted to assess only that manlfest, to
appear objective, and not express any feeling for land,
people, or beauty, for example. The profession cannot a3Sess
proposals in the context of the total landscape while this
remote stance 1s taken. Investigating the potential to
encourage and communicate greater involvement with the
landscape, a number of difficulties were noted.

A search for adequate techniques for assessing propositions
for landscape change regquires the evolving identity of New
Zealand be confronted. Landscape 1s the expression of our
identity, for landscape is an expression of natural and
cultural processes. To enable landscape change to be directed
there i3z a need to understand these processes. There is
confusion and uncertainty regarding direction and form, but
recognition that we are undergoing a fundamental cultural
change {(Pawson, 1587).

We are a South Pacific nation in which both land and tangata
whenua have been dominated by the tangata whai of
predominantly British origin. The landscape is an expression,
and the landscape architecture profession a product, of this
relationshlp.

The perceived injustice of this domination requires the basis
and protocol of resource use declsion-making be questioned
(Hayward, 1987). Partnership or coexistence is sought both
between cultures and between culture and nature (Pawson,
1987). With regard to predicting and assessing landscape
change, comment is made on the potential for establishing
protocol for coexistence.

Effective communication between all concerned is essential to
successful decislion-making. A necessary skill of the landscape
architecture profession is communication of the state and
significance of both the existing landscape and of that
predicted. However, a lack of an adequate and shared language
is identified as a particular communication barrier.

The potential for identifying or developing a shared language
is difficult. Firstly, a people's verbal language is thought
to slowly evolve with landscape (Mugerauer, 1984), but we have
net evolved as one people. The concept of landscape is unknown
to the Maori, and the language of the Pakeha evolved in and
vas transplanted from a different landscape. Neither is yet

able to adequately articulate the contemporary landscapes of
our emergent cultures.

Secondly, the diversity of people within both Pakeha and Maori
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cultures excludes either having thelir own totally shared
language. There is no single volce or perspective of either
Maori or Pakeha. Finally, the diversity of our landscapes, but
localised concentration of our people, suggests an inhibition
to future evolution of a shared nationwide language.

Dependence on verbal language can be avoided through use of
images. Landscape architecture has long employed the
architectural communication techniques of plan, section,
elevation and perspective. These graphics are suggested to be

3 barrier to communication because the language is familiar to

so few. The strength (Lynch, 1978) and unfamiliar symbolism
makes a graphics proposal for landscape change appear
inaccessible, and prevents discussion and criticism. To
provide detalled and realistic simulation to enable
communication with a graphic-illiterate audience, may limit
the subtlety and intricacy acceptable In a design proposal.
The communication tool would thus dictate the design.

Pictorially realistic imagery presents problems in being
assumed to show total reality, yet conveying only the
tangible, the explicit. Visual simulation has been inadeguate
in ignoring the implicate, perhaps the primary reality (Bohn,
1980). Graphic landscape proposals discussed off-site exclude
the implicate from the agenda, and from being sensed by
participants. The planning exercise can therefore seem

academic rather than a pragmatic proposal to change a
particular place.

Two models for analysing proposad landscape change, AIM
(Cats-Baril & Gibson, 1987) and A Pattern Language (Alexander
et al., 1977), seek a langquage shared by those who may be
interested in a change. AIM was found to endorse the status
quo being a mechanistic approach addressing only the
explicate, using an elitest verbal language which inhibitegs
non-professional involvement in decislon-making.

In contrast, A Pattern Language combines verbal and graphic
languages, requires an active creative input, recognizes the
importance of the intanglible and values intuition. The
potential of this Pattern Language to address the inadequacies
of deslgn communication and project assessment, and the

considerable difficulties in its implementation, are
acknowledged.

The dilemma of & quest for a shared language whilst
recognizing the diversity of individuals is addressed by
Alexander et al.(ibid) through the concept of communal
individualism. Everyone's personal language is unique, but
their commonality is identified in a shared language which
is recognized intultively. Such communal individualism can
develop in response to a defined identity, such as "home”.

Pawson (1987) suggests home, our place, can be a secure base

vhere differences and diversity can be welcomed and explored.
A Pattern Language offers a mechanism for creatlive change
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based on both the commonality and =specialness of placa.
Further exploratlen of thls mechanism ls required, as a means

of articulating and directing landscape change apace with our
understanding of cultural and natural change.
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