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SPIRALS, BRIDGES AND TUNNELS:
ENGAGING HUMAN-ENVIRONMENT
PERSPECTIVES IN GEOGRAPHY

B. L. Turner II

he social sciences address the fundamental relationships of humankind with

the mystical and religious, within itself, and with nature. Each relationship
consists of a set of great questions that drive inteilectual inquiry. These questions
rise to our collective attention in particular forms, and accompanied by pardcu-
lar modes of analysis. Each such framing of the questions increases our range of
insights as well as the base data or evidence for those insights, but also reveals
Limitations that lead to other framings and other questions. This process eventu-
ally returns us to the kinds of question and framing previously engaged but trans-
formed by what was learned in the interim. This view of social-science research —~
which elsewhere I have likened to an upward spiral’ — suggests that we do not
solve the great questions of our research so much as change our undersianding
of them and, ultimately, of our fundamental relationships. Spiralling may serve
the social sciences well over the long rerm. In the short run, however, the poten-
tiad richness and increased pace of understanding is constrained by another
attribute of the process — the ‘sociology’ of research: the different seyles of research
engagement. The impacts of this constraint are amplified for those addressing
the human—environment refationship because historically this theme has notbeen
central to the interest of the social sciences and its practidoners remain few com-
pared to those engaging the other fundamental themes.

Tn the following, I elaborate the research spiral of the social sciences, focus-
ing on the role of explanatory perspectives and, in pardcular, on the differing
styles of intellectual engagement associated with thern. These styles serve as sig-
nificant impediments to fruiful engagement in the social sciences, diminishing
contributions to the kinds of question posed by society and the research com-
munity at large.? Both the spiral and impacts of style are illustrated through a
brief review of the recent history of geographical interests in human-environ-
" ment relationships in the United States. Changes in the styles of engagement,
it is suggested, will be necessary if the human—environment subfields within
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geography (and without) are to improve their conmribudons to the great ques-
tion of ‘our telationship with nature’.

Spirals of research cores

The spiral is framed by three axes — evidence and time, problem interests and
perspectives of understanding (Figure 1) - and Is composed of distinctive
research cores.? These cores constitute large clusters of practigoners whose work
broadly shares the qualities associated with those portions of the axes with which
they align. For the social sciences the A-axis is pivotal becauase the location on
it shapes the culture of the research cores, which in turn significantly influences
inter-core dynamics and the upward progression of the spiral.*

Save perhaps in economics, the social sciences display little inclination to be
wedded to a particular perspective or paradigm (Table 1). Rather, they con-
tinually reposition along the A-axis, creating new research cores. These cores
rise and decline amid heated, if not formal, debate between the evangelical
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Figure 1 ~ The spiralling of research cores in the social sciences
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Table 1 ~ Definitions and clarifications of terms

» Paradigms or perspectives of understanding
Basic belief systems that guide disciplined inquiry; a paradigm may encampass more
than one specific form of explananon.

* Classifications of perspectives muolve three Sfundamental qualities
Ontology: the nature of the knowable :
Epistemology: the relationship between the knower and the known
Methodology:  the prescribed way in which knowledge is accrued

Exampies
Perspective Oniology Epistemology Methodology
Postpositivism Realism/ Modified Modified
B critical realism obiectivism experimental
Critical theory Critical Subjectivism Dialogic,
N realism gansformadve
Consiructivism Relativism Subjectivism Hermeneutic,
dialectic

¢ Modus operandi
The kind of contribution sought and the accepted means of achieving it. including
the style of engagement.

* Styie of engegement
The dominant spirit, tone and argumentative character of engagement.

Definitions and labels, other than those for medus operandi and style of engagement,
follow varions contributions in Guba (n. 9).

proponents of the ¢merging cores and the defiant guardians of the older ones.
This intellectual siruggle does not proceed haphazardly, however chaotc the
process may seem at umes. Rather, it seems to follow a course that is registered
as an oscillation across the A-axis — generating neither simple replacements of
old cores nor truly novel and superior ones. ts history, as Smelser argues for
sociology, is one of increasing ‘numbers, complexity, and enrichment of more
or less sysiematically expressed perspectives, frameworks, and thecries’® New
research cores draw upon these developments, bearing the marks of subsequent
intervening cores but invariably sharing similarities with older cores in reference
to the broader qualities of the shared positions along the A-axis. This returning
and reshaping justifies the spiral metaphor.

Spiralling never ceases, because the perspectives found within any research
core are invariably limited in the kind of understanding that they mﬂ,ﬁﬂ:m and
in their ability to engage the full range of problems that interest the social sci-
ences at any one time. As these limitations are exposed or the problems them-
selves shift, new cores arise to meet them. Once entrenched in a research core,
however, practitioners may, be reluctant to abandon it. There are always key
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issues for which their favoured perspectives add value. At any given tme, there-
fore, multiple rescarch cores exist within any of the social sciences. This cir-
cumstance offers the potential for intellectual “nybrid vigour’ as the cores engage
by employing one another’s evidence and insights to create richer understand-
ing and, occasionally, to solve problems. Such cooperation: I call ‘bridging’.
This potential is seldom fulflled. The sociology of research seems to favour
a different form of engagement. As opposed to ‘bridging’ at the level of shared
problem interests and data, cores tend to ‘tunnel’ into the underlying perspec-
tives of the other cores in an attempt to coliapse their foundations: emerging
research cores justify themselves, in part, by demonstrating {at least to their
adherents) the fundanental ansoundness of the other cores. In so doing, as
Sheppard notes, there is ‘a strong tendency to Construct Caricatures of the other
[core] in order o reinforce the common identty of one’s own'.? Contributions
from older cores may be ignored or even lost to the new cores, and consider-
able intellectual energy is expended velearning what the older cores already
knew. In return, the established cores may ignore the new ones or spend sub-
stantial energy contesting their usefulness — another form of tunnelling.”

The A-axis

Tunnelling may be a self-serving enterprise — protecting individual or core mter-
ests relative to job availability, research funding, editorial policies of journals or
vao?mm.ﬂo:m_ nmnommaoz.m Much of it, however, follows {from the deeper quali-
tes that define, and are associated witl, the core’s favoured explanatory forms
or wnavmona&w of understanding (see A-axis, Figure 1; Figure 2. Table 1). We
may group these perspectives under the heading of paradigms or combinations
of distinctive ontologies, epistemologies and, to a lesser extent, methodologies.”
For the social sciences, paradigms range in the degree (o which they share attrib-
utes with those of the natural sciences or the humanities.

Social science and philosophy literature s replete with definitions and descrip-
tions of specific attributes of paradigms. I do not reiterate or interpret that lit-
erature here; 1o do so wouid deflefT attention away from, and perhaps blur, the
argument I seek to make (but see Table 1} It is sufficient w note that, as the
natural science pole is approached, perspectives increasingly assume a postpos-
itivist position that invoives a belief in a world bevond the imagination, one of
meaningful and detectable reguiarities and processes suitable for understanding
reflexive agents, and in which the utility of theory construction, empirical ref-
erents and statistical associations is apparent. Approaching the humanities pole
involves increasing belief in a world within the human imagination, one of com-
plexities and contingencies that are best captured in the meanings of signs, sym-
bols, icons and the languages of agents expressed in various narrative forms.
Between these poles are many perspectives: for exampie, moving from left to
right along the A-axis we encounter postpostivism, critical theory and construc-
tivism (Figure 2).!"" Beyond either pole arc perspectives that are neither well
accepted nor well represented in the social sciences.

It is useful here to clarify postpostivism, a term that seems to be largely mis-
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Figure 2 ~ The spiralling of the human—cnvironment research cores in geography

understood in geography. The philosophy of science uses this term to refer to
Eomm mumnm._u.nn%mm emerging from the critique of postivism withour rejecting all
of is qualities. Perspectives which are given this label maintain realist to crideal
realist ontologies, objectivist epistemologies, and experimental methodologies.™
Nom%o&aﬁmﬂy is well represented throughout the social sciences, although cri-
tques of such perspectives in geography are frequently but erroneously aricu-
lated in terms of logical postivism, a paradigm followed by few social scientists
today. ‘

No single paradigm or perspective currently dominates the social sciences,
and no major shift to a dominant paradigm is apparently underway.”” The social
sciences, geographv's domain included, seem to be mired in an exiended phase
of moaﬁmabm perspectives.'® Merion recognized this condition of pluralism for
sociology more than two decades ago, adding that its replacement by a domi-
nant paradigm in the foreseeable future was not likely." This condition can be
an mb.ﬂm:mnﬂcm:w heaithy one, given the increasing recognition that different per-
spectives are useful for illuminating different problems. This health, however, is
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predicated on the effectiveness of the social sciences in bridge-building among
its research cores, leading to the kind of collaboration that may earich under-
standing. It Is not clear, however, that this bridging is taking place in the social
sciences in general or geography specifically, judging from the level of genuine
appreciation and cooperaton among the cores, including those of the
human—environment domair. ’

To be sure, bridging is impeded by the profound differences among the per-
spectives which. direct each core to discriminate differently among competng
explanations or understandings. This quality is not the most significant imped-
iment to bridging, however, and alone cannot adequately account for the preva-
lence of wnnelling. Equally important is the styte through which the persepeuve
is articulated.”® This style is codified into an accepred stanidard of operation or
modus operandi — the kind of contribution that a core seeks to make and its means
of achieving it. By style or style of engagement, I refer to the dominant or com-
mon spirit {cooperative (o contentious), tone {respectful to condescending} and
argument {empirical tw polemical) through which the modus operandi s
expressed. Among the elements that compose a modus operandi, perhaps none
is a more important impediment to bridging than the way in which critique is
valued and used, and especially the style employed in its presentation.

The naturalscience pole emphasizes problem-solving over problem-framing.
Problem definition tends to be anchored within the material world, and crifique
is largely aimed at the adequacy of the solution within the prescribed perspec-
tive. The humanities pole, by contrast, emphasizes problem-framing over
attempts to solve. Problem definition and framing are inseparable, and critique
focuses on the conceptual issues embedded in this nexus.

Seen from the naturalscience pole, the distant perspectives towards the other
pole are unwilling or unable o tackle ‘real-wortd’ problems in a useful way, and
their interests in conceprual issues are mainly directed at other academics. The
modies %ﬁﬁm% of these vnamwmﬂ?_mm is seen to reward skills of rhetoric, wit, even
condescension, rather than advancement of knowledge !® The view from the
bumanist pole is equally unflactering. [1 sees the distant perspectives as uncriti-
cally following paradigms that aré™fundamentally inadequate for the study of
humankind. Their modus operandi, with its set of ‘rigorous’ skiils and quantita-
iive biases, is seen to be deceptive, even dishonest. It directs understanding to
a superficial {or proximate) level, offering momentary insights at best.

Whether these polar caricatures are real is not particularly important That
the research cores perceive them to be real is. Fach research core views the
other as lacking appreciation for its own contributions. In some cases this lack
of appreciation is real and openly stated; in others it may be largely imaginary.
The overall effect, however, is Lo stymie bridge-building and facilitate tunnelling.

Other geographers, of course, have recognized variants of my modus operandi
argument, Gregory, for esample, notes that individual geographers use their
position along the A-axis {paradigmatic position) ‘as a means of legislating for
the proper conduct of geographical inquiry and of excluding work which lies
beyond the competence of ... [their respective positions] *.17 My claims here dif-
fer in at least o ways: conduct reaches beyond the individual to research cores
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as a whole, and our perceptions of the other cores' conduct heips to restrain
us within our own. We may hide within our rescarch cores for the reason
Gregory notes, but we aiso are given minimal encouragement to venrure beyond
our cores, unless we seek the baptism of others.

Human—environment relationships in geography

Geography as a field appreciative of synthesis (meaning holism) might be
expected to deal weil with the range of perspectives operating among its research
cores, with each core engaging the others in constructive ways that advance
understanding and knowledge. This expectation also follows from geography’s
wide-ranging problem interests (B-axis, Figure 1), its tradidon of problem-solv-
ing in context and its mode of training, which ideally emphasizes explorations
across the A-axis.'® Within the discipline, those cores dedicated to human—envi-
ronment relationships should especiaily embrace the bridging goal, because by
definition the relationships in question concern phenomena and processes
whose origins and existence are both human and natural {no matter how
humanly modified the natural may be}.t

The existence of such a mmomwmvgo& utopia is problematic, at ieast as judged
by the recent history of human-environment research cores in North America.
Bridging is not evident among the cores at large, and tunneiling may be more
common than ever. These dynamics partly stem from the cores’ different but
defining styles of engagement.”

Asan illustration of these claims, [ offer a cursory and highly interpretve review
of the recent history of human-environment research in geography in the USA
(Figures 3, 4). To do so. I take the considerable liberty of clustering the many
human_environment subfields into research cores.® These cores represent
broadly similar, shared problem interests, perspectives and modus operandi that are
prevalent or were during various phases of the period in queston. Three caveats
are warranted, however. Individual practiioners may not share all the qualities
of the research core with which thev are identified, and they may underake major
shifts during their careers. Moreover, there are always practitioners who do not
fit within any of the major cores. particularly within the simpiified structure used
here.” Finally, what constitutes ‘recent’ is in the eye of the beholder, and my lens
is focused by mv own entry into the discipline in the early 1970s.

Two major humun—environment research cores existed at that ime. The older
and perhaps larger of the wo i known by several names, but for simplicity, I
tabel it “cultural landscape’, in reference o various uses of that term by Carl O.
Sauer and many of his Berkeley cohorts. The other, ‘human ecology’, is largely
associated with Gilbert F. White and his academic progeny at Chicago.?

It is well documented that the cultural-landscape core, while strongly
grounded in the earth sciences and consistently inserting the ‘natural’ into its
ASSESSINETs, Was resistant (o positivist perspectives (at the time in queston) for
understanding culture or the culturai imprint on the landscape. The reach of
the core, at least within Sauer’s vision of historicism,?* was towards history and
the humanities, moral philosophy and alternatives to modernity.®® The cultural
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Figure 4 ~ Human—environment research cores on the A-axis
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Eb.mmmnwwm core searched for understanding through a mode of observation bor-
dering at tmes on the empathetic, and presented adequately in narrative.?® The
human-ecology core searched for ceniral tendencies, mmbmﬂ\m_.w lessons and mod-
els. While embedded in ‘bounded rationality’ and EHW&% avoiding formal con-
structions of behavioural theory,”” it was nevertheless far closer to postpositivist
perspectives and clearly adopted the associated modus operand:, as indicated in
the work of its prominent risk-hazard subfield.”

.mc.nr differences provoked little tunnelling but also engendered minimal
U_E&mwdm. perhaps because each core considered itself under assault from ‘spa-
EE.. m.nomwmwg\. No significant collaborations were undertaken by the wo cores;
their Ebzmbnm on one another’s published work is difficult to mmmmnﬂ and stu-
Qm:ﬁ. in one core were rarely encouraged to engage the other.” Earth Day and
the rise of environmentai concerns to the highest level of social attenton ~ ulti
mately leading to ‘Rio’ (UNCED-United Nations Conference on Environment
and Development) and international programmes of research on global envi-
ronmental change and sustainable development - found geography fragmenied
unprepared and perhaps unwilling to take a leadership role.” hmnkﬁzm the kind
of inter-core cooperation needed, the discipline with the longest tradition of
studying human—environment relasionships has struggled ever since to regain
its lost standing at the forefront of environmental research.

From this phase of the spiral onwards, human-environment geography
becomes ever more fragmented into small subfields.* These subfields become
_:nﬁnmw_smq difficulr to associate with a single source, either an institution or a
leading practitioner, and thus are more difficult to define.” This fragmentation
.:ogﬂrmﬁmbn_._:m_ I coilapse the human-environment subfields of the next phase
into two research cores: resource geography and cultural ecology.®® Like their
Em&mnmmmo? these two cores have not engaged in tunnelling per se, but oper-
ate in virtuai isolation from one another, with no substantal bridging.™

Resource geography, in the sense used here, is an amalgamaiion of several
m.cvmmam or parts of subfields: energy, water resources, environmental percep-
don, risk and hazards research and land use.” These subfields, of course
r.un_cam important practitioners representing different perspectives, but m:onm
ties to human ecology, economic and spatial geography and physical mmcmm.mvrw
a.oni:mﬁm.wm The social-science components of this core draw on ,ﬁbamlsmm v:.:.-
ciples smongly aligned with behavioural and economic theory,™ but ..me_o< a
more expansive reach.™ . ‘

A parallel movement towards the natural-science pole was also undertaken in
regard to the cultural-landscape core.® Cultural ecology initially explored sys-
tems or system science® before inserting behavioural themes drawn first from
ecological and adaptation theory* and later from behavioural and other eco-
nomic theorv.?? It maintains clear if varied affinities with postpositivism
although many of its important leaders, such as Harold Brookfield Karl mcﬁmm
and Wiliiam Denevan, were never fully situated within that vmﬂmvmwacm.&

Tunnelling between the cores intensified subsequently, partly because, as the
spiral would indicate, new research cores moved away from vmmﬂuomas,ma and
towards those perspectives with different styles of operation. Political ecology
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constitutes one such emergent core. Current use of that term in geography is
generally wraced so Blaikie and Brookfield,* whose work signifies the various
perspectives that help to define this core. As judged by its practitoners, politi-
cal ecology is not simply marxism inserted into environmental themes, but var-
jous mixtures of critical theory, new ecology and institutional and femimst
interests, among others.* Political ecology, therefore, has become an umbrella
for a variety of perspectives that hold in common a disenchantment with main-
stream muom%omasma. vmmﬁ.nc_mﬁ:\ its association, warranted or not, with so-called
hegemonic discourse. This diversity makes difficult the demarcation between
political ecology and research cores situated further towards the humanites
pole.*®

Nevertheless, political ecology as a core values critique as an essential tool,
which it has aimed directly at resource geography, first to the risk-hazard sub-
fieid*” and subsequenty to other facets of that core.®® A challenge, of course,
need not constitute tunneliling, but can lead to useful engagement In this case,
however, the differing cultures clashed. The older core viewed the challenge
largely as a polemic, with iittle likelihood of resolution and minimal real-world
use. Their response was to ignore the challenge, which was in turn interpreted
as a form of condescension. As political ecology matures, perhaps becoming the
new status quo in human-environment research in geography according to
some ¥ it increasingly emphasizes its own research outcomes rather than engag-
ing in polemical challenges to others.”

This maturation, as the spiral suggests, has been accompanied by the emer-
gence of yet another research core which challenges political ecology. This lat-
est core brings us back full-circle to that position relative to the A-axis where we
began: closer to the humanist pole and to the foundations of Ecumene ** Loosely
affiliated with the label ‘new cultural mmomaﬁurw_u this emerging core challenges
all "progressivist’ and “modernist’ expressions encompassed in the other cores®
It seeks to re-insert humanist perspectives through the significance of human
.::m%:m&0:@ to ‘make, reshape, and communicate meaning with respect to
physical environments, and the material and imaginative worlds’.?* Tts focus to
date on the ‘landscape as metaphor’ redirects the kinds of human—environment
inquiry dominant in the other cores towards ‘the active social construction, rep-
resentation and interpretagon of ... cultural landscapes and their contested
meanings’ .3 In so doing, it draws upon the wcmﬁnncgﬁam:ms and textualism of
constructivist perspectives, calling for the kind of understanding gained from
expressions that are more discursive, narrative and even rhetorical than those
in which the other cores are mnoc:&mm.um.ﬁrn new cultural geography values
and uses critique similarly to political ecotogy, and thus has a similar modus
operandi. .

If precedents are followed, new cultural geography angd politcal ecology will
polemically engage one another, while culwural ecology and resource geography
will largely ignore such mzmwmmamzr% iIn either case, bridging of the kind 1
understand Ecumene calls for will probably not take place.
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Where we stand and where we might go

The UdEET@SS.Ho:BmE domain of geography has come full-spiral since my
enury into it — from the humanist pole to the natural-science pole and back.
Spiralling continues. Before the new cultural geography fully develops its
human-environment dimension, other cores — perhaps some combination of
the human dimensions of global change and geographical informaton systems-
remote sensing — will appear on the horizon to pull the trajectory of the spiral
back towards the natural-science pole. The pluralism of the modern sacial sci-
ences, however, suggests that none of the current research cores, or its favoured
perspective, is likely to dominate in the near future. If this observation is true
we should ask ourselves what may be gained or lost by the choices r:melnbs.w
ronment research cores make to engage or ignore one another,

Hr@.w are both pragmatic and intellectual reasons to aim for positive inter-
actions in which the cores draw upon and recognize one another’s sirength and
contributions, and undertake collaborative research efforts. Geography com-
me.&m-m minor posidon in American {and perhaps British) research and schol-
arship.® Its contributions to knowiedge are not adequartely understood; its
ﬂ;mdﬁ. are not sufficiendy appreciated and are often attributed to other mmEm.
The discipline has been and remains vulnerable. We make ourselves more vul-
nerable by fragmenting into small, dissociated and inward-looking research cores
rbs.m::w to appreciate one another’s contributions and unable to join together
in trans-core and trans-disciplinary efforts.’ Nor do we sirengthen geography's
position by repeatedly investing our sparse rtesources in rediscovering and
relearning what our predecessors already knew.?’ We may wish to deny that
human-environment geographv behaves in this manner, but T believe such
entrenched narrow-mindedness is evident in almost every facet of our work
.?05 Mma.m:ma svllabuses to referencing in our research @m,@mnm to wmﬂ.maﬁmaom
in major interdisciplinary research programmes.’

There m_..mi of course, legitimate intellectual differences among the
human-environment research cores that are irreconcilable,® but this recogni-
tion does not preclude cross-core respect and cooperation, We would do well to
look bevond geography to the developments emerging among those schotars
and fields largelv responsible for the study of paradigms in the social sciences.
Here we find increasing attempts 1o enhance understanding through bridgin
as attested hy the 1989 Alternative Paradigms Conference in San F rancisco. %rmm
<o::.5w based on this exchange concluded that there is a ‘new spirit of ecu-
menicism and respect’ among pPostposHivists vis--vis alternative expressions; that
these E.ﬁm.;mm?mm. in turn, have begun to realize that ‘continued polemic and
E%nﬂ.n:cnmmi are counterproductive’; and rhat ‘it is now possible to open a dia-
log directed toward a reconstruction of existing paradigms, bringing them into
a more ecumenical, if not consensual, posture’.5

an.mﬂmﬁr% historically lags behind the waves or currents of intellectual fer-
ment in academe or society at large.® The current waves require recognition of
the decline of research-core hegemony as it may have existed in the past (if not
because a single perspective js inadequate for all questions we address, then
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because a single perspective will never suffice for the diversity and number of
ment subfields). It remains to be

practitioners entering the human—environ
seen if we can move beyond this recognition towards a more collaborative

interaction as promoted by the alternative paradigm symposium, espoused by
Ecumene, and as suggested in the conclusion of the Price~-Lewis and
Oommngn!D:bnmdluwnchu discourse. Such collaboration requires that we rec-
ognize the substantive and conceptual contibudons of the many human—envi-
ronment mmomﬂ%Emm_ not just their limitations, and thar we seek to build upon
crasscore work I a more systematic manner than we have to date. This recog-
nition and its implied engagements need not become ‘a justification for naive
relativism’. a position we should avoid, as Pickles and Watts argue in another
vein.® But, as Sheppard has noted, much of the posturing over the differences
among geography’s spatial and urban-economic cores obscures their similarities,
including those of explanatory perspective.” If we accept pluralism, there seems
to be litde reason in principle why the human-—environment research cores can-
not engage one another in a more productive way, potentially enhancing all the
cores, geography and interdisciplinary work on human—environment relation-
ships. The style and spirit of the engagement, it seems to me, may prove the
determining factor in our success or Failure to achieve a productuve engage-
ment.%

Human—environment mmomammrm is fortunate to have a base from which to
build a positive engagement.’® Many examples exist of bridging among individ-
ual researchers of adjacent cores;™ and some researchers firmily anchored in
one core consistently reach out to others.” And a few practitioners not only
reach across the nearly full range of human—environment research cores but are
extremely difficult to insert firmly into any one of them.” It is not clear to me,
however, that such individuals - and their potental centrality to bridge buiid-

ing — are sufficiently appreciated. Their bridging behaviour is too often viewed

as theoretically naive or chaotic, especiallv by those anchored in the cores. Such
among the newly cerafied

views may be changing, however, especially
researchers entering our ranks, who seem to be less wedded to purity of per-
spective and more wﬁ?.ne.&c.e.a of tfe strengths of the various cores. Thev are,
as a group, more prone to follow such examples as Diana Liverman’s attempts
1o make a bridge between risk-hazard research, as practised in human ecology
and resource geography, and political ecology.™

Improved discourse among the research cores is a substantial start towards
bridge-hbuilding. A more ambitious construction, however, awails cooperative
research programmes among the cores. The potential of human—environment
geography to serve in this kind of bridging capacity is inherent, for example, in
several of the international and interdisciplinary research efforts on global
change (e.g. [ntergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. International
Geosphere—Biosphere Programme, and the Internadonal Human Dimensions
Programme}. And yet, our many human—environment research cores, and espe-
cially those practitioners whose outreach is primarily to the social sciences, con-
sistently vote with their feet, failing to participate and thus ensuring that
geography’s potential role will not be fulfilled.
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O'Riordan sees this response, and that of the social sciences in general, as
embedded in the kinds of difference among the research cores outlined here.™
We become so embroiled in the differences among our competing positions
that we consistently fail to take advantage of the considerable cpportunites
offered to us. While the international donor comununity virtually pleads
with the social sciences and geography to take the initiative in developing coher-
ent, intercore and interdisciplinary research strategies and programmes to
address the human-environment ¢onditdon — programmes so broadly inter-
preted that they encompass the full spectrum of interests among our research
cores — we cannot agree on the kind of collaboraton involved. Our standard
notion of collaboration appears to be far more exclusive and intra-core
oriented.” The newly emerging, AAG-sponsored programme on ‘Global change,
local places” may provide a measure of our real willingness to become more
inclusive.

A final comment. The perspectives drawn upon by the research cores to
address the fundamental theme of our refationship with natwre have their
origins almost exclusivelv in those sections of the social sciences that have
paid minimal attention to this theme while emphasizing the other two.
These origins privilege those other relationships as more fundamental in kind
and/or envision the human—environment relatonship as more synthedc. In
either case, the assumption is that understanding of human-environment
relationships can be adequately constructed from concepts and themes that
have little, if any, foundations in those relationships. I remain unconvinced
of the propriety of this assumption, aithough I practise it in my own re-
search. .

Our ‘relatonship with nature’, however, 13 becoming increasingly important
to the ather social sciences and society in general.™ This growth affords renewed
opporturities for the human-environment cores of geography. Our potental
take advantage of these opportunities has much to do with our abilities to engage
one another in new, productive ways. If we find those ways, our <NMOM.M
collaborations mav increase the pace of growth in the research spiral and
improve the abilitv of the human—environment research cores to offer society a
more informed understanding of the questions posed to us, Perhaps, too, they
may lead to explanatory perspectives more profoundly immersed in the
human-environment relationship.
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Notes

I B. L. Turner If, ‘Thoughts on linking the physical and human science in the study
of global environmental change’, Research and Exploration 7 (1991), pp. 133-3.

2 Goeial sciences refer to ail disciplines and fields of study that engage human cogni-
tion, behaviour and structures beyond their biophysical ¢lements alene, including por-
tions of the humanities.

3 The A-axis is explained in the text. The B-axis, problem interests, involves the range
of research topics engaged. On the Caxis, time is self-explanatory. Evidence refers 1o
the accumuiation of basic data generated over time, independent of the need to
deconstruct and reinterpret that evidence.

* Use of the spiral memphor does not imply a teleological or goal-oriented system. The
spiral moves upwards because base data or evidence accumulates through time and
the amount of information generated at any moment MCrTEases, although these data
may need to be reconsuruted by changing perspective and guesgons. Spiralling, there-
fore, need not lead to berter understanding, but it does provide the potendal for
richer understanding. This quality follows from the overall evidence upon which each
new research core may draw as well as from the insights gained from preceding cores.
This richness in understanding is onlv a potential inasmuch as research cores may
choose 1o ignore the data and insights or be unable to reconstitute them within the
new framing of the problems.
N. ] Smelser, Sociology (Oxford, Blackwell: Paris, UNESCO, 1994}, p. 24, notes that a
Kuhnian ‘accumulation’ model of science is not apparent in the history of sociology,
and by implicaton the social sciences in general, because increased improvement n
the validity of undersuanding is ‘rendered invalid’” by the next mode of undersiand-
ing (perspectives or paradigms}. The social sciences, implied in Smelser’s argument.
do not follow a Kuhnian pattern of paradigm advancement m the sense of improved
explanatiops; rather, they change the fundamental structure of whal constitutes expla-
nadons. Even if the accumulation medel does not hold, the changing perspectives, if
sufficiently appreciated, offer the potential for enriched undersranding.

E. Sheppard, ‘Dissenting from spatial analysis’, Urban Geography 16 (1993), p. 297.

 The impacts of this behaviour go beyond tie practitioners. Their practice in semi-

nars and elsewhere socializes their graduate students so that they learn to caricature
ather corves and individuals within them as well, often wirh minimal self-examination
of the original literature.

See c.g. M. Komarovsky, ‘Some persistent issues of sociological polemics’, Socoiogical

Forum 2 (1987), p. 562.

Some practitioners seek to define paradigms in terms of ideology. Philosophers and

logicians, however, classify paradigms frst on the qualities I use here (see Table 1).

Ideology crosses paradigms, although it may be blurred with ontology and episte-

mology. See E. G. Guba, “The alternative paradigm dialog’, in Guba, ed., The para-

digm diglog (Newbury Park, CA, Sage, 1990), pp. 17-27.

0 Ihid.

D. C. Phillips, ‘Postposiivistic science: myths and realides’, in Guba, The paradigm

dialog, pp. 31-45; Guba, ‘The alternative’.

@

o
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o
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12 [ recognize that this claim differs from assessmernts by other geographers, pardcularly
those with postmodern orientations (e.g. Michael Dear, ‘The postmodern challenge:
reconstructing human geography’, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 13
{1988}, pp. 262-74). [ support my claim by reference to the opinions of philosophers
of science (e.g. Guba, ‘The alternative’) and major figures in those social sciences
(e.g. R. K. Merton. ‘Srructural analysis in sociology’, P. M. Blau, ed., Approaches to the
study of socology structure (Glencoe, IL, Free Press, 1975), pp. 21-52; Smelser, Sociology)
from which geography typically borrows and-with which geography is often out of
temporal phase, as weil as by an anecdote. Recently, a number of distinguished schol-
ars were brought together ar the Center for Advanced Stadies in the Behavioral
Sciences {CASBS, Palo Alto, CA) to discuss the state and direction of the social sci-
ences, geography included, as preparatory work in a process undertaken by a major
publisher 1o decide whether or not to produce a new encyclopedia of the social sci-
ences. This group could not agree on the existence of a prevailing paradigm trajec-
tory in the social sciences — an cutcome that may appear contrary to a reading of the
literature in human geographv in which the sheer volume of (and reference o) works
critical of postpositivism and supportive of various alternatives is striking (Sheppard,
‘Dissenting’, able 1, p. 288). Virtually every member of the CASBS group believed
that postpositivistic views remained centrai to their disciplines - expressed by the
majority of practtioners for some fields - and would likely remain so. Other geogra-
phers recognize the prevalence of pluralism, but they tend © neglect the role of post
positivism within mix of perspectives (e.g. E. Graham, ‘Postmodernism and the
possibility of a new human geograpay’. Scottish Geographical Magazine 111 [1995], pp.
175-3.)

1% Guba, ‘The alternatve’.

14 Merton, ‘Structural analysis’. See zlso M. Komarovsky, Common [fromtiers of the social
sciences {Glencoe, IL, Free Press, 1957), and Smelser, ‘The alternadve’.

15 K. Popper, Conjectures and refitations {New York, Harper & Row, 1968}, p. 215.

' For a corresponding assessment of academic stvles in general, see A Sullivan, ‘London

_ diarist’, New Republic, 20 Nowv. 1993, p. 50.

17 D. Gregory, ‘Areal differentiation and post-modern human geography’, in D. Gregory
and R. Walford, eds, Horizons in human geography (Totowa, NJ: Barnes & Naoble, Em@v.u
pp- 67-9.

18 Historically, geographical education has involved swudies in natural seience {phvysical
geography), cognitive and behavioural sciences {(human geography, cartography), and
the humanities {historical and cultural geography), thus engaging a large range of
_u.nwmtanw?nm of understanding. It is not clear that contemporary geographical educa-
tion encourages exploration of the full range of the subfields of the discipline and
hence of the perspectives associated with that range.

19 Oy, as W. Cronon (‘Cutting loose or running aground?’, fournal of Historical Geography
20 (1994), pp. 38—13) responds to D. Demeritt (‘Ecology, abjecrtivity and n:;.ﬂﬂm .:w
writings on nature and human societies’, Journai of Historicai Geography 20 (1994), pp.
29-37), nature 'is not entirely our own invention'. ¥urthermore, [ find some of the
criticism of the human—pature dichotomy somewhat disingenuous for at least two rea-
sons. The dichotomy has always been undersiood to reflect a nature perceived and
often reconstituted by humankind. Its use has been a convenience denoting & reflex-
ive agent within narure’s complex. Furthermore, it is difficult to detect much differ-
ence in the actual outcomes between work overtly employing the dichotomy and work

‘seeking to eliminate it. The possible exceptions are those extreme vmwwﬁmnmém that
would deny the existence of nature independent of the imaginadon — a view, it seems,

Ecumene 1997 4 (2)

__

Spirals, bridges and tunnels 211

&0

21

that would deny the evolution of our species with its imagination.

Different modi operandi are detectabie in the way geography's subficlds define and

assess themselves; see G. L. Gaile and C. J. Willmott, eds, Geography in America

{Columbus, OH, Merrill, 1589},

[ refer to the following subfield entries in Geography in America: energy geography,

water resources, cultural ecology, cultural geography, environment perception and

behavioural geography, contemporary agriculture and rural land use, hazards

research, and geography from the left. do not consider the recently developed

‘haman dimensions of global environmental change’ subfield. Practitioners wypically

identified as ‘physical geographers’ are considered where their work involves a direct
human component and is identified by one of the subfields noted as part of its

research contributions.

The contributions of ¥i-Fu Tuan are a case in point. Subfields noting his influence

in Geography in Amenca are environmental perception, regional development and plan-
ning, hazards and regional synthesis ~ all subfields with strong postpositivist compo-
nents, Most geographers think of Tuan as an intellectual leader in the development
of humanistic geography, in opposition o postpositivism, and yet nene of the sub-
fields purporting to Tepresent humanism in Geography in America makes reference to
Tuan's work. See, however, the relevant sections of R. F. Abler, M. G, Marcus and J-

M. Olson. eds, Geography's inner worlds: pervasive themes in contemporary American geog-
raphy (New Brunswick, NJ, Rutgers University Press, 1992).

As noted, 1 take considerable liberty in grouping diverse research interests into
research cores. My cores will not suit those seeking more finely mned categorization
of the diverse interests found within any core, and the terms I use to identify a core
will carry different meanings for different readers. For example, W. M. Denevan (pers.
comm.) recognizes several subcores within Berkeley’s cultural geography: cultural
landscape, material culture, human impacis. origins and dispersals and human nse of
the earth. And L. Rowntree (‘The culture landscape concept in human geography',
in C. Earle, K Mathewson, and M. S. Kenzer, eds, Comeepls in human geography
(Lanham, MD: Rowman & Litlefield, 1996}, pp- 127-59) details rhe various mean-
ings of culwural landscape within geography alone. [ include all of Denevan’s topics
and approaches and those meanings idendfied with Sauerian traditions by Rowntree
within my use of cultural landscape. My rationale for using the term is precisely that
implied in Rowntree’s essay ~ it is idgntified with the adidon in question, which pos-
sessed an acute interest in the ‘lie of the land’ as an outcome of human—environment
interaction and pursued it within the broader perspective noted in the text. Even 5.
Paul (Hewing to experience: essays and reviews ow recent American poetry and poetics, nature
and culture, lowa City, University of lowa Press, p. 219}, entering landscape studies
from a different angle, identifies the ‘Sauerian’ landscape as one involving all the ele-
ments noted by Denevan above and more. Likewise, my human ecoiogy research core
eNCOMPpAasses various subjects that would lead to a number of subcores (and subfieids),
such as environmental perception and risk-hazard studies. This core, however, asked
different kinds of question, took iis leads from different perspectives, and reached
out to different intellectual audiences from that of the cultural landscape core. I
selected the term ‘human ecology’ because the core practidoners refer to It through-
out portions of their work, if only retrospectively. Thus my human ecology core is not
to be confused with other uses, such as that by K. 8. Zimmerer {‘'Ecology as corner-
stone and chimera in human ecology’, in Earle et al, Comeepts in human geography, pp.
161-88), intended to capture the full corpus of humarn-environment research in geog-

raphy.
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* W. W. Speth, ‘Historicism: the disciplinary world view of Carl O. Sauer’, in M. S.

26

29

52

Renzer, ed., Cari O. Sauer: a iribute {Corvalis, Oregon State University Press, 1987),
pp- 11-39.

A, Bebhington and J. Carney, ‘Geography in the international agricultural research
centers: theoretical and practical concerns’, Annals of the Association of American
Geographers (AAAG) B0 (1990), pp. 34-48; J. N. Entrikin, 'Carl O. Sauer: philosopher
in spite of himself. Geographical Review 74 {1984), pp. 387-408; J. Leighly, "Ecology as
metaphor: Carl Sauer and human ecology’, Professional Geographer 39 (1987, pp.
405-12; K. Mathewson, ‘Sauer south by southwest: antimodernist and the Austral
impulse’, in Kenzer, Carl 0. Sauer, pp.90-11; L. Rowntree, 'The culture landscape
concept in human geography’, in Earle et al, Conegpts in human geography, pp. 127-59.
Two of Sauer’s late career pubiicarions suggest the degree © which he moved towards
the humanities in its classical waditions: The early Spanish Main (Berkeley, University
OM quE.OaEm Press, 1967) and Northern mists (Berketey, University of California Press,
1967},

M. Reuss, 1993, Waler resources people and issues: interview uwith Gilhert 2 White (Fort
Belvoir, VA, US Army Corps of Engineers, 1993); J. L. Wescoat, |r, ‘The ..Hunmn.nnmn
Ezm._m oumwnrowna: in water resource geography’, Progress in Human Geography 11 {1987},
pp. 41-59.

See e.g. . Burron, R. W. Kates and G. F. White, The environment as hazard (New York,
Oxford University Press, .Eqmr J. K Mitchell, ‘Hazard research’, in Gaile and
Willmott, Geography in Amertca, pp. 410-24. Human ecology m:mmao:mn_ various facets
of positivism, if only indirectly, through its emphasis on cognition and reflexivity.
Critiques of human ecology, however, often irnply that it was aligned completely with
the logical positivist paradigm of its time. .
Geography at the University of Chicago was an excepdon. Faculty of both cores were
present, as well as those that would help to direct the emergence of culmral ecology.
A review of human—environment disserrations from Chicage indicates a greater appre-
ciation of the various cores than [ claim for geography in general.

See R. W. Kates, “The human environment: ihe road not taken, the road still beck-
oning’, AAAG 77(4), pp. 525-34. Missing in many assessments of geographv’s position
in the rise of environmental studies in Americar: universities is the overall weak role
apparently plaved by physical geography vis-¢-vis ecology and other natural sciences.
T too omit it here, save that many physical geographers directiv engage and influence
cerfain human-environment cores.

This fragmentation is difficult to artribute to the exceptional growth in the number
of practitioners (see A. D. Hill and L. A. LaPrairie, ‘Geography in American educa-
Hon'. in Gaile and Willmott, Geography in America, pp. 1-26). It may reflect more the
rend in science towards basing expertise on increasingiy narrow subject domains.
Regardless of the cause, fragmentation served as an impediment to the traditional,
synthetic character of geographical contributions to research. Geographers began to
mimic in their research the parallel speciality fields in other disciplines, and pay less
attention to the more integrative perspective that is somewhat peculiar to the geo-
graphical tradition; they were increasingly thrust into a specialistsynthesis dilemma
{B. L. Turner II, ‘The specialist-synthesis approach w0 the revival of geography: the
case of cultural ecology’, AAAG 79 (1989), pp. 88-100). .

The Price-Lewis and Cosgrove-Duncan-Jackson debate in the 1993 issues of the
AAAG illustrates this point. This debate focused on the distinctions berween what I
refer 1o here as the cores of cultural landscape and new cultural geography. See
M. Price and M. Lewis, ‘The reinvention of cuitural geography’, AAAG 83 (1993),
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pp. 1-17; 'Reply: en reading cultural geography’. AAAG 83 (199%), pp.520-2; D.

Cosgrove, "Commentary on the reinvention of cultural geography’, AAAG 83 (1993),

pp. 515-17; J. §. Durcan, '‘Commentary on the reinvention of cultural geography’,

AAAG 83 (199%), pp. 317-18; . Jackson, 'Berkeley and beyond: broadening the hori-

zons of cultural geography’, AAAG 83 (1993}, pp- 319-20.

These two cores differ more in their substantive interests and disciplinary outreach

than in the broader perspectives taken. Resource geography is strongly ‘western world'-

oriented, with strong links to economics, political science and policy studies. Cultural

ecology, in contrast, is strongly "‘non-western world® in ortentation, with strong affins-

ties to anthropology, ecology and agricultural economics applied ro smallholders.

I recognize that a small set of influential practidoners existed at this time who do not
fit into either of these twe cores as [ define them. I refer to those espousing more

humanistic approaches 0 human—environment relationships, e.g. A Burttimer and D.

Seamons, eds, The human experience of place and space (London, Croom Helm, 1980);
D. Lowenthal, ‘The pioneer landscape: an American dream’, Great Plains Quarterly 2
(1982), pp. 5-19; Y, F. Tuan, Topophilia: @ study of environmental perception, attitudes, and
values (New York, Pantheon, 1976). The subfield referencing them in Geography in
America is environmental perception, o which these and other individuals sharing
their vision contributed. And vet the trajectory of their work is against the postposi-
tivism that dominates much of the wo cores. [ am reluctant to award these practi-
tioners the siatus of a separate research core, if only because of their small numbers
for the period in question. This problem illustrates ap imporant point: my cores are
aggregations-and abstractions that mask the variability of perspectives held at any one
time.

Gaile and Willmott, Geography in America.

S. L. Cutter, ed., Living with risk {London, Arnold 1993); W. 1 Graf, Plutonium and the
Rio Grande (New York, Oxford University Press, 1994); J. D. Ives and B. Messerli, The
Himalayan dilemma: reconcling development and conservalion (New York, Routledge and
United Nations University, 1989); T. R. Lakshmanan and P. Nijkamp, eds, Systems and
models for energy and envivonmental analysis {Aldershot, UEK, Gower, 1983).

E. C. Mirchell and R. T. Carson, Ustng surveys o value public goods: the contingent vabi-
ation method (Washingron, DC: Resources for the Fuwre/Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1989).

R. W, Kates, C. Hohenemser and J. <% Kasperson, Perilous progress: lechnology as hazard
(Boulder, CO, Westview, 1384); S. Krimsky and D. Golding, eds, Social theories of risk,
{London, Praeger, 1992); T. [. Wilbanks, ‘Sustainable development in geographic con-
ext’, AAAG 84 (1994), pp. 541-37. :

Foilowing P. L. Wagner and M. W. Mikesell, Readings in cultural geography {Chicago,
University of Chicago Press, 1962) and perhaps implied in Price and Lewis (‘The reln-
vention’ and ‘Reply’), cultural ecology in geography may be identified as a direct off-
shoot of the cultural landscape core as merged with cultural ecology in anthropology.
As noted by J. Leighly (‘Ecology as metaphor: Carl Sauer and buman ecology’,
Professional Geographer 39 {1987), pp. 403-12), however, the Sauerian vision of this
core, at least in its later stages of development, did not favour the more ‘restricuve’
view appended to cultural ecology, including its song links science (Price and
Lewis, ‘Reply’, p- 521). Thus, while cultural ecology drew much of its subject interest
from the cuitural landscape core (and its anthropological counterpart), the basic
approaches maken were different i their intent and were strongly influenced by prac-
titioners of foreign training, specifically Harold Brookfield and Karl Butzer (K. W.
Buzer, “Cultural ecology’, in Gaile and Willmott, Geography in America, pp- 192-208;
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Turner, 'The specialistsynthesis’} as well as bv the sustained influences of Juiian

“ Steward, Robert Netting, and cuiwural ecologists in anthropology.

© K W. Butzer, Archaeology as human ecolagy: theory and method for o coniextual approach
{Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1982); D. R, Stoddart, ‘Geography and the
ecological approach: the ecosystem as a geographical principle and ‘method’

. Gengraphy 30 (1965), pp. 26251 _
2 A HWW%HWMMWWQWWM%WHHO? variation and cultural geography’, Professional Geographer

2 p C Netting, Smailhoiders, households: farm families and the ecology of intensive, sustain-
w&& agriculture (Stanford, CA, Stanford Cs?@.‘&.ﬁw‘ Press, 1993). See Nm.EEQ.ma

Ecology' for a different interpretation of the various components of cultural w:nm
human ecology.

R .: Is important 1o note, however, that leading cultural ecologists strongly identify with
QA:E:% as a complex concept that cannot be adequately treared Samucmr the sim-
plifications of generalizadons and theory alone. Thus, while cultural ecology involved
a move toward the natural science pole as framed here, its links with the humanities
pole nmﬂmmaoa strong. See e.g. K. W. Buwzer, ‘Towards a cultural curriculum for the
future’, in K. E. Foore, P. J. Hugill, K. Mathewson and J. M. Smith, eds, Rereading cul-

" tural .mﬁ@i%@ {Austin, University of Texas Press, 1994), pp. 409-28.

P. Blaikie and H. C. Brookfield, Land degradation and society (London, Methuen 1987}

I read this work as an amempt at bridging in the sense that I use that mmdr rmanu

.OEm; have subsequently employed the term ‘politcal ecology’ with different mean-

ings and possiblv intent {e.g. R, Peer and M. Warts, ‘Development theory and envi-

ronment in an age of market wiumphalism’, Economic Geography 69 wamv pp.

227-53). Thus not oniv is the practice of politiecal ecology diverse, the modus &wmﬁx&

varies from bridging to tunnelling. i

D. chvmrwm:u B. Thomas-Siayter, and E. Wangari, eds, Feminzst political ecology: global

perspectives and local expressions (New York, Routledge, 1996); M. I. Warts, Silent wivlence:

Jood, famine, and peasaniry in northern Nigeria (Berkeley, University of nwzmo_ii T.mmm.

1983); M. J. Watts, ‘Powers of producrion: Wmowﬂmv:n? among _ummmmﬁa.‘ Maiézgw

m.;n Planning D5 (1987}, pp. 215-30; Karl S. Zimmerer, ‘Human geography and the

“new ecology™ the prospect and promise of integration’, AAAG 84 {1994), E,u. 108-25

See e.g. A. Sayer, ‘Epistemology and conceptions of people and narure in geogra :<..

Geoforum 10 (1979), pp. 19-43. SRR

* K. Hewitt, ed., Interpretations of calemity {Boston, Allen & Unwin, 1983),

u..mam_ and R. Peet. Natural resources and hazards’, in N, Hr.lm and R. Peer, eds

New models in geography (London, Unwin, 1989), Pp- 49-76. S

L. Rowntree, K. Foote and M. Domosh, ‘Cultural geographv’, in Gaile and Willmott

Geography in America, p. 212, . .

The history of articles in Antipode and Environment and Planning D: Society and Space

. naps this change in emphasis through dme. . ’

31 Without restaging the Price-Lewis and Cosgrove-Duncan—Jackson debate, we must
ammomdww that the new cultural geography and landscape history cores Onwcte. simi-
lar positions reladve to the A-axis and the other research cores. Many of the .,m:dq
utes ascribed to Sauerian historicism (cultural landscape or ‘old cultural geography')
seem present in the new cultural geography (Speth, "Historicism', pp. 26-7). This
observarion does not, of course, deny the many differences between the two. If there

. were none, the metaphor of the spiral should be replaced by an ellipse.

** Sheppard (‘Dissenting’) makes a similar argument for a 'new social theory core
within spatial geography. '

s
o
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33 D. Cosgrove and S. Daniels, eds; The iconagraphy of landscape: essays on the symbolic
representation design, and wse of past environments {Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press, 1988}; D. Gregory, Gengraphical imaginations {Cambridge, MA, Blackwell, 1894).

3 D. Cosgrove and J. Duncan, Editorial, Fcumene 1 (1994), p. 3. New cultural geogra-
phy addresses many subjects other than human—environment relationships, and the
compaenent within it that does has focused on the built landscapes of urban envi-
ronments (see D. Demeritt, "The nature of metaphors in cultural geography and envi-
ronmental history’, Progress in Human Geography 18 (1994}, pp. 163-85; Demeritt,
‘Ecology'). Ecumene — serving as a major outler for this research core among geogra-
phers — specifically calls for work thart topically fiss within the broader mwaditions of
human—environment studies, however.
Demeritt, ‘The nature of meraphors™ {p. 167) searches mighrily to find a common
ground between the reality of nature and human constructions of it. It is somewhat
surprising in his ‘Ecology’, therefore, that he seems to move fully into the consuc-
tivist position, as noted in Cronon's (*Cutting loose") reply. Like Cronon, I concur
with much of Demeritt’s argument. His case, however, partially employs a “smaw per-
son’ logic to which [ take exception. Thus we are informed, for example, that the
work of A. W, Crosby { The Columbian exchange: biological and cullural consequences of 1492
(Westport, CT, Greenwood, 1972); Ecological imperialism: ihe biological expansion of
Eurape, 900-1900 (New York, Cambridge University Press, 1986)) berders on biologi-
cal determinism because it fails to emphasize the social struggles embedded within
the subjects. 1 find it difficult to accepr this conclusion, simply because Crosby chooses
to write on the biological impacts in question without entering 110 the complexities
of accompanving social relatonships. That Demeritt does so conclude mayv have much
to do with his favoured perspecuve.

5 Cosgrove and Duncar, Editorial, p. 3.

One of the few rebuttals of postmodern and new cultural geography critiques by a

geographer sympathetic 10 postpositivistic perspectives and our human—environment

waditions is R. Svmanski, ‘Contested realities: feral horses in outback Australia’, AddG

84 (1994), pp. 251-69. T suspect rthat few others with such sympathies will engage in

such public debate.

5= Of course, other geograpliers recognize this condition, although most imply that this
pluralism involves perspectives thar fall along the middle and right pordon of the A-
axis {Fig. 2). See Graham, ‘Postmodernism’.

3 Rediscovering geography, the National Academy of Sciences’ forthcoming assessment of
Wmcmmﬁrn.m contribution to science and problem-soiving, indicates a renewed inter-
est in the discipline by those ouside it. That the NAS speaks of a Tediscovery’ also
indicates geography’s low standing (see e.g. R. . Abler, ‘Desiderata for geography: an
institutional view from the United States’, in R, . Johnston, ed., The challenge for geog-
raphy: a changing world, a changing discipiine {Camnbridge, MA, Blackwell, 1998), pp.
1-24). We must also recognize that part of the rediscovery involves the significant
impact of geographical information systems as an analytical ool beyond the confines
of the discipline. providing a springboard for more spadally explicit approaches o
problem-solving. Geography and its human-—environment domain should use this
opportunity to benefit the status of whole discipline.

50 D. Gregory {*Areal differentiarion and postmodern human geography’, in Gregory
and Walford, Horizons in humen geography, pp. 67-9) and ], Pickles and M. ], Watts
{‘Paradigms for inquiry’, in Abler, Marcus and Olson, Geography’s inner worlds, pp.
301-26), describe fragmentation as a means by which research cores justfy not deal-
ing with one another, presumably in terms of substance as well as perspective. The

o
@

o
e

Ectimene 1997 4 (2}




216  B. L. Turner 11

source of the fragmentation, therefore, is internal, involving insecurities or some other
attributes of the cores. Undecubtedly, there is scme validity in this view. On the other
hand, the differing modi operandi, as [ attempt o articulate them here, operate as
external impediments to bridging, thus reinforcing the fragmentadon.

81 Abler, ‘Desiderata’, pp. 17-18.

% Unforwnartely, T have no more than personal {participatory) observation to support
my conchusion, and would welcome a more rigorous and thoughtful assessment. My
observations suggest o me that on average all cores do not equally recognize the con-
tributions of other cores. And various attempts by some cores and practitioners o
engage the many in truly collaborative assessments and research have not been very
successful,

®# R. D. Sack, 'The realm of meaning: the inadequacy of human-nature theory and the
view of mass consumption’, in B. L. Turner I & al, eds, The carth as transformed by
human action {Camnbridge, Cambridge University Press, 1990), pp. 659-72,

5 E. G. Guba, ‘Carrying on the dialog’, in The paradigm diaiog, pp. 368-78.

% Dear, ‘The postmodern challenge'; R. W. Kates, ‘The human environment: the road
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geography and climate history. The implications for other areas of geographv can be
found in P. Stern, O. Young and D. Druckman, eds, Global environmental change: under-
standing the human dimensions {Washington, DC, National Academy Press, 1992).

Ectimene 1997 4 (2)




