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Being the first to speak after lunch isn’t a bad thing.

Especially since most of us are still trying to digest the information, communications, and repast we have enjoyed over the past day and a half.

But our program organizers have a large agenda and

we need to return to the tasks at hand.

Over the past twenty years, great strides have been made in human dimensions research. 

As reported yesterday, there is much social scientists can be proud of in terms of their contributions to a more complete understanding of changes in the many landscapes we share, observe, and study. 

But, given the severity of recent natural resource crises: fires, floods, spills, pest infestations, droughts and the growing need for information that decision makers can use to foster relevant policy a question about accretion of knowledge needs to be raised. 

To the extent that we uncover relevant relationships among the:



social-cultural-ethnic considerations



biophysical conditions, and



sociodemographics 

of the places we study; how, in the absence of common frames for sample selection, will we build cumulative knowledge?

My colleagues and I remain very concerned that our science, despite great strides in measurement capacity and capability, adaptation and use of hi-tech equipment for sensing and translating important vectors of information, and numbers of well-trained and well-meaning researchers, is not contributing in a cumulative way.

Both Sorokin and Mills alerted us to the traps of engaging analytical, fact-finding efforts in the absence of synthesizing, generalizing work  And both alerted us to the tension between advocates of abstracted empiricism and those of grand theory.

There is a clear need for studies and theories of the middle range if we really want to advance our work.

Here, we offer an approach we have been advocating for a while – first independently in our studies in Wisconsin and the Great Lakes area, Utah and the Intermountain West, and in Pennsylvania and the Northeast; and more recently, in a collaborative and cooperative fashion.

We begin with our acceptance of the need for a multidisciplinary framework for studying and making sense of the spatial and temporal patterns associated with landscape changes.

At a minimum, bench scientists, biologists, ecologists, foresters, wildlife and fisheries personnel, economists, sociologists, anthropologists, geographers, hydrologists, agronomists, and planners all have important insights to contribute to this understanding. 

The killer question often revolves around how to integrate such diverse areas in a meaningful way. 

Some have suggested that the nested nature of relationships in increasingly smaller (or larger) geographic spaces helps provide a partial framework (cf. Beckley 1998; Connell et al. 1997).

Others point to the use of geographic information systems, and/or the ability to hierarchically layer information from multiple research areas, as a major breakthrough (cf. Bradshaw and Muller 1998; Parisi et al. 2003; Pfaff 1999).

Still others point to lessons being generated by those doing global climate change research combining gradient and comparative approaches (Morehouse 2003 conference paper) or using a regional aggregation, or mesoscale, approach to integrated environmental assessment (Easterling 1997; Kasperson et al. 1995).

From our perspective, the nestedness of relationships does not vitiate the potential for problems associated with an indiscriminate application of the ideas associated with homology – or the belief that holds at one level of analysis holds at another.

Nor does the employment of any tool, regardless of its capabilities and functions, 
address the thorny issues of how to blend the various systems in meaningful ways

Moreover, the adoption of an approach predicated on the use of a longitudinal and elevational gradient – one that implies continuous, regular degrees of inclination – clearly makes the biophysical serve as an anchor to everything else. 

Each of these three approaches appears most compatible with the use or 
movement to a higher level of aggregation for gathering data

Such an approach clearly ignores more intimate levels of analysis, like the community.

And since the latter is the subject of so many of our studies, the question becomes how do we best articulate an approach which will allow us to do integrative, multidisciplinary work that is time and space conscious?

Our concerns, then, are with the application of data and lessons so that we can advance the decision making debate and contribute to good policy formation.

This is why our landscape related work uses a multidimensional framework that is sensitive to temporal and spatial issues across a range of physiographic regions.

It includes landscape scale values – bio-physical/-geographical attributes such as land use and cover, topography, soils, and vegetation;

Sociodemographic values and socioeconomic characteristics related to people and places; and

It includes important information about the community/locale of interest, including social and cultural values.

Further, our approach is based on the use of a transect approach – one that includes a full range of study sites along a spatial gradient (Avery and Burkhart 1994) – in the present study, for example, it includes an urban-wildland interface as one “anchor” and a rural remote area as the other “anchor.”

Our protocols were premised on a recognition that human-induced disturbances have profoundly altered the biophysical landscapes of nonurban America. 

Residential, commercial, and industrial development and their accompanying infrastructure needs have been recognized as primary causes of anthropogenic landscape changes.

Our work in the Great Lakes Region demonstrated that human settlement patterns had their greatest effects in the outlying fringes of metropolitan areas and in more remote regions with attractive recreational and aesthetic amenities (Gobster et al. 2000).

And, our work in the southwest is designed to identify the implications of amenity-growth areas for the well-being of rural people and places, and how such changes affect natural resource planning, management, and use.

To help frame our approach in a broader perspective, we turn to a short series of slides.

Table I: Illustrative Biophysical and Social Landscape Elements

	Elements
	Biophysical Landscape
	Social Landscape

	Spatial Hierarchy Mosaic
	Individual, stand, patch, corridor, gap, watershed, matrix, regional biome
	Individual, household, family, neighborhood, community, county, state, region, nation, parcel, zoning area, school district, lake conservation district, development/empowerment zone, highway

	Structure
	Species composition and distribution, habitat suitability, soil type, climatic zone, rainfall abundance, hydrological system
	Population size, composition and distribution, housing stock (type, age), socioeconomic characteristics (educational attainment, income, labor force participation), occupation and industry mix, land tenure and land use, transportation and communication infrastructure, energy use

	Function
	Patch connectivity, biogeochemical cycling, photosynthesis, nitrogen fixation, sediment transfer, decomposition
	Production, consumption, government, employment, commuting, education, health, population renewal (fertility, mortality, migration), capital allocation

	Change
	Species persistence/extinction, disturbances (e.g., fire, insect infestation, disease, flooding), eutrophication, desertification 
	Demographic transition, neighborhood succession, economic recession, industrial transformation, urbanization, compositional change, farm consolidation


As illustrated, if we consider spatial hierarchy, comparable biophysical and social elements can be identified. The same is true for structure, function, and change – four core elements to any such study.

The use of such a framework, one that integrates ecological, social, and cultural processes will lead to a more comprehensive understanding of landscape patterns and problems – including a more coherent characterization of people, organizational structures, and social relations on the land.

And, this reflects our awareness of conducting research that: focuses on at least three scales – the landscape, community, and individual.
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Figure 2: Heuristic Typological Framework for 

Social Science Contributions to Forest Management


The range of issues and concerns addressed by those of us in attendance, and the countless others involved in such work, suggests a need for some organizing mechanism for social science research associated with forest management. 

The presence of too many incompatible studies prohibits an accretion of findings. This is traced to the absence of a common methodological frame. 

To help address this issues, and because it is impractical and prohibitively expensive to mount a study of all forest-fire situations in the nation, we have adopted the use of a typological framework to identify case studies. 

A typology is an abstraction of reality that allows the researcher to maximize similarities while minimizing differences among a set of cases. 

Typologies facilitates analysis in that representative cases can be identified for in-depth study. 

Typologies are used to organize data; they represent a conceptual model useful for guiding research and developing policy.

Here, for example, the typology of the human/forest intersection would rely on the identification of several key dimensions: 

(1) Biophysical/geographical conditions (including land use and cover; topography; climate; and soils); 

(2) sociodemographics (including population size and characteristics; migration; densities; development patterns; and housing characteristics); and 

(3) social, cultural, and ethnic considerations (including patterns of use; jurisdictional relationships; traditions; attitudes; perceptions; organizations; and institutions). 

Embedded within, and integrated across each of these dimensions, are concerns about forest experiences, levels and units of analysis, public policy, property-rights issues, and temporal and spatial dimensions. And, importantly, studies using this typology would require the application of multi-method protocols based on both qualitative and quantitative techniques, as well as a plurality of theoretical approaches. 

As a result of using this set of core vectors, studies would be compatible and nested, and would make a significant contribution to our knowledge. 

Figure 2 provides a heuristic model of this typology. 

Utilization of a typology helps provide a resource-based coherence to help frame multiple sets of criteria (e.g., regional, strategic, and/or ethnic differences in response to fire threats and emergencies) for analysis.   This typology is a useful framework for organizing the heterogeneous characteristics of forest management, both for the wildland-urban interface and in a much broader, societal level context. 

[Figure 2 – heuristic typological framework for social science contributions to forest management]
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Where,

Z = Social, Cultural, and Ethnic Considerations (with cells identified for patterns of use, jurisdictional relationships, traditions, attitudes, perceptions, organizations, and institutions);

Y = Bio-physical/Bio-geographic Conditions (with cells identified for land use, land cover, topography, climate, and soils); and

X = Sociodemographics (with cells identified for population size, population characteristics, migration, density, development patterns, and housing characteristics).

We hope this preliminary matrix initiates discussion about how a collaborative research process can be framed. 

Adoption of such a model would be a watershed event. 

It would represent the coming together of like-interested scientists for the common good. 

Its charity would be evident in the sharing of instrumentation, data sets, and cross-training opportunities, all of which would lead to a synergy unlike any we have witnessed to date.

Further, by linking activities both within and across specific cells and dimensions, we will begin to accrete collective knowledge and offer a richer and more coherent framework for the conduct of applied social science, forest management research.

Of course, the adoption of such an approach has not occurred  Getting there might mean a ratcheting down of all of our frames and spins.  This is a tough choice for most academics. 

Sharing? 


Really?

Thanks for your attention this soon after lunch. 

And I trust we have time for some questions
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