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ABSTRACT . )
. This paper describes two research projects in the
anthropology of landscape architecture design which show'that
"professional culture" restrictions often prevent anthropologists -
from putting their 'theories-into practice. The first research project
yrew out of the authdr's assﬁﬁption that landscape architecture
students were not producing socially relevant designs because the .
information they had about the users, was. incorrect or inaccurate. The
* author analyzed the processes used.by architecture students who had
to define foar the residents of a local urbah neighborhood how an
abandoned park could be revitalized.-to meet their needs. The students
did not produce designs for a park that the community would like. The
reason was not inadequaté data, however, but the professionalization
of /the student. The qualitative metho®s of anthropology created a
culturdl description of what the community desired. The students, 1
however, used books of landscape requirements and asked their faculty .
for assistance in deweloping.their design. In:-the second research
project the author did a content analysis of.the journal "Landscape °
Architecture" to determine the'dimensions of professional culture as
_a barrier to the integration of theory and practice. Journals from®
. .every fifth year from 1910 ‘to the present w§¥e evaluated. The data
. did not describe a linear development of 'the field as expected.
-*: instead the author found & congruence and interlocking of
- ‘macro-societal processes and the ‘development of the landscape
. architetture profesgioii. The author concludes that as anthropologists
. move toward an increasingly active role among the applied social
. ’sciences, ‘they must look for a metajgevel of analysis that will aid
them in their .fole as social and éultural translators. (RM)
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Introduction .y

oo Anthropolagy ;iaditionally has held onto the academic
. N ‘
values stance "that scieptific knowlegﬁe requires a commitment

‘ ~

to obj%bti&ity,_honesty, accuracy and hu@ility before the facts,

. . ¢
But these valuesgreflect a social positién in society, the
- position of\the\institutionally supported scholar" (Rein 1980:362)
- and this value stance often comes under attack as the anthropologist

- -

mgyés to mission-oriented agencies to pursue-applied research
!

goals. Theory in social science is an intellectual framewbrk

e 3
for the interpretation of evidence and the meaning of fact

shaped by the environment of the academic disciplines and the
Lt . 3

appropriate political ideologies (Rein A980:360). Theref&ré,
when Ecientifically determined acaéemi?"theory dc;esn' t work
o in an applied setting,‘the conflict is seen as a theory/practice
conflict,‘an ebistemologicai ;truggle of- knowledge aﬁd action.

The .inability of social science “to resoth this conflict is
1 'reflected in the intellectual separation of applied and aca-
' . - | -
demic professionals within disciplihes. 1In the public arena, .

. Ky .
social 'science reésearch programs in such areas as housing, family,

and”educhions.have faltered and social reééarg? funds subse-

+ quently have beeanut. In response to my own inability to solve

>

- ‘ } ‘.:\5‘,’
thig schism, I began an applied research projechon the anthro-

S

pology of deslgn and Eﬁ%fpfofeSSion vf landscape architecture.

- N
f. ,
- R




metatheory level in which the attor's

' - . »

academic anthropologist often makes, that the reason landscape
NN * ' . -

architecture sbude‘nt's, werg not producing sociall{-releva% designs

]

was that the ‘information they had about the usérs was 'inc,o'z(rect‘ or

. P ~

inacturate; therefore; my first prbject was a study of neighborhood

= involvement in urban park desigp. At its cdn;lusion, however, I

$ ’ .
learned that-my “theory".was wrong, that the barrier to.social(l“fz‘

)
-

- v’ ~ 13 Y . I3 (3 ., * ‘ :
responsive design schemes was the profess‘lonallzatlon of \t:he .

studeht rather than the inad'equ'acy of the data. The second

- s _
attempt at understanding my theory/pr&ctice problem, then, was

. 13 . /Q (3
the ‘examination of the professional culture in landscape archi-

- -

tecture as a barrier to the integration of theory agd practice.

’ / . \
The -implication of the study of professiopal gultdre for
. - ‘ 'i ‘. LY

- 4 ‘\ *
agthropologists, is.that the discussion of theory/practice as a

The research began with the simple assumption that the N

\S

bl ]

’ , 3 ’ ~

direct relationship is impossible, sinece the "theory" which we .
- - L4 ¥ .

-

- use for practice is a "cultural® framework as well, The analysis

J \ . ]
<

of theory and practice of applied problems must a_léo include a

.professional \cultural
’ ', -~ . . AN

framework conflicts with the lay or popul'ar. culture of the subject,

complicated by the values, goals and object’i\;es of the funding '

<

agency, or 'institution. As %nthropolog;sés, we haveg~feen, very
. - R ) Yoo . T .« 7
perceptive about these relationships in the medical context of -

1) . -
-

doctor-patient interaction®and in the analysis of anthropologists
s A . 3
as gatekeepers to \rariousiulbur.a‘I groups. But we have not turned

.
-
0y ’ - -
F
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F . i
our own analysis on anthropology as a "practicing discipline" with

its own "professional culture.* -The development of professional

culture” separates the anﬁ\;opologist; from his/her subjeg¢ts just
\
as successfully as the professional ceffure of the landscape

architect inhibits a popular culture design. It is a testimony
‘to our cross-cultural method, however, that I rediscovered this
( ) )

. ) 4
intracultural conflict through the study of anothér profession.

- )

The remainder of this paper will present the two research
projects, a discussion of the research findings, and a conclusion
based on the applications of this research for anthropology.

.

Background and Professional Culture

I should take a moment first, to define and explain my use

’

, of the term "professional culture." When I began this research it

was my intention to study the "profigssionalization" of landscape
y P

architects in the process by which students are socialized into

&
the value and ideological framework of design practi‘ce." I revieWwed

the major contributions of Carr-Saunders and Wilsom (1933), Goode
(1957), Wilensky (1964)f Barber (l§65), Vollmer “and Mi;ls’ (1966),

Py
Hall (1968), Parsons (1968), Friedson (1970),, Moore (1970),

Johnson’ (r972), Larsen (1977) and Unschuld (1979) searching for
€ y

a composite scale o¥ sequence. Instead of a cohérent framework, ,
however, I discovered.tremendous theoretical disagreg_men’t and BE

3

\

(?;onceptual fragmentation, and rather than add yet another formulation

to the disarray, I decided to recon51der my own anthropologlcal

L]

EKC conceptlon of, the problem. Following tha suggestion of Greenwood

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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which "consists %

f

of its vaiues, norms.and_symbols".(1957:i6),'an&\returning to

Parsons' doncept bf_a'profeésion as some order oéwhastéry of )

-that all professions seem to possess a éulEuI‘@

(N 3

a generglized cultural tradition® (1968:536) I decided that
the g;rm Fééofessional cul;ure"?wgs.an'accurate déég;iption
pf what many of the.authors were actually discussing. %he )
i ,
various éhérgcterfétics of professioqalization such as oxnens
v . '
tation, ideology, beliefs, knowledge, et’:I'lics, morality, and% ‘

community'are also dimensions of culture, - and the use of the

L 4
term professional culture does not restrict the €oncept to a

' b

developmental process, but does allow for the definition of

1

cultural boundaries; intercyltural interaction, specialized

language, and behavior. The concept of professional culture : ,

.clarified the compleﬁity of issues in the discussion of pro-
s ~ , N .
fessionalization and.provided a broader framework which en-

’ L

¥

douraged comparison with other professions and disciplines.

?

' . { . .
Research project one: Neighborhood Involvement in Urban Park Design
¥ : y

-

7 The f}ré& research project in the anthrobolﬁgy of design

| grew ot of my belief that better design could be accomplished
if it ihdorporat?s aq;undarstanding of the public's needs and:
“desireé. An Spportunity to %est this idea.was presented through
- N o 3 ¥

a iandscapg design studio‘on an abandoned urban park in Camden,

New Jeréey. Farnham Park was first designed and built in 1904

- = . *
. as a classic, Olmstedian park in the then flourishing city of

.
t L 4

\)4 - ‘p‘, ' ; » . .
E[{U:‘Camden-fo;-theﬂwgrkans of the Campbell Soup Company and

L v ) I
[} 7
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population moved to the New Jersey suburbs, the park also defer-
« bl . - - .

iorated, becoming a site for refuse and dumping, aﬁd unsafe - .
it for local inhdbitants. The research probléh_was to define, .
for- the  residents of the local neighborhood, gérkside,\gndhfor' .
y ,
! thet city hnd county of Camdeh, how this park could be revitalized

. . PN
Eo become a park congruent with the .current community.neﬁps ’

\

donsidering the specific opportunities, constraizts, gualities -
N y P

of the site. This question was addressed through a research
“~ - . MR = 2

phase and program development, and ;esponded,éo throuéh a akeﬁch -
blan and final park design. ' - .
“ » N * -

The social investigation was organized around four'data

N v

collection teams each assigned a different kind of analysis of =~ -.
[} J , - v - .
the site and a list of research objectives: a

o Team 1. Demographic analysis: ‘ r ' - N
a. Size and composition of present and future population
b. Analysis of economic, "social and political structure

« N A

Team 24 Indirect anaiysis: ‘ . o :
a. Pa;t spatial b?havior'
b. Evidence of dysfunétion related to localiéy o
c. Congent analysis .

d. iiteratufe‘search . !

Team 3. Qitect Obsefvation:

a. Movement patterns




b. Localized behavior r '
» — \ . . 3
S c. Specidlized behaviors
t . >
. . d. Response.to interventio .
- ’ -—
Team 4. Direct Communication: x
. By ‘ i v
a. Degcription of constituents .
‘ x . o .
b. Spatial images '
c. Tempordl images . ‘ . - ,
L] ’ . r ,
.
d. Curremt-spatial behavior
R ‘ y
,° e. Problem identification - ¢ -
" £, Past memgries ' . ‘ )

- ‘ : \

g. - Predictions and preferences
In addition to these analytic tasks, each student

kept fieldnotes'and sketches_og,their regctions.&o their :

- " first encounter with the community. ‘Thelcé}lected_daté' ///
reflected é-numbe: of fjeld techniques which.generated a

) . < N

cultural description baséd on the reoccurring patterﬁ)of

?ﬁéts from‘é;qh of the different methods. This redun-

N
-1

~ dancy of information, Or trangulation
i t

1




, . ) . .
et , > 7.
of meas?reﬁent, obtained by a‘mﬁ;timethod approach increased the
- an S

: \ * - - - P -
confidence of the research;;esults,(Webb et al, 1966). Each .
- . ‘, _..,-._A e ) - - ) . -

.

-

team’s discriytion of Farnhafh Park mddified, cor:ec;ed‘and ultimatelyt

comblned with %he results agreed upon by the entlre group.

The demographlc and indirect analy51s producea a déscrlptlon N

- "

Qf Parksid§ as a predominantyy black meighborhood of 7348 persons

1

with a mean income of $9,486, increasing violent crime and teen-age

uﬁemplbyment.g The pépulqtion of Parkside” has grown 12%, increas;ﬁg

4 . ~
the number of sc#:ﬁl age children, while core services have decayed.

4 . e - » -

4

About 50% of the €urrounding housing units are over 60 yeaxs of

N

age and about 35%*aie owner-occupied. (Low.1981)

»

The direct observation team collected data i;on the location of

litter, intensive wear, user ac¢tivities and movement, traffic 3

. . \ Lx ¢ - -
(with a traffic count), hang-outs, landmarks and any other obser- .

vable record of human use. These data were\ﬁampiled into one map’ . ’

i

which was th%p used to locate problem areas. These observations

. . ; .
'were later combined with the interview data to produce g social
n Fi ' . N . - ’ ’.‘ "?\'
nse and constraints map for planning and design decisions.’

The direct communication team produced two major contribations:

Bl

e

. ‘ . . .o .
1) a sgg of resident.profiles obtained from interview data, and 2) ,

: Y
, @ series of Before' and after drawings.’and essays from children in

= .

. . : . - o>
the nearby elementary and middle: schools. The interviews angd.,

“
A1 .
,ang desired park functions. Ofted these materials were'accompanied

¢ °

_R\(jy exact descrlptlons of resident perceptlons of what a park should

« o ’ . .
drawings were organized to generajg a madtrix of olserved, reported
é .

=‘———=be-and—some=mndLcat;on_of_;\le:;als_isuchﬁas_lawns) and design.. .
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‘ A . .
relements (swimming pools, picnig table and barbeques).

AY
.

.

13

Program dévelopment from the social analysis,ahd research

phase-wag facilitated by a rebrganization of the students into
A .
? . ) ’1 - . 4 o, N . : /
groups edch representing the dominant values of the major sociat‘

, ~ ) . -
-constituencies: the unempfoyed youths and teen-agers who use the

roads for cruising and the basketball courts to hang out; the

*

. a R - *
parkside residents who would like a nice, gyiet pic:}9/§5§f?.the

- ’ | y

school administration and teachers who would liﬁéréfnaghre center

NN

4

and a controlled, educational environment; the young children and
. ) N _" . ' ‘.
preteens who'like 4£o0 use the gyﬁ equpment, but who are afraid of
% . N ” e, -
- . l { .
the big kids:; the city administration who will pay for park

-

?

-

U » .
improvements; end the county administration who will control

maintenance after the park has been renovated. Each group was
. ’ - ° # .
asked to prepare a sketch plan thHat woq%d reflect the values and

interest of their constituents. Thesg plans were presentéd to the

" 4
class as a whole and then subjected to a group prccess aimed at .

c

seleci?ng the ﬁbintsfof agreément and generated a park plan arrived

at through constituency consensus.
‘ Al

& ) ¥ N e
The design phasé consisted ‘0f student translation of program

» . elements and their research exﬁ%rience with the community into
physical design proposals, ‘I was fascinated by the variety of - ¢

‘Qesign responsés; even thbugh every student had fhe same data

. available and the same program, their re&ponses were guite disparate.v

Some had'basketball qburté, snack bars, bicnié’tables, and tot lobs

.0

t
B
. \ % . . »
\/ ~ : - Y [T ' .
.
- N .LN :
_ [ — —— - -
-« S
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o ' L 'A . L /
. . . N . ' o
\ while othef% emphasized formal fountains, prominades and walk- '
. , o . ]

ways reminiscent oi‘the original Victorian park. It was at this -~
< point that I realized that the students lacked any concept of the
. . } . N
h Y .
aesthetics and taste of the community-.and that the detailed lishs

-

of user needs and desires did not necessarily produce a park that

Y
.

- the constituents would like or understand. The qualitative
: /
&

¥ methods of anthropology created a cultural description of what
a, > . . L. .

the community dksired, but the-desiéq program was interpreted by

-

the students through their recently acquired professional vocabulary?

g [ 4 :

»

7S . .
- .Students used books of landscape requiremen%s and asked théir

faculty to, guide them to the appropriate design forms, but this
N - . ‘ - 1 . 0 4 v
professional guidance took them even farther away from their s
AN ’ . Fa

3 . . ‘

. \ ~ ~

original commynity design goals.°
Ig cldded that landscape values and perceptions are:created

by two kKinds of culture, the professidnal culture of landscape

N

i ’ - -
arduftecture, and ‘the popular or lay culture of communities,- users

L3

and local groups. These "systems of standards for percéption;

believing, evaluating and acting" (Goodenough, ~1981) qre'sécially °
g 9 .

\

enacted in the complicated practitioner-client relationship, and '
. A 5 LA
- in the professional~lay conflict over the control of knowledge,

’ . . . X . .
« power and préstige. Professional culture is generated by’ the socigl- -
. . »
izing pressure of accredited programs of landscape training, and
"infldences values-and perceptions through the rules of apprbpriaté
{ N -

. = o~ » .
practice, aestletic decisiéns and ideological identification. The
. . }

| 11

)
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[} . . LY -

* popular cultdral perspective is maintained by the, community rules,°

of approariate beh@vidr sanctipned by gossip and social interaction

N It

- Y LU ‘ -
whify are shared by the local group. Conflict arises whe;gﬁhe A
professional perspective of the practitioner exeludes the public's‘—

«

*

) culturaf realm. The research illustrates how the»problem of
{ . .«
- . .
v 1ntegrat1ng soc1a1 data into d}sign pract%ce can be understood

¢

as an inteﬁcultural .conflict between these twb~groups. r

, . — ) \ . i :
. a
Research project two: .The History of Values and Ideology in

AN

‘ - ‘Landscape Architecture .

'

hJ

- - .

\\ ‘/,&he secondsreseareh project emerged from the first as an . f)
1nten§1ve investigation of the profe351ona1 Culture concept whieh

3

explorés the nature of the "cultural” boundary be tween the profe531on

“»

and the publlc. ' The me thod e/;;oyed was the comrtent analysis of

,..

~ .
‘the journal of the American Soc1ety of Landscape Archltects, ~
d S
Landscape Axchltecture,'from'lts 1nEeptlon in 1910 to~the present.

&

\.: . A4 AN
A cade sheet of professional .culture dimensions was-developed

‘w

that included} client sector (public/private); time orlentath\\\
(past/future); mode of prof4251onal practice (solo/g@oup, salary/

4

*
genealogy/educat10na1 status, profe331onal/pollt1cal ethlcs)

ﬁ‘ideology (intuition/scientific-analytic/egaldtarian/elitist/,
»
N\ exp101tatlve/ecology-conservatlon/preservatlon), values (functional/
k.
v formal ae thetlc/lnformal aesthetic); knowledge base (flne arts/

grdenlng/archltecture/c1ty and town planning/forestry/englneerlng/

A -

[]{}:grlculture/reglonal plann%pg/landscege archltecture/ecqlogy/soc1a1—

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: R
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and teqhnlques (élaﬂ!s/hard surfaces/accessorles/31te plannlng) _.:' ‘
fT.‘ concerns and problems aliressed (parke-recqeat1on/résrdent1a1/’, ’ j .
K traéspo f% iod?co@merc}asrindestrialé?oblic spaceg)reeianation/.

i;f.- theory-philosophy)? Three‘gfaduate students inllandscape b ‘

.. . . : . ) L

) ; arch;tecturezevaluated every f#fth year of jouinallarticles, ;:1,——“”
‘ \ . ~ , . . *

L + book révie;s and advertisements along these dfﬁensionq;_the scores

e T - P t - . - -

¥ Wwere totaled and compared across years to identify Ekrends amnd

VA - o o~

' .abrupt shifts in direction. -The analysis presented he*e reflects

-
‘ : ' ) ’
. ’ . v AN

. only the coded articles and book reviews. yaE

» . 1 - . L
- -4 ve .
-~ » - .
. « = . .

- The results, again, were not what I had expected. I had

t,

.

1
thought that a conbkent analys:.s of the dimensions of profe331ona1

-

(2 . - - S
cultu;e would produge a linear progression of increasingly -
. . - ’ : Ty ) .
* professional concerns, ‘including a shift from private to public |
. work from gardening to citys plannlng and from an intuitive :
Q- N a .

¢ - ] . - . ~

™~ artistic knowledge base-and value ‘system to one based on anal ic !
- IS . —“7

*  and scientific procedu; s andydata. The,actual datai_hnmever, did
o d « 2 ’
not deecrlbe a cumulatlve nor a linear development of the ¥field. ‘
. P
/ In fact, the coded d/?en31ons appeared'to change in response to > Lo

external soc;etal concerns, rather than strictly professional ones. -
M g . . .- ) ] .
« The ‘state of §olitical economy, as reflected in-war and postwar °

- pediods, econemic growth and recedsions, and cycles of social

]

ts optlmlsm and conservatism best explain the varlatlon of professiondl

L

;0 ] ‘ € - -*
“interests. _ e
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“

L i . i - ;:‘k \ - .. >
For(examgle, the shifts from a” future td-a past Orientation:
and

- ?ccur‘in_;925;40,Lrema%2:%§:the futu;e_mpde from 19;5-197?
: ntufntég the past in ;986. _The ‘shift from éﬁblié to a ﬁri&afe .o
. client feburs i} 19351940 with the depressitn, in 1955 with a -
sﬁo;t-liVed recession and ;;;in returhs.wit£<odi current economié.

» ‘4. A . -

-~ stagnation in 1980, The changés.in ideology and .valuew alEo

>

v

follow the economic Z:rjjectory beginning with functional/preser-*

_* Aation condefas, shifting to formal aesthetics and intuitit¢e
<7 . ‘ )
design with periods of economic decline, .andthen a strong shift
.7 ¢
o A s : ! :
to analytic-scientific and functional concerns during the post
. M ‘ .
. . - . )
World War II peri¥0od until the present. BAcross all categories,
» : ) ’ '
there was _a return to a conservative, artistic, gardening ,
. R _ j ) "
.dimension with increased concefn for exploitative activities which

- ™

would expand the profession in 1980.° / . -,

. ~
. v “ . . .
Some areas remained constant or had "d clear unidimepsional-

outcome: education consistently was the basis of status, plants

. L}

have been the dominant symbolic materjal, and the organization

of pradticeryas.not an isste. FurtHer, about 1955 there is a clear

' .
v

. . -
thange that remains in the identification of landscape architecture

-

discussiqns. - y . 8

as a knowledge Hﬁsegsénd the appearance of prsfessional ethics

L]

I had hoped to use the contentﬁédalysis of Ehegbandscage

Architecture journal as a method for distinguishing professional

. from_ lay cu%&ural concerns, and in this way locate in time and

o . ' | ' I '
ERIC deolegy,; the Séparation of aesthetic and golitical degcisions..
SR stead of a separation, I found congruence and an interlocking o




L S -

pacro-sociegzi processes and the development of the landscape

A

afcﬁ:gé;u;L'profesbion. The examination.of the political économy
h L .

appears - to be the clearest inéiéator.of‘values and ideological
. - e I - N
¢hange./ s . ’

Discussion . S R

L) , . . R .
( These/i;o research projects in the anthropology of design

forced me to reconsider Some of my assumptions about 3pp1ied

research and tlre thepry/practice argument, I leanned that:

1) the application of theory to practice is an indifect process .

—

in which the expected outcome may be replaced by a new theoretical .

premise, rather than the solution, to the research problem.
2) the subject of a study may ﬁo% be -the true object of investi-

. ¢ . .
gation, especially when Te context, client and outcome are
% Co

incompletely understood; and ’

i

o

3) -anthropological thepry and me;hod must be employed at two
levels iH‘;ny analys¥s, at the action iﬁel of the information
' gathered and the knowiedge obtained-fon a p;rtiqpiar‘use, and-
at a "metalevel," as a rusﬁiné qommenfary on the macro-proéesses
which are also iﬂ’evidence, such as the fundamental conélict ink\”

’

‘ . N .
professional and lay views of the world, 'or the importqgfe of -

- political economy in the development of an individual professional
culture. .- ) ‘ :

These insightg gathered from research in landscape architectuire

also can be interpreted as a critique -of applied anthropologiéal

Rik?heory and pra:é}ce.
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Applications to anthropology

- -

) Anthropolégy”ﬁés always had a "professional culture" in

LI

b .

.the academic sense of adhéring to the rules and-ethics of the

. L3R

LY N . A M . . . . . 'y
scientific and humanistic disciplines. Tﬁgse rules and ethics

protect. the objectivity’ and reliability of our work for an aca-

— -

"’ 13 . * . “‘ = A / 13 13 13 13
demic audience and present a front of selective "impartiality"
. o . . ) . .
to those’ who use.our Conclusions: ~However, as we move toward .
N N . ' e '
an increasingly active role among the applied social sciences,
> * -A . 13 ( ) ) 13
i.e., as we move from a discipline to a "profession," new
) . - -~ oy
barriers to our clients/subjects/informants will form with our

- . »

changing goals and objettives. Our "professional culture"
restrictions will become more observable-as we, attempt to use

LR

~ our theories to did ohe population, while being paid by another.

- PR
. !5

These confl{cts in ﬁbeory/practice will -become more complex as
> Lo /

L3

3 [

we enter the appliedlérena of multiple sponsorship. My research
<;gggests that as anthropologisté identify with a "professional

T . Y by P
stance,” there will develop new barriergs to their source of

data, i.e., th&ir access.to the shared lay/culturai knowledge

will change through their identification with professional
. . ~ .

goals. This prgsenhﬁfioh suggests that we address ourselves
to these epistemological changes and look £ a metalével of
ahalysis‘which will aid us in omr role as social»and cultural

tianslatorsg "

’/




NOTES ) ~ .

]

} 1. This section-of the paper draws ‘upon the data presentation.

and conclusion$ previously reported in Low 1981. ¥

.

A
. - ' .

e ¢ T -
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Raabe for their 'contribu‘t’loni as research assistants on the
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dimensions of professional culture in landscape architecgture.
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