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ABSTRACT

Jensen, M.E.; Bourgeron, P.S., tech. eds. 1994. Volume II: Ecosystem management: principles and
applications. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-318. Portland, OR: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Ser-
vice, Pacific Northwest Research Station. 376 p. (Everett, Richard L., assessment team leader; Eastside
forest ecosystem health assessment).

This document provides land managers with practical suggestions for implementing ecosystem manage-
ment. It contains 28 papers organized into five sections: historical perspectives, ecological principles,
sampling design, case studies, and implementation strategies.
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ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT: PRINCIPLES AND APPLICATIONS

INTRODUCTION

This document provides land managers with practical suggestions concerning the implementation of ecosystem
management. It was developed in response to congressional direction for an independent, scientific evaluation of
forest health in eastern Washington and Oregon (i.e., Eastside Ecosystem Health Assessment). Three science
teams were formed in September 1992 to address this task: the Implementation Framework Team, the Eastside
Assessment Team, and the Broad, Strategic Framework Team. The papers contained in this document represent
the efforts of the Implementation Team. They were developed to: (1) document existing science principles appro-
priate to ecosystem management that would provide a foundation for the efforts of the Eastside Assessment
Team, and (2) provide generic guidelines for ecosystem management that would apply to most land management
needs.

The primary audience for this document are land managers who are increasingly being challenged to produce
goods and services to society while managing for ecosystem sustainability (e.g., USDA Forest Service, USDI
Bureau of Land Management, and Champion International). Accordingly, we have provided general summaries of
appropriate science principles as well as recommendations for implementing those principles in management.

Most of the papers in this document emphasize Forest Service examples because of the congressional direction
for this document (i.e., provide a framework the Forest Service can use in sustainable ecosystem management).
The topics covered, however, are also applicable to other public and private land management organizations. The
papers presented also vary in technical detail. Some of the topics covered are of value to a general nontechnical
audience; while others (e.g., ecological theory) are appropriate to natural resource specialists and scientists. All
papers are self-contained to facilitate review of this document by a varied audience (i.e., papers may be read
independent of each other). They are cross-referenced, however, to display relations among the topics covered.

This document consists of five sections that address major ecosystem management issues. The first section
(Historical Perspectives) presents some basic principles of ecosystem management and the historical context of
their development. This section also provides general information that will be of interest to most land managers.
The discussions by Jensen and Everett (ecosystem management overview), Kennedy and Quigley (social
perspectives), and Shepard (political perspectives) are of particular importance because they review events that
have influenced the Forest Service transition to an ecosystem management philosophy.

The second section of this document (Ecological Principles) provides a summary of important theoretical con-
cepts for ecosystem management. This section provides information for a more technical audience and empha-
sizes the use of landscape ecology principles in land management. The topics addressed in this section (e.g.,
hierarchy theory, conservation biology, and ecosystem dynamics) are appropriate to ecosystem management
implementation. Most of the concepts presented are not new; however, they have not commonly been explicitly
addressed in previous land management efforts. We believe that if the theoretical concepts presented in this
section were implemented, sustainable ecosystem management could be achieved. We do not believe that the
development of new science theory is a prerequisite to ecosystem management. Instead, we emphasize the
importance of using existing science principles (in more creative ways) to meet our evolving land management
needs.

The third section of this document (Sampling Design and Data Analysis) presents various concepts useful to the
characterization and evaluation of ecosystems. Some of the papers in this section are technical and may be
appropriate only to specific resource disciplines. The topics covered, however, are important to the development
of cost-effective survey designs for ecosystem characterization. The reviews of data analysis methods emphasize
current techniques useful in describing ecosystem process and pattern relations. The ideas presented in this
section facilitate improved ecosystem description and evaluation, thereby providing a more solid foundation for
ecosystem management.



Planning efforts that use various aspects of the landscape ecology principles, sampling design, and data analysis
methods discussed previously are presented in section 4 (Case Studies). This section provides practical ex-
amples of ecosystem management implementation that will be of interest to most readers. The new approaches
to land evaluation and forest planning described in these case studies are appropriate to other land management
efforts that emphasize the maintenance of sustainable ecosystems.

The last section of this document (Implementation Strategies) provides suggestions about the application of
ecosystem management concepts. Major topics covered include the role of forest planning in ecosystem man-
agement, the use of ecological theory in land management, socioeconomic factors of ecosystem management,
the role of incentives in economic tradeoffs, conflict resolution techniques, and adaptive management ap-
proaches to “experiments” in ecosystem management. The nine papers of this section offer straightforward
suggestions to land managers and are appropriate to a general audience.

The authors of this document believe that ecosystem management is important and can be implemented based
on our current scientific knowledge and land management experience. Experiments in ecosystem management,
however, will need to be reconsidered, as new experience and knowledge is accumulated. Accordingly, we do not
provide “cookbook” strategies for ecosystem management implementation in this document because they would
not apply to all situations and would soon be obsolete. Instead, we review relevant scientific principles of ecosys-
tem management and offer general recommendations to assist land managers in developing improved (area
specific) land management plans and project designs.

M.E. Jensen and P.S. Bourgeron (editors)



SECTION 1 - HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES

Summary of Historical Perspective Papers

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (Forest Service) has redefined its land management mission
in “ecosystem management” terms (Overbay 1992). This new philosophy emphasizes ecosystem sustainability
while providing for a wider array of uses, values, products, and services from the land for an increasingly diverse
public. It reflects the agency’s commitment to its “Caring for the Land and Serving People” vision statement
(USDA Forest Service 1986), and reflects an attempt by the agency to be more responsive to society’s changing
concerns and expectations for Federal land management. Issues such as biological diversity, ecological function
and balance, commodity production, and social values have required the Forest Service to adopt a new manage-
ment direction that will change its traditional focus of sustaining yields for competing resource outputs to a more
holistic vision of ecosystem sustainability (Kessler et al. 1992). This section contains a series of papers that
describe fundamentals of ecosystem management, the historical context of their development, and the ability of
Forest Service culture to embrace these concepts. The historical perspectives offered in these papers provide
insights useful in developing strategies for ecosystem management.

Jensen and Everett open this section with a general overview of ecosystem management principles. Emerging
definitions and concepts of ecosystem management are reviewed, and a conceptual framework for ecosystem
management is provided. This framework is based on a land evaluation method of the Food and Agriculture
Organization developed for international use in the 1970s.1n this approach, integrated land inventories are used
to answer the following four questions: What is there? Where is it? When is it present? and How does it work?
This information is then used to provide answers about “what, where, when, and how” in evaluation of alternative
land uses and management practices. Factors such as anthropology and sociology (human wishes and require-
ments), land ecology (biological and physical relations), technology, and economics are used in this method to
define optimal land use planning (i.e., ecosystem management).

The conceptual framework for ecosystem management described by Jensen and Everett suggests that the
following steps be used in land evaluation and planning: (1) human requirements and desires must be considered
initially in ecosystem management design; (2) such values are then compared with the land’s ecological poten-
tials, to determine management potentials given long-term sustainability objectives; (3) available technology is
then used to refine the list of management potentials by identifying limitations to moving the current landscape to
a proposed desired condition; and (4) economic factors are used to determine what parts of the human require-
ments and desires (refined in steps 2 and 3) can be fulfilled. The authors advocate that an adaptive management
approach (Walters and Holling 1990) is to be used in implementing this framework through land-use planning.

The second paper of this section (Kennedy and Quigley) reviews how the Forest Service did and did not adapt to
the needs of American society in its industrial (1900-1960) and postindustrial (1961-present) stages of socioeco-
nomic development. The authors suggest that the traditional, machine-model management paradigm of the
agency was appropriate to an industrial society of the 1950s, which endorsed and budgeted a transformation of
National Forests from an inaccessible, extensively managed, native forest system into a more roaded, intensively
used and managed multiple-use forest estate, This traditional machine-model view of forest management was
manifested in (1) narrow forest ecosystem perceptions (simple site productivity models), (2) forest and fire
management (intensively managed plantations and trees-good-fire-bad mentality), (3) agency or organizational
structures (line-staff, generalist-specialist, strict functionalism), (4) organizational processes (benign, educated,
Forest Service professionals managing National Forests for the uniformed, self-centered public and future
generations), and (5) functional, reductionist research. Control-oriented people and organizations find comfort in
a machine-model world view; however, complex postindustrial societies have made such thinking obsolete.

Kennedy and Quigley indicate that more complex, diverse, and interrelated organic models (such as
ecosystem management) are needed to understand and adapt to today’s world. Failure to adopt such
ecosystem management models could result in a shift from multiple-use to dedicated use on Federal
lands. For example, in 1984 about 75 percent of New Zealand national forest lands were removed from
New Zealand Forest Service stewardship. In this situation, the New Zealand society judged that a



machine-minded forestry profession and agency was only trustworthy to manage their machine-model conifer
plantations. Kennedy and Quigley suggest that the following items be considered by the Forest Service to em-
brace ecosystem management values and methods (1) develop interdisciplinary classifications and training that
transcend traditional functional boundaries by emphasizing an integrated ecosystem management approach; (2)
shift RPA and forest planning from an output-driven exercise to a desired sustainable ecosystem model that
secondarily estimates output endowments; (3) replace the current machine-model budgeting process with an
organic-model process that enhances ecosystem management values and goals; (4) shift from a machine-model,
output and loyalty-oriented reward system to a system that supports the creation and enhancement of diverse,
adaptable, and sustainable ecosystems, organizational cultures, and user services; and (5) consider changes in
the organizational structure of the agency to dilute the intellectual, power, and budgetary myopia of current Forest
Service functionalism.

The third paper of this section (Shepard) discusses critical political implications, impediments, and imperatives
that the Forest Service must acknowledge in developing ecosystem management strategies. Shepard states that
traditional “old forestry” tenets (i.e., forest management as applied science, timber primacy, and decentralization)
served the Forest Service well in its previous conservationism era. These same tenets, however, are now major
political liabilities in a changing country that appears to be demanding more organic-based approaches to ecosys-
tem management (Kennedy and Quigley). Shepard also indicates that the traditions of “old forestry” left the
Forest Service ill-equipped to deal with both the harvest controversies of the 1970s and implementation of the
National Forest Management Act of 1976. He suggests that if ecosystem management is to succeed, it must
involve more than better applied science; it must also embrace the political responsibilities of the land manager.

Shepard states that major stresses and breakdown in the national political framework for Federal land manage-
ment must be recognized and accommodated. Examples of these stresses and breakdowns include (1) a lack of
linkage between local and national politics (e.g., national timber targets that cannot be implemented locally); (2)
national politics that commonly rely on fantasy instead of vision and make promises that are really pipe dreams
(e.g., we can cut taxes and dramatically increase spending without paying a price); and (3) a political agenda that
relies increasingly on symbolic issues rather than on significant material problems.

Accordingly, Shepard recommends that the political aspects of forest management be renewed and reinvigorated
(i.e., the problem is not too much politics, but too little good politics). Shepard suggests that the following items be
considered by the Forest Service in developing a new political recipe for ecosystem management (1) accept the
fact that timber primacy is gone and such interrelated concepts as sustainability, biodiversity, and health of the
soil are taking its place; (2) embrace the political role as something necessary and positive; (3) use the expertise
of natural resource managers to counter the politics of fantasy by educating the public and political leaders to the
real choices, costs, and consequences that must be faced; (4) move decisionmaking away from national levels by
increasing local initiatives for management; and (5) use more creative and hybrid organizations that are neither
private nor public in the decisionmaking process (i.e., deemphasize formal political processes).

Ecosystem management requires a balance between human desires and the biological and physical capacities of
ecosystems (Jensen and Everett). Accordingly, land managers must develop an improved understanding of the
spatial and temporal relations of ecosystem processes and patterns if sustainable ecosystem management is to
be achieved. Landscape ecology represents a scientific discipline that evolved to meet such management needs.
The final paper of this section (Golley) describes the historical development of landscape ecology and its relation
to environmental management. The historical perspective presented by Golley is appropriate to this document
given that most of the papers in sections 2, 3, and 4 are based on landscape ecology theory and application.
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An Overview of Ecosystem Management Principles
M.E. Jensen and R. Everett

ABSTRACT

Ecosystem management is an emerging philosophy that the USDA Forest Service has embraced in its
multiple-use, sustained-yield management of National Forest System lands. The primary objective of this philoso-
phy is to sustain the integrity of ecosystems (i.e., their function, composition, and structure) for future generations
while providing immediate goods and services to an increasingly diverse public. This objective can be achieved
through integrated land evaluation, optimal land-use planning, and the creation of landscape structure and
process that meet society’s expectations but also consider the constraints of the land’s ecology. Sociological,
ecological, technological, and economic information must be integrated to identify optimal land uses and to
describe the spatial relations of commodities and values across the landscape. A balance is needed among
demands for resources, the maintenance of ecosystem integrity, and the conservation of options for future
generations. We present a conceptual framework for ecosystem management implementation that incorporates
these basic principles of integrated land evaluation.

INTRODUCTION

Ecosystem management requires the maintenance of sustainable ecosystems while providing for a wider array of
uses, values, products, and services from the land to an increasingly diverse public (Overbay 1992). In many
respects, ecosystem management represents a refocusing by the USDA Forest Service, on the “sustainable” part
of the Multiple-Use, Sustained-Yield Act of 1960. Decisions that emphasize a view to the future, promote sus-
tained production over the long run, and maintain all the pieces of ecosystems are characteristic of this emerging
management philosophy (Risbrudt 1992).

Overbay (1992) proposes that the following six principles be used to describe the initial components of ecosystem
management:

i Multiple-use, sustained-yield management of lands and resources depends on sustaining the diversity
and productivity of ecosystems at many geographic scales.

i The natural dynamics and complexity of ecosystems means that conditions are not perfectly predictable
and that any ecosystem offers many options for uses, values, products, and services, which can change
over time.

i Descriptions of desired conditions for ecosystems at various geographic scales should integrate ecologi-

cal, economic, and social considerations into practical statements that can guide management activities.

i Ecosystem connections at various scales and across ownerships make coordination of goals and plans
for certain resources essential to success.

i Ecological classifications, inventories, data management, and analysis tools should be integrated to
support integrated management of lands and resources.

i Monitoring and research should be integrated with management to continually improve the scientific basis
of ecosystem management.

We provide further discussion of these ideas and offer suggestions that will assist ecosystem management

implementation. A review of legislative directives and management philosophies is presented to describe the
historical development of ecosystem management. We also provide a conceptual framework for ecosystem
management implementation based on principles of integrated land evaluation.



Historical Development of Ecosystem Management

Legislative Directives

The legal precedence for ecosystem management originated with the Organic Administration Act of 1897. This act
stated that: “No National Forest shall be established, except to improve and protect the forest within the bound-
aries, or for the purpose of securing favorable conditions of water flows, and to furnish a continuous supply of
timber for the use and necessities of citizens of the United States.” This decree was more specifically interpreted
by Congress through the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act (MUSYA) of 1960, which states: “The Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized and directed to develop and administer the renewable surface resources of the National
Forests for multiple use and sustained yield of the several products and services obtained therefrom.”

The MUSYA refined the “improve and protect the forest” provision of the Organic Act through multiple-use and
sustained-yield concepts. These concepts provide the legal foundation for the ecosystem management philosophy,
and it is through the implementation of their intent that ecosystem management will be achieved. The definitions of
these terms (section 4, MUSYA) are provided below:

“Multiple use” means the management of all the various renewable surface resources on the National
Forests so that they are used in the combination that will best meet the needs of the American people; making the
most judicious use of the land for some or all of these resources or related services over areas large enough to
provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and conditions; that some
land will be used for less than all of the resources; and harmonious and coordinated management of the various
resources, each with the other, without impairment of the productivity of the land, with consideration being given to
the relative values of the various resources, and not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the greatest
dollar return or the greatest unit output.

“Sustained yield of the several products and services” means the achievement and maintenance in
perpetuity of a high-level annual or regular periodic output of the various renewable resources of the National
Forests without impairment of the productivity of the land.

Refinement of the intent of the MUSYA is evident in the Wilderness Act of 1964 which dictated that some areas
within the National Forest System would be “used for less than all of the resources.” According to Overbay (1992),
“all lands within the National Forest System are used for less than all the resources; always have been and prob-
ably always will be.” This practice occurs because different areas of land have different potential for resource use
and resiliency to disturbance. Accordingly, commodities and values are emphasized differently across the land-
scape based on their potential and on societal demands. For this reason, multiple use is a concept that works best
at landscape and larger geographic scales where the patterns or mosaics of land uses may be inspected and
integrated (Overbay 1992).

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 directed that Federal lands be managed to “encourage
productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment; to promote efforts which will prevent or
eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man; (and) to enrich
understanding of the ecological systems and natural resources important to the Nation,” The emphasis placed on
ecosystem management in the language of NEPA was further refined in the Endangered Species Act of 1973,
which dictated that all Federal agencies conserve endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems they
depend on. The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act (RPA) of 1974 required descriptions of
the potential National Forest System lands offered for public forest and rangeland resources, goods, and services.
This Act was followed in 1976 by the National Forest Management Act which reemphasized the importance of
multiple-use, sustained-yield management and directed the Forest Service to develop long-term plans to describe
how they would meet the intent of the MUSYA. Accordingly, the Agency entered into an era of forest planning that
included plan development, implementation, monitoring, and revision (Grossarth and Nygren 1993, Morrison 1993,
and Shepard 1993).



Management Philosophies

The Forest Service is responsible for implementing the intent of legislative direction, Accordingly, the agency has
changed management philosophies to ensure that congressional intent involving public desires was met in its
stewardship of National Forest System lands (Kennedy and Quigley 1993). The agency has historically embraced
a mechanistic, reductionist world view (Botkin 1990) in its management philosophy (Kennedy and Quigley 1993).
This philosophy is evident in the agency’s use of agricultural-based production models in wildland management
(NRC 1990). Such models emphasize the identification and minimization of limiting factors to management. They
also treat the relation among different resources (multiple uses) as constraints on the dominant use (e.g., timber
production and cattle grazing) (Behan 1990).

This interpretation of multiple use is explicit in many forest plans (Morrison 1993) which were commonly developed
following “old forestry” concepts such as timber primacy (Shepard 1993). Additionally, much of the analysis used in
forest plan development (e.g., FORPLAN) was rather simplistic and did not consider ecosystem dynamics and
spatial patterns (Grossarth and Nygren 1993, Morrison 1993). The traditional multiple-use philosophy of the Forest
Service views the land as a place to produce commodities while maintaining other amenity values by identifying
optimum yields of desired (often competing) uses.

Kessler and others (1992) suggest that this interpretation of multiple use may not be appropriate to a society that
increasingly demands the maintenance of healthy, diverse, and productive wildlands. These authors also suggest
that a philosophy is required that recognizes that forest lands (as living systems) have importance beyond tradi-
tional commodity and amenity uses (i.e., they are important life-support systems, Dawkins 1972). This philosophy
should emphasize developing management objectives that relate to ecological and aesthetic conditions of the land,
and implementing practices that maintain resource values and yields compatible with those conditions (Kessler et
al. 1992).

The increasing number of appeals and litigation of forest plans indicate that the agency’s production-oriented,
multiple-use paradigm no longer reflects public opinion, and that new strategies for land management need to be
developed that better reflect the opinions of society (Kessler et al. 1992). Various professional societies and groups
have also emphasized the need for natural resource managers to take a more holistic, ecosystem-based approach
to land management (Lubchenko et al. 1991, NRC 1990, SAF 1993, USDA Forest Service 1990).

A Conceptual Framework for Ecosystem Management

Ecosystem management reaffirms the intent of the MUSYA by the Forest Service. Accordingly, the agency must
develop strategies for land management that meet everchanging public desires and needs while maintaining the
sustainabiiity of ecosystems. Overbay (1992) suggests that such strategies must consider: (1) the fact that people
want a wider array of uses, values, products, and services from the land than in the past; especially, the amenity
values and environmental services of healthy, diverse lands and waters, (2) biological diversity is a key factor in
sustaining the health and productivity of ecosystems, (3) integrated ecological inventories are required to support
ecosystem management, (4) people outside the Forest Service want more direct involvement in the
decisionmaking process, and (5) the complexity and uncertainty of natural resource management require stronger
teamwork between scientists and resource managers.

The land evaluation method of Beek and Bennema (1972) provides a conceptual foundation for ecosystem
management that incorporates Overbay’s suggestions. This system has been adopted by the Food and Agriculture
Organization for use in all its projects (FAO 1976) and by the International Society for Soil Sciences in engineering,
agriculture, rangeland, and forestry land-use planning (Zonneveld 1988). In the following discussion, we provide a
brief overview of this land evaluation system as described by Zonneveld (1988).

Land evaluation includes inventory, classification, and analysis to determine optimal land uses. Inventory requires
data from relevant land properties that describe: What is there? Where is it? When is it present? and How it
functions? Analyses of such data addresses questions of “what, where, when, and how” in relation to the alterna-
tive land uses considered or the management actions to be implemented.



Zonneveld (1988) suggests that this process is appropriate to both internal land evaluation (i.e., one individual
holding) and integrated external land evaluation (i.e., regional land-use planning). In the latter situation, he recom-
mends that land evaluation consider sociological (human wishes and requirements), ecological (ecological possi-
bilities), technology (tools available to management), and economic (available funds) factors. Simultaneous
synthesis, of these factors provides for optimal land-use planning.

ECOSYSTEM
MANAGEMENT

HUMAN DESIRES AND NEEDS

=

TECHNOLOGY AND
‘ECONOMICS

LAND ECOLOGY

Figure 1--Conceptual framework for ecosystem management (adapted from Zonneveld 1988).

We present a maodification of Zonneveld’s concepts (fig. 1) where ecosystem management is displayed as the
optimum integration of societal desires and requirements, ecological potential of the landscape, and economic plus
technological considerations. The following steps describe how the land evaluation process may be used to
achieve ecosystem management:

1. Determine the desires and requirements of people who will be influenced by the planning outcome.

2. Describe the ecological potential of the land for meeting stated societal needs. Such descriptions
must include a description of the range of conditions required to maintain long-term system
sustainability, a description of current conditions, and a description of desired landscape conditions
that achieve societal needs.

3. If desired landscape conditions fall outside the range of conditions required for long-term system
sustainability, inform the people who will be affected. Public awareness of ecosystem potential is
critical in developing achievable “desired future condition” strategies for land management. Public
desires are refined through this process, based on an understanding of sustainable ecosystem
criteria.

4. Once a socially acceptable, sustainable vision of the landscape is achieved, it is then contrasted
against available technology to determine if it can be implemented. For example, in many in-
stances the desired landscape condition may differ from existing conditions. In these situations,
factors such as system design and equipment availability must be considered to determine if the
existing landscape can be changed to some desired set of conditions.

5. Determine what parts of the stated human desires can be fulfilled given economic factors. If
resources (economic and technological) are not available to construct the desired landscape, the
public should be notified and alternative strategies developed. In most situations, short-term
economic reasoning and large management impacts contribute to situations that violate land



ecological and human values (Zonneveld 1988). Accordingly, these factors should be avoided in
the development of strategies for ecosystem management.

These steps refine human desires based on land ecology, technology, and economic considerations. Such refine-
ment requires that the public be informed of land evaluation findings and that public opinion be solicited throughout
the process. The maintenance of sustainable ecosystems (as a basic tenent of ecosystem management) requires
constant public input; however, ecosystems (in and of themselves) do not require management. The ability of our
planet to sustain itself through periods of major climate change (glaciation), tectonic activity, and other disturbance
events (biblical floods) indicates that the earth is quite capable of maintaining itself without our assistance. Instead,
we manage ecosystems to ensure that desires and requirements of people are met now and in the future. Manag-
ers must understand the ecological potential and interactions of the land if they are to provide sustainable ecosys-
tems for future generations. We provide general recommendations for the social, ecological, and economic-
technological components of land evaluation in the following discussion:

Social Consideration

Human desires and requirements (as reflected in public laws, forest plans, and project decisions) define the goals
of ecosystem management (Overbay 1992). One of the largest challenges to ecosystem management, therefore,
is to ensure that public desires are compatible with ecosystem potentials. Accordingly, the expertise of natural
resource managers and scientists must be used to educate the public and political leaders to the real choices,
costs, and consequences of public land management.

Perceptions and preferences of risk are important factors that influence public demands on forest management
policy. The uncertainty of ecosystem management (both in product outputs and public demands) requires that land
managers design flexible policies to ensure that changing public perceptions of risk may be accommodated
(Montgomery 1993).

Public participation has always been a major component of forest planning (Morrison 1993, Grossarth and Nygren
1993). New approaches to Forest Plan implementation, such as integrated resource analysis, improve information-
sharing with the public regarding ecological conditions and trends affecting public lands. The integrated resource
analysis process may also be used to minimize conflicts between different user groups through mutual develop-
ment of ecologically based, desired-future-condition landscape descriptions (O’Hara et al. 1993). Additionally,
collaboration (i.e., a process in which interdependent groups work together to affect the future of an issue of
shared interests) should increasingly be used in the resolution of social conflicts that may arise from ecosystem
management (Daniels et al. 1993).

Land Ecology Considerations

Determining ecological interactions and land potential is a major component of sustainable ecosystem manage-
ment. The theory and principles developed in the academic disciplines of landscape ecology (Golley 1993) and
conservation biology (Bourgeron and Jensen 1993) provide a solid foundation for experiments in ecosystem
management. These principles and theories have been embraced by various professional societies and agencies
(Lubchenko et al. 1991, NRC 1990, USDA Forest Service 1990, 1992) in their attempts to develop strategies for
the maintenance of healthy ecosystems during a period of rapid human population growth and associated re-
source demand.

Some of the major landscape ecology and conservation biology principles applicable to ecosystem management
are summarized below:

. Hierarchy theory--the development and organization of landscape patterns (e.g., vegetation communities) is
best understood in the context of spatial and temporal hierarchies (Bourgeron and Jensen 1993). Distur-
bance events that maintain landscape patterns and ecosystem sustainability are also spatial-temporal scale
dependent phenomena (Turner et al. 1993). Acknowledgment of these facts is critical to the development of
management strategies for ecosystem sustainability (USDA Forest Service 1992). Applying these principles
requires that land evaluation be conducted at multiple scales of ecological description rather than at tradi-
tional detailed scales such as stands or stream reaches (Milne 1993, Glenn and Collins 1993, Hann
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et al. 1993a, Bailey et al. 1993). The temporal variability (e.g., vegetation succession dynamics) of land-
scapes also needs to be addressed in land evaluation (Hann et al. 1993b, O’Hara et al. 1993, Shlisky
1993).

i Natural variability--all ecosystems vary across time and space, even without human influence. Knowledge
of this variability is extremely useful in determining if the current condition of a landscape is sustainable
given historic pattern and process criteria. Descriptions of historic landscape disturbance regimes (e.g., fire
magnitude and frequency) and the ecosystem component patterns they maintained (e.g., vegetation
composition) provide an initial template for assessing ecosystem health (Bourgeron and Jensen, Swanson
et al. 1993). Such descriptions are useful in broad-level resource analyses of risk (Hann et al. 1993a) as
well as in more detailed identification of watershed restoration treatment needs (Shlisky 1993). These
descriptions also provide information for forest planning and monitoring (Morrison 1993, O’'Hara et al.
1993).

i Coarse-filter conservation strategy--the conservation of diversity (e.g., species, ecosystem processes, and
landscape patterns) is the primary method for maintaining the resilience and productivity (health) of ecologi-
cal systems. Traditional approaches to conserving diversity have relied on a species-by-species approach
(i.e., fine filter) which emphasized maintaining habitat for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species. A
more proactive approach to species conservation is the “coarse-filter” approach to biodiversity maintenance
(Bourgeron and Jensen 1993, Hunter 1991). This approach assumes that if landscape patterns and pro-
cess (similar to those that species evolved with) are maintained, then the full complement of species will
persist and biodiversity will be maintained. Application of this concept requires an understanding of the
natural variability of landscape patterns and processes. Landscape ecology principles provide this under-
standing and are the foundation for experiments in ecosystem management (USDA Forest Service 1992).
Such experiments are effectively implemented through an adaptive management approach to land man-
agement (Everett et al. 1993).

Economic and Technology Considerations

Nonmarket ecosystem products (biodiversity) are not well considered in most traditional economic systems
(Montgomery 1993). Recent developments in the field of ecological economics, however, offer promise for ecosys-
tem management (Common and Perrings 1992, Pearce and Turner 1990). Specifically, much work is now being
directed to developing common units of measure that integrate renewable (market) and nonrenewable resources
in the description of “natural capital stock” (Pearce and Turner 1990). Suggestions for applying these concepts in
ecosystem management are provided by Ervin and Berrens (1993).

Ecosystem management goals may be facilitated through regulation or economic incentives. Regulations have
traditionally been used to emphasize nonmarket (and to a lesser extent market) values in land management;
however, such regulations often stifle economic growth and may be inappropriate to local conditions (Lippke and
Oliver 1993). Given this fact, economic incentives may be required if nonmarket ecosystem values are to be
maximized on both public and private lands (Lippke and Oliver 1993). New technologies (e.g., geographic informa-
tion systems, remote sensing, and harvesting systems) must also be used in ecosystem management efforts
(Oliver et al. 1993).

CONCLUSION

Ecosystem management represents a new approach by the Forest Service to implement the intent of the
Multiple-Use, Sustained-Yield Act through its stewardship of National Forest System lands. To successfully use this
approach, land managers should recognize basic principles of land evaluation as described by Zonneveld (1988).
Optimum land-use planning (i.e., ecosystem management) is achieved through synthesis of sociological, ecologi-
cal, technological, and economic information. The conceptual framework for ecosystem management presented in
this paper is based on land evaluation techniques and is useful for developing strategies for ecosystem manage-
ment. Refinement of such strategies is best achieved through an adaptive management approach (Everett et al.
1993, Walters and Holling 1990).
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Evolution of Forest Service Organizational Culture and
Adaptation Issues in Embracing Ecosystem Management

J.J. Kennedy and T.M. Quigley
ABSTRACT

This paper examines how the USDA Forest Service did and did not adapt to the needs of American society in its
industrial (1900-1960) and postindustrial (1961-present) stages of socioeconomic development. Several marker
events in Forest Service adaptation to a postindustrial American society are examined (e.g., Bitterroot controversy,
advent of unit planning). These events illustrate cultural changes that have moved the agency toward is current
ecosystem management era of organizational evolution. Shifts in agency values, policies, structures, and operation
necessary to embrace and implement ecosystem management are examined and applied to current forest health
issues in eastern Oregon and Washington.

INTRODUCTION

By most power, size, and budget measures, the USDA Forest Service has been a very successful organization
(Clarke and McCool 1985, Gold 1982). This was especially true for the first two-thirds of this century, when the
agency’s conservation era mission and management style were so compatible with an urbanizing, industrial nation
immersed in three major wars and a great depression (Gulick 1951, Hays 1959, Kaufman 1960). The National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, however, signaled the arrival of the environmental movement and more demo-
cratic public involvement. This proud and nationally respected agency, that in the 1960s starred in the prime-time
TV series Lassie, was about to write its own chapter of Future Shock (Toffler 1970) in adapting to the values of an
urban, postindustrial America (Kennedy 1985, 1988). Despite is bureaucratic inertia and traditional client loyalties,
external sociopolitical change (Kennedy 1985) and agency diversification (Kennedy 1991) has moved the Forest
Service toward is current era of ecosystem management, announced by Overbay (1992). Our paper describes
several stages of U.S. and Forest Service sociopolitical evolution in this century, examines how Forest Service
culture is and is not positioned to embrace and implement ecosystem management values, and suggests several
organizational changes necessary to implement this new ecosystem management paradigm.

Developmental Stages of Forest Service Organizational Culture

Any attempt to characterize 100 years of Forest Service history in three to four pages will frequently
overgeneralize. Nevertheless we will attempt an overview of U.S. socioeconomic change and Forest Service
organizational evolution in three stages, summarizing with a 1950s versus 1990s comparison of internal and
external Forest Service changes.

Stage |. Forest Service Birth and Establishment (1880-1909)

In the last two decades of the 19th century, the American frontier closed and the United States became an urbaniz-
ing, industrial nation. Amid growing political concerns about forest fires, flooding, wood scarcity and long-term
social risks of the free enterprise system, an organization emerged that was to become the Forest Service in 1905.
The National Forest System was our nation’s biggest experiment with socialism at the time. This system was
designed to be a multivalue, socially oriented (vs. profit-oriented), natural resource trust fund for the nation and for
future generations (USDA Forest Service 1907). National Forests were to be an insurance policy or alternative to
free enterprise values and methods of forest management. In this initial Gifford Pinchot-era, the agency adopted
the forest and organizational models, values, and management styles of the German Forest Service (Twight 1983,
1985). The agency'’s regimented campaign against the evils of forest fires, short-run greed, and natural resource
exploitation, plus its promises of long-term sustainable commodity flows for an emerging industrial state, gave it
noble purpose and broad sociopolitical appeal (Hays 1959, Steen 1976). The Forest Service lead the American
people and politicians into the conservation era. It was a lean, righteous, radical, organization confronting frontier
era and laissez-faire natural resource values that were no longer appropriate for a modem, industrializing America.
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Stage Il. Forest Service Adolescence and Young Adulthood (1910-69)

The United States became an urban industrial state with a great depression and three major wars which provided a
clarity of purpose for the nation and its Forest Service--a national clarity of purpose that would evaporate in the
1970s. The Forest Service and is employees were seen as cleancut heroes, fighting forest fires and natural
resource ignorance or exploitation (Frome 1962). The organization changed from being a rebel against the system
to becoming a proud and powerful part of that system. The Forest Service was no longer a small fraternity of
dispersed and independent tough guys, but an elite (and often aristocratic) professional forestry bureaucracy that
responded harshly to outside criticism (e.g., Reich 1962).

Just as the United States was becoming an urban, postindustrial nation (with emerging environmental values),
powerful and legitimate socioeconomic forces were to lock the Forest Service on an industrial trajectory for the
next 2 to 3 decades. In the 1950s, post-World War Il economic demands had liquidated enough private softwood
supplies to create a social need for Forest Service timber. Additionally, there was legitimate sociopolitical desire to
provide the housing part of the American dream for Gls and for a rapidly expanding population. Consistent with its
German intensive forest management values and desire to contribute to rural growth and national prosperity (Clary
1986, McGee 1910, Twight 1983), the Forest Service shifted from forest protection and custodial management to
becoming a major provider of softwood timber supply. Its timber harvest jumped almost 800 percent between 1941
and 1971--from 1.5 to 11.5 bhillion board-feet per year (Steen 1976:314). This shift of western National Forests from
a resource trust fund to a regional employment lunch bucket (within sustained yield and multiple use limits, of
course) had its organizational rewards. For example, the agency budgets and work force grew rapidly (a 40
percent increase in employees between 1958 and 1963; Aiken et al. 1982). But this new organizational wood
production priority (Alston 1972) put the agency on a collision course with the environmental values of a
postindustrial and postmodern American society (McQuillan 1992). In those heady developmental years of the
1950-60s, the Forest Service, the administrations that guided it, and Congress would often forget the original
National Forest role for American society and generations yet to be born. Rather than functioning as a trust fund
and counterbalance to private forest and grasslands management, the Forest Service often looked and behaved
like an echo of private management (such as Weyerhauser Corporation).

Stage Ill. Mid-Life Crisis and Struggle for a New Forest Service Maturity (1970-Present)

The public shift toward valuing National Forests for recreation, wildlife, and landscape values was first indicated in
the Wilderness Act of 1964. The legislative last hurrah for intensive timber management of National Forests came
in that period as well, when Congress rejected a proposed National Timber Supply Act. This law would have
allowed the Forest Service to keep much of its timber sale receipts to invest in more intensive, scientific timber
management.

In 1969, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) marked the beginning of the environmental era by requiring
development alternatives and justification of Federal actions that would substantially affect the environment. These
alternatives were to be analyzed by an interdisciplinary team of professionals and the process was to include public
participation. Other environmental legislation (e.g., Endangered Species Act of 1973), plus affirmative action and
equal employment opportunity policies also affected the Forest Service in this era.

In the next 2 decades, the Forest Service went through stages of denial, confusion, and mourning for the good old
days when it was an elite forester fraternity with a clear purpose and a national mystique (well described by
Kaufman 1960 and Frome 1962). It also received mixed messages during this time from conservative administra-
tions, commodity-oriented budgets, a postindustrial American society with growing environmental demands, and
from its own employees. Despite these mixed messages, the agency has moved unevenly but inexorably toward
environmental values and a new maturity signified in the ecosystem management paradigm (Overbay 1992)--an
organizational evolution well documented by traditional client groups, such as the National Forest Products Asso-
ciation (Gladics 1991). These agency changes are highlighted in the next section.
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Forest Service Paradigm Shifts: A 1950 Versus 1990 Snapshot

A comparison of events, values, and Forest Service management paradigms in the 1950s and 1990S is presented
in table 1. This table contrasts today’s complex world and the 1950-60s era of Forest Service “manifest destiny”
--when western National Forests were to be transformed from an inaccessible, extensively managed, native
forests into the triumph of the conservation era (a roaded, intensively used and managed multiple-use forest estate
that would approach the vision of an original Forest Service prophet, W. J. McGee (1910). Underlying these 1950s
conservation era values, images, and metaphors was a fascination with the machine-model that influenced Na-
tional Forest management, the agency’s functional organization, and employee administration (table 1, element E).
This simpler, machine-model view of reality is challenged today by the diverse, complex organic-models of Work
Force 1995 (USDA Forest Service 1987), NEPA processes, and the new ecosystem management paradigm.

It is not surprising that a young industrialized nation and its Forest Service would be fascinated with a machine-
model view of reality. This model sees the world in simple, compartmentalized, cause-effect, goal-oriented, and
mechanistic terms that can be understood separately by standard efficiency or optimization analysis (Schiff 1966,
Taylor 1957). Such Forest Service machine-model thinking was manifested in: (1) narrow forest ecosystem
perceptions (e.g., simple site-productivity models), (2) forest or fire management (e.g., intensively managed
plantations, forest pest wars, or out before 10 AM fire rules), (3) agency organizational structures (e.g., line-staff,
generalist-specialists, or strict functionalism), (4) organizational processes (e.g., Kennedy and Thomas’ 1992 “dog”
loyalty to line, mechanistic employee-spouse-children response to Forest Service transfers), (5) public relations
(e.g., benign and educated Forest Service professionals managing National Forests for the uninformed,
self-centered public and for future generations), and (6) functional, reductionist research scientists and their
projects. Control-oriented people and organizations (table 1, element F) find comfort in a machine-model world
(Schiff 1966).

Ironically, complex postindustrial societies, created by the simpler industrial eras of the first two-thirds of this
century, have made machine-model thinking obsolete (table 1, element A). More complex, diverse, and interrelated
organic-models are necessary to understand and adapt to today’s world. This is true for public and private organi-
zations, including machine-model institutions in eastern Europe, and corporations such as Chrysler, Sears, and
IBM, which have not adapted well to the changes and challenges of our modern world (Bennis 1966). This
sociopolitical change also requires National Forest managers to discard simple machine-models of reality for
organic-models such as ecosystem management, and to resurrect Forest Service employees Leopold and
Marshall as respected role models along with Pinchot (Robertson 1991). Given that many of us were taught to
become rational, knowledgeable adults, in control of our internal and external world, this invitation to an organic-
model of reality does not come without challenge, threat, and uncertainty (Magill 1988, Twight and Lynden 1989).

Refusal to make such an organic-model adaptation has a price. For example, the New Zealand Forest Service, so
successful with the machine-model of conifer plantation silviculture until the 1970s, found it difficult to accept
organic-models that would have helped them adapt to the environmental values of an urban, postindustrial New
Zealand society (Clawson 1988, Kennedy 1981). This inflexibility contributed to over 75 percent of New Zealand
Forest Service lands (most of its native forests) being removed from Forest Service stewardship in the mid-1980s.
New Zealand society judged a machine-minded agency trustworthy to manage only their machine-model conifer
plantations. As with Chrysler Corporation or the Russian Communist Party, U.S. and New Zealand Forest Services
must escape the anchors of their history and reinvent a future relevant to a changing sociopolitical environment--or
die.

Forest Service Adaptation to Some Wake-Up Calls in the Last 25 Years--
Prologue to Ecosystem Management

For most of its history, the Forest Service was internally directed and a leader in the conservation movement
(1890-1970). The agency required external sociopolitical pressure to adapt from is conservation and resource
development values to those associated with the environmental movement (e.g., wilderness, biodiversity, or
outdoor recreation values). Several social or legislative wake-up calls (and cross-body blocks) are highlighted
below, with implications for ecosystem management and eastside Oregon and Washington forest health issues.
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Table 1--Forest Service (FS) and National Forest (NF) Environment, Images, Values, and Management
Paradigm Shifts: 1950 Versus 1990 Snapshots. '

Contrasting Decades
Elements 10508 ‘ 1980s

A} Stages of U.S. sociosco- | Triumph of the U.S. Industrial state in post-WWIl euphoria Urban, postindustrial state in a petitive global economy and complex,

nomic development sobering times

B) FS mottes ‘Land of Many Uses"~but timber usually major use and ROTT “Caring for the Land and Serving People’ (USDA 1986)

{Resources Other Than Timber) a secondary consideration or i

constraint
Shift from ROTT to legitimate multiple use and EM management

Sustainable goods and service flows (system output focus) Sustainable ecosystems {focus on health and of the yst
ltself)

Heavy road d t for user and fire control Foad and inf develor tal era waning

Intensive timber Q focus Shift from single resource focus to multiple social values (Kennedy 1985).

anm&nbchmlogy{mmmMcMmm,, tics) Questioning domi of technology in ag i tion and
efficiency

C) Respected NF manage- | Adopted European int torest g t paradig Search for own, new, unique NF management paradigms and identities

ment models
Primary focus on maximum output effficiency, within sustainability Focus first on healthy, dh , sustainable ystems, then estimate
and multiple-use constraints output possibilities . )

A multiple-use conifer plantation often the vision for many NFs Desired future NF conditions that balance and compiement public and
. private jands in an ecoregion context

O Respected NF manag- Era of great men and benign professional aristocrats Era of interdisciplinary teams; team leader, public and partner facliitators

ers and FS role models
John Wayne action and achl riented, ip Specialized expert, capable of inter-disciplinary or public communication
forester (Behan 1968) and power sharing

E) Dominant modeis and Dominance of the simple, compartmentalized, machine-model More complex, inclusive, inter-related organic-model of ecosystems and

metaphors on land and in crganization organization
Simple, homogeneous, well-managed forest stands and hard Respect for diversity and uniq, of land, individua! employees, user
working loyal *Forest Rangers® (e.g., Kaufman 1860) groups or partners
Fascination with machine-model plantations, road networks, Birth of new perspectives era and evolution to ecosystem management
developed campgrounds (Kessler ot al, 1882)

F) Dominant FS values Action, can-do, development-oriented mythic heros Can't do and shouldn't do many things—let's think, plan, seek consensus
Must dominate and control forests, self (i ially i Cod | and mutuality with nature and Coufal 1881},
salf), family (e.g., transfer-at-will), anddnpub-'ﬁc{oducabﬂhm mndodlmmdsdmdfnmﬂy (multifaceted lives, dual careers), and
if they don't support us) the public {public servant and parinership era, Magill 1888)

‘Dog" loyalty to line and the agency (Kennedy and Thomas FS organizational loyalty counterbalanced with ioyalty to land, to profes-
1882) slon, 1o working spouses, and so on.

G) Space focus Focus on forest stands (or the research project) Broad, inclusive landscape- and ystem-scale focus
Local and regional focus Mmummummm

H) Time focus Annual reports of specific target accomplishments M nt toward achieving long-term desired future conditions

Short-run economic and project efficiency focus

Decadal focus needed; annual target myopia questioned

) Land, tabor, and capital

Pubiic land per U.S. and global population more abundant and
fess developed

Abundant capita) from old-growth forests and a deficit-nalve
Congress

Public land per U.S. or global population more scarce and more developed

Capital scarchy in second-growth and multiple use-oriented forests, plus
a deficit-burdened society

J) User fee Low, often subsidized, fess restricted to a few users {e.g., Likely to rise for traditional users and expand to others
ranchers and some rec
Gifford Pinchot, FS employee: 1898-1810 Aldo Leopold, FS employee; 1808-1828

K) Patron Saints

St. George the Dragon-Killer

St Francis of Assisi
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Case 1. Oops, We're Not as Technically Competent and Omnipotent as We Once
Thought: Monogahela and Bitterroot National Forests Controversies

In the Kaufman (1960) era, Forest Service professionals (that is, foresters) were educated in universities and
socialized in the agency to view themselves as stewards of the public interest and broadly enough trained to
manage all National Forest issues (e.g., Behan’s 1966 “omnipotent forester”). Conventional wisdom held that all
professional foresters were competent silviculturalists. The Bitterroot (U.S. Senate 1970) and Monogahela
(Fairfax and Achterman 1977) controversies provided several lessons for the Forest Service, including the need
for sensitivity to diverse recreational, wildlife, or landscape values and to new public demands for shared deci-
sions. The Forest Service also learned that all foresters were not, ipso facto, competent silviculturalists. Although
the dark side of the Forest Service “can-do” culture helped cause these two controversies, the bright side of that
“can-do” attitude allowed the agency to quickly initiate a graduate-level training program to position and empower
certified silvicufturalists to guide, approve, and monitor silvicultural practices on most National Forests.

The cumulative factors that have created eastside Oregon and Washington forest health issues (e.g., climate, fire
management, and silvicuftural practices) are less simple and obvious, and require a more complex wake-up call
than the Monogahela and Bitterroot issues. Similar agency responses, however, are required. Specifically, the
Forest Service now needs to: (1) consider functional budgets and specialist roles in an organic-model context; (2)
recognize that ecosystems are composed of structures and processes that do not stop at public or private
ownership boundaries; (3) accept that many line and staff specialists might not initially have the understanding
and vision to adequately plan, manage, and monitor more demanding and sophisticated ecosystem management
organic-models; and (4) consider that “certified ecosystem managers” might be needed to direct and monitor
landscape-scale ecosystems, cumulative effects, and progress toward the establishment of more stable, healthy,
desired future ecosystem conditions.

Case 2. Okay NEPA (1969) Includes Us, So Let’s Settle All National Forest Conflicts at
the Planning Stage.

In 1971, the Forest Service embarked on a new “unit planning” program to identify and resolve natural resource
issues at the planning stage (versus on-the-ground management stages). In many ways, it was an initial Forest
Service organic-model adaptation to an increasingly diverse and complex world. Planning units were set by
landscape ecology criteria and often crossed over district, National Forest and political boundaries. Planning units
also were referenced to larger National Forest and Regional policies, and to socioeconomic and ecological
conditions of adjacent public and private forests. For example, the planning units for the Ouachita National
Forest, Arkansas, were directed by national (USDA Forest Service 1970) and regional goals. The Guide for
Managing the National Forests in the Ozark Highlands (USDA Forest Service 1974) was an advanced and
enlightened document that placed the Ozark and Ouachita National Forests in a large regional ecological and
sociopolitical context. It proposed guidelines emphasizing “vegetative diversity” (p. 38), favoring hardwoods over
softwoods on appropriate sites (because adjacent private lands had a bias to pine plantations, p. 39), promoting
undeveloped recreation and depending on adjacent private lands to provide more developed opportunities. If the
Ouachita National Forest had followed this direction and not been driven by other targets, it might have avoided
much of the legal and Congressional conflict it experienced in the last 15 years. It would have been more of a
forest social value alternative and less of an echo to private forest land management surrounding it.

As with ecosystem management, unit planning in the early 1970s focused first on analyzing the sustainable
capabilities of landscape-scale ecosystems. It provided a bottom-up estimate of National Forest output capabili-
ties secondarily. Concerns with initial unit plan output declines, the many plans involved, and new legislation (e.g.,
the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Act of 1974) largely reversed this bottom-up, ecosystem management-type
planning process. Output targets regained leverage and mechanistic, optimization machine-models (e.g.,
FORPLAN) drove the new forest planning paradigm. Current regional ecosystem issues (such as eastside
Oregon and Washington forest health), court discussions, regional studies of spotted owls or salmon, recent
Congressional Forest Service studies (Office of Technological Assessment 1990 and 1992), and the advent of
ecosystem management may now send the agency “back to the future” to incorporate more bottom-up,
landscape-scale, ecosystem (unit) planning philosophy and methods. For the planning process is the most
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essential, pivotal entry point for ecosystem management values and methods to impact Forest Service employ-
ees and lands.

Case 3. Forest Service Soul Searching at Snowbird (1985) and Sunbird (1989)

In 1985, Forest Supervisors, Regional Foresters, Chief and Deputies all met for the first time at Snowbird Ski
Resort, Utah. A major goal of this meeting was to develop a hew Forest Service vision statement. The result,
Caring for the Land and Serving People (USDA Forest Service 1986), incorporated verbs (e.g., “caring” vs. the
more traditional, clinical and macho “management”) and concepts (e.qg., diversity) more consistent with current
American social values. The ecosystem management-type goals of this vision statement are more difficult to
guantify and target than the “Land of Many Uses” values of earlier production and development-oriented goal
statements (e.g., USDA Forest Service 1970).

At the second (Sunbird) meeting of Forest Supervisors, Regional Foresters, Chief and Deputies (Tucson, AZ
1989), Kennedy and Quigley (1989) examined whether top line officers at that conference and recent professional
recruits endorse these caring-serving values and if the Forest Service reward system supports the agency vision
statement. This, and an expanded followup study (Kennedy et al. 1992), found that employees from top line
officers to recent agency recruits believe that professional competence, care and concern for healthy ecosys-
tems, and care and concern for future generations should be the most rewarded Forest Service values. Most
believed, however, that the following standard bureaucratic values were actually the most rewarded by their
agency: (1) loyality to the Forest Service, (2) meeting targets, (3) promoting a good Forest Service image, (4)
following rules and regulations, and (5) working well in teams. The people questioned in these Forest Service
samples and those surveyed by Quigley (1989) generally believed the Forest Service valued timber and grazing
(versus recreation, water, or wildlife) more than Forest Service employees or the general public, a trend the new
RPA Strategic Plan (USDA Forest Service 1990) seeks to reverse. The Sunbird survey and an open letter to the
Chief from several Forest Supervisors indicated broad internal concern that the Forest Service become more true
to its stated caring and serving mission.

CONCLUSIONS: A FOREST SERVICE ORGANIZATION TO EMBRACE THE LETTER AND
THE SPIRIT Of ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT

Overbay (1992) sets forth comprehensive, diverse, organic-model direction for ecosystem management of
eastside Oregon and Washington and all National Forests or Grasslands. It is a management paradigm worthy of:
(1) a similarly organic-model “Caring for the Land and Serving People” vision statement (USDA Forest Service
1986), (2) a more democratic organizational culture envisioned in the new Forest Service management charter
(USDA Forest Service manual, title 1300, 1992), (3) the innovation in many regional initiatives (e.g., USDA Forest
Service 1985), and (4) much new Forest Service ecological thinking (e.g., Botkin 1990, Diaz and Apostol 1992).
Given the sociopolitical change in American society, plus the promises and expectations of the Forest Service
New Perspectives Movement (Kessler et al. 1992), the agency had no choice but to proclaim ecosystem man-
agement as its new management paradigm. It also has no choice but to embrace and implement its spirit--for
Overbay (1992) spoke what was in the hearts of many Americans inside and outside the Forest Service.

Attempts to achieve and reward organic-model ecosystem management goals with machine-model planning
systems, traditional organizational structures, current targeted budgeting, or the existing reward system are likely
destined for frustration and failure. Overnight, revolutionary change cannot be expected in the organizational
culture of such a large bureaucracy as the Forest Service. But a clear strategy for organizational change and
movement in that direction can maintain public and employee faith in the organization as it attempts to respond to
the diversity and complexity in National Forests and Grasslands, in American society, and in its own work force.
We offer some initial direction for such Forest Service cultural evolution.

National Forests and Grasslands, the public, and Forest Service employees have,always been complex and
diverse. Viewing them in a machine-model context resulted from deficiencies in knowledge and sensitivities of the
past, and unintentionally contributed to issues such as eastside Oregon and Washington forest health. Ecosys-
tem management represents an organic-model maturity that honors complex, diverse, evolving, and interrelated
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ecosystems and is consistent with the democratic and land values of an urban, postindustrial American
society. Our changes and additions to Overbay’s (1992) ecosystem management proclamations in table 2
expand his organic-model thinking from its current ecosystem focus to incorporate the equally complex,
diverse, and interrelated nature of Forest Service employees (expanding it to incorporate U.S. and interna-
tional publics and future generations was not addressed in as much detain. National Forest ecosystems,
Forest Service employees, and the public deserve better than machine-model values and action. By adding
20 percent more words [in brackets] to Overbay’s (1992) critical concepts of managing land in the spirit of
ecosystem management (table 2), we have expanded these ecosystem management concepts to include
Forest Service employees and the public.

Table 2--An Organic Model “To Care For The Land" (As Quoted from Overbay 1992) And “Care For
Forest Service Employees" [As Added by Kennedy and Quigley, In Brackets].!

The Ecosystem Management Charge (Overbay It is time to embrace the concept of managing ecosystems to sustain both
1992:1)? their diversity and productivity and to chart a course for making this concept
[,and other organic-model versus machine-mode! concepts,}? the foundation
for sound multiple-use sustained yield management [of Forest Service land
and its employees.}?

Ecosystem Management Frameworks and World | An ecosystem {and the Forest Service organization] is a community of organisms
Views (Overbay 1992:2) and its environment that function as an integrated unit. Ecosystems [and the
Forest Service organizational structure] occur [and function] at many different
scales, from micro site [or work unit]? to the biosphere [and regional, national
or international levels].

Principles for An Ecosystem Management Diversity and Sustainability: Multiple - [value], sustained-yield management of
Approach to Land [and Forest Service People] lands and resources [,and Forest Service people,] depends on sustaining
{Overbay 1992:1-5) diversity and productivity of ecosystems [, and employee teams,] at multiple

geographic [and organizational] scales.

We need to understand natural events and the effects of humans in our
management [of the land, Forest Service people and public use].

The best [organic] model for operating {with the land, Forest Service people
or the pubiic] in this fashion is called adaptive management. it means that
research and monitoring {of ecosystems, our employees and the public] will
play substantial roles in ecosystem management [approaches to understanding
ourselves, as an agency, the people we setve, and the land we are privileged
to manage.}

Desired Future Conditions: Descriptions of desired future conditions for
ecosystems [and a Forest Service organizational culture] at various geographic
scales should integrate ecological, economic, and social [-psychological]
considerations that can guide management activities.

Integrated Management and Research: Monitoring and research should be
integrated with [our land and human] management to continually improve the
scientific basis of ecosystems, [our work force, or general people] management,

A bias for diversity is a good watchword for ecosystem [, Forest Service work
force or user] management [ and for democratic principles applied everywhere
in our nation).

But ecosystem [and other organic-models of] management by itself [themselves]
will not improve our performance unless we foliow through on the new
understandings we gain in how ecological [,work force and user] systems
function. it cannot be just another name for the same old priorities and operating
principles [on the land, in the office, with the public, or with future generations
who depend on our valués and actions.}

Whatever the goals, the benefits of ecosystem [and other organic-models of]
management come from the spirit of [diversity and) integration.

1All statements are quoted from Overbay (1992) and identified by page number.
Our additions to expand Overbay’s organic-model ecosystem management paradigm to a comparable
organic-model of Forest Service employees and agency structure/processes are in brackets.
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A broader, more diverse team is required to develop a strategy for changes in Forest Service organization and
operation to accommodate the scientific and technical ecosystem management suggestions in many eastside
forest health papers of this report, in Overbuy (1992), and in other “new perspectives” and ecosystem
management-type innovations throughout the agency (e.g., Diaz and Apostal 1992). We will highlight only a few
strategies, some of which might be applied in an experimental basis on eastside Oregon and Washington Na-
tional Forests and Grasslands. The initial suggestions which follow are those which require immediate attention:

1.

Employee Classification and Training. Develop interdisciplinary classifications and training that transcend
traditional range, recreation, or hydrology functional boundaries.

a. Ensure that before any specialized training is undertaken by Forest Service employees on specific
ecosystem functions or output endowments (e.qg., fisheries; soils, or range), a series of general
courses should be taken that address socioeconomic, planning and management, and ecosystems
in a broad, integrated ecosystem management manner. Advanced training in certain ecosystems
(e.g., stream ecology) or output and user delivery and management systems (e.g., recreation,
fisheries, or range output services) could then be offered.

b. Develop ecosystem management certification with the rigor, respect, and responsibility of the Forest
Service certified sitvicufturalist program.

Planning Systems. Shift RPA and forest (the current “unit”) planning from its output-driven focus (within
sustained-yield constraints) to a desired sustainable ecosystem model that secondarily estimates output
endowments.

a. Design National Forest planning units on landscape ecosystem criteria and reference such units to
political and administrative parameters and trends.

b. Develop desired future conditions for landscape-scale ecosystems as the initial, pivotal planning
activity.

c. Estimate National Forest output capability from a bottom-up approach, centered at the District and
Forest levels. Estimation should be based on ecological and socioeconomic analysis of sustainable
desired-future-conditions determined at the National Forest or Grasslands level.

Budgeting. Reconsider the machine-model, output-targeted budget system (of the “Land of Many Uses”
era) for organic-model budgeting that enhances ecosystem management values and goals.

a. Shift from a line-item budget to a more end-state system (Office of Technological Assesssment
1992:8) of achieving and maintaining desired conditions of ecosystems, user systems, or output
systems.

b. Increase sensitivity of budgets and accountability to the decadal timeframe of ecosystem adaptation
and change.

c. Allow a small percentage of budgets (say 10 percent) to be used for innovative, experimental options
(fully documented), without traditional sanctions for failure to efficiently achieve stated objectives.

Reward System. Shift from a machine-model, output-oriented reward system to one that creates and
enhances diverse, adaptable, and sustainable ecosystems, organizational cultures, and output and user
services. Such an organic-model reward system in an ecosystem management era would accommodate
risk-taking, entrepreneurship, and team processes and would pivot on the core-value of enhancing
diverse, sustainable ecosystems, user systems, and organizational cultures. For example, the organic
model would reward movement toward desirable future conditions as well as output endowments along
the way.
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5. Forest Service Organizational Structure. Legislative trends (Multiple-Use, Sustained-Yield Act of 1960,
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, National Forest Management Act of 1976) and court decisions
(e.g., Craig 1987) have been a consistent invitation to dilute the intellectual dominance and budget myopia of
Forest Service functionalism. Ecosystem management is another call to reconsider the machine-model,
output-focused functionalism for a Forest Service organized around the soul and substance of the agency,
namely organizational divisions for terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem(s). Then consider divisions for output
services (e.g., timber, range, mining, or water), user services (e.g., recreation and education), and adminis
trative services. Even with this administrative restructuring, appropriate ecosystem management adaptation
is not assured, for budget forces seem to have dominated planning (Office of Technological Assessment
1992:12) or legislative decisions (Alston 1972) in the last decades.

The changes proposed are founded on the need for the Forest Service to evolve from an output- and target-
focused agency (within long-run productivity constraints) to an organization that enhances diverse, sustainable

forest and grassland ecosystems (for regional-scale biological and socioeconomic balance), and apply similar
ecosystem management awareness, sensitivity, and skills to its own employees and to the public.
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Ecosystem Management in the Forest Service:
Political Implications, Impediments, and Imperatives

W.B. Shepard
ABSTRACT

For more than half a century, “old forestry” was a highly successful blend of three elements: forest management
as applied science, timber primacy, and decentralization. In a changing country, all three of these political assets
became major political liabilities. The traditions of old forestry left the. USDA Forest Service ill-equipped to deal
with both the harvest controversies of the 1970s and implementation of the National Forest Management Act of
1976. Ecosystem management, if it is to succeed, must involve more than better applied science; it must em-
brace the political responsibilities of the land manager. Major stresses and breakdowns in the encompassing
national political framework must be recognized and accommodated.

INTRODUCTION

Ecosystem management joins a lengthening list of terms that have gained currency in the discussion of forest
management. Public attention was captured several years ago by a grab bag of research findings and hypoth-
eses labeled “new forestry.” We have since heard of “new perspectives,” and “adaptive forest management,”
among other new terms. This litany should not suggest, however, a haphazard or frenetic attempt to find manage-
ment answers or a public relations cover; ecosystem management should not be viewed as the latest flavor-
of-the-month. Rather, these terms capture a clear evolution of thinking and on-the-ground management as the
silvicufturaf implications of 20 years of scientific findings are joined with emerging appreciation of changed
sociological, political, and economic circumstances.

Ecosystem management will evolve as challenges are confronted and as understandings improve. Kennedy and
Quigley (1993), identify the forces of organizational culture that will shape--indeed, that must be allowed to
shape--the further development of ecosystem management in the USDA Forest Service. | will develop

the political considerations that must be embraced if the hands-on, day-to-day, on-the-land, and among the-
people application of ecosystem management is to be effective. Like Kennedy and Quigley (1993), | will first look
back in order to look forward.

Many of us think of politics as a dirty word. With that observation, my central proposition may strike some readers
as odd. My thesis is that, for forest management to succeed, the political aspects of forest management must be
renewed and reinvigorated. The problem has not been too much politics, it has been too little politics.

So, how did we get where we are?
Old Forestry

Controversy in the management of our country’s forests is nothing new. The origins of the National Forest System
can be directly traced to two radical social movements that coincided at the start of the 20th century: one was the
reaction to the dominance of government by business interests that came to be known as the progressive move-
ment; the other was the conservation movement: a reaction to the wide-scale, unregulated exploitation and
destruction of increasingly valued natural resources. In addition to the collision of the progressive movement and
the conservation movement with the status quo, there also was a raging division between the conservationists
and the preservationists (McQuillan 1990).

When an assassin’s bullet put Theodore Roosevelt in the White House, the victory of the conservationists over
the preservationists was assured (Nash 1967), and Gifford Pinchot, the first Chief of the Forest Service, had the
political security fie needed to address the social and political turmoil surrounding the unregulated use of Ameri-
can forests in the early 1900s. He developed a brilliant political solution that had three elements: scientific man-
agement, timber primacy, and decentralization.
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Conservationism had, as a cornerstone, the belief that scientific management could be substituted for politics
(Hays 1959), and there were attempts to apply this belief in many areas, for example, to the management of
cities. The attempts generally failed in areas outside forestry (Banfield and Wilson 1963). But, with the political
triumph of the conservationists over the preservationists, there was clear agreement on what the benefits should
be of managing the National Forests: an assured supply of water and timber. Agreement on ends provided the
consensus Pinchot needed to define forest management as the application of the emerging science of forestry:
problems were subjected to technical solutions and, where solutions failed, one looked for more data, deeper
understandings, better machinery, and improved forest practices.

The emphasis on scientific forestry imbued the Forest Service with an image of technical competence and
credibility that, for many decades, could be used to increase budgets and protect the agency from outside political
threats. The profession of forestry evolved along with the Forest Service (West 1992), and the availability of a
pool of employees with common values and training added greatly to the internal strength of what some have
referred to as a “paramilitary organization” (Gulick 1951, Kaufman 1960, Schiff 1966, Wondolleck 1988).

Scientific management was coupled with what has been called “the rule of timber primacy” (Clary 1986). Trained
in biological relations rather than economic principles of supply, demand, and substitution, American foresters
had been predicting for the last 80 years that a timber famine was only a decade-or so away (Bennett 1968). It is
easy to see, with such a creed, why timber management has been a priority. For decades, the emphasis on
timber was also a political asset: furnishing goods and services to people at below cost is an old recipe for
maintaining political good will, for stimulating bureaucratic growth, and for doing the professionally “right thing” for
well-managed forests.

Pinchot introduced decentralization in the organization of the Forest Service to a degree unusual for a Federal
bureaucracy. Decentralization served the agency well during a period when the politically significant users of
National Forests lived in proximity to the forests, and when most users probably knew the forest ranger in their
area on a first name basis. For much of its existence, this sensitivity to largely rural interests allowed the Forest
Service to adapt to local changes. An effective presence in many congressional districts also did not hurt when
budget-time rolled around. In fact, the Forest Service is one of those agencies to which Congress wanted to give
more money than the agency, under Presidential orders, was allowed to request.

While timber primacy, scientific management, and decentralization persisted, the country-and the world-was
changing (Costain 1992, Inglehart 1990). The first Earth Day occurred about 20 years ago. It is no coincidence
that the modem problems of forest management exploded onto the political agenda in the years immediately after
that first Earth Day. An agency emphasizing the production of wood fiber was not in tune with a growing environ-
mental movement. An agency with its ear to the ground in 156 National Forests and many more local Ranger
Districts found its head was resting in the path of a truck--or, perhaps, a Volvo--with an urban vehicle registration.
And, an agency that defined forest management in terms of science and technology lacked weapons when it
needed to figure out what to use the forests for.

The first salvos resulted from harvest controversies, and the shots were fired by good ol’ boy turkey hunters
rather than condo-dwelling members of environmental organizations. The controversies arose because local
constituencies felt that the Forest Service, with its belief in “scientific management” and “timber primacy,’ was not
listening to “unprofessional” local views on how the forests should be managed. These were the harvest contro-
versies at the Monongahela National Forest in West Virginia and the Bitterroot National Forest in Montana. Both
conflicts provoked years of state and congressional investigations, and after a lawsuit used the Organic Act of
1897 to successfully challenge clearcuttirig in the Monogahela National Forest, Congress was forced to act
(Weitzman 1977).

Planning: The Solution Becomes The Problem

Congress responded to the Bitterroot and Monongahela controversies with the National Forest Management Act
of 1976. As is typical in American politics, the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) was put together by the
major affected interest groups, including the Forest Service. The NFMA required a planning process for the
National Forests that included interdisciplinary teams, economic analysis, and citizen participation. The act
papered-over the harvest practice questions that led to the Monongahela and Bitterroot controversies but did
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delete the troublesome language in the Organic Act that had threatened to halt clearcutting in the National
Forests.

With the passage of NFMA, the Forest Service, and we who use and own the nation’s forests, entered a lengthy
period of struggling with forest planning. That struggle amply illustrates the limits of old forestry. The NFMA
required a difference in the way the Forest Service did business. The problem was not glitches in the tools of
scientific forestry; the problem was reliance on scientific forestry itself. The questions the Forest Service in-
creasingly faced in the 1970s were how the forests should be managed and for whom the forests should be
managed. Answers to those questions come not from science but from values and interests.

Put simply, those responsible for the management of our National Forests in 1976 were faced with a public that
had two concerns: clearcuts were ugly, and tree plantations were not forests. In 1976, it was as simple as that;
NFMA was asking land managers to address some basic political concerns.

Forest management as applied science, however, had worked political wonders for the Forest Service for over
60 years, and that is how the agency approached implementation of NFMA. A committee of scientists (created
by the NFMA legislation) offered recommendations that turned into planning regulations, Forest Service Hand-
book materials, and Forest Service Manual chapters that boggle the mind in their detail and complexity. What
had been a simple political warning from the U.S. Congress to do a better job of listening to people was fumed
into a nightmare. Millions of dollars-the last estimate that i have seen was two billion dollars were spent on
planning (Behan 1990); an agency that rightly prided itself on ‘getting the cut our missed its initial planning
deadlines by a decade; and as the plans finally hit the street, the street fumed out to run straight to the court-
house.

The Forest Service was facing questions about what ought to be. Some of the questions were fairly common-
place, pragmatic considerations of who is going to win and who is going to toss. Some of the questions tapped
deeply held moral concerns. The Forest Service was teaming that, in addition to sterile matters like board feet,
recreation visitor days, animal unit months, and acre feet of water, they were, by their actions, giving or withhold-
ing public recognition to particular moral positions on the question of how humans relate to their planet. In this
respect, the Forest Service was joining the company of school teachers, public health workers, and art museum
directors.

The early and persistent dedication to the use of linear programming models as planning toots epitomizes the
inadequacy of old forestry. Adapting tools that had been appropriate in earlier years when there was consensus
on timber primacy, the Forest Service turned harvest scheduling models into forest planning tools. Year after
year, as it became clear that these computer models were not doing the job, this approach was not abandoned.
Rather, fancier models were developed, matrices were expanded, additional programming modules were
added, and larger and faster computers were sought. FORPLAN was the primary computer model used in the
planning process, and a review of that effort concluded: “it appears that undue reliance has been put on the
optimizing feature of FORPLAN without seriously pondering the more important question of ‘what should |
optimize?™ (Alston and lverson 1987).

So, how did we end up in the current situation? Old forestry failed because what had been political assets
became, in a changing country, major political liabilities. The emphasis on timber did not mesh with the interests
of emerging groups. Decentralization created a rural bias in an increasingly urban country. And, as amply
illustrated by the difficulties of implementing NFMA, forest management that relied largely on applied science
was not up to the political challenges of the last 2 decades. What lessons can we draw from this?

Ecosystem Management: Will It Evolve or Devolve

The causes of the current problem are clear; the solutions are hazy. At least one inference jumps out: politics
must become an integral part of on-the-ground forest management.

29



As the Forest Service embraces ecosystem management, | believe the picture is clear enough to support the
assertion that “timber primacy” is ending. This solves part of the political problems with o’d forestry. To the extent
that ecosystem management rejects the traditional emphasis on the production of wood fiber and substitutes
sustainability, the approach of ecosystem management will make significant political gains.

Much of ecosystem management seems to follow the tradition of Pinchot in seeking improved forest manage-
ment through better scientific understanding. When there was agreement on ends, that approach was very
successful; however, forest management as applied biological or physical science is a politically inadequate
response to today’s challenges. If ecosystem management evolves to be simply better science applied to forest
management, its use will be limited. Ecosystem management would become as irrelevant to the issues of the
1990s as old forestry was to the issues of the 1970s and 1980s.

There is another evolutionary path, one clearly provided for in Deputy Chief Overbay’s description of ecosystem
management (1992). In Overbay’s formulation, ecosystem management begins with the assumption that current
crises are largely political and social in origin, that people inside and outside the agency seek more involvement
in decisionmaking, and that forest management today is about who gets what, winners and losers, and politics. If
the political role is recognized--indeed, welcomed--and incorporated as a major and necessary component of
ecosystem management, then there is a brighter future. Intense, stressful, and challenging--but brighter.

The new scientific understandings that are a part of ecosystem management are challenging enough to grasp
(see sections 2 and 3 of this document) and they require significant change. My analysis suggests, though, that
such change is only half the need, and it is the easier half to deal with. Complete ecosystem management must
incorporate both changed scientific concepts and changed views of the importance of politics in land manage-
ment. We must recognize that acceptance of this second element-political responsibility-goes against the grain of
both agency history and personal predilection. Its acceptance contradicts almost a century of agency tradition and
success. Perhaps more important, it goes against the grain of foresters who are comfortable with questions that
can be answered on the basis of “facts,” but who are uncomfortable with questions that require understanding of
values, interests, and influence.

Although there are impediments to a full development of ecosystem management, there are also reasons for
optimism. One study (Clarks and McCool 1985) of Federal natural resource agencies identifies the Forest Ser-
vice as a “bureaucratic superstar” and observes: “the history of the Forest Service... reveals a remarkable ability
to sense changing public priorities and to adapt its mission to meet those demands.”

There is another factor that must be considered: increasing diversity within the agency (Kennedy 1991). With this
diversification, there is risk that a once high morale, “can do” outfit with common values will become a mission-
less bureaucratic basket case. There is another possibility, though. With diversity comes openness to change.
Ecosystem management offers both a conceptual framework and a management orientation for recognizing that
long-term viability and success of an interdependent system (e.g., the Forest Service) rests fundamentally an
maintaining diversity. A fully developed ecosystem management plan, that includes both the scientific and political
responsibilities of a manager, also could provide the sense of renewal and new mission necessary for the in-
creasingly diverse Forest Service to continue its earlier record of success.

Can You Fix It On The Ground When The Sky Is Falling?

The need to embrace the political responsibilities inherent in ecosystem management is clear. But there are even
greater challenges to be faced. Suppose the Forest Service accepts the challenge and goes about listening and
leading and crafting compromises on the ground. Indeed, many managers have succeeded in doing this. Then
what happens? The efforts of the natural resource manager are embedded in the larger political sphere, and the
capabilities of that political system are under very serious strain.

There are breakdowns in our systems of governing. It is not the personalities-the Clintons, Bushes, and Perots. It
goes deeper and is much more troublesome: it rests in the form of democracy we inherited from James Madison.
Madison crafted a delicate balance of relations among the branches of government (the legislative, executive,
and judicial) and between the levels of government (national and local), and there are now serious tears in the
warp and weave of that political fabric.
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Those breakdowns could be the subject of another chapter. Ross Perot could probably explain it in a 30-minute
TV commercial. But | will inventory what | see as several of the most serious challenges:

i There is a chasm between what is happening at the local level and what is happening at the national
level. The link between the national and local levels is broken. You can look at it as forces at the national
level interfering with desires at the local level to make the most productive use of Pacific Northwest
forests. Or, you can see that, even as local managers figure out how to merge technical and political
information, the resulting plans do not “fly” politically at the national level. Congress continues to set
unrealistic Allowable Sale quantities, and the fallout can be found in whistleblowers, organizations of
Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics, letters from Forest Supervisors, and a contested
resignation of a Regional Forester. Local and national politics do not mesh.

i In part, this political chasm is the result of another breakdown: a national politics that relies on fantasy
instead of vision and that promises pipe dreams. We have come to expect that we can have all that we
want without having to make hard choices. Beginning 12 years ago--and the blame rests in the
then-Republican White House, the Democratic Congress; and our own gullibility as citizens--we believed
we could cut taxes and dramatically increase spending without a price. In the environmental area, we
believe that if we do not like certain tradeoffs, we do not have to have them. Absurd promises are made,
immediate benefits consumed, hard issues avoided, and costs postponed.

i This leads to a third breakdown: ours is a politics in which symbolic issues are an increasingly important
component of the political agenda. Lacking the resources or the will to address our significant material
problems, vulnerable to cheap symbolic distractions offered by such issues as prayers in school, flag
salutes, or sexual orientation, and confronted by single-interest groups uninterested in substantive trades
and compromises, we conduct a politics that is more and more characterized by images, rituals, and
myths. Leaders simply joust symbolically with problems. When the issues are politically too costly to be
settled by the legislative branch, symbolic legislation is passed that seems to address the problem but, in
fact, simply passes the political hot potato to the bureaucracy and the courts. The bureaucracy is similarly
stymied as it casts about for public relations solutions to what may be politically unwinnable situations. As
symbolic politics incapacitate the legislative and bureaucratic decisionmakers, the branch of government
least suited to policy-making, the courts, play a larger and larger role and are forced (by default) to shift
from procedural to substantive matters.

CONCLUSIONS

At the start of the 20th century, Pinchot solved the crisis of his time with a political solution having three ingredi-
ents: scientific management, timber primacy, and decentralization. We need a new solution, a new political
recipe. | have outlined some elements of a potential recipe:

i Accept that timber primacy is gone and such interrelated concepts as sustainability, biodiversity, and the
health of the soil are taking its place.

i Embrace on the ground, the political role as something necessary and positive: listening to and leading
people.
i My inventory of broader, encompassing challenges hints at other elements: use the expertise of natural

resource managers to counter the politics of fantasy by educating the public and political leaders about
the costs and consequences that must be faced; take more initiatives at the local level and move
decisionmaking away from the national level; and, move more decisionrnaking away from the formal
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political processes and into more creative and hybrid organizations that are neither strictly private nor
strictly public (the “Salmon Summit” being one example).

Whether you buy the recipe that | suggest is unimportant. That we all be thinking hard about what the recipe
should be is very important. It is clear that what we have now is not satisfactory.

Whatever happens, perhaps both citizens and practitioners can benefit by remembering one of the emerging
principles of the ecosystem approach: change is healthy, and major disruptions--even catastrophes--are neces-
sary agents for change. When society changed, forest management had to change. The disruptions that have

occurred in forest management are not symptoms of a failure; rather, they are the unavoidably tumultuous forces
of regeneration and renewal.
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Development of Landscape Ecology and Its Relation to
Environmental Management

F.B. Golley

ABSTRACT

This paper describes the development of landscape ecology in response to social and political desires for sus-
tainable ecosystems. Landscape ecology has been used in Europe for planning and land management since the
term was coined in 1939. In this role, landscape ecology was an integrating field among hydrology, geomorphol-
ogy, vegetation science, soil science, economy, sociology, and land planning. Internationally, landscape ecology
grew rapidly in the 1980s. This expansion, as represented by the creation of national and international research
programs, is an example of the shift from an older scientific scheme of centrally defined subjects organized
around one or more paradigms, to the current mode of working in networks. This network pattern is driven by the
recognition that current societal, environmental, and economic problems are multidimensional and are the
consequences of phenomena occurring at many spatial and temporal scales. The focus of landscape ecology on
scales and integration of complex processes is an expression of the growing desire by the public, politicians, land
managers, and scientists to focus on linkages among human and all other components and processes of the
global ecosystem.

INTRODUCTION

This paper describes the development of landscape ecology and thereby provides a background for ecosystem
management. Historical comments will be relatively brief because of limited space.

Landscape ecology in the United States grew rapidly circa 1980 when it burst on the scene with an international
congress, a technical review, and several books on the topic. Obviously, a gestation period preceded this emer-
gence, but like the proverbial unmarried maiden, even the parents of landscape ecology (the subjects of geogra-
phy and ecology) were generally unaware of its imminent appearance. The appearance of this discipline is an
example of a scientific development pattern common among scholarly disciplines at the end of the 1900s. The
older scheme, which has not entirely disappeared, consisted of subjects defined centrally, organized around one
or more paradigms, with a well-defined method of research. These central subject areas were surrounded by a
margin of out-of-date, less focused, and syncretic approaches to the topic. Any practitioner could define the
center and the margin of their field.

This pattern has gradually been replaced by networks of research and practice. In the network pattern, interac-
tions among subjects become more important and the central nodes less so. Driving this change is the wide
recognition that current problems in the environment, society, and the economy are multidimensional. None of the
former centralized disciplines is adequate to address, let alone solve, current problems. When putting together
approaches and materials to address speck questions, the problem solver ignores the older boundaries between
disciplines (Zonneveld 1988). The result is an enormously stimulating and exciting change in which one is free to
burst out of the straightjacket of the classical subjects and explore any topic relevant to the question. Landscape
ecology is one of many expressions of this current phenomenon.

Definition of Landscape Ecology

Landscape ecology can be defined in several ways, but probably the most useful definition is that landscape
ecology is the study of how land patterns influence processes. Processes may include flows of water, sail,
chemicals, or energy; movements of organisms and humans; and the movement of products, resources, or
capital. The ecologist tends to approach landscape ecology from a biological perspective and defines it spatially
and temporally within ecological theory. The spatial pattern of the ecologist is often less than a few kilometers,
sometimes only a few meters. The geographer, on the other hand, is frequently concerned about spatial patterns
of human activities, and the landscape scale of the geographically oriented landscape ecologist can be many
kilometers. Temporal scales used by ecologists and geographers are different as well.
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Historical Background

An awareness of landscape ecology developed well before the discipline’s growth in the 1980s. The phrase was
coined by a German geographer, Carl Troll, in 1939. Troll applied aerial photography to the theoretical study of
land patterns. Troll's choice of the word “ecology” was probably an expression of a holistic orientation to spatial
patterns. At that time in Germany, holistic thought was widespread in biology, forestry, and other subjects
(Friederichs 1927, Thienemann 1939, Weber 1939), primarily because it was congruent with the political philoso-
phy of the National Socialist party, which controlled the German government. The term “ecology” would distin-
guish this new approach to use of aerial photographs from routine photographic interpretation and cartography.
Troll proposed to go further in interpreting his photographs by identifying surface objects that represented the
interaction of water, land surface, soil, vegetation, and land use.

After World War 11, several countries in Europe used land planning as a way to organize use of natural resources.
These countries formed a band across northern Europe with The Netherlands on the west, the two Germanies in
the center, and Czechoslovakia in the east. For different reasons in each country, landscape ecology became a
specific discipline that organized information about the land surface for land planning. In this role, landscape
ecology was an integrating subject that could translate between the hydrologist, geomorphologist, vegetation
scientist, soil scientist, economist, and sociologist and the land planner (Last et al. 1982). Landscape ecology
commonly has been used in Europe for planning and land management for many years. Indeed, the Dutch
society of landscape ecology has hundreds of members, and in Slovakia, the government declared that all land
planning would be grounded in landscape ecology.

The former Soviet Union occupies a special position in this story. In the USSR, geography is defined differently
than it is elsewhere (Anonymous 1981, Isachenko 1973). Geography covers all subjects involving land. Russian
geography began early with the exploration of the east and south and the need to understand how to manage
soils, vegetation, and animals in vast forest and steppe regions (Fortescue 1992). Vasilii Dokuchev’s contributions
to soil geography and Vladimir Vemadsky’s concept of biogeochemistry are known to many Western scientists,
but these are only two of many scientists who worked in the discipline now called landscape ecology. Because of
the Cold War, however, these scientists never made the contribution to the development of landscape ecology
that we would expect.

In the United States, landscape ecology was essentially unknown until the 1980s. Here a holistic approach to the
problems of land management had been fractured into competing subjects, thereby fitting the American culture.
Nevertheless, several attempts were made by ecologists and geographers to bring these subjects together. For
example, one attempt was made by Frederich Clements in the early 1900s under the concept of the biome
(Clements 1916, Clements and Shelford 1939). Clements’ biome became the conceptual device American
ecologists used to structure the Analysis of Ecosystems Program of the U.S. contribution to the International
Biological Program (IBP) (1967 to 1974). Biomes were defined as large spatial units, such as the arctic tundra,
the boreal forest, the grasslands, Eastern temperate deciduous forests, and the coniferous forests of the western
United States. These biomes were large enough that scientific activity could be organized and disputes avoided
about who was in or out of a particular program, but biomes were too large to provide an integration of data and
theory. Scientists who studied the grassland biome made the greatest effort to take an integrated biome-wide
approach and had some modest success (French 1979), but scientists studying most other biomes were not able
to express their results in a spatial context. American ecologists, frustrated by this experience, were ready to
embrace a landscape ecology approach.

The IBP was organized in the mid-1960s as a theoretical and applied research program. The IBP was based on
ecosystem science, which was dominant in American ecology by this time. The IBP plan in the United States was
to integrate ecological data in ecosystem models. The model parameters were supposed to be adjusted for
varying environmental conditions and different structural conditions throughout a biome, and were to be used to
predict the response of the ecosystem under different management scenarios. This goal could not be achieved
for several reasons. The technology of modeling complex systems had not advanced far enough, For instance,
an ecosystem model of the grassland was built but not implemented because its structure made it obsolete
before it could be used by land managers. Most IBP projects used models, but these models usually were
focused on processes occurring on small areas. Ecologists also found it difficult to incorporate ecological infor-
mation on species and individuals in ecosystem models.
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Rules for aggregation of ecological groups were disputed and no consensus was obtained during IBP. Indeed,
these arguments mirrored a division within the discipline of ecology between those ecologists focused on species
and communities and those focused on ecosystems.

A second set of large-scale, complex system models was developed in the United States as part of the Research
Applied to National Needs (RANN) project of the National Science Foundation. The RANN attempted to apply
ecological modeling of ecosystems to problems in cities, landscapes, and large development projects. Brian Mar
led a review of RANN for the National Science Foundation (NSF) in 1977 and showed that both modelers and
practitioners failed to communicate and understand procedures, goals, and results. Modelers tended to focus on
interesting questions and techniques from the perspective of technical modeling, which fit their professional
goals. Practitioners tended to be captured by immediate events in their political and social context. Mar concluded
that regional environmental systems analysis also required substantial input from the social sciences and the
humanities before it could be successful.

American ecologists were concerned about the temporal and spatial scale of their studies and began after the
IBP to lobby the NSF for a program that would provide support for long-term research. Their requests addressed
a peculiar U.S. pattern of research funding whereby money was given for studies lasting 2 or 3 years, rarely 4 or
5, and then the investigator had to justify the need to continue the study. Natural processes in the ecosystems
studied in the IBP operated at various time scales, and many of these time scales were longer than either 3 or 5
years. The NSF responded by organizing a special program (Long-Term Ecological Research) to continue and
expand the IBP activity but in a more integrated and critically reviewed form. The NSF program fit into a general
pattern in the U.S. Government where agencies, such as the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), created
national networks of study areas. All these efforts required a spatial system to integrate the results of research.

Government management agencies increasingly recognized these needs. In the 1970s, EPA’s need for a national
spatial information system to integrate environmental disturbances into a national environmental management
network was discussed at the meetings of the Hazardous Materials Advisory Committee. Rather than having each
region of the EPA be independent and develop its own procedures and approaches, the agency needed a hierar-
chical model with linked scales from the national to the local level (Patrick and Golley, unpublished). This idea
was rejected as utopian. Similarly, in the early 1980s, the utility of parkwide information systems was discussed
with the U.S. National Park Service southeastern regional science staff. These systems were to provide a super-
intendent with instantaneous data on species distributions, land use patterns, visitor use and similar information
that could be used to make management decisions. As in the case of EPA, the suggestion was premature
because some scientists claimed that political issues overrode technical information in decisionmaking. But now
EPA has developed a national hierarchical model for monitoring (EMAP), and national park information systems
are being developed and used in many places. These are merely two examples of a wide trend among the
agencies to develop systems to manage and analyze spatial information over time.

Finally, a growing concern was expressed internationally and nationally about global pollution. In the U.S., scien-
tists recognized that global models of atmospheric physics and chemistry required knowledge of exchange
processes operable at the soil-vegetation and water surfaces of the Earth. Again, information on the surface of
the Earth needed to be integrated in a spatial scheme. Large sums were being spent on collecting data by
satellite and other forms of remote sensing, and this monetary support created further interest in landscape
ecology.

Thus, there are many reasons why landscape ecology emerged as a discipline in the 1980s. The internal organi-

zation of science, the experience of science programs, social needs, and environmental concerns all played a
role.

Emergence of Landscape Ecology

Landscape ecology became widely known throughout the scientific community within a few years of its emer-
gence in the early 1980s. An international congress was held, several books defining the subject were written,
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an international organization was developed, and a technical journal was published. Each contributed to recogni-
tion of landscape ecology as a hew subject of wide importance for solving land planning issues.

It is fitting that this newly found recognition of landscape ecology started at an international congress organized
by one of the oldest groups involved in that field, The Netherlands Society of Landscape Ecology. The congress
consisted of a series of lectures and posters, workshops, and a closing discussion on politics (Tjallingii and de
Veer 1982). The topics covered by the congress reflect the integrative aspect of landscape ecology, as they
include theory, rural problems, rural-urban relations, natural areas, and methods. The theoretical part of the
congress mainly tried to express the integrative approach of landscape ecology conceptually or verbally. For
example, Veen (1982) stated that there was a basic cell of landscape analysis, called the ecotope and Phipps
(1982) applied information theory to landscape analysis. It was noted that ecotopes could be aggregated into
higher level units. Although this might seem unimportant, the reader should note that landscape ecologists often
use “ecotope” for the smallest manageable land unit and not “ecosystem”. Ecosystem is used for all kinds of
ecological systems, ranging from the Earth to the individual organism, and emphasizes energy flow, material
cycling, and dynamic processes. Ecotope describes an object in the landscape; ecosystem refers to an orienta-
tion to research and management.

It was clear from applied sections of the congress that landscape ecologists were successful in studying relatively
small areas, such as coastal dunes exposed to intense recreation pressure or a rural area whose water level was
changing because of groundwater irrigation or subsurface construction. At this scale of planning, scientists had
substantial experience with landscape ecology. At larger scales, there was less or no experience.

It was also was clear that the goal of landscape ecology extended beyond the traditional disciplines. The titles of
the workshops at the Congress indicate this intention: terminology; theoretical aspects of ecological relations;
theory of island biogeography; stability; rural problems in developing countries with emphasis on tropical rain
forests; nature, agriculture and recreation in rural areas of industrialized countries; urban-rural relations; pollution
and degradation; conservation aims and management; new human-made nature; the role of water in the land-
scape; inventory, classification and evaluation; databanks; stratification and sampling procedures; modeling; the
visual landscape; landscape architecture; environmental planning; environmental impact assessment; landscape
ecology and environmental education; and landscape ecology and politics. This list covers almost every topic that
would be included in landscape ecology today! But note that the ecosystem concept that would motivate and
guide many American ecologists was not included in the topic headings.

The most important consequence of the international congress was that ecology of the landscape was recognized
as a research subject that applied to large scale land planning problems. Participants of the Congress wanted to
meet again; consequently, a second meeting was held 2 years later in Slovakia and then 4 years later in Munster,
Germany. At these meetings, the International Association for Landscape Ecology (IALE) was formed.

Landscape ecology also became formalized through two books published in 1984 and 1986. The first was written
by an Israeli landscape architect, Zev Naveh, and an American landscape architect, Arthur Lieberman, under the
title Landscape Ecology: Theory and Application. This book had been introduced in a long paper by Naveh (1982)
in which he stressed that landscape ecology had evolved in German-speaking parts of Europe, and because
most American ecologists did not read German, they were unaware of the subject. He proposed to summarize
the advances made by German and other landscape ecologists for the wide audience of English-speaking
ecologists. But Naveh had another motive. He is a holist and he used his book to advance the concept of the total
human ecosystem, a phrase which emphasizes the integrated land-human system of environmental interactions.
His experience has been with Mediterranean landscapes, and he convincingly described the role of human
history in producing the landscape patterns and processes of this region. The perspective of Naveh and
Lieberman was strongly conceptual and verbal, and as such, it provided a bridge from landscape ecology to many
other subjects, especially the social sciences and humanities. Because their approach is not strongly quantitative,
however, it has had less impact on the development of the scientific form of landscape ecology, which character-
izes American landscape ecology.
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The second book was also titled Landscape Ecology and was written by the American ecologist, Richard T. T.
Forman, and the French ecologist, Michel Godron (1986). Their book follows the conventional order of modern
ecology books, with introductory chapters on principles and concepts followed by sections on structure, dynamics
and heterogeneity, and management. The chapters on landscape structure have been especially influential
because they introduce the concepts of patches, corridors, and the landscape matrix. The chapters on landscape
dynamics are less well developed and have been less influential, although the authors anticipated most of the
topics that have since interested landscape ecologists. In the area of management, however, the two books
deviate especially strongly. Forman and Godron, repeating the approach of the typical ecology text (for example,
Odum 1953), treat the human species and its activities in about 30 pages, which cover production, planning,
quality, and modeling. In contrast to Naveh and Lieberman, this text includes quantitative data and use of equa-
tions.

It is appropriate to throw the net a little wider and note the publication in 1982 of another book that has strongly
influenced landscape ecology but that did not recognize the subject directly. This book was titled Hierarchy:
Perspectives for Ecological Complexity and was written by T. F. H. Allen and Thomas B. Stan (1982), environmen-
tal scientists at the University of Wisconsin. This book made ecological hierarchies explicit and, therefore, pro-
vided the conceptual basis for linking ecosystem studies, which were well developed through the IBP and other
programs, with biomes and other spatial units of intermediate scale. The concept of an ecological hierarchy was
not new; indeed, it has been used as a planning instrument by Environment Canada (Northern Ecological Land
Survey Map Series, No Date). But the concept was new in providing a theoretical basis for connecting separate
approaches to form a single system. After Allen and Stan’s book, the idea of spatial-temporal hierarchies became
commonplace.

These three books illustrate the approaches of landscape ecology and potential avenues of application. First, the
fundamental concept of spatial-temporal hierarchies, although not new, was cast in terms of nested series of
ecological systems with linkage up and down and across subsystems. Linkage is through process and provides
stability or control of function. Second, Foreman and Godron provided landscape ecology with a structural system
that accurately represented our experience with land. Patch, corridor, and matrix are real elements of land to
most people, and this language links highly technical and common experience. Finally, Naveh and Lieberman
contributed the human dimension to landscape ecology. Naveh and Lieberman emphasized human needs and
purposes and the linkage of humans and nature. If we are to have success in adapting to our environment and
building sustainable societies in the United States, we must incorporate human needs and philosophies into land
management and planning. Otherwise, we have a tyranny of the technician. Naveh and Lieberman identity a
missing link in ecosystem management, and fortunately for the ecosystem manager, there is no lack of activity in
the humanities and social sciences. In the past 10 years, society has seen the emergence of human ecology,
ecological economics, cultural ecology, social ecology, environmental history, ecological engineering, environmen-
tal ethics, political ecology, environmental law, and more. Every field now has a focus on the environment, and
students are being trained in these special subjects with added emphasis on the environmental linkages with the
traditional disciplines. Land management agencies have a unique opportunity to bring this expertise into the
planning and management process.

Every organized scientific subject has a technical journal to publish the reports and analyses of its practitioners.
In 1987, the first issue of Landscape Ecology was published. The new technical journal was guided by an editorial
board of 18 distinguished scholars and practitioners and now has formal connections to the International Associa-
tion for Landscape Ecology. Seven volumes of Landscape Ecology have been published. The titles of papers in
this journal reflect the current emphasis of an entire field, its success and its shortcomings. John aliens (1992)
recently reviewed the papers published in Landscape Ecology. Wiens found that half the papers were concerned
with landscape structure and were predominantly descriptive or conceptual. Although one-fifth of the papers dealt
with ecosystem studies, only one was concerned with biogeochemistry. Only two papers employed experimental
techniques, and very few included mathematical expressions. Wiens was concerned about the descriptive
character of the subject and its lack of a theoretical base. Wiens’ concern is justified. The problem he identifies is
caused by inadequate support for this type of research, the organization of science management, and the prob-
lems of coupling theory to practice.
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Topical Development

Wiens'’ review is useful to landscape ecology because it focuses on several key problems in the development of
an integrated, hierarchical approach to land-human systems. If we are to understand how landscape pattern
interacts with, controls, and shapes landscape processes, we must have a way of moving from description of
static structure to quantitative expression of dynamic action. Models must be systems of equations describing
flow over a surface, modified by the surface itself. What are some of the foundations for such models?

There are two major techniques that support modern landscape ecology: remote sensing and ecological land-
scape modeling (Turner and Gardner 1991). Remote sensing represents a broad range of techniques in which
physical signals are recorded by a camera in a satellite, balloon, or airplane, and translated into quantitative data
that can be converted into pictures of the Earth’s surface. Repeated photographs permit a record of change and
therefore of process. This subject is enormously complex. The problems of adequately sensing radiation reflected
or emitted from a surface, distinguishing wave lengths of energy that have meaning about a surface, decoding
the information, and correlating the signal consistently to phenomena at a surface are all difficult. Yet, remote
sensing offers an extremely powerful tool for landscape ecology because it potentially permits repeated interroga-
tion of any surface, no matter how remote. The problem is that the physics far surpass the ecology, and many
more studies of the relevant processes are required before we can apply this technology routinely.

The second technique is modeling. Modeling allows researchers to calculate the interactions of a cell, based on
geographic information system data, with all adjoining cells, and to sum these interactions for all cells in the
landscape over time. This simple language conceals great complexity. If the landscape is large or the number of
units is large, the data require a supercomputer. Input-output models may not be adequate because cells store
information and materials. Further, the exchange may be in many forms--energy, materials, money, ideas, rules,
cultural attitudes, social organizations, and so on. It is not yet clear how to alter a set of equations that describe
water flow across a landscape to account for economic exchange, technological advance, and traditional con-
straints. Again, this is a topic for advanced research. A second form of ecological modeling is of interest to
ecologists and biologists who study and manage a single species. In this form, the models describe how individu-
als use and occupy space. Recent advances couple use of space with demographic parameters that measure
fithess of the organism.

Wiens observed that few landscape ecologists use an experimental approach. It is unlikely that researchers could
experiment with systems of many square kilometers in which humans live, or that small landscapes of a few
meters can do more than give us ideas about human-sized landscapes. Yet, it is important not to pass off Wiens’
comment too quickly. Certainly, a rigorous structural analysis of landscapes should permit researchers to trace
processes of change and to take advantage of human-caused change. These may not be designed experiments,
but they provide abundant opportunity to observe “natural experiments.” Repeating these observations in space
and time permits identification of mechanisms that explain patterns of behavior. Being effective requires a proac-
tive rather than a reactive research approach.

CONCLUSION

Landscape ecology is of substantial, practical importance to environmental management, which justifies its
further development. Landscape ecology is an integral part of land planning, and as long as humans increase
their demands on the land and water resources of the planet, planning for these demands will be critical. To plan,
we need effective methods to integrate information on, the capacity of natural and managed systems to provide
services, resist and recover from disturbance, and sustain function over space and time scales appropriate to
social and political needs. The sustainability of the forest ecosystems of eastern Oregon and Washington de-
pends on how effectively information on biological diversity, ecological function and balance, product output, and
social values of the study area are integrated. Ecosystem management principles must be formulated based on
this integration. Implementation strategies should be developed to incorporate these principles into the planning
process of the USDA Forest Service.

Ecosystem studies have made advances in integrating processes across spatial and temporal scales. Through-
out the country, biome-type studies are underway and are providing baseline information, technical skills, and
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models that can be used to compare systems managed for specific purposes. It is necessary to view land man-
agement at regional scales, in which local needs and differences are recognized and respected. A hierarchical
system allows managers to understand the consequences of rules and decisions at multiple levels of scale. This
approach can show how the internal logic of the subsystems after the higher scale rules and produce outcomes
contradictory to that expected. It can show how fine-scale, local systems may operate counter to the regional
system, yet not disturb neighboring systems; that is, the approach has the potential of enhancing biological and
human diversity.

At the global level, managers of change also will find landscape ecology useful. To study and manage very large
ecoregions, or the globe itself, it is necessary to aggregate information gathered at finer scales The technical
problems of aggregating and integrating small-scale processes at multiple scales seem overwhelming. A major
challenge for landscape ecology is to discover the assembly rules for aggregation of small landscape units and
processes into units of large scale.

Landscape ecology represents an interest in large-scale phenomena among a growing number of scientists, land
managers and decisionmakers. The twin focuses on scale and on integration of complex processes are technical
expressions of a growing desire to incorporate human interactions into studies of ecosystems. Thus, the aca-
demic development of the subject is increasingly driven by practical need. As we recognize the impact of human
life on the planet, more people from all parts of society express their concern about what may happen to the
planetary environment. Landscape ecology is linked through this concern to biological and environmental conser-

vation, human ecology, environmental engineeering and management, ecological economics, and other efforts to
focus on linkages between human and other components and processes of the global system.
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SECTION 2 - ECOLOGICAL PRINCIPLES

Summary of Ecological Principles Papers

This section describes key principles of landscape ecology that contribute to improved ecosystem management.
The maintenance of healthy ecosystems on regional to local scales requires an understanding of their composi-
tion, structure, and function (Franklin 1988). Additionally, the relation between ecosystem patterns and the
processes that maintain such patterns (e.g., fire) must be understood. Accordingly, landscape ecology theory
offers promise to land managers because of its focus on the development and dynamics of pattern in ecological
phenomena, the role of disturbances in maintaining ecosystems, and the spatial and temporal scales of ecologi-
cal events (Urban et al. 1987). The following discussion provides a brief overview of papers contained in this
section and suggests how various aspects of landscape ecology theory may be incorporated into ecosystem
management.

A basic overview of key landscape ecology principles is provided in the first paper of this section (Bourgeron and
Jensen). The authors review the apparent complexity of landscape dynamics (pattern and process relations) and
illustrate how hierarchy theory can simplify such complexity. In this approach, the development and organization
of landscape patterns (e.g., vegetation) are described in the context of spatial and temporal hierarchies. Distur-
bances (e.g., fires and floods) that influence landscape development and pattern, biotic processes (e.g., species
migration and extinction), environmental constraints (e.g., microclimate and global climatic change), and vegeta-
tion patterns (from stands to biomes) are better understood when viewed as phenomena dependent on the
spatial and temporal scale of study. The concept of landscapes as hierarchically organized systems is central to
efficient landscape evaluation and ecosystem characterization. Bourgeron and Jensen also describe how under-
standing ecosystem composition, structure, and function (in a hierarchical context) is useful to the development
of conservation strategies. The coarse-filter strategy for maintaining biodivers’ity (Hunter 1991) is reviewed in this
context and suggestions are offered about the use of landscape ecology principles in land evaluation and moni-
toring.

Applying the principles outlined above in landscape characterization and evaluation involves data collection and
interpretation. Information concerning biotic and abiotic components of the landscape and their interactions are
critical to such efforts. This information, in turn, is commonly used in land management to describe spatial and
temporal patterns of species and communities, patterns of bioenvironments and physical environments at differ-
ent spatial scales, and spatial and temporal patterns in ecosystem compaosition, structure, and function. Models
developed from such information are routinely used by land managers to predict biotic responses to manage-
ment. The second paper of this section (Bourgeron et al.) addresses these issues by discussing theoretical
concepts pertinent to data collection and interpretation. The authors suggest that landscape evaluation and
ecosystem characterization are dependent on pattern recognition and environmental correlations at various
scales. These factors are, in turn, greatly influenced by the type of survey data used in analysis and the mental
model of ecosystem relations used in survey design. The authors recommend that: (1) the community concept of
species distribution is appropriate to general characterization and mapping; however, the continuum concept of
species distribution should be acknowledged when describing the response of species to environmental gradi-
ents; (2) testable ecological relations of biotic-abiotic interactions must be incorporated into the design and
delineation of ecosystem bioenvironment and physical environment mapping units; (3) the temporal and spatial
variability of landscape patterns must be considered in survey design; and (4) predictive models of species and
community response to the environment may require complex curvilinear functions that vary by bioenvironmental
setting.

The third paper of this section (Turner et al.) suggests that the environmental heterogeneity of landscapes is
hierarchical and is controlled by different processes at different spatial and temporal scales. The authors demon-
strate that landscape heterogeneity is often produced and maintained by ecosystem disturbance and recovery
dynamics, and the resulting patterns (e.g., community distribution) have consequences for various ecological
processes at the landscape scale. Recognition of heterogeneity patterns (as well as their causes and conse-
guences) is critical to the development of management plans for ecosystem sustainability. The authors indicate
that four factors can be effectively used to describe the scaled dynamics of landscapes: disturbance frequency,
rate of recovery from disturbance, spatial extent of disturbance events, and spatial extent of the studied land-
scape. These factors may be reduced to two key parameters representing time and space in the description of
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potential and current landscape disturbance dynamic states (e.g., equilibrium-steady state systems and
stable-low variance systems). The effects of management practices on ecosystem sustainability may be analyzed
by describing their relation to shifts in landscape level disturbance dynamic states.

Turner and others also state that land managers must recognize the hierarchical structure of landscapes, the
effects of disturbances at different spatial and temporal scales, and the scale-dependent effects of heterogeneity
in their ecosystem management strategies. They suggest the following items be considered in developing strate-
gies for landscape maintenance across multiple spatial and temporal scales: (1) landscape-level indices should
be used to measure pattern at multiple scales (instead of single, simple concepts like patches and corridors); (2)
natural levels of landscape heterogeneity in space and time should be maintained by allowing natural processes
(e.g., fire and flooding) that create and maintain heterogeneity to occur, or management practices should be used
that mimic such processes; (3) connectivity should be maintained in the landscape by keeping the amount of
native habitats above potential connectivity thresholds; and (4) managers should be aware of the potential
importance of crossing critical thresholds; for example, small changes in habitat abundance and pattern can
suddenly fragment an otherwise well-connected landscape at some (but not all) resource-use scales.

The fourth paper of this section (Swanson et al.) builds on the discussions of Bourgeron and Jensen and Turner
and others by specifically suggesting how an understanding of the natural (historic) variability of the composition,
structure, and functional components of an ecosystem may be used in ecosystem management. The description
of historical processes (e.g., fire) which maintained ecosystems patterns (e.g., community distribution) is stressed
in this paper. Historical ranges in disturbance regimes (i.e., their magnitude and frequency) are correlated with
landscape patterns and may be used to provide an initial description of desired conditions for land management
planning in this approach. The authors consider an understanding of historical processes and interactions to be a
logical starting point for adaptive management approaches to ecosystem management. The method described by
Swanson and others is also consistent with the coarse-filter approach to managing biodiversity (Hunter 1991) and
some regional strategies for sustaining ecological systems (USDA Forest Service 1992). These management
strategies assume that if communities and their processes are similar to those that occurred naturally (i.e., before
European settlement), then conditions are similar to those under which species evolved; consequently, the full
complement of species will persist and biodiversity will be maintained. The validity of such assumptions and the
limitations of natural variability descriptions in ecosystem management are addressed by the authors.

The final paper in this section (Bailey et al.) describes the design and use of ecological mapping units in land
management planning. Such mapping units delineate similar biophysical environments for land evaluation plan-
ning and may be defined at various hierarchical scales depending on management needs. Ecological mapping
units also delineate areas with similar potentials for management based on landscape components (e.g., soils,
landform, and climate) that change slowly. Ecological mapping units are commonly used to describe how the
landscape could look or function under natural processes as well as under different management scenarios. Most
other resource maps describe ecosystem components that display high temporal variability (e.g., vegetation) and
are used to describe what the landscape currently looks like. Both types of maps are required to describe ecosys-
tem health (i.e., what the landscape currently looks like relative to what it could or should be, given management
objectives for sustainability); however, availability of well-designed ecological unit maps is limited. Accordingly, the
authors provide basic theoretical and practical design considerations useful to future ecological mapping efforts.

Bailey and others suggest that the boundaries between ecological mapping units should be based on semiperma-
nent landscape components important in differentiating ecosystems at various scales (e.g., landform) to help
recognize ecological units regardless of present land use or existing vegetation. The authors also suggest that
differentiating criteria used in ecological map unit design will commonly vary by mapping scale, given that differ-
ent variables exert greater control on biotic patterns and processes as mapping scale changes. For example, at
broad (macro) scales, vegetation biomes are primarily controlled by regional climate processes. At meso and
micro scales, however, landform and topographic settings are primary determinants of biotic pattern. The authors
suggest the primary challenge of ecological classification and inventory is to distinguish natural associations of
ecological factors at different spatial and temporal scales. Additionally, they suggest that the differentiating criteria
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for ecological map unit design must reflect those factors that exert primary control on the hierarchies of organiza-
tion contained within ecosystems.
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An Overview of Ecological Principles for Ecosystem Management
P.S. Bourgeron and M.E. Jensen

ABSTRACT

The study of spatial and temporal patterns across landscapes is central to formulating ecosystem management
principles. The hierarchical structure of ecological systems allows the characterization of ecosystems and the
identification of patterns and processes at different scales. Ecosystem composition, structure, and function
determine diversity patterns across a range of spatial-temporal scales. There is no single correct scale at which
to study and manage ecological patterns, processes, and diversity. The ecological hierarchy of interest is deter-
mined by the purpose of each project. Hierarchical monitoring schemes must be formulated that consider all
scales of ecological organization, Patterns of natural variability across a range of scales must be defined if
ecosystems are to be sustained at all relevant scales.

INTRODUCTION

Landscape managers seldom know how management scenarios affect treated landscapes, their component
ecosystems, the movement of animals, the distribution of plant species, disturbance regimes, and biogeochemi-
cal cycles. The study of spatial and temporal patterns of landscapes is part of the discipline of landscape ecology,
which is central to ecosystem management (Jensen and Everett 1993). Understanding landscape patterns in
terms of the processes that generate them drives landscape ecology (Golley 1993) and is key to the development
of principles for land management.

The concepts of scale and pattern are interwoven (Hutchinson 1953, Levin 1992). This paper outlines a hierarchi-
cal approach to the study of landscapes that focuses on: (1) quantifying ecological patterns and processes in
space and time; (2) understanding pattern changes with scale; (3) understanding the causes and consequences
of patterns; (4) the consequences of the hierarchical structure of ecological systems for ecosystem management;
and (5) defining hierarchical monitoring schemes for biological patterns, processes, and diversity. This approach
considers and simplifies landscape dynamics (Forman and Godron 1986, Urban et al. 1987, Levin 1992) to make
it amenable to ecosystem management.

Landscape Pattern Formation

Landscapes are heterogeneous mosaics of patches (Forman and Godron 1986, Urban et al. 1987). Describing
these mosaics requires the identification of pattern. Pattern recognition is the description of variation, and it
requires the determination of scale (Levin 1992). Once ecological patterns are characterized, the agents of
pattern formation (sensu Urban et al. 1987) must be identified. The agents of pattern formation have been
grouped into three categories (Levin 1978, Urban et al. 1987): biotic processes (e.g., migration and extinction),
disturbances (e.g., fires and floods), and environmental constraints (e.g., landforms and soils). Ecological rela-
tions are defined by matching ecological patterns with their relevant agents of formation.

Complex landscape patterns and the many processes that form them exist within a hierarchical framework (Allen
and Starr 1982, Allen et al. 1984, O’Neill et al. 1986). In recent years, attention has been directed toward describ-
ing the formal hierarchical organization of ecological systems. Hierarchy theory (Allen and Starr 1982, O’Neill et
al. 1986) is concerned with multiscaled systems, in which an upper level of organization provides to some extent
the environment that lower levels evolve from. A critical characteristic of a hierarchical system is the “whole/part”
duality of its components (Koestler 1967, Allen and Starr 1982, Allen et al. 1984). Every level is a discrete func-
tional entity and also part of a larger whole. As applied to landscape ecology, hierarchy theory allows the definition
of the components of an ecosystem or set of ecosystems and the linkage between the different scales of ecologi-
cal organization. Both the object of study (Rosen 1975) and the ecological pattern of interest (Puttee 1978) are
defined by the observer.

For example, if one is interested in the composition and structure of the high-elevation subalpine fir forests of the

Rocky Mountains, the ecological pattern of interest is the vegetation pattern which can be described at six scales:
(2) the individual plant; (2) the individual mature canopy tree; (3) the stand or community; (4) the cover type; (5)
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the physiognomic formation; and (6) the biome (fig. 1a). Each of these scales spans a certain spatial and tempo-
ral range. At each scale, the vegetation pattern produces patchiness. This patchiness can be related to specific
scales of biotic processes, disturbances, and environmental constraints.
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Figure 1--Spatial-temporal scaled patterns for (a) vegetation, (b) biotic processes, (c) environmental
constraints, and (d) disturbances (modified from Urban et. al 1987).

For the Rocky Mountain high-elevation subalpine fir forests, biotic processes exhibit scaled patterns (Watt 1947,
Urban et al. 1987) (fig. 1b). Environmental constraints can be decomposed as shown in figure 1c. Information
about the scales of each constraint can be found in the literature. For instance, detailed information on landforms
has been published for the northern Rocky Mountains area (Donahue and Holdorf 1990). Mitchell’'s (1976)

46



climatic regions of the western United States provide the necessary information for the climatic phenomena of
interest. Finally, disturbances affecting vegetation can also be arranged hierarchically (Pickett et al. 1989). A
review of the literature allows the construction of the hierarchy shown in figure 1d for subalpine fir forests. Infor-
mation can be readily found in the literature concerning fire regimes and generalized successional models (Fisher
and Bradley 1987, Arno et al. 1985, Romme and Knight 1982), snowbanks, pathogens, activities of small mam-
mals, and tree dynamics (Benedict 1983).

The overlay of the four hierarchies provides a conceptual picture of ecological relations at different scales (fig. 2).
This process characterizes the composition, structure, and function of high-elevation subalpine fir ecosystems
across a range of spatial and temporal scales (fig. 2 and table 1). Vegetation pattern at different scales can be
considered in light of biotic processes, disturbances, and environmental constraints. Mechanisms that generate
the pattern of interest can then be formulated. For example, let us assume that the pattern of interest is the
species composition of the subalpine fir/whortleberry Abies lasiocarpa/Vaccinium scoparium, stands in a forested
landscape of southwestern Montana. As shown in figure 2, subalpine fir/whortleberry communities are part of a
broader high-elevation forest type, the subalpine fir forests, that has a larger geographical and environmental
distribution. A given stand of subalpine fir/whortleberry is constrained by landform (broad ridge) that also affects
other environmental gradients such as the frequency and intensity of disturbance by fire and wind (Swanson
1981, Swanson et al. 1988). The composition, structure, and function of a subalpine fir/whortleberry stand is
constrained by specific patterns of fire frequency and intensity (Fisher and Bradley 1987). The subalpine fir/
whortleberry stands of southwestern Montana are part of a well-documented generalized successional sequence
(Fisher and Bradley 1987). Within a stand, various components can be identified. For example, a tree seedling
germinates in a favorable microsite, but its success is constrained by the spatial distribution of snowbanks. Early
in succession, lodgepole pine Pinus contorta will generally dominate the canopy. As lodgepole pine trees die and
produce gaps, they will be replaced by subalpine fir trees. Gap dynamics will contribute to stand dynamics, and
the stand will succeed from a lodgepole-dominated canopy to a subalpine fir-dominated canopy. Strong wind-
storms are likely to produce stand-level treefalls that also contribute to stand dynamics.
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Figure 2--Hierarchical spatial-temporal representation of ecological relationships.

47



Table 1--Example of Ecosystem Characterization at Different Scales

Vegetation Biotic Environmental
Scale patterns processes constraints Disturbances

Continent Biomes/formations | Speciation/extinction | Climatic region Glaciation
Ecoregion Series Species migration Geology Fire
Landscape Communities Succession Landforms Windthrow

seral or climax major storms
Plot Community/ Tree replacement | Soils Treefall

tree dynamics

The hierarchical approach described above allows the characterization of ecosystems and the identification of
patterns and processes at different scales (table 1). Variability can then be quantified within each level and the
emerging pattern can be related to its causes and consequences. Correlation analysis usually provides an initial
understanding of which mechanisms generate patterns (Austin 1985, 1991, Levin 1992). For example, within the
broad category of high-elevation subalpine fir forests, there is a definite substructure of spatial vegetation pattern
that is primarily correlated with moisture and temperature gradients, mineralizable nitrogen and phosphorus,
organic matter, and spatial variation in nutrient content. Landforms interact with spatial patterns of ecosystems
directly through control of nutrient cycles and water flows at a particular scale and indirectly through control of fire
and wind regimes at another scale (Swanson et al. 1988). The hierarchical approach leads to such a listing of
possible mechanisms (Levin 1992) in the relevant spatial and temporal context (Urban et al. 1987).

Identification of landscape hierarchies can be applied to a wide range of ecosystems and management goals. For
example, using 23 managed ecosystems, Holling (1992) hypothesized that landscapes form a hierarchy contain-
ing discontinuous spatial structures at specific scales (see also Holling 1986). These 23 managed ecosystems
fall into four broad categories: forest insect pests, forest fire, semi-arid grasslands, and fisheries. Holling (1992)
concluded that “the landscape is hierarchically structured by a small number of structuring processes into a small
number of nested levels, and that those form physical textures and temporal frequencies specific to each level”
and that “the processes that generate discontinuous time dynamics also generate discontinuous physical struc-
ture.”

A Hierarchical Approach To Biodiversity

“The problem of ecological pattern is inseparable from the problem of the generation and maintenance of diver-
sity” (Levin 1981, 1992). The description of environmental patterns and ecological heterogeneity is a description
of patterns of diversity. Composition, structure, and function are the three primary attributes of ecosystems
(Franklin et al. 1981, Franklin 1988). These attributes determine the diversity patterns of a specific area (Franklin
1988, Noss 1990). Therefore, an understanding of landscape patterns, their components, and the processes that
generate them is central to the understanding of diversity.

The consequences of the hierarchical structure of ecological systems for diversity patterns are many. One
consequence is that different patterns of diversity are exhibited at different scales of organization (Norton and
Ulanowicz 1992, Noss 1990). For example, one aspect of biotic diversity is the diversity of physiognomies. A
series of studies of the climatic controls of vegetation across large areas (Neilson 1986, 1987, Neilson et al.
1989, 1992) demonstrated that the physiognomy of a biome is related to large-scale patterns of climate and
ecosystem processes and functions, such as carbon and nutrient cycles (Burke et al. 1990). The evolutionary
adaptation of different life forms to different carbon and nitrogen flows is expressed in their life history strategies
(Schultze 1982, Stearns 1976). Differences in life forms and life history strategies generate the distinct physiog-
nomy of each biome.

Another consequence of the hierarchical structure of ecological systems for diversity is that since there is no

single scale at which landscape and ecosystem pattern should be described (Levin 1992), there is also no single
scale at which diversity should be described (Noss 1990). For example, regional species diversity patterns can be
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related to large-scale climatic factors (Currie 1991, Currie and Paquin 1987, Neilson et al. 1992) and therefore
can be used to characterize ecoregions. Local factors, such as soil types, slope, and aspect, however, modulate
the coexistence and distribution of species at landscape scales. Thus, the landscape is partitioned into different
patches or suitable habitats that will result in varied diversity patterns. These patterns depend on the number,
size, frequency, and spatial distribution of suitable habitats. The hierarchical structure of the environment has
been used successfully to account for community level phenomena such as species diversity (Kolasa 1989). The
geometry of the landscape across a range of scales, which is the result of the distribution of suitable habitats,
determines species distribution to a large extent (Milne 1993), and, hence, diversity patterns as well (Palmer
1992). The relative role of regional and local constraints and processes on community diversity at the site level
(Ricklefs 1987) differs depending on the location of a site within a region (Neilson et al. 1992).

Natural Variability

A third consequence of organizing landscapes and ecosystems into hierarchies is that patchiness and heteroge-
neity can be found at a broad range of scales. The spatial and temporal variability in the environment provides
biota (plants and animals) with diverse resources, thereby allowing the coexistence of species that would not
coexist in a nonhierarchical environment (Levin 1992). Therefore, spatial-temporal variability affects the persis-
tence and coexistence of species, thereby creating various biotic communities and increasing biotic diversity.

Climate shifts (Delcourt and Delcourt 1988), changes in temperature and precipitation, which are modulated by
landforms and other environmental constraints, produce different patterns of suitable habitats at the landscape
scale. Each resulting landscape pattern provides a different environment for the biota. Some species may find
more suitable habitats after climate change, whereas others may find less or none at all. The frequency of climate
changes will dictate whether an organism might be carried over from an unfavorable cycle to a favorable one
(Neilson 1986, Neilson et al. 1992). If the lifespan of a species is much longer than the frequency of climate
change, it can become established during one climatic regime, and merely survive during a succeeding regime
(Neilson et al.1992). Temporal variability superimposed on spatial variability shapes patterns of diversity.

Fire dynamics also change in response to climate changes (Overpeck et al. 1990). Therefore, the mosaic created
by wildfires will also exhibit spatial-temporal variability (Jensen et al. 1991). These observations have important
implications for predicting ecosystem responses to global or land management-induced changes. Such changes
can potentially alter the pattern of natural variability at many scales. Species respond individually to change, and
new communities might be formed in newly defined habitats (Bourgeron et al. 1993). Patterns of species distribu-
tion and abundance could change (Glenn and Collins 1993) in response to changes in regional patterns of
suitable habitat (Neilson et al. 1992). To study landscape patterns and ecosystem composition, structure, func-
tion, and diversity, managers must quantify the patterns of variability in space and time, and they must understand
patterns of change (Levin 1992).

Coarse- and Fine-Filters and System Management

The concepts of coarse and fine filters are essentially based on the concept of scale. In its simplest form, the
coarse-filter concept states that if aggregates are managed (e.g., communities, ecosystems, and landscapes),
the components of these aggregates will be managed as well. For example, if a conservation strategy is designed
by using plant communities as the coarse filter at the landscape scale, it is assumed that the species, which
constitute the fine filter, will be protected as a consequence of the plant communities persistence in the land-
scape. It has been argued that designing conservation strategies for all species individually is impossible because
scientific data do not exist at present for all species, and the cost would be prohibitive. The coarse-filter concept
has been used mostly for maintaining common species over large areas (Scott et al. 1990). The fine-filter con-
cept has been used to formulate management strategies for rare species, communities, or ecosystems that
would fall through the cracks of the coarse filter (Jenkins 1976).
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The coarse- and fine-filter concepts are management consequences of the hierarchical structure of ecological
systems. The identification of a coarse filter for an ecological system involves the identification of an appropriate
scale of ecological organization for a given purpose. The fine-filter elements are the components of the higher
level selected. In the example of the high-elevation subalpine forests, the plant community (e.g., subalpine fir/
whortleberry) is the appropriate coarse-filter for managing the vegetation at the landscape scale (fig. 2 and table
1). The individual plant (species level) then becomes the fine filter. If a land manager works at the scale of an
ecoregion, an appropriate coarse filter is the cover type (e.g., subalpine fir forests). The plant community would
be the relevant fine filter if interest is in vegetation mosaics. The selected hierarchical scale of organization
defines the type of patterns, ecological processes, and environmental constraints of interest and thus defines the
appropriate coarse and fine filters. The choice of a scale is based on the management objective and the ecologi-
cal system of study.

Equilibrium and Pattern Persistence: Some Ecosystem Management Principles

Because the goal of ecosystem management is to maintain natural ecological patterns over time (sustainability),
pattern persistence becomes the focus of management. One of the major consequences of the hierarchical
organization of ecological systems is that nonequilibrium dynamics or spatial heterogeneity at one scale can be
translated into equilibrium at a higher scale (O’Neill et al. 1986, Urban et al. 1987, Levin 1992). Patterns persist
within a hierarchical framework; a pattern may be stable at one scale but not at another (Rahel 1990). Therefore,
ecological pattern should be analyzed at more than one scale (Rahel 1990) and land management planning
should consider all scales of ecological organization (Baker 1992a, Levin 1992, Urban et al. 1987). The first issue
to address in defining any management strategy, after the definition of the pattern and processes of interest, is
whether all processes and environmental constraints that generate the pattern are incorporated within the man-
aged area. A landscape will be in a shifting mosaic steady state (sensu Borman and Likens 1979) if the area is
large enough to encompass all aspects of the processes (including disturbances such as fire) that generate the
landscape mosaic (Baker 1989, 1992a, Shugart and West 1981, Urban et al. 1987). The principle of defining
landscape boundaries that include the full regime of disturbances and processes is called “incorporation” by
Urban et al. (1987).

In practice, this problem of scaling landscape boundaries to reflect the size of disturbance regimes requires
knowledge of temporal and spatial fluctuations in key processes and disturbances (Baker 1989, 1992a and
1992b). For example, in a large conservation area which is a subset of a larger fire-dominated landscape in
northeastern Minnesota, Baker (1989) found that there was no spatial scale at which the environment within the
study area would be in a temporally stable patch-mosaic because of temporal fluctuations in the fire regime (i.e.,
landscape structure fluctuates significantly over time). A consequence of this observation for ecosystem manage-
ment is that management for patterns and processes requires knowledge of historical natural variability in the
disturbance regime (Baker 1989, 1992a and 1992b, Swanson et al. 1993, Turner et al. 1993). For example, a
management plan to re-establish fires should consider the frequency, intensity, and timing of historical fires as
well as the size, shape, and location of burned areas and the distribution of these attributes over large areas
(Baker 1992a; Hann et al. 1993). Any strategy to restore fire regimes to presuppression levels, however, should
consider how much the present landscape structure deviates from presuppression times (Bonnicksen and Stone
1985) and the possible impact of unusually large fires (e.g., Yellowstone National Park) which could have a
detrimental effect on the restoration project (Baker 1992b). Baker’s (1992b) simulation of fire dynamics in the
northeastern Minnesota landscape shows that in his study area, the re-establishment of presuppression patterns
of natural landscape variability did not require structural restoration of the landscape. Furthermore, presup-
pression patterns could be re-established faster with large fires than with small fires. With this knowledge,
ecosystem management can focus on perpetuating patterns of natural variability.

From a regional perspective, some processes will never be included in the boundaries of an analysis area. For
example, global climatic changes might induce changes in biome boundaries and also in the frequency and size
of suitable habitats (Neilson et al.1992). Global changes and their impact on landscape patterns, processes, and
disturbances are often not included at the highest levels of the ecological systems used by land managers.
Historically, some land managers believed that the best philosophy for resource management and conservation
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was that of no interference (e.g., the National Park Service policy). But because human activities are likely to
have altered the structure of the environment and of biotic processes (e.g., migration of species), it is necessary
to consider active manipulation of patterns and processes and the impact of such manipulation on species,
communities, and ecosystems. As Neilson and others (1992) have pointed out, land managers will need to
become observers and facilitators of change to stay within the range of patterns of natural variability.

A Hierarchical Approach to Monitoring Patterns, Processes, and Diversity

One of the most natural ways to describe changes occurring in a system ,is to monitor such changes for a long
period. A direct consequence of the hierarchical organization of ecological systems is that there is neither a single
appropriate scale at which to monitor nor a single attribute to monitor. Noss (1990) described a 10-step method to
monitor diversity in an entire region. Noss also suggested a list of indicators at four levels (landscape, community,
species, and genetic) to monitor changes in ecosystem compoaosition, structure, and function. An indicator is
defined as a surrogate measure for assessing the patterns and processes at a given scale.

Two critical questions regarding monitoring patterns and processes are: Is there a hierarchical structure within the
ecological system of study? and Are the hypothesized mechanisms valid for explaining the patterns in terms of
processes? Because there is no single hierarchy fitting all purposes, there is also no single monitoring scheme.
Therefore, an ecological hierarchy should be defined for a particular management purpose and ecological sys-
tem, and a scheme should be designed to monitor all appropriate attributes of patterns and of the key mecha-
nisms at relevant scales.

For example, in the case of the northeastern Minnesota conservation area, Baker (1989) noted that active
management for re-establishing natural fire regimes could result in landscape structures that are not adequate for
maintaining viable moose populations. If maintaining natural fire regimes and viable moose populations are
management objectives, then two ecological hierarchies (one for each purpose) must be defined across their
respective ranges of spatial and temporal scales, and two different hierarchical monitoring schemes should be
designed. As Baker (1989) noted, if fire management is aimed at producing landscape mosaics within the range
of natural variability but monitoring shows the landscape mosaic is no longer suitable for viable moose popula-
tions, action needs to be taken. Action could consist of temporary changes in the fire regime to re-establish a
“moose-suitable” landscape mosaic. Appropriate monitoring of the two ecological hierarchies can also indicate
whether both objectives can be met at the same time within the study area, as well as the management implica-
tions and cost. The important point of this example is that two different monitoring schemes are needed to make
any ecologically meaningful and informed decision. The fire-moose mosaic example in the Minnesota landscape
is similar to the investigation conducted in Yellowstone National Park on the impact of patch mosaic structure on
elk populations..

These examples demonstrate the complexity of monitoring changes in ecosystem development. This complexity
is confounded by three characteristics that have puzzled ecologists and land managers, and hindered the devel-
opment and implementation of useful monitoring schemes. First, processes such as fires, floods, and insect
outbreaks affect patterns at different scales and often interact with each other in a nonlinear fashion (i.e., they
express relations that are not strictly proportional). Patterns constrained by these processes will also exhibit
nonlinear behavior (Holling 1992). Second, ecosystem development may be discontinuous; that is, the ecosystem
goes from one state to a very different state, sometimes without warning. A good example is the irreversible
change from a savanna to woody vegetation induced by cattle grazing (Walker et al. 1981). When the change is
abrupt, it is called a catastrophe. Third, ecosystems can develop along multiple pathways. This fact is well
documented in forest succession (e.g., McCune and Allen 1985a, 1985b). These three characteristics often make
ecosystem development unpredictable. These observations on ecosystem development are in agreement with
major theoretical developments in the study of nonlinear systems that include chaos theory (e.g., May 1976).

Recent advances in nonequilibrium thermodynamics, or dissipative structure (Nicolis and Prigogine 1989, Kay
1991), provide two insights relevant to ecosystem management and the monitoring of ecosystem changes. First,
the concept of integrity (i.e., the ability of an ecosystem to maintain its organization) cannot be captured by a
single characteristic (Kay 1991). Integrity must be recognized as a multidimensional and multiscaled concept, and
monitoring schemes must reflect this fact. The definition of integrity must also include an anthropocentric compo-
nent. This component sets bounds to the type and amount of change that are acceptable to society (Kay 1991).
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Second, a monitoring scheme must also monitor change in the attributes of interest “at a rate that is significantly
faster than the rate at which the effect occurs” (Kay 1991; see also Holling 1986). As theory and observations
indicate, rates of change in ecosystems can “accelerate or decrease very dramatically with little or no warning”
(Kay 1991). As these rates change, ecosystems can move from one state to another in a seemingly unpredictable
or catastrophic way. Spruce budworm outbreaks provide a good example of such behavior (Holling 1988, 1992).
Holling (1986) defines surprise as something big happening between two sampling periods (i.e., the monitoring
rate is too slow). Monitoring schemes based on multiple attributes at different scales provide a basis for assess-
ing ecosystem changes (i.e., the loss of integrity). Knowledge of the historical ranges of natural variability can
also help reduce surprises, but will not eliminate them. As Kay (1991) states, “any human systems that are meant
to deal with ecosystems (or any dissipative systems) must be adaptive in their response, that is able to cope with
surprise.”

CONCLUSIONS

The major consequence of the hierarchical nature of ecological systems is that any management decision is
likely to have an effect at several scales of ecological organization. Ecosystem management recognizes the
multiscale nature of ecosystems and uses this knowledge to ensure the persistence of ecological patterns at all
relevant scales. The process of formulating management guidelines for sustaining ecosystems should be guided
by eight central principles:

i Management goals must be defined precisely.
i Ecological hierarchies must be defined according to management goals.
i Ecological patterns and diversity must be understood in terms of processes and constraints generat-

ing them, as well as in terms of their possible impact on other components of ecosystems.

i The implications of management practices on patterns and processes must be understood at all
scales of the hierarchies.

i Management for sustainability of ecological patterns and diversity must include maintenance of all
ecosystem attributes across their natural ranges of spatial-temporal scales.

i Ecosystem management must be concerned with the sustainability of patterns and processes
together rather than merely the maintenance of existing patterns.

i The historical range of natural variability across a range of spatial-temporal scales must be defined if
patterns and processes are to be maintained at all appropriate scales of organization (e.g., ecological
and evolutionary). The role of natural variability should be recognized in the development of manage-
ment plans.

i Monitoring schemes must be designed that explicitly recognize the hierarchical nature of ecological

systems. Monitoring multiple attributes at all appropriate ecological scales can provide a basis to
assess ecosystem change.
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Ecological Theory in Relation
to Landscape and Ecosystem Characterization

P.S. Bourgeron, H.C. Humphries, R.L. DeVelice, and M.E. Jensen
ABSTRACT

Maintaining healthy ecosystems is a priority management objective. This paper highlights applications of ecologi-
cal theory to predict ecosystem responses to management treatments. We propose to characterize the following
four ecosystem components: the biotic component; the abiotic component; biotic-abiotic interrelations; and
ecosystem properties. These characterizations provide, respectively: definition of spatial and temporal patterns of
species and communities; definition of patterns of bioenvironments and physical environments; correlations
between biota and bioenvironments or physical environments; and definition of spatial and temporal patterns in
ecosystem structure, composition, and function. The models developed through these characterizations will allow
land managers to predict biotic responses to management treatments.

INTRODUCTION

Ecosystem management relies on knowledge of the relations among the biota--individual species or communities
of plants or animals--and environmental factors (such as climate, soil, and water). This knowledge is used to
make predictions about the response of ecosystems and landscapes under various management scenarios.
When data are adequate, ecosystem management should be guided by a specific ecological model relating the
biota to the environment for the problem at hand.

Two important characteristics of landscape evaluation and ecosystem characterization are that the recognition of
patterns and environmental correlation analysis depend on the survey data used, and process modeling and
experimentation depend on the hypotheses generated by pattern analysis. Although the notion of survey may
seem irrelevant to ecosystem management, it is how data are collected for identifying relevant patterns, ecologi-
cal scales, and disturbance regimes (Milne, Minshall, Turner et al. 1993). Recognition of temporal and spatial
scales (Allen and Starr 1982, Bourgeron and Jensen 1993, Levin 1992, Urban et al. 1987, Wiens 1989) depends
on survey data (see Milne 1993).

The idea that surveys are objective or void of assumptions, or both, about the phenomena that the data seek to
explain is unrealistic. Scientists have an implicit mental model of the relations between the different components
of the systems they study (Austin 1991). This knowledge is used in the routine procedures followed by the field
practitioner, whether explicitly stated or implicit. Cost-effective procedures for data collection need to take into
account ecological interactions at various scales (Austin 1991, Bourgeron et al. 1993, Gillison and Brewer 1985,
Mackey et al. 1989). Therefore, a few basic theoretical concepts of ecosystem structure, compaosition, and
function influence every step of the process of characterizing ecosystems and ecological relations, from data
collection to interpretation (Austin 1987). These theoretical concepts need to be clearly defined and continually
reassessed in light of new developments.

For ecosystem management, issues in the following four areas of ecological theory should be considered: the
biotic component of ecosystems; the abiotic component; biotic-abiotic relations; and ecosystem properties. The
treatment of issues in these four areas has a serious effect on selecting the best sampling design and the most
appropriate measurements for landscape evaluation, the best techniques for correlating the ecosystem and its
component species to the environmental factors, and the best methods for predicting ecosystem properties and
their responses to various scenarios of management. This paper reviews specific issues in these four areas of
ecological theory and their effects on ecosystem management.

Biotic Component

The biotic component of ecosystems is defined by species patterns over time and space. For the dual purpose of
clarity and relevance to broadscale landscape evaluation, the following discussion will use vegetation as an
example. For specific projects, however, the theoretical issues of species distributions and assemblages also
apply to animal patterns. The following questions must be explicitly addressed in land evaluation and ecosystem
characterization efforts: Are species assemblages temporary and fluctuating phenomena along regional gradients
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--the so-called “continuum” concept? Or, can the vegetation be summarized by discrete entities, repeatable
species assemblages found and maintained in discrete habitats with characteristic properties--the so-called
“community” concept?

Although viewed as irrelevant by some, this conflict in theory has far-reaching implications for ecosystem man-
agement. If the continuum concept is correct, the problem of characterizing the biotic component of ecosystems
is to identify which model of distribution each species follows and to define its particular set of responses to the
environment. If the community concept is correct, the problem revolves around identifying the full set of environ-
mental factors shaping the community. Additionally, if distribution data for all species in an area were available,
would communities still need to be delineated? If communities do not need to be delineated, should the biotic
component of ecosystems be characterized species by species? Also, what procedures should be followed to
characterize species distribution patterns? Finally, what would be the management value of existing vegetation,
vegetation-site, ecological, or ecosystem maps used worldwide for landscape evaluation and ecosystem manage-
ment (e.g., Pojar et al. 1987, Zonneveld 1988b; see also the literature review and examples in Kuchler and
Zonneveld 1988).

The present position adopted by scientists seems schizophrenic. Most researchers implicitly accept the con-
tinuum concept, even avoiding the term community and referring to the more neutral term, “species assemblage”
(Austin 1991). The same researchers, cartographers, and other practitioners continue to recognize homogeneous
areas of vegetation, implicitly using the community concept for pragmatic and practical purposes (such as field-
work and delineation of mapping units). The most detrimental aspect of this practice is that surveying the land
with such an attitude does not lead to the formulation of useful ecological models.

Austin (1985, 1991) and Austin and Smith (1989) review two aspects of the topic and offer conclusions pertaining
to landscape evaluation and ecosystem characterization. They conclude that the continuum view of vegetation
includes the following three general alternative distributional models of individual species: species are individually
distributed without any pattern (the original individualistic concept of Gleason 1926), major species are regularly
distributed along a complex environmental gradient, and other species are individualistically distributed (Gauch
and Whittaker 1972); and when the vegetation is stratified, each stratum partitions the gradient with species
regularly distributed but each stratum varies independently of the others (Austin 1985, Goodall 1963). The last
two models lead to identifiable community patterns.

Austin and Smith (1989) also state that communities often are recognized at different spatial and temporal scales
by different criteria. For example, at the landscape scale, the concept of spatially delineated plant communities or
associations made up of co-occurring species on a specific site is commonly used; at the regional scale, the
concept of floristic or biotic province--defined by the distribution of species with similar evolutionary history--is
used. Furthermore, classification systems have been built by using different criteria for the vegetation (floristic,
physiognomic), by considering to varying degrees the dynamics of the vegetation and its relations with the
environment, and by spanning a range of scales from a stand to a region (Ellenberg 1956, Kuchler 1988).

In defining the biotic component of ecosystems, finding a practical approach is hindered by two limitations:
existing evidence does not allow testing among the various continuum alternatives (Austin 1991); and very weak
and ambiguous evidence for community characterization (from an ecosystem perspective) has resulted from
unspecified or inconsistent criteria, vague definitions of key concepts, unspecified minimal areas of references,
and undocumented sorting strategies (see various chapters in Kuchler and Zonneveld 1988, Whittaker 1978).

At the continental-global scale, the concept of the floristic or biotic province has been used to recognize large
land units. This scale (among regions) leads to the delineation of regions assumed to be internally homogeneous.
Biotic provinces (e.g., Dice 1943) are reasonably discrete large areas, usually at the scale of a region, with
characteristic physiography, climate, vegetation, flora and fauna. This category includes ecoregional frameworks
(e.g., Bailey 1976, Bailey et al. 1993, see discussion in Kuchler 1988, Omernik 1987, Walter 1979, Zonneveld
1988a) that use climate and landscape characteristics (e.g., landforms) combined with vegetation data to produce
delineations of regional ecosystems. These regional ecosystems provide the context for ecosystem characteriza-
tion at the landscape scale.

At the same continental-global scale, floristic provinces or elements are defined by recurrent patterns of plant
distribution that reflect similarities among species in their evolutionary histories and ecological tolerances
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(McLaughlin 1986, 1989). In contrast to biotic provinces, floristic elements are not discrete. Each area (plot,
stand, landscape) is likely to contain representative species of several elements. The change in the percentage of
representation of each element is similar to the change in species composition along geographic or ecological
gradients, or both, whether regional or local. The interpretation of these assemblages of various types is used to
document the range of past environments and ecological events, usually in a large area.

Some systems use concepts borrowed from both biotic and floristic provinces. Such hybrid systems include the
biome-based system of Brown and others (1979) and the regional vegetation scheme that Kuchler (1967) used

for a map of the United States. Both are employed by government agencies for landscape assessment of terres-
trial regional ecosystems.

At the landscape scale (within region), landscape characteristics and individual species distributions along
gradients combine to produce species assemblages. Distributions of species along a mountain transect are
shown (fig. 1); their distribution along the one-dimensional elevational gradient is in figure 1A (data adapted from
the transect study of Whittaker and Niering 1965), and the frequency of communities determined by the
co-occurrence of the species along the transect is shown in figure 1B. Of the nine species combinations (figs. 1A
and 1B), five (BC, QA, QA-ME, ME, and ME-PP) could be defined as communities (or assemblages or associa-
tions) because they occur with reasonable frequency; four (PJ, PJ-BC, BC-QA, and PP) might be considered
ecotones or insignificant because of their very small frequency of occurrence. In terms of the elevational gradient,

the species form a continuum of individualistic and overlapping distributions, regularly replacing each other along
the gradient.
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Austin and Smith (1989) and Austin (1991) observed that the frequency of combinations of species often is used
as a criterion to recognize communities. If the landscape configuration were as in figure 2A, which differs from
figure 1A in the location and extent of mid-elevation peaks and plateaus, the frequency of species associations
would change (fig. 2B). Combination QA-ME would now be considered an ecotone instead of a community, as in
figure 1B; combination BC-QA would be considered a community instead of an ecotone. The salient features of
this observation are that the occurrence of a species combination is a consequence of a particular landscape
pattern, and that the frequency of species combinations is also a function of the landscape pattern.

X Prosopis julifiora (PJ)
Q Bouteloua curtipenduta (BC)
+ Quercus arizonica (QA)

A Muhlenbergia emersieyl (ME)
[ Pinus ponderosa (PP)

NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS

Figure 2--Species along a transect. Species and the elevation gradient are the same as In figure 1. Land-
scape pattern is different (see text).

The vegetation component of the ecosystem is thus characterized by the link between distribution patterns of
individual species, their occurrence in landscape features, and the distribution of the landscape features. There-
fore, various aspects of both the continuum and the community views of vegetation complement rather than
exclude each other (Austin 1991, Westhoff and van der Maarel 1978). Species can be individually distributed
along gradients (unidimensional or complex), following any of the possible models (Austin 1987, Austin and Smith
1989). The pattern of distribution of the landscape features controlling environmental factors constrain the pattern
of species combinations, their distribution in the landscape, and their frequency.
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The consequences of these facts for landscape evaluation and ecosystem characterization are as follows. The
concept of a floristic or biotic province applies to a region with a characteristic pattern of climate and landscape
characteristics (e.qg., landforms), which combine with vegetation data to produce a delineation of regional ecosys-
tems (Bailey et al. 1993). At the continental-global scale, attempts to define guidelines for terrestrial regional
ecosystem management can be successful and useful only if vegetation units defined as biotic or floristic prov-
inces (or any variant such as the systems used by Brown et al. 1979 and Kuchler 1967) are modified to correlate
with regions defined by climatic and landscape patterns (Bailey and Hogg 1986, Burger 1976, Kuchler 1988,
Rowe 1980). A primary purpose of such regionally defined ecosystems is to serve as a reporting structure for
information about regional resources and environment (Bailey and Hogg 1986, Bailey et al. 1993). Another
purpose is that these regional ecosystems define homogeneous regions within which finer scale ecosystems can
be characterized.

As biotic components of finer scale ecosystems, plant communities or associations are landscape properties
(Austin and Smith 1989, Westhoff and Van der Maarel 1978). The continuum concept applies to the
resource-environmental space, not to a simple geographical space unless the two are highly correlated (Austin
1991). The concept of a community defined as a recurrent pattern of co-occurring species is relevant to a pattern
of environmental variables or natural landscape features. Attempts to characterize landscape-scale ecosystems
and conduct landscape evaluation by using such communities can be successful only if the intracommunity
pattern of gradual changes is correlated with gradual changes in the environment. Effective landscape surveys
need to take into account this dependence of biotic patterns on abiotic patterns (Bourgeron et al. 1993).

Communities may be distributed over large areas, sometimes in several regions (e.g., the spruce fir forests of the
Rocky Mountains). Ecosystem characterizations should not assume that all occurrences of a community have
identical properties. With numerous species in a community, the individual distribution of species ensures gradual
intracommunity changes along regional gradients. Occurrences of the same community may have different
species composition, and size of areas where it is found, thereby resulting in different properties important to
ecosystem management. The same community found at different locations along a regional gradient or in differ-
ent climatic regions would likely respond differently to a specific conservation-management practice. Species
distributions need to be established with data spanning the range of environmental variability that they are distrib-
uted along. Communities should be defined by using data covering preferably the range of environmental variabil-
ity in all landscapes in which they occur. Effective ecosystem characterization requires adequate replication within
communities to allow for and detect geographical variability.

Abiotic Component

To be functional, ecosystem characterization and landscape evaluation must include plant and animal habitats as
well as the organisms themselves. Austin (1985), Austin and Smith (1989), and Austin and others (1984) make
the point that three types of environmental variables or gradients influence species distribution: indirect factors
that have no necessary physiological influence on the species components of the ecosystems, such as elevation;
direct factors that have a direct physiological influence but are not consumed as a resource, such as temperature
and pH; and resource gradients that can be used directly by species, such as nutrients. In principle, the definition
of habitats for ecosystem management should be based on the most proximal variables that can be measured or
estimated.

Theories and methodologies used to define the abiotic component (indirect factors, direct factors, and resource
gradients) fall into three major categories: delineation of biological communities as surrogates for the environ-
ment; delineation of landscape units containing recurrent patterns of landforms and landscape characteristics;
and identification of bioenvironments (i.e., classes in environmental variables that take into account key ecologi-
cal interactions and processes).

The first approach, applied worldwide, uses the vegetation as a surrogate for the environment. It is based on the
assumption that vegetation is a faithful expression of site characteristics (e.g., Troll 1941, 1943, 1955, 1956; see
discussion in Kuchler 1988). Kuchler (1988) states that “indeed, mapping the vegetation is the only effective
method to present the ecological order of our living space.” When testing the value of an ecological relation for
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ecosystem management, arguments about assessing the correlations between the biological units and the
environmental factors can become circular, with the focus being switched between biotic and abiotic factors
(Mackey et al. 1988).

The second approach has been to use broad environmental patterns alone or broad correlations between vegeta-
tion and environment to describe and delineate habitats of both plant and animal communities. Classifications
have been developed from climatic attributes, either alone or in conjunction with other attributes (e.g., Austin and
Yapp 1978, Bailey 1976, Bailey et al. 1993, Omernick 1987, Walter 1979). A great variety of systems based on
combinations of sails, lithology, and landforms have been used alone or combined with vegetation data to pro-
duce classifications of biophysical regions or natural landscape units. In Canada, Rowe and Sheard (1981)
detailed a landscape system for identifying units of lands that are meaningful at the ecosystem scale.

The main weakness of this approach is that it relies too heavily on indirect factors (such as soils and landforms)
without explicitly stating the ecological relations between biotic and abiotic components. For example, landform
patterns often have been used to stratify areas into natural landscape units on the basis of a single attribute. The
units are argued to represent natural assemblages of ecosystem integration with respect to environmental
regimes and key processes, for which compelling evidence exists (Swanson et al. 1988). Geomorphic pattern,
through erosion and sedimentation processes, has been shown to control carbon, nitrogen, and phosphorus
cycles in soils of riparian forests in southern France (Pinay et al. 1992). The actual test of the strength of the
hypothesized relation between the biotic and abiotic components of ecosystems is not always performed. For
example, Kolvachik and Chitwood (1990) used geomorphology in addition to a floristic classification of the
vegetation of riparian zones in central Oregon but did not explicitly test the purported relation of vegetation to
geomorphological processes.

On the other hand, the strength of this approach is that it allows a direct analysis of the spatial and temporal
scales of landscape features (Delcourt and Delcourt 1988, Urban et al. 1987), which is necessary to match
patterns and processes (Levin 1992). For example, in a mountainous landscape in northwestern Montana,
Lathrop and Peterson (1992) tested whether watershed morphological characteristics and ecological processes
exhibited the same basic properties at various spatial scales (self-similarity). They established structural
self-similarity, but did not conclusively demonstrate self-similarity for ecological properties. Establishing a relation
between landscape structure and ecosystem functional attributes across a range of spatial scales has important
implications for the proper scaling of process models at landscape to regional scales (Turner et al. 1989).

A third approach recently has been developed in Australia out of concern for the problems outlined above. This
approach is based on the argument that, to be meaningful, ecological evaluation--and its corollary ecosystem
management--should be based on species’ niche-habitat relations (e.g., Brown 1984, Hutchinson 1959, Nix 1982,
Whittaker 1972). The aim of the methodology is to summarize environmental variability, identify the distribution of
major environmental gradients, and indicate where significant shifts in ecological variability might occur (Mackey
et al. 1988, 1989).

The need is, therefore, to estimate a species’ responses to a limited set of dominant environmental variables
comprising primary niche dimensions (Nix 1982), such as radiation, thermal, moisture, mineral nutrient, and biotic
regimes (Mackey et al. 1988, 1989; Nix 1982). Site-specific data are used to generate classes of sites sharing
similar ranges of values of the environmental variables. A map of these classes, or bioenvironments, can be used
alone in the assessment stage of an area for given purposes (DeVelice et al. 1993), or in conjunction with vegeta-
tion data for quantifying biotic-abiotic correlations (Mackey et al. 1989).

Sampling ecologically significant factors in the physical environment at sufficient resolution ensures that key
processes and interactions can be taken into account (Mackey et al. 1988). Estimating the key attributes involves
modeling of terrain-climatic interactions, including simple surface-fitting procedures, as well as models that take
into account known effects of physical processes. The accuracy of the results is limited by the extent to which the
processes and interactions are known.
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The consequences of these points for ecosystem management are as follows. Attempts to describe patterns in
abiotic factors or habitats for ecosystem management can be successful only if the ecological meaning of the
selected factors is understood. Natural landscape units and bioenvironments are different: the former refer to
gegraphical phenomena, and the latter to an ecological space. An actual combination of natural landscape
features (elevation class X landform X geologic substrate) may be found in two different regions. A change in
regional climate may change the suitability of the habitat for particular species. Therefore, when the physical
environments of a region are characterized and mapped, all occurences of a mapped environment should not be
assumed to be identical. With changes in climatic-terrain interactions occurring over large areas, the values of
the direct factors and resource gradients to which the biota respond also change. Similar physical environments
may correspond to different bioenvironments.

The accuracy and utility of describing and mapping natural landscape features or bioenvironments for ecosystem
management are functions of the environmental variables selected, the relation between indirect and direct
factors, the estimation procedures and mapping scales used, and the strength of the purported relation between
the biota and the selected environmental criteria. Consider an example from Mackey and others (1988). Solar
radiation is important as the source of energy for photosynthesis; it also provides energy for evapotranspiration,
hence modifying the water balance. The effect of local topography and landform on radiation is likely to have
ecological significance in places with a water deficit during a period of the year, because sheltered slopes would
maintain a more favorable water balance during the dry season. Ideally the interactions between landscape
features, climatic factors, and ecologically meaningful variables should be obtained by using a combination of
geographical information system and simple process models. This way, land managers could generate maps of
bioenvironments that may change because of management or global climate change from maps of the landscape
features that do not change rapidly. Application of this approach may be limited in the short term as a result of
lack of appropriate environmental data, lack of explicit predictive models linking biotic and abiotic variables, or
lack of rigor in defining what constitutes a suitable area for ecosystem management and conservation. Priorities
need to be established to fill the gaps in these three areas.

Biotic-Abiotic Relations

Ecosystem management requires the capability of predicting the response of the biota to large- and small-scale
changes in habitat factors. Biotic-abiotic relations must be defined explicitly. Relations among regional gradients,
local processes, and aspects of community structure have been discussed mostly from the standpoint of regional
climatic control on local habitat (see Neilson et al. 1989). Three aspects characterize biotic-abiotic relations: the
characterization and modeling of the differential response of species to environmental gradients; the development
of predictive models of species distributions using the species’ response to environmental factors; and the
definition of whether the biotic-abiotic relations are the same at different scales, from the site to the region
(Bourgeron and Jensen, Glenn and Collins 1993).

Developing models for predicting the pattern of species distributions historically has been the realm of ecologists
and biogeographers. Land managers have neglected this area, focusing instead on the community concept.
Defined communities have been used in conjunction with environmental features to characterize mapping units
and related properties. The latter are used in turn to make predictions about target species distributions and for
landscape evaluation. Three conclusions from the previous discussion make evident the possible weakness and
circularity of this approach.

. Local community composition depends to a large extent on the individual distributions of species. Inter-
pretation of community species composition depends on the knowledge of individual species distributions
along regional gradients.

. No individual species prediction can be made accurately from community occurrence alone unless
adequate data allow for characterizing intracommunity species distributions.

. The ecological relations between biotic and abiotic ecosystem components need to be explicitly stated

and tested. Part of the problem is that a clear link among scales, patterns, and processes is generally not
established a priori. Another problem is failure to take into account temporal variability (Swanson
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et al. 1993). For example, Levin (1992) points out that in systems with localized disturbances, local
dynamics are predictable only in terms of long-term statistical averages.

Several models have been proposed to predict the distribution and abundance of species among similar commu-
nities. These models are based directly (e.g., Brown 1984) or indirectly (e.g., Hanski 1982, Levins 1969) on the
concept of the niche (Hutchinson 1959). The models do not incorporate the direct analysis of the interactions
between the biota and habitat factors. Instead, the expected response of species to environmental gradients (the
so-called fundamental niche) is used to make predictions about where species will occur, and what would happen
on a given site if site conditions change (e.g., as a result of management). Although much theoretical work has
been conducted on the prediction of the occurrence and abundance of species using niche-habitat relations,
relatively little work has addressed the actual shape of the response of the species to the environment. Usually
this response is expected to be that of a bell-shaped curve (e.g., Brown 1984, Pianka 1981). Austin (1991) and
Austin and others (1984, 1990) show, however, that the species response can be more complex (see also
Bradshaw 1986). This problem is far from being academic. The shape of the biotic response is included in
equations that predict the distributions of species or communities, or both, and the changes occurring on sites
after various management scenarios. The validity of such predictions in the context of ecosystem management
rests to a large degree on the validity of the models of biotic-abiotic relations.

Previous theory has upheld the use of bell-shaped curves for responses as appropriate (Brown 1984). Recent
Australian work (Austin 1991, Austin et al. 1990, Margules and Stein 1989, Nicholls 1989, 1991a, 1991b) has
shown that good results cannot be achieved from modeling species or community responses to the environment
solely by using bell-shaped relations. In fact, for many tree species in Australia, the predominant shape is skewed
(Austin 1985, Austin et al. 1984, 1990). Some statistical models predicting the occurrence of species in relation to
suitable environmental variables include cubic terms and polynomial response surfaces (Austin et al. 1990,
Nicholls 1991b). Such curvilinear models appear to generate accurate predictions (Margules and Stein 1989,
Nicholls 1989, 1991b).

Ecosystem management relies extensively on the ability to predict the response of a species or group of species
to spatial and temporal changes in biotic processes, environmental constraints, and disturbances. Usually land
managers rely heavily on the properties of communities to make such predictions. This approach is seriously
limited because occurrences of a community are not invariant. Testing differences in species composition of
communities and distributions of species and communities in different management areas is needed. The com-
mon application of a simple bell-shaped curve for response of the species to environmental changes may not be
satisfactory. Predictive models of distribution need to be developed case by case to reveal complex biotic-abiotic
relations. Work is urgently needed in biotic-abiotic predictive modeling if such models are to become part of
cost-effective analyses for ecosystem management. Clear relations between the environment and the biota
should be established both spatially and temporally. Work is needed on the interactions between temporal and
spatial scales (Levin 1992). Results could be used for evaluating areas for different purposes and for inclusion in
ecosystem simulation models.

Ecosystem Properties

Much work in ecosystem science has concerned the use of ecosystem attribute information (structure, composi-
tion, and function) to predict various system properties of interest. Two important properties in resource manage-
ment and conservation planning are species richness (the number of species) and primary production. The ability
to predict these properties is part of the landscape evaluation process (Zonneveld 1988b). The most common
and practical approach is to include values of the properties in the description of mapping units (Bailey et al.
1993). Two untested assumptions are made: the attribute is a clearly defined and predictable property of the
characterized ecosystem; and it is invariant for that ecosystem over its known range of distribution. As is true for
predicting distribution patterns of species in communities, these assumptions may not be met.

Theory regarding species diversity patterns has limited predictive power. Empirical relations have been developed

at one of three scales: global (Whittaker 1972), regional (Brown 1984, Pielou 1979), or local (Grime 1979, Wood-
ward 1987). Models relating diversity to disturbance (Huston 1979) do not have site-specific predictive power. The
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cumulative effects of niche relations, habitat diversity, mass effect (the flow of individuals from favorable to
unfavorable areas), and ecological equivalency (the fact that different species may be ecologically equivalent to
each other) has been presented and summarized in a muitiscale context (Shmida and Wilson 1985). Recent work
has focused on the relation among scales (Ricklefs 1987). The dependence of local diversity on regional patterns
has been shown for some biota (Ricklefs 1987) but not for others (Jackson and Harvey 1989). Due to the
multiscale nature of ecosystems (Bourgeron and Jensen 1993, Levin 1992, Milne 1993, Turner et al. 1993),
relations at one scale may have complex relations to structure, processes, and disturbances at other scales.
Neilson and others (1989) suggest that the prediction of local diversity patterns needs to be rooted in the under-
standing of the hierarchy of constraints imposed by regional and local factors, as well as their mutual interactions.
A spatial and temporal context should be provided for analysis of biotic diversity (Bourgeron and Jensen 1993,
Hoover and Parker 1991, Whittaker 1972).

Progress has been made in developing empirical relations between diversity and environment by using curvilinear
statistical models. Useful relations (Austin 1991, Margules et al. 1987, Nicholls 1991a, 1991b) include more than
one environmental variable. As in the response of individual species or communities to the environment (see
“Biotic-Abiotic Relations”), these relations should be derived from survey data and probably cannot be extended
beyond the bounds of the data (Margules et al. 1987). Site-specific predictions can be made for particular study
areas (Margules and Stein 1989).

The same problems of scales, scale interactions, and model generalization beset predictions of ecosystem
primary production. Spatially explicit models of biogeochemistry have been developed through a combination of
geographic information systems and terrestrial regional ecosystem models (Burke et al. 1990, Houghton et al.
1983), but their widespread use is limited by gaps in soil, climate, and vegetation data bases (Stewart et al. 1989).
Models like CENTURY (Parton et al. 1987) or LINKAGES (Pastor and Post 1986) attempt to explicitly link abiotic
and biogeochemical factors with primary production and carbon storage (see also Schimel et al. 1990). The
problem of predicting ecosystem processes is an active research field. Schimel and others (1991) summarize
current activities. They stress the need for ecosystem modeling based on a small set of critical environmental
variables linked to the biotic component of ecosystems. Work is urgently needed on the development of ecosys-
tem models that include better information about the biotic component of the ecosystem and of ecosystem
response to land-use practices.

The conclusion of this analysis is that useful theoretical frameworks for predicting ecosystem properties such as
species diversity and primary production over large areas are limited. This scarcity of useful theory probably
extends to most properties derived from individual ecosystem parts. Previous work shows that empirical relations
can be derived from survey data. These relations can be useful for ecosystem management.

CONCLUSIONS

Ecological theory that applies to ecosystem management is incomplete and does not evenly cover all topics of
interest. Most theory focuses on succession concepts (Connell and Slatyer 1977) and biogeochemical cycles
(Schimel et al. 1991). Landscape evaluation and ecosystem characterization, however, depend on pattern
recognition and environmental correlations at various scales (Levin 1992). For ecosystem managers, the charac-
terization of species and community patterns, habitat factors, biotic-abiotic relations, and ecosystem properties is
of immediate concern. Accordingly, this paper has focused on some aspects of these areas.

Following are practical guidelines for landscape evaluation and ecosystem characterization that are likely to result
in increased accuracy of results:

. Use the community concept to characterize ecosystems. Do not expect communities to be constant
over large areas in their species composition and response to management.
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. Use the continuum concept and its associated idea of an environmental space to characterize the
range of variability in the response of species to environmental gradients within each ecosystem unit.

. Recognize that determining natural landscape units (stratifying indirect factors) is different from
determining bioenvironments (stratifying the ecological factors to which species respond directly).
Models should be developed eventually to go from one to the other.

. Recognize that the utility of mapping the environment depends on clearly stated biotic-abiotic rela-
tions. Develop testable ecological relations.

. Recognize that predictive models of species and community response to the environment may
require developing complex curvilinear responses that differ with each case.

. Recognize that landscape surveys usually consider only spatial variability. Temporal variability and its
interaction with spatial variability need to be investigated as well.

. Recognize that the problem of spatial and temporal representation of ecosystem processes in
simulation models is still under investigation. Work closely with ecosystem modelers to link results
from survey data with the appropriate ecosystem model.
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Multiscale Organization of Landscape Heterogeneity
M.G. Turner, R.H. Gardner, R.V. O'Neill, and S.M. Pearson

ABSTRACT

Environmental heterogeneity is hierarchical and is controlled by different processes at different spatial and
temporal scales. Recent studies have demonstrated the existence of pattern within nested discrete scales on
natural landscapes. A disturbance that disrupts this structure could have far-reaching ecological consequences;
however, natural disturbance-recovery regimes often create and maintain spatial and temporal heterogeneity in
landscapes. A broad framework for the description of landscapes that separates the spatial from the temporal
scales of disturbance and recovery can be used to predict the resultant dynamics of a landscape. This framework
permits the prediction of disturbance conditions that lead to qualitatively different landscape dynamics and
demonstrates the scale-dependent nature of landscape equilibrium.

Results from numerous studies suggest that landscape connectivity is important to many ecological processes.
Connectivity can change rapidly when landscape heterogeneity is altered, thereby, indicating the existence of
critical thresholds. Critical thresholds in habitat abundance and connectivity can be identified for a variety of
organisms, but the values of these thresholds differ with both the landscape pattern and the scale at which an
organism can use the landscape. It is most difficult to predict the consequences of altered landscape patterns at
intermediate levels of habitat abundance because of complex interactions between pattern and scale or resource
utilization by different organisms. Suggestions for maintaining landscape heterogeneity at multiple scales are
presented.

INTRODUCTION

Describing environmental heterogeneity is challenging because heterogeneity occurs at various spatial and
temporal scales and is controlled by a diverse set of processes. In this paper, we discuss the hierarchical nature
of environmental heterogeneity, the implications of scale-dependence for disturbance dynamics, and the conse-
guences of landscape patterns. We also propose general concepts for land management based on the implica-
tions of the multiscale organization of landscapes.

Multiscale Heterogeneity in Landscapes

Environmental heterogeneity is hierarchical (Allen and Starr 1982, O’'Neill et al. 1986, Urban et al. 1987 and is
controlled by different processes at different spatial and temporal scales (Delcourt et al. 1983). The spatial
distribution of life zones on a continent, for example, is controlled by climatic factors such as precipitation and
temperature (Raunkaier 1934, Whittaker 1956). Within a life zone, however, the vegetation present at a particular
location varies with soil type and topography; for example, landscapes in the southern Appalachian mountains are
dominated by deciduous forest, but different species assemblages are characteristic of different topographic
positions. Within a given soil type and topographic condition, tree density, stand age structure, and species
composition also may vary due to disturbance history.

Recent studies have tested this hierarchical paradigm and demonstrated the existence of discrete scales of
pattern on the landscape. O’Neill and others (1991), following a suggestion of Levin and Buttel (1986), examined
six grassland and forested landscapes. By graphing an estimation of variance against spatial extent of the
sample, Levin and Buttel demonstrated that a muftiscale structure existed on four of the landscapes. O’Neill and
others (1992) used spatial analysis of transect data to demonstrate three to five distinct scales of pattern on three
landscapes. Later efforts confirmed this result for four additional landscapes (O’Neill et al., unpublished). Hierar-
chical patterning in resources could affect consumer communities. An indirect demonstration of multiple scales
was published by Holling (1992). He reasoned that if resources showed distinct scales, then the size of consumer
home ranges would depend on these resource scales. Following McNab (1963), Holling suggested that
discontinuities in the statistical distribution of home-range sizes would appear as clusters of body sizes in verte-
brates. By examining existing data sets, he was able to establish the hypothesized clustering of body sizes.
Holling also provides an extensive discussion of the endogenous and exogenous processes that generate these
spatial scales.
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Although the terms patch, matrix, and corridor commonly are used in landscape ecology, a rigid interpretation of
these terms can impede our understanding of multiscale heterogeneity (Turner et al., in press). These terms are
most useful when there is high contrast between patch and matrix (e.g., agricultural fields in a forested region)
and this contrast is ecologically meaningful. It is difficult, however, to define patches in a landscape without being
arbitrary. Through an organism-based perspective, patches have been defined in an ecological context as a
discontinuity in an ecological variable affecting an organism (Wiens 1986). Analyzing landscape heterogeneity at
the scale of an organism, especially a nonvertebrate, can reveal strikingly different environmental patterns and
gradients than those apparent to humans (e.g., Buechner 1989, Wiens 1989, Wiens and Milne 1989). For in-
stance, landscape connectivity (i.e., the degree to which sites are contiguous) will be perceived differently by an
ant and an eagle.

Muftiscale patterning is the result of interacting physical and biological phenomena. Landscape heterogeneity
often is produced and maintained by ecosystem disturbance and recovery dynamics. The resulting patterns have
consequences for several ecological processes at the landscape scale. Recognizing these patterns of heteroge-
neity, as well as their causes and consequences, is hecessary for developing management plans consistent with
preserving the ecological integrity of landscapes.

Disturbances and Hierarchies: The Implications of Scale Dependence

Because a landscape appears to be organized as a hierarchy of discrete spatial scales of pattern, it seems likely
that any disturbance disrupting this structure could have far reaching ecological consequences. Such a distur-
bance might disrupt the scale of pattern in the spatial distribution of resources and could eliminate an entire
component of the consumer community that depends on the scale of resource distribution affected. Thus, activi-
ties such as clearcutting or urbanization can substantively alter the natural hierarchical structure of a landscape.

Natural disturbance-recovery regimes often create and maintain spatial and temporal heterogeneity in land-
scapes. Natural disturbances often exhibit characteristic scales in time and space. Turner and others (in press)
developed a broad framework for the description of landscapes that separates the spatial and temporal scales of
disturbance, thereby allowing time and space to be considered separately. Four major factors characterizing the
scale dynamics of landscapes are considered: (1) disturbance frequency, as indicated by the interval between
successive disturbances (e.g., Baker 1989a, 1989b, Romme 1982); (2) rate of recovery from disturbance, as
indicated by the length of time required for a disturbed site to recover (e.g., Pickett and White 1985); (3) the size
or spatial extent of disturbance events (e.g., Baker 1989a, 1989b, Bormann and Likens 1979, Romme 1982;
Shugart and West 1981); and (4) the size or spatial extent of the landscape (e.g., Baker 1989a and 1989b,
Shugart and West 1981). These factors are then reduced to two key parameters representing time and space to
describe potential disturbance dynamics.

The temporal parameter (T) is defined by the ratio of the disturbance interval (the time between successive
disturbances) to the recovery time (the time required for a disturbed site to achieve recovery to a “mature”

stage). Defining the temporal parameter as a ratio permits evaluation of three qualitatively different states,
regardless of the type or time scale of the disturbance. These states are (1) the disturbance interval is longer than
the recovery time (T > 1), so the system can recover before being disturbed again; (2) the disturbance interval
and recovery time are equal (T = 1); and (3) the disturbance interval is shorter than the recovery time (T < 1), so
the system is disturbed again before it fully recovers.

The spatial parameter (S) is defined by the ratio of the size of the disturbance to the size of the landscape. There
are two qualitatively different states of importance here, again regardless of the type of disturbance: disturbances
that are large relative to the size of the landscape, and disturbances that are small relative to the extent of the
landscape. As defined in this paper, the parameter S can range from 0 to 1. Landscape dynamics cannot be
predicted if the size of the disturbance exceeds the spatial extent of the landscape because the landscape is too
small to characterize the effect and recovery from disturbance.

The use of ratios in both parameters permits the comparison of landscapes across a range of spatial and tempo-

ral scales. We use the parameters to describe a landscape state-space in which the temporal parameter is
placed on the Y axis, and the spatial parameter is displayed on the X-axis (fig. 1).
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Figure 1--State-space diagram of temporal and spatial parameters that Illustrate regions with qualitatively
different landscape dynamics (from Turner et al., In press).

A simple simulation model was developed to explore the implications of various combinations of S and T. Results
indicate (fig. 1) that where disturbance interval is long relative to recovery time, and a small proportion of the
landscape is affected, the system is stable and exhibits low variance over time (e.g., northeastern hardwood
forests). These systems are traditionally considered to be in “equilibrium”. Where disturbance interval is compa-
rable to recovery interval and a large proportion of the landscape is affected, the system is stable but exhibits
large variance (e.g., subalpine forests in Yellowstone Park). Where disturbance interval is much shorter than
recovery time, and a large proportion of the landscape is affected, the system may become unstable and shift into
a different trajectory (e.qg., arid ecosystems with altered fire regimes). This framework permits the prediction of
disturbance conditions that lead to qualitatively different landscape dynamics and demonstrates the
scale-dependent nature of landscape equilibrium.

Scale-dependent disturbance dynamics have several important implications for land management. First, there is
no spatial extent that can guarantee landscape equilibrium. Increasing spatial extent should, however, decrease
the probability of a dramatic shift in landscape dynamics due to a rare disturbance event. Second, if the temporal
or spatial scale of disturbance regimes are altered sufficiently (e.g., by climate change or land management),
dramatic changes in landscape patterns are likely. Past climatic changes of small magnitude have caused
significant changes in fire regimes in forested landscapes (Clark 1988, Hemstrom and Franklin 1982). Global
warming may result in an increase in the frequency of dry years and, hence, an increase in the size or frequency
of fire (Flannigan and Harrington 1988, Romme and Turner 1991, Sandenburgh et al. 1987. One could explore
the implications of changes in a disturbance regime by locating the current position of a landscape in figure 1,
then plotting a potential position within the state-space under a new disturbance regime. In this manner, the
potential for a qualitative shift in landscape dynamics (e.g., from equilibrium to stable with high variance) could be
identified. A landscape might, however, sustain a substantial change in disturbance regime, but remain within the
same region of dynamics. Third, results of our model demonstrate the scale-dependent nature of landscape
equilibrium. Conclusions regarding the apparent stability of a landscape are appropriate only for a specked spatial
and temporal scale. Failure to recognize scale dependence can lead to sharply different interpretations about the
same dynamics.
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Consequences of Landscape Patterns

Spatial patterns in the landscape may influence a variety of ecological phenomena (Turner 1989) such as the
distribution and persistence of populations (Fahrig and Paloheimo 1988, Van Dorp and Opdam 1987), the hori-
zontal flow of materials such as sediment or nutrients (Kesner and Meentemeyer 1989, Peterjohn and Correll
1984), the spread of disturbance (Franklin and Forman 1987, Romme and Knight 1982, Turner 1987, Turner et
al. 1989), or net primary production (Sale et al. 1988). Heterogeneity in the landscape can increase gamma
diversity by increasing the number of different habitats available. Excessive levels of heterogeneity, however, can
result in the loss of species sensitive to habitat fragmentation. Heterogeneity, therefore, must be considered in
the content and scale of a particular process or organism. For example, spatial heterogeneity as measured by
variation in the type and phenology of food sources could provide a varied, nutritious diet for bears, but increasing
spatial heterogeneity by adding unsuitable habitats, such as roads, would not enhance the bear population. In
general, the risk of losing biodiversity and disrupting ecological function is greatly increased when natural patterns
of heterogeneity are altered.

Results from numerous studies suggest that threshold of connectivity is important to the dynamics of many
ecological processes including spread of disturbances (O’Neill et al. 1992, Turner et al. 1989), utilization of
resources (O’Neill et al. 1988), and the movement and dispersal of organisms (Gardner et al. 1989, 1991).
Landscape connectivity depends, however, on the ability of organisms or processes to move across the land-
scape. A plant with wind-dispersed seeds is more likely to colonize a small apparently disconnected cluster of
habitats than is a heavyseeded plant that lacks a mechanism for long-range dispersal. Similarly, a river or high-
way might be a barrier to movement for a mouse, but a bird or deer might regularly cross such obstacles.

Critical thresholds in habitat abundance and connectivity can be identified for many organisms, but the values of
these thresholds will differ with both the landscape pattern and the scale at which an organism can use the
landscape (Pearson et al., in press). A series of simulation experiments conducted with hierarchically generated
landscape patterns suggest that when suitable habitat or resources are abundant (e.g., > 80 percent of the
landscape), neither landscape-level heterogeneity nor resource utilization scales are important; however, when
suitable habitat is less abundant on a landscape, patterning and resource utilization scales become increasingly
important. Simulation results suggest that fine-scale fragmentation of habitat poses a greater risk to landscape
connectivity than the same percentage reduction of habitat distributed in a more coarse pattern. These results
also suggest that the greatest opportunities for improving land management occur at low or intermediate levels of
habitat abundance. It is most difficult to predict the consequences of altered landscape patterns at intermediate
levels because of complex interactions between pattern and resource utilization scale.

CONCLUSIONS

The recognition of hierarchical structure in landscapes, the effects of disturbances at different spatial and tempo-
ral scales, and the scale-dependent effects of heterogeneity requires new perspectives on land management.
The following suggestions, originally geared toward maintaining biodiversity in managed landscapes (Pearson, et
al., in press), should be useful for maintaining the integrity of landscapes across multiple spatial and temporal
scales:

i View the landscape as a whole and use landscape-level indices to measure pattern at multiple
scales. Do not focus solely on single, simple concepts like patches and corridors, and recognize that
these concepts are scale-dependent.

i Match exploitative or disruptive activities to the natural patterns of heterogeneity. Do not disrupt
natural processes such as fire or flooding that create and maintain heterogeneity. Attempt to maintain
natural levels of heterogeneity in space and time.

i Maintain connectivity in the landscape by keeping the amount of native habitat in a landscape above
potential thresholds of connectivity or by imposing coarse-scale structure on the landscape, or both.
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i Be aware of the potential importance of crossing a critical threshold. Small changes in habitat abun-
dance and pattern can suddenly fragment an otherwise well-connected landscape at some (but not
all) resource utilization scales. Similarly, small changes in the spatial or temporal scale of disturbance
or recovery dynamics can qualitatively change the overall stability of a landscape.

Coarse-grained patterning may have a less deleterious effect on organisms than fine-grained patterning because
habitat connectivity can be maintained with less habitat if the habitat has more continuous acreage.
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Natural Variability--Implications for
Ecosystem Management

F.J. Swanson, J.A. Jones, D.O. Wallin, and J.H. Cissel

ABSTRACT

Information on the historical variability of ecosystem conditions and the natural disturbance regimes that influence
such variability is increasingly used in design of ecosystem management systems. The rationale for this approach
is, in part, that species have adapted to habitat and disturbance conditions of previous millennia, and increased
deviation from those conditions is likely to result in increased risk of species loss and other undesireable ecologi-
cal change. Use of information on natural variability is challenged by (1) limits in our ability to interpret past
ecosystem variability, (2) effects of environmental conditions (e.g., climate change, exotic species, and engi-
neered structures) on ecosystems that move those systems outside the range of historical variability, and (3)
limited public participation in formulating ecosystem management and using information on natural variability.
Despite these difficulties, the concept of natural variability is finding important application in ecosystem assess-
ment and design. Broad-scale, cursory analysis of ecosystem dynamics complements intensive analysis in areas
of 10,000 to 100,000 acres. Extensive analysis gives a broad geographic context, and intensive analysis provides
detailed knowledge of a longer record including low to moderate severity events.

INTRODUCTION

This paper examines the use of information on natural variability of ecosystems as a guide for ecosystem man-
agement (Overbay 1992, Society of American Foresters 1993) in Pacific Northwest forest landscapes. We use
the term “natural variability” to refer to the composition, structure, and dynamics of ecosystems before the
influence of European settlers. In this sense, natural variability is synonymous with other terms used in referenc-
ing natural variability in baseline conditions, such as “historical”, “pristine”, “prehistoric”, “prewestern technological
man” (Kilgore 1987), and “primeval.” Natural variability can be characterized by: the range of ecosystem condi-
tions (also referred to as “states”; sensu Brooks and Grant 1992a, 1992b), such as the extent of particular seral
classes of vegetation, and by the disturbance regime (defined in terms of frequency, spatial arrangement, and
severity of disturbances) that produced such conditions.

This paper adopts the perspective that managing an ecosystem within its range of natural variability is an appro-
priate path to maintaining diverse, resilient, productive, and healthy systems. It is also the most scientifically
defensible way to meet society’s objective of sustaining habitat to maintain viable populations of native species,
as stipulated in the National Forest Management Act, Endangered Species Act, and associated regulations. Our
discussion addresses management of Federal forest lands as well as other lands where sustaining native species
and ecosystem productivity are important objectives. Although we draw on many examples from terrestrial
ecological research, we advocate a landscape perspective spanning upland areas as well as stream and riparian
networks. Natural variability can be characterized and applied at spatial scales ranging from individual forest
stands to landscapes or watersheds covering thousands to millions of acres.

A key premise of ecosystem management (based on natural variability) is that native species have adapted to
and, in part, evolved with the natural disturbance events of the Holocene (past 10,000 year) environment. Accord-
ingly, the potential for survival of native species is reduced if their environment is pushed outside the range of its
natural variability. This rationale derives from recent developments in conservation biology and other fields of
science and from judicial interpretations of efforts to apply ecological principles (sensu Craig 1987) to manage-
ment of natural resources. Numerous ecological studies emphasize the close dependence of species on distur-
bance regimes. For example, Karr and Freemark (1985, p. 167) argue that “disturbance regimes . . . must be
protected to preserve associated genetic (Frankel and Soule 1981), population (Franklin 1980), and assemblage
(Karr 1982a, 1982b, and Kushlan 1979) dynamics.” Species loss and ecosystem change have been observed in
areas where “natural” disturbance regimes and habitats have been substantially altered. Examples of such
undesirable ecosystem change may include the decline in forest health in eastern Oregon, the buildup of fuels in
areas where fire has been suppressed, forest regeneration failures (ferry et al. 1989), and apparent decline in
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habitat capability resulting in the actual or potential listing of species such as the northern spotted owl Strix
occidentalis caurina , the marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), and many stocks of salmon as threat-
ened or endangered (Johnson et al. 1991, Nehlson et al. 1991, and Thomas et al. 1990).

The use of natural variability as a reference point in ecosystem management is not an attempt to turn managed
landscapes into wilderness areas or return them to any single pre-existing condition. Rather, the intent is to meet
ecological objectives by bringing the range of existing conditions in a landscape within the natural range. Return-
ing major portions of the Pacific Northwest landscape to the state existing before European settlement has been
proposed, but has been criticized as unworkable on several points. First, critics say, too much has changed,
including invasion of exotic species and construction of roads and other engineered structures. Second, selecting
conditions at any particular date as the reference may be biologically arbitrary, because ecosystems have
changed dramatically on a broad range of time scales. Third, elements of society seeking maximum emphasis on
commodity production contend that the wilderness state is socially arbitrary and even irresponsible, given a
growing human population and its demands for resources. Ecosystem management must balance these perspec-
tives against ecological objectives best achieved by maintaining an ecosystem in its natural range of variability.

We propose that an understanding of natural variability provides the basis for designing management prescrip-
tions as well as the reference points for evaluating ecosystem management. The use of natural variability in
ecosystem management is part of an effort to find a new management paradigm to replace intensive plantation
forestry on Federal lands (i.e., to shift from an old to a new forestry; see Shepard 1993). The success of intensive
plantation forestry has been evaluated by measuring rates of production of wood fiber, but an analogous measure
has not yet been established for ecosystem management. Measures of successful ecosystem management
might include maintaining viable populations of native species and desirable levels of productivity and nutrient
export. These measures may have limited usefulness, however, because of natural and management-induced
variability in ecosystems and our limited ability to predict ecosystem behavior. Also, attempts to identify thresholds
in the ecosystem (such as minimum viable population size) probably will not produce workable measures of the
success of ecosystem management. Instead, we propose that natural variability be used as part of a broad
strategy incorporating ecological principles into all aspects of management.

In this paper, we discuss approaches to characterizing natural variability and the rationale for using that informa-
tion in ecosystem management. We also address three issues that affect the use of information on natural
variability as a basis for ecosystem management: (1) our limited abilities to interpret past ecosystem variability;
(2) the degree to which present and future environmental conditions (e.g., climate, exotic species, and engi-
neered structures) may fall outside the range of historical natural variability and the effects of this deviation from
natural variability; and (3) the extent to which the range of natural variability differs from ecosystem conditions
desired by society. Finally, we briefly comment on two examples of ecosystem management based on information
about the range of natural variability. This discussion focuses primarily on wildfire disturbance in uplands because
of the importance of fire in producing the forest vegetation mosaic in the Pacific Northwest, and the large body of
literature on fire history and patterns. Other processes (e.g., geomorphic, biotic, and wind) and other parts of
landscapes (i.e., stream and riparian networks) also deserve attention.

Significance of Natural Variability

The combination of traditional ecological research and the recent emergence of conservation biology and land-
scape ecology provides significant scientific background for the use of natural variability in designing ecosystem
management. A long history of ecological studies of species-disturbance relations reveals many examples of the
close dependence of species on disturbances. Notable examples in Pacific Northwest forest landscapes include:
(1) the strong association of the northern spotted owl with old-growth forest habitat produced by successive
episodes of disturbances such as wildfire and windthrow (Forsman 1980, Forsman et al. 1984); 2) the effects of
disturbances such as dam construction or landslides on endangered salmon populations (Craig 1987); and (3)
the effect of disturbance on individual life-history stages (e.qg., fire needed for seed germination) (Noble and
Slatyer 1980). These and other findings indicate the tight coupling of species with environmental variability.

Research in conservation biology has identified the need to incorporate information on natural variability into land
management, but managers are just now getting around to doing it. Early conservation biology research focused
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on observing the life history of single species and developing empirical population dynamics models to predict
future population change (Soule and Wilcox 1980). Population dynamics models of the spotted owl (described in
Murphy and Noon 1992) and salmon (Trotter et al. 1992), for example, have attempted to answer the question,
“What is the minimum effective population size required to maintain that population?” Researchers recognize that
endangered populations may respond to two major sources of threat: (1) systematic human pressures such as
forest harvest, alteration of streamflow regimes, and interruption of fish passage by dam construction, and (2)
natural variability produced by stochastic phenomena in the environment (Salwasser 1986, Shaffer 1981, Soule
1983). Initially, three types of stochastic phenomena of natural and management origin were recognized: loss of
genetic diversity; demographic stochasticity; and environmental variability, both temporal and spatial (Murphy and
Noon 1992, Salwasser 1986). Early population dynamics models for endangered owls focused on genetic diver-
sity and demographic stochasticity but ignored disturbance and other spatial phenomena, such as habitat frag-
mentation (see Salwasser 1986). Subsequent modeling of spotted owls has attempted to incorporate the effects
of habitat fragmentation from logging on life history and dispersal (Lamberson et al. 1992, Murphy and Noon
1992). No analogous spatial analytic models have been developed for salmon. Characterization of the range of
natural variability in Pacific Northwest forest ecosystems would be a major contribution to efforts to incorporate
the effects of natural environmental variability and disturbance regimes into population dynamics models for owls,
fish, and other species (Glenn and Collins 1993).

Concurrent progress has been made in landscape ecology research, which emphasizes the characterization of
spatial and temporal aspects of environmental uncertainty and disturbance regimes. For example, Swanson and
others (1988) describe how landforms affect both the long-term features of a landscape, such as distributions of
plant associations or stream channel characteristics, and the spatial patterns of transient processes such as fire
and landslides. Analysis and modeling of disturbance patterns have revealed important differences between
natural and managed systems and the difficulty of “managing” a natural system (e.g., Baker 1992). Geographic
information system technology and mapping from remotely sensed data can facilitate the characterization of
natural variability, both the spatial distribution and location of vegetation classes and stream types, and the
frequency, spatial arrangement, and severity of fire patches, landslides, insect outbreaks, and other episodic
processes.

In summary, recent developments in science have provided the rationale for using natural variability information in
ecosystem management strategies, and also provided the technology to characterize natural variability in real
landscapes. More research and applied work are needed to give deterministic and quantitative form to those
strategies.

Approaches to Characterizing Natural Ecosystem Variability

Two approaches can be taken to characterize the natural variability of ecosystems. Both approaches are based
on the assumption that landscapes are composed of definable patches of distinct “states” (Brooks and Grant
1992a, 1992b) and that patches move from one state to another as a result of vegetation succession and/or
discrete disturbance processes. The first approach to characterizing natural variability builds on the concept of
“natural states” of patches by emphasizing the measurement of the spatial extent of a set of patches belonging to
a particular class (such as seral stages of vegetation or streambank stability classes). This approach can also
include description of patches in terms of their size and shape distributions. The second approach builds on the
concept of “disturbance regimes,” defined in terms of the patch size distribution, frequency, and severity of a
sequence of disturbance events (such as fire, insect outbreaks, or landslides). Disturbances cause patches to
move from one state to another and may rearrange boundaries between patches. A focus on disturbance events
and disturbance regimes emphasizes processes of ecosystem change rather than system states.

Characterizing Natural States

Characterizing natural variability based on some range of natural states was developed by the Sustaining Ecologi-
cal Systems approach in the Northern Rockies (USDA Forest Service 1992) and has been applied in National
Forests of the Blue Mountain in eastern Oregon (Caraher et al. 1992), eastern Washington (Shlisky 1993), and
western Montana (O’Hara et al. 1993 and Hann et al. 1993b). This approach involves characterizing the range of
natural states for a period, such as the mid-1800s to the mid-1900s, as a simple range displaying maximum and
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minimum values (fig. 1A). This characterization could be expanded to a probability distribution, that is, the prob-
ability of observing a particular state in a random sample of the landscape over an extended period (fig. 1B). The
probability distribution provides more information than the simple range but may be more difficult to compile. An
illustration of the range of natural states permits comparison of present or proposed conditions to the range of
natural variability.

Natural conditions
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Figure 1-Example display of range (A) and distribution (B) of ecosystem conditions. (A) Range of condi-
tions for natural and current conditions are adapted from Silvies River area In Caraher and others (1992,
p. 22); (B) Shows hypothetical distribution of ecosystem conditions of late seral, park-like stands for the
same area.

The range of natural conditions is interpreted from study of ecosystem history. A quick method for using this
approach is to compile expert opinion (Caraher et al. 1992). Wildfire disturbance regimes can be quantitatively
characterized by projecting backwards in time based on the timing and arrangement of fires which apparently
produced the distribution of forest age classes in a landscape, both before and since fire suppression. Detailed
reconstructions of history based on tree-ring analysis provide a fuller understanding of the actual age and extent
of seral classes in a landscape. Detailed reconstructions are essential to determine the frequency of low- and
moderate-severity disturbances which are important in maintaining certain stand conditions.

Characterizing Disturbance Regimes

The disturbance regime of a particular process may be described by the size of patches created, frequency,
severity (e.g., percentage of live canopy cover retained), and other descriptors (White and Pickett 1985). A
pictorial representation of these three variables (fig. 2) facilitates comparison among natural disturbance regimes
and various management systems, which also can be considered as disturbance regimes. In figure 2, we depict a
system of dispersed 40-acre clearcuts with a narrow range of disturbance characteristics that falls outside the
range of the natural disturbance regime. Although such actions create vegetation patches whose size and fre-
guency may fall within the wide, natural range of conditions maintained by wildfire, some natural successional
states are not maintained. For example, the combined effects of dispersed, 40-acre clearcuts on a rotation of less
than 100 years eliminates late-seral forest conditions.
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Furthermore, clearcuts remove standing dead trees that provide many ecological functions, so the severity of
clearcut disturbance exceeds the severity of wildfire disturbance.

Frequency

1

7

Severity

Size
distribution

Figure 2--Hypothetical representation of a natural disturbance regime with the large, irregular “cloud”
showing a probability distribution of wildfire events interpreted from dendrochronologic observations.
Box 1represents a management system of dispersed clearcuts with broadcast burning. Box 2 represents
the disturbance regime resulting from interaction of the design of the managed landscape (Box 1) and
natural disturbance processes that could not be suppressed (e.g., windthrow at stand edges), accidents
during management activities (e.g., escaped slash fires), and other factors. The black area represents a
possible range of conditions under a form of ecosystem management.

Applying the disturbance regime approach is complicated by the fact that natural disturbance processes continue
in a managed landscape, albeit in a modified form, and that those natural disturbances commonly interact with
landscape and stand structures modified by management actions (Franklin and Forman 1987). The desired
disturbance regime, incorporating both natural and management processes, may appear something like the dark
area of figure 2--within the range of natural variability but not fully occupying it, for reasons discussed below in the
section entitled “Natural Variability and Desired Conditions.” Future landscape structures are likely to be some
difficult-to-predict hybrid created by the interaction of management actions and natural disturbance processes.

The range of natural disturbance regimes can be interpreted from field study of disturbance processes. Field
methods for characterizing disturbance regimes have dealt mainly with wildfire and have been based primarily on
dendrochronological and paleoecological methods, especially pollen analysis. Dendrochronologic and archival
data have been used to produce historical maps of the extent of specific fires and to compute fire occurrence
statistics. Fire disturbance regimes may be interpreted from mapped patterns of past fires or from sample plot
data stratified by topographic position (especially aspect) or vegetation type (Agee et al. 1990, Morrison and
Swanson 1990, Barrett and Arno 1991). Landslide disturbance regimes may be interpreted similarly from quanti-
tative landslide hazard maps. For the most part, these approaches have been used to map and interpret histories
of specific events. It is more useful for ecosystem management to synthesize this information in maps of distur-
bance regimes, using mapping units of disturbance frequency and severity (Hann et al. 1993a).

Comparison of Natural States with Disturbance-Regime Approaches
Each of the approaches discussed above has particular benefits and disadvantages. Many people are comfort-
able thinking in terms of natural conditions (“states”), such as vegetation classes or habitat types, and find it

difficult to think in terms of disturbance regimes. Much of the modeling of ecosystem change has emphasized
successional stages or classes and has treated disturbance in a simple, cursory fashion. Desired conditions
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defined in USDA Forest Service planning documents are typically described by the extent of conditions expressed
as types of habitat or system outputs. The range of natural states can be described for many different types and
properties of ecosystems and can be mapped in a spatially explicit fashion; thus, natural conditions have been
widely used to characterize natural variability.

On the other hand, a disturbance-regime perspective, with its focus on processes, offers valuable insights for
understanding ecosystem dynamics and this information can be used to design ecosystem management.
Disturbance-regime information for a site can be used to design silvicultural treatments that may affect the
ecosystem in a fashion similar to the natural disturbance regime. Dendrochronologic and paleoecological analysis
to reconstruct disturbance history typically produces a longer record than can be obtained from using current age
classes to characterize the natural range of states. A good characterization of disturbance regime requires
examination of as long a record as possible from as large an area as possible, and thus a disturbance regime
approach may be based on better information than an approach based on present distribution of forest age
classes. Ideally, a combination of assessments of the range of historical natural conditions and disturbance
regime would be most useful because the two approaches provide complementary results.

Issues in Using Natural Variability as a Basis for Ecosystem Management

Technical and social issues arise in attempts to use concepts of natural variability as a basis for designing
ecosystem management. These issues include (1) the limits of our abilities to interpret past ecosystem variability;
(2) the interaction of management with natural variability, including possible effects of climate change, invasion of
exotic species, and the presence of engineered structures; and (3) the relation between natural variability and
society’s view of desired conditions for ecosystems. The following discussion addresses each of these issues.

Limits to Interpreting Historical Ecosystem Variability

Interpretations of historical ecosystem variability are limited by (1) temporal and spatial factors including the
length of the historical record in relation to fire frequency, (2) the length, type, and magnitude of influence by both
native and European humans, and (3) the frequency and severity of disturbance processes. The following discus-
sion of these limiting factors focuses on fire, because it is generally a dominant and relatively well documented
disturbance profess in many forest ecosystems of the region. The optimal conditions for interpreting natural
disturbance regime are a long, pre-European settlement record with a high-frequency, low-severity disturbance
regime, which permits sampling numerous events per site with dendrochronologic methods. Unfavorable condi-
tions are a short record dominated by the European-influence period or sites with potentially long records, but
with a dominantly catastrophic (such as stand-replacement fire) regime, which results in few disturbances re-
corded per site.

Where topography can be used as a proxy for fire pattern, landforms can be used to map the long-term wildfire
disturbance regime. Large-scale landforms do not change significantly on the time scale of interest (Holocene)
and do exert a persistent influence on vegetation, fuel, microclimate, and wind patterns that, in turn, influence fire
behavior and frequency. Therefore, analysis of the disturbance regime of an area should include testing the
strength of topographic and associated factors (e.g., soil and microclimate) on disturbance patterns and examin-
ing the potential for mapping disturbance regimes based on topographic features. The strength of association
between topographic features and disturbance regimes is expected to vary with topographic complexity. In the
low relief landscape of northern Michigan, for example, Frelich and Lorimer (1991) observed no significant
geographic variation in disturbance regime, but Barrett and Arno (1991) found a strong influence of topography on
disturbance regime in a steep, mountainous area of the northern Rockies. Where topography has a strong
influence on fire patterns, it is possible to extend the interpretation of the wildfire regime well beyond the period of
dendrochronologic records.

Paleoecological techniques can also be used to extend the length of record for disturbance regime characteriza-
tions. Examination of pollen records of vegetation change (e.qg., ratios of early to late seral dominant species) and
charcoal horizons can indicate the frequency of fire for a sampling point (lake or bog) for many thousands of
years (Clark 1988); however, these point-in-space records are severely limited for making interpretations~of the
areal extent, severity, and proximity of fire events.
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Interpretation of fire history is hindered by spatial limits in areas of very large disturbances. Individual fires in the
Pacific Northwest, for example, have exceeded 100,000 acres (Morris 1934), and there are many logistical
problems in sampling such large areas. In addition, an area for sampling big events may extend over varied
environments and disturbance regimes, so the analysis area may need to be geographically subdivided to
accurately characterize the disturbance regimes.

In many areas of fire and wind disturbance, it is difficult to reconstruct the severity of past events which is critical
information in designing ecosystem management. Density of trees surviving a disturbance is difficult to sample
for events predating the most recent disturbances. Attempts to map severity of recent events have been limited to
mapping burned areas by classes of severity interpreted from aerial photographs (e.g., Morrison and Swanson
1990), distinguishing regeneration (sites with tree origin dates only) from scarring events (Morrison and Swanson
1990, Teensma 1987), and examining distributions of tree age classes within a single study site (Frelich and
Lorimer 1991). A knowledge of mortality characteristics by species, age class, and forest type is needed as a
reference point to design silvicultural prescriptions that fall within the range of desired natural variability. For
example, Morrison and Swanson (1990) point out that, if all recorded fires in a central Cascade Range study area
had been stand-replacement fires, very little old-growth habitat would have existed over the past 500 years. The
observed frequency of fires of low to moderate severity, however, suggest that such fires may have sustained
extensive areas of old growth through multiple disturbances and through many centuries, and possibly through
millennia.

An important question in defining natural ecosystem variability is how to treat burning practices by Native Ameri-
cans. In many areas, intentional and unintentional burning by Native Americans probably occurred over a suffi-
ciently long period (perhaps thousands of years) that effects were thoroughly incorporated in the ecosystem.
Since European settlement, fire regimes have been altered to longer frequencies and sometimes greater magni-
tude, and are commonly accompanied by grazing, logging, or other practices that in some areas have caused the
system to deviate markedly from pre-European settlement conditions. Furthermore, the period of Native Ameri-
can influence may have extended over much of the Holocene, so there may be no period when the existing
complement of dominant species existed in the area without Native Americans present.

In summary, characterizations of natural variability have limited accuracy and completeness. Nevertheless,
experience shows that reliable records of history of the natural systems can be developed and applied in a
manner that is useful and even essential for ecosystem management.

Interaction of Management with Natural Variability

A disturbance regime that mimics the range of natural variability may interact with present and future environmen-
tal conditions to trigger ecosystem responses far outside the range of natural conditions. These changes may
arise from the effects of exotic species, engineered structures, or climate change.

Roads are the most salient example of engineered structures in forested landscapes of the Pacific Northwest.
Dams, armored streambanks, and other engineering works are dominant modifiers of river networks. Roads
serve as conduits for dispersal of exotic species that can affect native plant communities through disease, insect
attack, competition, and other processes. Roads also may function as sediment sources, extensions of the
stream network that may affect peak flow generation, and sites for initiation of landslides that propagate down-
stream through drainage networks.

The sharp edges created by clearcutting against mature or older forest are an exotic, biotic structure in inten-
sively managed landscapes. Wildfire and windthrow commonly create edges in natural landscapes, but these
edges are more buffered by effects of residual green trees and abundant standing dead trees than are clearcut
edges. Clearcut edges are particularly vulnerable to windthrow and other processes that operate preferentially at
stand edges (Franklin and Forman 1987). Edges may increase the likelihood and extent of windthrow, perhaps
even in areas where this process was relatively uncommon under natural conditions.

Exotic species have invaded most human-occupied landscapes in the world as a result of land use and use of

transportation systems. Consequently, even if a former disturbance regime is repeated in the future, the presence
of exotic species may alter the progression of landscape patches from one state to another and may produce
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dramatic, unexpected changes in the structure and composition of natural communities (Hobbs and Huenneke
1992).

Disturbance regimes are not static. Records of past variation in natural ecosystem conditions and disturbance
regimes, for example, have been interpreted to be the results of climate change (Clark 1988, Brubaker 1991).
Dramatic changes in plant and animal community compaosition, geographic distributions of species, and distur-
bance regimes (Clark 1988) can be expected as a result of climate changes in the range of variation experienced
in the past millennium, or of the magnitude postulated in response to increased greenhouse gases in the atmo-
sphere. Biological response to disturbance and successional development may be greatly altered by climate
change. Therefore, climate change may greatly modify the implications of using knowledge of the range of natural
states and disturbance regimes to design tomorrow’s ecosystems.

These difficult issues of exotic species, engineered structures, and climate change do not negate, however, the
importance of natural variability in designing systems for ecosystem management. Economic and ecological
tradeoffs of engineered structures are being debated in many arenas, in part based on reference to the distribu-
tion of natural conditions, such as effects of dams on natural streamflow regimes and dependent biota. Exotic
species are a growing concern in many ecosystems, regardless of management objectives and land use prac-
tices. Reference to natural variability and conditions may provide insights for developing new strategies to deal
with exotic species. Reference to ecosystem response to past climate change is being used to interpret possible
responses to projected climate change. We propose that an ecosystem managed for diversity, based on an
understanding of natural variability is less likely to react catastrophically to dramatic climate change than is a
simplified ecosystem. This hypothesis should be explored through field and modeling studies.

Natural Variability and Desired Conditions

The range of natural variability of ecosystems and landscapes is likely to differ in some important respects from
the conditions desired by society for many lands, perhaps even wilderness. In virtually all landscapes, a balance
will be struck between natural processes and societal demands, reflected in part in the land use designation.

Acceptable management activities may deviate from natural variability where unchecked natural disturbances
would create conditions undesirable to society. For example, very widespread disturbance events, such as
wildfire covering more than 100,000 acres, have undesirable short-term effects on wildlife habitat, watershed
conditions, and recreational values. Therefore, landscapes under ecosystem management may fall in the shaded
area of figure 2, not occupying the full range of the natural disturbance regime for numerous reasons. Important
guestions remain, however, concerning how such effects of dampening of the disturbance regime might affect
ecology and evolutionary biology in both terrestrial and aquatic systems.

One compromise between ecological and social considerations is to treat various functions of a given process
differently. Fire, for example, may be necessary to sustain species at individual sites through its effects on regen-
eration, while also historically having shaped landscape patterns. In managed landscapes, fire may be used to
play the former role, but management activities may replace fire as a determinant of landscape patterns.

Lands with a mix of ownerships and management objectives create added difficulty in balancing societal de-
mands and maintenance of ecological processes. Uncoordinated activities between ownerships create great
difficulty in managing landscapes. One owner may undertake management activities in less appropriate areas to
compensate for actions by another owner. In the future, the benefits of cooperation rather than regulation may
induce multi-ownership ecosystem management (Daniels et al. 1993, Lippke and Oliver 1993).

Ecosystem management, based on natural variability, is consistent with productive uses of the Pacific Northwest
landscape, such as timber harvest and fishing, although near-term costs may increase. The socially acceptable
balance between ecological and commaodity objectives will be determined by the public. At present, the concept of
managing from an understanding of natural variability has not been a subject of public discussion; however, it
must be broadly discussed because the public and elected officials will determine the viability of this policy.
Regardless of the outcome, an appreciation of natural variability is essential to making informed decisions.
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Examples of Use of Natural Variability

The following case studies illustrate two approaches to applying natural variability to ecosystem management.
The approaches differ in their spatial scale, their focus on natural states versus disturbance regimes, and their
use of expert judgment versus quantitative or historical analyses. Coarse-scale assessment, such as the Blue
Mountain Assessment case study, can be used for planning, for prioritizing areas for management activities, and
for developing broad-scale conservation and watershed management strategies. Fine-scale analysis, exemplified
by the Augusta Project case study, is more useful for site-specific prescriptions. Together they provide comple-
mentary approaches to using information on natural variability for ecosystem management.

Blue Mountain Assessment

The Blue Mountain Assessment (Caraher et al. 1992) provides an example of a broad-scale assessment of the
range of natural conditions or states. Individual analysis areas cover drainage basins of many hundreds of square
miles each. This assessment provides a basis for future management of forests in eastern Oregon and Washing-
ton. Extensive areas of trees in these forests are either dead or dying, apparently as a result of drought, insects,
pathogens, and past management.

Natural conditions considered in the analysis include early and late seral stages of selected forest types, extent of
pine types of low vigor (hence high susceptibility to insect damage), fuel loads, and stream and riparian condi-
tions. The ranges of natural states and present condition of each of these variables are estimated based on
“professional judgment and local knowledge” (Caraher et al. 1992, p.4). Results are reported as a simple range
and median of natural conditions (fig. 1A). The present condition of many ecosystem variables is outside the
range of natural variability. This information is used as a basis for proposing restoration practices in forest and
river ecosystems by illustrating which ecosystem components are most removed from the range of natural
conditions. High priority restoration efforts target these ecosystem components, especially those which are most
critical in terms of societal objectives.

This “extensive” analysis approach is most useful for assessing large areas quickly within a common framework.
Such a brief analysis, however, relies on the expertise of a few individuals, lacks rigorous, quantitative analyses
of natural variability, and has limited depth of historical perspective.

Augusta Project, Willamette National Forest

The Augusta Project provides an example of a small-scale assessment of both the range of natural conditions
and the range of natural disturbance regimes. The project area covers 19,000 acres (about 30 square miles) in
the Willamette National Forest and has been directed by the Blue River Ranger District and Cascade Center for
Ecosystem Management. This exploratory project has emphasized ecological assessment and has had a strong
research focus. Public participation in the project is in the early stages. Land use designations for portions of the
project area include wilderness, a wild and scenic river corridor, and a limited extent of roadless area along some
ridges. The following paragraphs describe the characterization of natural variability and the use of this information
for ecosystem management for a large area of forest in the center of the project area.

Work for this project began with assessment of the wildfire history since 1400 AD, based on tree-ring counts of
fire scars and tree origin dates. Maps of fire episodes (each episode representing a single fire or multiple fires
over a period of several years) were interpreted and compiled from aerial photographs and from the distribution of
sample sites at which fires were recorded. The maps showing fire episodes were used to map the long-term fire
disturbance regime, using topographic controls to help extend the record. For example, areas with even-aged
Douglas-fir overstory and little evidence of burning in the past 500 years and located in steep-walled, north-facing
valleys, were considered to have had a long-rotation (greater than 400 years), stand-replacement natural fire
regime. Dry, south-facing slopes, that have experienced numerous fires in the past few centuries and today
exhibit a fine-scale mosaic of forest patches, were considered to have experienced frequent (less than 100-year
rotation), low- to moderate-severity fire.
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This interpretation of disturbance regime was used to devise a stand and landscape management system using
blocks of land ranging in size from fifty to hundreds of acres. Larger blocks were generally used in areas of longer
hillslopes and larger fire patches. Block boundaries generally extend from stream to stream to distribute the
effects of cutting over several watersheds. Individual cutting units may be considerably smaller than the block
size, but all the acreage within an individual block would usually be cut within a period of several decades.
Silvicultural treatments and cutting intervals vary among blocks, based in part on the interpretation of the natural
disturbance regime. For example, cutting intervals are shorter and more selective cutting may be used on areas
with natural fire regimes of frequent, low- to moderate-intensity fires. Block-cutting sequences and resulting
landscape patterns were scheduled over a 400-year period based on the proportions of the landscape desired for
each sera) class. Landscape pattern objectives are, thereby, transformed into a set of landscape block trajecto-
ries used to guide stand management objectives.

This ecosystem management system is not intended to strictly mimic the natural disturbance regime, but follows
it in important respects. The intent is to retain a distribution of vegetation seral classes (hence, wildlife habitats)
within the range of natural variability interpreted from the fire history. This design also recognizes that natural
disturbances will continue to interact with managed blocks of land. It retains stand conditions in topographic
positions in the landscape where they occurred naturally, so that they may have a higher probability of being
sustained in the face of natural disturbances.

This management system differs from the natural disturbance regime by omitting the wide temporal and spatial
fluctuations in disturbance observed in the area over the past 500 years (fig. 3). Some individual fire episodes
burned over half of the area, but management prescriptions affecting such large areas are considered to be
undesirable for maintaining watersheds and other resources.
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Figure 3--Percentage area in various stand age classes for the non-wilderness portion of the Augusta
study area (15,650 acres), Willamette National Forest, based on dendrochronologic reconstruction
of wildfire history. Note that the assumption that burned areas experienced stand replacement fires
results in underestimating older age classes and neglect of mixed-aged stands.
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Complementary Nature of Intensive and Extensive Analysis

The intensive Augusta Project and extensive Blue Mountain Assessment are complementary approaches. The
intensive approach provides information on disturbance history and reveals some limitations of information and
analytical techniques. This information can be used as a basis for designing more simplified, less data-intensive
analysis procedures suitable for larger areas. Extensive analysis of large areas also provides a context for sites
of intensive analysis. The extensive approach to characterizing and applying natural variability should be supple-
mented by a network of sites where the same concepts are tested and refined on a site-specific basis. For the
Augusta Project area, uniform prescription of stand and landscape management derived from an extensive
analysis would constitute an unnatural, probably unworkable, management system that would not meet biological
or social objectives, because it ignores the large range of geographical variability within the project area.

CONCLUSIONS--IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGEMENT

Science provides a strong biological rationale for managing ecosystems within their natural range of variability to
sustain native species and maintain ecosystem productivity. Information on the range of natural ecosystem
conditions and disturbance regimes provides essential ingredients for designing sustainable ecosystem manage-
ment. Many of today’s contentious issues in natural resource management of Federal lands arise in part from
actions causing deviation from natural ecological conditions.

Natural variability can be characterized using two complementary approaches: one focusing on the range of
ecosystem states and the other concerning the disturbance regime. The analysis can be extensive, quickly
assessing a large area based on judgments of experts, or intensive, requiring quantitative evaluations with
historical reconstructions of past disturbances. Information on natural variability can be applied in planning,
assessment for restoration practices, and design of regional-, landscape-, and stand-level ecosystem manage-
ment practices.

The long-term effectiveness of this approach to sustainable ecosystem management can be tested only over
many decades of research and adaptive management. Although this discussion has focused on fire disturbance
in upland areas, more work is needed to characterize natural variability for managing stream and riparian net-
works. These latter areas experience geomorphic disturbances characteristic of stream systems as well as forest
disturbances, such as fire and windthrow. For example, roads and clearcuts substantially increase the frequency
of debris slides and debris flows over only 1 percent or so of upslope areas, but these processes may affect a
substantial fraction of the length of first- through third-order stream channels and associated riparian zones
(Benda and Dunne 1987, Swanson and Dyrness 1975, Swanson and Lienkaemper 1978). Stream-riparian
networks commonly experience more extensive disturbance (under natural conditions) than adjacent upland
areas in steep landscapes prone to mass movement. In some landscapes, management may be accentuating
this contrast.

Reference to natural ecosystem conditions does not provide specific, quantitative direction for ecosystem man-
agement. Rather, this approach makes management planning and decisions more challenging because the
range of management decisions is much broader than a few years ago when management issues focused on the
guestion of preservation versus intensive plantation forestry. Ecosystem management in the context of the range
of natural variability and disturbance regimes requires balancing social and ecological values. The use of natural
variability defines a range within which a compromise between social and ecological values will have to be struck.

The public has a critical role in formulating ecosystem management. Public participation is important if concepts
of natural variability are to be used in developing and implementing ecosystem management, but currently there
is no forum for public participation. The natural variability of ecosystems and the inevitability and roles of distur-
bances are important concepts that all participants must understand, if they are to contribute to management
decisions.
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Design and Use of Ecological Mapping Units
R.G. Bailey, M.E. Jensen, D.T. Cleland, and P.S. Bourgeron

ABSTRACT

This paper presents an overview of the theory, design, and use of ecological mapping units. Such mapping units
delineate similar biophysical environments for land evaluation and planning and may be defined at various
hierarchical scales depending on management needs. The criteria commonly used in ecological map unit design
(e.g., climate, landform, geology, potential plant communities) do not change substantially after management
activities. Consequently, these criteria provide a template on which data concerning the existing condition of the
land (e.g., vegetation stand maps, wildlife surveys) may be overlaid to improve assessments of ecosystem health.
Ecological units provide a consistent basis for predicting what the land could be; other resource maps describe its
current status. Characterizations of historical variablity, predictions of plant succession pathways, descriptions of
natural disturbance regimes, and estimates of potential productivity are commonly stratified by ecological unit
types. Accordingly, ecological units are critical to all planning and analysis efforts for ecosystem management.

INTRODUCTION

Ecosystem management includes the use of renewable resources (e.g., wood, forage) in a sustainable manner.
Accordingly, land use planning requires prediction of ecosystem response after different kinds and intensities of
management practices. One of the first tasks of ecosystem management should be to delineate and describe
land units that behave in a similar manner given their potential ecosystem composition, structure, and function
(Jensen et al. 1991). Such delineations represent ecosystems with similar response potential and resource
production capabilities and are called “ecological units” by the USDA Forest Service (USDA Forest Service 1990).
These delineations are similar to land units (Zonneveld 1979), biogeoclimatic ecosystems (Meidinger and Pojar
1991), and land systems (Christian and Stewart 1968, Wertz and Arnold 1972), in that they represent tracts of
land that are ecologically homogeneous at a given scale of analysis.

Assessments of ecosystem health and condition commonly require use of two types of maps: maps that delineate
areas with similar potential for management based on more permanent landscape components, such as climate,
soils, geology, and landform (i.e., ecological units), and maps that delineate the existing status of landscape
components that are readily influenced by management practices or display high temporal variability (e.g.,
existing vegetation).

Both types of maps are required if the health of a given ecosystem is to be assessed in land use planning.
Ecological unit maps commonly are used to describe how the landscape could look or function under natural
processes as well as under different management scenarios. The second type of map describes how the land-
scape currently looks. Overlaying these two types of maps helps describe landscape health; that is, what is the
landscape currently like contrasted against what it could (or should) be, given management objectives?

This paper describes some of the basic theoretical and design considerations relevant to ecological map unit
construction. It also presents examples of how such maps are used in ecosystem management.

Spatial Hierarchies

Ecosystems are three-dimensional segments of the earth where life and environment interact (Rowe 1980). They
may be defined at any scale and can be conceptualized as occurring in a nested, geographic arrangement, with
smaller ecosystems contained within larger ones (Allen and Starr 1982, O’Neill et al. 1986). The hierarchy of
these systems is organized in descending orders of scale by various driving variables (e.g., climate, landform)
that influence biological function. Patterns and processes at any given scale operate within the context of higher
scales of a spatial hierarchy. For example, coarser scale influences such as regional climatic regimes affect
embedded ecosystems such as riparian habitats. Additionally, properties of smaller ecosystems emerge in the
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context of the surrounding, larger system (e.g., plant community pattern is commonly recognized within broad
landscape stratifications).

The linkages that exist among different ecosystems must be described to address planning issues that transcend
National Forest and Regional boundaries (e.g., air pollution, anadromous fisheries, biodiversity). National Forests
must be considered in the context of “global” ecology and economy, if ecosystem management is to succeed.
Accordingly, descriptions of how geographically related ecosystems are linked to form larger systems are re-
quired. Biophysical ecosystem delineations (i.e., ecological units) used to indicate similar potential for land
management planning must be defined at different hierarchical levels.

Scales and Boundary Criteria

Schemes for recognizing different scales of ecological units have been proposed and implemented in many
countries (e.g., Meidinger and Pojar 1991, Wertz and Arnold 1972, Zonneveld 1979). The system proposed by
Miller (1978) recognizes ecosystem linkages at three scales of perception and is useful in illustrating the nature of
most systems. At the smallest scale (microscale), ecosystems are homogeneous sites commonly recognized by
foresters and range scientists. Such sites can be delineated at scales ranging from 1:10K to 1:80K. At the meso-
scale, linked sites create a landscape mosaic that looks like a patchwork commonly mapped at a scale of 1:25K
to 1:1 M. At macroscales, mosaics are connected to form larger systems, which are called ecoregions. The
mapping scale of ecoregions is commonly 1:3M.

A fundamental question facing all ecological land mappers is, how are the boundaries of different size systems
determined? To screen the effects of disturbance or succession, such boundaries should be based on semiper-
manent landscape components important in differentiating ecosystems at various scales (e.g., landform). This
basis allows recognition of an ecological unit regardless of present land use or existing vegetation. To show
linkages between systems, and establish a hierarchy, boundaries should ideally be based on attributes common
to all scales.

Controlling Factors and Scale

The logic and criteria for establishing ecosystem boundaries of different sizes have been presented by Bailey
(1983, 1985, 1987, 1988b), following concepts advanced by Rowe (1980), Miller (1978), Crowley (1967),
Isachenko (1973), Leser (1976) and Forman and Godron (1986). The following discussion is a brief summary of
ideas developed by those authors.

The operation of ecosystems is controlled primarily by climatic regime (i.e., diurnal and seasonal fluxes of energy
and moisture). Climate regime, in turn, is modified by the structural characteristics of an ecosystem (i.e., its land
surface form). Consequently, ecosystems at all scales respond to climatic factors which may be modified by
different ecosystem features at different scales. For example, latitude, continentality and elevation exert primary
control on regional climate; however, landform, topography, and vegetation modify regional climatic factors to
produce local climatic conditions. An understanding of how various environmental factors influence climate across
different scales is required before optimum boundary criteria can be derived for ecological unit maps.

Macroscale Maps: Ecoregions

At the macroscale, ecosystem patterns are controlled primarily by latitude (irregular solar energy), distance from
the sea (continentality or oceanic influences), or elevation. Macroclimatic units (i.e., the climate that lies just
beyond the local modifying irregularities of landform and vegetation) are delineated at this level and are similar to
the broad climatic region maps of Koppen (1931), Troll (1964) or Walter et al. (1975). Such maps outline
eco-climatic zones with repeatable patterns of major ecosystem types. These maps are important sources of
information to climatologists and can be used to help determine ecosystem boundaries at the regional scale.

Each ecoclimatic zone is clearly defined by a particular type of climatic regime and (with few exceptions) corre-

sponds to zonal soil types and climatic climax vegetation. These zones are also indicative of those major ecosys-
tems that biogeographers have traditionally recognized as biomes (Whittaker 1975). Therefore, two series of
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ecoclimatic units are recognized in mapping: lowlands and highlands. Highlands are considered to be azonal
members of the lowland zone in which they occur. Highland settings differ climatically from the zone from which
they rise and must be considered separately in most mapping efforts.

Direct mapping of ecoclimatic units is difficult because meteorological stations are sparsely distributed in many
areas and data are unavailable. Consequently, biological indication (Kuchler and Zonneveld 1988) is commonly
employed to predict climatic boundaries in broad-scale ecological unit mapping. For example, the composition
and distribution of vegetation was used by Koppen (1931) in his search for important climatic boundaries, and
vegetation is a major criterion in the ecosystem region maps of Bailey (1980, 1983, 1989) and Walter and Box
(1976).

Climatic differences useful in recognizing ecological units at the macroscale are indicated by vegetation in several
ways (Damman 1979): (1) changes in forest stand structure, dominant life forms, and topography of organic
deposits; (2) changes in dominant species and in the toposequence of plant communities; and (3) displacement
of plant communities, changes in the chronosequence of a habitat, and minor changes in the species composi-
tion of comparable plant communities. Kuchler (1974) and Van der Maarel (1976) provide other examples of
climatic biological indication.

Mesoscale Maps: Landscape Mosaics
Macroclimate accounts for the largest share of systematic environmental variation at the macroscale or regional
level. At the mesoscale level, however, broad ecoclimatic zones are modified primarily by geology and topo-

graphic (landform) features (fig. 1). For example, solar energy will be received and processed differently by a field
of sand dunes, lacustrine plains, or upland hummocky moraines.
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Figure 1~-An example of ecosystem maps at different scales.

Landforms (with their geologic substrate, surface shape, and relief) influence the variability of ecological factors
such as water availability and exposure to radiant solar energy. Through varied height and slope of the ground
surface, landforms interact with climate and directly influence hydrologic and soil-forming processes. Conse-
guently, the primary correlate of vegetation and soil patterns at the mesoscale is landform because it controls the
intensities of key factors important to plants and to the soils that develop within them (Hack and Goodlet 1960,
Swanson et al. 1988).
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Landforms may be described at various scales of mapping and are central to several approaches to classifying
forest land (e.g., Barnes et al. 1982). On a continental level (within the same macroclimate), broad-scale land-
form patterns commonly exist that modify zonal climatic units. The landform classification of Hammond (1954),
who classified land surface forms by existing surface geometry, is useful in determining the boundaries of land-
forms for regional climatic modification.

According to its physiographic nature, a landform unit may be visualized as being constructed of different ecosys-
tem types. For example, a delta has ecosystem types that differ from those found on a moraine landscape next to
it. Within a landscape, such ecosystem types are arranged in specific patterns that commonly follow a
toposequence of site types (Major 1951).

Microscale Maps: Sites

The identification of ecological units at coarser scales is facilitated primarily by macroclimate, geology, and
broad-scale landform patterns; however, at the microscale, such delineations follow differences in microclimate
as influenced by topographic position and soil factors. Within a landform, differences in slope and aspect com-
monly exist which act to modify the macroclimatic regime. Accordingly, the following topoclimate classes may be
identified on most landforms (Thomthwaite 1954): normal, hotter than normal, and colder than normal. Ecological
units derived from these classes are referred to as site classes by Hills (1952).

Site classes may be further modified by identification of soil moisture regimes which influence plant community
distribution (e.g., very dry, dry, moist and wet sites). Deviations from the normal topoclimate and soil moisture
regime occur in various combinations within a region and are called azonal and intrazonal site types by Hills
(1952).

In Hills’ scheme, zonal site types are microscale units that reflect the normal topoclimate and soil moisture regime
for a given area. Azonal site types are zonal in a neighboring zone, but are confined to an extrazonal environment
in a given zone. They are hotter, colder, wetter, or drier than the reference zonal site. Intrazonal site types occur in
exceptional situations within a zone and commonly reflect environments with extreme soil types that support
different climax vegetation associations than the theoretical climatic climax association for a region (Drury and
Nisbet 1973).

Construction and Validation of Mapping Units

Ecological mapping units may be developed through a combination of individual ecosystem component maps, or
through simultaneous synthesis of a combination of components (Bailey 1988a). The former approach is com-
monly used when separate functional inventories exist for an area (e.g., soil map, potential vegetation map,
geology map) and an integration of these ecosystem component themes is desired. Geographic information
systems software commonly is used to generate ecological unit maps when the integrity of individual resource
maps need to be maintained for specific interpretation needs. Synthesis of individual map themes through a
geographic information system is commonly done in the development of detailed (large scale) ecological unit
maps. Limitations associated with this approach are described by Zonneveld (1989) as follows: the land unit (i.e.,
ecological unit) as a system is not a mere compilation of independent components; and the boundaries of sepa-
rately surveyed land attribute mapping units rarely coincide because of orientation errors, classification errors,
real classification differences, and no correlation among the land attributes.

Development of ecological units by simultaneous synthesis of ecosystem components minimizes the boundary
problem by avoiding the first three problems listed above. The fourth problem (no correlation among land at-
tributes) can be detected during a survey. Map unit design is then adjusted to coincide with the landscape at-
tributes that best define the status of an ecological unit for mapping purposes. The primary advantages of the
simultaneous integration approach are that the ecological units delineated reflect observable ecosystems on the
ground; communication is improved among the different disciplines involved in map unit design (commonly a soil
scientist, geologist and plant ecologist work together in this effort); and the unit costs associated with map
development are far less than those associated with generating and combining individual resource maps.
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Simultaneous integration is used most commonly in the development of broad-level (small-scale), ecological unit
maps. An interdisciplinary team approach to map unit design should always be used when this method is se-
lected.

Different levels of classification may be used to describe ecosystem components of the landscape. Broad-level
classifications should be used to describe ecosystem component composition of coarse-scale ecological units
(table 1), because if detailed classifications are used in coarse-scale mapping, too many taxa need to be de-
scribed, which greatly complicates both the design and analysis of mapping units. The level of classification used
to describe composition of an ecological unit is a direct function of the types of interpretations that need to be
made. Finer levels of classifications (which are used to describe detailed ecological map unit delineations) allow
for more detailed interpretations; however, costs associated with more detailed mapping are exponentially higher.
For this reason, coarser-scale mapping units (and classifications) may be required for certain analysis efforts
because of budget or time constraints. Coarse-scale units are also required for certain types of planning that
cover large analysis areas (e.g., Forest planning, Regional planning).

Table 1--Examples of Hierarchical Classification Systems Used In
Describing Ecological Unit Composition

Ecological
Unit Scale Soils (a) Potential Vegetation (b)
Macro Order (Mollisol) Class (forest)
Suborder (Boroll) Subclass (coniferous forest)
Formation (Temperate Mesophytic forests)
Meso Great Groups (Cryoboroll) Series (grand fir)
Subgroups (Lithic Cryoboroll)
Micro Family (clayey, Lithic Cryoboroll Plant association (grand fir/ginger)
Phase of family (eroded phase) Ecological site (sandy substrate phase)

(a) Taxa presented follow Soil Taxonomy (USDA-Soit Conservation Service 1975)
(b) Taxa presented follow Driscoll and others (1984).

Developing an ecological unit map requires a map unit ID legend which describes the differentiating criteria used
in map unit delineation (e.g., landform, topography, climate zonation), and a map unit description which ad-
dresses the composition and relations among the different ecosystem components included in the map unit (e.g.,
soils, potential vegetation, geology). Experienced mappers never initiate a survey without some idea of what they
will find. Predictive skills are important for a mapper because it is often impossible to visit every map unit delinea-
tion within a survey area, so a mapper must extrapolate knowledge gained from field transects or traverses in one
area to unsampled areas. Extrapolations are based on the relation between the taxa being described (e.g.,
potential vegetation types, soil types), and other more readily observable landscape features such as elevation,
aspect, and geologic material (Bourgeron et al. 1993). The landscape features that correlate with the different
types of taxa described in mapping are the differentiating criteria used in map unit design. The sum of these
relations is documented in the map unit description which the mapper is continuously testing and revising during
the survey. This description provides a structured means for communication between mappers as well as a
hypotheses for statistical testing to validate relations between map unit taxa and coarser-level landscape fea-
tures.

The differentiating criteria used in ecological map unit design must always be checked to ensure that the bound-
aries they produce have ecological significance (Rowe 1980). For example, a climatic map that delineates such
key factors as temperature and precipitation is not necessarily an ecological map until its boundaries are shown
to, correspond to sign’ifiicant biological boundaries. Likewise, maps of landform, vegetation, and soils are not
necessarily ecological maps unless they co-vary with one another.
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Ecological unit maps should be thoroughly tested and modified (if necessary) before they are used in environ-
mental analysis (Bailey 1984). Such mapping units are commonly hypothesized to circumscribe a population of
sites with similar characteristics (e.g., potential vegetation or soil patterns). If data on site characteristics are
assembled and evaluated statistically, the validity of the map can then be objectively evaluated. Gradient-oriented
sampling and generalized linear analysis models are especially, useful for validating ecological map units
(Margules and Austin 1991, Bourgeron et al. 1993).

Ecological Unit Mapping Examples

Ecosystem mapping involves the use of multiple environmental factors in map unit design (Spies and Barnes
1985). The idea of mapping mulitfactor ecosystems is not new; however, interest in this approach has increased
significantly in the last 50 years (Kuchler and Zonneveld 1988). The following discussion provides a brief overview
of some of the systems commonly used for ecological unit mapping.

The “CSIRO-Land System Maps” of Australia and New Guinea emphasize the use of landform (geomorphology),
soils, and potential vegetation for map unit delineation and classification (Zonneveld 1979). Such maps are used
extensively in land use planning and evaluation. The Northern, Intermountain and Eastern Regions of the Forest
Service have historically used the Land Systems Inventory Method (Wertz and Arnold 1972) for ecological map
unit construction, which is similar to the CSIRO approach, The theoretical basis for land system inventory is that
landforms, patterns of soils, and climax plant communities are all products of the interaction of climatic forces
with the geologic structure of the surface of the earth (USDA Forest Service 1976). This system integrates the
sciences of geomorphology, soil science, hydrology, and plant ecology to classify, map, and describe lands for
land management planning. This system (table 2) recognizes climatic ecoregions as described by Bailey (1980,
1983) at coarser scales. Climatic and geologic properties of the land are emphasized at the province, section;
and subsection levels. At the lower levels of the system hierarchy (i.e., landtype association, landtype, landtype
phase, and site), landforms, soils, and potential plant communities are primarily used to differentiate terrestrial
ecosystem units. Valley bottom setting, stream type, and fishery habitat components are commonly used to
delineate riverine systems at the landtype, landtype phase, and site levels of mapping.

Table 2--Examples of Primary Design Criteria Used In Land Systems Inventory

Mapping level Typical size Primary design criteria Associated
(scale) characteristics
—
Domain 100,000 square | Climatic zone or group Repeatable patterns of
miles vegetation classes or
(1:30,000,000) subclasses and soil orders
or
suborders
Division 50,000 square Climatic type (Koppen 1931) Repeatable patterns of
miles vegetation subclasses or
(1:15,000,000) formations and soil sub-
orders or great groups
Province 5,000 square Hammond's (1964) land Repeatable pattems of
miles surface form, plant climax vegetation formations,
(1:3,000,000) formation patterns and soil great groups
Section 1,000 square Climax plant series patterns Repeatable patterns of
miles following Kichler (1964) vegetation series and soil
(1:1,000,000) subgroups or great groups
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-Mapping level Typical size Primary design criteria Associated
(scale) characteristics
Subsection 100 square Geologic (e.g., lithology Repeatable patterns of
miles structure), physiographic vegetation series and
(1:500,000) (e.g., glaciated mountain soil subgroups
slopes) and state-wide climatic
zones
Landtype 10 square Physiographic and geologic Repeatable patterns of
Association miles criteria (e.g., fluvial plant association
(1:250,000) dissected, granitic, mountain groups and soil subgroups
breaklands)
Landtype 1 square mile Physiographic criteria Repeatable patterns of
(1:63,000) (e.g., landform, shape, plant associations,
elevation, range, drainage, soil families, and
aspect, dissection characteris- | stream types
tics
Landtype 0.1 square Topographic criteria Repeatable patterns of
Phase miles (e.g., percent slope, position, soil series, ecological
(1:24,000) aspect), plant association sites, and fishery
soil family, stream type) habitat components
Site 0.01 square Ecological site, phase
miles of soil family, fishery
(1:15,840) habitat components (e.g., pools)

The biogeoclimatic ecosystem classification of the British Columbia Ministry of Forests (Pojar et al. 1987) uses a
hierarchical scheme for ecosystem description with three levels of integration: regional, local, and chronological.
At the regional level, vegetation-soil relations are used to infer the regional climate into zonal classifications that
define broad-scale biogeoclimatic mapping units. At the local level, ecosystems are classified into vegetation and
site units by using vegetation and soils information. At the chronological level, ecosystems are organized into
site-specific chronosequences of vegetation according to site history and successional status.

Applications

There are several applications for ecological map units including those that improve our ability to bring data
together in a meaningful way for planning, management, and conservation of ecosystems. Some examples are
described below.

Assessments of Ecosystem Condition

The components commonly used to develop ecological map units (e.g., climate, landform, geology, soil) do not
change substan