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Abstract 

The question: 'What do we see as a good landscape?' should not only be answered by landscape ecologists and architects 
but also by the farmers themselves. The basic farming concept in biodynamic farming is referred to as managing the 'farm 
individuality' (or farm identity). Therefore, this concept can be used as an appropriate criterion for nature and landscape 
development on organic/biodynamic farms. Then the question arises: How can we use the concept of farm individuality in 
landscape planning? At least three problems have to be solved. 

First, we must have a method to describe the farm individuality. Secondly, the people who live and work on the farm are 
part of the farm individuality, so they should participate in the planning process. Thirdly, landscape is perceived as a 
dynamic system and individuality is also a dynamic concept. 

In this paper a scientific method is presented, designed for landscape development at farm level, based on the concept of 
farm individuality and a Goethean-phenomenological approach. This method, complementary to the usual scientific 
approach, is used to come to grips with the farm as 'a whole', as 'an individuality'. The method can be characterised as a 
'bottom-up' rather than a 'top-down' approach. It enables farmers to cooperate in landscape planning with all their ideas, 
feelings and future plans about their farm. The method will be illustrated on work recently done on a Dutch biodynamic 
farm, the 'Noorderhoeve'. 

As identity is a recent overall goal for landscape management, as formulated by the Dutch government, the method is not 
only relevant to biodynamic farmers, but to conventional farmers as well. © 1997 Elsevier Science B.V. 

Keywords: Organic (biodynamic) agriculture; Nature and landscape development; Goethean-phenomenological approach; Farm individual- 
ity; Identity 

1. Introduction 

Organic farming is more dependent on the (local) 
environment (soil, weather) and has less powerful 
tools for instant growth regulation than non-organic 
farming methods. Therefore, local differences in the 
environment cause differences between organic 

* Correspondence address: Zur Insel 1, D 35066, Frankenberg, 
Germany. Tel.: +49 6455 8782. 

farms. This means that the solutions to problems on 
one farm do not necessarily solve the ' same '  prob- 
lem on another farm. Tailor-made solutions are 
therefore necessary. This means that, in as far as 
scientific support is demanded, the research method- 
ology should be adjusted to this situation. The Louis 
Bolk Institute is active in developing such appropri- 
ate research methods. Its approach utilises on-farm 
research, participation of  farmers, biological  solu- 
tions and conventional and Goethean-science meth- 
ods. 
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1.1. On-farm research 2. Theory 

The research is mostly done on the farm itself, 
where the experimental fields are located. These are 
managed together with the farmer and produce re- 
sults under practical circumstances. The farmer can 
use the result directly. The researcher's task is then 
to help provide insight into the rationale of the 
solution (understanding) and the way in which this 
solution was found (research procedure). This is to 
allow appropriate generalisation of the procedure and 
the results, for the benefit of other organic and 
biodynamic farmers. 

1.2. Farmer participation 

The farmer(s) in charge of farm management are 
invited to participate in observations of the experi- 
ments. We listen carefully to their opinions, as they 
are the people with experience and knowledge about 
the specific features of their farm(s). Without their 
opinions it would be difficult to reach a valid inter- 
pretation of the results and to decide on relevant 
implementation measures for the farm. By following 
this procedure on many farms we obtain an idea of 
the extent to which the specific results are of general 
use and how the results of such generalisations can 
be adapted to comply with the individual situation of 
each farm (see also Bosshard, this volume). 

1.3. Biological solutions 

The Institute strives to reach solutions that are 
adjusted to the ecological and social situation of each 
farm. Inherent in the concept of biological solutions 
is the idea that the prevention of problems is better 
than cure. 

1.4. Use of conventional and Goethean-science 
methods 

We apply a Goethean-science method (Col- 
quhoun, 1993; see also Colquhoun, this volume) in 
addition to conventional methods, depending on the 
problem presented to us by the farmer(s) and the 
kind of answer demanded. 

All these aspects will be presented in the example 
presented. As an introduction, a case history of 
grasslands and organic farming is given. 

2.1. Defining the problem: grassland on organic 
farms 

Differences in appearance between conventional 
and organic grasslands on Terschelling have been 
surveyed (Vereijken, 1988). At this time, Ter- 
schelling was one of the few places in the Nether- 
lands where several organic (biodynamic, Bd) farm- 
ers worked in a small, relatively homogeneous area. 
Differences in the number of plant species in the 
grasslands were found. In grasslands under Bd man- 
agement we found: 
• more species; 
• species belonging to different types of vegetation; 
• more flowers, visited by more flying insects. 

The diversity in colours, flowers and insects made 
the biodynamic grassland biologically and visually 
more interesting than the monotonous conventional 
grassland. This is because the biodynamic grasslands 
showed the influence of different soils (clay, sand, 
wet, dry), the seasons (spring, summer, autumn), 
previous use (e.g. as arable land) and differences in 
management. Each grassland had its own appear- 
ance, which made it difficult to group the biody- 
namic grasslands into a few 'types'.  The conven- 
tional grasslands studied were situated next to the 
biodynamic grasslands and were also managed by 
different farmers. However, they all looked more or 
less the same and it was easy to group them into 
only three types. 

The visual appearance of the conventional grass- 
lands reflected an industrial fanning system, wherein 
all diversifying (disturbing) factors, including the 
farmer, had been eliminated. On the other hand, each 
of the biodynamic grasslands reflected an individual 
farmer's management in 'cooperation' with nature. 
Perceived in this way, the visual appearance of the 
grassland shows us very clearly the impact of two 
different ways of handling nature with the objective 
of producing food. 

This leads us to questions about the wishes and 
views of the farmers. If nature and landscape have to 
be developed on farms in general, two questions 
emerge: (i) how does the farmer perceive the natural 
environment and the landscape on his farm? (ii) what 
are the criteria by which, out of many options, the 
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measures to be applied are chosen? The type of 
management that the farmer applies, conventional, 
organic, biodynamic or whatever, is secondary. In 
this paper, both questions are discussed, using the 
Noorderhoeve as a case study. 

2.2. Biodynamic concepts: a farmer's view 

As the Noorderhoeve is managed by a biody- 
namic farmer, we have to understand the views of a 
biodynamic farmer on nature and landscape at his 
farm. 

The primary concept of biodynamic farming is 
that of 'farm individuality' ( "Der  Hof als eine Art 
landwirtschaftliche Individualitiit"; Steiner, 1924). 
From an ecological point of view, 'farm individual- 
ity' can be rephrased as 'the farm as an organism' 
(Betriebsorganismus; Steiner, 1924). In both cases 
the farm is perceived as an '(individual) living be- 
ing', or, in terms of later date, as a specific (agro- 
)ecosystem. These perceptions can be applied to 
landscapes as ecosystems as well as to farms, as in 
phrases such as 'the landscape as an organism', the 
'genius loci' (landscape identity) and the 'biography 
of a landscape' (Bockemiihl, 1992). It should be 
emphasised that the concept of 'farm individuality' 
is understood as referring to a spiritual entity (being, 
genius), which underlies the phenomena we observe. 
Farm individuality should not be confused with the 
individuality of the farmer, which is undoubtedly 
also clearly visible in all aspects of his farm. Both 
have their own lives, characteristics and biographies, 
although these are clearly interacting. 

2.2.1. Farm individuality 
The term 'farm individuality' is used to indicate 

that each farm has its specific combination of natural 
environment (e.g. soil, geomorphology, hydrology, 
climate, plants and animals) as well as its specific 
management  system and style of  farming 
(Bockemiihl, 1994). This means that each farm needs 
specific solutions for general problems. For the bio- 
dynamic farmer this means, for example, that he has 
to choose his own rotation, his own type of live- 
stock, his own way of manuring, his own breeds of 
plants and animals (Kunz and Karutz, 1992). Every- 
thing has to be adapted to the circumstances of his 
farm and the region. 

At the landscape level this means that a biody- 
namic farmer wants to develop an agro-landscape 
that fits his farm. What such a farm-specific agro- 
landscape could look like is an actual theme in the 
biodynamic movement. The discussion oscillates be- 
tween re-establishing good (characteristic) elements 
of the traditional agro-landscape and developing a 
new one for the 21st century. In the latter it is left 
open what such a new biodynamic landscape will 
look like. 

2.2.2. Farm organism 
This term usually indicates that farm management 

should minimise nutrient and energy inputs to make 
the farm self-supporting (ecologically autonomous). 
Much emphasis is placed on nutrient cycles (Koepf 
et al., 1989; Van der Weft et al., 1995). The farm 
organism should maintain a balance, an 'eco-ra- 
tional' relationship, between its 'organs' or subsys- 
tems: the arable crops, pastures, grass/cloverlands, 
livestock, horticulture, etc. It should also maintain a 
similar balance between the latter and its elements of 
nature, such as forest, heath, moor and watercourses 
under the farmer's management. Their management 
should be adjusted to the possibilities of local 
soil/climate conditions, in order to warrant the farm 
organism's site adapted functioning. Moreover, from 
this perspective, the various livestock species should 
be managed to fulfil their ecology-based role (Klett, 
1992). 

Thus, the management concept of the 'farm as an 
organism' ideally refers to a self-supporting, mixed 
farming system, complying with the natural condi- 
tions of the site. It is therefore not surprising that 
(well established) biodynamic farms are charac- 
terised by a high diversity in agro-production and 
nature elements (Hendriks and Stroeken, 1992; Braat 
and Vereijken, 1993). 

The farm itself can be seen as an organ within the 
greater organism of the landscape. From this point of 
view, a biodynamic farmer is interested to fit his 
farm into the surrounding landscape. That this point 
of view seems to be in contradiction with the results 
of Hendriks and Stroeken (1992), as criticised by 
Kuiper (1993), has to do with the fact that most 
biodynamic farms in the Netherlands are surrounded 
by conventional farms. The landscapes resulting from 
conventional farming are often seen as unsustainable 
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(overstressed), and therefore differ from those that 
biodynamic farmers would strive to fit in. It would 
be interesting to imagine a landscape with only 
biodynamic farmers and then discuss the criticism of 
Kuiper. 

2.3. Criteria for a good landscape, in the view of a 
biodynamic farmer 

At the meeting to which this paper was presented, 
the key question was: what do we see as a good 
landscape? Here, we attempt to answer this question 
from the viewpoint of a biodynamic farmer. In gen- 
eral terms his answer would be: a healthy farm 
organism which supports the individuality of the 
farm. 

Translating this biodynamic language into scien- 
tific language, the answer could be rephrased as: a 
landscape with a strong identity and with an optimal 
balance between agricultural, ecological and eco- 
nomical qualities, in which it is humanely rewarding 
to work. Improvements of the farm landscape should 
comply with the farm's 'health and identity'. 

2.4. How can a healthy landscape with a strong 
identity be developed? 

Having set the definition of a 'biodynamic' land- 
scape, plans and proposals for 'biodynamic land- 
scape development' at farm level can be made. 
Roughly there are three ways of designing a land- 
scape. 

We can make a theoretical design of the optimal 
biodynamic agro-ecosystem. It is then important to 
avoid the mistake of dealing with this scientific 
result as a general solution for all farms wherever 
situated. One should not want to realise one optimal 
system everywhere, as has to some extent been done 
in conventional farming and to a lesser extent in 
organic agriculture as well. 

For example, in the Netherlands the old perma- 
nent pastures are currently disappearing from organic 
farms as they did from conventional ones. In both 
cases, they are changed into more productive grass- 
clover meadows, the biodiversity of which is low in 
comparison with permanent pastures. Many, now 
common, species will have to find other places to 
survive, e.g. the field margins. If no new approaches 

to agro-landscaping are developed, organic farms are 
likely to cause similar problems in the future as 
conventional agriculture does now (pushing out na- 
ture of the farmland). The potential for nature and 
landscape development, present in the basic ap- 
proach of organic agriculture, will then not be used. 

A second approach to solving this problem is the 
development of a set of types of fanning, each 
adapted to a different social and natural environment. 
In biodynamic terms we could call such an approach 
'to design a set of healthy types of farm organisms', 
on a regional scale. 

A sociological example of this approach, not fo- 
cused on organic agriculture, can be found in the 
work of Van der Ploeg and Roep (1990) and Van der 
Ploeg (1991). Van der Ploeg and Roep classified 
farms by farming style, discriminating between the 
ways in which the farmers organise their labour, and 
their farms, in respect of market, financial and tech- 
nological features. They showed that several feasible 
strategies exist on a regional scale, whereas the 
proponents of conventional agronomy argue that sur- 
vival depends on growth and intensification. 

For organic and biodynamic farms, Van der 
Ploeg's approach can be completed by feasible ideas 
on ecological management. This is because organic 
farming needs to develop different strategies to han- 
dle possibilities and restrictions of the natural envi- 
ronment. For example, Bokhorst (1991) developed 
different strategies for manuring, based on the coher- 
ence between pedological processes and landscape 
development, in a range from young clay soils to old 
sandy ones. His approach can be extended with other 
agricultural measurements. In the field of landscape 
management, a possibility could be to elaborate 
Vahle's general vegetation model of the cultural 
landscape (Vahle, 1993) for different landscapes in 
Europe. We believe that in future this concept of 
'designing a set of healthy types of farm organisms' 
will play an increasingly important role in organic 
agriculture research. 

A third approach is to take the actual situation on 
a farm as a starting point and to optimise the situa- 
tion, solving all or at least a few of the agricultural 
and landscape problems. The aim is to design a 
landscape which is optimal for this farm and the 
farmer(s) who work there. In biodynamic terms we 
could call this approach the 'development of farm 
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individuality'. This is the actual approach that our 
institute applied in the landscape plans for two bio- 
dynamic farms in the Netherlands: Noorderhoeve 
(Baars and van Gelder, 1994) and Warmonderhof 
(Vereijken and van Gelder, 1995). 

2.5. Conditions for  improvement: the concept of 
,farm individuality as a tool 

Now the question is: How can we use the concept 
of farm individuality (or farm identity) in landscape 
planning? To answer this question at least three 
problems must be faced. 
1. We must have a method to describe farm individ- 

uality. 
2. The people who live and work on the farm are 

part of the farm individuality, so the planning 
should involve all those involved (Vereijken, 
1995). "Identity has to do with appreciation by 
the people who live there. Historically they gave 
the landscape its present identity and they have to 
accept the new identity" (Boerwinkel, 1994). 

3. A landscape is not a static object like a house, but 
a dynamic system, which develops constantly 
(trees develop, soils change, vegetations show 
succession). Thus, a dynamic or evolutionary ap- 
proach with regard to farm identity or farm indi- 
viduality is demanded (Bockemiihl, 1993). We 
believe our method fulfils this criterion. 
Since identity is a new main goal for landscape 

management as formulated by the Dutch government 
(LNV, 1992), the method is not only of importance 
for biodynamic farmers but possibly for conventional 
ones as well. 

The fact that the farmers asked the institute is 
important for the project, as cooperation between 
farmers and scientists is the basis of our approach 
(see Section 1). With a Goethean-phenomenological 
approach it is possible to obtain an idea of farm 
individuality, as it includes conventional scientific 
methods together with additional ways of studying a 
place or farm. One way in which the Goethean 
approach can be applied is presented by Margaret 
Colquhoun (this w)lume). In our method we follow 
more or less the same steps as she describes. She 
was searching for the 'genius loci'; we are searching 
for the farm individuality, which is the genius loci of 
the farm. Both methods are inspired by the work of 
Bockemiihl (1977, 1992, 1993, 1994). 

A crucial point of our method is that we try to 
find the farm individuality's 'developmental trend' 
or 'direction for future development' ("Impuls zum 
Keimen"; Bockemiihl, 1977). They should 'logi- 
cally' come forward out of the present situation, 
taking into account the history (biography) of the 
farm's identity, including its previous and momen- 
tary ecological and agricultural problems. If we are 
able to find these 'developmental trends' and appre- 
ciate their benefits and flaws, we have gained a set 
of criteria to develop appropriate proposals for im- 
proving the landscape on the farm. If we then study 
the 'landscape' surrounding the farm in a similar 
way as we studied the farm--in search of the next 
scale's genius loci---we are able to add another set 
of criteria. Together they enable us to formulate 
concrete proposals. What does this mean in practice? 

3.2. Methodology 

3. The method applied in this study 

3.1. History and theoretical background of  the 
method 

Development of the method began when farmers 
of the biodynamic farm Noorderhoeve asked the 
Louis Bolk Institute for help in making a landscape 
plan to support the development of the agricultural 
individuality of Noorderhoeve. The farmers wanted 
to elaborate this question following a Goethean-phe- 
nomenological approach. 

3.2.1. Finding the directions for change 
To find the 'direction for future development', 

three steps must be made, in close cooperation with 
the farmers and other people involved. 
1. The first impression of the farm as a whole is 

described. This involves a naive description of 
what one sees, smells, hears (sensory perceptions) 
or otherwise experiences when visiting the farm. 
This first description of 'the farm as a whole' 
gives the necessary base, before going into detail 
with the following steps. 
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2. All available data are collected, divided and de- 
scribed in three main and several sub-categories: 
2.1. The present: soil, water, geology, vegetation, 

fauna, farm production, agricultural prob- 
lems, people who work at the farm, etc. Both 
quantitative and qualitative data are required 
for this description. 

2.2. The past: the history of the farm's soils, 
vegetations, etc., as available. This descrip- 
tion is made to reveal the 'lines of develop- 
ment', crucial for our Goethean-phenomeno- 
logical approach. 

2.3. The characteristics: the characteristic fea- 
tures of the farm, emerging from the integra- 
tion of those descriptions of the farm, in 
facts and lines of development. 

3. In a set of special meetings all this information is 
taken together by all participants in symbolic 
pictures or images of the farm to be made by each 
of them. Symbolic images which, according to 
their creators, characterise the farm and show 
aspects of the farm individuality. We found that 
the participants often used fairy-tale figures, plants 
or animals as symbolic images to express a farm's 
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Fig. 1. Map of the Noorderhoeve (shaded area) and surroundings: there are dunes in the west, and an open polder in the east. 
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characteristics. Subsequently, the participants dis- 
cuss the meaning and importance of the symbolic 
images they came upon. This is done to find 
directions for future development which can solve 
the actual problems. 
In this phase of the method, cooperation with the 

farmers and people involved is of utmost importance. 
They know the farm best and are therefore most 
familiar with the farm individuality. However, be- 
cause of that familiarity they need the 'mirror'  of- 
fered by the researchers, to gain a fresh look at the 
farm individuality. This will reveal what the farm 
individuality 'really wants', which may not necessar- 
ily be the same as what the farmer(s) want(s) (see 
Section 2.2). 

As meetings with the farmers are central in our 
methodology, they are described here in more detail. 
After an introduction, the meetings start with a walk 
around the farm. Then we go inside and ask the 
people to describe what they have seen and experi- 

enced. At the end we ask everyone to create a mental 
picture of the farm. Afterwards, preferably at the 
next meeting, everyone describes what came up in 
his /her  mind. This is repeated in three or four 
meetings, held at different times of the year, to 
collect impressions of the farm and the landscape in 
all seasons. We also ask the farmer(s) to describe the 
history of the farm that have led to the actual situa- 
tion. The meetings are instrumental in enabling the 
participants to characterise the actual situation of the 
farm in a symbolic image. 

The more successful the participants are in ob- 
serving the farm objectively in the preliminary meet- 
ings, the more reliably the symbolic images reflect 
crucial aspects of the farm's agricultural individual- 
ity, although each image does have much of the 
participant's personal colour as well. Each of the 
images describes a part or the whole of the farm's 
situation, from a different point of view. Often they 
give indications of some problems and, when care- 
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fully scrutinised, some solutions also. Examples of 
these images are given later. 

3.2.2. From directions for  development to concrete 

proposals 

To proceed from the directions for development 
to concrete proposals for action, the farm landscape 
in the surrounding landscape is studied, in coopera- 
tion with the farmers. We use three levels of descrip- 
tion: 
• the present landscape; 
• the processes and trends in the history/biography 

of the landscape; 
• characteristics emerging from the descriptions. 

In the present landscape we look for polar (op- 
posed) qualities. This offers us the possibility of 
formulating directions for change more clearly. For 
example, the landscape surrounding the farm is seen 
as too wet and cold (the qualities of the polder), 
lacking light and warmth (the qualities of the dunes). 
Based on such statements it can be seen whether 
elements inherent to the dunes can be introduced, to 
improve the quality of the farm as a whole. 

When we describe and characterise the processes 
in the landscape in this qualitative way, within its 
biography (agricultural, cultural and geomorphologi- 
cal development), we enable ourselves to imagine 
the direction in which these processes will possibly 
go. Thus, we can become aware of options on how 
they can be stimulated, changed or inhibited. 

In this way, directions for development are trans- 
lated step by step into concrete proposals that follow 
'logically' from both the farm individuality and the 
landscape and support the identity of the farm land- 
scape. 

Proposals for improvements, formulated by the 
researchers, are discussed with the farmers/par-  
ticipants and accepted or changed accordingly. This 
procedure is repeated until the farmers, as the rele- 
vant experts in charge, accept the proposals for 
implementation. 

4. An example: the Noorderhoeve farm 

The Noorderhoeve farm is used as an example to 
elaborate on some aspects of our approach. 

Noorderhoeve is a mixed, biodynamic farm, where 

five people work on 18 ha. The farm is situated 
between the villages of Schoorl and Bergen in the 
northwest of the Netherlands, close to the North Sea 
on a transitional area between dunes (elevated, dry 
and sandy) and polders (low, wet and acid, clayish) 
(see Fig. 1). It is a rather extensive, mixed farm, with 
very low nutrient and energy inputs. For both phos- 
phate and potassium, output is higher than input. 
Nitrogen is mainly supplied by the farm's own ma- 
nure and nitrogen fixation by leguminous crops, 
making the farm highly self-sufficient. 

The farm has been in existence since 1981, when 
it was 8 ha in size. After gradual growth, it attained 
its present size of 18 ha in 1988. There are plans for 
further growth. A wide variety in farm and non-farm 
activities characterise the farm throughout the year 
(e.g. Waldorf-school classes, therapeutic work). In 
1992 the farm (see Fig. 2) had 12.5 ha of grassland 
(mostly in the polder), 3.5 ha of arable land and 
horticulture (near the farmyard on the sandy soil), an 
orchard and tree nursery (50 ha) and gardens for 
medicinal plants and flowers. In addition there were 

! t 

Fig. 3. Land relief around the Noorderhoeve. The 0 m NAP line 
runs through the farm. This line also reflects the limits between 
more sandy and more clayish lots (from Hendriks and Stroeken, 
1992). 
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2 ha of woodland and hedges. Livestock comprise 12 
hand-milked dairy cows plus young stock, about 20 
sheep and some chickens. Bulls were kept for breed- 
ing and nearly all calves for meat production. At one 
time, bees were kept, but without success. The farm- 
ers' care for nature on the farm is demonstrated by 
the fact that they bought 2 ha of woodland in 1988. 
They felt that such an element was lacking in the 
farm' s 'organism'. 

As indicated above, the landscape of the Noorder- 
hoeve has some polar characteristics. On the farm- 
land a gradient exists between high, dry, poor sand 
(original dune) in the west and low, wet and acid 

clay (original sea) in the east (see Figs. 3 and 4). 
Between these areas, the transition zone is charac- 
terised by elements such as small woods, hedges, 
many ditches and the ecological specialty of this 
area, the so-called 'duinrellen' (dunebrooks; little 
streams of clear seepage water from the dunes). 

The transition zone was very wet until the last 
century (see Fig. 4). Because the groundwater level 
has been lowered (due to the extraction of drinking 
water), the amount of seepage water from the dunes 
has diminished. Nowadays, most duinrellen have 
little or no water at all. The government has devel- 
oped plans to renew some of these duinrellen. One 
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Fig. 4. Soil conditions around the Noorderhoeve (from Hendriks and Stroeken, 1992). 
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dunes dune-brook moist/dry grassland 

dunes inner dune edge polder 

Fig. 5. The original and present situation of the dune edge. 

small, continuous flow of water from the dunes into 
the polder still flows through the farm (see Fig. 5). 

The inventory revealed that the farmers faced 

problems with the soil (acidity and structure, stag- 
nant water on the soil surface), the water (quality) 
and livestock health (cattle and bees). Sources of the 

/ 

~?o 

ao4 

Fig. 6. The electrical conductivity of the water (in txS) around the Noorderhoeve. High values indicate high concentrations of ions. 
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water problem were waste water from the conven- 
tional neighbouring farm (I), the riding school (II) 
and the farms' own manure store (III) (see Figs. 6 
and 7). 

4.1. First impression, present, past and character- 

istics 

Here only a summarised version of  the full first 
impression is given, focusing on some main charac- 
teristics. However, some examples of  full descrip- 
tions are included, so as to give an impression of  the 
method in full, not only of  the results. 

In the first impression, the observer is explicitly 
present and part of  the observed. For example: "On  
a cold, sunny day in spring, we made a stroll around 
the farm. While walking on the grassland we notice 
that the soil is hard and tough, it does not feel 
'elastic'. All plots show different shades of  green, 
however bluish-green is lacking".  Further on: " O n  
the sandy parcels for the horticulture we notice that 
the atmosphere feels different, warmer. We are struck 
by the difference we experience between walking on 
the loose sand and the sturdy c lay" .  

In the description of  the present situation facts are 
given: such and such plants, soil types, number of  
cows, minerals in the soil and the water, the water 
level, etc. Maps of  land-use, soil types and profiles, 
etc. are placed on the table. In the description of  
those facts the observer is not included, but takes the 
position of  an outsider. 

In the description of  the past and of  lines of  
development, the development of  the farm, the soil, 
water and vegetation is presented. The farm origi- 
nated in 1978 from a therapeutic initiative, and part 
of  the farm was bought in 1981. Of the time before 
this, little was known among those present. How- 
ever, some were aware of  the fact that the soil 
development could be traced as far back as 3000 
B.C. According to geomorphological information, 
the clay was deposited around that time. 

Also, to characterise the farm (low external in- 
puts, nitrogen fixation and recycling, making the 
farm highly self-supporting, see above), appropriate 
data had to be collected. In this case, for example, a 
mineral balance has been made. 

While evaluating these 'ways  of  looking',  one can 
see that at first the observer is part of  the description, 

~ r~LAAT ~ H E'~NAAL. 

"~. T I T  
/ t ,  

Fig. 7. Direction of the course of the water around Noorderhoeve. Three waterflows exist. One is fed by dune water, a second comes from 
the west and the third is in contact with the inlet from the Noordhollands canal. 
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then he stands apart from what he observes. In the 
description of the history, the lines of development 
emerge as being brought about by his actions on the 
farm (they reflect his previous actions, now observed 
as facts outside the observer, in a self-refection). The 
characterisations of the farm are a product of further 
'reflective externalisation' by the observer, now re- 
garding his personal appreciations and motivations 
interacting with the local situation, as expressed in 

the farm's character. Thus, in the course of these 
steps, the farmer as observer, gets more and more 
consciously involved in the picture of the farm as 
perceived, but here increasingly so on the basis of 
clear facts and figures, and after gradually abstract- 
ing himself as observer (farmer) from the observed 
(the farm) into an outsider position. 

Much of the information brought together in this 
study was provided by the farmers from the begin- 

1. path of seashells 

2. small hillocks in the gra~land 

3. pond, broadened ditch 

4. lowered hedge 

5. sofitary tree 

6. groves, extended hedge 

7. dam 

8. helophytenfilter (reed-bed) 

fl 

Fig. 8. S u m m a r y  o f  p r o p o s e d  changes .  
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4.2. Searching for direction for development: exam- 
ples from working sessions 

As a preparation for the last working session in 
this participative research process, everyone was 
asked to make as complete a mental image as possi- 
ble of the farm. Subsequently, they were asked to 
clear their minds (to let the image fade away) and to 
wait for whatever symbolic image might emerge 
instead. These images were then mutually reported 
on and considered. Here, some examples of such 
'symbolic images' are presented. 

Some saw the farm's symbolic image as a little 
ship, 'a nut-shell'. To them the image reflected the 
farm floating on the water flows underneath, as welt 
as the livestock's 'liver rot' and hoof diseases, caused 
by excessive wetness. 

Someone else saw the farm as a sleeping giant, 
his head in the grassland and his belly (stomach) in 
the farmyard/house. The high and overgrown hedge 
between grassland and horticultural area made the 

giant appear as absent/asleep, as head and stomach 
were separated areas, not communicating with one 
another. To that person this image indicated that the 
farm feels incomplete, failing to be a whole, and 
therefore in need of waking up to come together, to 
unite again. Thus, the symbolic image provided a 
'direction for change'. 

Another symbolic image of the farm was that of a 
cow suffering diarrhoea: the matter in its intestine 
streaming too fast and the cow standing poorly on its 
feet (hooves). This image was found to express an 
awareness that the ratio between growth and quality 
is out of balance, with growth dominating. In other 
terms, this was expressed as the elements of light 
and warmth being subordinated to water and cold. 
This was specified as an excessive prevalence of 
polder qualities (wet and cold) on the farm and too 
few dune qualities (warm and dry). The same imbal- 
ance was seen to be reflected in the unsuccessful 
beekeeping, as in biodynamic literature bees are 
perceived as strongly connected to the element of 

Fig. 10. Reduction of the overgrown hedge to a lower hedge: (A) present situation; (B) new situation. 
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warmth.  These  images  were  unders tood as c lear ly  

indica t ing  the need  for  d e v e l o p m e n t  towards  

' s t rengthening  the f a rm ' s  dune charac ter ' .  

Final ly,  when ref lect ing on the farm, the partici- 

pants conc luded  that it was g rowing  s lowly but 

steadily, thereby becoming  increas ingly  diverse,  but  

never theless  retaining its self-suff ic iency,  and with- 

out  surpassing the 'measu re  o f  man ' .  This was un- 
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Fig. 11. Solitary trees in some lots: (A) present situation; (B) new situation. 
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derstood by the participants to mean that the farm 
individuality of Noorderhoeve develops itself little 
by little, with steps that can be incorporated without 

losing control. They perceived the biography's image 
as meaning that changes should not be too large or 
rapid. 

A 

I 

" . ' '  . . . . .  ' :  ' . -  "',"~ '~ -'~'.. ': "~s.'.. ': ~ :" : ~ , - ~ ' , , t ' ~ e ~ , ~  

.:' . - ' ? :  . • - e - ~  :~ :" ~"~ '"..::.....:., ~ .~. ~" !!.:'~1!!1 

" ":": " ~ ~ "~ :"~ '~~':: '~ '~ '~ ~ ':i 

....... . .... ., .~.:-.,, , ~. ..~ ' .. ~...,'... 

Fig .  12. T h e  p l a n t i n g  o f  a g r o u p  o f  s h r u b s  on  the  i n t e r s ec t i on  o f  s o m e  f ie lds :  (A)  p r e sen t  s i tua t ion ;  (B)  n e w  s i tua t ion .  
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4.3. Steps from the directions for development to 
concrete proposals: problems as an opportunity to 
develop the farm individuality 

From a biodynamic point of view, agricultural 
problems are seen as dysfunctions of the farm organ- 
ism. In this perception, these dysfunctions represent 
challenges and opportunities for the ongoing devel- 
opment of the farm individuality. In finding appro- 
priate solutions to the problems, we help the farm 
individuality to develop, thereby strengthening the 
identity of the landscape. Thus, both farm and land- 
scape are improved at the same time! This overall 
effect is rather different from that of many measure- 
ments applied in the last decades, where farm im- 
provements often proved unsustainable and were ac- 
companied by considerable landscape degradation. 

To summarise, we list the problems of the No- 
orderhoeve and describe the solutions developed in 
cooperation with the farmers. 

4.4. Problems identified 

The following problems were identified: 
1. soil quality: acidity was too high and there was 

poor soil structure on the clay; 
2. water quality: excessive nutrient content; 
3. livestock health: problems because of the high 

level of moisture in the polder grassland; 
4. grassland quality: trampling hampers the cattle's 

access to the grassland in the shadow of the 
hedgerow; 

5. farm structure: a too high, overgrown hedgerow 
disturbs the farm's ' unity'; 

6. farm micro-climate: beekeeping hampered by cold 
and moisture. 

4.5. Solutions developed (see Fig. 8) 

The path from the farm into the fields will be 
improved with a mixture of seashells and clay. This 
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Fig. 13. The course direction of the waste-water and the purified water. 
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will solve the problem of trampling (4) and, as the 
seashells will be spread by the cows over the land, 
improve (decrease) the acidity of the soil (1). In this 
way also an acidity gradient will be established by 
the cattle, from the path to the surrounding land. 
This is of ecological interest (increased biodiversity). 
In this way, an element inherent to the dunes is used 
to solve problems in the polder. 

The grassland will be raised a little by making 
hillocks about 3 m high (see Fig. 9). This will be 
done by using the soil made available from deepen- 
ing and broadening some of the ditches. Thus, drier 
places are created, where the sheep and cattle can lie 
down. This may solve health problems related to the 
grassland's wetness (3). Excavating the ditches gives 
the water more of its own place in the farm organ- 
ism, strengthening the soil-water gradient. This is 
also of ecological interest (increased biodiversity). 

The high hedgerow growing across the farm will 
be cut back, emphasising the growth of flowering 
shrubs for the bees (6) and a few outgrown trees (see 
Fig. 10). Some solitary trees will be planted in the 
meadows and on the outskirts of the neighbouring 
village, Bergen (see Fig. 11). These trees will im- 
prove the transitional character (identity) of this area. 
At the intersections of some fields, groups of shrubs 
will be planted (see Fig. 12). These measurements 
will help to strengthen the farm's unity (5). 

A new water flow system and a helophyte filter 
(reed bed) will be constructed (2). By building new 
dams in some ditches and digging some culverts, the 
course of the water will be changed. Clean water 

from the dunes, poor in minerals, will no longer be 
mixed on the farm with eutrophic (nutrient polluted) 
water. The clean water is to feed directly into the 
ditches on the farmland (see Figs. 13 and 14). A 
helophyte filter system will be built to clean the 
polluted water coming from the neighbouring farm 
as well as the waste-water from the farm itself. The 
clean effluent will flow through the farmland. These 
measurements solve the waste water problem and 
improve the diversity of natural elements on the 
farm's water quality gradient. They will strengthen 
the landscape's identity, as the (water)plants in the 
ditches form the main nature element in the polder. 

5. Discussion 

The example of Noorderhoeve shows how con- 
ventional science and Goethean-phenomenological 
approaches, as used by the Louis Bolk Institute, can 
complement each other, when used in cooperation 
with participating farmers. The conventional inven- 
tory helped to identify the soil, water and animal 
health problems on the Noorderhoeve. The typical 
Goethean contribution provided the symbolic images 
and the characterisations of the farm and the land- 
scape, which gave direction to the search for im- 
provements. These images expressed the feelings and 
ideas of the people working on the farm and in the 
landscape. The 'directions for development' in the 
symbolic images are the 'answer' to the problems of 
the farm Noorderhoeve, as perceived by those in- 
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Fig. 14. The helophyte  filter (reed bed). 
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volved. At the same time, such images apparently 
provide criteria for choosing appropriate improve- 
ments. 

Characterising the landscape revealed opportuni- 
ties to implement the directions for change into 
concrete proposals, that can support the identity of 
the farm and the landscape of this area (genius loci). 

The solutions found in this way provide agricul- 
tural benefits together with ecological improvements. 

6. Implications of our method for finding criteria 
and setting standards 

The goal of the concerted action referred to in this 
volume is to formulate a set of criteria for develop- 
ing sustainable agro-landscapes. 

From the different ways available of making land- 
scape plans, our institute has chosen to optimise the 
situation of an existing farm. The concept of farm 
identity or farm individuality, ideally based on a 
healthy farm organism, has been used as the main 
criterion. 

Using the concept of farm identity means that we 
have to cooperate with the farmers. They are part of 
the old identity of the farm landscape which they 
have helped to generate and they have to identify, 
design and accept the new one. Therefore, farmer 
participation, cooperation between farmers and na- 
ture-organisation, for example in so-called 'environ- 
mental cooperations' should be stimulated by EU 
regulations. 

For the second criterion, the healthy farm organ- 
ism, we think that we have to specify 'a manyfold of 
healthy farm organisms'. This means that not just 
one, but many styles of farming can be sustainable 
and can contribute to nature and landscape diversity 
and identity on a farm and in the region. 

In this study it was found that the biodynamic 
terms 'farm individuality' and 'healthy farm organ- 
ism' can be translated into common scientific terms. 
Looking at the example of the Noorderhoeve, a list 
of the criteria used can be made: 
• strong identity; 
• positive agricultural, aesthetically and ecological 

qualities; 
• a place where it is pleasant to work and liveli- 

hood is appreciated; 

• positive soil and water quality; 
• positive animal health and welfare. 

This list does not deviate greatly from the list of 
criteria for good landscape quality established by the 
Dutch national government (LNV, 1992). Looking at 
those requirements for a high landscape quality and 
comparing them with those found on biodynamic 
farms (Hendriks and Stroeken, 1992), biodynamic 
farms perform quite well. They fulfil the main crite- 
ria, showing: 
• a sustainable use of land and other resources; 
• a strong relation between abiotic conditions and 

vegetation (including crops); 
• a high diversity in land uses (crops and hus- 

bandry) and in elements of nature on the farm; 
• a strong (own) identity of the farm. 

Criteria of this kind have already been formulated by 
landscape architects of different countries and it 
should be easy to draw up a list to be agreed on. The 
real problem is how to implement these criteria at 
farm level and how to stimulate implementation by 
EU regulations. A subsequent, difficult problem is to 
find the key factors influencing the amount and 
quality of nature and landscape desired and required 
on farms in general, and on organic and biodynamic 
farms in particular. They can be partly formulated as 
agro-landscape standards extending the agricultural 
ones. However, the main issue will be socio-eco- 
nomic criteria and regulations, as landscape is a 
mirror of society, made by its farmers (Bockemiihl, 
1992; Hazendonk, 1994). Therefore, process criteria 
such as farmers' participation in the landscape plan- 
ning process will be important. Our method is an 
example of how one can work at farm level, in 
cooperation with the farmers, to create new land- 
scape identity, in accord with the surrounding land- 
scape. It would be interesting to develop similar 
approaches at a larger scale: to create a new regional 
landscape identity in cooperation with the people 
involved. Here, as in our farm-level example of the 
Noorderhoeve, landscape identity of landscape does 
not only exist as an 'object identity' but also as a 
'subject identity', being the identity as experienced 
by the people involved (Boerwinkel, 1994). In our 
view, EU regulations should stimulate this kind of 
landscape planning methods, and not so much single 
issues as for example a certain number of birds, trees 
or hedges. 
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