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Abstract 

As a city continuously develops, urban problems become too complex for traditional urbanism to 

handle. Landscape urbanism offers a new perspective to deal with these complicated issues. In conceptual 

aspect, it criticizes the modern functionalism in traditional urbanism, and also the dichotomy between 

nature and built environment, nature and cities. In spatial practice, it reorders the urban as a network 

system, which integrates the infrastructure into public space with publicity, flexibility, and sustainability. In 

professional practices, it emphasizes the inter-disciplinary cooperation to deal with the complexity of urban 

issues. In this paper, the case of Shi-Jou community in Taipei is introduced to have a dialogue with 

landscape urbanism and to support the viewpoint of landscape urbanism.  

During the 1960s because of the industrial restructure and economic developments in Taiwan, a great 

amount of aboriginals came to cities for jobs and thus forming several urban aboriginal communities. 

Shi-Jou community is one of them. A small group of Pangcah2 people came to Taipei city and built the 

Shi-Jou community by the Shi-Dian River on their own. Following their native wisdom, for decades, Shi-Jou 

residents have developed particular mechanism for both building the environment and living there. Not 

only for the space but also for their way of living is the Shi-Jou community in-between the city and the river, 

the built environment and the natural environment. However, where the community occupies belongs to 

the river zone. According to the Water Act, it is illegal to build any house in the area. From the traditional 

viewpoint of the government, the existence of Shi-Jou community seems always conflicting with the project 

of river-zone management or embankment planning. The confliction between the government and Shi-Jou 

community certainly presents the conceptual and practical debates between traditional urbanism and 

landscape urbanism.     

The case of Shi-Jou community could be a good case to demonstrate and to enhance the idea of 

landscape urbanism for several reasons. First, the “in-between” characteristic of the Shi-Jou community 

shows the negotiation between built environment and natural environment challenging the dichotomy in 

traditional urbanism. Second, the Shi-Jou community displays the flexibility of infrastructure, which 

presents the critique of landscape urbanism against functionalism. Third, using recycled materials in the 

building process of the Shi-Jou community corresponds to the concept of the eco-city. Last, the local 

participation in the process of building the Shi-Jou community, which is absent in the discourse of 

landscape urbanism, strengthens the publicity in public space. Getting rid of the traditional urban 

governance, the case of Shi-Jou community could deepen landscape urbanism and create more 
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opportunities for it. 
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Introduction 

As modern cities sprawl, urban issues involve multi-discipline and become more and more complex. 

However, traditional urbanism mainly focuses on the urban issues at spatial level and deals with them by 

spatial planning or design. Following the Capitalist logic, functions are the main concern for traditional 

urbanism in the process of producing urban spaces. Urban spaces are clearly segmented to correspond to 

the demands of urban life. On the one hand, landscape urbanism argues that the functional differentiation 

of urban spaces is over-simplified. On the other hand, landscape urbanism is developed to modify the 

traditional way of planning, including some guidelines of ideal urban spaces and an ideal process of 

cooperation among different spatial professions in urban planning or design. The Shi-Jou community is a 

good case to enhance the idea of landscape urbanism in spatial practices, and also demonstrates a 

possibility of inter-disciplinary cooperation in the process of urban design—not limits in spatial experts, but 

involves more native wisdom from the local.  

In this paper, I try to create a dialogue between the practice of the Shi-Jou community and the 

discourse of landscape urbanism for two reasons. First, landscape urbanism could provide a strong 

discourse to support the Shi-Jou community against the eviction pressure of the government. Second, the 

spatial, cultural, and self-building conditions of the Shi-Jou community imply the publicity and flexibility of 

urban space. This implication may not only show the value of native wisdom, but also supplement the lack 

of landscape urbanism in citizen participation.  

Through literature review, participatory observation and qualitative interview 3 , I explore the 

correspondence between the Shi-Jou community and landscape urbanism in more details from a spatial 

perspective. Thus, there are four main parts in this paper. The first part is a introduction of the Shi-Jou 

community, including its historical background and present situation. In the second part, landscape 

urbanism is briefly introduced in conceptual and practical aspects. The third part is the dialogue between 

the Shi-Jou community and landscape urbanism, in which it points out that this case not only corresponds 

to the main idea of landscape urbanism in both spatial and conceptual practices, but also supplements the 

lack of local participation in landscape urbanism. The last part is the conclusion, in which I argue that 

landscape urbanism is not open enough to challenge the closure and authority in traditional urbanism. The 

ideal concept of “citizen participation” could be indeed practiced in landscape urbanism, only if the native 

wisdom is integrated into the process of urban planning or design through the local participation. 
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Background The case of Shi-Jou community 

The origin of Shi-Jou community  

The Shi-Jou residents belong to Pangcah, one of 

the aboriginal tribes in Taiwan. Pangcah people used to 

settle in the east and the south of Taiwan. In Pangcah 

culture and custom, water is the symbol of their 

ancestry and has the power to bless their tribe. 

Therefore, Pangcah people get used to gather by the 

river or along the coast. Also water is an important 

resource for them to make their living, such as fishing 

and farming in the river zone. For the economic and 

symbolic reasons, Pangcah people treat the nature 

environment with respect. Basically, the traditional 

living style of the Pangcah is close to the nature, and 

quite sustainable in present viewpoint.  

During the 1960s, cities in Taiwan rapidly grew 

because of the industrial restructure and economic 

development. In the countryside, the capitalism 

started to invade the remote area, such as most 

Pangcah area. Under the pressure of development, 

they had to release their land and labor. In the urban 

area, Taipei, like other Asian cities, endeavored to 

achieve a blueprint of modernity, for which many 

infrastructures and urban constructions were 

demanded. That is, labors were enormously needed at 

that moment in Taipei. Based on these two reasons, a 

great amount of migration came to Taipei for jobs; 

most Pangcah people also left their tribe during that 

period. (Young, 2006) However, most of them could 

not afford the housing in the city. Also, some of them 

suffered prejudice and exclusion by Han people, the 

dominant group in Taiwan, because of the ethnic 

difference. Therefore, under the economical, cultural 

and political pressure, the Pangcah people gathered to build their communities in the marginal areas of 

Taipei city. Shi-Jou community was one of the Pangcah communities built in Taipei during that period.  

For the Shi-Jou residents, the new urban life was far from their traditional life. Nevertheless, they still 

tried to follow the way of living in their “hometribe”, so they tended to choose the environment which was 

Figure1. The birds-eye view of Shi-Jou community 

The Shin-Dian River 

The Shi-Jou community 

Figure2. The houses and public spaces of Shi-Jou 

Community 

Square 

Tribe ashram 

Community pathway 



 

 

Figure3. Collage of different recycled materials 

similar to their hometribe to stay; 

I came from Fu-Yuan, Hulien. My home was by the riveréWhen I was young, my father taught me how 

to fish in the river. I was a fisherman before coming here. I like it. All the Pangcah people love the water. 

Thatôs why we build our houses by the river hereéNow I also go fishing in my leisure time. (Chen, Male, 

construction worker) 

At the beginning, some Pangcah people found that Shin-Dian River area was quite similar to the 

environment of their hometribe. In their leisure time, they came to the Shin-Dian River for fishing, which is 

quite important in their culture. Some of them started to build cabins for the rest after their fishing; then 

more and more Pangcah people came and stayed. Most of them were construction workers, so it was easy 

for them to get recycled materials to build their houses. Gradually, the Pamgcah people started to gather by 

the Shin-Dian River and thus the Shi-Jou community emerged.    

Spatial and cultural characteristics of the Shi-Jou community 

Self-building is the most important characteristic of the Shi-Jou community. Many Shi-Jou people are 

construction workers so they can help each other to build their houses in turns; 

We Pangcah build houses together. If you want to build a house, we will come to help you; and you have 

to treat us to a big meal and drink. When it comes my turn, you also come to help me as return. (Liu, 

male, moldboard worker)  

On the one hand, they built their community according to their culture of hometribe—including the 

community site (which is always by the water), the form of their houses,  (where their tribe meeting is 

held), and the spatial structure of the community (which is with a community pathway and a square)(See 

Figure24). All the spaces, which were built by themselves, help to maintain their traditional Pangcah culture. 

For example, because they build a square in their community, they can still have their harvest festival every 

year. Through the festival, young people can learn their traditional dance. Also, because the community site 

locates by the river, they can hold the puberty rite, in 

which each young Pangcah man has to pass the exam 

of fishing on his own. On the other hand, they also 

create the spaces which correspond to their current 

needs—such as modifying the form of the house with 

a parking space, or developing several public spaces 

for informal gathering in the community. The way of 

self-building in the Shi-Jou community is important, 

both spatially and culturally, because the spaces they 

built can not only help to maintain their custom, but 

also support their basic needs and social network in 
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their urban life.   

Collage of different recycled materials (see Figure3.5) for building is another characteristic of the 

Shi-Jou community. In Pangcah culture, they used bamboo to build their houses. However, it was not easy 

to get the traditional material, and also they were not able to afford modern materials. Fortunately, many 

Shi-Jou residents were construction workers, so they always knew how and where to get recycled but 

useful materials for building their houses. They tried to combine all kinds of materials to build; 

My husband and I were woodworkers for few years, so we know how to build the house a little bitéI 

like windows; thatôs why I designed many windows in my house. They were made of steelséWhen we 

built the house, I brought steels, moldboards, and iron sheets as materials from the construction sites, 

and we tried to make up all of them.  (Wang, female, housewife)  

They created a style of “collage” with all kinds of recycled materials for the houses in Shi-Jou, which 

reflected their skill and creation in building. That is, through the process of self-building, they created not 

only the houses with “hand-made” style, but also a progressive way of building for the concept of the 

eco-city.  Moreover, the Shi-Jou community shows its ambiguity both spatially and culturally. Spatially, the 

Shin-Jou community is located between Taipei city and the Shin-Dian River, or, between the built 

environment and the nature environment. The in-between location reveals Pangcah culture, in which 

people are intimate with the water. Culturally, following the spatial ambiguity, the Shi-Jou residents have 

developed their way of living mixed with urban/modern life and tribe/traditional life. During weekdays, 

they go to work as other people in the city, but after work, they still have their “tribe life”, such as fishing, 

farming, tribe meeting, and so forth. The “mixing” way of living also influences how their community is 

constructed or reconstructed— for their mixing way of living, they need a more flexible space, which 

accommodates the demands for both urban/modern life (such as parking) and tribe/traditional life (such as 

tribe meeting). For the Shi-jou community, there is a dialectic relation between the ambiguity of spatial 

aspect and the cultural aspect, which displays a process of negotiation between the built environment and 

the nature environment in the city.  

In fact, the characteristic of self-building̡recycled materials using and the in-between location in the 

case of Shi-Jou community all reveal the marginality of an urban aboriginal community. That is, they could 

not afford the housing produced by Capitalist system in the modern city and they were forced to live in the 

marginal area of the city. However, the Shi-Jou people, as a social agent, create an alternative way to 

survive in the city. Both the community space and the living way subvert Capitalist logic in the 

contemporary city. First, no matter the way of self-building or the recycled materials subvert the housing 

producing in Capitalism. The building process of the Shi-Jou community is independent from the Capitalist 

system. Second, the “mixing” way of living in the Shi-Jou community breaks down the spatial differentiation, 

which is produced in Capitalist logic. In modern cities, parks are for leisure, housings are for living, 

restaurants and cafés are for social activities. But in the Shi-Jou community, almost all the activities can be 
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included. Last, because of the characteristic of ambiguity, the Shi-Jou residents create a mechanism 

spatially and culturally integrating the built and nature environment, and also challenge the dichotomy 

between city and nature in traditional viewpoint. In sum, the characteristics of the Shi-Jou case present and 

deepen the discourse of landscape urbanism to challenge the modern cities organized by traditional 

urbanism in the Capitalist logic.  

The Confliction between local autonomy and urban governance 

The existence of the Shi-Jou community is always 

an urban “problem” of Taipei for the local government; 

Even the Shi-Jou residents have developed their 

particular mechanism of living with the nature 

environment by the Shin-Dian River for several decades. 

There are two main points that the government asserts 

against its existence. First, what the government 

emphasizes is the safety of the Shi-Jou residents. 

According to the river governance plan, the Shi-Jou 

community locates within the boundary line of the 

river zone, a location that might expose them to a high 

flood risk. However, on the one hand, the boundary 

line is not always set by professional consideration, but negotiated in a political process sometimes. If we 

see the boundary line of the river zone in figure 4, it excludes a golf course but includes the Shi-Jou 

community in an unreasonable way. On the other hand, the Shi-Jou residents have developed their way to 

deal with the flooding; they keep a certain distance between their houses and the river, and they use the 

in-between land for farming. When flooding comes, the water would submerge the farmland (also fertilize 

the farmland) without inundating their housing. Comparing with the way of building dikes or weirs for 

flooding by the local government, the way of the Shi-Jou residents dealing with flooding may be more 

progressive, ecological and safer. In fact, after the government built the weir at the 1.5Km upper stream of 

the Shi-Jou community area, the water level became 2m higher. That is, what directly threatens the Shi-Jou 

residents is not the flooding, but the construction of the government.   

Second, the government argues the illegality of the Shi-Jou community not only for the violation of 

the Water Act, which does not allow any house to be built in the river zone, but also for the 

encroachment—the Pangcah people are considered illegal to occupy the public land. However, the 

discussion of “encroachment” may need to trace back to 100-year history of Taiwan, or even more. At the 

very beginning Han people came from Mainland China to Taiwan; after conflicting with aboriginal people, 

they won and occupied the land of aboriginal people. The aboriginal people were driven to other places, 

such as mountain area or seaside, where was not so livable. Then Han people settled down in Taiwan, 

governed this island and established the law. Now, according to the law established by them, the Han 

government accuses these aboriginal people encroach their public land—it is ridiculous. Furthermore, in 

1896, the government enacted The Homestead Act, which allowed people to register the public land they 

Shi-Jou community  Golf course 

Shin-Dian River 

Figure4. The boundary of the river zone (purple line) 

 



 

 

were using in certain area. The area of the Shi-Jou community was included; however, they lost the chance 

because they were not informed, as other Han people got the legality for their land use. These uneven 

events between the Han government and the aboriginal people always happen. Therefore, because of the 

historical and social reasons, the argument of illegality is complicated, but is not convincing at all. 

For the “problem” of the Shi-Jou community, now the government still tries to force the Shi-Jou 

residents to move to the social housing which were “kindly” built by the government for the urban 

aboriginal people. However, for the Shi-Jou residents, their cultural and spatial needs were never 

considered in the design of the social housing. In the spatial form of the social housing, it is impossible for 

fishing, farming, dancing, and holding the harvest festival or the puberty rite, and they even cannot find a 

public space for tribe meeting. Therefore, even the Shi-Jou residents have to suffer the pressure from the 

government all the time, they still choose to stay rather than accept the “kind” offer of the social housing. 

The negotiation between the Shi-Jou community and the government is still progressing now.  

 The confliction between the Shi-Jou community and the government also presents the between 

about traditional urbanism and landscape urbanism. In traditional viewpoint, the acts are enacted to 

control the land-use strictly. Lines are drawn on the map to demarcate each zoning with different functions 

without flexibility. Furthermore, the way of flood-control of the government reflects the antithesis between 

nature and cities. Flooding, as part of nature, is always considered as danger and instability, which should 

be segregated from the living environment. Cities, as main living environment, should be built as a safe 

castle and protected within city walls to be away from natural dangers. Conversely, the Shi-Jou residents 

treat nature in a flexible way. They keep away from the dangerous part, such as the flooding, but accept the 

resources, such as the nutrition from the flooding. Compare with the traditional viewpoint of the antithesis 

between nature and cities, they create a harmonious relation with the nature environment, which is 

emphasized in landscape urbanism, and thus inspire us to redefine “nature” in the process of dealing with 

urban issues as well. 

 

Theorization The perspective of landscape urbanism 

Landscape urbanism is a new idea created to deal with the complex urban issues. Landscape urbanism 

reflects the problems of modern cities, most of which are caused by human design and planning. For 

landscape urbanism, the traditional disciplines of architecture and urbanism are incapable of engaging in 

the contemporary built environment. Therefore, landscape urbanism could be seemed as the critique and 

modification of traditional urbanism— not only for the urban spaces, but also for the professions who 

engages in.  

Practice in urban space—reflection of modern city 

The origins of landscape urbanism can be traced to postmodern critique of modernist architecture and 

planning. It indicates that modernism over-emphasizes functionalism, so it is not able to produce a 

“meaningful” or “livable” public realm, for its failure to come to terms with the city as an historical 



 

 

construction of collective consciousness, and for its inability to communicate with multiple audiences. 

(Waldheim, 2006:38). Citing European precedents for traditional city form, postmodern architects practiced 

a kind of preemptive cultural regression, designing individual buildings to invoke an absent context. 

However, for landscape urbanism, the critique of postmodern perspective for modernism is mixed with the 

sense of nostalgic; it is not able to evoke collective consciousness or sense of place by changing only the 

form of architectures. As Corner (2006:28) suggests, we should shift attention away from the object 

qualities of space to the system when we try to understand or create the urban form.  

Different from post-modernist, the critique of landscape urbanism to functionalism is in the urban 

scale. When functionalism is practiced in urbanism, landscape urbanists argue, it leads to a city form of 

strictly land-use zoning. In this city form, everything has to be ordered and precise in its relationship to 

other function. There is little room for the uncertainty of chance encounter, or unpredictability of the 

unplanned. On the one hand, this city form reduces the flexibility of urban space. Some abandoned urban 

spaces from industry aged, such as disused factories and brown land, were perfect examples to strengthen 

the critical viewpoint.  On the other hand, from this perspective, planning becomes synonymous with 

certain; freedom is what it curtails. Citizens’ actions are being played out within spatial frameworks that 

serve to reduce any diversity of events and to control behavior(Mostafavi 2003:5). 

Another main critique toward modern cities is the dichotomy of city/landscape, built environment/ 

nature environment. The traditional ways in which we speak about landscape and cities have been 

conditioned through the nineteenth-century lens of difference and opposition. In this view, cities are seen 

to be busy with the technology of high-density building, transportation infrastructure, and 

revenue-producing development, the undesirable effects of which include congestion, pollution, and 

various form of social stress; whereas landscape, in the form of parks, greenways, street trees, esplanades, 

and gardens, is generally seen to provide salve and respite from the deleterious effects of urbanization 

(Corner, 2006:24). Under the description, cities seem like an independent system, organizing without any 

nature elements, while landscape, which has been taken as the cultural image of “nature”, excludes 

buildings, technology, and infrastructure. That is, the dichotomy over-simplifies both cities and landscape. 

Furthermore, the dichotomy implies that the cities/built environment play the dominant role, whereas 

landscape/nature environment always plays the role of supporting or healing the city. However, the linear, 

unidirectional, and stable relationship between cities and landscape is not enough to deal with the urban 

problems, no matter in environmental aspect or social aspect.  

Through these critiques above, we could see that landscape urbanists concern about the flexibility and 

publicity of the urban spaces, and also the complicated relation of the network among different spaces and 

elements in cities. The critique of landscape urbanism is not in the level of concept. Conversely, the 

practical aspect is always emphasized in landscape urbanism. As Hight (2003) argues, landscape urbanism is 

not supposed to be a theory of design, but an innovation of design practice. Mostafavi (2003) also insists 

that landscape urbanism should be understood in the practical level: It presents the shift from an 

image-based planning process to an operative method, which is akin to the shift from the theories of the 

picturesque to the productive operations of agricultural territory. In sum, there are three themes with 



 

 

difference scales and scopes, which could present the relations of network in urban area, are mainly 

concerned in landscape urbanism when it comes from the concept to practical work; 

1. Flexible space for multi-use (element) 

Flexibility is always emphasized in landscape urbanism. The typical case is post-industrial sites, which 

was built in industrial age for certain use, but is abandoned nowadays because it lost its (only) function, 

such as disused factories. In fact, many cities find themselves accommodating large leftover spaces of 

abandoned industrial and residential buildings that produce new and unexpected urban landscapes in the 

heart of city. In many current instances, temporary uses of such sites already contain clues to the potential 

diversity of future activities they might contain. For landscape urbanism, the task is to create the spatial 

flexibility which not only allow but also encourage the multi-use. In Corner’s (2006:31) words, the flexibility 

is “the preparation of surfaces for future appropriation differs from merely formal interest in single surface 

construction.” In other words, landscape urbanism contains more strategic, emphasizing means over ends 

and operational logic over compositional design. 

2. Infrastructure and the publicity (relation) 

The concern for infrastructure in Landscape urbanism reflects the critique to functionalism. In 

traditional urbanism, infrastructure is for transportation only and is taken for granted to be dull. However, 

in the perspective of landscape urbanism, landscape could be used in the stitching of infrastructure into 

urban fabric, and landscape urbanism could be the integration of transportation infrastructure into public 

space (Waldheim, 2006:45). Mostafavi (2003:9) also argues that a consideration of urbanism in terms of 

infrastructure of a larger landscape should not only bring to bear the utilitarian aspect, but providing more 

material elements, which might create new opportunities for the redefinition of the public sphere.  

Furthermore, instead of a nostalgic yearning for lost models of public space, monuments, piazzas, we 

should imagine, support and construct alternative models of urbanism that are open to, and encourage, 

participation by all citizens. 

3. the eco-city with the network of inter-relation (network) 

In order to break the dichotomy between “city” and “landscape”, landscape urbanism try to create the 

new concept of urbanism—which is bringing landscape into cities and also with the expansion of cities into 

surrounding landscape. The coherent but complex relationship between cities and landscape also presents 

the concept of “eco-city”. Ecology has aimed to show how all life on the planet is deeply bound into 

dynamic relationships. Moreover, the interactions among elements within ecological system are so complex 

that linear, mechanistic models prove to be inadequate to describe them. Rather, ecology suggests that 

individual agents acting across a broad field of operation produce incremental and cumulative effects that 

continually shape an environment over time. Thus, the dynamic relations and agencies of the shaping 

process become highlighted in ecological thinking (Corner, 2006:29). What should be noticed is that the 

ecological system mentioned here is not only for the nature environment, but also the cultural, social, 

economic, and political environments which are embedded in and symmetrical with the whole world. In 



 

 

viewing a city as a living ecology, landscape urbanism practically helps the development of a space-time 

ecology that treats all forces and agents working in the urban field and considers them as continuous 

networks of inter-relationships.    

Practice in profession—interdisciplinary cooperation of landscape urbanism  

Except the critique to the space in modern cities, another main argument of landscape urbanism is 

against traditional profession of urbanism. Landscape urbanism offers an implicit critique of architecture 

and urban design’s inability to offer coherent, competent and convincing explanations of contemporary 

urban conditions. In this context, landscape urbanism can be read as a disciplinary realignment in which 

landscape supplants architecture’s historical role as the basic building block of urban design (Waldheim, 

2006:37). Therefore, landscape urbanism could be seen as the revival of landscape discipline. As 

Koolhaas(1998) argues, “architecture is no longer the primary element of urban order, increasingly urban 

order is given by a thin horizontal vegetal plane, and increasingly landscape is the primary element of urban 

order.”  

However, the statement of “the revival of landscape discipline” needs to be modified. For landscape 

urbanism, the traditional definition for landscapes is not precise to present the complexity and flexibility 

that landscape could contribute in modern city. There is a broader definition for landscape, which includes 

infrastructural diagram of larger-scale and material condition of smaller-scale than the architectural work. 

(Waldheim, 2006:45) The broader definition of landscape with different layers in space scale shows the 

complexity of landscape urbanism, on the one hand. On the other hand, with the new definition, landscape 

consists of both a longer and shorter time scale than that of building construction. It is longer likes a tree 

that grows old and it is shorter in its heightening of the ephemeral and its speed for transformation. The 

temporality of landscape renders the urban spaces forever incomplete, and consequently the urban 

becomes a site of new and unexpected events. (Mostafavi, 2003) It shows the flexibility of landscape that is 

emphasized by landscape urbanism. In sum, across a range of disciplines, landscape is considered as 

potential in presenting the horizontal extension and temporal mutability of contemporary city.  

By redefining “landscape”, landscape urbanism suggests a more promising, more radical, and more 

creative form of practice than that defined by rigid disciplinary categorization. The very complexity of the 

metabolism that drives the contemporary metropolis demands a conflation of professional and 

institutionalized distinction into a new synthetic art, a spatio-material practice that is able to bridge scale 

and scope with critical insight and imaginative (Cornor, 2006:28).  

Therefore, with the role of primary element and the broader definition, landscape discipline is instead 

of architecture and on interdisciplinary teams of consultants in dealing with urban issues. However, for 

landscape urbanism, only “the revival of landscape discipline” is not enough to deal with the modern urban 

issues with broader social, cultural, and ecological agendas. Many cases are presented to point out that the 

new model of interdisciplinary cooperation between landscape, architecture, and urban planning is needed. 

(Hight, 2003; Corner, 2006; Waldheim, 2006) Traditionally, there is a weak linkage between these three 

disciplines. Architects play a overarching role in previous regimes of urban design and planning but never 



 

 

build communication with other disciplines. Challenging the lack of communication among these spatial 

disciplines, landscape urbanism argues that landscape discipline is anticipated to interact with others and 

integrated with these different disciplines. According to Shane(2006), landscape urbanism is conceptualized 

as a practice providing new found relationships between landscape and other professional and disciplinary 

mode of urbanization, including civil engineering, real estate development, and design professions. 

Summarily, landscape urbanism not only criticizes the poor communication with one another in traditional 

urbanism, but also tries to create new cooperation among these spatial professions in urbanism. Through 

the interaction between them, landscape urbanism opens up new terrains of knowledge and possibility for 

action.   

 

Dialogue Correspondence and complement  

The Shi-Jou community is an interesting case for landscape urbanism because of its spatial 

characteristic with ambiguity and highly relative to infrastructure. Even now it is not a project of urban 

planning or urban design for spatial professionals, but this self-building community indeed displays their 

“native wisdom” most of which corresponds to the idea of landscape urbanism, both in conceptual aspects 

and spatial practice. Furthermore, the characteristics of self-building provide a clear process of practice to 

supply landscape urbanism, especially for the vague and general discussion in publicity.   

Correspondence in spatial condition 

1. Ambiguity of landscape and architecture  

Because of Shi-Jou’s in-between location and mixing way of living, as mentioned above, Shi-Jou 

community shows spatial and cultural ambiguity between nature environment and built environment. The 

dialectic relation between the ambiguity of spatial aspect and the cultural aspect in the Shi-Jou community 

blurs the demarcation between nature environment and built environment, and also creates a “new 

landscape”, which is redefined by landscape urbanism. (Mostafavi, 2003; Waldheim, 2006:45)The Shi-Jou 

community could be taken as a mini model of landscape urbanism practices. As Corner (2006) argues, the 

complex process is not only the expansion of cities into surrounding landscape, but also includes bringing 

landscape into cities; it should be a complex, two-way, and inter-permeating way of development. In other 

words, the Shi-Jou community, not only in space but also in the process of spatial producing, breaks the 

traditional definition of the terms “building” and “landscape”. It allows for the simultaneous presence of 

the one within the other, building as landscapes, landscapes as building.(Mostafavi, 2003)  

2. Shi-Jou as (part of) infrastructure planning 



 

 

Figure5.Community gathering on the patheway 

 

Infrastructure is one of the main concerned in the discussion of landscape urbanism; the Shi-Jou 

community relates to the infrastructure planning with different scales. For the local government, the 

Shi-Jou community is always taken as the barrier of their embankment planning project because they 

occupy the river zone. However, thinking on the other side, it is because of its location that the Shi-Jou 

community should be part of the infrastructure project, not be excluded. In fact, after decades of living by 

the river, the Shi-Jou people have developed their own way to deal with the flooding—they keep a certain 

space between the river and their housing; in common days they farm, and in rainy days, the farmland is 

for the flooding water. Their way could be a basic model for the infrastructure project against flooding, and 

it seems better than the embankment planning made 

by the government. 

For the Shi-Jou people, their pathway is also an 

important infrastructure in their community. Different 

from traditional way of planning the road, the pathway 

is not only for traffic, but for more functions, such as 

gathering or meeting in the community (see Figure5).  

Therefore, the Shi-Jou community could be a good 

case for (part of) larger-scale infrastructure planning, 

such as flood-control project, and also for smaller-scale 

infrastructure planning, such as community pathway 

construction. Compared with the traditional urbanism, 

the Shi-Jou community shows more sustainability, 

flexibility, and publicity, which will be discussed more in 

the next part. 

Correspondence in conceptual practice  

1. Sustainability 

Nature environment plays an important role in Pangcah culture. In their traditional life of fishing and 

farming, the Pangcah people depend on the nature environment and also respect it—even the Pangcah 

people take the water as their symbol of ancestry. Being part of the eco-system, the way of their living is 

not far from the main idea of sustainability in landscape urbanism —peaceful coexisting with the nature. 

Even the Shi-Jou people came to the city and (more or less) change their way of living, but they still 

maintain their habit of fishing and farming, and also the respectful attitude toward the nature. In the 

process of negotiation between the nature environment and built environment, they try to create their 

community in a new balance between their traditional life and the urban life. In Corner’s (2006) description 

of landscape urbanism in ecological aspect, “it’s the practice of locating urban fabrics in their regional and 

biotic contexts, and designing relationships between dynamic environment processes and urban form. “ 

Another concrete practice of sustainability in the Shi-Jou case is the recycled materials used in their 



 

 

housing; 

éI was scaffolder since I was 16. After 15 or 16 years then I made the moldboard constructionéI built 

my house on my own. All the materials were recycled. See, the scaffold and the iron sheet outside were 

leftovers of other construction sites, and the moldboards of the second floor were from the collapsed 

buildings in 921 earthquake. (Liu, male, moldboard worker) 

Actually small scale as materials is also what landscape urbanism concerns. (Waldheim, 2006) 

Combining with the ecological idea, the way of the Shi-Jou people building their house with recycled 

materials provide a great example to display an “eco-community” in the city.  

2. Flexibility and Publicity 

As mentioned above, flexibility and publicity are emphasized in landscape urbanism. Both of them are 

displayed in the land-use of the Shi-Jou community. Observing the way how they use their pathway, we 

could see the flexibility of Shi-Jou community; 

We feel like gather to have some talks and drinks with others. The pathway in front of the breakfast bar 

is my favorite. I also like the plaza and the pathway in front of the Betel nut stand. The gathering is 

usually after the work or during the night; the pathway is for traffic in day time. (Chung, female, wife 

of the chief) 

Actually the pathway is not the only case. In Shi-Jou, the plaza is for parking on weekday, and for 

dancing during the weekend or harvest festival. The land between the river and their housing is for farming 

in common days, and for the overflow water during while flooding. All of the land-use not only shows 

flexibility of different uses, but the process of negotiation between nature environment and built 

environment. However, for the local government, the whole Shi-Jou community should be for embankment 

ONLY, as boring as traditional planning for infrastructure. Therefore, the confliction between the Shi-Jou 

community and the local government is kind of presenting the debates between landscape urbanism and 

tradition urbanism—the former emphasizes flexibility while the latter cares about single function.  

However, with the flexibility, who has the power to decide the way of land use? Landscape urbanists 

notice this problem; that is why publicity should be emphasized in landscape urbanism at the same time. 

There are two levels of publicity in the discussion about public space in cities. First, in the ideal model of 

landscape urbanism, it indicates the multi-use of the public space. At this level, publicity partly overlaps 

with flexibility, but it implies that “everybody has the right to use the urban space.”  

Second, the publicity also means that ɼeverybody has the right to participate in the process of 

planning or design the urban space.ɽAs Mostafavi (2003) suggests, instead of a nostalgic yearning for lost 

models of public space, monuments, and piazzas, we should imagine, support and constrict alternative 

models of urbanism that are open to, and encourage, participation of all citizens. He also points out the 

hope of landscape urbanism: “it will in future, with its temporal and political characteristics, set the scene 

(albeit momentary) for democracy in action.” For the level of publicity, Mostafavi made a guideline only, 



 

 

while the Shi-Jou community displays a good example for the public participation in the process of building 

their community; 

At the beginning, there was no pathway in the community; we had to pass the ridge between fields and 

then I could get my house. Then we decided to build one; we made it on our own, as well as our houses. 

All of us feel attached to everything in our community, because we almost made everything ourselves. 

(Chung, female, the chiefôs wife) 

Even in modern city, it is difficult to have such completely participatory process in urban design, but 

their public spirit should be transferred to another form of participation in the process of urban planning or 

design. Furthermore, after the process of participation, they created special hand-made style, which I call 

“collage” above. Through the process, they have strong identities to their community. This phenomena 

responses to Shannon’s (2006) viewpoint that, adding the concept of “critical regionalism” into landscape 

urbanism, a renew sense of place has to be created; places as well as collective representations should be 

produced in the process of urban planning not only to challenge the internationally imposed “generic” of 

modernization and urbanization, but also to resist the homogenizing effects of late capitalism.  

Conceptual complement 

The self-building case of the Shi-Jou community shows great native wisdom in their community. Not 

only the process of building their place, but also the succeeding development of the whole community. 

There is no so called “spatial experts” participating in the process; however, they still have developed their 

mechanism for building and flexibly maintaining their community. Now, their problem is the lack of 

communication with the government and integration with the surrounding urban area; for which spatial 

experts are needed to intervene and help the negotiation work. More openness is needed in the process of 

facing the existence of the Shi-Jou community, not only for the Shi-Jou people and the local government, 

but also for the urbanist—especially for those who advocate landscape urbanism.  

In fact, the openness of cooperation is emphasized in landscape urbanism, and also a process of 

cooperation among different fields. As Pollak (2006) asserts that landscape urbanism successfully 

challenges architectural conventions of closure and control, which implicitly disavow knowledge of various 

incommensurable dimension of urban reality, and also Corner (2006) emphasizes that landscape urbanism 

is moving toward a shared form of practice, a hybrid practice; however, what Corner calls “hybrid practice” 

is still limited in the professional fields such as architecture, urban planning, or urban design. Critically 

thinking, landscape urbanism is not open enough to challenge the closure of architecture discipline; for 

landscape urbanism, the process of local participation or the “native wisdom”, which is showed in the 

Shi-Jou’s case, is still absent in the discussion of an ideal process of practice.  

Therefore, back to the case of Shi-Jou, it is not only to present an idea of the practical work of 

landscape urbanism, but also to reveal the lack of local participation in landscape urbanism, which makes 

the idea of citizen participation stay in vague and general discussion. A clear and definite mechanism of 

cooperation which local people could get involved has to be set in landscape urbanism, and then the 



 

 

discourse can be practiced more completely.  

 

Conclusion 

For the modern cities, landscape urbanism offers a new perspective to challenge the urban spaces 

produced by the traditional urbanism. In conceptual aspect, landscape urbanism criticizes the dichotomy 

between cities and nature. In spatial practice, it challenges the modern functionalism in traditional 

urbanism and suggests urban spaces with more flexibility and publicity. In professional practice, it 

emphasizes the inter-disciplinary cooperation in the process of urban planning to challenge the domination 

of architect discipline and the lack of communication among different professions in traditional urbanism. 

The Shi-Jou community is a good case to support the viewpoint of landscape urbanism. The Shi-Jou 

community was built by the Pangcah people near by the Shin-Dian River. Following their native wisdom, the 

Shi-Jou residents have developed their mechanism for both building their community and living in-between 

the city and nature. No matter the community spaces or their daily life displays a harmonious relationship 

between built environment and nature environment, which corresponds to landscape urbanism in concept. 

Moreover, the Shi-Jou residents are used to discuss the community issues and build their community 

together. Their ability of self-building creates a dialectical relationship between their community spaces 

and daily life. Not only the Shi-Jou residents adjust their way of living to suit the environment, but also the 

community spaces can be modified or rebuilt to meet their needs. That is, their community spaces display 

more flexibility and publicity in the process of self-building together. Also, the self-building experience of 

the Shi-Jou community demonstrates a possibility for public participatory in urban planning. Instead of the 

close, profession-decided way of planning in traditional urbanism, a more public, open and practical 

process of the local participation should be introduced into landscape urbanism.  

The dialogue between the Shi-Jou community and landscape urbanism not only theorize the 

experience of the Shi-Jou community but also helps us to understand urbanism theory in a practical way. In 

conceptual aspect, the case of the Shi-Jou community deepens the idea of landscape urbanism and makes 

it more practical. In spatial practice, the case of the Shi-Jou community helps to survey the feasibility of 

landscape urbanism. Furthermore, the experience of the Shi-Jou community in public participatory 

supplements the lack of landscape urbanism. 

However, because of the scale as a community, the case of the Shi-Jou community is limited at the 

level of the discussion in the spatial characteristics in urban design. Actually, the discussion of landscape 

urbanism involves different levels, from material condition to land-use planning. Some long-term urban 

issues, such as urban regeneration, could be considered in the perspective of landscape urbanism at the 

level of urban planning, which concerns about the arrangement of permanent and temporary programs to 

maintain the dynamism of a city. Such issues are needed to be discussed to broaden the discourse of 

landscape urbanism at different levels in the future. 
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