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Varieties of us.

A case study in boundaries.

Kennedy Park, Castor Bay, Auckland.



introduction.

Landscape boundaries have played a potent, persistent and defining role in Aotearoa/Mew Zealand society
since the early days of colonization, and continue to do so.

Ideas of lands cape parform a role in the colonizing process in @ pragmaticway, conwverting the landscapa to reflect those ideas, to suit the colonizing powers and esta blish ownarship [Byrnes, 2000). Early
oolonisks arrived in MZ in the mid nineteenth century with cartain culturally defined expectations of the Landscape, a Landscape prasumed 0 be empty, Withaut the marks of civilized society, in nead even of
‘salvation from a state ofwildernass’ as Bymes describes it To be able 0 set about the necassary “improwemants” to this landscape, the first raquirement was suneying. Mot2 the film | Lustrious Energy,
dir. Leon Marby [1988], the narrative of the film played out against a distant backg round activity of sUrveying, ubiquitous and at the same time a pparently iNNOCUDUS. In NiNeteenth centuny MZ, @n apparent

lack of a landscape arganized for Doth cultural and conomic pUrposes was replaced with a landscape of rigid and prescribed demarcations.

In parallel with the enormous, pressing and tharough rask of SUNVeying, Was an indusirious group of landscaps painters. Their painkings tended to reveal a gentle sylvan idyll, often empty of people ar edi-
dence of ssttlement, but full of potential [for Eurapean rural productive enterprises]. & number of paintings [2.0. The town and part of the harbour of Melson in 1842, about a year aferits first foundation,

Johin Saxton, 1845: Hlusiration at lef) even proudly foreground the surseyar, his activities and the surveyed landsca pe.

Out of an unbounded and undifferentiated landsca pe was forged a colonized landscape of divisions, containment and difference. 1t was also a landscape that excluded the indigenous peaple.

From @ Maari perspective the land was cooupied and the 13 ndscaps was neither undifferentiated nor unbounded, though these were all expressed inways different from and ‘unreadable’ 1o the sureeying
colonisks. &hi ka, keeping the home fires burming, or in ctherwords maintaining settlament presence, was the primary claim to a site, supponted by a complex system of guardianship or husbandry, kai-
tiaki. Maorias a people, their social and political organisations of tribes and sub-tribes, iwiand hapy, and these forms of oocupation played litkle or o part in the new Colonizing Su veys, SXcept Wherns they

abstructed its path.

The practice of surveying and establishing rigid l2gal demarcations everf@nene recanstructed the landscape in accomancew ith European expectations of personal, social and productive Space. This delin-

egted landscape set aside public and private space, reflacting the colonizing organization of personal and social space.

lan Handers.on, 200



The signs, symbols and cues of territorial claim.
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Pakeha.

Boundary, surveyed and marked by map
making ensuring ownership without necessarily

maintaining settlement presence, the primary claim
to a site, supported by a complex system of
Legal ownership.

Maori.

Ahi kﬂ. keeping the home fires burning,

or in other words maintaining settlement presance,
the primary claim to a site,

supported by a complex systemn of

guardianship or husbandry; kaitiaki.



A technique to reveal.

The resultant spaces of MZ's colonizing project mdy have only th e appearan ce of unity
ar eden homogengity; that in reality they constitube & multiplicity of fragmented spaces
|[Eyrmes, 2000]. Allen Fas suggested thatwhile a landscape might have a Lewel of
commonality, what he calls “field condition ™, it is neventhelass constituted of a variety of
el=manis:
“Field configurations are losely bounded aggregatas characterized by porosity and local
interconnectivity. The internal regulations of the parts are decisive; overall shap= and
Extent ane highly fluid. Field conditions are boHom-up phenomena.” [Alan, 1997,
A techinique, imwolving painting, drawing and social memary, eplones particular
landscapes through artistic represantation. Such a technigus can engage from botkom up
by being in th= landscape, and b= open o inkerpretations of both variety and specificiy,
thraugh artistic expression. As Leawy |2007] has obserded “Visual art challenges wisasars in
an immediata and wisceralway whils remaining open to 8 mulkiplicity of meanings”
Ip. 227].
In his book How o Look at painting Justin Paton [2005] ramed one chapter “How to be
lcoked at by a painting ™. Like art, land=caps is an active participant in our experience of
it. Hunt [2004] hias described 3 garden 3s haptic, even palpable. We could extand this to
include ather landscapes as well, §iwen that our sxperience of tham is similarky haptic and
bath close &t hand and interior kavithin and of the landscapel. Ross [1998] has asserted
that an invitation lies within this physicality, an imvite that we respond to, not only thraugh
aur bodies and senses, but alsa by eercising our imagination. 5o the appreciation of
landscapes is intaqEL with sxperience of i, efen within it, not able ta b2 had from afar
Kemp [1958, a5 cited in Holly, 2002) also described the appraciation of waorks of art
depandent on the infarmation inharently possessed by that abject. S0 tod, landscapes hold
information, the kind that we can stub aur toe on, eMvelDpes us in intimate Spaces, or that
triggers Memory oF @den imagination.

Right: Rzhopars Fe fo Kennady Ferk.




Kennedy Park/NZ Walkway/Rahopara Pa

The chasen siteis onAuckland's Morth Shore. It is composed of @ rarrow strip of CLF-top land overlooking the Hauraki Gulf with @ memorial park, J.F. Kennedy Park, histaricWew2 defensive artefacts, 3
pa |historical fortified Maari position] site, Rahopara Pa, and a section of the MZ Walkeay |Te Araroa). It is 2lso edged in 3 variety of ways by both historic public housing and private resigdences.

The whals site, as dascribed above, is shown inthe Llustration below. The image dascribes the journey backwards and forwa rds acrass the site and memories of the sits from another era. Thess are cap-
tured as slices ACross the sie to demonstrate relationships, and 35 moments depicting fragmans of arefacts, which invest character in the landscap=. Historical activities, aspecially seafond gathering by
Maori along the foreshore, are also depicted, @merging a5 an enriching layer fram the artist’s memary.

The remaining research concarntrates on four examples found 2t the site whers park boundary mests residential housing, and examinas how these work in terms of public/private experience and sacial
histary. Different parts of the site hawe produced distinct Names to emphasise the particularity of differing boundary treatments and/or cccupancy cues atawe and begond the simplistic category of public
ar private. The different characteristics identified in the four exa mples have been namad: inconsistent, explicit, implied, and assi milated. Thess illustrated categorizations of edge and boundary condition
ara the result of obsendation and eEperience Within and particular 1 the sits.

Eolow: Faur perspectias of Kemedy Bark and Rahomrs Pa




Architecture and Landscape on the Castor Bay coastline.

Kennedy Park and Rahapara Pa are located
i

in Castor Bay, Morth Shore City.

It i5 @ landscaps that contains 3 wariety of

Historic Architectural and Lanscape Sites

including a wariety of Boundaries that exist

betyeen the public and private.



Kennedy Park and Rahopara Pa, North Shore City.

Kennedy Park and Rahopara Pa as defined by N.5.C.C GI5.

Kenmnedy Park and Rahopara Pa are listed as separate entities,
but are connected by a section of the New Zealand Walkway.



Kennedy Park and Rahopara Pa as entities.

Kennedy Park

WW2 Millitary Buildings and
Gun Emplacements.

.

i,

Rahopara Pa

Site of historic
Maori occupation.




The NZ Walkway connecting Kennedy Park and Rahopara Pa.

Kennedy Park boundary. Boundaries combinad as experienced on site.

™ MZ walkway between the

two reserves. The two end

T — Fa start points are defined by
recidential boundaries, not
geological ones.

Rahopara Pa boundary.

.

i

£/
Areac of interest that display edge conditions P
representative of historic and contemporary
residential constructions bordering the site.

Kennedy Park contains on it's boundaries, two diametrica by opposite examples of how the FII.JIiiI:.I'pFi'I'EtE boundary can operate. Ranopara Pa is more clearly defined in it's boundaries but contains
enigmatic symbols of anership. These two sies are inked by a walking track where public and private boundaries, gardening activities and civic landscaping intersect and in Some pLaces Cross over

and become matkers of perception and culture. Four sites where thess issues of boundary and border occur in differing ways are shiwn in the graphic above, and explored in detail in the following pages.



Houses identified with typical boundaries to the site.

Top: The State House circa 1939, Totally original in Top: Mid century house that sits on the walkeay

Canstruckion, and the gardens have been left as they boundary.

ariginally existed whean t2nnant2d, complete with shatl

midden and original fencing. Bottom: contempory house circa 1980°s. This

house sitswithin the main defense ditch of the pa sike,

Bottom: & contermpary house circa 2009. This and tarders ehewalka 3y,

house sits beraeen undeveloped sies on the Park
boundary and on either side.



Varieties of us.

Inconsistent. The old State House.

Thie art@ark reveals several th'ElEI'ﬂEI‘rE- that Suggest -:|-:-:upati|:-n aswell as conditions that SUQOest thie sita I'I1'l;|'||: 2] LII'|I:IL'I.'LI|:Ii|!-l:| and that n'ﬂner-ship i=in I:|IJEE'I:iI!II'|. The latter FII'I:l'nl'EI:I ani III.IZIEE'FiI'IS-pEf“I:i:II'l
1o b= skranger: the elements that SUgOesk CoCl [IE't'lZII'I are eithear archaic, l:lEgFal:IEd or at IIIZII'I'IF‘.EI:E' adds with the surruunding IZIIICIJFIiE'l:I I'IEIIJS-iI'Il;Ii the site has fes iI1'||:I|jE[| and nao EZFIli:it lan-:|5::a|:e featuras
that reinforce a sensa I:rfl:IEIILIFlatiI]I'I. such that the wisitor I'I'Iigl'rt fael a= thl:lugl'l I:I'EEFIEIEEi ngor unwelcome. This site 'Was found to hawe a FEFITIE'ED[E' EI]I;E-. 5 that it is almost assimilated indd the surround-
ing FIEFI-I. la HIZIEGFE. This is due o FII.E nting 1ype and minimal maintenance evident in the gan:len. Incansistencies encourtered such as the wasning line and lett=rboe |JI'E'|I'EI'rtEI:|-H L‘EII'I'IFII.E'I:E assimilation
howeser. Visual cues on appraach t2nd ko discourage entry, and these cues may hawe been successfulin preventing any urwanted cooupation orvandalism. The ambiguous sense of public opennass and
pri'-'ate -:ccuparil:-n s=gmis o reflace mid 20&h EE-I1I:|.IF:|I'5'I:E|1:E 1= gF] I1|:il'|g. The State residential Et'_i'll'-." minimised I:l:ILII'Il:IEIj' barriers, a E't'ﬂ.l!- E-IJFIFIZIH:EI:I IJj' d 5tMong sensa of cam mun rt]l' The unmicdified sibs still

imparts a sense of this &ra, with its archaic archisecture and landscape.

EXplicit. The new house.

&N approach 10 this site from any ong of the three sidas that border the park prvides a similar boundaryg condition. The soft and fluid landsCcaps elements that surround the site give way to 3 concretised
boundary, the demarcation explicit. The impenstra ble boundary seems fortress-like, safely containing domestic privacy. The design of the boundary app=ars to reflect a contemporany desire for securiy
and privacy, and a prefailing sens2 of ambivalence towards n2ig hbours, W hen contrasted with the old state house, it reflaces differences in the use and effects of boundary design bevwesen mid 20th Centu-

ry and sixfy years on. Due to its isolation from other housing dewelopments, and its close progimity to the old state house and open space, this boundary is visually at odds with the surrounding landscape.

Implied. Ahouse onthe New Zealand Walkway.

& gensa of prasencea isam pll:l'j'EI:I'b:I great effact in thethird site 1o |I'n|:|§|' usa and Eltl:UF'a'l‘iﬂrl. A method of EtIEtEgu: artefact Pl.-al:l!rrll!nt. Usi ng DhjEl:‘E- I"."\-EEIL:" assaciated with FE‘rEl:lnal. Space, declaras ac-
CUpation, but in 3 Quiet way. Reinforcing the accupation i statéd oy the use of to Chairs rather than a single one. 0Djects placed at or near what might b= assumed to b= the propeny edge link 1o the
damestic chairs on the weranda, connecting the intimate space of house with the outer reaches of the property. |n addition, t&o large pohwukawa trees just owmside the legal boundary of the property act
85 a perceived comman natural barrier b2twesn public and private. This combination of factors, toth Contrived and possibly accidental, has enabled the sit2 t0 appear more SEpansive than the legal suréey.
This site has a boundary that is implied through a shared cultural understanding of artafacts that reflect use and ocoupstion. ks symbolism is consistent determining a message of cccupation |unlike the
State house|. Tha Stratagy that this Site Empll:l:ffr-tﬂ effect EI:IgE- and bau "daﬁ' i ona mmmﬂnu’ faund at baches, cribs and b=ach houses 'H'Irl:lugrll:lut coastal Mew Zealand, built and |:":I:L|FIIEU t‘j’ oMl fi-
ties that engagead in shared social events sUCh as barbagqueas and B=2ach Cricket, the success of social interaction relying on shared private landscapes. This site as the ey Zealand Walkway immediately

in frant of it.



Assimilated. A pa site house.

This site is closely connected o the Land in both wisual and topographical terms, sictingwithin what was the main defensive trench for the Rahopara Pa site. Dbviously the surdeyed lines cut through the
former pa site, with no regard to s prier occupants, cl3imants or use, or 1o its anchra=ological value, parts of it hawing besn occupied by Maor sporadically for sevaral hundred years. The house sits in the
entrenched fold of the land, which provide natural baundaries on both sides, the building height being belre tha pa site and Walkeay entrance. The scale, colour method of construction, and placement
below and within significant landscape featuras permit itto e well 3ssimilated with its surmou ndings. The fence height and glass panels enable the visitor to briefly axperience the private waorld of the ac-
Cupigr and in turn b2 observed. This in its2Lf & effective in discouraging people From doing anything other than passing quickly through the trench going 40 o from the pa site. In a similar manner to the
apen trench the site’house acts as a landsca pe feakune monitering entry and exit to the pa sike, and acking in 3way that seems neither public nor private, but pertaps a litle of 2ach. This i pe of proparty
edge design is commonly found in Sites that were built during the 1940°s, 70's and B0's, whers & careful mix of separation and integration of private and public space can be obsarded.

This image also reseals apparant Maori anefacts in the palisading and carvings, signalling Rahopara Pa 3s a Maari site, but divested of any singular identity. Maari carsings are mast often personified:
more than @ represantation, they are the ancastor whase face is carved. These cardings are in the form of 3 head, but faceless. So the acknowledgement is distincely token, the ranership claim kept firmiy
within the public realm, by the local council..

ALLth e residential housing that borders the park and tha walkway can be categorized within varying degrees into these iypes. |twas obsenied that che period of construction played & Large part inwhich
boundary and edge catepory they belonged to, the Newer the canstruction the more explicit and 1255 subtle the demarcation of private and public bacame. The four examples shown give a brief history

in the way residential edge and boundary in this area have been designed ower the last seven decades, and t0 50Me extent how the sense of CoMMmU iy has varied within that time. Experience within the
site discowered that explicit boundaries were no more likely to shaw occupation than the assimilated and implied ones, and those properties completely isolatad from the surrounding parkland by sxplicit

boundary had greatly diminished influence on their adjacent landscape in t2rms of activity and fauna.

&1L the residential housing that borders the park and the walkway can be categorized within varying degress into these gpes. lbwas obserded that the period of construction played @ large part in which
boundary and edge categary they belonged to, the newer the construction the more explicit and less subtle the demarcation of private and public became. The four examples shown give 3 brief hiswory

in the way residential edge and boundary in this area have been dasigned over the [ast seven decades, and to some extent how the sense of community has varied within that time. Experience within tha
site discowerad that explicit boundaries wers no mone likely to show oooupation than the assimilated and implied ones, and those properties completely isolawed from the surrounding parkland by e=plicit

boundary had greatly diminished influence on their adjacent landscape in t2rms of activiy and fauna.



Boundary categories as experienced.

Inconsistent Explicit Implied Assimilated
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The old state house, Kennedy Park.
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The Llast state house, Kennedy Park.

= = = Boundary gaps

— = = Site Lines

= = = Approach Lines

Driveway Gate.

Gates appear parmanenty open.

Rotational washingline.
Functional washingline gives

im pression of DoCu pation.

Seachell bad.
Area af I:IIJr'I'IPEI:I seashells that
could indicate Maari I]EEIJFBHHH.

Front Gate.
Fu nul:ning gate- and a letterbox

without numbering.



The new house, Kennedy Park.



A house on the NZ Walkway.
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The garden with the symbolic boundary, NZ Walkway.

= = == Actual Boundary

« w = Perceived Boundary

Approach Lines

Boundary trees.
The symbols of oooupancy have baen
placed undemeath the canopy of the

Fohutukaaa trees.

Tha naightouring property has placed 2 bindbeth
on tha legal boundary.



The house that lays in Rahopara Pa's outer defense ditch.




The house that lays in Rahopara Pa's outer defense ditch.

This house has been built in what was and to s5ome extent still is the outer defense ditch for the adjacent Pa. The garden wall facing the walksay has been built on the Legal boundary in @ contemporany
design, but at either end of this boundary, which also complies with the original ditch edges now has gates #hat hawve been installed by the council. These have bean constructad 0 establish the conditions

of 300ess to the wa lkway and Pa site. This essantially re-assens the ariginal design intent of the ditch to comtrol acoess 10 and from the Pa. The house contributes 10 the ditch remaining a barriarto the Pa

by farcing an approach to the sita through the walksay without any possible deviation.

Fa diich edges and curant kgal boundaries of the pmparty
This ares ks whal oncewas privale property thal ran o the i edag 25
thiz berame parl of Ehe NI Walksoy 200058 & now conlmba by gales

and signs

Currant progerty boundary with gardan waill




Conclusion.

While it has generally been assumed that the surveyed boundary conditions determing edge, thera are mamy variations to the realisation or demanstration of cCcu pation, ownership or possession, includ-
ing differences betwesn internal and external landscaps conditions, cues of external activity or OCCUPation, Jestures of gardening, or privacy or of domesticity.

Ik appears that this study of a landscapa through art has the capacity t0 reach beyond the traditional public/ private divide and ideas of 2dge common o our post-calonial landscaps framework, providing a
miore subtle, ambiguous and potartial hybrid of spaces.

These can be gescribed by new names, increasing the ways of s2eing and experiencing thesa lands cape cand itions.

Perhaps painting has a role afer all both in making apparent the boundary or any permutations of it and in challenging the normative expectations of boundaries, posseSsion ar OCCUMPANCY, rather than

legitimising thase as painting once did in the ninet2enth century in MZ.

Produced by Faul Wsodruffe and [an Henerson for the everpday collective labormaton: 2020,

Referances.

&llan, 5. [1597]. From Dbject 1o Field. In Archilechural Design: Archiechure aker geometry, &% 3,6. London: A@dermy Edkions.
Byrras, 3. (D001 Survaping space: consmucting the colonial lendecaps. In B Dalley & B. Labrum (Eds.|, Fragmams: Mew Zealand sacial and culbural history. Buckland, Bew Toalard: Aucklard Linmersity Frose.

Hiolly, M. | H10Z1 Re<iprocity and recsplion theony. In F: Emikh |Ed )& companion toar theany. Tford: Blackwall Publiching.

Hurk, J. [2004]. The akeril of gardens. London: Reaktion Books.

Ly, F. [Z007). Mathod meels &rt: aris-based nasearch practice. Maw York: The Guiliond Prass.

Hampeor, C. & Reynalds, 0. [Producsrs], & Marty, L. (Dirsctor]. [1988]. IWustrious Erargy [Mation pictural. Now Zealand: Miregs Entertainment Corporation & Mew Zsaland Fim Commission
Paton, J. |Z0051 How fo Look 3t painding. ‘Wellirgbon: &wa Procs.

Ross, 5. 1958, What gardens mean Chicegs: University of Chicago Press.

Zaotton, J. [2300). The town and part of the harbour of Hekson in 1842, abowt 3 year after &5 first fundation. In W, Mcaloon (Ed.],
Tha Fromissd Lared: art in Melson Tnom Taeman ko boday |p. 29). Malson, Mew Zealarsd: The Suler TeArabod o'W hakaty.

‘Woolley, H. |2003]. Urban Dpen Spacss. Lordon: Spon Prass.



the everyday collectve laboratory.

Kennedy Park / Rahopara Pa

A collaboration betwen the Department of Design and Visual Arts
and the Department of Landscape Architecture.

Unitec

MEW ZEALAND
Te: Whare Wananga o Wairaka

collectivelabida ardpress.com
pacodruffeEun itec.acn

inendarsanBunitac.ac.ne



