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Abstract
Landscaping Boulder Bay, Canterbury, New Zealand:
The emergent and contested classification of authentic heritage baches and
an endangered species of penguin
by
Roland James Suddard Foster
In a world that is continually ‘coming-into-being’, particular landscapes become sites of contest
when inhabitants seek to hold on to certain configurations or re-shape them. Depending on
whether they are constitutive of identity, cease to properly reflect an idealised past, or are being
managed inconsistently with a particular conception of the future, certain landscapes highlight the
issues of whose heritage is recognised and protected, and how those classifications are achieved.
This is especially the case when putatively natural and vernacular cultural heritages are at stake.
This thesis combines a post-phenomenological understanding of ‘more-than-human’ landscapes
that are always in process with a material semiotic approach that follows the actors involved in a
proposal to develop (or resist), on publically owned land, an ecotourism project designed to
protect an endangered species of penguin (Eudyptula albosignata). The proposal would also displace
a number of small holiday cottages (known as baches, and increasingly seen as part of New
Zealanders’ national identity) that have shared this stretch of coastline with the penguins, since, at
least, 1882. The thesis uses multi-sited participant observation, the analysis of documents and
interviews to focus on how ontological questions about what a species, or bach, is emerge in the
ineluctably political practices of classification. It also looks at how conferring of the status of
authenticity becomes central to the processes of designating endangered or heritage status. These
questions and their various and often conflicting answers are, in turn, deployed by rival actornetworks in an attempt to exert power over the future shape of the landscape. This research
proposes that a symmetrical focus on the practices of taxonomy of both species and vernacular
cultural heritage helps reveal how the micro-politics of landscape change, or apparent stasis,
draws on a global network of actors. It also highlights the development of a potentially new
species concept known as the Ecotourism Species Concept. The thesis thus contributes to
debates in human geography about biodiversity, nature and heritage landscape conservation.
Keywords: Species, baches, landscape, heritage, classification, authenticity, Eudyptula albosignata,
power, translation, taxonomy, ecotourism.
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Time doesn’t click on and on at the stroke. It comes and goes in waves
and folds like water; it flutters and sifts like dust, rises, billows, falls
back on itself…. Perhaps time moves through us and not us through
it. … the past is in us, and not behind us. Things are never over.
Tim Winton, ‘Aquifer’ (2004: 52-53)
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Introduction
We support the proposal by the White-flippered Penguin Trust to establish a
large penguin colony in Boulder Bay at Godley Head as a key element of the
[conservation initiative]. We have our own penguins – the white-flippered
penguin is endemic to Canterbury breeding only on Banks Peninsula and
Motunau Island. No other place in New Zealand and nowhere else in the
world. … They are one of the most endangered species and classified as
‘endangered’ both internationally and domestically. … We can only claim
ourselves as being truly conservation-minded when we can successfully
protect our indigenous species, so let’s protect our own penguins. … The
Boulder Bay Penguin Parade is the one with indigenous authenticity, not a
replica of something people can experience at home. Penguins can be seen in
their natural habitat not in an artificial environment. This is a true
ecotourism experience totally special and unique to Christchurch City. It will
provide huge contributions to our local economy by both international and
domestic visitors. … [T]he only remaining obstacle against this project
proceeding is bach no 6. … We wish to ask the Council to support this
exciting project and to seriously consider not to license this particular bach. …
Let us save our penguins. We think our city council should take the initiative
now to lead the local community towards active guardianship of our whiteflippered penguins
(Presentation to Christchurch City Council transcription 29/9/2007).
The whole idea of being able to go to a bach and enjoying the view and quiet is
what this country is all about. Simple structures that anyone can enjoy
regardless of age, race or income. The idea that we can all enjoy a simple
pleasure. It must be hard not to be jealous if you have spent half a million or
more building a dream home facing a row of plaster-board huts that combined,
would be worth less than a new garage. But legal or not, baches are a part of
what we are and they should be protected ... We need more of the simple life
and less of the clutter. Perhaps those who oppose the Taylors Mistake
baches (and baches in general) could learn from this (Holiday 2008: A19).

1.1 Introduction
The two quotations above do not refer to heritage, yet in their exhortations to protect an
endangered species of penguin and a row of simple huts as crucial to New Zealanders’ identity,
they are both invoking the language of heritage. The emphasis on our own penguins, ‘being truly
conservation-minded’, and the argument that the baches1 ‘should be protected’ all point to the
notion of heritage, which is seen to entail further action. Many of the themes of my thesis are

1

Baches and their southern South Island equivalent ‘cribs’ are small usually coastal holiday cottages, and share similarities
with ‘The Plotlands’ of England, and shacks and weekenders in Australia, in that the first settlements were often on
publically owned marginal land. Owners of these dwellings are often known as ‘bach holders’, which is somewhat similar to
a Scottish ‘hutter’.

1

encapsulated in the highlighted words of the above quotations, most especially the concept of
classification, which underpins the concepts of ‘species’, ‘endangered’ and ‘endemic’, as well as
the notion that certain buildings are classified as ‘baches’, and which may, or may not, be
considered heritage. I thus use the concept of classification to illuminate an ethnographic case
study of the ‘more-than-human politics of landscaping’2 (Whatmore and Hinchliffe 2010: 441,
original emphasis), involved in shaping the future management of the bach landscapes, and the
proposal to build an eco-tourist attraction on the outskirts of Christchurch, New Zealand.
In the remainder of this chapter, I first introduce the landscape of Boulder Bay, Taylors Mistake,
and the proposal for a penguin parade. In Section 1.3 I briefly explore several areas of geographic
research that my study contributes to. These include: the topologies of wildlife conservation; an
elaboration of the role of scientific concepts in environmental management; the influence of
classification on how nature is performed; the contested conceptions of ‘natural’ and ‘cultural’
heritage; and a (post) phenomenological understanding of landscape. The latter two topics are
discussed in Section 1.4 that narrates my emerging engagement with landscape and heritage, and
outlines how and why I started to follow the controversy over the fate of the baches at Taylors
Mistake and environs, and the proposed penguin parade at Boulder Bay. This section concludes
with my research questions. Section 1.5 concludes by setting out the structure of the thesis.

1.2 Introducing the landscape of Boulder Bay and Taylors Mistake
The headland of Godley Head forms the eastern terminus of the Port Hills, which are part of the
crater rim of the extinct Lyttelton volcano, while Lyttelton Harbour is the flooded crater (See
Figures 1.1 and 1.2). The headland is mainly open rolling tussock grassland along the ridge, but
there is a rugged coastal margin, and cliffs up to 120m high at Godley Head itself, where there is
a large World War II military complex (see Mitchelhill-Green, 2010). Boulder Bay (See Figures
1.4 and 1.5) is the only beach on the headland, and is considered a destination for users of the
popular Godley Head Walkway. This departs from the popular swimming and surfing beach of
Taylors Mistake,3 which marks the edge of urban development (See Figure 1.3). There are
increasingly wealthy homes as you go higher up the Scarborough Head ridge and increasing infill
and bach makeovers in the lower section of freehold housing. Set against this brief view of
today’s landscape, there is also a long history of recreational usage of the area.

2

Rather than seeing landscape as a passive scenic backdrop behind the stage on which all the action takes place, this thesis
uses the gerund of the verb to highlight the active practices and processes of inhabitation of people, plants, animals and
inanimate matter involved in shaping the landscape. I also realise the term is intensely annoying to landscape architects
who continually hear ‘landscaping’ used as a noun – as in ‘we need to get some landscaping done’. Pers. comm. Mike
Barthelmeh.
3 The name is thought to refer to Samuel Taylor, master of the cutter Hawk, who ran aground in 1851 in heavy fog, after
mistaking the beach for the entrance to nearby Lyttelton Harbour (see Ogilvie, 2009 [1978]: 21).

2

Figure 1.1 Taylors Mistake, Boulder Bay, Godley Head environs

3

The road over to Taylors Mistake was only completed in 1936, but for at least 50 years prior to
that, keen fishermen and swimmers had trekked over Scarborough Hill from Sumner, to spend
weekends at Taylors Mistake. Initially, just camping in caves, but by 1882 (see Potts 1882) they
were building huts along the coastline and some of these cave dwellings were quite elaborate (See
Figures 7.1 and 7.2). This practice of building dwellings in marginal coastal situations received
official sanction in 1910 (see Marquet 1998). The Sumner Borough Council licensed the huts
(baches) and cave dwellings and required them to pay minimal fee, and this saw the number of
baches expand quite rapidly, and into less marginal situations (See Figure 7.3). In 1916 the
Taylors Mistake Surf Lifesaving Club started and there developed a strong and enduring
connection between the bach holders and the club (see Cairns and Turpin 1991).
Apart from the interruption of World War II, bach holders continued to use the Taylors Mistake
area through till the 1960s without being of much concern to anyone. But first, over the issue of
sewage disposal, and then because they occupied public land various groups started to pressure
the (by this time) Christchurch City Council to remove the baches, and in 1979/1980 all of the
(approximately 17) cave dwellings between Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay were demolished.
The remaining 45 bach holders have successfully stayed where they are despite various schemes
for their complete or partial removal. This thesis is, in part, a story about the tenacity of the bach
holders and the precarious immovability of their baches.
It is also the story of those who have opposed the baches remaining on public land, colloquially
known in New Zealand as the ‘Queen’s Chain’ – a strip of land around the coast which allows
public access to approximately 70 per cent of New Zealand’s coastline (LAMRG 2003). The
argument for protecting the Queen’s Chain and removing baches that occupy the Taylors
Mistake foreshore, is put forward most strongly by Bruce Mason, the editor of Public Access,4
where he argues that;
The scale of private encroachment is probably unmatched by any other location in New
Zealand. Taylors Mistake has become the scene of an intense tug-of-war between those who
wish to secure their occupation of publicly owned shoreline, and others who want it returned
to its prime status as public open space. ... This has been a classic case of a battle over the
commons, of conflict between public and private interest, and of local government
equivocation on the issues that have long been resolved in law. There are salutary lessons for
the rest of New Zealand. PANZ [Public Access New Zealand] believes that physical
detraction of the environment and degraded public recreational opportunities are plain to see
and totally unacceptable. They are long overdue for permanent resolution (Mason 1994:7).

As Mason suggests, the baches around the Taylors Mistake coastline have become an exemplary
case of a widespread New Zealand phenomenon; privately owned baches on publically owned
coastline. Their exemplary status helps to suggest why they have attracted both national
opposition as well as support, and been the focus of a series of Christchurch City Council
4

A newsletter of Public Access New Zealand, an environmental pressure group.

4

planning hearings as well as two Environment Court hearings since the early 1960s. For some
people, not only does the situation at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay not properly reflect the
preferred past of that location, but also decisions made there have the potential to shape the
future of many other settlements around the coastline. Yet, as we shall see, the issues have not
‘long been resolved in law’, but rather the law is continually evolving (Page 2008).
As well as this general distaste for baches on public land at Taylors Mistake there are the more
specific arguments over what should happen in Boulder Bay, which is the centrepiece of this
thesis. This is because it combines arguments about the need to conserve an endangered species
of penguin by developing an ecotourism attraction, and these are opposed by nine or ten bach
holders in Boulder Bay, who claim their baches are heritage baches. Arguably, Boulder Bay is a
highly distinctive landscape, and it achieved iconic status (briefly) when it appeared on the cover
of the 2009/10 Christchurch phone book as the winner of a regional public art competition
called the Telecom Art Awards (See Figure 1.4). Bowring (2002: 343) argues that the populist
nature of these award-winning images provides a ‘graphic demonstration of the construction of
both regional identity and national identity’ and how that identity draws on various myths. For
instance, that New Zealand’s landscape provides cultural identity, or that we live in unpopulated
paradise. In the case of ‘So close, yet so far’ the painting draws on the powerful mythical status of
the bach as a part of New Zealand identity. While the artist’s commentary discusses the painting
in purely spatial terms, ‘yet so far’ also suggests the temporal qualities of Boulder Bay, since it
feels like a place that time forgot. The mythical status of the bach as part of New Zealand identity
is a key ingredient of claiming heritage recognition for the Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay
baches. Similarly, arguments for the penguin parade draw on the powerful national identity
provided by New Zealand’s distinctive but vulnerable bird fauna, and our ongoing need to
protect them.
When the penguin parade was first proposed in 1997, as a project to celebrate the millennium, all
seven of the baches in Figure 1.5 were deemed to conflict with the penguin parade, as time has
gone on, only Bach no 6 is now deemed incompatible with the concept sketch of the penguin
parade (See Figure 1.6). The project involves building a predator-proof fence and translocating
up to 300 pre-fledging penguin chicks a year for 10 years, in order to establish a colony large
enough to attract wildlife tourists (See Figure 10.5, page 303). The project also potentially entails
other infrastructure, such as a viewing platform, visitor’s centre and car parking. The project has
not come to fruition yet, but its promoters are still keen to see it become a reality. My thesis
explores the strategies and tactics deployed by both sides of the dispute over the use Boulder Bay
and the broader controversy about what should happen to the baches in the wider Taylors
Mistake area, and most particularly the way each side has sought to use classifications.
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Figure 1.2: Aerial view of Boulder Bay, which is the wooded gully. Lyttelton Harbour is at the top of the
picture. Photograph from www.penguin.org.nz.

Figure 1.3: Looking down into Taylors Mistake from the Summit Road in 1998. Hobsons Bay is the far side of
the rocky promontory and Bach 69 built on a gun emplacement is at the far end of the bay. The subdivision
on the ridgeline has expanded considerably in the past 15 years. Photograph by the author.
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Figure 1.4: ‘So close yet
so far’ A painting by Jane
Harper from the cover of
the 2009/2010
Christchurch telephone
book. ‘Christchurch has
all the conveniences and
mod-cons of a city, but it
is so easy to get away,
either to the mountains,
the ocean, or just out of
town when you want to’
© Yellow Pages Group
Ltd.

Figure 1.5: Baches 4-10
in Boulder Bay. The
current landscape of
Boulder Bay. The
photograph highlights
the realist quality of the
painting. Bach no. 6 is
the two storey bach in
the middle. Photograph
by the author 2012.
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Figure 1.6: The most recent proposal for the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade. When it was first proposed in
1997 only the two baches at the top right were proposed to stay, however, in this current proposal only
Bach no 6 requires removal. It worth comparing this plan view of a predator-proof fence with the terrain it
would actually traverse in Figure 1.5. Plan available at www.penguin.org.nz/Penguin-Map.pdf

1.3 Topologies of wildlife, scientific concepts and classification
My thesis engages with a number of areas of recent geographic research. As part of the
overarching framework of the thesis I aim to explore the recurring tensions between
topographical richness and topological complexity that can be approached through the concept
of landscaping (Rose and Wylie 2006). David Matless suggests that landscape might productively
be thought of as a ‘delicate shuttle’ (following Latour) that weaves together the dualism of nature
and culture. He also points out that not only does landscape carry an ‘unseemly spatiality, it also
shuttles through temporal processes of history and memory. Judgements over present value work
in relation to narratives of past landscapes’ (1998: 13). This chimes with Rose and Wylie’s
suggestion that, although topological explorations in human geography are widespread due to the
influence of actor-network theory and the vitalist bio-philosophies of Deleuze, and are most
apparent in ‘hybrid geographies and the new biogeographies of entangled nature-cultures’ (2006:
476), such geographies also tend to flatten much of the topographical richness of situations. Thus
Rose and Wylie propose that
[p]erhaps this is where landscape might creatively insinuate itself into vitalist, relational and
topological geographies: landscape reintroduces perspective and contour; texture and feeling;
perception and imagination. It is the synthesis of these elements, so elegantly traced by
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topologies, with something added: lightless chasms, passing clouds, airless summits,
sweeping sands (Rose and Wylie 2006: 477)

My research delves into just such a variegated landscape, and I aim to try and introduce the
subtleties of landscape into my topological study of wildlife networks.
Topologies of wildlife
The hybrid geographies of wildlife have particularly been outlined by Whatmore, Hinchliffe and
others (Whatmore 2002; Whatmore and Thorne 2000, 1998; Hinchliffe et al. 2005; Hinchliffe and
Whatmore 2009; Whatmore and Hinchliffe 2010). Whatmore and Thorne describe how they
sought to ‘elaborate a notion of “wildlife” as a relational achievement spun between people and
animals, plants and soils, documents and devices, heterogeneous social networks that are
performed in and through multiple places and fluid ecologies – what we call topologies of wildlife’
(1998: 437 original emphasis). They unsettle the familiar spaces of pristine nature as ‘wilderness’
by focusing on the ‘diverse currents and flows through which multi-sited wildlife networks are
configured’ and animate the ‘creatures mobilized in these networks as active subjects within the
geographies they help to fashion’ (Whatmore and Thorne 1998: 437). The white-flippered
penguins are also involved in multi-sited wildlife networks, and my study seeks to show how they
are active subjects within those geographies, and how the landscape influences their action.
Recent work within this strand of research traces how animals can be important players in the
transformation of environmental politics and how conservation can effectively (re)make space.
For instance, Dempsey (2010: 1153) argues that through tracing grizzly bears’ affective
relationships with others, all manner of actors ‘came out of the woodwork too: for example,
settler histories, fear, guns, conservation science and expertise, and private and public capital’.
She suggests that although interests and values formed before to the event surely matter, so do
the ‘materialities of grizzly bears and the various ways they engage with their (often not so
friendly) companion species, humans. Grizzly bears influenced the shape of biodiversity
conservation in the [Great Bear Rainforest]; they were part of reworking the shape of land use
and life on the coast of [British Columbia, Canada]’ (2010: 1154). I suggest that white-flippered
penguins can be seen as part of a similar (attempted) reworking of the shape of land use around
Godley Head and Boulder Bay.
Other work traces how cougars matter to the material-semiotic construction of safety and spaces
on Vancouver Island and suggests that ‘the biothreat cougars and humans pose to each other
precludes the formation of ethics through encounter and that conservation strategies must
account for cougars’ spatial requirements’ (Collard 2012: 23). The case of kiwi conservation in
Northland, New Zealand, also demonstrates that new networks of relations are being forged;
‘networks that include the kiwi and which reposition domestic pets. … [with] pet free
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subdivisions created [where] “kiwi [are seen] as the new dog”’ (Blue and Blunden 2010: 120). I
maintain that such a topological focus, where all manner of actors ‘come out of the woodwork’ is
crucial to study the networks involved in the conservation of the white-flippered penguin, but I
also aim to extend this focus on networks of conservation to highlight the importance of
classification in both taxonomy and biodiversity conservation by exploring the precarious
achievement of both ‘endangered’ and ‘species’ status, and emphasising both the material and
human performances involved in sustaining that achievement.
The influence of scientific concepts
My research also seeks to contribute to the emerging focus in geography on how scientific
concepts influence environmental management and landscape policy and planning. In his recent
retrospective on the last 100 years of nature-society geography in Annals of the Association of
American Geographers Karl Zimmerer (2010) identifies work that traces the use of scientific
concepts in environmental management and policy as one of six topics and approaches that have
emerged as a primary cluster for research in the field over the last two decades. Work in Annals
includes studies exploring ecological carrying capacity (Sayre 2008), scientific forestry techniques
(Prudham 2003),the importance of equilibrium and non-equilibrium concepts in ecology
(Zimmerer 1994, 2000) and the role of conservation corridors (Goldman 2009). This trend is
apparent across Anglophone geography, with particular emphasis on concepts underpinning
nature conservation; including concepts of ecosystem services (Dempsey and Robertson 2012;
Robertson 2006), biodiversity offsetting (Hillman and Instone 2010), urban nature corridors
(Evans 2007), and the relationship between the biodiversity studies of urban habitat patches and
local policy makers (Evans 2006).
Some of this research has pointed to the importance of taxonomy in conservation. Since
taxonomy allows particular ecosystem services to be recognised (Robertson 2006), as well as the
advantages of Linnaean taxonomy over folk taxonomies in tropical biodiversity assessments
(Gordon 2006). Yet, while scientific arguments over what constitutes a species are hugely
contentious, especially because of the ways they influence conservation priority setting, the
scientific content of species concepts remains almost completely unexplored in both science
studies and human geography (for a rare exception in geography, see Crifasi 2007). In the science
studies literature ‘species concepts’ barely rate a mention despite their prominence in arguments
in the philosophy of science (see for example Stamos 2003, 2007; Wilkins 2009a, 2009b; Kitcher
1984, 1987; Hull 1965; Ereshefsky 1992), and the appearance of species in the title of two of
Donna Haraway’s recent works (Haraway 2008, 2003). This may stem from science studies
scholars fairly limited engagement with ‘messy “field-based” environmental scientific work such
as ecology, conservation biology, wildlife ecology, forestry, agronomy, agricultural extension,
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animal sciences, and so forth, where knowledge is highly context specific’ (Goldman and Turner
2011: 18). Although I contend that this ignores some important science studies work that has
broached these topics, for instance Latour’s study of the forest-savannah transition (Latour
1999b), John Law’s work on animal diseases (Law 2006) and earlier versions of Law and Lien’s
studies of salmon farming (Law and Lien 2012a, 2012b).
In one example where Marianne Lien and John Law do discuss species status, they note that
while scholarly journals add more complexity to the question of what a salmon is:
There has always been a controversy among biologists regarding how to define ‘species’ (de
Queiroz 2005, 2007), and many would agree that any universal definition of species is
arbitrary (Menand 2001). In spite of these debates, the notion of species remains a basic
category of biological classification and is commonly defined as ‘groups of actually or
potentially interbreeding natural populations, which are reproductively isolated from other
such groups (de Queiroz 2005: 6601). For most practical purposes then, the term species
does the work of making order, through simultaneously separating and holding together
(Lien and Law 2011: 67)

While I agree with them that species definitions are arbitrary and that species does the work of
making order, through simultaneously separating and holding together, I suggest they entirely
miss the work involved in achieving species classifications, and of promoting particular species
concepts, as well the dimensions of speciesness (Pigliucci 2003) involved in classification. Thus
my research explores how taxonomic classification is done in practice, how and why species
concepts are promoted, and the effects altering species concepts can have on taxonomy. It is also
important to look at how classification works more generally and some of the consequences of
classification.
Classification
There is a substantial literature on the way classifications make order. Much of the recent
literature on how classifications work draws on Michel Foucault’s argument from The Order of
Things (1970) that it is humans who construct the underlying conditions of truth for what can be
considered rational and knowable, but these conditions change through time. For instance, what
constituted a true species for Linnaeus may no longer be the case once modern molecular
techniques are used to delimit species. Foucault pays particular attention to the development of
taxonomic frameworks of ‘natural history’ that were emerging in Enlightenment Europe. He
contends that ‘natural history has as a condition of its possibility the common affinity of things
and language with representation’ (1970: 132). Hence the task of the natural historian was to
reduce the distance between the things observed and the words used to describe them and make
the classification appear as though it was imposed by the thing itself. Thus, the classifier relied
heavily on the visible features of the organism to assign categories, since taste and smell were
unreliable, and touch could only make fairly self-evident distinctions such as rough and smooth.
Yet, the work of the classifier also tends to be deleted, and hence becomes invisible.
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The inevitability and relative invisibility of classifications are two key themes of science studies
scholars Bowker and Star’s (1999) book Sorting Things Out: Classification and its Consequences. They
argue that;
ubiquitous, textured classifications and standards help frame our representation of the past
and the sequencing of events in the present. They can best be understood as doing the ever
local, ever partial work of making it appear that science describes nature (and nature alone)
and that politics is about social power (and social power alone) (Bowker and Star 1999: 46)

Thus, the practices of scientific classification are separated out from politics, yet it is the typical
invisibility of classifications that makes them so politically effective. This is because:
Classifications are powerful technologies. Embedded in working infrastructures they become
relatively invisible without losing any of that power. …we demonstrate that classifications
should be recognized as the significant site of political and ethical work that they are
(Bowker and Star 1999: 319).

My research is particularly focused on the seeming inevitability of taxonomic classification and
the ways that the apparent invisibility of taxonomic and threatened species classifications can be
used to do work. Thus, I investigate the performative qualities of classification.
These performative aspects of classification are receiving increased attention from geographers.
For instance, Murdoch and Lowe (2003) describe the emergence of a division between ‘nature’
and ‘society’ in the form of a spatial classification of the urban and rural areas. They suggest that
the story of urban-rural divide ‘displays once again the constructed character of key spatial
divisions’ (2003: 328). Yet, cultural conceptions of nature, political forms of environmentalism
and modern systems of government planning ‘all play their part in naturalising urban-rural
divisions’ (2003: 328). So that such distinctions appear inevitable. Similarly, in the field of
biodiversity, Lorimer (2006) highlights the ways that detectability of organisms influences their
incorporation into biological and political classifications, again pointing to the political
consequences of classification. More recently, Ellis, Waterton and Wynne (Ellis, Waterton, and
Wynne 2010; Waterton 2010) have turned their attention to the way DNA barcoding is being
used to classify nature, and they suggest that, somewhat strategically, the promoters of this
technology chose
to promote the role of DNA barcoding not strictly as a tool for systematics, but as a very
useful, practical and cheap tool for ascertaining species identity and diversity only (and not
relationships between species). One advantage of this simplification is that it brackets
questions about the highly contentious and slippery ‘species concept’ itself, and seeks only to
delimit similarity and difference between specimen organisms (Ellis, Waterton, and Wynne
2010: 501).

It is precisely the ‘highly contentious and slippery “species concept” itself’ and the methods for
delimiting species that my research seeks to grapple with, but I take the somewhat novel
approach of treating endangered species as natural heritage, and I also look at the classification of
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cultural heritage. In the next section I explore my interest in landscape and heritage that
developed from a young age and explain how became interested in how heritage is classified.

1.4 Coming to heritage landscapes
I grew up on a small farm on the outskirts of Tauranga; a regional New Zealand city on the east
coast of the North Island. From a young age I roamed our farm and the surrounding landscapes
of orchards, dairy farms, and patches of scrubland looking for bird’s nests and shotgun
cartridges, hunting rabbits, climbing trees and damming drains to see how much water I could
delay as it flowed to the nearby coast. I was shaped not only by the landscape I grew up in,
however, but also by the things I used and played with. As the poet Bill Manhire explained in a
recent radio interview discussing a poem of his entitled ‘1950s’ (2009: 41), which lists all the
things that he had as kid growing up in the 1950s including ‘my fort, my raft, my tunnel, my
flippers, my togs, my snorkel, my magic wand, my catapult, my kite, school milk … my tree-hut,
my Hornby train, my autograph book, my secret code … invisible ink’;
I realise all of those things – and other people have different things – they’re the ink that is
writing your story when you’re small, you know, you’re being written by all of that stuff, and
eventually if you grow up, I suppose, you start writing. Your story is being written by
everything around you (Manhire 2012: np).

I would suggest that the landscape is also writing your story, whether that is a rural one like mine
or a densely urban one. My experience of the landscape also developed through farm chores;
grubbing thistles, weeding, spraying ragwort, mowing, cleaning drains and picking up hay bales
and transporting them to the hay barns, and these practices were seasonal. For instance, hay
paddocks were shut up in spring and mown around Christmas time and carted to the hay barn on
hot dusty days. I was, therefore, exposed at an early age to practical usage of a wide range of
tools, and to the idea that practices make landscapes, or what the anthropologist Tim Ingold calls
taskscapes (Ingold 1993). The idea that without repeated human interventions natural processes
prevailed.
This landscape of practices was also a rich and sensuously embodied one; not only was there a
profusion of things to see, but the landscape could also be smelt, heard, touched and tasted.
From the acrid waft of freshly sprayed chemicals or the sweet smell of new mown hay; from the
roughness of bark on your arms and legs as you slipped out of a tree to the squelching warmth of
fresh cow-dung between your toes; from the incessant bangs of a bird-scarer to the mellifluous
notes of a skylark; from the gut-ache of eating too many unripe feijoas to the gagging taste of
dust while picking up hay. While some sensual experiences were fleeting, others required what
Ingold (2000: 22) has called, after Gibson, an ‘education of attention’; once shown how to pick
mandarins by twisting them off so the skin wasn’t pulled out, it required continual practise until it
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became an embodied skill. Weeding required far more complex forms of knowledge; which were
rhizomes that would spring forth again from the slightest sliver left in the soil, which had strong
roots and weak stems that required forking loose and a continuously adjusted ratios of grip,
purchase and power, which were easy to pull and speed was of the essence, and which were
poisonous, prickly or had revoltingly sticky sap. It seems unsurprising to me that metaphors of
plant and animal growth are chosen by philosophical thinkers, such as Deleuze and Guattari’s
‘rhizome’ (1987) and Ingold’s ‘mycelium’ (2011) to capture the liveliness of the landscape always
in the making.
While the landscape appears to be touchable, solid and seemingly permanent, over varying
timescales it is more appropriately thought of as fluid, as heavy rainfall events sluice hillsides into
rivers, as lakes become swamps then land, tectonic plates shift inexorably but also sometimes
violently, and particles of pollution float all over the world. As the cultural geographer Doreen
Massey argues re-conceptualising ‘landscapes as events, as happenings, as moments that will again
be dispersed … [suggests] landscape could be imagined as provisionally intertwined simultaneities
of ongoing, unfinished stories … the (temporary) product of a meeting up of trajectories out
which mobile uncertainty a future is – has to be – negotiated’ (Massey 2006: 46 original
emphasis).
If landscapes are thought of as fluid then the smallest particles can matter. For example, spray
drift could kill desirable insects and/or plants, and systemic herbicides transmigrate through roots
to their valued neighbours. They can also have dramatic effects on human health as Linda Nash’s
(2006) Inescapable Ecologies has outlined in the Central Valley of California. Many years later I
learned from endocrinologist Tyrone Hayes’ paper: ‘From silent spring to silent night’ (2010) that
it only takes a few parts per billion of atrazine in water to feminize frogs, consequently, the
incessant croaking that John Steinbeck remarks on in the horticultural landscapes around Salinas
in The Grapes of Wrath has given way to a world of endless silence. I would suggest we are only
just beginning to understand the trajectories of ‘Nature’ in the formation of landscape.
This sense of a visceral engagement with landscape pervaded my youth, but I also got a sense of
how practices that seemed quite unrelated to the landscape could also shape the land. When I
was five (in 1967) the local dairy company decided it would no longer collect cream in cans from
the gate, instead those farmers who wanted to continue to supply milk had to build a driveway
and turnaround of specific dimensions so the milk tanker could collect the milk directly from the
vats in the milking shed. There were two factors that made the new driveway difficult for my
father to contemplate; a row of 60 year-old totara (a native podocarp, Podocarpus totara) trees
planted by my grandfather along the driveway, and a steep gully of bush beside the milking shed
that meant the turning circle either required the demolition of garages or relocating the milking
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shed. My father chose to leave the dairy industry and plant a citrus orchard. His decision may, in
part, have related to the financial exigencies of the 1960s dairy industry, and only having a small
herd of 40 Jersey cows, but it also seemed it was the change in practices (not collecting from the
gate) that precipitated quite dramatic changes in the landscape (planting an orchard), and it also
suggested that heritage and topography could preclude practices.
Forty years later with the homestead and sheds sold for a subdivision, the line of now-100-yearold totara and the topography of the gully are still precluding practices; the developers had
assumed they could remove all the buildings and the line of totara to maximize fitting 12 sections
on the 1 hectare lot. The buildings weren’t a problem, but once the Tauranga City Council
arborist saw the totara he listed them on the City Plan as heritage trees and insisted that the
subdivision be redesigned to retain the trees and avoid damaging their roots. The trees were no
longer just our family’s heritage they had become recognized as heritage of the whole district.
When I came to study landscape architecture at Lincoln university (in 1995) after years of
working in horticultural landscapes, residential gardens and parklands as a labourer, gardener and
arborist, as well as travelling the world to go rock climbing, I was struck by the mismatch
between my embodied and practical ways of knowing landscapes, and the prevailing theoretical
and policy conceptions of landscape. The mid 1990s were the high-water mark (in New Zealand)
of the cultural turn in landscape studies, with its emphasis on representations of landscapes and
linguistic analyses of documents and discourses, while New Zealand’s principal planning
document the Resource Management Act (Resource Management Act 1991) was, and is, explicitly
dualist in its desire to protect ‘outstanding natural features and landscapes’ and preserve ‘the
natural character of the coastal environment’ as matters of national importance. This has led to
repeated landscape disputes over the extent of naturalness and how it should be characterised,
which, as Stephanie Lavau argues, ‘points to the complexities and ambiguities of what might
count as naturalness’ (2011: 48). Many of the methods for assessing those landscapes also seemed
strangely mechanistic, for instance, in studies using the psychophysical paradigm (Zube, Sell, and
Taylor 1982), where they attempted to measure elements within photographs to quantify
landscape quality (see for example Mosley 1989). As Edward Relph (1989: 149) noted, ‘[t]rying to
investigate places and landscapes by imposing standardized methods is like studying ballet by
putting dancers in straitjackets – the information obtained may be accurate but it seriously
misrepresents the subject matter’.
The feelings I have for landscape and heritage are similar to Gunhild Setten’s, who also found her
practical landscape knowledge unsettled by academia. She explores her reluctance to walk across
a newly sown field, which she attributes to being a ‘practitioner of an embodied landscape
knowledge … that can be subject to theorisation, but never be a theory in itself.’ She continues;
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The fact that the land has provided my family with a living for centuries, and the complicated
material and symbolic processes thus produced, can hence be seen to pre-exist the
‘landscape’ in the theoretical sense. That is, the conceptualisation of landscape or heritage, for
example, is superfluous to the ability to practise farming. Conceptualisation, on the other
hand, rests on practice (emphasis in original, 2005: 71).

Thus, my conceptualisation of landscape rests on the history of my involvement with landscapes
from around the world that I have worked and played in.
While it is important to understand these personal articulations of heritage it also necessary to
have sense of how the ‘actions of others are just as determinative of our conduct as anything
within ourselves’ (Shotter 1993: 4), because we ‘speak into’ a context not of own making. The
context of landscape and heritage policy, which the bachholders and the penguin conservationists
speak ‘into’ in my case study is a ‘notion of public heritage that very much resembles what can be
seen as a supposedly context-free, formal, and abstract kind of knowledge, often unconcerned
with personal situations’ (Setten 2005: 71). What I become interested in was how those personal
situations lead to feelings of heritage emerging rather than being seen as pre-given.
My particular interest in the topic of contested heritage landscapes arose from following a
number of controversies over the future shape of Christchurch’s peri-urban landscapes. I was
interested in the question that Lien and Davison (2010: 233) have subsequently asked, which is:
why certain landscapes become contested sites for claims about identity? I suggest that one
compelling answer is offered by Marianne Lien in an earlier article, where she states that:
Landscapes are sites that allow us to contemplate the past, as they often underpin a notion of
temporal continuity. But landscapes may also serve as repositories for imageries of the
future. We weed, garden, plant and restore with the aim of affecting the properties and shape
of the landscape for many years ahead. … Sometimes they do not properly reflect the past as
we would like to see it; at other times they are not properly managed in light of conception
of the future. Contested landscapes thus present condensed empirical sites for analyses of
cultural imageries of past, present and future (Lien 2007: 103).

Initially, the disputes I followed were about the location of subdivisions and housing
developments. Those opposed to development successfully lobbied the local council to purchase
the land to assure protection, yet I found that disputes over the management of publicly-owned
land were often just as intense.
Somewhat by chance, I turned up at the Taylors Mistake hearing one morning, and I quickly
became intrigued by the strategies and tactics of the participants in their attempts to influence the
decision of the hearing. What soon became apparent was that heritage and identity were going to
be central to the outcome of the hearing. Not only were the bach holders arguing that their
baches were heritage and should therefore be protected, there was also the proposal for a
penguin parade in Boulder Bay. Whose proposers argued that the white-flippered penguin was
endemic to Canterbury and its population was declining rapidly and thus the parade proposal was
a crucial way to conserve this endangered penguin, thus emphasising its natural heritage status.
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Yet, whether the baches should be considered heritage was highly contentious, and appeared to
revolve around which baches could be considered authentic and even what a bach is? Similarly
the penguin’s status seemed to be evolving. It had just been recognised as ‘endangered’ by the
IUCN (International Union for the Conservation of Nature), but its taxonomic status seemed
uncertain, however, what I noticed as I attended other events where the penguin parade proposal
was presented was that how the penguin’s taxonomy was spoken about varied depending on the
audience, thus I became intrigued to explore why this might be happening, and consequently
started investigating how a taxon is deemed to be a species. The uncertain status of what was
considered an authentic bach combined with the uncertainty of what a species was sparked my
interest in classifications, but I was also interested in how those classifications might be deployed.
In contrast to much of the research on contested landscapes, which has sought to elucidate the
causes of events through uncovering the meanings and perceptions of those involved, or the
‘whys’ of people’s involvement (Cloke et al. 2004; Law 2009a), I became aware that reality wasn’t
out there waiting to be discovered, but was always in the making through the practices of; for
example, expert witnesses, letter writers to the newspaper, penguin scientists, taxonomists,
lawyers, weeders, planters, arborists, excavator operators, historians, planners, elected
representatives etc. And these practices weren’t just the domain of people; for what is an arborist
without a chainsaw, ropes and chipper truck, or a taxonomist without a laboratory, herbarium,
magnifying lens and academic publishing – actors are composed of a heterogeneous assemblage
of elements. This making also requires continual ongoing work because it is always potentially
capable of being undermined by opposing assemblages. So my overarching research question is
interested in the ‘hows’ of landscape change, with a particular focus on how this might be achieved
using classification, however, I suggest that the whys are also amenable to investigation during the
process of asking how. The second and third questions investigate the specifics of natural and
cultural heritage, while the fourth looks at the potential for combining topographical approaches
from nonrepresentational theory with science studies-inspired topological approaches for
exploring contentious landscape change or stasis.
1) How are classifications of ‘natural’ and ‘cultural’ heritage used to exert power in a
landscape controversy?
2) What is a species and how are taxonomic and threat classifications achieved?
3) What is heritage and how might it become considered authentic?
4) Can a post-phenomenological approach to landscape be combined with an actor-network
theory approach to power to illuminate how and why classifications of ‘natural’ and
‘cultural’ heritage might be used in a landscape controversy?
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The next section briefly outlines the structure of my thesis; with Chapters 2-4 focusing on the
literature relevant to understanding how landscapes, heritage and species have been understood
and classified. Chapter 5 looks at how science can be investigated and how power is exerted, as
well as the methodological implications adopting actor-network theory’s methods. Chapters 6
and 7 explore the New Zealand and local context of the case study respectively. Chapters 8-10
are the substantive chapters of my thesis. Chapter 8 examines the process of becoming an
endangered species. Chapter 9 looks at arguments surrounding what is an authentic heritage
bach, while Chapter 10 brings these two sides together to explore how competing networks have
sought to deploy the respective classifications of endangered species and heritage bach. Chapter
11 discusses my key research findings and concludes the thesis.

1.5 Structure of the thesis
Chapter 2 explores how the conception of landscape has varied over the last hundred years and
begins with a discussion about the power of defining concepts. The review argues that two
prevailing views of landscape as a material record of human interaction with nature, and as a way
of seeing are useful but not sufficient for understanding the landscape that we are continuously
immersed in through our sensuous embodied engagements. Hence I argue that a postphenomenological conception of landscape helps to understand why people develop strong
attachments and dislikes to particular landscapes, and consequently attempt to retain or alter
them.
Chapter 3 explores how these attachments to landscape become officially recognised as heritage
and I examine how official designation is strongly influenced by the perspectives of those
involved in assessing and classifying heritage. Chapter 3 also explores how authenticity has been
conceptualised in heritage conservation and how it might better be understood in terms of
dwelling.
Chapter 4 examines the highly contentious category of species, and the species concepts that are
necessary to delimit species, focusing particularly on the biological species concept and the
phylogenetic species concept. The politics of species classifications are particularly evident when
they affect conservation status, and ecotourism is increasingly seen as way to improve
conservation for some endangered species. I suggest there has been only limited geographic
exploration of the consequences of endangered species status, mostly focusing on how threat
classifications have been symbolically deployed in environmental or resource conflicts, rather
than how both species and threat classifications are achieved.
Chapter 5 combines an exploration of the conceptual and methodological tools offered by actorwork theory with a discussion of the methodological implications of adopting a material semiotic
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approach to following the actors using a variety of methods. The chapter examines actor-network
theory’s reconfiguration of what counts as an actor, what theory entails, and how networks of the
social are composed, before discussing the concepts of inscriptions, modalities and hinterlands.
These concepts are especially useful for understanding the way power is theorised in actornetwork theory, which is further explicated by the analytic framework of translation. The
methods adopted include participant observation, interviewing, analysis of evidence and crossexamination from hearings, documents and the media.
Chapters 6 and 7 set out the national and local historical and planning context of the case study
respectively. Chapter 6 focuses on the historical importance of the coast in New Zealand,
baches/cribs typically built on that coast and the changing fate of New Zealand’s bird fauna.
New Zealand’s land-use, heritage and threatened species planning frameworks are also outlined.
Chapter 7 explores the earliest dwellings at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay and the extensive
history of planning issues surrounding the baches’ continued occupation of public land. The
chapter also introduces the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade and explores the natural history of the
white-flippered penguin.
Chapters 8-10 provide the substantive discussion of the case study. Chapter 8 investigates the
scientific processes underpinning the taxonomic status and threat classification of the whiteflippered penguin. Chapter 9 focuses on the arguments surrounding what is considered an
authentic bach and how many, if any, should be officially recognised as heritage baches. Chapter
10 focuses particularly on the network proposing the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade as a potential
solution to the dire conservation status of the white-flippered penguin, but also explores the bach
holders’ network that has opposed this project.
Chapter 11 discusses some of the key findings or my research, and highlights the contribution of
my thesis, particularly related to the importance of a focus on classifications for understanding
how power might be exerted in a landscape controversy. I conclude with a brief discussion of the
theoretical insights offered by my research and suggestions of how this study’s aims might be
advanced in further research.
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‘Memory has its weather’:5
from landscape to landscaping
To inhabit the open is not, then, to be stranded on a closed surface
but to be immersed in the incessant movements of wind and
weather, in a zone wherein substances and medium are brought
together in the constitution of beings that, by way of their activity,
participate in stitching the textures of the land … the relation
between land and weather does not cut across an impermeable
interface between earth and sky but is rather one between the binding
and unbinding of the world (Ingold 2011: 121 original emphasis)

2.1 Introduction
This chapter contends that the way concepts are defined matters because definition has the
power to include and exclude particular elements. In the case of the concept of landscape in
cultural geography, its conceptualisation as a material record or palimpsest that is written on by
human activity has served to obscure everything non-human, while at the same time treating
culture as something above and beyond the individual. Attempts to remedy the cultural simplicity
of the landscape concept by emphasising landscapes as culture products of specific ways of
seeing served to further obscure non-human nature, as well as reinforce a tendency towards
focusing on landscapes of the wealthy and powerful, whose landscapes were most likely to be
symbolically represented. Recent post-phenomenological accounts treat landscape as something
we are constantly submersed in and part of rather than something we look at from a distance,
and consequently this entails a greater focus on how we engage sensually with landscapes that are
always coming into being. Yet our embodied encounters with lively material landscapes are also
shaped by our past associations, hence memories ignited by landscapes help to shape our
experience of that and other landscapes, and that remembering may be particularly enhanced by
non-visual senses, especially smell and touch, as well as the affective dimensions of the weather
experienced at a singular location like the coastal bach.

2.2 Landscape and the power of defining concepts
The word landscape has a lively purchase on the popular imagination, being widely used beyond
its academic usage in both common sense and metaphorical ways, but this liveliness and varied
usage means that it is also extremely hard to pin down. Realists argue that it is important to arrive

5

From the poem ‘Huinga September’ by Charles Brasch (1974) Home Ground. Posthumously edited by Alan Roddick,
Christchurch: The Caxton Press.
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at a precise and correct definition and usage of terms ‘since the unambiguous use of terms
contributes to, and is a necessary prerequisite of, logical argumentation and clarity of thought’
(Jones 2003: 24). While this stance may be appropriate in some scientific contexts, to claim that a
concept has a precise definition that is ‘correct’ conceals a value judgement, and it also highlights
the power involved in definition, because, as David Livingstone argues, defining concepts is
an inherent boundary-marking or boundary-making, enterprise designed to demarcate the
true from the false, the legitimate from the illegitimate, the relevant from the irrelevant.
Accordingly, the ownership of terminology is of enormous consequence in dialogue, for by it
both ideas and people can be positioned on particular sides of debates. To dictate definition
is to wield cultural power. Definitions of a discipline’s cognitive domain are thus frequently
less an ontological exercise about the piece of reality that the subject has a rightful claim
upon, than a strategy for delimiting the scope of vocabulary that will be allowed as good
currency within the professional division of labour (1992: 304).

An illustration of delimiting strategies is offered by Brabyn’s (2009) recent article on the
classification of landscape character. He proposes a definition of landscape ‘as the appearance of
the land’ (2009: 301) based on Granö’s 1929 (translated in 1997) division of the perceived
environment into ‘the proximity, which we perceive with all our senses, and farther away the
landscape, which extends to the horizon and which we perceive by sight alone’ (Granö cited in
Brabyn 2009: 301). I suggest that not only does this rely on a widely critiqued ocular-centric
perspective on how the landscape is perceived (Macpherson 2006; Wylie 2006), it also ignores
how sound and smell are both capable of being sensed well beyond the limits of the visual; just
think of quarrying activities, international airports and oxidation ponds (Rodaway 1994). Indeed,
the town of Moss, just south of Oslo, celebrates its Mosselukt (characteristic smell from the local
paper mill) as part of its cultural heritage (Solli et al. 2011:80). But Brabyn isn’t merely interested
in removing senses other than the visual from the discussion, he also argues for what should be
excluded from view as well, since
this notion that landscape involves distant views is helpful in determining what should be
included in a landscape classification. Small objects such as snails and frogs are not part of a
distant view. At a distance, vegetation form is distinguished but not particular plant species
(Brabyn 2009: 301, emphasis added).

Leaving aside how possible it might be to distinguish tree species at distances of up to 10-20km
away6, it would appear that Brabyn’s definition is as much about what has to be excluded in order
to allow Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to be utilised, as it is about what’s included. For
it is hard to see why only small invertebrates would be excluded, since there is no scope for any
animal, including humans, that moves within the landscape, to fit within the landscape
components of ‘Landform, Landcover, Water, Infrastructure, Dominant landcover, and Water
view’ (Brabyn 2009: 305). I would argue the purpose of such a limited definition is to create a
6

I’m thinking of the differences between Pinus radiata forests, New Zealand beech (Nothofagus) forests and podocarp
forests, which, I would argue, are readily discernible at great distances, even to the uneducated eye (see Jones and Cloke
2002: 23-46 for a discussion of forests, woodlands and trees in the British context).
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static pattern that is amenable to a reworked professional division of labour that makes landscape
quantifiable using GIS7, but to achieve this entails removing both the observer and any
movement whatsoever. This exemplifies a longstanding tradition in landscape studies that ‘still
deals with landscape as a predominantly objective enterprise, where landscape is understood as
something detached and “other” from the encountering subject’ (Crouch and Malm 2003: 255),
indeed, there is no subject at all. In other words this is ‘the view from nowhere’ performing the
‘God-trick’ (Haraway 1988) of ‘establishing itself outside the lives of its subjects, upon whom it
visits a neutral, impartial, disembodied, and unmarked gaze (Kobayashi 2009). As we have seen,
such narrow definitions of landscape are done for a purpose, but they also have a number of
consequences, including removing any chance we have of understanding why people identify
with particular landscapes, and develop strong feelings of love and attachment for them and why
certain landscapes become contested.
Conversely, I would suggest a more fruitful approach is offered by the landscape geographer
Kenneth Olwig, who argues that a term like ‘landscape’ should be seen as the common property
of living languages of Europe and ‘no individual authority has the power to make the definitive
definition. We must live with a word that history has given us, and the populace feels it has a
right to use’ (2004: 117). The challenge thus becomes understanding the etymology and diversity
of usage, and the drawbacks of various definitions, rather than prescribing the correct definition.
Two contenders identified for landscape’s arrival in the English language are the Dutch word
landschap derived from the earlier Germanic landschaft, which both signified an administrative unit
or jurisdiction (Schama 1995). Olwig (2002) argues that landschaft applied originally to quite
specific areas along the North Sea and western Baltic regions. Central to their designation as a
landschaft was that customary law, determined by those living and working in the area defined the
territorial limits of the Land. ‘Custom and culture defined a Land, not physical geographical
characteristics – it was a social entity that found physical expression in the area under its law’
(Olwig 2002: 17). Thus, it was a spatiality constituted through the practices of production,
whether they were agricultural, artisanal or industrial (Cosgrove 2006). Similarly, scape in English
has essentially the same meaning as shape, but also once meant a composition of similar objects
(related to sheaf - a bundle of stalks) and consequently could also indicate something like an
organisation or a system. This leads J. B. Jackson (1984: 7 original emphasis) to propose a
definition of ‘landscape as a composition of manmade spaces on the land’, therefore landscape is ‘not a
natural feature of the environment but a synthetic space, a man-made system of spaces
superimposed on the face of the land’. But Jackson acknowledges that this is complicated by
7

At an earlier presentation of some of this material the quasi-scientific quantification of the landscape was warmly
welcomed by an environmental lawyer who recognised the power such methods would wield in Environment Court
landscape planning cases. See (Sutton et al. 2007)
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common everyday usage varying between countries, for instance, Americans tend to equate
landscape with natural scenery only, whereas the English landscape includes human elements.
The social anthropologist Tim Ingold also emphasises the origin of scape in the Old English
words sceppan or skyppan, meaning ‘to shape’, but is particularly concerned to depict the ‘practices
of production’ as embodied, as opposed to landscape understood as contemplative observation.
Medieval shapers of the land were not painters but farmers, whose purpose was not to
render the material world in appearance rather than substance, but to wrest a living from the
earth. Shape, for them, was as intrinsic to the constitution of the land as is weave to the
constitution of cloth. Just as cloth is woven from the intertwined threads of warp and weft,
so, in medieval times, the land was scaped by the people who, with foot axe and plough, and
with the assistance of their domestic animals, trod, hacked and scratched their lines into the
earth, and thereby created its ever-evolving texture. This was work done close-up, in an
immediate, muscular and visceral engagement with wood, grass and soil – the very opposite
of the distanced, contemplative and panoramic optic that the word ‘landscape’ conjures up in
many minds today (Ingold 2011: 126).

This contrasts markedly with the physical sciences, where landscape is often used as a synonym
for an areal unit. For instance, landscapes are primarily a matter of scale beyond the ecosystem,
for ecologists, as they attempt to quantify how spatial heterogeneity affects ecological processes,
(Turner 1989; Turner, Gardner, and O'Neill 2001; Forman and Godron 1981), similarly for
physical geographers, where landscape is defined as the ‘combined, interacting effects of multiple
environmental controls and forcings’ (Phillips 2007 cited in Brace and Geoghegan 2011: 286).
Studies of human-environment relations also treat the landscape as a unit of scale, but include
cultural processes, so that landscape ‘comprises all the physical, biological and cultural
phenomena interacting in a region’ (Brace and Geoghegan 2011: 286). These understandings
have little in common with aesthetic philosophers, who argue whether landscape beauty is
inherent or subjective (Lothian 1999), or propose that environmental aesthetics should move
away from seeing everyday environments as designed landscapes that are similar to artworks
(Carlson 2001), while environmental psychologists search for the attributes of universally
preferred landscapes (Daniel 2001; Kaplan and Kaplan 1989), and environmental ethicists
explore the origins of landscape conflicts (O'Neill and Walsh 2000). Landscape architects and
landscape planners seek to design and improve landscapes (Simonds 1998; McHarg 1969), or
assess their quality and protect the most outstanding, often informed by what is considered to be
universally preferred (Büscher 2006; Peart 2004; Swanwick 2004; Zube, Sell, and Taylor 1982;
Arler 2000), or those deemed to be historic (Tishler 1979). Archaeologists use the concept of
landscape to apprehend and animate the traces left by past cultures (Barber 2000; Bender 1998;
Tilley 1994) and art historians reveal the ‘richness, antiquity and complexity of our landscape
tradition’ (Schama 1995: 14), while anthropologists highlight the contemporary ongoing
togetherness of human beings and landscapes (Ingold 2000), and see it more as a medium for
analysis of social identities, that are ‘as wide as the social and political perspectives of those who
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use and embrace it’ (Tilley 2006: 8). As the heritage archaeologist Barbara Bender (2006: 304)
notes,
landscapes refuse to be disciplined …[because by] invoking both time and place, past and
present, being always in process and in tension, they make a mockery of the oppositions that
we create between time (history) and space (geography), or between nature (science) and
culture (anthropology).

One of the difficulties for understanding this variability is that definitions and meanings also
change through time. In a study of the evolving meanings of landscape in New Zealand policy
and planning Swaffield (1991) suggests that landscape’s meaning developed from an initial idea of
a panorama or improved land at the time of European settlement to include appearance of
natural vegetation, and subsequently became defined as a system or ‘total landscape’ which
adopted parametric approaches to separate out factors such as soils, geology, vegetation etc., and
in turn, included experiential dimensions of landscape, as landscape architecture became a
professional body in the 1970s. Similarly, in Europe
[t]he meaning of the term ‘landscape’ has become broader than that of a view or panorama
of natural scenery, which characterized many national protection laws and policies until the
middle of the 20th century, and that of environment or nature, to which it has often been
limited during recent years of environmental battles (Scazzosi 2004: 337).

But as meanings evolve, older usages don’t necessarily disappear, and Swaffield (1991) found that
these meanings could coexist in documents relating to the issue of trees in the New Zealand high
country, but their usage was often associated with particular groups or applications, and was seen
as one way of attempting to secure particular outcomes. Indeed, Jones and Daugstad (1997)
identify four distinct discourses of ‘cultural landscape’ (e.g. agricultural, nature conservation,
cultural heritage and planning) in Norwegian land management debates, and consequently ‘the
cultural landscape provides an arena in which different interest groups struggle to influence the
formation of our physical surroundings, exemplified in the conflicts that often arise between the
production of economic goods and the production of environmental goods’ (1997: 280). The
point is that these discourses have material outcomes in the form of lines on maps, fences,
boundaries and gates that keep some people in and others out (Head 2010). This means staying
alert to the particular usages of concepts, or what Lien and Davison (2010) argue, requires
an attentiveness to the performativity of concepts; to the ways in which any enactment of
ideas is simultaneously constituted by and constitutive of the material settings in which it
occurs. Bringing into question the assumption that theory and practice are ontologically
distinct (Verran 2001; Davison 2005), inquiry into specific performances of nature and culture,
such as ecological science, resists theoretical abstractions about nature and culture (2010: 239
original emphasis).

The point of noting the power and performativity involved in defining concepts is that it is
closely related to classification. So, for instance, how concepts such as heritage, species,
ecotourism, landscape or authenticity are defined helps to delineate what is included and what is
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excluded from any given classification. In Chapter 3 I focus on what typically gets recognised
under the banner of heritage, with a key argument revolving around the supposed authenticity of
heritage. While in Chapter 4 I pay particular attention to how species have been defined by
taxonomists and systematists, and how these classifications have been adopted and deployed by
conservationists, and subsequently studied by human geographers. The next section of this
chapter explores how the concept of landscape has been framed in cultural geography, and
particularly how it might be understood as the world we are sensuously immersed in, rather than
as just something we look at, and how this might help to understand why some landscapes
become contested.

2.3 Landscape in cultural geography
In a recent handbook article on the concept of landscape in human geography John Wylie (2011)
suggests a congruence of lay, dictionary and geographers’ understandings of the word landscape.
Common sense notions suggest landscape is most often understood in three different ways. First,
it’s seen as ‘the world around us’ that is both distinctively external to us, and made of material,
visibly tangible really-existing things, such as houses, trees, rivers and hills, often seen from a
particular viewpoint. This shares a strong similarity with the first meaning of landscape as a noun
in the New Oxford Dictionary of English; ‘all the visible features of an area of countryside or land,
often considered in relation to their aesthetic appeal’ (Pearsell 1998: 1034). This sense equates
landscape with everyday visible reality and allows for distinctions between ‘types’, for example,
urban/rural landscapes, or agricultural landscapes, as well as metaphorical usage such as the
political landscape, but it also suggests that human perception is involved in discerning what is
aesthetically appealing. Second, the word landscape conjures a painting or photograph of a
particular scene, ranging from postcards, snapshots and calendars to the paintings of grand
masters and Sunday painters, but the landscape option is also familiar to the users of digital
cameras and word processers, where the fundamental attribute is greater width than height. As
Wylie (2011: 301 original emphasis) notes; ‘the understanding of landscape as a pictorial format,
as a framework through which the world is pictured and represented, is one that percolates into and through
many routine and unremarked elements of daily life’. The third and final meaning that landscape
commonly evokes is notions of design and the practise and practices of landscape gardening. For
instance, ‘we’re landscaping the backyard this weekend’ or ‘have you seen the new landscaping in
the city centre’ suggest renewal, planting and improvement aimed towards greater amenity and
visual aesthetic appeal. Landscaping, here slips seamlessly between verb and noun, in the first use,
‘to landscape’ is to modify and reshape the surface contours of the earth by adding ornamental
features, or planting trees or shrubs, while in the second usage the action has already taken place,
and landscaping names the results of those actions. Wylie suggests that beyond gardening,
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landscape also conjures activities that take place in the countryside such as walking, cycling,
painting or botanising, and consequently a wider sense is perhaps discernible, although rather
dormant, of ‘landscape as a practice of inhabitation’ (2011: 301 original emphasis). Seen this way
landscape is a mode of engagement that is lived and practiced – ‘something we live in and
through; not a distant scene but our day to day geography’ (Rose and Wylie 2011: 222). There is
an ambiguous tension in the ways lay understandings and dictionaries define landscape as both ‘a
portion of land’ and ‘as something seen by a viewer’, and Wylie argues that it ‘is this precise
ravelling-together of two elements often otherwise held distinct from each other’ that is crucial,
because it is precisely this imputed co-mingling of the ‘land itself’ and our perception of it,
however innocuous it might seem, that has both haunted and stimulated the work of several
generations of landscape geographers. Defined thus, landscape is articulated in complex
fashion; it shuttles between objective fact and subjective perception, between material
substance and symbolic form, between the tangible and the intangible, reality and
appearance. Putting this another way, the landscape concept hinges, right from the start,
between outer worlds (the material, external world) and inner worlds (the internal world of
human meaning, symbolism and imagination) (Wylie 2011: 302 original emphasis).

The concept of landscape has waxed and waned in importance within cultural geography, partly
in relation to how it has been negotiated in different strands of research, which have tended to
focus their efforts on only certain aspects of this continuum between inner and outer worlds. As
Wylie points out, this has resulted in a tension that has
recurrently haunted landscape studies in cultural geography. It is a tension between proximity
and distance, body and mind, sensuous immersion and detached observation. Is landscape
the world we are living in, or a scene we are looking at from afar (Wylie 2007: 1)?

In the next section I discuss research that emerged in the United States in the first half of the
twentieth century, which became known as the Berkeley School and focused on landscape in the
sense of the first definition as a material record of culture. In the second section, emphasis shifts
to how we look at landscapes, highlighting the ideological aspects underpinning symbolic
representations of landscapes, while the third section focuses on the inhabited landscape, and
seeks to transcend the sterile opposition between inner and outer worlds.

2.3.1 The material landscape as a record of human activity
Understanding the landscape as the material record of human activity depends upon seeing it as
an objective fact which results from the interaction of humans with nature. This perspective is
most closely connected with the cultural geography of Carl Sauer (1889-1975) and his colleagues
and followers at the University of California Berkeley from the 1920s onwards, subsequently
known as the Berkeley School (Kraftl 2010; Duncan 2009). Sauer’s influence was such that, in the
US, ‘cultural geography’ is virtually synonymous with ‘human geography’ (Jackson 1989), and
Sauer argued that landscape was the core object of cultural geography, stating that ‘the term
“landscape” is proposed to denote the unit concept of geography, to characterize a peculiarly
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geographic association of facts’ (Sauer 1963 [1925]: 321). Sauer also provides a classic definition
of ‘cultural landscape’ in The Morphology of Landscape, which argues for the reciprocal significance
of both natural and cultural factors in the evolution of the landscape:
The cultural landscape is fashioned from the natural landscape by a culture group. Culture is
the agent, the natural area the medium, the cultural landscape is the result. (Sauer 1963
[1925]: 321).

This definition emphasises the cultural landscape as a material record of reality that has been
shaped by humans. Studying such landscapes therefore involves a substantive focus on the
cultural artefacts of, usually, rural areas; systematically documenting, classifying and analysing
architectural forms and distribution patterns (Rogers 2010), and, thus it was the geographers’ task
to ‘reveal the characteristics, trace, distribution and effectivity of the human cultures that had
inhabited and moulded’ the landscape (Wylie 2011: 304). The cultural artefacts were thus seen as
a window on culture, as Colten (2010: 2) notes in his discussion of Kniffen’s (1936) article on
‘Louisiana House Types’:
log houses were more than just a product of the builders’ labor, their assembled knowledge
and skills, and available materials; they were an enduring record of larger cultural processes.
For Kniffen, the study of this landscape offered insight into the societies that erected them.

But insight into particular societies and cultures was limited by a persistently rural focus, a
privileging of the vernacular, and a lack of interest in examining arguments over what should or
should not happen in particular landscapes. As the historian Dolores Hayden points out;
[u]nlike social history, which developed an urban bias from the 1960s on, cultural geography
from the 1940s on leaned to the study of rural pre-industrial landscapes rather than the
complicated urban variety, mapping ethnicity along with vernacular house types or patterns
of cultivation considering ecology but avoiding issues of political contestation (1997: 113).

For the architectural historian Gwendolyn Wright, this mapping of vernacular architecture,
undertaken by Kniffen and others from the Berkeley School, aligned with a longstanding view
that
has located the vernacular in two literally “marvellous,” supposedly unchanging spatial
milieus ... A celebration of indigenous traditions in the European and American countryside
extolled distinct regional or national folk virtues, ... [and] a fascination with “the primitive”
mapped and justified the West’s control over exotic landscapes and cultures being colonized
abroad (1998: 475).

Wright argues that this linked the vernacular with other romantic concepts of the era; the
‘traditional peasantry’ and the ‘authentic folk’ of European and American nationalism, thus
claiming to preserve an authentic past – ‘the vernacular has come to evoke a timeless realm
beyond the reach of social tensions and commercial ambitions’ (Wright 1998: 475). This
connection of vernacular with authenticity is particularly relevant because baches could be
described as a quintessentially vernacular building type, and, therefore, we should be careful
about romanticising them and assuming their authenticity.
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This romanticisation of the vernacular also seems apparent in the somewhat later work of the
English landscape historian W.G. Hoskins (1955), for whom the landscape is a palimpsest - the
material embodiment of people’s activities that could be deciphered if one was attentive to the
layers (Bender 2006). His interest, however, was in a thoroughly historical vernacular, with, for
instance, no mention of the early 20th century ‘plotlands’ settlements that were scattered around
the British coast (see Hardy and Ward 1984). While Hoskins did much to popularise landscape
study in the UK and showed that landscapes were not only spatial but irrevocably temporal,
Bender suggests that his work was largely unreflexive, and its ‘underlying threnody – his espousal
of a rooted sense of place and his loathing of contemporary change – has made him vulnerable to
hi-jacking by conservative Little Englanders’ (2006: 304). But Wylie (2007: 39) argues that
Hoskins helped to inaugurate a vision of English landscape under threat that countered the
utopian modernism of the pre-war landscape ‘planner-preservationists’, and this ‘melancholic
narrative of loss and decline is nearly mainstream today’ among the cultural and natural heritage
movement in England. I would argue that a similar melancholic narrative of landscape under
threat is also apparent in New Zealand, most obviously in Salmon’s (1960) polemic Heritage
Destroyed: The Crisis in Scenery Preservation in New Zealand. Whilst not explicitly mentioning Hoskins,
Salmon echoes Hoskins’ style when he notes the ‘delightful tree-lined highways and byways’ of
England, and
[h]ow ugly by comparison are the cultivated lands of New Zealand, where scarcely a road
exists that is not lined by telephone or power poles or both; where trees are conspicuous by
their absence and when they do appear consist mostly of ugly pines or macrocarpa (1960:
93).

For both Hoskins and Salmon it is self-evident what is ugly and that is what is modern and
exotic, but for Salmon, this does not seem to include baches.8 This narrative of loss and distaste
for the modern is most evident in contemporary opposition to wind energy development
proposals in the tussock grasslands of Central Otago, New Zealand (see Graham, Stephenson,
and Smith 2009), but baches and cribs are now also seen to uglify the landscape (Mason 1994).
Geographers have criticised approaches that have focused on the idea that landscape provides a
material record of a particular culture in a number of ways. First, they have argued that such
approaches ‘tended to describe rather than explain the patterns of distribution that they mapped’
(Kraftl 2010: 405). Second, Duncan (1980) argued that the Berkeley School adopted a reified
‘superorganic’ conception of culture; which viewed culture as an entity above people and not
reducible to individual’s actions, and it also failed to ‘address the wider social context in which

8

Salmon (1960) does not explicitly mention baches but in the ‘before and after’ photographs of the effects of hydro
development on Lake Waikaremoana (opposite page 33) it is the wide mudflats that are condemned, while the small bach
settlement goes unremarked.
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cultures are constituted and expressed’ (Jackson 1989: 18). Third, they had an unproblematic
conception of the natural landscape, and consequently there has been a tendency to
treat the process of landscape formation as the result of interactions between natural and
cultural processes – both of which tended to be portrayed as somehow definable in, and
through, the absence of the other (Hinchliffe 2003: 208).

As Head et al. (2012: 21) note, this dichotomy between the natural and social or cultural is
‘ontologically incomplete … [because it] leads to a conception that entities are “essentially” either
social or natural prior to their interaction with one another’, and thus Sauer’s cultural landscape
ends up purifying the natural and cultural. While such cultural geographies provide an inadequate
conception of landscape, Kraftl argues, that work in the Berkeley School tradition reminds us of
the significance of everyday built forms to the early years of cultural geography ‘in the midst of a
later preference for more “spectacular” kinds of case study’ (2010: 404). The import of this
approach for my thesis is that over the previous 130 years or so, baches and cribs appeared in
clusters around many parts of New Zealand’s coastline, lakes and riversides, on a variety of land
tenures. Although this research focuses primarily on single case study, it is necessary to explore
the wider geographies and histories of bach and crib landscapes to gain some understanding of
how and why these vernacular cottages ‘loom large in the national psyche’ of New Zealanders
(Kearns and Collins 2006: 229), and consequently these bach landscapes are explored further in
Chapter 6. But the popularity of baches and cribs is not due solely to their physical abundance in
the landscape; it is also a function of how frequently they have been represented in film,
television, art, popular and academic writing and in various forms of advertising. Similarly, native
bird conservation has a particularly iconic status in New Zealand, due, in part, to the country’s
distinctive ecological history, but also because of how native avifauna have been presented in the
media. The next section shifts focus from landscape as a material record to instead focus on the
interpretation of landscapes as symbolic cultural products.

2.3.2 Landscapes as symbols, texts and ways of seeing
By the early 1980s, inspired by scholars in the humanities, especially the work of British cultural
Marxists Raymond Williams and John Berger, the focus of landscape studies within cultural
geography shifted away the idea that landscape was something that objectively existed out there,
towards an emphasis on how landscape was subjectively constructed as a way of seeing the
world. Berger’s Ways of Seeing (1972), in particular, questioned the presumed objectivity presented
by the conventional critiques of landscape art. An example of the way that a supposedly real and
objective landscape, and paintings of it, were melded together is offered in the opening few
sentences of art historian Kenneth Clark’s 1949 book Landscape into Art;
We are surrounded with things which we have not made and which have a life and structure
different from our own: trees, flowers, grasses, rivers, hills, clouds. For centuries they have
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inspired us with curiosity and awe. They have been objects of delight. We have recreated
them in our imaginations to reflect our moods. And we have come to think of them as
contributing to an idea which we have called nature. Landscape painting marks the stages in
our conception of nature. Its rise and development since the middle ages is part of a cycle in
which the human spirit attempted once more to create a harmony with its environment
(cited in Mitchell 1994: 6).

The innocence of Clark’s confident assertions, and, indeed, the supposed ‘objectivity’ of
traditional art historians were thoroughly critiqued by Marxist landscape art theorists, such as
Berger. They argued, instead, that such naïve interpretations of landscape paintings reinforced the
cultural values they presumed to stand outside of, and proposed that such ‘art’ is dynamically
involved in the production a class-based ideological landscape which naturalises social and
economic values (Bermingham 1989; Berger 1972; Solkin 1982). These insights underpinned the
rise of cultural studies in Britain and were part of the inspiration of a concomitant ‘new’ cultural
geography, exemplified by the now ‘totemic’ (Whatmore 2006) definition of landscape in the
introduction to Cosgrove and Daniel’s (1988) book The iconography of landscape, where a
landscape is a cultural image, a pictorial way of representing, structuring or symbolising
surroundings. This is not to say that landscapes are immaterial. They may be represented in a
variety of materials and on many surfaces – in paint on canvas, in writing on paper, in earth,
stone, water, and vegetation on the ground. A landscape park is more palpable but no more
real, no less imaginary, than a landscape painting or poem. (Daniels and Cosgrove 1988: 1).

Landscapes in this cultural Marxist conception were first and foremost ‘understood as being
always already a representation’ (Wylie 2007: 68 original emphasis), and ‘representations not only
reflect reality, but they help to constitute reality’ (Duncan 2000: 703). This resulted in
representations and the processes of construction which they reflected and sustained
becoming the primary object of inquiry; with representation being positioned as an
ontological process human cultures are forever engaged in and produced through (Wylie
2003: 139-140).

Landscapes were no longer seen as merely a material record of human actions, but instead, as
products of the cultural imagination to be discursively and interpretatively understood using
social and cultural theory. They were also essentially visual, and that gaze was the vision of an
individual subject from a particular cultural perspective that they had been educated and
socialised into (Wylie 2007, 2011). This gaze, Gillian Rose (1993) argues, is also typically
masculine, voyeuristic and narcissistic, while Duncan (1993) highlights the imperial gaze of
explorers, naturalists and cartographers.9 This way of approaching the study of landscape,
therefore
involves thinking about how our way of looking at the world is laden with particular cultural
values, attitudes, ideologies and expectations. The cultural beliefs and values which inform
practices of seeing, envisioning, picturing and representing thus become the core object of
study for landscape geographies (Wylie 2011: 306).

9

For a New Zealand example firmly in this tradition of research see: (Byrnes 2001)
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This cultural materialist approach to landscape also ‘presupposes that all representation has an
ideological function’ because it is the “perspective” of a particular, usually elite, socio-economic
group (Wylie 2007: 69), and consequently much of this research paid particular attention to the
histories of representing the world through the techniques of mapping, surveying and picturing.
As Cosgrove puts it;
[t]he terminology and formal expression of landscape’s shift to incorporate the graphic and
pictorial varied geographically. But, whether applied to the estate, the city region or the
national state, landscape was consistently reformulated as an ‘idea’ that bounded and mapped
territorialized spaces on to lands, paese, and pays by means of such mathematical and graphic
techniques as perspective, projection, geometry and trigonometry. A distanciated and
aesthetic connotation was layered over the affective, quotidian relationship of land and social
life (Cosgrove 2006: 55 original emphasis).

Wylie suggests that this distanciation and layering of the aesthetic over the quotidian has meant
that for those using the approach, ‘[l]andscape, as a particular type of visual representation,
mystifies, renders opaque, distorts, hides, occludes reality’ (2007: 69), highlighted by the famous
quotation from John Berger (1972: 41) used to conclude Cosgrove’s (1984) Social Formation and
Symbolic Landscape. ‘Sometimes a landscape seems to be less a setting for the life of its inhabitants
than a curtain behind which their struggles, achievements and accidents take place’ (cited in Wylie
2007: 69). The problem with such metaphors is that they give the sense that if only we can pull
aside the curtain then we will have direct access to what is really going on, but I suggest such
aspirations are a mirage. In terms of my research, however, this work alerts us to the functions
representations of baches or penguins have in various media and planning situations, and
suggests they are never just innocent pictures. They help to structure people’s thinking about
particular issues, whether this is in the widespread use of bach images in television or magazine
advertising, baches as real estate or holiday destination, or anthropomorphised penguins used to
sell potato chips. Baches are persistently portrayed as humble, modest, owner-built,
intergenerational, as well as iconic parts of the coastal landscape and the classic Kiwi holiday, and
subsequently bachholders at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay have attempted to tap into these
representations. However, Chapter 6 shows that what is considered a bach has changed
dramatically in recent years. Similarly, representations are used by those opposed to illustrate the
intimidating, exclusionary and wealthy landscape of the baches.
Rather than using theories from art criticism, James and Nancy Duncan (1988) utilise the literary
criticism and linguistics of Barthes (1973 [1957]), in their contention that the landscape could be
read as ‘text’ (see also Barnes and Duncan 1992b; Duncan and Ley 1993). They also sought to
expose the way dominant ideas and beliefs are reproduced and become taken-for-granted in
particular landscapes, but in their poststructural formulation, rather than adopting a realist
understanding of meaning corresponding with words on a page, meaning was taken to be
‘constructed, within a referential, discursive and intertextual realm’ (Wylie 2007: 74 original
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emphasis). Metaphors of text consequently highlight ‘the inherent instability of meaning,
fragmentation or absence of integrity, lack of authorial control, polyvocality and unresolvable
social contradictions’ of landscapes, and thus suggesting that there are always more
interpretations possible (Barnes and Duncan 1992a: 7). Despite this potential ambiguity, textual
cultural geographers still tended to emphasise the landscape as a ‘terrain of struggle where various
agents continually attempt to impose and/or resist differing representational constructs’ (Rose
2002: 459). For instance studies explored the ways nature is framed and constructed for and
against development proposals, including; a new landfill site in the English countryside
(Macnaghten 1993), environmental impact assessments for a new subdivision (Hillier 1999), a
prison in a forested mountain region (Che 2005), a movie studio in a Site of Special Scientific
Interest (Harrison and Burgess 1994), and the discourses of environmental planning gain
(Whatmore and Boucher 1993). While another strand focused on the implementation of nature
conservation and heritage policies within cultural landscapes, for instance, the proposal for an
‘English National Forest’ (Cloke, Milbourne, and Thomas 1996), the development of wetland
agri-environmental schemes (Harrison, Burgess, and Clark 1998; Burgess, Clark, and Harrison
1998; Clark and Murdoch 1997), and the arguments surrounding recreational use or nature
conservation of a decommissioned military firing range (Daugstad, Svarstad, and Vistad 2006).
This concentration on the discursive aspects of contested landscapes has been thoroughly
criticised as the next section outlines.

2.3.3 Critiques of seeing landscapes as cultural products
There are a number of distinct drawbacks to treating landscape as a cultural product, and
metaphors, such as text, veil, icon, symbol, spectacle, way of seeing and theatre have proved
fertile ground for critique of how culture, nature and everyday life have been conceptualised
using such landscape metaphors. One of the earliest and most forceful came from the social
anthropologist Tim Ingold, who explicitly took issue with Daniels and Cosgrove’s (1988: 1)
definition of ‘[a] landscape as a cultural image, a pictorial way of representing or symbolising
surroundings’, rejecting what he saw as
the division between inner and outer worlds – respectively of mind and matter, meaning and
substance – upon which such distinction rests. The landscape, I hold, is not a picture in the
imagination, surveyed by the mind’s eye; nor, however, is it an alien and formless substrate
awaiting the imposition of human order (1993: 154).

For Ingold, the idea of a symbolic landscape is schismatic ‘between the ideas of culture and the
matter of nature’ (Rose and Wylie 2011: 227 original emphasis), and this distinction leads to the
material landscape being treated as ‘context’ that ‘is purely reactive, and possesses only the inertia
of substance, as a rock upon which the waves of discursive meaning break’ (Wylie 2003: 141). In
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this understanding ‘matter can be obdurate, but not generative’ (Whatmore and Hinchliffe 2010:
442), and consequently landscape metaphors of cultural production
have, both in theory and practice, served to make nature ephemeral and epiphenomenal.
These metaphors treat nature as a blank page or an empty stage on which the drama of
culture is written and acted out. They provide no way to think of nature as a lively,
heterogeneously embodied actor. In moments of metaphorical extravagance the material
‘reality’ of landscape disappears altogether (Demeritt 1994: 172).

Indeed, both the older cultural geography of the Berkeley School and the ‘newer’ cultural
geography, epitomised by Cosgrove and Daniels (1988) and Duncan and Duncan (1988), ‘cast the
making of landscapes (whether worked or represented) as an exclusively human achievement in
which the stuff of the world is so much putty in our hands’ (Whatmore 2006: 603). Yet at the
same time as these metaphors neglect all manner of liveliness and materiality traditionally
considered as nature, they also occlude the study of people’s everyday involvement in the world,
because the
very idea that meaning covers over the world, layer upon layer, carries the implication that the
way to uncover the most basic of human beings’ practical involvement with their
environments is by stripping these layers away. In other words, such blanketing metaphors
actually serve to create and perpetuate an intellectual space in which … human geography
can flourish, untroubled by any concerns about what the world means to the people who live
in it (Ingold 1993: 171 original emphasis).

Some of the reasons for cultural geographers lack of interest in human beings’ practical
involvement have been further elaborated by Nigel Thrift, who argues that people’s actual
experiences of living in the world are persistently ignored by scholars who, because of their
allegiance to a textualist model of the world which insists on the primacy of representation,
systematically exaggerate transience, fragmentation and loss of meaning, consistently overemphasize systematicity … and downgrade everyday life to residual Rabelaisian pockets of
resistance in an ever more programmed and ever more frantic world. In particular, these
forms of life give ground to what is written down. The danger is that by so doing they cancel
out what is not written down, which tends to be the lives of those who have struggled to get
by rather than get on. The point is not that these actors are mutes that then have to be made
to speak, it is rather that their practices need to be valued for themselves as the somatic legacy
we all live by, with and for (Thrift 1999: 300 original emphasis).

As well as a focus on what’s written down or pictured, rather than the practices of everyday life,
Mitch Rose (2006, 2002) argues that the way culture has been conceptualised in ‘new’ cultural
geography in general and landscape studies, in particular, actually obliterates any chance of
understanding culture as process (see also Mitchell 1995; Cresswell 2003). He is particularly
critical of the recurring focus of landscape studies on the ‘negotiated’ or ‘contested’ aspects of
culture, where ‘[l]andscape is the sight (sic) of cultural conflict because it is through its
representation that we can see and study cultural or ideological struggle’ (Rose 2006: 540). He
argues that, although these studies acknowledge the possibility of resistance; for them ‘some form
of dominance must always be present for culture and/or cultural landscapes to exist’ (2002: 459
original emphasis), with the consequence that concepts such as ‘interpretative communities’,
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‘hegemonic discourses’ and ‘dominant ideologies’ are favoured to ‘explain the presence of culture
and landscape in the world’. Thus, in this way of seeing the landscape,
[w]hile struggle is always present in the landscape, it is ultimately the forces of limitation and
control, rather than those of interpretation and resistance, that define what culture or the
cultural landscape is. … [hence] while agency is valorised in cultural geography, because it
destabilises and disrupts, it never makes the blueprint – or if it does it is only when it
becomes dominant. … Thus while landscape is described in terms of struggle it is defined in
terms of structure. The landscape owes its existence to being read in a consistent fashion
(2002: 459 original emphasis).

At the heart of cultural geography, Rose therefore argues, is a theoretical ambivalence that is
ultimately a contradiction. ‘One cannot derive highly interpretative social agents from a society
that is fundamentally structured. Neither can one derive fundamental structures from a highly
interpretative society’ (2002: 460). Rose attributes these difficulties to the way that, for much of
the preceding two decades, cultural geography has consistently conceptualised culture in cultural
studies terms; ‘as something both ideological and meaningful; stabilised and simultaneously fluid;
hegemonic, and, yet, open to various forms of resistance’. He points out that, ‘[i]n this framing,
culture is thought to begin with a set of inherited ideas, scripts, concepts, etc, but how the
individual accepts or rejects this legacy is key’ (2006: 540). But as Rose cogently argues, in this
formulation culture ‘is always in between the received and the practised’, thus, it is seen as
mediating term between ‘individual self-consciousness and the impersonal metaforces that
structure social relations’, and landscape also fulfils this role, ‘[a]s something that is distinctly
material, visual, and symbolic, the landscape mediates between the dominant ideology and the
cultural community’ (2006: 540). But Rose questions what this mediating role has contributed to
our understanding of culture or cultural landscape relying as it does on traditional structuralist
explanations. His point is that
if the aim of cultural studies was to delink the operations of culture, cultural practice, and
cultural artefacts such as landscape from the deterministic operations of the economy, if it
was to give some autonomy to the place of meaning and attachment in everyday life, and if it
was to imagine culture as something fluid, dynamic, and open ended without losing a sense
of the ideological forces that influence social relations, then retheorising culture as a
distinctive sphere of human experience was a bad place to start (2006: 541).

This is because you cannot theorise a process as a ‘something’, because as soon as you attempt to
its process-like qualities start to evaporate (see Stewart 1996). The limitations of this way of
conceptualising culture have important flow-on effects for our understanding of landscape,
which ‘exists as far as culture gives it an existence, symbolising and expressing culture’s hidden
essence’ (2006: 541-542). Consequently, Rose argues we should stop seeing the landscape as a
reflection of something deeper and more real and instead proposes that, rather than approaching
the landscape as a nut to be cracked, what if we explored the landscape as a thing in itself:
that is as something that solicits and provokes, initiates and connects, as something that
engenders its own effects and affects? The inclination to mine the landscape for meaning
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has, in my opinion, kept us from being truly open to the possibilities of landscape and from
exploring not ‘what’ but ‘how’ the landscape is (2006: 542 original emphasis).

I find this a compelling way of thinking about the bach landscape at Boulder Bay because it
certainly solicits and provokes people and engenders its own effects and affects, and Rose’s
critique of culture also suggests that claims of a ‘bach culture’ might be problematic because
culture needs to be understood as always in the doing. But as we shall see in the next section,
people also come to landscapes from all manner of backgrounds. These critiques of the ways
textual and symbolic landscape studies have neglected or misunderstood nature, culture and
everyday life have helped to form the ground for a reinvigorated phenomenological study of
landscape, augmenting the earlier humanistic tradition of cultural geography, with its focus
particularly on place (Relph 1976; Tuan 1974; Seamon 1979; Tuan 1977), and prompted a focus
on the more-than-representational (Lorimer 2005) or non-representational (Thrift 1996; Thrift
and Dewsbury 2000; Thrift 2008) aspects of landscape.

2.4 Phenomenological and non-representational approaches to landscape
In contrast with the empirical, interpretative and discursive approaches to landscape discussed
thus far, phenomenology and non-representational theory take as their starting point the multisensual embodied and affective experience of landscape. This section briefly introduces the
continental philosophy of phenomenology and the Heideggerian concept of dwelling, which were
influentially expounded upon by the social anthropologist Tim Ingold, and subsequently enlisted
as part of Nigel Thrift’s non-representational theory. The second section focuses on how
embodied sensory perception of the world has been rethought in the light of postphenomenology, and how this is in turn affected by memory. While the final section explores
how buildings have been reconceptualised in geographical studies of architecture influenced by
post-phenomenology and non-representational theory.

2.4.1 (Post) Phenomenology, dwelling and non-representational geographies
Phenomenology is a richly variegated and predominantly European mode of philosophy. Three
main strands are recognised: transcendental phenomenology, associated with Husserl, works
toward a universal conception of being, and is less interested in the environmental experiences of
individuals; constitutive phenomenology, associated with Schutz,10 focuses on the ‘shared
communities of meaning’ evident in the ‘life-worlds’ of particular societies; while existential
phenomenology, associated with Merleau-Ponty and Heidegger, rejects the possibility of
universal experience and takes a less meaning-based approach, and instead focuses on how ‘the
life-world is constituted through experience and the interpretation of this experience’ (Lea 2009:
10

Also influenced by his adult life in the US.
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373). Phenomenology has a history within the discipline of geography, with humanistic
geographers (for instance David Seamon, Anne Buttimer, David Ley, Yi-Fu Tuan and Edward
Relph) of the 1970s adopting various, somewhat mixed-up, versions of phenomenology in
response to objectivist science and quantitative geography (Backhaus 2009). For instance,
Backhaus suggests that Yi-Fu Tuan’s works are quasi-phenomenological because he only adheres
to one of its principles; that of phenomenological reduction, while Edward Relph (1976) adopts
both the insider/outsider distinction of Schutz, as well as Heidegger’s concept of Dasein in his
proposal that place provides the ‘spatial rooting of authentic existence’, which I discuss further in
the section on authenticity in Chapter 3 (Backhaus 2009: 140-141). While much of this early work
argued for the importance of place, landscape was the focus of J.B. Jackson’s (1980, 1970, 1984)
idiosyncratic studies of the American landscapes of trailer-home parks, backyards, cars, sidewalks,
and highways. In these studies he set out to articulate the inhabitant’s view of the world,
developed from the position that ‘far from being spectators in the world, we are participants in it’
(Jackson, 1997 cited in Wylie 2007: 41). As the critiques of symbolic and discursive landscape
geography in the previous section suggest, human geographers’ renewed engagement with
phenomenology was responding to quite different precursors than the earlier humanistic
geography. They aimed to undermine the nature/culture dichotomy, by treating both the material
qualities of so-called nature as generative, while recognising that culture is always in process.
Consequently Tim Ingold’s distinction between the building and dwelling perspectives, inspired
by Heidegger, has played an important role in shifting the focus away from landscape as a cultural
production towards understanding landscapes as lived and practised. Significantly, Nigel Thrift’s
(1999) influential paper on non-representational theory and place, uses extended quotations from
Ingold’s (1995) paper Building, dwelling, living, where the distinction is first elaborated. Ingold
rejects the view that humans exist in a web of symbolic relations
inscribed in a separate plane of mental representations, forming a tapestry of meaning that
covers over the world of environmental objects. Whereas the non-human animal perceives
these objects as immediately available for use, to human beings they appear initially as
occurrent phenomena to which potential uses must be affixed, prior to any attempt at
engagement. The fox discovers shelter in the roots of a tree, but the forester sees timber only
in his mind’s eye, and has first to fit that image in thought to his perception of the occurrent
object – the tree – before taking action. … It has been conventional, in anthropology and
other writings of Western academic provenance, to refer to these worlds, of human values
and purpose on one hand, and of physical objects on the other, by means of the shorthand
terms, culture and nature, respectively (1995: 63-66 original emphasis).

In conventional accounts, therefore, humans build while nonhumans merely dwell, and conscious
design must precede construction and inhabitation, because there is ‘an imagined separation
between the perceiver and the world, such that the perceiver has to reconstruct the world, in the
mind, prior to any meaningful engagement with it’, thus the essence of the building perspective is
that ‘worlds are made before they are lived in; or in other words, the acts of dwelling are
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preceded by acts of world-making’ (1995: 66 original emphasis). Thrift points to some of the
consequences of this perspective in human geography, where ‘space and time are neutral grids, or
perhaps containers, over which and in which meaning is “placed”. They are not part of the play;
they are onlookers’ (1999: 301), and he notes that this focus on the ‘subject’ is a remarkably
common one in human geography especially those that take representations as their starting
point.
Instead, Ingold focuses on the activities and practices that people, animals and plants undertake
in the process of landscaping, in order to propose a dwelling perspective that contradicts the
building perspective. His alternative perspective proceeds from Heidegger’s contention that ‘we
do not dwell because we have built, but we build and have built because we dwell, that is because
we are dwellers … To build is in itself already to dwell’ (Heidegger 1971 cited in Ingold 1995: 76).
Thus, for Ingold, what a dwelling perspective
means is that the forms people build, whether in the imagination or on the ground, arise with
the current of their involved activity, in the specific relational contexts of their practical
engagement with their surroundings. Building, then, cannot be understood as a simple
process of transcription, of a pre-existing design of the final product on to a raw material
substrate. It is true that human beings – perhaps uniquely among animals – have the capacity
to envision forms in advance of their implementation, but this envisioning is itself an activity
carried on by real people in real-world environment, rather than by a disembodied intellect
moving in the subjective space delimited by the puzzles it sets out to solve (1995: 76)

Ingold’s dwelling perspective extends earlier humanistic uses of the term to the nonhuman and
leads to a reconceptualization of landscape. Instead of seeing the land surface as a palimpsest
sequentially shaped and re-shaped over time by the inscription of cultural form, Ingold argues
that the ‘forms of the landscape – like the identities and capacities of its human inhabitants – are
not imposed upon a material substrate but rather emerge as condensations or crystallisations of
activity within a relational field’ (2011: 47). In this way of thinking
the landscape, in short, is not a totality that you or anyone else can look at, it is rather the
world in which we stand in taking up a point of view on our surroundings. And it is within
the context of this attentive involvement in the landscape that the human imagination gets to
work fashioning ideas about it. For the landscape, to borrow a phrase from Merleau-Ponty
(1962: 24), is not so much the object as ‘the homeland of our thoughts’ (Ingold 1993: 171
original emphasis)

Following on from this, the human and the nonhuman properties of this landscape cannot be
readily disaggregated, and must instead be thought of in terms of ecological processes, and such
‘ecologies are constituted as much by diverse routines and patterns of everyday inhabitation as by
any vision, plan, or grand design’ (Whatmore and Hinchliffe 2010: 444). This insistence on
mixing the human and nonhuman departs from earlier phenomenological geographies that
located experience in the body or in intersubjective space, while these so-called postphenomenological geographies extend experience across the boundaries between humans and
nonhumans, in order to take in the agency of animals, plants and the nonhuman ‘pull of the
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world’ (Lea 2009). Thus, instead of using dwelling to discern the natural ‘underlying patterns,
structures and relationships’ in human spatial being (Seamon 1993 cited in Harrison 2007: 626),
Harrison suggests that Ingoldian inspired geographers’ engagements ‘tend to promote a radical
relationality, finding in the concept of dwelling less a naturalism than an incipient antihumanism,
posthumanism, or transhumanism and a performative account of existence’ (Harrison 2007: 626).
This is illustrated by Cloke and Jones’ use of the notion of dwelling to suggest that any achieved
place-identity will always be subject to
contestation, change, partiality, fading and reforming … where all manner of elements –
people, artefacts, animals, plants, topography, climate, culture, economy and history – are
knotted together in an utterly unique way to form unfolding space-times of particular
landscapes and places. … [and they contend that] this approach offers a way to deal with the
‘richness’ of place, where the ecological and the cultural, the human and the non-human, the
local and the global, the real and the imaginary all grow together into particular formations in
particular places (2000: 162-163).

It is this focus on routines, patterns and practices of the everyday living combined with this
quality of knotting together all manner of things that are two of the key attributes of Nigel
Thrift’s non-representational theory. The genesis of the term lies in a series of books and articles
(1996, 1997, 1999) written in the mid-1990s challenging the, then, dominant mode of
representational thinking, critiqued in the previous section, and which he argued had a deadening
effect on human geography (Thrift and Dewsbury 2000). Instead, non-representational theory
can be seen as ‘an affirmation of life, of existence as such, as precarious, as active and as
unforeseeable’ (Anderson and Harrison 2010b:1). Thrift’s agenda stems from the contention that
‘large swathes of human life are irreducible either to cognitive thought or re-presentation (i.e.
writing, drawing, speaking) because they happen too fast for, before, or beyond cognitive
processes such as memory and intention’ (Kraftl 2010:406-407), and consequently such practices
have evaded human geography research focused on cognitive evaluation and representation.
Thus, the focus of non-representational geographies falls on
how life takes shape and gains expression in shared experiences, everyday routines, fleeting
encounters, embodied movements, pre-cognitive triggers, practical skills, affective intensities,
enduring urges, unexceptional interactions and sensuous dispositions (Lorimer 2005: 84)

To explore this diversity and illuminate these hitherto ignored practices Thrift draws on and
assembles a wide range of philosophical sources and interlocutors beyond post-phenomenology;
these include the neo-vitalist biophilosophy of Deleuze and Guattari; the interdisciplinary arena
of performance studies; various strands of micro-sociology; practice-oriented post-structuralist
writers, especially the science studies of actor-network theorists such as Bruno Latour and John
Law (which are elaborated in Chapter 5); and an interdisciplinary focus on the body and
emotions (see Cadman 2009; Anderson 2009b). This heterogeneous cocktail of influences leads
Thrift to valorise practical expertise and embodied thought-in-action as he focuses on
‘presentation rather than representation’, and argues that ‘practices constitute our sense of the
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real’ (Thrift 1996:7). At this point it is important to be careful about the ‘non’ in nonrepresentational theory, it does not mean anti-representational, for it is not against representation
(Wylie 2007), instead it is perhaps more helpfully thought of as ‘more-than-representational’
theory (Lorimer 2005). In espousing a preference for ‘presenting’ rather than ‘representing’ or
‘explaining’ the world Dewsbury et al. (2002: 438) thus argue that non-representational theory is
characterised by a firm belief in the actuality of representation. It does not approach
representations as masks, gazes, reflections, veils, dreams, ideologies, as anything, in short,
that is a covering which is laid over the ontic. Non-representational theory takes
representation seriously; representation not as a code to be broken or as an illusion to be
dispelled rather representations are apprehended as performative in themselves; as doings.
The point here is to redirect attention from the posited meaning towards the material compositions
and conduct of representations.

Thus, the presentations of baches in bank advertisements, or in Environment Court evidence
need to be examined as performances that attempt to persuade, for instance, those opposed to
the baches attempted to label a group of baches ‘Rotten Row’ while the bachholders insisted they
were always known as ‘The Row’, similarly, a photograph of cars parked in a field is used as
evidence of complicity between the local authority and the bachholders, and is used to
demonstrate the former’s bias.
This way of understanding the world rejects the search for an underlying causal process,
suggesting instead, that we can never hope ‘to represent some naturally present reality’ (Thrift
1996:7). In this view, ‘reality is not sitting somewhere as a pre-given waiting to be uncovered, but
is constantly constructed [or rather enacted] through social practice and social activity’ (Cloke et
al. 2004: 299), thus the ‘making of meaning and signification’ is located ‘in the “manifold of
actions and interactions” rather than in a supplementary dimension such as that of discourse,
ideology or symbolic order’ (Anderson and Harrison 2010a: 2). This leads to a ‘rather different
notion of explanation’ where;
[U]nderstanding is not so much then about unearthing something of which we might
previously have been ignorant, delving for deep principles or digging for rock bottom
ultimate causes as it is about discovering the options people have as to how to live (Thrift
1996: 8).

Non-representational geographies interested in the options people have to live have been
particularly attuned to what Lorimer describes as ‘embodied acts of landscaping’ (Lorimer 2005).
This includes work on private gardens and gardening (Longhurst 2006; Hitchings 2003),
community gardens (Hinchliffe 2010) and allotments (Crouch 2003a, 2003b, 2010a); how nature
conservationists are involved in reconfiguring the urban landscape (Hinchliffe et al. 2005;
Hinchliffe 2008; Hinchliffe and Whatmore 2009; Whatmore and Hinchliffe 2010; Lien 2007; Lien
and Davison 2010), and peoples’ intimate relations with trees in various landscape situations
including orchards, woodlands, cemeteries and urban squares (Cloke and Jones 2001, 2000; Jones
and Cloke 2002). To date the influence of post-phenomenology and non-representational theory
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has primarily been on British cultural geography and landscape studies, with less interest in North
America, where some commentators are sceptical that the approaches offer much that is new (see
for instance Vannini 2009), however these theoretical incitements are beginning to gain purchase
more broadly, with, for instance, McHugh’s (2009)evocative analysis of movement, memory and
landscape of the US Mid-West in David Lynch’s The Straight Story, Franklin’s (2006) posthumanist
account of the connections between eucalypts, forest fires and Australian cities, Waitt et al.’s
(2009) study of the affective qualities of walking in nearby nature, and Abbott’s (2008)
exploration of the potential of phenomenological understandings of landscape to inform
wilderness design interventions. In the next two sections I elaborate on some of the implications
a post-phenomenological and non-representational approach has for understanding our sensory
engagement with landscapes and buildings, and the affect memory has on those engagements.

2.4.2 Sensing bodies and the memory of landscapes
Engaging with the lived-in-landscape necessarily entails the whole body for we are always situated
somewhere, and although our relations with the world around us may often be reflexive, our
practical knowledge is constantly being negotiated through our senses. This recognition of the
importance of the senses in landscape perception has engendered considerable work in cultural
geography, much of it inspired particularly by the phenomenological writings of Merleau-Ponty,
for whom existence is necessarily a sensory existence, as well as Ingold’s ethnographicallyinformed reconsideration of the connections between movement and our sensory engagement
with the world. For Merleau-Ponty, we are anchored in the sensory world by virtue of being a
subject that is ‘first and fore-most an embodied subject whose senses are definitively intertwined
with the fabric of the world. The world touches the subject, embedding her in sensual experience,
plunging her into the world as a world of texture colour and sound’ (Rose and Wylie 2011: 226
original emphasis). This embedding also allows the ‘subject to perceive of herself as a sensing
being (a visible, touchable and audible subject)’. Ingold has been particularly concerned to
reframe how the senses are understood and he also explores neglected aspects of particular
senses. For instance, he is concerned that, by and large, studies of haptic perception have focused
on manual perception, while denigrating, as inauthentic, pedestrian touch (for an example see
Lewis 2000). Instead, he argues that a more
literally grounded approach to perception should help to restore touch to its proper place in
the balance of the senses. For it is surely through our feet, in contact with the ground (albeit
mediated by footwear), that we are most fundamentally and continually ‘in touch’ with our
surroundings (Ingold 2004b: 330).

But he also points out that the ‘ground is not the surface of materiality itself’, instead it should be
seen as a ‘textured composite of diverse materials that are grown, deposited and woven together
through dynamic interplay across the permeable interface between the medium and the
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substances with which it comes into contact’ (Ingold 2011: 130). This renewed emphasis on
pedestrianism has been taken up in geography, with studies of, for instance, how blind people
negotiate the ground through their feet (Macpherson 2009) the grounded sensations of runners
(Hockey 2006), the thoroughly embodied use of the feet in bouldering (Foster 2007), as well as
reinvigorating the study of walking as an embodied activity (Ingold and Vergunst 2008; Lorimer
2011). Beyond this, hapticity is not simply touching things (the tactile) with the hands or feet, but
involves the feeling of the entire body, for instance the feel of moisture, heat, wind or gravity on
the skin (Rodaway 1994). Thus we need to pay attention to the subtle ways that touch informs
our perception of the landscape and can be used to evoke experience.11
Ingold also takes issue with what he sees as the stereotypical contrast between sight as ‘cold
distancing and unfeeling’ while hearing is considered as ‘warm, connecting and sympathetic’,
which he suggests, has meant numerous commentators, including Jay (1993) and Levin (1988)
have ‘sought to lay the ills of modern Western civilisation at the door of [this] alleged obsession
with vision’ (2000: 246). Instead, he maintains that what is a stake here is not the
Priority of vision over hearing, but the understanding of vision itself. Evidently, the primacy
of vision cannot be held to account for the objectification of the world. Rather the reverse; it
is through its co-option in the service of a peculiarly modern project of objectification that
vision has been reduced to a faculty of pure disinterested reflection, whose role is merely to
deliver up ‘things’ to a transcendent consciousness (2000: 253)

A reworked understanding of vision (and other senses) thus entails a focus ‘not on the perception
of matter by an already-given perceiving subject; instead from the first we detect, in materialities
and liquidities, in telluric, celestial and organic processes, imperatives to action which guide, imply
and ordain corporeal sensibilities’ (Wylie 2007: 176 original emphasis). The material landscape we
encounter should no longer be seen as ‘mere lumpen or dead matter’ that we project meaning
and value on to, but rather as ‘something already alive, active and animate’ (2007: 175). Thus, for
the phenomenologist Alphonso Lingis,
as soon as we open our eyes, the light, the depth of the tangible, the hum of the environment
besets us, soliciting, enticing, badgering. The exterior is not an empty and neutral but a
resplendent, beguiling, bleak or stifling expanse. Reality weighs on us; we cannot be
indifferent to it (Lingis 1998: 119 cited in Wylie 2007: 175).

The richness of this vision chimes with Rose’s concern to be open to the possibilities of how
landscape is, and they also point to another of Ingold’s fascinations; how the topic of weather has
been conspicuous by its absence in studies of the landscape12 and the material world (Ingold
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For instance, in the Taylors Mistake Environment Court case a landscape architect used a description of sand in his
chicken sandwich to transport his audience, by evoking the taste and touch of the beach, see (see Save the Bay Ltd and ors
v Christchurch City Council and ors 2002)
12 Brassley’s earlier study touches on weather, but mainly deals with the psychological landscape perception literature,
which typically use cloudless landscape photographs as surrogates, see (Brassley 1998)
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2007, 2005, 2011). He argues against the idea that weather ‘is the emergent outcome of the
mutual constitution of people and landscape’ rather than the ‘condition for such constitution’.
It is only because of their common immersion in the fluxes of the medium that people and
landscape can engage at all. As an experience of light sound and feeling that suffuses our
awareness, the weather is not so much an object of perception as what we perceive in,
underwriting our very capacities to see, to hear and to touch. As the weather changes so
these capacities vary, leading us not to perceive different things, but the same things
differently. The weather, in short, is the ‘world’s worlding’ – to adopt Heidegger’s (1971:
181) expression – and as such it is not a figment of the imagination but the very temperament
of being (Ingold 2011: 130 original emphasis).

The embodied experience of particular types of weather in specific places is only beginning to be
explored with Martin’s (2011) study of a fog-bound South Coast of England, while Vannini et al.
(2011: 5 original emphasis) point out that ‘[h]ere on the West Coast of Canada we don’t quite live
in the rain. Rather, the rain lives in us’. It is particularly apposite for my thesis that Ingold
discusses the weather while ‘huddled together on Aberdeen Beach, in the drenching rain and
howling wind’ (2011: 130) because the experience of weather at the beach is often memorable,
whether it’s baking and burning in the summer sun, or, as in Ingold’s case, being blasted and
buffeted by wind, rain and sea spray. Weather at the beach is often a visceral experience, and
staying at a bach allows the coast to be experienced in all weathers. But how much of our
perception of landscape is due to direct experience and how much is influenced by what we
already know.
A number of writers argue for the importance of pre-existing knowledge of the world in any
encounter with landscape, but recognise that that knowledge is constantly being modified
through ongoing engagement. Thus we need to be aware of how our engagement with landscape
always entails more than just the immediate phenomena of landscape, for ‘our engagements with
land and materials are shaped ontologically, through various knowledge, memories, histories and
discourses that come before such encounters’(Cook and Tolia-Kelly 2010: 107). Ingold argues
that ‘[a]s the familiar domain of our dwelling, [landscape] is with us, not against us, but it is no less
real for that. And through living in it, landscape becomes a part of us, just as we are a part of it’
(Ingold 1993: 154). We are thus changed by our inhabitation in landscape as we go about our
daily lives in particular environs, and at the same time as we also constitute part of those
landscapes. Crouch and Parker (2003: 399) suggest that the embodied encounter with landscape
reworks our knowledge in a ‘process that is simultaneously discursive and pre-discursive, where
mental reflexivity is perpetually disturbed by embodied encounters’, and consequently it is
possible to ‘refigure knowledge, memory and pre-figured meaning through our own active (that is
mentally/bodily) involvement’ with the world. But the difficulty lies in deciding where the
emphasis among these elements should be placed. For John Wylie, watching the sunlight in the
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valley, from the garden of a house he is visiting in North Devon, the landscape exceeded what he
could know or write about it, because there was
an agency and an affordance in the landscape itself, a certain animation that exceeded
everything that could be written about it. Discursive legacies such as the picturesque and the
pastoral of course interwove with this animacy, but they did not wholly exhaust it. The
relation between self and landscape is not always or strictly that of observer and observed.
The eyes of the gazing subject are not an exercise of judgement or a bestowal of meaning
upon a passive and neutral scene. Instead these eyes arise and look through a tension with
the world, with visibilities, sonorities and tangibilities, a unfolding tension that, as Lingis says
[1998:31] ‘organises as it proceeds’ (Wylie 2007: 176).

Whereas, Ann Game’s (1991) explorations of the northern uplands of England are explicitly
informed by her prior reading, and reinforced by her gaze and multi- sensual engagements. Thus,
it is important to attend to how ‘[t]he imaginative and poetic capacity of individuals in their
encounter with spaces is also highly significant in the ways in which activities and the spaces in
which they occur are made sense of’ (Crouch 2006: 132). In the case of the baches, perceptual
responses must surely be influenced by ones knowledge, discourses, histories, artistic materials
surrounding the idea of the bach, but I suspect that previous physical encounters with baches are
highly influential in shaping people’s responses, and thus dependent on the processes of memory.
Memory and the act of remembering are crucial for understanding our engagement with
landscape. This is because ‘memories of other times and spaces [are] embedded within the
experience of these encounters as landscapes and other things refract, emanate, and sometimes,
“magically” transport us to other sites’ (Cook and Tolia-Kelly 2010: 107). Memory is not a
straightforward process, but rather three main types of interacting memory are recognised; long
term, short term and sensory, which are further divided into sub-systems, for instance long term
is split into procedural (skills) and declarative (facts) (Jones 2011). It is sensory memory that is of
most interest in my thesis, and how it fires up and is reworked in our ongoing relations with
landscape. As Ingold contends,
[t]he landscape tells – or rather is – a story. It enfolds the lives and times of predecessors
who, over the generations, have moved around in it and played their part in its formation. To
perceive the landscape is therefore to carry out an act of remembrance, and remembering is
not so much a matter of calling up an internal image, stored in the mind, as of engaging
perceptually with an environment that is itself pregnant with the past (1993: 152-153 original
emphasis)

The anthropologist Kathleen Stewart (1996: 90) offers a vivid example of the way ‘the effects of
history lie gathered into a space of impacts and remainders storied as a space on the side of the
road’. She asks us to ‘[i]magine history not as an accomplished fact or a formless tendency but as
an occupied space of contingency and desire in which people roam. Think of it as a matter of remembering, a process of being hit by events’. Thus,
[i]n the ruin that remembers, history and place, culture and nature converge in a tactile image
that conveys not a picture-perfect reenactment of “living pasts” but the allegorical re43

presentation of remembered loss itself. The vacancy of a lot in Rhodell remembers the fire that
burned Johnny Millsap to death while he cried out for help and the others could do nothing
but watch (1996: 90-91 original emphasis)

Stewart describes this as encountering the ‘refuse’ of history, and it is especially apparent in
ruined objects as they ‘take on a meaningfulness or presence more compelling than the original’
(1996: 93), as their diminished state recalls other times
[a] rambling rose vine entwined around a crumbling chimney remembers an old family farm,
the dramatic fire in which the place was lost, and the utopic potential still clinging to the
traces of history. Objects that have decayed into fragments and traces draw together a
transient past with the very desire to remember. Concrete and embodying absence, they are
confined to a context of strict immanence, limited to the representation of ghostly
apparitions. Yet they haunt. They become not a symbol of loss but the embodiment of the
process of remembering itself; the ruined place itself remembers and grows lonely (1996: 92-93
original emphasis)

The coastline surrounding Boulder Bay is also pregnant with the past, as baches are demolished
but remain as ruins. It is a landscape of ‘[s]teps leading to nowhere, rusty twisted remains of
water systems, scattered bricks littering the ground, and [where] a few brave geraniums are all that
is left’ (Thompson 1985: 66).
Our perceptual engagement with the past is especially affected by emotions and embodied senses,
but also our affective sense of enclosure and openness (Jones 2007; Rose, Degen, and Basdas
2010). Even more than our visual memory, smells, sounds, touch and taste can be evocative of
particular landscape memories. How powerful taste and smell can be for jogging memories that
are pregnant in the landscape was recently illustrated in a radio interview (see Haughey 2012) with
someone who had just returned to New Zealand for the first time in many years. When asked if
New Zealand felt familiar he noted that he remembered the taste of candies and sweets, such as
Hokey-Pokey ice-cream:
So there are moments and aspects which feel like home, and there are certain smells here
which are ingrained into my brain as a five-year-old and they come back very quickly.
INT: What’s that smell?
The family used to have a place in Stanmore Bay up on the Whangaparoa Peninsula, and I
think it’s a mix of ocean air and the pohutukawa trees and I’ll never forget that smell, it’s just
something totally unique13

So memories come flooding back after an absence of 30-40 years, triggered by a smell or a taste,
but they are also triggered by particular sounds, songs and music, as well as visual cues and the
feel of particular substances. Artefacts, particularly toys, may involve a number of senses,
combining long forgotten sounds and looks, with a familiar feel. They are encountered in a bodily

13

Stanmore Bay used to be predominantly a bach settlement till the 1970s when it started to become a suburb of Auckland.
Pohutukawa (Metrosideros excelsa) are a common coastal tree around northern coastlines of the North Island, and are also
known as the New Zealand Christmas tree because they flower in the middle of summer when people are most likely to be
at their baches. Their form, habit, locations, colour and smell are intimately connected with New Zealand beach culture in
northern New Zealand. See (Simpson 2005)
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way so that ‘the artefacts of our surroundings, past and present, are used to inform our memory
that is always in process, in a process of reworking our own inter-subjective history’ (Crouch and
Parker 2003: 399). Baches are often filled with relict artefacts, no longer needed in modern life,
but perfectly at home at the bach. Thus artefacts hail our memory when we re-encounter them.
Yet, despite non-representational geography’s interest in embodied sensuous experience there
appears to be less inclination to explore how such experiences are influenced by memory. Owain
Jones (2011: 876) has recently argued that memory is a ‘ghostly presence’ in non-representational
theory and suggests that non-representational geographers have tended to shy away from an
engagement with memory because, first, their primary interest is in the ‘present moment of
practice’, which he argues can stray towards a kind of ‘presentism’, and second, because much of
the work on memory in geography has focused on so-called collective or public memory. He
argues, instead that we ‘need to attend more fully to the more specific, intimate, private memories
of individuals and families. … [a]s each us bears freights of memory bound up in the domestic
spaces and collectives we grew up in’ (Jones 2011: 878). Thus he contends
[w]e are conglomerations of past everyday experiences, including their spatial textures and
affective registers. Memory should not be seen as a burden of the past, rather it is fundamental
to becoming and a key wellspring of agency, practice/habit, creativity and imagination, and
thus of the potential of the performative moment that so interests nrg[non-representational
geography] (Jones 2011: 876 original emphasis)

Jones points to the intersecting ‘ecologies of memory’ (Tolia-Kelly 2010) between the more
intimate and private memories of the affective spaces and broader collective memories, and this
seems especially relevant to way personal and familial memories of bach spaces and landscapes of
bach architecture intersect with the histories and discourses of the bach in popular culture. I
contend that it is the distinctiveness of a bach’s architecture and its relations with surrounding
landscape that greatly contribute to those memories.

2.4.3 Buildings in the landscape
Geographical research on buildings in the landscape has also been influenced by
phenomenological and non-representational theory, in particular, Loretta Lees’s (2001) call for
geographers to move beyond a focus on the symbolic meaning of buildings, and instead focus on
the processes of building and dwelling; the embodied, everyday inhabitation, and affective
qualities of architecture. Ingold argues that common-sense understandings of buildings need to
be interrogated, for although they are typically understood as
some sort of artificial structure made of relatively durable materials and fabricated by human
hands. Its form is that of an enclosure, with foundations sunk in the ground, and of such a
scale that one or more humans will fit inside, with room to spare to move about. On closer
inspection every one of these features of what you might call the ‘proto-typical building’
turns out to be questionable in one way or another (2004a: 238).
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His dissection of these taken-for-granted understandings of what a building is, are especially
relevant for my study of baches, in particular their artificiality, durability, enclosure, immovability
and size. First, he notes that it is difficult to ‘distinguish between making and growing, or
between the forces of art and nature as a building ‘arises from the more or less (often less)
coordinated activity’ of variously skilled builders working over a period of time in a particular
environmental setting, yet he argues that a building is never complete,
for even to maintain its form it must be continually shored up against the weather, or
invasions of animals, plants and fungi. Thus every building has a life history: of how it was
raised and maintained, of how it, in turn, protected and nurtured the lives of those who grew
up within its walls, and how, perhaps it eventually fell into ruin only for its remnants to be
used in future projects (2004a: 238).

This ‘shoring up’ captures the ongoing nature of bach dwelling because they require continual
fixing, as well as frequent addition or re-organisation, and because baches are often built in
exposed positions along the coastline they are also subject to the ravages of salt-laden winds as
well as the invasions of animals (including penguins under the floorboards), plants, rot and
corrosion. Ingold points out that durability of materials varies greatly, but ‘their materiality is not
an invariable that is given prior to, and independently of, the forms into which they are built’
(2004a: 238) because the materials undergo changes as a result of their incorporation in the
building process. Baches were built using a vast array of materials including flotsam, packing
cases pilfered off the docks, rocks picked off the beach and stuck together with clay and concrete
reinforced with railway iron, but their durability varies with forces and elements that work on
them.
The question of whether a building encloses its inhabitants is similar, Ingold suggests, to the ‘old
philosophical conundrum of the relation between mind and body’. For some, the self is confined
in the body, but he argues that,
in our lived experience, the self is not locked in the body but open to its surroundings; thus
the mind overflows into the environment. And so, too, the life of inhabitants overflows into
gardens and streets, fields and forests. In the contrary direction, just as the world pours into
the mind through the senses, so the environment pours into the building, giving rise to
characteristic echoes of reverberation and patterns of light and shade. The significant
division, then, is not so much between inside and outside, as between the movement ‘from
the inside going out’, and ‘from the outside going in’ (Ingold 2004a: 239)

Baches typically have an especially permeable building envelope, not only are doors and windows
frequently left open, but also there general weather-tightness is usually questionable. Heavy rain
on to an un-insulated corrugated iron roof when there is no ceiling is quite a different auditory
experience in comparison with an urban home’s ceiling and insulated roof-space. All manner of
semi-enclosed spaces also proliferate around the bach. Awnings and tarpaulins may be
temporary, while verandahs and corrugated-plastic roofed pergolas and caravans with their
wheels removed are loosely connected to the structure to create gradients of semi-enclosure.
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There are also outdoor cooking areas, showering facilities and long drop toilets, indeed, ‘indoors’
may only be used for sleeping or during inclement weather. Ingold makes the distinction between
tensile structures such as tents, yurts and tipis and adhesive structures composed of solid blocks
or beams but he suggests that even adhesive structures can be shifted and this is sometimes the
case with baches as they are often light structures without especially solid foundations and are
often of much smaller scale than traditional houses. They have low ceilings, small open livingdining areas and bedrooms that are filled with bunks to allow large numbers of people to stay at
any one time creating social intimacy and memorable interior spaces. Thus, baches would seem to
chime with Ingold’s contention that,
[b]uildings, in short, are not so different from organisms. They are raised and nurtured in an
environment that includes, most importantly, their human as well as non-human builderscum-inhabitants; they embody – in the life that goes on within them – their relations with
surroundings; and they figure as an integral part of the environment in which the manifold
beings to be found in and around them grow up and live their lives (2004a:240)

Many of Ingold’s themes are being explored in recent human geography research, and this is
highlighted by Jacobs and Merriman’s (2011:211-212) recent editorial on ‘practising architectures’.
They suggest that not only are there all manner of human practitioners, including designers,
users, demolishers, DIY-ers, conservators and cleaners, there are also non-human architectural
practitioners, including birds, insects, plants and moulds, as well as other forces and actions –
supporting, sealing, joining – which work to hold it in place or compromise its structure. They
wish to provide a lively understanding of architecture ‘not simply as an accomplishment (or
artefact) of human doing, but as an ongoing process of holding together and, inevitably or even
co-incidentally, not holding together. Seen in this way, the stable architectural object
(architecture-as-noun) is the effect of various doings (architecture-as-verb)’. In thinking of
architecture as practice and doing, Jacobs and Merriman (emphasis in original 2011:217) argue
that this ‘necessarily implicates human mattering, or why architecture is a matter of concern for the
humans associated with it’, whether that is attachment, meaning, taste or judgement (love, hate,
indifference), but also the inexpressed and inexpressible senses of atmosphere and affect (see
Stewart 2007, 2011). Thus, Kraftl (2010: 411) argues that it is ‘precisely because architecture is
constituted in such diverse fields of politics, practice and passion that buildings become the locus
for ardent contestation’ as well as popular fascination, but he suggests that the ‘potential of
architectural geographies to challenge and extend (rather than deploy) wider non-representational
approaches in geography has remained largely unrealised’. He consequently challenges
researchers to move beyond the largely visual register and focus more fully on the ‘embodied
practices of inhabitation’. One of the aspects of my study focuses on the embodied practices of
inhabiting not just the building but also its milieu.
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The matters of concern and contestation can extend to wanting to protect things that have
become a familiar part of our landscape, and these desires to protect certain aspects of the
landscape may well be enhanced by the multisensory and embodied nature of our memories. As
David Crouch suggests, it is ‘[t]hrough the kind of embodied, practised knowledge’ that I have
been discussing, that ‘people develop a sense of ownership in places that is not legal or financial
but developed in terms of feeling, empowerment, attachment and value’ (2000: 74). These
feelings of attachment for particular places sometimes get described as heritage, but in the
process of being labelled heritage, they typically cease to be about feelings, and the label gets
attached to the thing or place. In the next chapter I explore how heritage is being refigured as
process of feeling and valuing that continually emerges in peoples’ on-going relations with
landscape rather than focusing on heritage as things.

2.5 Conclusions
Landscape is one of the key concepts in cultural geography but its status has fluctuated as
particular conceptual framings have come to prominence and then been repudiated as inadequate
or obfuscatory. Although particular framings are important in cultural geography, when
landscape (and other concepts) become(s) a matter of policy, how those concepts are defined
becomes crucial to deciding where and how boundaries are drawn, and thus the control of
definition becomes a resource in the process of exerting power in landscape controversies. This
chapter has illustrated the shifts in conceptualisation of landscape from being seen as something
that is external to people and which provides an objective material record of those who have
lived in it, to seeing landscape as a product of our cultural imagination to be understood
discursively and interpretatively and which shifted the focus to how our ways of looking at the
world are freighted with particular values, attitudes and ideologies. Both these approaches are
useful for understanding the controversies, for instance, it is important to map the extent of bach
settlements and understand the construction techniques used, as well as exploring the discursive
constructions surrounding baches and cribs and how these influence people’s perception of
baches, but they are arguably not sufficient for understanding why people develop the depth of
attachment for particular landscapes, or why they dislike certain aspects of a landscape so
intensely. Instead, what is needed is an approach to understanding landscape as ‘something we
live in and through’ (Rose and Wylie 2011) and that entails a mode of engagement that ‘shuttles
between’ (Wylie 2011) the objective facts of a landscape and the subjective perception of it, with
an always lively nature and culture that is continually in process. This reconceptualization shifts
the emphasis from landscape as a noun that is out there, inert and covered over with human
meaning to instead focus on the way we are immersed in landscape that is experienced and
sensed with the whole body, and explore how everyday practices of landscaping knit together
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complex assemblages of heterogeneous others. This entails not only animating the material
properties of landscape, for instance, tracing the processes of corrosion and rot as well as
allowing for the agency of nonhumans, but also exploring how weather and climate, history,
economy and culture unfold in particular landscapes, influenced by all manner things beyond that
particular landscape.
Part of my thesis is that it is people’s embodied multi-sensory engagement with particular
landscapes that allows certain attachments and dislikes to develop but these are always in
conjunction with past experiences, particularly of staying in baches themselves, which are
typically especially memorable experiences because they conjoin particularly affective spaces in
and surrounding the bach with a distinctive sociality of extended families and friends, and the
intimate relations with dramatic coastal landscapes that have enormously variable weather. Thus
thinking about landscapes in these terms helps us to conceptualise why certain landscapes might
start to be regarded as heritage by those particularly familiar with them, but whether they are
officially designated as heritage is a complex question that is the subject of Chapter 3.
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‘We conjure pasts vanished, changed and present’:14
heritage and authenticity

Heritage is about more than visitors, audience and consumption. It is about
more than access to economic resources. It is about people, collectivity and
individuals, and about their sense of inheritance from the past and the uses to
which this sense of inheritance is put. It is about the possibilities that result
from the deployment of the past (Robertson 2012a: 1).

3.1 Introduction
The first three sections of this chapter explore what heritage is considered to be, whose heritage
is typically recognised, and the supposed distinction between natural and cultural heritage. It
highlights a shift in thinking about heritage away from assuming that heritage is an old thing that
should self-evidently be protected, towards a focus on heritage as a process, and which explores
the practices involved in classifying heritage. The following three sections focus on one of the
key attributes of heritage; its authenticity, and highlights the slipperiness of the term, but also
proposes a way of understanding that ambiguity.
Heritage is an old word derived from the idea that property may be inherited from one’s parents
and ancestors, but more recently it has been invested with so many different connotations that it
may be in danger of losing all meaning, although this is not the sense one gets from dictionary
definitions. For instance, The Chambers Dictionary suggests that heritage can be ‘anything
transmitted from ancestors or past ages especially historical buildings and the natural environment’
(O'Neill 2011: 714 original emphasis). In a similar vein, the New Oxford Dictionary expands the
definition to include ‘valued objects and qualities such as historic buildings, unspoilt countryside
and cultural traditions that have been passed down from previous generations’, but also points
out that ‘heritage’ is also used as modifier ‘denoting or relating to things of special architectural,
historical, or natural value that are protected and preserved for the nation’ (Pearsell 1998: 858).
Three points are particularly worth noting about these definitions. The first point to note is that
‘anything’ from the past can be considered as heritage, and this promiscuity has fostered the
attention of numerous disciplines, which have struggled to define what heritage is, and argued
whether heritage is something which inherently exists in objects and can be identified by the
appropriate experts, or should be conceptualised as a process of recognition, whose practices and
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From the poem ‘Huinga September’ by Charles Brasch (1974) Home Ground. Posthumously edited by Alan Roddick,
Christchurch: The Caxton Press.
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performances do explicit work. This leads to the second point; when particular things are
officially recognised and preserved for the nation a question arises as to ‘whose’ heritage it is
that’s recognised and preserved. Heritage protection has been widely criticised for perpetuating
elite built landscapes and preserving supposedly untouched natural landscapes, but recent work,
particularly in geography, has focused on how popular, vernacular and mundane expressions of
heritage attachment, which can be characterised as heritage from below, are continually emergent.
The third point questions the straightforward assumption that natural and cultural heritage are
readily distinguishable, especially when the heritage of landscapes is under scrutiny.

3.2 What is heritage?
The word ‘anything’ in the above definition suggests heritage cannot be easily pinned down.
Indeed, Lord Charteris15 has suggested that heritage can mean ‘anything you want’ (cited in
Hewison 1989), which suggests it can either be; what you choose it to mean, or that anything can
be included. Tending towards the former meaning, Davison (2000: 115) suggests the value of the
term heritage, as used by Lord Charteris, lies ‘not in its analytical precision, but in its
psychological resonance. It hinted at a treasury of deep-buried but indefinite values’ that could be
enrolled by conservationists ‘in their perennial battle against improvers, developers and
demolishers’. On the other hand, Peter Howard (2003) argues that, despite the inclusivity of the
term, volition is critical; things don’t become heritage until people recognise them as such. Thus,
it can be argued to include everything from clean air, morris dancing and political protest
marches, to the nuclear explosion test site on Bikini Atoll, your dad’s baseball mitt and varieties
of vegetables, as well as the more typical historic buildings (Lowenthal 1998; UNESCO nd-b;
Howard 2003). With such varied and eclectic constituents it is unsurprising that a range of
disciplines are interested in studying heritage.
There is a significant divergence in heritage studies research, with, at least, three strands. First,
those who are concerned primarily with the identification, collection, classification, and
techniques of conservation and management of material objects, be they museum artefacts,
historic houses, or national parks. What could be called the technical strand is primarily informed
by museum studies, art history, landscape architecture, archaeology, and conservation
architecture (see for example Jokilehto 1999; Corsane 2005; Pearson and Sullivan 1995; Kaufman
2009; Longstreth 2008; Aplin 2002; von Droste, Plachter, and Rössler 1995). Second, those for
whom, as the masthead quotation suggests, heritage is seen primarily as a cultural product that is
consumed by tourists and visitors, and whose interests reside primarily in the economic realm.
This tourism strand is studied primarily, but not exclusively, in business and hospitality schools or
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Chairman of the National Heritage Memorial Fund in England in the 1980s
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as part of leisure and tourism studies (see for example Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1994; McKercher
and Du Cros 2002; Ho and McKercher 2004; Hall and McArthur 1996; Tunbridge and Ashworth
1996). While the third, identity strand, has focused broadly on heritage as an aspect of identity of
individuals, communities, regions and nations, and is studied by researchers in cultural studies,
sociology, anthropology, geography and public history, (see for example Trapeznik 2000; Hayden
1995; Samuel 1994; Lowenthal 1985; Wright 2009 [1985]; Dicks 2000; Anheier and Isar 2011).
Although there is inevitable crossover between disciplines and their objects of study, the first two
strands have tended to dominate heritage practices and research to an extent that heritage is
either assumed to be a technical matter for experts to manage, or a product to be marketed (see
Watson, Waterton, and Smith 2012; Smith 2006). As Robertson (2012a: 1) notes in his proposal
for studying ‘heritage from below’; much of the academic literature on heritage has been
‘seduced, more often than not, by the nationalist, top down, commercial and tourism-focussed
perspectives of the mainstream manifestations of heritage that together constitute a hegemonic
discourse’. In contrast with this hegemonic discourse on what heritage is, my thesis aims to
develop an understanding of how the practices of living, in this case, at a bach, or involvement in
nature heritage conservation, help to contribute to a sense of landscape identity that is derived
from activities in that landscape. Thus, extending the study of the importance of heritage to
identity to include both natural and cultural heritage. Before I explore this counter-hegemonic
strand within heritage studies further, however, it is necessary to set out some of the key elements
of the established heritage management discourse that are pervasive in the technical literature,
and how these contribute to the idea that heritage is thing with inherent value rather than a
valuing process.
The United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) has had a
considerable impact on how heritage is framed, especially since 1972, when it adopted the
Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (World Heritage
Convention)(UNESCO 1972). This convention was much influenced by the 1964 International
Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites (known as the Venice
Charter) (ICOMOS 1964), which Starn (2002: 2) identifies as ‘the canonical text of modern’
heritage practices. UNESCO’s classification distinguishes between ‘cultural’ (monuments, groups
of buildings and sites), and ‘natural’ (features, formations and sites) heritage which occur at a
range of scales from the ‘nation/region’ through to ‘sites’, and more recently ‘intangible’ heritage
– that which cannot be touched – which includes everyday aspects of heritage such as oral
traditions, performing arts, rituals, craft skills and knowledge and practices concerning nature
under the Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage (UNESCO 2003). For
UNESCO,
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Heritage is our legacy from the past, what we live with today, and what we pass on to future
generations. Our cultural and natural heritage are both irreplaceable sources of life and
inspiration. … UNESCO seeks to encourage identification, protection and preservation of
cultural and natural heritage around the world considered to be of outstanding [universal]
value to humanity (UNESCO nd-a).

In parallel with these international conventions, charters and agreements, national legislation (in
New Zealand this was initially the Historic Places Act 1954) has institutionalised the
identification, preservation/conservation16 and management of cultural heritage within the
disciplines of archaeology and conservation architecture (Smith 2006: 26). These disciplines
interpret one of the ‘key principles of heritage management: that the cultural significance of a site,
building, artefact or place must determine its use and management’. Smith argues that,
‘[i]nevitably, it is those holding expert knowledge that must identify the innate value and
significance’ (typically defined in terms of historical, scientific or educational significance) and
despite considerable debate about the ‘need for self-conscious significance assessments … value
appears to be largely, and often unproblematically, assumed’ (2006: 26-27). The effect of this
assumption has been to treat heritage value as inherent in the materials, rather than as something
valued by those doing the assessing, something that is achieved in the social and cultural
processes of valuing (Solli et al. 2011; Waterton and Smith 2009; Carmen 2009; Gibson and
Pendlebury 2009). Shifting the focus involves unsettling conventional notions of heritage as a
‘thing’ that is somehow pre-figured or ready-made (Crouch 2010c), and instead concentrating on
‘the “work” that the practices and performances of heritage “do” culturally and socially’ (Smith
2006: 13). For instance, in recent heritage research, a number of geographers have looked at the
construction of ‘significance’ in the official designation processes of heritage. Using an archival
approach, Cresswell and Hoskins (2008: 393) point to the usefulness of procedures of
nomination, evaluation and assessment for allowing a glimpse into the ways the vagaries of (in
their case) place is ‘consciously and explicitly mobilized’ by heritage practitioners. Alternatively,
Bell uses ethnography to study how the residents of a modernist North London housing estate
are actively involved in the heritage listing process, and she shows the
complexity of how the nomination of “significance” or “special interest” is secured, how
particular residents see themselves in relation to this status and how residents conduct their
lives in response to the listing and the practice of building conservation (2011: 225).

She argues that designation processes can be influenced by the performances of what she calls
‘resident experts’ through the practices of embodied persuasion, that involves living in a way
‘intended to reflect and be “in keeping” with the intended aesthetic of the architecture’, and how
‘architectures of special interest are built in, and through, a complex field of persuasion, in which
experts of various kinds create, enact and articulate architectural and heritage value’ (2011: 239).

16

Preservation is the term favoured in North America, while conservation is typically used in New Zealand
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In a somewhat similar study, using a method she describes as ‘house biography’, Setten (2012)
explores how the traditional farm-dwellings, or jærhus, of south-western Norway, that had been
largely ignored as heritage until the 1990s, came to be seen ‘as markers and symbols of local,
regional and eventually national identity’, and the effects this had on their owners (Setten 2012:
157). The Jærhus Project, undertaken by Måseidvåg, highlighted how difficult it is to arrive at a
satisfactory definition of a jærhus, but because the task was very concrete, a fairly rigid definition
was settled on that emphasised form, age, floor plan and authenticity (Måseidvåg 2001 cited in
Setten 2012). Setten argues that this definition raised a number of classical and critical issues such
as;
what are the consequences of selecting some houses before others (for example related to
age criteria); questions of authenticity (in relation to what?); and consequently how much
alteration to tolerate before a house is of ‘less’ heritage value (2012: 160).

In her biography of the jærhus at Lerbrekk, Setten shows how recognition as heritage entails
particular practices that may be regarded by their owners as a mixed blessing, and consequently
she argues that people live in houses not heritage objects. Thus, she shows how the house is a
highly dynamic object, with alterations regularly being made, but that the owners ‘meet public
expectations by offering an appealing house, which is very much a negotiated result of their
personal choices … as well as an acceptance of historical developments of a house type’ (2012:
173). She notes how, for its owners, the house
is ‘lived’ locally – socially, financially, culturally – both in past and present. The jærhus might
thus be seen as a local, and importantly, ordinary or simple ‘way of life’, which is maybe best
understood locally, although always reflecting the co-constitution of residents and a larger
society (2012: 171 original emphasis)

As well as these studies of official designation processes, others have shown how ideas of
popular heritage ideas also get reworked. This process is exemplified by the English allotments
David Crouch has been studying for the past thirty years:
Their familiar popular heritage in the middle of last century was of tired pieces of land and
poor, inefficient, anachronistic people. A decade earlier, they had been a sparkle of national
identity as they came to be reservoirs for food production during the Second World War
(Crouch and Parker 2003). More recently, they re-emerge as sites of multiple identities, often
multi-ethnic, but sometimes refuge for refugee groups where their distinctive heritages of
cultivation and the position of cultivation in everyday life is sustained, ‘cultivated’ today.
These sites also have new cultural identities, too, across cultural capital, in, for example, the
ecological movement. (Crouch 2010b: 97-98)

What these studies suggest is that thinking about heritage as a process shows how objects,
buildings, landscapes, or activities are not inherently ‘heritage’, but may be continuously reevaluated depending on, not only, the reception amongst the wider society and official heritage
discourses and practices, but also the activities of inhabitants who may become actively involved
in negotiating heritage listing (Bell 2011), or, in other cases, have it thrust upon them (Setten
2012). This work has particular relevance for understanding how the heritage of baches has
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similarly evolved as popular heritage, amongst professionals, and been enlisted and deployed by
both their inhabitants and those opposed to the baches. What this research also highlights is the
broadening of what has traditionally been considered heritage, so that humble and more recent
heritage is beginning to be recognised, but also how difficult it is to define whether something fits
in a category, and how contentious this process can be. In the next section I therefore explore
one of the fundamental questions in heritage studies: whose heritage is recognised?

3.3 Whose heritage? From elite to vernacular and mundane heritage
The concept of heritage is extremely contentious because it involves classifying some things as
more important than others, and those classifications often entail actions; whether this is ‘world
heritage’ recognised under the auspices of UNESCO World Heritage Committee; ‘national
heritage’ seen as a body of folkways and political ideals thought to constitute national identity, or
a register of important properties designated by the state; heritage precincts or buildings assigned
a protected status by a city council’s planning procedures; or particular places or activities that
only certain groups or individuals hold dear. The cultural theorist Stuart Hall argues that heritage
conservation is a form of collecting practice akin to the ‘cabinets of curiosity and wonder’
favoured by those of wealth and influence, which illustrate the ‘symbolic power to order
knowledge, to rank, classify and arrange, and thus give meaning to objects and things through the
imposition of interpretative schemas, scholarship and the authority of connoisseurship’ (2008:
220). The selectivity involved is always political in nature, hence Hall suggests ‘The Heritage’ of a
nation can be thought of as a
discursive practice … in which the nation slowly constructs for itself a sort of collective
social memory. Just as individuals and families construct their identities in part by ‘storying’
the various random incidents and contingent turning points of their lives into a single,
coherent, narrative, so nations construct identities by selectively binding their chosen high
points and memorable achievements into and unfolding ‘national story’ (2008: 221).

Thus, Hall asks ‘[w]hat would “England” mean’ without its famous battles, leaders and
composers, and without its ‘cathedrals, churches, castles and country houses, its gardens,
thatched cottages and hedgerowed landscapes’? This ‘national’ heritage is then used to the market
the country and should therefore be seen as ‘part of a nation’s economy as much as of its history’
(Cook and Tolia-Kelly 2010: 106). Smith argues this discourse of heritage, which she labels the
‘authorized heritage discourse’, naturalizes the practices of selection, and in doing so ‘promotes a
certain set of Western elite cultural values as being universally applicable’, these privilege
‘monumentality and grand scale, innate artefact/site significance tied to time depth,
scientific/aesthetic expert judgement, social consensus and nation building’ (2006: 11) An
illustration of this is the story public historian Dolores Hayden (1995) tells about the 1975
controversy between architectural critic Ada Louise Huxtable and urban sociologist Herbert
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Gans, sparked when Gans attacked New York’s Landmarks Preservation Commission for
rewriting New York’s architectural history. He argued it tended to ‘designate the stately mansions
of the rich and buildings designed by famous architects, [thus] the commission mainly preserves
the elite portion of the architectural past’ (Gans cited in Hayden 1995: 3). Pointing out that 105
of 113 post-1875 landmark designations were by major architects, most were inaccessible to the
public, and 91 were in Manhattan, Gans argued that ‘[p]rivate citizens are of course entitled to
save their own past, but when preservation becomes a public act supported by public funds, it
must attend to everyone’s past’ (Gans cited in Hayden 1995: 3). In response, Huxtable claimed
that stigmatizing architectural monuments as elitist ‘is a perverse and unserviceable distortion of
history … These buildings are a primary and irreplaceable part of civilization’ and that ‘[m]oney
frequently made superb examples of the art of architecture possible, and there were, fortunately,
great architects to design and build great buildings’ (Huxtable cited in Hayden 1995: 3).
Whilst Huxtable’s position arguably still holds sway in relation to the World Heritage List (see
Smith 2009) and in some national and regional jurisdictions, it is Gan’s critique that has gained
more traction in academic circles, with far more emphasis paid to democratic (Samuel 1994;
Hayden 1995) mundane (Atkinson 2008; Edensor 2008), vernacular (Upton 1983; Lorimer 1999;
García-Esparza 2012; Lane et al. 2008), and kitsch (Atkinson 2007) expressions of popular
heritage. Greater attention is also paid to how ‘history and heritage [are] mobilised to do service
for marginalized interests’ (Crouch and Parker 2003: 395), which the authors evocatively describe
as a process of ‘past-modernisation’ (2003: 397), as well as how it is ‘mobilized in defense of
place’ (Paulsen 2007: 1). Taking their lead from Eric Hobsbawn and E. P. Thompson’s ‘history
from the bottom up’, scholars are also exploring working class heritage of social protest and
resistance and community activism, characterised under the banner of ‘heritage from below’
(Robertson 2012b; Jones and Selwood 2012; Selwood and Jones 2010; Robertson 2008; Smith
2006; Smith, Shackel, and Campbell 2012; Shackel, Smith, and Campbell 2011). Arguments over
bach heritage highlight these competing mobilisations of heritage, which should only protect the
most ‘superb examples’ of civilization or as democratic expressions of popular heritage and
resistance.
Yet, despite this democratising of heritage, or perhaps because of it, there has also been an
‘established British tradition of sniffy critiques’ that have denigrated popular heritage (Atkinson
2008), as well as those that have tended to conflate all heritage as an essentially conservative,
backward, manipulated, sentimental and nostalgic project (Robertson 2008). This supposed
manipulation is apparent in the sharp distinction Lowenthal draws between history, which has
‘[t]estable truth [as its] chief hallmark’ (1998: 120), and heritage which he argues is a ‘declaration of
faith in [the] past’ (1998: 120 original emphasis). For Lowenthal;
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[h]eritage diverges from history not in being biased but in its attitude toward bias. Neither enterprise is
value-free. But while historians aim to reduce bias, heritage sanctions and strengthens it. Bias
is a vice that history struggles to excise; for heritage, bias is a nurturing virtue (1998: 122
original emphasis).

This stance presents an untenably optimistic portrait of history as struggling to avoid bias, and a
very slighting and undiscriminating portrayal of heritage. As the public historian and founder of
the History Workshop Journal Raphael Samuel noted in his riposte to those he described as
‘heritage-baiters’, ‘history involves a series of erasures, emendations and amalgamations’ quite
similar to the ‘screen memories’ of Freud. History ‘splinters and divides … composites [and]
integrates … it creates a consecutive narrative out of fragments, imposing order on chaos, and
producing images far clearer than any reality could be (1994: x). Thus, as Ien Ang points out;
[w]hat we get represented as ‘our’ history is never simple fact; it is always steeped in selective
memory and interpretation, driven by ideology and by an all too common desire to put a
positive spin on one’s own past (Rangitoto Island Bach Community Association Inc and
Betty Jacqueline Tricklebank v The Director General of Conservation and the Minister for
Conservation 2006: 3)

This ideological selectivity is on display in historian Niall Ferguson’s neo-liberal, revisionist story
of imperial glory and the spread of capitalist economics in Empire: How Britain made the Modern
World (2003), which Wilson argues is hampered by its
consistent failure to recognize that the meaning and reality of empire remains a highly
contested intellectual space. Instead, the different places within the ‘empire’ are portrayed as
static landscape on which the deeds of great Britons were played out (Wilson 2003: 181).

This elevation of history and the denigration of heritage as a nostalgic, backward and
conservative project is most apparent in the portrayal of the ‘heritage industry’17 as a symptom of
Britain’s industrial decline (see Hewison 1987; Wiener 1981). In their suggestively titled (1989)
article, Sneering at the Theme Parks, Patrick Wright and Tim Putnam note that ‘some recent writing
about the “heritage industry” seems to assume that if a meaning is ‘constructed’ then there is
nothing more to say about it except that it is also false. End of story, start of sneer’ (1989: 50).
They point to the similarity between heritage commentators with the propositions of 1960s
historians, such as J H Plumb who ‘described “the past” as a “created ideology with a purpose”,
an area of complete illusion and mystification’. Thus, for Plumb,
[e]verything that isn’t approved and date-stamped by the proper authorities, in this case the
historian, is simply written off as rubbish. And who really needs to discriminate between one
pile of rubbish and the next? The same kind of generalisation is assumed in Hewison’s book.
In this perspective it doesn’t really matter whether we’re dealing with a Labour Council in
the North trying to do something about a run-down industrial area, or some sleazy hotel
group in the South who have realized in a cynical way that if you put a bit more historical
patina on your building you can make that much more money out of it (1989: 50).

17

Often attributed to Hewison (1987) but first used by Colin Ward (1985) in a review of Wright’s (1985) On Living in an Old
Country (see Wright 2009 [1985]: xxiii).

57

It is also worth pointing out that in this context nostalgia is nearly always used as a term of
denigration, but Pickering and Keightley (2006: 920) argue the concept should be reconfigured;
thus recognising ‘aspects of the past as the basis for renewal and satisfaction in the future’ As
they point out,
[n]ostalgia can … be seen as not only a search for ontological security in the past, but also as
a means of taking one’s bearings for the road ahead in the uncertainties of the present (2006:
920).

Thus, rather than simplistic dichotomies between unbiased, truthful history and a nostalgic desire
to return to some idealised past that never was, I suggest we need to pay attention to the work
that both history and heritage do in promoting particular versions of the past, and interrogate
who benefits from those versions of the past into the future. Until now, I’ve paid most attention
to why these versions of the past might be promoted for ideological reasons, but I would now like
to focus on how the systematic practices of heritage recognition are influenced by disciplinary
training.
In her important study of the heritage management system in New Zealand the American public
historian Jannelle Warren-Findley suggests that disciplinary training plays an important role in the
identification and management of heritage, and outlines three intellectual perspectives on which
practitioners have or could possibly base their work: a fine arts perspective, a humanities perspective
and an environmental perspective (Warren-Findley 2001). She suggests the fine arts perspective was
prominent in early European and US work on historic preservation. It focuses on architecture,
beautiful buildings and places, and named designers and architects and ‘values the creative work
of artists, and emphasises the structure of an object rather than its context’ (2001: 25). There is
little scope in this approach for vernacular material culture or intangible culture, and the
‘perspective tends to minimise interpretation of the meanings of preserved buildings and to
overlook the multiple stories that many landscapes can tell, by representing those stories through
architecture and ornamental designs’ (2001: 25). This is the perspective of Huxtable, for whom
‘aesthetic resources should be ranked in order to buy the best in terms of connoisseurship’
(Hayden 1995: 4), and Warren-Findley suggests that this perspective influences a great deal of the
heritage conservation work currently done in New Zealand (see also McLean 2002). The
humanities perspective treats both pre-historic and historic material culture as an archive of
information about the past and focuses on historical meanings of heritage materials. It deals with
both vernacular and designed heritage and cultural landscapes, which have layers of historic
meaning (Warren-Findley 2001). This perspective may utilise a ‘thematic framework’ as a
‘conceptual tool’, to help assess the significance of structures, sites and landscapes, and underpin
selection and interpretation of key historical events and themes. An illustration of this perspective
is offered by the US National Park Service publication History in the US National Park Service:
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Themes and Concepts (1996) (cited in Warren-Findley 2012), which she argues was informed by
changes in the historical profession over the previous decade. ‘The “new social history”, “the
cultural turn”, “the theoretical turn”, all played into this new conception of heritage explanation
where focus shifted from prominent players to ordinary people and everyday life’ (2012: 3). Thus,
while there is a recognition that what survives from the past is uneven; that it is the brick and
masonry structures of the elite that are more likely to survive than the cheap buildings of the
poor18, it is also recognised that these do not offer an independent guide to the past, ‘their value
lies in the knowledge we have of them and how we interpret and contextualise that knowledge’
(Trapeznik and McLean 2000: 18). Thus, the story of a country house might be told in terms of
class relations, with entry through the servants quarters, and discussions of how the house
‘worked’, or its owner’s ancestors’ role in the slave trade, rather than art historical discussions of
interior design, banister construction and wallpaper patterns (Johnson 1999). This perspective has
dramatically expanded the scope of what is recognised as heritage, including the humble bach
settlement, portrayed as an encapsulation of part of New Zealanders’ leisure experience through
the 20th century.
The environmental perspective on heritage combines elements of natural and human resource
management and differs from the 19th century treatments of natural history ‘by combining all
human history with natural or environmental history rather than separating native peoples and
settler societies into natural and historical roles’ (Warren-Findley 2001: 26 original emphasis). She
notes that this approach has developed internationally over the last twenty years and offers a
contemporary statement from English Heritage that reflects these new perspectives:
The heart of any environmental policy should lie in recognising that an understanding of the
historic dimension of the environment is a prerequisite for sustainable management. The
historic environment provides the physical setting for our lives, but it is also about
perceptions (what we see, how we interpret); it is dynamic, ever changing and constantly
rethought and renegotiated (English Heritage (2000) cited in Warren-Findley 2001: 26)

The difficulty with this perspective is that nature conservation tends to receive more attention
than the conservation of putatively cultural things, as Warren-Findley suggests ‘environmental
issues, rightly or wrongly, tend to overwhelm the human ones’ (2001: 26). Trapeznik and McLean
point out,
[i]t is somewhat paradoxical that whilst New Zealand is a highly urbanised society, from the
late 1860s onwards its people have tended to focus attention not on the urban heritage, but
on the natural environment, on the conservation of rivers, parks, flora and fauna (2000: 18).

The tensions between natural and cultural heritage are explored further in the following section,
but in the same way that the humanities perspective on heritage reflects broad changes in
18

This argument has been confounded somewhat by the sequence of Christchurch earthquakes which started on
September 4th 2010, where much of the grandest heritage, including the Anglican Cathedral, has been severely damaged,
while many humble wooden workers cottages have survived largely unscathed.
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humanities and social science scholarship, the environmental perspective can be seen to reflect a
significant amount of thinking, particularly in geography and science studies, that questions the
taken-for-grantedness of the nature/culture dualism (for example Whatmore 2002; Latour 1993;
Demeritt 1994; Braun 2004).
The adoption of a particular perspective, whether it is implicit or explicit, affects the way heritage
is, and has been, recognised (or not), and it also has implications for a landscape or building’s ongoing management and interpretation. When heritage significance evaluations use standardised
formats, in order to be systematic, they sediment particular views of what heritage is, and this
view is typically biased towards a fine arts perspective. For instance, the Auckland City Council
(New Zealand) heritage ‘evaluation sheet’ is a points-based system that allots points to; a) physical
characteristics (of the building –maximum 126 with the majority for style, construction and age); b)
history (maximum 135 with 95 of that for famous people or events); c)environment (maximum 34 –
where the physical context or setting can only score a maximum of 3); d)integrity (maximum 30 –
with any changes seen to detract points, rather than tell a story) (see Appendix 2 in Foster 2003:
123). Thus, nearly 60 per cent of the weighting is allotted to style, construction, age, and famous
people and events, which leads to a systematic distortion of what heritage equates to. For
instance, a bach built in a cave (large enough to comfortably house a grand piano) might receive a
maximum of 3 points for setting, 0 because it is post-1914 and low scores on its construction and
integrity, while mansions typically always score highly because style and construction are often
unique and usually famous/rich people are connected to them. This is one of the reasons
historian Gavin McLean contends that the identification of heritage in New Zealand reflects the
dominance of the fine arts approach. He suggests, (following Hamer’s (1997) stages of history of
historic structures), that this has meant it is the historical genesis of a site that is ‘usually
overwhelmingly emphasised by preservationists’, rather than ‘the history of survival and of
continued use’, or the ‘modern era since preservation’ (McLean 2002: 17 original emphasis). He
argues that the desire to purge buildings of extraneous additions probably occurs
because art historians and architects are not trained to see owners and occupiers as creators
as well as users of space but it is time to stop treating this as though it was the equivalent of
grandad sitting and dribbling in the parlour in his pongy vest. Look at the example of the
Feilding Technical School – it became important only after its original period and after it was
partly demolished! (McLean 2002: 17 original emphasis).

McLean suggests also that another stage should be added to Hamer’s (1997) continuum; ‘the
history of a place before it was built’ (McLean 2002), that is, its natural or bio-physical
environmental history. It is this element of heritage, connected with the notion of the ‘Queens
Chain’, which those opposed to the baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay emphasise as
more important than the subsequent ‘illegal’ invasion of the landscape by bach dwellers. These
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arguments over whose perspective should be given the greatest weight are also connected to
issues of what should be considered an ‘authentic’ bach, which are explored in Section 3.6.
There can also be considerable variation in the way a site is interpreted in ‘the modern era since
preservation’. This is illustrated by the evolution of the Churchill Island, Australia heritage
landscape (Sanders 2010). Sanders shows how the landscape was initially presented as an example
of the history of early settlement, but which might have ‘appeared too celebratory of European
colonisation’ (2010:550), whereas a new management authority chose to adopt a ‘historically decontextualised and more personal approach’. She points out, though, that;
Of course, it is possible that [Phillip Island Nature Parks’] pursuit of an international tourist
demographic … may also be responsible for this a-political character-based presentation of
Churchill Island’s history on the presumption that international audiences are interested in
people but the not the making of nation states (2010:550)

The study, thus, appears to highlight the way that tourism imperatives may influence heritage
management approaches, in this case, from a humanities perspective towards a fine arts perspective
that focuses on personalities. These changes in popular and official understandings of heritage
point to the need to follow the historical trajectories of particular landscapes from prior to any
‘development’, as it is developed, through periods of continued usage with on-going alteration,
and changes after something is recognised as heritage, because what is valued about them
changes through time, as the past is renegotiated.
It is apparent that since Warren-Findley was writing in 2001 it is possible to identify a nascent
heritage perspective informed by developments in anthropology (Ingold 2000, 2011), archaeology
(Tilley 1994, 2004) and phenomenologically inspired non-representational thinking in geography
(Thrift 2008, 1996) that are all concerned with the embodied and affective experience of landscapes,
monuments and buildings. This emerging influence on heritage studies is identified by
geographers David C. Harvey and Peter Howard (Howard 2012; Harvey 2012) in their decennial
reflections on A Geography of Heritage: Power, Culture and Economy (Graham, Ashworth, and
Tunbridge 2000). With Harvey feeling that,
both relational approaches and more than/non-representational theories … have a strong
though not always acknowledged pedigree in heritage and memory studies. … I cannot help
thinking that heritage studies and the notion that ‘all heritage should properly be regarded as
an intangible cultural construct’ (Tunbridge, Ashworth, and Graham 2012) has a strong
resonance with the affectual and relational realm of immanence and processes of becoming
(2012: 2)

To date, there seems limited evidence that this strand of theory has had much influence on the
practices of heritage professionals, although Bethany Rogers’ (2010: x-xi) work on the embodied
and affective experiences of heritage buildings in post-Hurricane Katrina New Orleans sets out
to offer both cultural geographers and preservationists ‘refined conceptual and methodological
frameworks to more adequately assess architectural significance and promote buildings that are
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important to the communities they work with’. In Britain, cultural geographers are starting to pay
attention to the embodied and affective experience and materiality of heritage landscapes and
monuments, including, for instance, Glastonbury Tor (Wylie 2002), Hadrian’s Wall (Nesbitt and
Tolia-Kelly 2009) and the English Lake District (Tolia-Kelly 2007). As Mike Crang and Divya
Tolia-Kelly (2010: 2316), two of the key researchers in this emerging area, note, ‘[f]ocusing upon
the affective energy and emotive force of heritage entails a shift in analytic approach around
issues of representation and feeling’, away from an emphasis on the discourses surrounding and
embedded in sites and toward a focus on ‘felt heritages’ that emerge from ‘visceral, affective and
pre-discursive processes’ (McCormack, 2003 cited in Crang and Tolia-Kelly 2010: 2316), and
which allows heritage sites to be considered as ‘occasions for doing and feeling, of connecting
different sensations, representations, and thoughts’ (2010: 2316). So far, however, much of this
research has focused on prestigious and unequivocal heritage sites rather than mundane and
vernacular heritage, and the ‘gentle politics that emerges from the quieter affects of people
coming to their own heritage’ (Crouch 2010c: 58). The vernacular bach landscape shows how all
four of these perspectives on heritage are, or can be, mobilised to either grant or deny heritage
recognition to the baches. This most recent approach, in particular, offers a chance to explore
people’s sensuously embodied and affective relationships with baches, and helps to understand
why for some they might be experienced as heritage (even when there is no familial connection),
and yet for others they are intrusive, illegal eyesores that impinge on the natural heritage of the
area. It is to the complexities of this distinction between natural and cultural heritage within
landscapes that I now focus on.

3.4 Natural and cultural heritage landscapes
The complexities of understanding landscapes and heritage are compounded when ‘heritage
landscapes’ become the focus of attention and this is further complicated by the attribution of
natural or cultural heritage landscape. Much of the research on heritage landscapes has traced the
interconnections between particular types of landscapes and their role in fostering national
identity (Jones and Cloke 2002). For instance, ideas of wilderness and the importance of
geological grandeur in the United States (Cronon 1995; Harvey and Cronon 2000; Nash 2001;
Olwig 2002); the power of the Red Centre and the Outback in Australia (Waitt 1997; Carter 1998;
Jones and Shaw 2007) are central to national identity in recently colonised countries, while in
European countries it is ‘prolonged occupation’ that is seen to ‘weave heritage through landscape’
(Jones and Cloke 2002: 186). In countries primarily colonised by British emigrants there has also
been a concern to protect landscapes that continue to retain the patterns of earliest European
farming settlement, and this approach to heritage cultural landscapes is especially apparent in
Australia (Taylor 1990, 1995; Russell 1989; Frawley 1990) and the United States (Melnick 1983,
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1981; Kunst and O'Donnell 1981; Longstreth 2008). In New Zealand the term ‘heritage
landscape’ has primarily been associated with archaeological landscapes, although this is starting
to change with broader surveys of some goldfield landscapes (see Stephenson, Bauchop, and
Petchey 2004; Reeves and McConville 2011). Yet, in terms of predominantly built landscapes
Barber and McLean (2000) suggest that architects, planners and historians have, in general,
tended to privilege selected building types big-name architects and architectural fashions, and
they argue that;
[a]ll in all, the built heritage sector still seems disinclined to heed the Parliamentary
Commissioner for the Environment’s sensible advice of 1996 that ‘as with ecosystems and
landscapes, the hypothesis that “the whole may be more than the sum of its parts” may be
applicable to historic and cultural heritage (2000: 99)

But adopting a landscape approach to heritage is not always straightforward, as Frawley notes,
there are a number unresolved issues with protecting colonial landscapes ‘especially where preexisting exploitative land uses intrude in areas now valued for nature conservation’ and he argues
that ‘cultural landscapes should not be maintained by the continuation of environmentally
damaging past land use practices’ (1990: 93). This, however, presupposes that the natural and
cultural can be readily distinguished.
Some heritage landscape commentators adopt a view that nature and culture are readily
discernible, but what looks somewhat tenable in theory tends to unravel in practice. For instance,
David Lowenthal suggests that we inherit legacies from both nature and culture but that;
[g]enerally speaking, natural heritage comprises the lands and seas we inhabit and exploit, the
soils and plants and animals that constitute the world’s ecosystems, the water we drink, the
very air we breathe. To be sure, human action has profoundly reshaped all these elements of
nature, but we nonetheless consider them as quite distinct from our cultural heritage – the
buildings and engineering works, arts and crafts, languages and traditions, humans
themselves have created out of nature’s raw materials (2005: 81-82)

This depends heavily on who the ‘we’ are, as will be seen in relation to world heritage, but
Lowenthal also exaggerates the essential qualities of air, water, soils, plants and animals and
ignores natural processes involved in cultural heritage. Another definition is offered by Adrian
Phillips (then Director of the UK Countryside Commission) in a 1989 collection on heritage
interpretation, where he unproblematically distinguishes between the countryside and natural
environment. The latter is taken to mean ‘the natural world around [us]: the fauna and flora, the
ecological systems which sustain them and of which they are a part’ while the countryside ‘is a
more subtle concept. It implies a harmony between man and nature’ (Phillips 1989: 121). This
suggests that the idea of countryside as heritage has strongly normative assumptions, but it is also
difficult to see how countryside can be separated natural environment in practice. In the same
volume Kenneth Olwig relates a story about a nature interpreter who is repeatedly asked ‘stupid’
questions about the cows grazing in the meadow where many birds, including lapwings, lived,
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and who irritatedly replies to the ‘annoying’ questioner, that cows are ‘not nature’. Olwig argues
that this completely misunderstands the relationships involved because;
To put it bluntly, no cows, no lapwing, no countryside heritage. It is because of the cow that
Danish farmers have for centuries mowed and grazed various wetlands and thereby created
meadows of a particular height and species composition. The lapwing is dependent on the
cow because it primarily breeds and nests in such meadows. By ignoring the cow, the nature
interpreter was ignoring, in effect, a whole heritage of human interaction with the
environment which created the countryside that formed the basis for the ‘nature’ that the
interpreter interpreted (Olwig 1989: 133-134).

An analogous situation occurs on the Port Hills, whose swards of silver tussock (Poa cita) frame
the backdrop of Christchurch, New Zealand, and are regarded by many as part of the city’s
heritage (Kirby 1996a). These swards, however, would be overwhelmed, first by exotic grasses
and then exotic and native shrubland if sheep grazing were removed (Meurk, Norton, and Lord
1989). But the tussock-covered slopes of the Port Hills that greeted the first European settlers in
the 1850s, and to which people have subsequently become so attached, were the result of fires
started by Maori prior to the settlers’ arrival (Wilson 2009). The point is to be wary about rushing
to judgement about the ecological relations of the supposedly natural environment, because the
natural and cultural are inextricably intertwined, as Olwig notes, it is possible ‘to view wild species
both as nature and as cultural heritage’ (Olwig 1989: 139). Recent work on the role of disturbance
in non-equilibrium ecology is only just beginning to tease apart such relationships (see for
example Scoones 1999; Wallington, Hobbs, and Moore 2005; Zimmerer 2000). So it is not always
straightforward to decide how such areas should be managed.
Yet, most Western jurisdictions still manage natural heritage and cultural heritage separately, with
the former managed by biological scientists, while the latter are managed by archaeologists and
related professionals (Head and Regnéll 2012). The spatial implications of this include managing
cultural sites and nature reserves separately from the broader landscape context, which Kučera et
al. (2008: 87) suggest is the distinction between ‘heritage in landscape or landscape as heritage’. At
the national or international scale heritage landscapes are sometimes recognised as world heritage,
but this international mark of distinction can cause tension because of the way world heritage
sites are listed as natural, cultural or mixed. Of the 962 currently listed World Heritage sites 745
are cultural, 188 are natural and only 29 are mixed (UNESCO nd-c). Carter (2010) suggests that,
[s]ome of this disjuncture occurs in the world heritage arena because the terminology of
separate natural and cultural values is pervasive in planning for and in managing such sites,
without a critical analysis of its implications (2010: 399)

For instance, the multi-national proposal to protect the Wadden Sea (along the coastline of The
Netherlands, Germany and Denmark) as a World Heritage Area for its ecological values has
sparked heated controversy because it is also a landscape that ‘has been stamped by a centurieslong interaction between people and the sea’ (Krauss 2005a: 39). So the question becomes ‘[w]hat
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sort of nature, what sort of culture, is here to be declared part of the heritage of mankind?’
(2005a: 40-41). Krauss suggests that the notion of protecting ‘pure nature’ as world heritage
‘stimulated the counter-construction of a notion of a “pure culture”, a revived Friesian identity’
to combat the designation process (2005a: 44). Instead, he argues the landscape is ‘actually the
result of heterogeneous societal and natural processes, it is, as Latour might put it, a constructed
fact’ (2005a: 44). Consequently the question, for Krauss, is ‘not about nature and culture in an
essentialist sense but rather about the good or bad construction of facts’ (2005a: 44). In a later
article he sets out what is involved in studying the construction of facts in such a landscape;
[i]t is the negotiations, assemblies and networks that make up the coastal landscape – the
landscape, that is understood as practice, as a dynamic process, as an activity. A landscape is
neither natural nor cultural; it designates that activity which brings forth the ‘animated space’
in which we live our lives and live them as securely as possible (Krauss 2010: 199)

The converse situation occurs where a site is listed as a cultural World Heritage site but is valued
or marketed primarily for its natural qualities. Davis (2007) highlights the case of Bikini Atoll19,
which was used for 23 nuclear-weapons tests between 1946 and 1958 that caused significant
devastation, yet is valued by tourists primarily as a wilderness, and who see it as threatened by the
return of native Bikinians, who ‘are seen not as premodern natives fitting in to nature but as
agents who, if allowed, will defile the natural place through their modern behaviors’ (2007: 233)
Davis contends that this a ‘testament to the power of the imaginary that divides the world into a
global-scale system of civilized profane spaces and pristine wildernesses (2007: 233).
In an attempt to recognise nature and culture simultaneously UNESCO developed a category of
‘associative cultural’ (now called mixed) landscapes. So while both Tongariro (in New Zealand)
and Uluru-Kata Tjuta (formerly Ayres Rock and Mt Olga in the Northern Territory of Australia)
were initially inscribed on the World Heritage List as natural sites in 1990 and 1987 respectively,
for their geological and ecological values, they were re-nominated as ‘associative cultural’ sites in
1993 and 1994 to reflect the sacredness of the sites to Tuwharetoa and Anangu Aboriginal
people, respectively (Fowler 2003). Yet such listings remain rare and it is more often the case that
landscapes with cultural associations are valued as purely natural landscapes (Carter 2010).
Studying the nomination process for the Te Wahipounamu/Southwest New Zealand World
Heritage Area, Kirby argues that for the Department of Conservation (who officially nominated
the area) and for many environmentalists, ‘New Zealand has an essential heritage, and it is
natural. The traces of the people, though significant, are on the whole considered regrettable’
(1996b: 233). A similar elevation of the natural is argued to prevail among Australian
environmentalists, who ‘routinely fall back upon spatial distinctions between natural and artificial

19

Listed in 2010 as a cultural site that is an outstanding example of a nuclear test site and for the ideas and beliefs
associated with the Cold War (UNESCO 2010).
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(or built) environments when articulating their concerns, and for whom the natural environment
constitutes a moral terrain’ (Lien and Davison 2010: 238). Thus, as Kirby points out, ‘if
naturalness is what distinguishes New Zealand [and potentially Australia] from everywhere else,
then no effort should be spared to ensure its protection for future generations’ (1996b: 233). The
point of noting such large scale representations of national heritage as natural is that they can be
enlisted to influence management of local landscapes, and this is arguably what has happened at
Boulder Bay, although the discourse surrounding bird conservation in New Zealand is perhaps
more relevant and is elaborated on in Chapter 6.
Despite the influence of such national ideas of heritage, it is quite possible for local landscapes to
achieve recognition and affection that appear at odds with these broader notions of heritage. For
instance, Owain Jones and Paul Cloke highlight the role of local popular memory in the changing
heritage fortunes of Camerton colliery batchs (spoil heaps) that started as left over waste, became
dominant landscape features, and were then planted with (usually nationally detested) conifers,
which as the trees grew became valued by local kids who used to play there in gangs, thus
demonstrating ‘how this site of “industrial wasteland” was now being appropriated by the local
community as recreational space’ (2002: 172). Subsequently the trees themselves were valued as
markers of the industrial past, and as part of the heritage landscape with the site becoming
known as ‘Little Switzerland’ (Cloke and Jones 2000). This coming together of historic industry,
spoil heaps, and planted exotic conifers highlights how difficult it is to disentangle the temporal
and spatial dimensions of heritage landscapes as natural or cultural and the continual emergence
of new heritages.
Whose heritage should be recognised and protected again comes to the fore in situations where
animal conservation and nature restoration proposals come into conflict with cultural heritage,
for example, when traditionally farmed or grazed landscapes are reserved for nature conservation
(Griffiths 1991; Lockwood and Spennemann 2001; Lockwood, Tracey, and Klomp 1996), or
when previously inhabited cultural landscapes are returned to ‘wilderness’ (Feldman and
Mackreth 2004; Cronon 2003). While Krauss (2005b) shows how the rhetoric of otter protection
is used to legitimate nature conservation in an impoverished agrarian area of Portugal. These
cases, however, share only limited similarities with the situation at Boulder Bay, but a more
apposite example concerns the La Jolla Children’s Pool20 that has been adopted as a haul out by
harbor seals (Lulka and Aitken 2011). The authors are concerned with the ‘effect that the
imperative of heritage preservation has upon the vitality of a place’ (2011: 170), and endeavor to
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The pool, built in the 1930s, is formed by a concrete wall that created the only safe swimming beach along the La Jolla
coast; however, the wall has caused the pool to fill with sand thus creating a sandy beach that has been adopted by the
harbor seals, which now form the only colony in Southern California. The argument centres on whether the sand should be
dredged to allow swimming, or remain, with the area being re-designated as a Coastal and Marine Sanctuary.
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find ways of adjudicating over whose heritage should be protected, given the problems ‘generated
by too much reliance upon historical precedents’ (2011: 186). As they point out:
We are thus presented here with a situation in which two histories, or rather two material
concretions, that of the children’s aquatic environment and that of the wildlife sanctuary, are
duelling for the present. Proponents of each are asserting the priority of their material
concretion. Again, Nietzsche is helpful here, for he realized that no historical concretion has
ultimate legitimacy, as the search for origins is hopeless. There is only a changing sense of
what is natural, commonsensical, and taken-for-granted, that is, the proper state of things. …
[There is no] indisputable means of deciding between the parties by dint of their own
properties. We must look elsewhere (2011: 180-181)

They propose that flexibility is central to generating new social arrangements, suggesting ‘[t]he
present becomes not one of choosing between dwindling remnants, but rather becomes a
moment of flexibility that opens outward into unknown (though not unbounded) possibilities’
(2011: 184). This involves engaging with historic sites because they have relevance to
contemporary life, rather than because they are historical, and Lulka and Aitken argue that,
despite the specifics of their particular case, this situation is widely applicable to many aspects of
contemporary life as communities seek to preserve or recreate an area’s vitality. This argument
certainly has relevance for the situation at Boulder Bay; however, since my focus is primarily on
what happens rather than what should happen, it is less relevant, but I would also argue that
specifics can be quite crucial. The situation at Boulder Bay is more akin to proposing that a
functioning Children’s Pool should be filled with sand so seals could be translocated there, with
the hope that they would continue to return.
The situation with the Children’s Pool and the harbor seals again highlights the emergent nature
of heritage, where a given thing is not inherently heritage, but rather it is the processes of valuing
and assessing significance of something that accords it heritage status. It can just as easily be a
seal or a lapwing as a building or a seaside swimming pool, but such heritage is not self-evidently
natural or cultural heritage. As we have seen, however, whose heritage is recognised can be
affected by the particular disciplinary perspectives of those doing the assessment, which Smith
(2006) argues, tends to lead to a ‘authorised heritage discourse’ that privileges monumentality and
grand scale, innate significance, expert judgement, and nation building. Recent scholarship has
sought to challenge this received view of what heritage is and how it is recognised, focusing
instead on popular, vernacular, mundane, everyday heritage from below, the processes of heritage
recognition and designation, and how people develop intimate and sensuously embodied
relations with heritage, and consequently mobilise to defend places and activities. Arguments
over whether a particular heritage place or activity should be recognised frequently revolve
around whether they are considered authentic or not, and for some this is primarily a matter of
expert judgement, which suggests it is purely an innate material property, but as we shall see
authenticity is every bit as contentious and slippery to define as landscape and heritage. In the
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same way it is difficult to decide what an authentic jærhus is, because the buildings are lived in and
adapted, so too, it is difficult to decide what should be considered an authentic bach or an
authentic bach landscape.

3.5 Introducing authenticity
The problem is that, like other post-Enlightenment sciences, the
disciplines and technologies intended to identify and sustain
authenticity have privileged entities in ways that conceal the
relationships and practices that give rise to them. Furthermore,
whilst it is important to understand how discourses of authenticity
are bound up with modernist ideas about entities and essences,
simply deconstructing these discourses and dismissing authenticity
as a cultural construct masks and ignores another important
aspect. For when we look at how people experience and negotiate
authenticity through objects, it is networks of relationships
between people, places and things that appear to be central, not
the things in and of themselves (Jones 2010: 188-189).

This section introduces the slippery concept of authenticity, focusing in the first section on how
it has been conceptualised in heritage conservation, while the second section focuses on two
influential explications of authenticity by cultural geographers. The Chambers Dictionary describes
authenticity as usually equated with that which is true, genuine, authoritative, of established
credibility, and as setting forth the real facts (O'Neill 2011). It has become an important concept
in architectural and landscape heritage conservation (Starn 2002; Heynen 2006; Alberts and
Hazen 2010; Riaubiene 2007; Lowenthal 2008), the anthropology, sociology and geography of
tourism (MacCannell 1973, 1976; Barthel-Bouchier 2001; Cohen 1988, 1979; Gable and Handler
1996; DeLyser 1999; Lane and Waitt 2001; Knudsen and Waade 2010), in geographies of placemaking (Relph 1976; Zukin 2011, 2010; Certomà 2009), dwelling (Cloke and Jones 2001; Jones
and Cloke 2002) and the practices of ecological restoration (Eden 2002; Eden, Tunstall, and
Tapsell 2000; Brook 2006; Drenthen 2009). Unsurprisingly, there is a remarkable breadth in the
way it is used and understood in everyday situations, and this may, in part, be due to the fact that
marketing consultants have embraced the word (see Pine and Gilmore 2007; Boyle 2004), as
illustrated by this piece of puffery from a branding strategist who proclaims that
there is a desire for realism, the idea of coming back to true things. People gravitate towards
brands with demonstrable authenticity. And no tourism destination should be able to deliver
authenticity better than Oregon – it permeates your personality and it’s what you’re known
for (Neal cited in Stout 2003: 1).

This quotation suggests that if a US state can be authentic, then almost anything else can be as
well, which is problematic since the conferral of authenticity usually entails positive qualities, and
if everywhere can have authenticity it becomes totally meaningless. In contrast, the professional
literature in heritage conservation has been highly prescriptive about what counts as an authentic
object, however the problematic assumption that authenticity is inherent in the object has also
68

been widely questioned. But as the archaeologist Siân Jones (2010) notes in the epigraph, it’s not
enough to simply deconstruct authenticity because people continually negotiate their own
understandings of authenticity.

3.6 Authenticity in heritage conservation
Authenticity is an ancient word, deriving from the Greek term authentikos, and it has long been
linked to debates within heritage conservation (Gustavsson and Peterson 2003). Yet, official
recognition of authenticity within heritage conservation was initially quite limited (Starn 2002),
and this only occurred with the term’s inclusion in the 1964 International Charter for the
Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites (Venice Charter), which noted that:
People are becoming more and more conscious of the unity of human values and regard
ancient monuments as a common heritage. The common responsibility to safeguard them is
recognized. It is our duty to hand them on in the full richness of their authenticity (Preamble,
ICOMOS 1964).

Citing the charter, the United Nations Educational, Scientific, Cultural Organisation (UNESCO
1972) World Heritage Convention declared that for monuments and sites of Natural and Cultural
heritage to be included on the World Heritage List, they had to pass a ‘test of authenticity’ (Starn
2002: 2). This heralded an emphasis on the material properties of monuments and buildings, and
consequently professional heritage conservation approaches consider authenticity as an ‘objective
and measurable attribute inherent in the material fabric, form and function of artefacts and
monuments, and a positivist set of research methods and criteria have evolved to test their
genuineness’ (Jones 2010: 182). Yet, much recent research in geography, anthropology and
sociology has argued that authenticity, rather than being inherent in the object, is a social and
cultural construct, which has different meanings to different people in different places (Alberts
and Hazen 2010; DeLyser 1999; Bruner 1994; Gable and Handler 1996). These different cultural
understandings of authenticity are reflected in the Nara Document on Authenticity (1994), which
notes in Article 11 that:
All judgments about values attributed to cultural properties as well as the credibility of
related information sources may differ from culture to culture, and even within the same
culture. It is thus not possible to base judgments of values and authenticity within fixed
criteria. On the contrary, the respect due to all cultures requires that heritage properties must
be considered and judged within the cultural contexts to which they belong (ICOMOS 1994)

Thus, the authenticity of buildings and landscapes should be judged in their own cultural context,
for instance, in the case of the Temple of Ise in Japan, ‘local beliefs … hold that society should
prevent structures from decaying because of the negative connections this has with death’
(Alberts and Hazen 2010: 60-61), hence, the guidelines allow the criteria of workmanship to outweigh other criteria in order to retain the living cultural traditions of completely rebuilding it
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periodically (Starn 2002). While this cultural relativism could be seen as dissolving the ‘test of
authenticity’, Starn (2002) argues it should more properly be seen as a safeguard;
Authenticity remains ‘the essential qualifying factor’ (Article 10), but not reductively so,
‘within fixed criteria’ (Article 11). Therefore, ‘knowledge and understanding … in relation to
the original and subsequent characteristics … and their meaning, is a requisite basis for
assessing all aspects of authenticity’; the sources for ‘authenticity judgments … may include
form and design, materials and substance, use and function, traditions and techniques,
location and setting, and spirit and feelings, and other internal and external factors’ (Article
13) (Starn 2002: 10).

As Peter Howard (2003: 227) notes, echoing Article 13, there are, what he calls, multiple ‘versions
of authenticity’ which are all open to judgment. I suggest that, in the case of a particular building
or landscape, these can be thought of as ‘dimensions of authenticity’ which all will be present to
some greater or lesser extent. These dimensions include whether it; can be proven to be designed
by a specific (famous) architect or built by a particular craftsperson; is made of the original
material; is still used for its original purpose; was what the designer originally intended the
building to be; reflects the history of all the changes that have been made to the building and its
different uses; is an integrated whole that includes outbuildings and gardens; is on the original site
with surroundings as they originally were; has a similar emotional experience to that originally
intended; and looks like it originally did (Ashworth and Howard 1999; Howard 2003). Thus, it is
apparent that with more nuanced and sophisticated criteria, there has been an evolution in the
understanding of what constitutes an authentic building, town, monument or landscape.
Authenticity
now belongs not simply in some original source, some founding moment, some first
structure, but to entire historical palimpsests and in the very processes of historical
development. No longer is truth innate to the oldest remains, earliest forms, autochthonous
creations, or steadfast continuities. It belongs instead to the whole stream of time that
continually reshapes every object, idea, structure, and symbol (Riaubiene 2007: 80).

It is also evident, however, that some of these dimensions of authenticity conflict with one
another, for instance, a building that reflects its history of usage and changes will not be made of
the original material, but a building’s alterations constitute part of its social history. Gardens grow
and original surroundings may seem quite different with, or without, large trees. Thus, there is the
question of which dimensions of authenticity should be considered as most important, and I
suggest that it is the disciplinary perspective of heritage practitioners which tends to influence
which dimensions of authenticity are privileged.
Training plays a particularly important part in deciding whose heritage is officially recognised, as
we saw in Section 2.3, and this recognition may well hinge on whether something is considered
authentic, or not. For instance, a fine arts perspective tends to prioritise famous designers and
craftspeople, original materials and the look of the building, but may prefer a building that is
unused, and certainly requires them to be unaltered. Yet the emphasis on structure means that
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context is considered far less important, and consequently re-location is deemed an appropriate
way of saving heritage (Warren-Findley 2001; Lowenthal 1985). Conversely, the humanities
perspective highlights the historic layers of meaning that accrue with the on-going use of a
building, thus alterations are part of buildings’ authenticity, while an environmental perspective
pays particular attention to the landscape context and on-going usage. The Scandinavian
historical geographer Kenneth Olwig focuses on these contrasting perspectives with his
distinction between tradition and custom. He notes that a ‘strict emphasis on the preservation of
authentic tradition tends to create an either/or situation in which some buildings are frozen in
time and others are allowed to go to ruin’ (Olwig 2001: 354). Custom by contrast is the ‘source of
ever-changing practices, rooted in a vital sense of the past’ (2001: 339), and he argued that we
should try to
develop approaches to heritage that can increase the understanding of how principles of
custom might work to create environments that both preserve a sense of historical continuity
and remain economically and socially viable’ (2001: 354).

In many respects this view is closely related to Warren-Finley’s environmental perspective on
heritage but has little to say about the bio-physical environment. There is no reason, however,
why the emphasis on custom should not also incorporate effective protection of the natural
environment as part of heritage management. In order to explore further how such principles of
custom might be used to preserve a sense of historical continuity in lived-in landscapes, I turn to
the geographic literature on authentic place-making and dwelling.

3.7 The authenticity of place-making and dwelling
Humanistic geography responded to the lifelessness of quantitative spatial science by arguing for
a more experientially-based understanding of place that explored the possibilities for authentic
place-making. This approach is exemplified by Relph’s (1976) study of place and placelessness,
where he argues that an authentic sense of place is being undermined by placelessness, which he
describes as ‘the casual eradication of distinctive places and the making of standardised
landscapes that results from an insensitivity to the significance’ (1976: preface). Although, Relph
later suggests that W.G. Hoskins’ contention – that every single English landscape change since
the late nineteenth century ‘either uglified it or destroyed its meaning, or both’ – is unfair
(Hoskins 1955 cited in Relph 1987: 2), Relph’s (1976) own thesis strongly echoes Hoskins’
sentiments with his suggestion that the relatively standardised and homogenous landscapes (of
suburbs, shopping strips, airports) are symptomatic of a larger loss of meaning that prevailed in
pre-industrial and handicraft cultures, and, that in Europe, authentically created landscapes are
‘essentially relict features of former craft cultures’ (Relph 1976: 68). He also draws an explicit link
with primitive societies, suggesting that villages such as Castle Combe, Wiltshire illustrate
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Rapoport’s contention that for primitive peoples the design process manifests through ‘direct and
unselfconscious translation into physical form of a culture, its needs and values – as well as the
desires, dreams and passions of the people’ (Rapoport 1969 cited in Relph 1976: 68). Thus, for
Relph, authentic place-making is either unselfconscious or selfconscious, but he suggests the
latter ‘has become increasingly unlikely since the Renaissance’ (1976: 75), while the former is
characterised by a lack of theoretical pretension, a working with site and climate, a respect
for other people and their buildings, and hence for the complete environment both manmade and natural, and it functions in terms of well proven forms that admit only limited
variations. The end result is places which fit their context and are in accord with the
intentions of those who created them, yet have a distinct and profound identity that results
from the total involvement of a unique group of place-makers with a particular setting (1976:
69).

This passage is illustrated with photographs of old English villages, but there would appear to be
similarities between his historic exemplars and the establishment of some bach settlements,
especially those built without title in places like Taylors Mistake, in which a unique group of
place-makers built in relation to the site, climate and others’ buildings rather than property
boundaries, while variations tended to be limited by finances rather than function. For Relph,
however, it is a place’s founding that is likely to be its most significant event, so while he
recognises that place-making is not an instantaneous occurrence, he downplays the significance
of dwelling, arguing that
the very fact of having been lived-in and used and experienced will lend many places a degree
of authenticity ... Yet such “authentification” can never be complete for it can never reach
the deepest levels of sense of place’ (Relph 1976: 71).

Yet, as we shall see in Chapter 6, baches and cribs weren’t built first and then lived in, but rather
they are always un-finished and constantly in the process of becoming, therefore we need a
conception of authenticity that doesn’t see it as primarily a function of how a landscape is
established, but instead tries to understand authenticity as part of being-in-the-world.
Such romantic portrayals of authentic place-making have been heavily criticised. For some it
essentialises what places are, as it is ‘structured around simplistic dualisms that misrepresent and
limit the range of place experience’ (Seamon and Sowers 2008: 47), and consequently ignores the
possibility of a ‘global sense of place’ (Massey 1991). Certomà argues such ideas stem from 19th
century German anthropogeography that represented authentic places as ‘bounded sections of
space, internally coherent and originating a sense of belongingness’ and this has flowed through
to humanistic approaches which treat place as space made meaningful, and a ‘sense of place’ is
seen as a sense of belonging to a particular geographical area, thus ‘places are regarded as static
fragments of space that can be grasped and interiorised by human society in symbolic terms’
(2011: 1014), and furthermore such ‘authentic places’ are seen as being threatened by
globalisation (Certomà 2009; Jiven and Larkham 2003).
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The challenge of moving beyond this static conceptualisation towards a progressive notion of
authentic dwelling is tackled by the cultural geographers Owain Jones and Paul Cloke (2002).
They note that, in Heidegger, authenticity is a critical element, not only in his notion of dwelling
but also in the wider notion of Dasein (the fact and possibility of being-in-the-world), and that it
seems near impossible under the conditions of modernity. They outline the view of David
Harvey (1996) and other writers who are sceptical that the notion of existential authenticity is
itself a modern construction, where as soon as authenticity is prescribed, or preserved, or even
re-created within modernity, we can begin to stray into the world of simulacra (Jones and Cloke
2002). In this reading, authenticity is seen as some original (natural) form, where apples(in their
example) are at their best when they are grown in their local soil, and once varieties are moved
from their ‘home’ and industrial practices are used, we are heading on the ‘steady downward
slope towards the modern inauthentic apple’. Thus, Jones and Cloke argue that;
taken to the extreme, these arguments lead to a view of true nature, or authentic landscapes,
or communities, as consisting of diminishing pockets of harmonious authentic dwelling in an
ever encroaching sea of alienation. This seems a deeply flawed view and one which would
make the deployment of dwelling as a view of landscape, place and nature redundant (2002:
131).

They point out, however, that assessing the authenticity of a modern orchard is certainly
problematic, because supposedly traditional methods and practices (such as pruning and
beekeeping to aid pollination) occur in tandem with more modern practices, including the use of
mechanical machinery, chemical fungicides and pesticides. Yet, those traditional methods would
have been innovations in the development of orchard practice when they were introduced, and
the traditions of orchard cultivation stretch back to at least the ancient Roman and Greek
civilizations. For Jones and Cloke, this suggests that;
such simple concepts of authenticity do not sit well with the notion of dwelling wherein
landscape can be seen as temporally complex, with the past being co-present with the future
through both material and imaginative processes. At West Bradley we do not uncover a
sterilized museum of past landscape and dwelling, somehow untouched by change or even
current technologies and practices. Instead we see a series of practices which have evolved
over time, and changes which are constantly informed by shifting economic, technical and
cultural formations, and a place that is not conducive to fixed-point notions of authenticity
(2002: 132).

Yet Jones and Cloke argue that ‘the authenticity of the orchard as an orchard has been maintained
in two ways’ (2002: 133 original emphasis). The qualification is important as things do not have
some sort of global authenticity but rather it is a situated and contextualized authenticity. First,
they note that ‘traditional’ practices and recent innovations constantly weave together creating
new ‘hybrid forms and practices which are neither authentic nor inauthentic’ (2002: 133 original
emphasis). The orchard does remain distinctive, however, because the new technologies brought
in to ‘modernize’ production cannot be seen as ‘purely abstracted, undifferentiated modernity
being imposed upon and obliterating “traditional” practice. The new technologies adopted carry
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the marks of orchardness’ (2002: 133). These include special narrow tractors designed to fit
between the rows, and mechanized cider-apple harvesters, which both have orchardness
embedded in their materiality through the way they are designed to move through the orchard
and pick up apples. Hence,
[o]rchardness may shift over time, but it retains some form of dynamic identity as it migrates
through economic, technological and cultural space. The authenticity of dwelling, then,
should be seen as a form of dynamism, of ongoing freshness, rather than anything static, but
which at the same time retains an identity … The ongoing rich mixture of nature, technology
and humans retains a form of oneness which is bound together in some form of cohesion,
which perhaps can be seen as ‘authentic’ but only in a dynamic time-embedded sense, rather
than in comparison to any fixed time-point referencing” (Jones and Cloke 2002:134)

From this discussion it is apparent that even modern technological artefacts have the capacity to
be considered authentic, but only within a particular spatial and temporal context, and this
possibility of authenticity to be considered as a dynamic and ongoing freshness, rather than
something that is continually eroded, is particularly relevant because of the way baches evolve
and develop with ongoing use. It therefore provides guidance for considering the authenticity of
a bach in terms of its dynamic identity over time, or ‘bachness’, rather than every change
necessarily impinging on its authenticity. This type of approach tends to contradict a fine arts
perspective on authentic heritage, which conceals its normative cultural judgments about
authenticity in positivist assertions that authenticity resides in the original material qualities of a
building. Instead, ideas of authenticity should be seen as continuously negotiated around a series
of dimensions that are more or less present, not only by heritage professionals, but also by people
who experience the authenticity of buildings and landscapes in similar ways.

3.8 Conclusions
This chapter has sought to elaborate how a diverse range of things, including landscapes, become
recognised as heritage and how this process is affected by what is considered authentic. A
significant amount of the literature on heritage has concentrated on the technical details involved
in conserving heritage, or on the financial benefits that accrue from marketing the product of
heritage to tourists and visitors, and both these approaches tend to take-for-granted what heritage
is – it’s the stately old buildings, large country homes, monuments and national parks that
typically appear in tourist brochures. There is, however, a steadily increasing literature that
questions the taken-for-grantedness of heritage, arguing that instead of treating heritage as a selfevident thing to be managed, heritage is always emergent, and consequently, attention should be
focused on the processes of that emergence. This shifts the focus of frequently asked questions
such as ‘whose heritage’ away from describing the preponderance of elite heritage towards
investigating how such heritage recognition and classification is achieved in practice, and how
heritage is deployed by various groups. The literature suggests that the recognition of heritage is
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strongly influenced by those involved in its management, who in turn are informed by particular
disciplinary perspectives. These include the fine arts, humanities, and environmental perspectives, and
I have argued that a fourth perspective on heritage is emergent in the literature that highlights the
way heritage is experienced and re-membered in everyday situations through our sensuously
embodied and affective engagements with landscapes that are themselves pregnant with the past.
It is my contention that this perspective on heritage helps us to understand why certain
landscapes become sites of attachment as well as sites of contest.
Authenticity is often considered to be a key attribute of heritage, but there is a fundamental
tension between those who argue that authenticity is an innate property of heritage objects,
which can be discovered and adjudicated upon with the correct techniques, and those for whom
authenticity is simply a cultural construct that can therefore be deconstructed and dismissed. For
some, authenticity exists in tiny ever-diminishing pockets, like the last un-contacted tribes of the
Amazon, constantly threatened by encroaching modernity, which has to be protected at all costs
from any change whatsoever. I contend that this is a deeply flawed view, instead, I would argue
that nothing is completely authentic or inauthentic but rather people experience the authenticity
of an object, building, monument or landscape in everyday situations in networks of
relationships, and along a series of dimensions, that may include; form, size, design, materials,
substance, use, history, function, traditions and techniques, location, setting, and affective
experience. As well as influencing what heritage is recognised, the perspectives on heritage that I
have outlined also influence practitioners to argue that certain dimensions are more important
than others for deciding on what should be deemed ‘authentic heritage’. Although natural and
cultural heritage are typically thought to be readily distinguishable, and are frequently managed by
different authorities, in practice, unravelling them is a fruitless task. Indeed, I contend they are
not fundamentally different practices because they both entail classifying some things as more
important than others. With this in mind the next chapter explores one aspect of natural heritage;
the way species are identified, adopting a symmetrical approach that proposes that species
concepts are analogous to heritage perspectives, and that ‘speciesness’ is similar to authenticity, in
that it varies along dimensions of difference, which are given greater weight depending on the
species concept adopted by the taxonomic community.
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‘Species are political’21: What is a species?
Arguments about conservation are almost always arguments about species.
Lists are compiled of endangered species, conservation schemes are prioritised
on how many species are preserved, and legislation is phrased in terms of
species. In the political economy of biodiversity, species are the currency.
Despite this central role, the very term ‘species’ is deeply ambiguous.
Practitioners clash not only over the boundaries of individual species, but also
over what ‘species’ means (Agapow 2005: 57).
If we had complete mitochondrial and nucleic genomes for every species and a
complete understanding of the morphology and osteology of every terminal
taxa, then, yes, defining a species concept (i.e., drawing a line in the sand and
sticking to it) would be a great idea. But the world is not perfect and our
knowledge of avian biology is incomplete. Molecular studies are often limited in
scope and workers fail to make recommendations about species limits in
otherwise excellent papers. Plus there are a lot of bad papers out there. Work is
getting published that may be competent molecularly but is not grounded in
ecological reality. Furthermore, we do not fully understand the speed of genetic
divergence nor do we know which parts of the genome are important in
indicating whether 2 taxa are different. Given this imperfection anyone trying
to interpret the ‘music of evolution’ through the cacophony of ineptitude
should be given a break! (Scofield 2008: 54).

4.1

Introduction

This chapter focuses on answering the question of how the objects of heritage, namely species,
are recognised in practice. Section 4.2 outlines how the concept of biodiversity has become the
dominant discourse of nature conservation, deployed as timeless and self-explanatory, but also
dependent on the disciplinary projects of systematics and taxonomy. Although biodiversity
includes diversity within species, between species and of ecosystems, the species level dominates
conservation discussions because it is so readily identifiable to the public. The process of
classifying organisms is most readily identified with the Linnaean system of taxonomy; however
whether taxonomists are dealing with species or higher order taxa the natural world has proved
remarkably resistant to neat and tidy classification.
Nowhere is this more apparent than with answers to the simple question; what is a species? As
the first epigraph suggests, while conservation revolves around protecting particular species,
biologists, taxonomists and philosophers are unable to agree on how a species should be
demarcated, and these disagreements have a considerable history with as many as 26 different
species concepts being promoted. In Section 4.3 I examine the two most prominent species
21
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concepts; the biological species concept (BSC), significantly promoted by Ernst Mayr from the
1940s onwards, and the phylogenetic species concept (PSC) developed concurrently with the rise
in genetic analysis from the 1980s onwards. While the BSC still holds sway in many areas of
conservation, particularly ornithology, historians of science have highlighted the rhetorical
strategies Mayr used to make the BSC seem the only possible ‘species concept’ a biologist could
choose despite considerable difficulties operationalising the concept. Conversely, the PSC is good
at distinguishing differences between populations, but leaves unanswered the question of how
much difference is enough to be considered a species.
Section 4.4 focuses on the question of the ontological status of species, exploring debates over
what constitutes the reality of a species. Mayr firmly believed that unlike other taxonomic
categories, such as genus and family, species were real entities that were discoverable using the
correct species concept, i.e. the biological species concept. The correspondence between folk
taxonomy and Western scientific identification of species has been enlisted to show that different
cultures identify the same entities, yet this approach has tended to assume a high level of
agreement among Western scientists. Instead, modern genetic techniques show there are more or
less distinct clusters of organisms at varying biological scales. The problem with considering
species real is that it leads to fruitless arguments as to the nature of the underlying reality, so that
if we could just settle on that, all species would reveal themselves. An alternative view is that
there are a series of dimensions of difference including: phylogenetic distance, reproductive
isolation, ecological/functional and morphological differentiation, adaptive variation and possibly
others, which are all processes that vary unevenly, and it is only consensus among taxonomists
that settles (sometimes temporarily) whether an organism is a species or not.
How the recognition of species affects conservation practices is set out in the first two
subsections of Section 4.5, while the third briefly examines conservation’s connection with
ecotourism. At the broadest scale the adopted species concept can radically alter the number of
species and consequently those thought to be endangered. Wholesale changes in species numbers
occurred with adoption of the BSC and the consequent rise in the concept of a polytypic species
with numerous sub-species. However, with the recent emphasis on phylogenetic distance some
subspecies have been undermined while others are proposed for species status. This leads to
potentially large increases in species numbers, and consequent reductions in range and population
sizes, and to more species being considered as endangered. At finer scales the increase in
conservation effort for endangered species creates a temptation for taxonomists to resist
demotion of species that have long been recognised, and/or to proposing species status for
organisms that might be particularly useful for conservation because of their potential role as
flagship or umbrella species, or because they are particularly charismatic. Increasingly, ecotourism
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is proposed as way of ensuring endangered species conservation, while at the same time offering
economic development, however, the importance of having a distinctive tourism product also
creates taxonomic imperatives.
Section 4.6 explores geographic studies of endangered species. I suggest that they have tended to
concentrate on the discursive power of endangered status, recognising that it is a constructed
category, but also accepting species status at face value, thus ignoring how it might actually be an
achievement. Whether conservationists mobilise to protect a particular species appears to be
highly uneven, and is as likely to reflect the value of, and threats to, the habitat as much as the
endangerment of any particular species. Given this interest in the effects of endangered species
status on the landscape, there appears to have been remarkably little attention from both
geographers and science studies scholars on how species status is achieved in practice, and how
that achievement might be used to further spatial goals. The political nature of species
classifications is certainly recognised by scientists, although not necessarily widely remarked
upon, and is therefore, I suggest, a fruitful area of research.

4.2 Biodiversity, conservation, systematics, taxonomy and species
The 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, also known as the Rio
Earth Summit, adopted three international legally binding agreements on biological diversity,
climate change and desertification, as well as guidelines for sustainable development known as
Agenda 21. The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) sets a global framework for actions
related to conservation, sustainable use and equitable distribution of benefits derived from access
to genetic resources (Samper 2004). The CBD defines biodiversity as;
the variability among living organisms from all sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine
and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they are part; this
includes diversity within species, between species and of ecosystems ( CBD 1992: Article 2)

Since the adoption of the CBD the concept of biodiversity has received considerable scrutiny
from scientists, for example; questioning the procedures and pitfalls in the measurement and
comparison of species richness (Gotelli and Colwell 2001), projecting what will happen to
biodiversity in the future (Sala, Stuart Chapin, and Armesto 2000; Pimm et al. 1995), and arguing
whether species, ecosystems, landscapes or hotspots are more fundamental for preserving
biodiversity (Franklin 1993; Myers et al. 2000; Simberloff 1998). Conversely, some ecologists
have questioned the emphasis on biodiversity for setting conservation priorities, arguing against
the view that ‘biodiversity begets superior ecosystem function’, and suggesting that ‘there is no
convincing evidence that ecosystem processes are crucially dependent on higher levels of
biodiversity’ (Grime 1997: 1260; Wardle et al. 1997). Thus, biodiversity is usually assumed to be a
good thing, but it may also be a misleading measure to guide conservation effort.
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The social sciences and humanities have also been interested in analysing how the concept of
biodiversity is ‘usually deployed as [a] timeless and self-explanatory category’, arguing, instead,
that it is ‘not nature per se but a historically situated discourse on the natural world’ (Instone
2003: 1; see also; Takacs 1996). In their discussion of normative concepts in conservation
Callicott et al. (1999) suggest that biodiversity has become the summum bonum22 of conservation
biology, a discipline that developed in the 1970s, and which, in turn, offered scientific grounding
to the ‘discourse of endangerment and extinction at the heart of biodiversity’ (Instone 2003: 2).
Environmental sociologist John Hannigan (1995: 146) characterises the rise to prominence of
biodiversity loss as the ‘successful “career” of a global environmental problem’, where prominent
biologists such as Paul Ehrlich, Edward Wilson, Michael Soule and Norman Myers worked
together to promote it both within and beyond the parameters of science. Indeed, so successful
that Donna Haraway shows how the concept of biodiversity could be linked to dog cloning and
cryopreservation through the rhetoric used by Lazaron Bio Technologies of ‘saving the genetic
lives of valued animals’ (cited in Haraway 2008:151), while Genetic Savings and Clone, Inc. also
connected its cloning work with the basic knowledge of ‘reproductive canine biology crucial to
repopulating endangered species (e.g., wolves)’ (2008:153). Haraway suggests there is a powerful
cachet attached the trope of saving endangered species with its normative insistences, which tend
to deflect further scrutiny, so that:
At the turn of the millennium, “saving the endangered (fill in the category)” emerged as the
rhetorical gold standard for “value” in technoscience, trumping and shunting other
considerations of the apparatus for shaping public and private, kin and kind, animation and
cessation. “Endangered species” turned out to be a capacious ethical bypass for ontologically
heterogeneous traffic in dogland (2008: 153).

I would suggest that the use of ‘endangered species’ as a rhetorical gold standard potentially
extends far beyond its use in the justification of ethically dubious science, and into broader
popular circulation, which I expand on in Section 4.5. Thus, while there has been increasing
attention paid to the political ecology and economy of biodiversity (Bowker 2005; Youatt 2008;
Fletcher 2010; Escobar 1998) there has been considerably less attention paid to the linkages
between systematics and taxonomy and the role they play in delineating the ‘currency’ (Agapow
2005) of biodiversity conservation: species.
Systematics attempts to understand the relationships of all living things and thereby infer the
history of the tree of life since its origin, while biological taxonomy is concerned with the
classification and naming of those relationships (Stearns and Hoekstra 2000; Wilkins 2009b). This
distinction, however, is not completely straightforward because from the 1940s onwards
22

‘The highest good especially as the ultimate goal according to which values and priorities are established in an ethical
system’ (Pearsell 1998p. 1859)
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advocates of the New Systematics (see Huxley 1940; Mayr 1942) called themselves ‘systematists’
to distance themselves from (old) taxonomy. By the 1970s this had morphed into the study of
‘biosystematics’, and contemporary taxonomists may call themselves either ‘molecular
systematists’ or ‘phylogenetic biologists’ to distance themselves from ‘phylogenetic systematists’
of the Hennig era (Wheeler 2008: 9). This is a complicated area of modern science, but before
investigating it, we need to explore the origins of modern taxonomy,
Biologists traditionally classify plants and organisms using the Linnaean system of taxonomy,
which is named after the Swedish naturalist Carl Linnaeus (1707-1770). This version, which is
familiar to anyone who has studied high school biology, involves assigning individual organisms
to a species, and each species is assigned to a genus, giving, for instance, the Latin binomial Homo
sapiens, or modern humans (Okasha 2002). Particular species are further hierarchically classified
into the higher taxa of; family, order, class, phylum, and kingdom, (although Linnaeus only proposed
five ranks, with family and phylum added later as well as many potential subdivisions) with
humans in the Hominid family, who in turn belong to the Primate order, the Mammalian class,
the Chordate phylum and the Animal kingdom (Okasha 2002). The apparent simplicity of
Linnaeus’ system is deceptive, however, especially among the higher taxa, where Linnaeus
proposed only three kingdoms: plants, animals and minerals. While biologists ignored the mineral
kingdom for obvious reasons, the ‘discovery’ of anomalous organisms that were neither plants
nor animals eventually led to the development of classification systems with variable numbers of
kingdoms. Whittaker tentatively resolved this flux with his 1959 proposal for five kingdoms;
Monera (bacteria), Protoctista (amoebas, algae), Fungi (mushrooms, yeasts) Plantae (trees,
grasses), and Animalia (shellfish, insects, humans) (Mortenson 2004). With the rise of molecular
techniques for analysing an organism’s DNA and RNA, however, what had seemed sensible
groupings were thrown into disarray, none more so than by Carl Woese’s work on methanogens
(methane-producing) bacteria found in swamps and the guts of animals. Woese found that the
ribosomal RNA of these bacteria were so distinct that they were not just a little group within
regular bacteria but a whole new domain (a level above kingdom), creating two domains of
bacteria and archaea, and a third with every other living organism (Woese and Fox 1977; Morrell
1997; Yoon 2009). While these revisions are highly contentious among microbiologists they
sparked little interest among the general public (Morrell 1997), whereas, the recognition of new
species sometimes does arouse passions more broadly, especially if those newly recognised
species are thought to be threatened with extinction, and involve conservation measures that may
influence society and the economy more broadly (Crifasi 2007; Feldman and Jonas 2000; Tang
and Tang 2004; Essen 2010). In the next section, I explore the debates surrounding how to
identify species, using particular definitions of what counts as a species, known as species
concepts.
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4.3 A brief history of species and species concepts
One problem for both systematics and taxonomy is that assigning individual organisms to a
particular species requires a definition of what a ‘species’ is, thus a ‘species concept’. There have,
however, been literally dozens of attempts by biologists and philosophers to arrive at a universally
agreed definition that settles the debate, however the results have been proliferation and
confusion, rather than clarification and agreement (Hey 2001; Wilkins 2009b, 2009a; Stamos
2003; Wheeler and Meier 2000; Mayden 1997). This section introduces the two most prominent
species concepts of the twentieth century: the Biological Species Concept promulgated in the
1930s and 1940s by Theodosius Dobzhansky (1935) and Ernst Mayr (1942), and the Phylogenetic
Species Concept, which relies on molecular techniques, with the most popular version put
forward by Joel Cracraft (1983). There has been increasingly bitter debate between supporters of
these two species concepts, because as Mallet (2006) suggests ‘lumpers’ support the BSC, which
delimits species broadly and inclusively, while ‘splitters’ support the PSC, which delimits species
narrowly. These are only two of the most prominent species concepts, however, as the biologist
Richard Mayden (1997) has identified 22 species concepts plus synonyms, while the philosopher
of ideas John Wilkins’ (2009a, 2009b), more thorough and recent studies, suggest that at least 26
distinct species concepts can be discerned. Thus, settling on the ‘correct’ species concept has also
been contentious for a long time. As Ernst Mayr, the developer and promoter of the Biological
Species Concept (BSC) (Mayr 1957: iii), famously noted in his introduction to the 1955 American
Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) symposium on the species problem:
Few biological problems have remained as consistently challenging through the past two
centuries as the species problem. Time after time attempts were made to cut the Gordian
knot and declare the species solved either by asserting dogmatically that species did not exist
or by defining equally dogmatically, the precise characteristics of species. Alas, these pseudosolutions were obviously unsatisfactory.

To understand why Mayr presented the species problem as a Gordian knot with two obviously
wrong alternatives, and his proposal of the ‘biological species concept’ as not merely a
satisfactory solution but the only solution to the species problem requires a brief foray into the
tangled etymology of the word ‘species’. It also requires a discussion of the work of Linnaeus and
Darwin, the two most important precursors to modern species concepts, in order to show how
that work has been deployed.
Attempts to understand the diversity of life and the nature of species have a long and tortuous
history. The modern and medieval word ‘species’ is a Latin translation of the classical Greek
word eidos meaning ‘form’ and is derived from the root word ‘to see’, and originally was
associated with visible appearance, while ‘genus’ from genos meaning ‘kind’ is derived from the
root word ‘to be born of’ (Wilkins 2009a: 3-4). They were, however, ordinary parts of the
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vocabulary of Latin speakers, and were not technical terms in biology until the modern period,
although there is an extensive history of conceptual thinking about species developing from the
early Renaissance era (Wilkins 2009b).
Linnaeus’ advance in taxonomy was to make the scale of classes absolute, making both species
and genera fixed ranks. Thus allowing taxonomists to agree on how to name and what to name
particular taxa (Wilkins 2009b: 71). He was, however, a special creationist, believing that each
species was created specially by God, leading to a definition of species that was repeated in
various wordings in his writings, that ‘[T]here are as many species as the Infinite Being produced
diverse forms in the beginning’ (cited in Wilkins 2009b: 72). Linnaeus achieved pre-eminence
among taxonomists, despite this creationist philosophy, because he was also one of the few 18th
century systematists who ‘wrote down precisely what he was doing and what he thought he
should do’ (Claridge, Dawah, and Wilson 1997: 3). While Linnaeus was working, through to the
mid-1700s European trade and exploration were limited, but precise criteria and rules became
increasingly important as imperial exploration in the late 18th and 19th centuries dramatically
increased the number of species needing classification, and caused taxonomy to split between
field naturalists and museum taxonomists (Claridge, Dawah, and Wilson 1997).
Up until the time of Linnaeus, most taxonomists were familiar with the entities they were
working on as living organisms in the field, but with the increase in imperial exploration vast
amounts of material from all over the world arrived at museums as dead specimens (Claridge,
Dawah, and Wilson 1997, and see Boelens and Watkins (2003) for an illustration of the scope of
imperial bird collecting). Taxonomists working in museums were thus forced to rely purely on
morphology (the form of things), with little knowledge of the habits and habitats of an organism,
to distinguish separate species. This reinforced the tradition ‘that species, and indeed higher taxa,
must be based on morphological characters recognisable in preserved specimens’ (Claridge,
Dawah, and Wilson 1997: 4). The difficulty with this approach is, however, that it relies on the
subjective assessments of individual taxonomists. This is epitomised by Regan’s (1926) wellknown statement that ‘a species is a community, or a number of related communities, whose
distinctive morphological characters are, in the opinion of a competent systematist, sufficiently
definite to entitle it, or them to a specific name’ (cited in Claridge, Dawah, and Wilson 1997: 4).
In contrast, field naturalists recognised that species could have some biological ‘reality’
irrespective of morphological distinctiveness (Claridge, Dawah, and Wilson 1997). For instance,
the English parson naturalist Gilbert White recognised in The Natural History of Selbourne that two
morphologically very similar species of warblers could be distinguished on the basis of their
songs, which is now recognized as part of their specific mate recognition system (cited in
Claridge, Dawah, and Wilson 1997). Charles Darwin, who was also from the naturalist tradition,
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recognised that species did not have an essential form, and that the distinction between intraspecific and inter-specific variation was false (Mallet 2001). Darwin (1859) observed that variation
itself was among the most important characteristics of living organisms because it allowed species
to evolve. Darwin also recognised that essentialist species would be hard to give up and suggested
that:
we shall have to treat species in the same manner as those naturalists treat genera, who admit
that genera are merely artificial combinations made for convenience. This may not be a
cheering prospect; but at least we shall at last be freed from the vain search for the
undiscovered and undiscoverable essence of the term species (1859: 485 cited in Mallet 2001:
428).

For Darwin, ‘species form vague, human-defined, and difficult to discern way-stations in
evolution’ (Mallet 2010: 499), that are little more than varieties and only acquire a greater reality
when the morphological intermediates between them died out leaving a morphological gap
(Mallet 2001). Darwin, however, also recognised that not ‘all species form a continuum with one
another and with varieties’ (Mallet 2010: 499). Darwin’s reluctance to be explicit about the
definition of species was seized upon by Ernst Mayr, who was trying to promote the Biological
Species Concept - which emphasised lack of interbreeding as a key criterion - as the solution to
the species problem (Winsor 2004, 2006).
The historian of biology Mary Winsor observes that Darwin plays a somewhat contradictory dual
role in Mayr’s presentation of the Biological Species Concept. Darwin's writings are used in two
ways; first, Darwin’s own supposedly subjective view of species is attacked, but second Darwin’s
‘population’ thinking is used to attack the inability of taxonomists and systematists to articulate
the reality of species they named (Winsor 2004). In Mayr’s 1955 paper to the AAAS it is Darwin
who he has in mind when he describes those who assert ‘dogmatically that species did not exist’.
Mayr continued:
In Darwin, as the idea of evolution became firmly fixed in his mind, so grew his conviction
that this should make it impossible to delimit species. He finally regarded species as
something purely arbitrary and subjective. “I look at the term species as arbitrarily given for
the sake of convenience to a set of individuals closely resembling each other, and that it does
not essentially differ from the term variety which is given to less distinct and more
fluctuating forms [52]. . . . The amount of difference is one very important criterion in
settling whether two forms should be ranked as species or variety.” [56-57] And finally he
came to the conclusion that “In determining whether a form should be ranked as a species
or a variety, the opinion of naturalists having sound judgment and wide experience seems the
only guide to follow” [47] (Darwin 1859). Having thus eliminated the species as a concrete
unit of nature, Darwin had also neatly eliminated the problem of the multiplication of
species. This explains why he made no effort in his classical work to solve the problem of
speciation (Mayr 1957: 4, page numbers added, also partially cited in Winsor 2004).

What the biologist James Mallet (2010) has shown convincingly is that Mayr was highly selective
in his use of quotations from Darwin, using them randomly, and often omitting key words at the
start of sentences to reverse their intended meaning. The omitted word ‘Hence’ prior to, ‘in
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determining ...’ is ‘necessary in Darwin’s text because this sentence forms the conclusion to an
argument that varieties are similar to species in difficult cases’ (Mallet 2010: 518 original emphasis ).
Mallet shows that it is Mayr’s misrepresentation of Darwin that is widely cited and suggests this
underpins ‘today’s perceived view of Darwin’s failure to define species scientifically’ (Mallet 2010:
518). Mallet goes on to say:
Darwin is not at all saying, as might be supposed from the partial quotation used by Mayr, as
well as many others, that all species are arbitrary units to be determined only via agreement of
specialists. He is saying only that the most difficult cases must be so judged, since these
borderline cases are indeed a matter of opinion. This is as true today as it was in Darwin’s
time (Mallet 2010: 519, original emphasis).

Mayr attempted to construct Darwin’s view on species as ‘dangerously subjective’ (what a
philosopher would call nominalist) because Mayr believed in the objective existence of species,
and that ‘species are not categories, they are real entities, the subjects of the verb evolve. ...
[Therefore] Mayr felt it was necessary to contradict this nominalist view if systematists were to be
promoted from their lowly position as servants up to the status of real scientists’ (Winsor 2004: 9,
original emphasis). Thus, Darwin’s views on difficulty of identifying species had to be
undermined, while at the same time his ideas on evolution were enlisted.
Mayr enlisted Darwin to combat what he described variously as ‘essentialism’, ‘typological’ or
‘morphological’ thinking (Mayr 1957, 2000, 1963). Mayr argued this thinking derived from
museum and herbarium taxonomists’ habit of limiting their attention to characters preserved in
their dead specimens, that is, morphological characters, and explicitly ruling out features of living
organisms such as breeding habits, that is, biological characters (Winsor 2004). For Mayr, one of
Darwin’s consistently overlooked achievements was that he had ‘replaced typological thinking by
population thinking’ (Mayr 1959; Winsor 2004), ‘in which taxa are populations of organisms with
variable traits, which are polytypic [have many different types], and which can transform over
time from one to another taxon, as the species that comprise them, or the populations that
comprise a species, evolve’ (Wilkins 2009b: x). Winsor (2004) notes that the way Mayr alternately
attacks and praises Darwin ‘would be odd indeed if this were a disinterested historical narrative
[rather than] part of his two-pronged efforts to get systematists to adopt the biological species
concept and non-systematists to accord them more respect’ (Winsor 2004: 10). In order to
reinforce the modernity and experimental ties of New Systematics, Mayr made it clear that the
New Systematics focused on the level of population and, therefore, at a level open to
experimentation (Wheeler 2008). Mayr (1942) connected New Systematics with a rising
enthusiasm for experimentalism in biology, and Wheeler suggests;
The dark genius in Mayr’s book – an unkind historian might say of his career – lay in a clever
rhetoric that made the denial of the New Systematics tantamount to a rejection of modern
experimental biology and genetics. It was not by accident that he chose to call his preferred
species concept the biological species concept rather than, say, the interbreeding or the genetic
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species concept, which might have been more precise and appropriate, particularly in
contrast to concepts that came before. To choose any concept of species other than his own
– one that rested upon modern experimental population genetics (in its purest form,
experiments upon interbreeding populations) – was, rhetorically at least, to adopt a concept
that was nominally non-biological (Wheeler 2008:4).

There seems little doubt that Mayr’s characterisation of Darwin has held sway over much of 20th
century biology, but it seems as though philosophers of science have also been swayed by Mayr,
as this recent example suggests;
[T]he problem begins primarily with Darwin’s most famous book: On the Origin of Species ... In
spite of the realist tone of its main title, Darwin repeatedly defines species both individually
and as a category, nominalistically, as arbitrary groupings and therefore as extra mentally
unreal. This is possibly the greatest enigma in the history of biology, even of science. Could it
be that one of the greatest scientific minds of all time, and the main force behind what is
arguably the most important scientific revolution of all time, was simply muddled on so basic
an issue? The sheer irony is that for over a hundred years virtually everyone took him at his
word, as believing that species are not real (Stamos 2007: x).

Despite the broad adoption of the biological species concept from the 1940s-70s, Mayr’s
alignment with experimental biology and insistence on the reality of species, as well as
philosophers of science championing the biological species concept, problems with
operationalising the concept have persistently arisen, therefore, the next section looks at how the
biological and phylogenetic species concepts perform in practice.

4.3.1 Species concepts in practice
The biological species concept, popularised by Ernst Mayr (1942), combined earlier ideas of
Poulton and Dobzhansky. These focused on the importance of interbreeding at a local scale
(Mallet 2004). Mayr varied the wording but was still vigorously defending his species concept at
the age of 95. He proposes that ‘biological species [are] groups of interbreeding natural
populations that are reproductively isolated from other groups’ (Mayr 2000: 17). With the
widespread adoption of the biological species concept by biologists and taxonomists, in the mid20th century, many prior-named species were demoted to subspecies, and numerous geographical
varieties or races were classified as ‘polytypic’ species. For example, the number of bird species
recognised dropped by 50 per cent when ornithologists took this view (Zink 2004b). The main
alternative to the biological species concept is phylogenetic species concept, which, rather than
placing emphasis on whether populations could interbreed, aims to classify species according to
their evolutionary relationships. With the rise of DNA analysis, these relationships could be
expressed in the form of a binary branching tree or phylogeny (Mallet 2001). The phylogenetic
species concept is by no means monolithic; there is a frustratingly complex spectrum of
definitions (see Mishler and Theriot 2000; Wheeler and Platnick 2000; Agapow 2005; Hennig
1966), but they are based on the notion that species form when a single interbreeding population
splits into two branches or lineages that do not exchange genetic material (Mallet 2001). One of
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the most influential definitions of the phylogenetic species concept was proposed by Cracraft
(1989: 29) where ‘[a] phylogenetic species is an irreducible (basal) cluster of organisms,
diagnosably distinct from other such clusters, and within which there is a parental pattern of
ancestry and descent’. Cracraft’s (1989) definition has become particularly influential in avian
taxonomy where diagnostic characters have been used to reassign many taxa long thought of as
subspecies to the level of full species (Mallet 2001).
There are a number of criticisms of both these concepts. Critics of the biological species concept
argue, primarily, that it is not relevant to asexual species (Claridge, Dawah, and Wilson 1997), and
that it is extremely difficult to demonstrate whether interbreeding is or would take place between
allopatric (geographically separated) populations (Hendry 2009). As Zink (2006: 890 emphasis in
original) notes, ‘what constitutes “enough” interbreeding for two taxa to be considered the same
biological species varies immensely from authority to authority’. This situation is further
complicated by species that interbreed where they overlap in a hybrid zone yet the parental types
remain distinct; for example, in European toads and North American oak trees (see Mallet 2001),
and for North American field crickets see (Harrison 2002). Harrison (2002: 1082) observes that
‘examples of entities that interbreed to some extent, but tend to remain distinct even in the face
of this interbreeding, are remarkably common, both in plants and in animals’. Estimates suggest
that 25 per cent of all plant species and 10 per cent of all animal species, that are widely accepted
to represent separate species, ‘hybridize successfully with at least one other species’ (Hendry
2009: 162). The ability of species to hybridize, within various phylum, also varies dramatically;
thus while mammal species generally lose the ability to hybridize in less than 3 million years, and
birds and frogs in less than 20 million years, sea turtles are well known for producing hybrids,
despite deep lineages of 50+ million years between the species producing hybrids (Bowen and
Karl 2007). So, while interbreeding might seem a logical criterion there would appear to be plenty
of organisms that make it difficult to operationalise.
On the other hand, one of the main difficulties with the phylogenetic species concept is deciding
how much nuclear or mitochondrial DNA divergence between putative species warrants separate
species status. The phylogenetic species concept ‘provides no reprieve from the arbitrary nature
of species delineation because some threshold level of difference must still be adopted’ (Hendry
et al. 2000: 73). For instance, Robertson and Nunn (1998) reviewed albatross taxonomy based on
complete mitochondrial DNA cytochrome b sequences and split the previously accepted 13
albatross species into 24 species. Penhallurick and Wink (2004) reanalysed the sequences and
rejected species status for species with less than 2 percent divergence for any taxon pair, and
argued for the previous 13 species with the other 11 populations reduced back to subspecies
status. Rheindt and Austin (2005), in a reply to Penhallurick and Wink (2004), point out the
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difficulty of choosing a particular percentage of divergence because of the difference in rates of
molecular evolution among bird lineages. For instance, ducks can have as little as 0.1-0.5 per cent
mitochondrial divergence between such recognisably distinct species as Northern Pintail (Anas
acuta) and Mallard (Anas platyrhnchos). Thus, Rheindt and Austin (2005: 185) suggest therefore that
‘if Penhallurick and Wink (2004) had conducted a taxonomic revision of ducks, they might have
ended up lumping the 35-40 currently recognised species of dabbling ducks (Anas) into a handful
of species’. Setting an arbitrary cut-off percentage to distinguish between any taxon pair by
extrapolating from divergence distances of closely related but unequivocal species then depends
on what is considered ‘unequivocal’. This is complicated because the amount of difference
between taxonomic species (as well as between other taxonomic levels) in various genetic and
phenotypic traits is often very large (Hendry et al. 2000). In their study of 109 sister species of
birds Hendry et al. (2000) found that 25 species showed less than 2 per cent sequence divergence,
whereas 11 pairs showed greater than 10 per cent sequence divergence. Whether relying on the
BSC or the PSC, Hendry et al. (2000: 73) suggest;
[T]he dichotomous nature of species delimitation ignores quantitative differences between
species, and effectively considers all equally distinctive. Thus, any study comparing species
numbers among taxa, geographical regions, or time periods obscures the fact that biological
diversity is poorly quantified simply by counting the number of taxonomic species.

This suggests that it is not only difficult to decide whether or not a taxon is a species, but also
there is huge variability in the quality of any given species – what we might call it speciesness.
Thus another issue involved in deciding whether a population of, for instance, albatrosses or
ducks warrants species status (or not) is the question of whether species are ‘real’ or are agreed
upon by biologists, systematists and taxonomists. Thus, the ontological status of species is
addressed in the next section, while the effects species delineation can have on conservation is
explored in Section 4.5.

4.4 The ontology of species
Most biologists agree that the entities they call species are real, but there is a long standing debate
in biosystematics, taxonomy and the philosophy of biology over whether the term ‘species’
identifies ‘real packages’ that are objectively recognisable units in nature, or ‘a fiction, a mental
construct without observable existence’ (Gould 1980: 206, see also Berkes 1999; Hendry 2009).
The difficulty recognised by Darwin as well as the promoters of the New Synthesis in biology,
such as, Dobzhansky (1937) was that ‘biological classification is simultaneously a man-made
system of pigeon-holes devised for the pragmatic purpose of recording observations in a
convenient manner and an acknowledgement of the fact of organic discontinuity’ (cited in Avise
and Walker 1999: 992). As I have already shown, Darwin was convinced that there would always
be difficult cases; where adjudicating between varieties (the term subspecies had not yet been
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introduced) and species would be problematic, because evolution is a continuous process and
there are always populations in the process of speciating. Similarly, species identified by criteria
typically applied to one branch of life (e.g. bacteria) would not always be similarly identified by
criteria typically applied to other branches of life (e.g. plants) (Hendry 2009). However, Mayr’s
insistence on the ‘reality’ of species and his framing of the choices between ‘real’ non-arbitrary
species under a biological species concept on the one hand, and arbitrary or subjective species
proposed by Darwin or typological taxonomists on the other, held considerable sway among 20th
century biologists and philosophers of science, and somewhat ironically, this has also included
proponents or various phylogenetic species concepts (Cracraft 2000; Cotterill 2003; Avise and
Walker 1999).
One of the ways that Mayr (1963: 17) attempted to show that species were indeed real entities
was to argue that ‘primitive natives’ identified the same partitions in nature as biologists:
[I] spent several months with a tribe of superb woodsmen and hunters in the Arfak
Mountains of New Guinea. They had 136 different vernacular names for the 137 species of
birds that occurred in the area, confusing only two species. It is not pure coincidence that
these primitive woodsmen arrive at the same conclusion as the museum taxonomists, but an
indication that both groups of observers deal with the same non-arbitrary discontinuities of
nature.

This is an early example of research that has developed into a hybrid sub-field of anthropology
and ethnobiology; described variously as folk taxonomy (Berlin, Breedlove, and Raven 1966), folk
systematics (Berlin 1973), ethnobotanical classification (Berlin 1992) and the zoological
classification of primitive peoples (Diamond 1966). Much of this work has found that the taxa
recognised by folk peoples correspond fairly closely with scientifically known species (Berlin,
Breedlove, and Raven 1973). There is, however, an asymmetry at the heart of this project; while
anthropologists have accepted that native informants disagree amongst themselves about folk
classifications (Boster, Berlin, and O'Neill 1986), there has been an assumption that Western
science and taxonomy offers an uncontested view of species. This is a weak assumption.
In a recent study, biologists Avise and Walker (1999) cite Mayr (1963) and an Amazonian tree
study (Pires, Dobzhansky, and Black 1953) on folk classification approvingly, and set out ‘in the
same spirit’ to compare whether molecular phylogeneticists’ recent mitochondrial DNA
(mtDNA) studies ‘bear resemblance in number and composition to the biological units currently
recognized as taxonomic species’ (Avise and Walker 1999: 992). In attempting to assess the reality
of species partitions, Avise and Walker (1999: 992 original emphasis) ask; ‘[h]ow well do
perceived compartments at the species level record “authentic” biological discontinuities in
nature?’ They conclude that:

88

[T]he current summary suggests that molecular phylogeneticists can join New Guinean and
Amazonian natives as well as traditional academic systematists with respect to generally
shared perceptions of biological discontinuities in nature (Avise and Walker 1999: 994).

This conclusion relies on the validity of the folk taxonomy literature to bolster assertions that
phylogeneticists recognise the same ‘authentic’ biological discontinuities in nature. If we read
Pires et al.’s (1953) study (which included Theodosius Dobzhansky as an author), however,
support for shared taxonomies seems somewhat negligible. Pires et al. (1953) report only 90
vernacular names for the 179 species identified by academically trained botanists, although even
this simplifies the situation;
[A]s in previous work, we were unable to ascertain the scientific names of some of the
species encountered on the plot and, in some instances, even the generic names. The fact is
unfortunate, but it does not seriously interfere with our task, which is an attempt to estimate
the number of species. What we need is, first of all, to distinguish the species collected, and
we are confident that this has been accomplished in all or almost all cases; whether or not
these species could also be named is secondary in this particular investigation (Pires,
Dobzhansky, and Black 1953: 468).

Far from providing support for Avise and Walker’s (1999) contention that species perceptions
are culture-independent, the Pires et al. (1953) study demonstrates that: scientists seem to be sure
differences exist even if they can’t name them, whereas ‘Abiurana’ was used by locals for up 16
(Western recognised) species in the Sapotaceae family. The study was not interested in comparing
scientific and vernacular naming congruence, instead, the scientists were only interested in
counting what they thought were different species. Citing a paper with only 50 percent alignment
between Western and folk classifications seems rather low support for culture-independent
species perceptions.
The paper by Avise and Walker (1999) is a meta-analysis of studies using genetic data to evaluate
the overarching concept of assigning groups of organisms to specific bins, most notably species,
and it prompted a re-analysis of the data and critique in the first issue of Conservation Genetics from
Hendry et al. (2000) and a further response from Avise and Walker (2000). The departure point
for Hendry et al.’s (2000) critique was the suggestion that most biologists subscribed to a
paradigm where;
biological diversity can be meaningfully divided into least-common evolutionary
denominators, called ‘species’. ... A contrasting view (the one to which we subscribe) is a
recognition of more or less distinctive clusters of organisms at varying biological scales,
without assuming some fundamental and universal level of clustering that has evolutionary
significance out of proportion to all other levels of clustering. This view from outside the
species paradigm allows conclusions to depart significantly from those advanced. . . .
Recognition of these flaws [in the species paradigm] would engender a broader consideration
of how delineating distinct species fails to adequately capture the essence of biological
diversity (Hendry et al. 2000: 67-68).

Avise and Walker (1999) suggest that the striking empirical finding in their study is that most
taxonomically recognized vertebrate species are subdivided into only a small number of ‘highly
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distinctive intraspecific mtDNA phylogroups’, and sister species showed at least 2 per cent
divergence, indicating that they have been evolving for a considerable length of time (Avise and
Walker 1999: 993). Hendry et al. (2000) point out, however, that 56 per cent of the species
surveyed could also be sub-divided into at least two major intra-specific phylogroups, and 5 per
cent had three or more such phylogroups. Hendry et al. (2000) suggest that if taxonomic
designations converge on mtDNA discontinuities, we would expect that divergence among
phylogroups within species should be considerably less than divergence between that species’
congeners in paired comparisons. While this was sometimes the case, Hendry et al. (2000) found
that intra-specific divergence often approached levels of inter-specific divergence, and divergence
among phylogroups within species actually exceeded the minimum amount of divergence among
congeners for 18 of 52 comparisons (35 per cent). ‘Thus, although taxonomic species often
recognize large mtDNA discontinuities, they fail to recognize many other such discontinuities’
(Hendry et al. 2000: 69). It is just these unrecognized discontinuities within traditional taxonomic
species that are often subsequently recognized as cryptic species, and is one of the reasons why
studies using the phylogenetic species concept recognise almost 50 per cent more species than
the biological species concept (Agapow et al. 2004). Avise and Walker (2000) respond that they
think the difference reflects ‘viewing the taxonomic cup as mostly full versus partly empty’ and
that they have ‘interpreted these collective observations as indicative of a surprisingly good level
of agreement (certainly within an order-of-magnitude) between the number of recognized
taxonomic species of vertebrates and the number of salient discontinuities in mtDNA phylogeny
(Avise and Walker 2000: 77). While I am not qualified to adjudicate on the finer points of this
dispute, agreement ‘within an order of magnitude’ as well as the problems with folk taxonomy
outlined suggests that the ‘authentic’ discontinuities in nature may not be as ‘real’ as Avise and
Walker (1999) propose.
The question of whether species are ‘real’ (or not) is particularly relevant to ecological and
biodiversity studies (Mallet 2001). Cracraft (2000) suggests that, although biologists do not see
species in the same way that they see, for example, a squirrel, this does not prevent them from
inferring that species are discrete ‘real’ entities, and the biologist Richard Mayden surveying the
proliferation of modern species concepts insists that;
for all disciplines using any species in pure or applied research, education, management,
conservation, etc., success at accomplishing identified missions or deriving informative
answers to particular questions is inextricably tied to the basic assumption that the species
involved are real by-products of natural processes and not misguided fabrications of our
own invention’ (Mayden 1997: 384 original emphasis).

This formulation of a stark choice between reality and fabrication is echoed by the realist
philosopher of science David Stamos in the opening sentences of his book The Species Problem:
biological species, ontology and the metaphysics of biology;
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In a sense the species problem is really quite simple. Are biological species real, and if real
what is the nature of that reality? Are species words merely operational conveniences made
for the purpose of conveying various information and theories, or do species words refer to
entities in the objective world with a real existence independent of science (Stamos 2003: 1)?

Stamos relies on a conventional objective understanding of the world where a basic way of
looking at the species problem is ‘to ask if it has empirical application ... whether modern biology
provides evidence and reasons to believe that this species concept has objective referents. This is
why the creationist species concept, for example, is no longer a contender in the modern debate:
there are no entities in the biological world for it to correspond to’ (Stamos 2003: 11). Another
philosopher, Richards takes his attachment to the reality of species to seemingly absurd lengths:
If species are not real, so much the worse for all our biological theories that presuppose the
reality of species. Furthermore, if species are not real it is hard to see how we can preserve
them, or why we should try. Surely we do not want to waste resources on the preservation of
biological fictions (Richards 2010: 11).

This seems a remarkably muddled piece of thinking for a philosopher, and it seems that he is
convinced that the concept of species must be real because Mayr, Cracraft, and Mayden told him
they are. These stances uphold what David Demeritt describes as a conventional realist
understanding of science, which provides;
a progressively more accurate explanation of a real, independent, and pre-existing natural
world. This commonsense explanation of science is epistemologically realist. It posits that
scientific knowledge is true if it represents the world as it in fact really is ... [however those]
who study practising scientists have emphasized the ways in which validation of scientific
theories is determined socially rather than by correspondence to an independent reality
(1998: 174).

The problem with assuming that species are ‘real’, and that there is a pre-existing independent
reality is that it leads to thinking there is a ‘real’ amount of diversity that can be uncovered, so
long as we use the ‘right’ science, as Cotterill (2003) alludes to in the title of his paper Species
concepts and the real diversity of antelopes. He goes on to argue that;
[A]s for all biodiversity, taxonomy underpins reliable identity and conservation of these
antelopes; such that their real diversity needs to be characterized accurately and precisely in
terms of its actual species. ... It is here that one’s choice of species concept is critical.
Credible taxonomies are not only constructed using stable names for species, but require that
these names refer to real entities. Very different classifications of the same biodiversity can
and do exist; but false taxonomic information can have far reaching consequences. Certain
of the taxa classified are not real; unfortunately, such artificial taxa, erroneously created by
inappropriate species concepts, hamstring the scientific objectivity and truth of taxonomies
(Cracraft 2000). The far reaching values of correct taxonomies cannot be overemphasized.
Benefits from this knowledge extend throughout biology, notably in conservation, to benefit
society overall (Cotterill 2003: 1-2).

If the choice of species concept is critical, then there must be only one correct one. Cotterill
(2003) argues for an overarching Evolutionary Species Concept (following Mayden (1997)) that
also adopts phylogenetic methods, which as we have seen may be more effective at uncovering
the patterns of relation among cryptic taxa, but it also requires some threshold of difference to be
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adopted before a taxon is considered sufficiently different to be considered a species, and that
threshold is by no means self-evident. Although, ‘[T]he accuracy and precision of our knowledge
about biodiversity hinges on exactly how we dissect its living variety according to intrinsic natural
patterns’ (Cotterill 2003: 7), those intrinsic natural patterns do not fit with a dichotomous choice
between species and not species. How we dissect variety is the nub of the issue.
In their review of species concepts Pigliucci and Kaplan (2006), a biologist and a philosopher
respectively, offer what they describe as a family resemblance species concept (following
Wittgenstein), which helps elucidate why (in my opinion) there will never be a universal species
concept. They argue that the problem of defining what a species is cannot be solved by biologists
alone because it is primarily a ‘philosophical question that requires empirical information
(provided by science) to be settled, not a scientific problem with unwelcome philosophical
characteristics’ (2006: 208). Based on a review of 10 of the major species concepts Pigliucci and
Kaplan (2006) highlight four biological factors that they consider are most relevant for
determining whether two populations of organisms belong to the same species. These are;
phylogenetic distance, reproductive (genetic) isolation, ecological/functional differentiation and
morphological differentiation. These criteria form axes from an origin that would be a classic
species (e.g. platypus) through to separate species (e.g. modern human and lowland gorilla).
Pigliucci and Kaplan (2006) suggest that the ‘species-ness’ of a population is given by its location
in the multidimensional space determined by the four axes (and possibly others). Where two
populations locate on each of these axes can be quite varied, however. For instance, Phryma
leptostachya var. leptostachya (eastern North America) and P. leptostachya var. asiatica are
morphologically and ecologically very similar flowering plants but are so phylogenetically distant
that some botanists have suggested that they should be in separate genera (Wen 1999 cited in
Pigliucci and Kaplan 2006). Conversely, two populations may have distinct morphological or
ecological differences yet have minimal phylogenetic distance and reproductive isolation, such as
“type 1” and “type 2” male of Porichthys notatus (midshipman fish), which are considered the same
species but have massive sexual plasticity (Pigliucci and Kaplan 2006). When two populations
cluster towards the origin on all axes they are unlikely to be considered a separate species,
however, as populations move away from the origin on each axis, recognition of separate species
is more likely. It appears that proponents of the contrasting modern species concepts are
essentially arguing that evidence from only one axis should be given more weight than any of the
other axes, and consequently cannot solve the definition of what a species should be (Mallet
2001).
Recognising this multi-dimensional variability, however, is potentially undermined by the
different emphases that taxonomists apply to the diagnosability or various vertebrates. Watson
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(2005) found that external appearance was the over-riding factor used to diagnose birds, while
external morphology was the main criterion of distinctiveness in amphibians and reptiles, and
mammal taxonomy placed almost equal emphasis on morphometrics, internal and external
morphology. The reliance on appearance to diagnose avian species is based on the assumption
that birds rely primarily on plumage and vocalizations for conspecific recognition and mate
selection, however molecular data can supply completely unexpected results. For example, the
genetic divergence between New Guinean and Australian logrunners (Orthonyx temminckii) is
approximately 20 percent, which exceeds the difference between many genera, however they
were formerly considered conspecific because of the similarity between the plumage of birds
from these two populations (Joseph et al. 2001). As Avise (2006: 4) suggests, ‘morphological
resemblance is merely a surrogate (and sometimes rather a poor one) for establishing propinquity
of descent among creatures being compared’. But new genetic techniques do not always reveal a
straightforward story. Phillimore et al. (2008) investigated 13 insular populations of an island
endemic bird, the Vanuatu white-eye (Zosterops flavifrons) using mitochondrial DNA, nuclear DNA
microsatellites and morphology, and found that;
these different aspects of divergence present subtly different scenarios ... although many
measures of divergence are concordant in this system, the number of divergent units
identified varies widely depending on the characters considered and approach used. A
continuum of divergence and a degree of discordance between different characters are both
to be expected under simple models of evolution, but they present problems in terms of
delimiting conservation units (Phillimore et al. 2008: 2839).

The variability in the way populations diverge from one another, highlights why it has been so
difficult for biologists to agree on how species should be defined, and it seems that a good deal
of that difficulty stems from thinking that the reality of actual species is just waiting out there to
be discovered. The biologist James Mallet’s contrasting view is that;
the ‘reality’ of species in evolution, and in ecological and biodiversity studies over large areas
has been overestimated. In contrast, it is clear to any naturalist that species are usually
somewhat objectively definable in local communities. It is my belief that confusion over
species concepts has been caused by scientists not only attempting to extend this local
objectivity of species over space and evolutionary time, but also arguing fruitlessly among
themselves as to the nature of the important reality that underlies this illusory
spatiotemporal objectivity. To me, agreement on a unified species-level taxonomy is possible,
but it will be forthcoming only if we accept that species lack a single interpretable biological
reality over their geographic range and across geological time (Mallet 2001: 428 original
emphasis).

It appears that even the ‘local objectivity of species’ may be rather tenuous in instances such as
the Vanuatu white-eye, but these problems are certainly magnified at larger scales. The reality of
species and subspecies appears to be dependent on both the prevailing species concept and the
methods adopted to discern those species and subspecies. As we have seen the rise of imperial
exploration prompted museum taxonomists to rely on morphological differences to name new
species. When the biological species concept found favour among taxonomists from the 1940s
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onwards the concept of a ‘polytypic species’ (which might have numerous subspecies) took hold,
and, for instance the number of recognised bird species dropped by 50 per cent (Zink 2004b). In
turn, phylogenetic methods have not necessarily reinstated subspecies to species status, especially
in North America and Europe (although this has happened), but instead, revealed complex and
unexpected patterns (Zink 2004b; Phillimore and Owens 2006). Although Pigliucci and Kaplan
(2006) suggest that defining species is primarily a philosophical problem, I would argue that once
conservation of a particular putative species is involved, then defining species also becomes a
matter of both social and political (dis)agreement. The next section addresses some of the
implications of taxonomy on conservation and vice versa, and how ecotourism supports
conservation.

4.5 Taxonomy, conservation and ecotourism
Although the Convention on Biological Diversity attempts to protect diversity within species,
between species and of ecosystems; species have become the de facto natural taxonomic rank.
Species not only form the basis for conservation assessments and management, but they also
have special resonance with the public and policy-makers (Mace 2004). Garnett and Christidis
(2007: 188) contend that public concern about biodiversity loss, which has resulted in political
acceptance that biodiversity conservation is something public money should be spent on; ‘is
primarily a concern for loss of species’. This is evidenced by the acceptance of International
Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red Lists of threatened species as measures of
progress toward meeting Millennium Development Goals (Birdlife International cited in Garnett
and Christidis 2007). This emphasis on the conservation of species, however, has consequently
entailed increased scrutiny on how organisms are differentiated and recognised as species (or
not), including; the impacts of molecular methods on species concepts and taxonomy, and, in
turn, how this has influenced conservation priority setting, the reliability of traditional
taxonomies, and the potential for species recognition to drive taxonomy (Mace 2004; Agapow et
al. 2004; Agapow 2005; Garnett and Christidis 2007; Samper 2004; Sutherland 2000; Haig et al.
2006; McNeely 2002). These issues are addressed in the first two sub-sections, while the third
sub-section briefly outlines the connections between species conservation and ecotourism.

4.5.1 The impacts of phylogenetic methods on taxonomy and conservation
The rise of molecular methods has expanded the scope of biological issues that can be addressed,
but has also led to calls for the phylogenetic species concept to be universally adopted. Molecular
methods are particularly useful in taxonomy, but also in population genetics and landscape
ecology (Haig et al. 2011). Various genetic methods have proved useful in taxonomy; for
delineating geographic and evolutionary boundaries of species and subspecies; analysing the
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extent of hybridization; deciphering cryptic species; and establishing relationships between
species and subspecies (Haig et al. 2011). The increasing use of molecular methods, however, has
led to calls for a shift from the biological species concept to some version of the phylogenetic
species concept, for example, in avian species (Cracraft 1997) and plant species (Soltis and
Gitzendanner 1999).
Changing species concepts can, however, have wide ranging effects on conservation. These
include, among other things: 1) the specific status of diagnosable populations, 2) estimates of
species diversity, 3) delineation of areas of endemism, 4) decisions on captive breeding, predator
control etc., and 5) which units will be given protection under legislation (Cracraft 2000). For
instance, a study of the geographic distribution of avian endemism in Mexico found that using
either the biological species concept or the phylogenetic species concept produced drastically
different maps of species richness endemic to single biotic regions, and consequently altered
conservation area priorities (Peterson and Navarro Sigüenza 1999). In follow-up work, RojasSoto et al. (2010) compared the 371 species and subspecies on the official list (NOM) of
threatened and endangered taxa protected by Mexican legislation compiled using the BSC, with
an alternative species level taxonomy using the PSC. They found 298 were concordant forms
(protected under both concept), 47 were discordant forms (BSC species or subspecies that did
not correspond to PSC recognised species), 28 were under-protected forms (PSC recognised
species that are part of a widespread BSC species at a lower threat level), and 11 were
unprotected forms (restricted distribution PSC species). The protection scenarios based on the
two concepts showed that the total number of protected forms by risk category (endangered,
threatened, special protection) remained statistically the same, however, ‘the major difference
between the lists is based on which forms are exclusively protected on each list’ (Rojas-Soto,
Navarro-Sigüenza, and de Los Monteros 2010: 181 original emphasis). The major differences
arise from the use of subspecies under the BSC, where certain species are shown to have
continuous distribution and clinal variation rather than distinct subspecies. In well studied groups
total numbers don’t change dramatically, for example, in New Zealand suggested numbers under
a PSC rise from 235-245 (Holdaway, Worthy, and Tennyson 2001), however, in less studied
groups the impact of the PSC on numbers of species can be striking.
The use of the phylogenetic species concept has led to increased numbers of species for a range
of reasons. In a meta-analysis of 89 studies where organisms (plants, fungus, lichen, birds,
mammals, arthropods, retiles, fish etc.) had been classified by both the biological species concept
and the phylogenetic species concept Agapow et al. (2004) found that 48.7 per cent more species
were recognised under the phylogenetic species concept, with an associated decrease in
population size and range, as well as a likely increase in the number of endangered species. They
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suggest that the 48.7 per cent increase in species number ‘infers an average decrease in mature
individuals per species of 32.8 per cent’ (Agapow et al. 2004). This rapid increase in the number
of endangered species is likely to further strain conservation resources.
The phylogenetic species concept is also particularly likely to be applied to charismatic
megafauna, with Isaac et al. (2004) suggesting that the PSC is one of the contributors to
‘taxonomic inflation’ within these taxonomic groups. For instance, the growth in primate species
is significantly greater than the level of taxonomic inflation in other well studied groups, and
Mace (2004: 714) argues ‘the number of primate species added to the list by taxonomic revision is
currently overwhelming changes in the list caused by real changes in conservation status’. Others,
however, regard taxonomic inflation as a loaded term for what they see as the necessary
incorporation of evolutionary research into taxonomy, and suggest the situation with primates
should be seen as an exception (Knapp, Lughadha, and Paton 2005; Agapow and Sluys 2005).
Perhaps a larger problem than taxonomic inflation among some charismatic groups are distinct
biases in the attention that some taxonomic groups receive, or what Lorimer (2006) describes as
‘taxonomic partialities’. For instance, Gippoliti and Amori (2007: 113) suggest that even within
the class Mammalia ‘discrepancies in the inclusion of subspecies in the IUCN Red List often
reflect uneven taxonomic knowledge and the differential scientific and public interest raised by
different kinds of mammals, which together can produce a biased picture of mammalian
endangerment worldwide’. So, taxonomic research can potentially be driven by the charisma of
the group being studied, but this is highly variable within different groups.
There is an intense debate among conservationists between proponents of the biological and
phylogenetic species concepts. This debate is complicated by the fact that the conservation body
responsible for listing threatened birds (Birdlife International) adopts the BSC and is on the
whole conservative about accepting new species until the evidence is very strong, while the
IUCN, responsible for mammals, amphibian and fishes allow for species that are spread over
discrete habitat patches, and consequently increases the likelihood of taxonomic splitting under
the PSC (Mace 2004). Ornithologists, however, have been prominent in promoting a change to
the phylogenetic species concept (Cracraft 1997), arguing that ‘taxonomic neglect’ promotes
extinction of distinctive endemics because subspecies are so often ignored by biologists and
conservationists who rely on the biological species concept (Hazevoet 1996). They also argue that
the PSC enables conservationists to precisely identify the basic units of conservation, which
should result in a more efficient use of resources (Sangster 2000). Conversely advocates for
retaining the BSC for avian species argue that the recognition of too many additional species
would draw too much time and money from currently recognised species and would destabilise
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taxonomy (Collar 1996; Sutherland 2000). Garnett and Christidis (2007: 189) suggest a sudden
surge in species has implications for broader society beyond just conservation;
[E]ach time the name of a species changes, or species boundaries are redefined, a huge
bureaucratic process is triggered to update schedules, regulations, maps and publications.
This has both transaction and opportunity costs, the former because substantial conservation
monies are spent negotiating the new lists through the administrative processes, and the
latter because those funds might have been available for genuine on-ground conservation.

Again, it is likely to be the charismatic groups of species that attract phylogenetic analysis, and the
question is whether they deserve greater attention than those that have yet to attract the attention
of a splitting taxonomist (Sutherland 2000). The resulting arguments have been most heated over
the question of subspecies.
The category of subspecies has caused considerable dissatisfaction among taxonomists and
biologists. In part, this is because, prior to the advent of statistical and genetic methods,
subspecies names might refer to quite different types of entity; arbitrary points on clines, average
differences between populations, zones of intergradation, or diagnosably distinct endemic island
taxa, which are not of equivalent importance for conservation (Remsen Jr 2005; Hazevoet 1996).
One area that has received attention is whether subspecies named under a biological species
concept reflect distinct phylogenetic entities (Zink 2004b; Phillimore and Owens 2006). Zink
(2004b) found that only three per cent of North American and European avian subspecies
reflected distinct taxonomic entities, and argued traditional non-molecular methods have the
potential to misinform conservation efforts through misrepresenting the underlying patterns of
intraspecific variation. However, Phillimore and Owens (2006) found that this reflected a
continental bias of North American and European subspecies, and when island dwelling
subspecies from around the world were included they found that 36 per cent of avian subspecies
were phylogenetically distinct. A widely cited example of the problematic nature of subspecies
(usually by those who mistrust traditional taxonomy) concerns the dusky seaside sparrow. This
was discovered in 1872 and described as a distinct species Ammodramus nigrescens, which was
confined to a small part of eastern Florida (Avise 1989). In 1973 it was demoted to become one
of eight subspecies of the seaside sparrow Ammodramus maritimus, which occurred in coastal
marshes from Massachusetts to South Texas, and by 1980 the few individuals left were brought
into captivity and mated with individuals from the nearby Gulf coast subspecies A. m. peninsulae
(Avise and Nelson 1989). Despite the captive breeding effort the last dusky seaside sparrow died
in 1987. A subsequent genetic study, however, found that there was a fundamental genetic split
between all Atlantic coast populations and all Gulf coast populations, but within this broad split,
the putative subspecies were indistinguishable from one another. The captive breeding effort had
been fooled into thinking geographical proximity equated with phylogenetic proximity, because it
had been misguided by the traditional taxonomy. This situation, in some ways, resembles the
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taxonomic story of the white-flippered penguin, which is the subject of Chapter 8, but the
penguin’s story also highlights how the imperatives of conservation and ecotourism have
influenced the bird’s taxonomy.

4.5.2 Conservation imperatives affect taxonomy
It is widely suggested that species classifications affect conservation effort. Taxonomic status of
an entity influences funding for both further research and protection measures, as well as
classification under conservation legislation (Stokes 2004; Mace 2004; McNeely 2002; Gamauf et
al. 2005). Mace contends, ‘[t]he label “species” can often determine whether or not conservation
actions will be forthcoming. In national and international legislation, priorities are afforded to
species over local populations or subspecies that are under threat’ (Mace 2004: 715). As David
Stokes notes in his review of Davis and Renner’s (2003) book on penguins;
Of particular interest ... is the discussion of the disputed taxonomic status of putative
species, such as the Royal (Eudyptes schlegeli) and White-flippered (Eudyptula albosignata)
penguins. ... Although this may seem an academic dispute of little relevance, I would add
emphasis to the authors’ statement that these matters have great practical importance, given
the threatened status of many penguin species and the profound influence taxonomic status can have
on allocation of conservation resources (Stokes 2004: 1294 my emphasis).

The ‘profound influence of taxonomic status’ on resource allocation thereby provides a potential
incentive for conservationists and taxonomists to assert species status for threatened taxa that are
only accorded subspecies status or less. Gamauf et al. (2005: 114) discuss this temptation to
elevate subspecies to full species for conservation purposes, particularly those considered to be in
the process of speciating, which they suggest could be termed the ‘conservation species concept’.
They argue against such a practice, instead, suggesting that infra-specific taxonomic groups
should be accorded conservation priority as ‘evolutionarily significant units’, along with the
privilege accorded to ‘species’. One possible stumbling block to such recognition is the role of
conservation legislation in various countries, while another is the effect of conservation status on
the public willingness to pay for conservation.
There is debate about the influence of legislation on taxonomy, but the relationship between
conservation funding and endangered status also potentially offers a reason to manipulate
taxonomy. For instance, Penhallurick and Wink (2004) suggest that the main driving factor
behind Robertson and Nunn’s (1998) splitting albatross species was that conservation legislation
in many countries (where albatross occur) only considers species worthy of protection and not
subspecies. However, Garnett and Christidis (2007) suggest that if Robertson and Nunn (1998)
did split the albatrosses for conservation purposes they may have done so unnecessarily, because
none of the international agreements or national legislation they surveyed stated ‘definitively that
taxa below the level of species are to be ignored’ (Garnett and Christidis 2007: 189). While they
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may not be ignored, being a rare subspecies of a more common species is not likely to attract the
same attention as being an endangered ‘species’. This is because of the role that endangered
status has on the potential to increase funding from the public. For instance, Gunnthorsdottir
(2001) found that attractiveness of animal was perceived to increase, if it was framed as
endangered. Similarly, using choice experiments, Clem Tisdell and others have shown that the
public is more willing to increase donations with increasing knowledge about a species’ level of
endangerment (Tisdell 2006; Tisdell, Nantha, and Wilson 2007). This suggests that exaggerating
the level of endangerment of a species may an effective tactic to increase conservation funding,
but Tisdell argues this is likely to be a short-sighted policy because
[i]t can spark off inflated claims of endangerment and result in discounting of accurate
information by those who become aware of the exaggeration, and may draw conservation
funds away from other threatened species, some of which may be more endangered than the
favored species. It has little to recommend it (Tisdell 2006: 518).

Nevertheless, while subspecies may not be deliberately ignored in legislation, and exaggerating
conservation status is recommended against, there are a number of cases where the potential for
gerrymandering species delimitation to improve conservation effort have been alleged.
One such case, where taxonomic tampering is alleged, concerns the black turtle (Chelonia agassizii)
of the Eastern Pacific, and its genetic similarity to the widespread green turtle (Chelonia mydas).
The turtle biologists, Karl and Bowen (1999: 997) argue that there is a paradox among
conservationists who are only willing to accept favourable genetic evidence, suggesting that;
some conservationists who embraced the genetic findings for Kemp’s ridley turtle studiously
ignored identical genetic assays for C. agassizii. Even more alarming [they suggest] are
declarations that such information is a disservice to conservation.

Despite the lack of genetic separation the black turtle has retained species status for over a
hundred years on the strength of shell colour and minor morphological differences, with the dire
conservation status of the black turtle specifically invoked as an argument for preserving species
status (Mrosovsky (1983) cited in Karl and Bowen 1999). Karl and Bowen (1999: 996) specifically
suggest the label of ‘geopolitical species’ (GS) for;
taxonomic designations that persist, but for which there are essentially no supporting data.
Geopolitical species are groups of individuals confined to geographically or politically
defined areas and are accorded species status independent of morphological, genetic, and
reproductive criteria. The [geopolitical species] is a pragmatic designation based not on
science but on the recognition that some species names are perpetuated primarily on
geographical, political or cultural grounds.

They go on to claim that most organismal biologists, once introduced to the concept, can readily
provide examples from their own field, for instance sardines occurring in Japan, California, Chile,
Australia and Southern Africa are almost indistinguishable morphologically, yet species names for
regional forms have persisted for seven decades (Grant et al. 1998 cited in Karl and Bowen
1999). They also suggest that geopolitical species are the product of an earlier age of exploration
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when ‘naturalists described the biota of a particular region without access to specimens from
adjacent regions’ (Karl and Bowen 1999: 996). For Bowen and Karl (1999), this situation
highlights extremely important underlying issues in conservation biology, in particular, they
oppose the misuse of scientific findings to promote conservation goals, and ultimately the deeper
tension between science and advocacy in conservation. They ask ‘should legitimate scientific
results be withheld, modified, or ‘spun’ to serve conservation goals? Emphatically, we say no.
Conservation goals will change with time, but scientific principles should not’ (Bowen and Karl
1999: 1015). From an ethical standpoint, in relation to the black turtle controversy SchraderFrechette & McCoy (1999) argue that ‘even if there are some grounds for expanding
conservation biologists’ responsibilities for the common good … scientists are not ethically
justified in using any means whatsoever to achieve desirable consequences’ (1999:1011). They
also argue that conservation biologists do not appear to have the grounds for paternalism in the
black turtle case because it involves value judgments (not merely professional expertise) about the
importance of conservation and how to deal with uncertainty; and that there is also a ‘prudential
reason for being truthful and unbiased: the public will find out, and the misrepresentations will
not be successful anyway’ (1999:1012). Thus, such paternalism has the potential to undermine the
public’s faith in conservation.
The black turtle case raises the highly contentious issue of the appropriateness of conservation
advocacy by scientists (Nelson and Vucetich 2009; Noss 2007). Among conservation biologists
the issue of objectivity and specifically the line between science and values is hotly debated, and
whether crossing this line is a problem (Shrader-Frechette 1996), and, if it is, how they might
refrain from doing so (Lackey 2007 cited in Campbell 2011). Conversely, the conservation
biologist Reed Noss (2007: 18) argues that ‘values are a good thing in conservation biology’, but
believes it is crucial for conservation biologists to recognize the extent to which they are shaped
by their preferences and experiences, but also to maintain their honesty;
Too few scientists openly acknowledge experiential and emotional factors that attracted them
to their science in the first place. We are loathe to confess our biases. Personal bias will
determine to a great extent what we choose to study, how we interpret the results, and to
what extent we advocate particular policies or actions. If we allow our biases to get control
of us, to the extent that we seek out data to support preconceived conclusions, selectively
cite literature that agrees with our conclusions, ignores conflicting evidence, become
dogmatic in our opinions and preferences, or – worst of all – fabricate or alter data to
support our case, then we have gone too far, and deserve every bit of scorn and distrust our
scientific colleagues and society at large may heap on us. Yet, if we can be inspired by our
positive values – life, truth, fairness, and the standards and professional norms of science –
then we can be honest advocates (Noss 2007: 18).

Alternatively, a science and technology studies approach proceeds from the assumption that the
relationship between science and values are inseparable, and that attempts to distinguish between
them ‘are examples of boundary work, or how scientists and institutions patrol and defend the
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realm of what counts as science’ (Campbell 2011: 48). Disputes over species status have the
potential to illustrate boundary work in action, especially when conservation priorities are
involved.
The idea of boundary work is illustrated by the arguments of George and Mayden (2005: 397) (as
well as those of Karl and Bowen), in their discussion of species concepts in relation to the US
Endangered Species Act (1973). They use both the black turtle and seaside sparrow cases to
critique the reliance on mitochondrial DNA for species delimitation, instead arguing that; ‘there
are valid concerns that an analysis based solely on genetics will overlook some actual species and
prevent effective management practices by not accurately revealing diversity’. The actual species
discussed here are black turtles which, they argue, ‘have long been recognized as a different
species based upon morphological differences. These consistent morphological differences are
enough to differentiate the black turtle from the green turtle’ (George and Mayden 2005: 394),
and the seaside sparrow which had a ‘consistently different shade and song characteristics when
compared with other subspecies’ (George and Mayden 2005: 398). Again, this seems to highlight
the contentiousness of species concepts in relation to conservation. For Cotterill (2003), the
discovery of actual species required phylogenetic methods, while for George and Mayden (2005)
those same methods potentially obscure actual species. It seems ironic that, while George and
Mayden (2005: 406) recognise that ‘listing decisions are unavoidably political, [they argue that]
such pressure must not affect the science involved in species identification ... it should be an
objective process, supported by scientific data and structured by the correct understanding of the
various species concepts’. Similarly, Morrison III et al. (2009: 3204), in their study of the impact
of taxonomic change on conservation, regard the dusky seaside sparrow as an example where
‘taxonomy kills’, suggesting that removal of species status in 1973 contributed to decreased
conservation effort and ultimately extinction, but they completely ignore Avise and Nelson’s
(1989) genetic study showing that, phylogenetically, it was a poor candidate for species status.
Both these sets of authors’ acceptance of the dusky seaside sparrow as a species seem to reflect
the idea that species have a reality if they have been named as such, perhaps illustrating Mulvey
and Lydeard’s (2000: 1924) contention that, ‘many people ... view named entities as unassailable,
especially in the context of conservation’. They argue that, ‘[T]his position is indefensible and
counterproductive’, which hints at the sometimes heated nature of the debates that revolve
around the issue of scientists advocating for the recognition of ‘species’ for conservation
purposes.
I would argue that coming to the ‘correct’ understanding of species concepts can indeed be a very
political contest, supported by claims to the high moral ground of an ‘objective process’. It would
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appear that Mace (2004), in her survey of the role of taxonomy in conservation, recognises
precisely the potential for political decisions when she suggests that;
The credibility and consistency of species units will be greater if they are determined by
experts independent of those with particular interests in the outcome of the assessment of
taxonomic boundaries (Mace 2004: 717).

Thus, it appears that the understandable desire to save a particular taxonomic entity can lead to
the temptation to manipulate taxonomic boundaries, especially if that entity has previously been
accorded species status. This seems to stem, in part, from the strongly held belief that actual
species are out there waiting to be identified, if only we could settle on the proper methods and
correct species concept. Instead, in the next chapter, I suggest that different methods enact
different realities, and the correct species concept is inevitably a political decision. This helps us
to understand why there will always be disagreement between competent taxonomists. Another
potential influence on taxonomy is the increasingly important links between conservation and
ecotourism, where tourism is proposed as an important way of saving endangered species.

4.5.3 Conserving endangered species through ecotourism
Taxonomy and ecotourism are potentially linked because ecotourism is increasingly seen as a way
to fund cash-strapped conservation projects, and tourism requires distinctive attractions. While
there appears to be little direct evidence of taxonomy being influenced by the demands of
tourism, the possibility for it is shown by Verissimo et al.’s (2009) concept of the ‘tourism
flagship species’. The authors wonder if, since the Seychelles lack charismatic megafauna, perhaps
various bird species could be used to attract conservation-minded tourists instead. They suggest
that a ‘tourism flagship species could help market the region to tourists and thereby directly
benefit the local community in terms of income and employment’ (2009: 550). Using choice
experiments (with postgraduate students studying conservation) their results suggested that the
most effective tourism flagship is endemic to the Seychelles, has a low population, is attractive
and has unique biological features. Of these attributes, Verissimo et al. found that the most
significant was population size, ‘with respondents preferring to support rarer species [and]
[p]opulation size is a key determinant of conservation status’ (2009: 555). While endemism was
the second most important attribute, which they argue, suggests that uniqueness is ‘attractive to
public in developed countries’ (2009: 556). This work chimes with the experience of New
Zealand, which also lacks charismatic megafauna, but has a high number of rare and endemic
birds, but two other attributes arguably help to explain why some species are more likely to be
promoted as ecotourist attractions.
The first attribute is the importance of the wildlife aggregation. As Seddon and Ellenberg (2008)
point out, seeing wild animals en masse helps to explain the tourist pulling power of East African
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safaris, and seabird breeding colonies. While the second attribute is the charisma of various
species. Thus, Seddon and Ellenberg (2008: 163) argue that ‘we are drawn to species that show
human characteristics’ and that few taxa combine these attributes as effectively as the penguins.
Two factors make penguins a perfect attraction: first, they must come ashore to breed, and
anywhere that is accessible to the stumpy legs of penguin will be accessible to humans; and
second, their short stature, bipedal gait, tuxedo-like coloration and general demeanour beg
for us to look upon them as little people (2008: 163).

While I would strongly dispute the argument that accessibility for penguins entails tourist
accessibility, given New Zealand’s often precipitous coastline, the penguin’s appeal to humans
does help to explain why 18 per cent of all New Zealand’s marine tourism operators offer
penguins as an attraction (see Orams 2003). Yet, despite the obvious potential for rare,
charismatic, endemic species to attract tourists, there remain questions about the effectiveness of
ecotourism as a conservation strategy.
Ecotourism is frequently presented as a win-win-win strategy to benefit local communities, while
making profits and helping to protect the planet (Pegas and Stronza 2008). Yet, there has also
been increased questioning of who, or what, loses out when ecotourism is adopted as a
development strategy and conservation tool (Brockington, Duffy, and Igoe 2008; Duffy 2008,
2002; West et al. 2004; Carrier and Macleod 2005), and how effective ecotourism is as a wildlife
conservation strategy (Isaacs 2000; Bulbeck 2005). Tourism is promoted as an important way to
justify and legitimate conservation, and Brockington et al. suggest how this argument might work:
In the last two decades tourism has become the key rationale used to underpin the
maintenance of protected areas through claims that conservation will ‘pay its way’ via the
development of tourism. It is assumed that nature-based tourism and ecotourism are
dependent on the environment as a core attraction. … [e.g. charismatic species and
landscapes] Therefore, promoters of tourism are able to muster a powerful argument: that
since ‘nature’ is the attraction it makes long-term financial sense to protect it (2008: 131).

Much of this critical work has focused on the impacts of ecotourism on rural people in
developing countries, which is beyond the scope of this thesis, yet there are two aspects of this
critique that are relevant to my thesis. The first is the way ecotourism is defined in principle, and
how that relates to ecotourism in practice. Second, is the way Duffus and Dearden’s (1990)
influential typology of wildlife-oriented recreation classifies wildlife viewing as non-consumptive,
which leads to a tendency for studies of the impacts of wildlife viewing to focus almost solely on
the animals, while ignoring the broader impacts of the ecotourism operation.
There has been a considerable amount of research on ecotourism in the past two decades, but
only limited agreement as to how the term should be defined, and whether it involves nature
conservation. The initial definition of ecotourism comes from Ceballos-Lascurain, who coined
the word, and defined it to mean

103

Travel to relatively undisturbed or uncontaminated natural areas with the specific object of
studying, admiring, and enjoying the scenery and its wild plants and animals, as well as any
cultural aspects (both past and present found in these areas (Ceballos-Lascurain (1987) cited
in Boyd 2012: 100)

This definition has been widely cited (although often wrongly attributed to Boo (1990), see for
example, Brockington et al. 2008 and Isaacs 2000), but makes no mention of conservation, and is
thus not about protecting nature. Instead, it outlines a very specific human experience of nature
that can be used by marketers (Van Oosterzee 2000). Yet, by 2001, Fennell, using content
analysis, found that ‘conservation’ was the second most commonly occurring word (61.2%) in the
85 definitions of ecotourism he studied, this was just slightly less than a ‘reference to where
ecotourism occurs’, whereas ‘impacts’ were only mentioned in a quarter of the definitions
(Fennell 2001). There is, however, virtually no elaboration of what constitutes ‘conservation’ in
these definitions. A year later the Quebec Declaration on Ecotourism recognised that ecotourism
embraces the specific principle that it: ‘[c]ontributes actively to the conservation of natural and
cultural heritage’ (UNEP/WTO (2002) cited in Cater 2004: 485). Orams (2001) classifies
ecotourist operations along a continuum from better-neutral-worse depending on whether they
actively sought to contribute to improving the natural environment, passively sought to minimise
their impacts on the natural environment, or their operations were irresponsible and exploitative
of the natural environment. Yet, it seems to me that various aspects of ecotourist operation may
simultaneously actively contribute to improving some aspects of the environment, while
exploiting others. This issue is further complicated by the principle requiring an active
contribution to both natural and cultural heritage, which as I showed in Chapter 3 entails
numerous difficulties, especially when they occur in the same place. This is precisely the type of
conundrum which my thesis follows in practice by focusing on an endangered species of penguin
and an endangered species of cultural heritage that are competing for the landscape. I suggest
that one of ecotourism’s main advantages is that, despite a vast array of definitions, it sounds like
a good alternative to the problems presented by other forms of tourism, while at the same time
drawing on the cachet of, in this case, protecting an endangered species, for as Gray points out:
Although a variety of definitions and discursive models of ecotourism are circulated among
academic circles, non-governmental organizations, and multi-lateral institutions, ecotourism
remains an ambiguous term that allows actors to speak the same language while pursuing
different objectives (Gray 2003: 113).

Thus, ecotourism tends to present conservation as the primary objective, which just happens to
be fostered by having tourists come along and view the animals, but this model tends to have a
very limited definition of what is involved in the consumption of ecotourism.
The characterisation of ecotourism operations as non-consumptive is widespread, but is also
problematic for a number of reasons. This characterisation has gained momentum from Duffus
and Dearden’s (1990) influential distinction between consumptive uses of wildlife, such as
104

hunting and fishing, and those considered non-consumptive, which they define as ‘human
recreational engagement with wildlife wherein the focal organism is not purposefully removed or
permanently affected by the engagement’ (1990: 215). This framing of the definition (see, for
instance Tremblay 2001: 82) allows ecotourism viewing facilities to be characterised as nonconsumptive. For example, Higham (1998) describes the Little Blue Penguin viewing at Oamaru,
the Yellow-eyed Penguin watching and the Royal Albatross colony on Otago Peninsula23 as nonconsumptive because the ‘tourist-wildlife contact takes place in the natural settings of the focal
wildlife species’ (1998: 522). One consequence of this definition is that much of the research on
the impacts of ecotourism concentrates on, if, and how badly, the wildlife is affected by tourism
activities. For example, the study of tourism impacts on penguins is popular in both the tourism
literature (Shelton and Lübcke 2005; Seddon and Ellenberg 2008; Shelton and McKinlay 2008),
and in the scientific literature (McClung et al. 2004; Ellenberg et al. 2007; Ellenberg, Mattern, and
Seddon 2009; dee Boersma 2008). Yet, the next sentence of Duffus and Dearden’s article states
that:
This follows from Wagar’s (1969) definition of non-consumptive use and includes his basic
precepts that use provides an experience rather than a product, and that one person’s
activities do not detract from the experiences available for another person in the same area
(1990: 215).

This entails rather a different standard than occurring in the animal’s natural setting, for if one
person’s activities are enabled by a widened road, large car parking area, predator-proof fence,
outdoor lighting and viewing stands, then it is quite possible that these additions will detract from
the experience of the area for another person who valued the landscape prior to those intrusions.
I would argue that this is the nub of the issue of actively conserving natural and cultural heritage
in relation to the proposed penguin parade in Boulder Bay, which is the focus of Chapters 9 and
10.
Another issue with framing ecotourism as non-consumptive is that figurative consumption is
ignored, in particular, how the landscape is consumed. Thus, Meletis and Campbell point to the
way that
Ecotourism, as an act of visual consumption, is similar to mass tourism in that the ecotourist
aesthetic, which often demands the appearance of ‘pristine nature’ is catered to, often as a
primary management concern. This frequently involves shielding/separating ecotourists
from their own impacts, as well as others (2007: 854).

Such an aesthetic can also involve the removal of elements that are deemed to not fit in. This is
illustrated by the management strategy of the Phillip Island Nature Park, one of Australia’s largest
ecotourism attractions, with some 500,000 visitors annually mainly coming to see little penguins
parade up the beach (see Harris 2002; Attwood 1999). The strategy aims for ‘feelings of
23

These are all New Zealand examples
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remoteness’ despite being one of the most well-trodden corners of rural Victoria (Head 2000:
37). The geographer Lesley Head highlights the paradoxical ‘nature’ of this ‘restored
environment’ where,
[p]eople pay for an experience of nature that represents itself as treading lightly on the
ecosystem by actually extending their ecological footprint. This footprint is both localised on
Phillip Island, and enmeshed in global networks such as those which produce souvenir
penguins of rubber, fur, ceramics, celluloid and chocolate (2000: 37).

Head argues that the management strategy is ‘predicated, both explicitly and implicitly, on the
desirability of human absence’ (2000: 50), inspired by a ‘wilderness ideal’, which acknowledges
prehistoric Aboriginal presence as part of nature, while denying they have any attachment in the
present, and which also aims to remove what are perceived to be the ugly aspects of European
presence, such as the coastal holiday home subdivision known as the Summerland Estate. The
fibro holiday houses in the subdivision are deemed a blight on the landscape rather than sites of
significance that ‘facilitated; regular, seasonal interactions with a known and loved environment’
and she asks ‘even if they are to be judged primarily as environmental disasters, why do we treat
follies, mistakes, ugliness and difference as historically insignificant?’ (2000: 50-51). There are
some uncanny parallels between these aspects of the Phillip Island penguin parade and the
situation of the proposed penguin parade at Boulder Bay. Not least because, for those promoting
the parade, the Government’s buy-back of properties at Summerland unfavourably highlights the
way the Christchurch City Council has so far dealt with the baches in Boulder Bay (see, for
example Robson 2000). Yet, there are also differences, since bach holders have actively sought to
resist the appropriation of Boulder Bay by invoking cultural heritage, while those proposing the
penguin parade have sought to invoke the power of endangered species status. Despite these
differences I suggest both cases highlight how difficult it is, in practice, to ‘contribute actively to
the conservation of natural and cultural heritage’, when they occur in the same landscape. In the
next section I focus particularly on geographers’ studies of endangered species.

4.6 Geographies of endangered species
Much of the geographical literature on ‘endangered species’ has concentrated on the first part of
this couplet, either presenting ‘endangered’ status as a classification that can be symbolically
deployed in environmental/resource conflicts (Sayre 2002; Sheridan 2007; Crifasi 2007; Tang and
Tang 2004; Proctor and Pincetl 1996), or highlighting the limited effectiveness and fragmented
nature of endangered species habitat conservation planning (Feldman and Jonas 2000; Pincetl,
Jonas, and Sullivan 2011). A third strand of geographical research is beginning to pay attention to
the importance of taxonomic certainty in the neoliberalisation of nature, for instance through the
valuation of ecosystem services (Robertson 2006), and legislating for biodiversity offsetting
(Hillman and Instone 2010). There has, however, been only limited work that has explicitly
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sought to follow how scientists achieve species status for a taxon, and maintain that status in
spite of dissenting scientists, with Crifasi’s (2007) work being a notable example.
The deployment of particular endangered species as proxies for landscape conservation has been
particularly prominent in the United States, no doubt, in part because the US Endangered Species
Act 1973 (ESA) mandates habitat protection measures once a taxa has been listed as endangered.
One distinct aspect of the ESA is that protection is not restricted to species, but also includes
‘subspecies’ and ‘distinct population segments’, however this has tended to expand classification
boundary disputes to include arguments over the status of subspecies and distinct population
segments (Cronin 1997; Crifasi 2007). In conservation biology, species that require particular
habitats and can be enrolled to protect those habitats are often described as flagship, umbrella or
focal species. Examples include the northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) enlisted in the
fight to conserve old growth forests from logging in the Pacific North-West (Proctor and Pincetl
1996), greater sage grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) – described as the ‘next spotted owl’
(Wilkinson 2004) – potentially badly affected by oil drilling and wind energy developments in the
Western plains sagebrush ecosystem (Essen 2010), the California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica
californica) heralded as ‘stars’ of the Southern California coastal sage scrub ecosystem, which is
threatened by the ‘unrelenting urbanisation’ of coastal California (McCaull 1994: 283), and
Preble’s meadow jumping mouse (Zapus hudsonius preblei), which ‘both conservationists and
developers are exploiting ... as a proxy for control over and access to riparian corridors [in
Colorado]’ (Crifasi 2007: 513). Whether, or not, an endangered species does become the focal
point of a conservation campaign is, however, a highly uneven and sometimes paradoxical
process.
The paradoxes of endangered species conservation are well illustrated by the fates of various
populations of spotted owl; northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) populations on public
and private land, and California spotted owl (Strix occidentalis occidentalis) in the Sierra Nevada and
in the southern California mountains. On federal lands in the Pacific Northwest logging was
sharply curtailed in the name of biodiversity protection after listing under the ESA in 1990,
whereas on private lands minimal biodiversity protection was mandated by law, and protection
plans on public lands were cited as justification for easing habitat protection on private lands,
despite the major historical biodiversity role of these forests (Proctor and Pincetl 1996). On the
other hand California spotted owl biodiversity-protection efforts have ‘focused almost solely on
the spectacular forests of the Sierra Nevada’ (Proctor and Pincetl 1996: 702), even though
spotted owl populations have remained relatively stable there, while the rapidly declining
populations of spotted owl in the fragmented southern California mountains occur in National
Forests that are seen as exempt from resource exploitation, and therefore considered de facto as
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preserved nature and protected. Proctor and Pincetl (1996: 703) argue that the contradictions and
paradoxes of spotted owl conservation reflect a tacit acceptance of purificationist logic, where
nature is confined to the wilderness landscapes
without acknowledging the larger, unmistakably hybrid, context in which these landscapes
are situated. Biodiversity has been threatened to a large extent by commodification-oriented
hybridizing practices; protecting biodiversity in pure natural spaces without addressing this
commodification of nature does not solve the problem (1996: 703)

What this research makes clear, is that it is not necessarily the degree of endangerment that drives
conservation activism, but it also tends to reflect a tacit acceptance that endangered species are
indeed species.
While scientists and conservationists are both aware that species status has the potential to
enhance resource allocation, some point to the pitfalls of relying on a particular species to
conserve specific ecosystems. A case in point is the California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica
californica), described by McCaull (1994: 283) as ‘a year-round resident of coastal sage scrub that is
best known for its kitten-like call and the ability to stop a bulldozer in its tracks’. With 80 per cent
of habitat gone by the late 1980s and populations plunging the California gnatcatcher received
listing under the ESA in 1993, which mandated habitat protection and stopped some new
housing developments (Stokstad 2005). The problem with listing the California gnatcatcher
subspecies is that its population in Southern California represents a recent northwards expansion
from Baja California and does ‘not appear to constitute a unique component of gnatcatcher
biodiversity’ (Zink et al. 2000: 1402). Zink (2004b) therefore argues the California gnatcatcher
subspecies is a misleading flagship for biodiversity and conservation, and that it ‘illustrates the
danger of focusing conservation efforts for threatened habitats on a single species’ (Zink et al.
2000: 1394). Rubinoff (2001) also shows that the gnatcatcher functions poorly as an umbrella
species to protect endangered invertebrate species, because gnatcatchers were present at nearly
every site while only the largest or most recently separated sites supported the three rare
invertebrate species. The California gnatcatcher demonstrates the importance of ESA listing to
conserving particular habitat, but also highlights the potential risks of focusing on one species,
that may subsequently be delisted.
Sometimes the usefulness of an ‘endemic species’ can go well beyond protecting a particular
ecosystem. Celia Lowe highlights the case of the Togean macaque (monkey) where an ‘endemic
species’ is deemed to be important by a taxonomist because they have ‘committed too much to
reverse a project’s course on the basis of scientific findings alone’ (Lowe 2004: 509). Lowe
suggests that maintaining an ‘endemic species’ functioned as a ‘strategic essentialism constituting
a means to several ends’, including legitimating the broader biodiversity conservation project,
securing funding, and securing a place for Indonesian science within transnational field biology.
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Thus, achieving a particular classification can have far reaching consequences beyond conserving
a particular species or its habitat.
Disagreements over species or subspecies status and their effects on conservation are not
uncommon in scientific journals, but only rarely do such disputes go public. A spectacular
example of the uncertainty of taxonomic status used as a weapon in public arguments by both
conservationists and developers is highlighted in the case of Preble’s mouse. Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse (Zapus hudsonius preblei) is a small rodent found in riparian areas of the Colorado
Front Range (one of the most rapidly urbanising US regions), which after considerable debate
was listed as an endangered subspecies under the ESA in 1998, mandating moves to protect
critical habitat and sparking a public controversy over its taxonomy (USFWS 1998). After initial
listing, a paper by Ramey et al. (2005) undertook an ostensibly comprehensive analysis of
morphological data, mitochondrial and microsatellite DNA and concluded Preble’s mouse was
not distinct from nearby subspecies and should be delisted, whilst King et al. (2006) reanalysed
the data with changes in sampling design and concluded that it was still a distinct subspecies,
sparking accusations of selective interpretations of data, biased advocacy and a flurry of strong
rebuttals and responses (Vignieri et al. 2006; King et al. 2006; Ramey et al. 2006, 2007). The
arguments over the taxonomic distinctiveness of Preble’s mouse have most recently been
summarised by Bruford (2009), who suggests that Ramey et al. (2005) and King et al. (2006) are
arguing over neutral variation (statistical significance), when what should really be conserved is
adaptive variation (biological significance). He suggests, however, the potentially protracted
exchangeability experiments (which have not been done for Preble’s mouse) required to test
these hypotheses run the risk of endangered species planning blight. Bruford’s suggestion also
appears to highlight even greater potential for argument if adaptive diversity also becomes a
criterion for species distinctiveness.
Geographer Robert Crifasi (2007) specifically examines the legal process surrounding the
taxonomic classification of Preble’s mouse, suggesting that classification systems, that people take
for granted, influence power dynamics between different groups, and notes that the naming of
the mouse as a distinct subspecies facilitates a range of conservation actions that may potentially
impede development. He concludes, however, that endangered status is merely being deployed
and that the power dynamics surrounding listing reveals
that the way actors wish to utilize riparian resources trumps any real concerns they have for
the mouse. Throughout, many actors argue a concern for “good science” but appear to do so
only if the results support their resource utilization goals (Crifasi 2007: 512).

But Crifasi also pays far greater attention to the taxonomy than is usual, following Latour and
Woolgar (1979) in arguing that taxonomic information is ‘socially constructed’ and that scientific
facts merge ‘imperceptibly into the background of routine enquiry, skills, and tacit knowledge’
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(Latour and Woolgar cited in Crifasi 2007: 523), and consequently gain authority from the social
interests that support that knowledge. As the biologist DM Armstrong notes in review comments
of the scientific papers:
I think one can test genetic distinctiveness but not ‘taxonomic validity’. In the end,
‘taxonomic validity’ is a judgment call, made by the community of systematic biologists in a
dynamic, iterative, self-correcting process. A taxonomist makes a judgment, and other
specialists either do or do not follow her or his arguments (Armstrong cited in Crifasi 2007:
520)

This dynamic, iterative, self-correcting process is rarely played out as publicly as it has been with
Preble’s mouse, and Crifasi (2007: 521-2) argues the various taxonomists ‘all rely on discursive
practice to assert or refute natural differences in otherwise mute statistical data. Important
differences include the species definition used, how the researchers interpret the definitions, and
the burden of proof needed to accept conclusions’. The Preble’s mouse controversy highlights
profound philosophical differences between competent experts, but it also suggests that politics
may be inescapable, yet Crifasi (2007: 528-9) seems to conclude that taxonomists can and should
be above any hint of politics;
[T]axonomists may find themselves challenged by non-experts who attempt to set taxonomic
definitions and standards in legislature. Challenges of this sort threaten the boundaries
between scientific authority and non-expert knowledge that scientists strive so hard to erect.
Taxonomists, as the gatekeepers for species and subspecies names, need to avoid allowing
themselves to become pawns in resource struggles (Crifasi 2007: 528-529)

What Crifasi appears not to acknowledge, in this attempt at boundary work, is that, ‘facts’ are not
only socially constructed but also materially constructed by the methods, techniques, machines
and the choices of hypothesis and theory of scientists. The complex relations between the social
and material construction of taxonomy appear to have received remarkably little attention from
either geographers or science studies scholars.

4.7 Conclusion
This chapter has explored the arguments surrounding how ‘authentic’ species should be
recognised. I argue that authenticity or taxonomic validity of a species is not out in the real world
waiting to be discovered through the use of the appropriate methods and the correct species
concept. Since, as methods become more sophisticated they tell increasingly subtle stories which
may confuse as well as refine the taxonomic landscape. Similarly, species concepts tend to focus
on one dimension of difference, with their proponents arguing that it is the most important
marker of what a species is. These features are highlighted by both the biological species concept
and the phylogenetic species, with the former using the primary criterion of interbreeding, while
the latter relies on phylogenetic distance, to discern ‘actual’ species. Scientists on both sides of the
argument are convinced that their preferred species concept is the correct one for discovering the
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real taxonomic diversity, while the alternatives are overlooking real species, and do not accurately
reflect biological diversity. Yet, it is very difficult to decide how much interbreeding is too much,
especially when some organisms do not even breed, and similarly deciding what constitutes
‘enough’ phylogenetic difference for an entity to be a species is difficult, because various groups
of organisms vary in the amount difference between currently recognised species. I contend that
a good deal of this argument and confusion comes from biologists, such as Mayr and those he
has influenced, as well as philosophers of science arguing that, unlike other levels of taxonomy,
species are real. While this appeals, intuitively, to our common sense, because we can look out
the window and see species of, for instance, swallows, magpies and starlings, I suggest that
because evolution is a process there are always going to be taxonomic entities in the process of
speciating, and often the various dimensions of difference will tell slightly different stories, thus
birds that look identical may be phylogenetically less related than many genera, while dramatic
morphological difference may not be reflected by phylogenetic difference. So, the search for the
one correct way of delimiting species is going to be continually frustrated because it is humans
that decide what constitutes a species, and that means it is inevitably a political process, and those
arguing for species status muster evidence from as many dimensions of difference as they can.
The political issues of taxonomy are also potentially exacerbated by the practices of conserving an
endangered species.
Taxonomy can have considerable effects on conservation, and these effects are extremely
contentious. First, at the broad-scale, altering species concepts used by conservation
organisations and governments not only changes the numbers of species recognised, but also
alters areas of high endemicity, species ranges and populations, and consequently alters the
number of species that are considered endangered. These changes have occurred with the
transition from a typological species concept to the biological species concept in the middle of
last century, and are likely to occur again with the proposed shift to a phylogenetic species
concept. Thus, some ornithologists consider a shift from the biological to phylogenetic essential
to recognise neglected taxonomic entities, but others argue that such a shift will swamp the
practice of conservation with dubiously distinct forms, and not improve the ‘real’ work of
conservation. Second, at the level of individual species, scientists argue that removal of species
status potentially harms conservation, while recognition as a species potentially increases
conservation effort.
There is considerable argument over whether taxonomic status affects conservation effort, with
some arguing that conservation legislation recognises different levels of taxonomic entity, while
others are convinced that species status increases conservation effort from both government
organisations and public conservation funding. The latter perspective suggests there is potential
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to manipulate taxonomic status in order in order to improve conservation status. While such
tactics are always decried by scientists, they are also recognised to occur, with discussions of the
‘conservation species concept’ (Gamauf et al. 2005) and the ‘geopolitical species concept’ (Karl
and Bowen 1999) highlighting the possibility of upgrading subspecies and of species retaining
their status despite lacking convincing evidence, respectively. The increasing importance of
ecotourism to conservation also potentially adds another reason to manipulate taxonomy, since
uniqueness and conservation status are important attracting factors for international tourists.
Ecotourism has been widely promoted as a conservation strategy, through the provision of
funding to protect species. Among the specific principles proposed by the Quebec Declaration
on Ecotourism is that ecotourism ‘contributes actively to the conservation of natural and cultural
heritage’ (UNEP/WTO 2002). The difficulties of achieving this goal in practice are highlighted
by the way many ecotourism studies take a narrow view of what is involved in the nonconsumptive use of the environment, by focusing almost exclusively on impacts that affect the
species involved, and ignoring changes to the environment wrought by the ecotourism itself.
Achieving this principle is also problematic when ecotourism operators seek to create an
ecotourist aesthetic that may treat prehistoric humans as part of nature while attempting to
expunge evidence of recent human occupation. Thus, attention needs to be paid to the whole
ecotourism package and not just the benefits for or impacts on the species involved.
Geographical studies of endangered species have typically highlighted the importance of
conservation status, looking at the ways that status has been used as proxies by environmentalists
to protect particular habitats and landscapes. Conservation status is important because, as
Haraway notes ‘saving the endangered [species]’ has emerged as a ‘rhetorical gold standard’, yet
there appears to have been less attention paid to the way species classifications are achieved in
practice. I would suggest that in some situations the taxonomic status of a taxon is just as
important as its conservation status, since without recognition as a distinctive taxon, the entity
may no longer be eligible for any conservation status, which was potentially the fate of the
Preble’s mouse. In the next chapter, I elaborate an actor-network theory approach to the study of
science paying particular attention to the way scientific facts are socially and materially
constructed using various scientific methods and consequently enact different species
classifications.
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‘Turning over interesting stones’: actor-networks and material
semiotic theory and methodology
A set of practices for inquiring, turning over interesting stones, tracing links,
and most of all, of following unexpected leads and connections. … If the
material semiotics of after-actor-network theory is anything at all for me, then it
is a form of attentiveness and respect to the world (Law 2007: 4).

5.1 Introduction
The three previous chapters have all, in various ways, looked at why people might develop
attachments to particular landscapes, buildings and species, and how they are classified. This
chapter is focused on studying how people attempt to influence decisions being made about those
landscapes, buildings and species. The first six sections elaborate the conceptual and
methodological toolkit offered by a strand of science studies known as actor-network theory for
understanding scientific practices and environmental disputes. While the final two sections
explore the methodological implications of adopting the actor-network theory dictum to ‘follow
the actors’, and the sources of data used in this study.
After briefly introducing the field of science studies and identifying the strand of actor-network
theory as the most useful for this study, Sections 5.3 and 5.4 explore actor-network theory’s
distinctive characterisations of, first, what constitutes an actor and how they might have agency,
and second, how the social is understood and ordered into networks. Section 5.5 shifts the focus
on to how science is done in practise, using the concepts of inscriptions, modalities and
hinterlands. Inscription devices transform material substance into useable data, modalities trace
the facticity of that data, and hinterlands are the scientific backgrounds with which factual claims
need to align. Chapters 8 and 9 utilise these concepts to explore the classification of an
endangered species of penguin and heritage baches, respectively. I will argue that scientific and
other practices involved in the processes of classification are a subtle and effective ways of
exerting power. Consequently, Section 5.6 examines actor-network theory’s approach to the
contentious concept of power. Actor-network theorists argue that nobody acts alone and that we
always need allies if we hope to be successful, but those allies can be all manner of non-humans
and inanimate things. Section 5.7 elaborates Michel Callon’s notion of translation, which offers
an analytic framework for understanding how what can be described as an imbroglio, is held
together, and also explores some of the framework’s shortcomings. Translation underpins the
analysis of how the classifications of endangered species and heritage baches are enrolled into the
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broader dispute between the Penguin Parade and Bach holder networks, which forms the focus
of Chapter 10.
Although it sounds simple, ‘following the actors’ is far from straightforward. First, because actornetwork theory dramatically expands the number of potential actors, and second, with so many
actors you cannot be everywhere at once and there will always be situations where it is
inappropriate to follow them, thus, such an approach requires a wide range of methods. Section
5.8 sets out the tribulations of trying to follow the actors, and discusses ethical issues, particularly
around retaining the anonymity of respondents. While Section 5.9 discusses the methods used in
my study, which included participant observation coupled with analysis of planning evidence and
decisions, in-depth interviews, and analysis of scientific papers, as well as stories and letters in
local media. A combination of these methods allows me to illuminate why people become
attached to landscapes, buildings and particular species, and follow how classifications are used to
prioritise some people’s attachments. This involves paying close attention to the scientific and
other practices of classification.

5.2 Studying scientific practices
The study of scientific practices has quite a recent history. Until the 1960s the disciplines studying
science were not particularly interested in the content of science. Historians and philosophers of
science tended to treat science as a cognitive and formally rational set of activities. These
formalisms, laws and theories of science were ‘emphasised at the expense embodied skills
(including perceptions), craft work, laboratory manipulation, and apprenticeship’ (Law 2008:
628). Whereas the sociology of science, which in America developed out of the sociology of
occupations, consequently focused on how science was organised, including reward systems,
stratification and status attainment issues (Hess 1997). Science was seen as just another
occupation, and sociologists adopted a similar stance to Talcott Parsons’ stance on medicine,
which ceded technical competence to medical practitioners, while the sociologist’s own
competence allowed them to talk about jobs, functions and specialisms (see Mol 2002: 10).
John Law suggests that the publication of Thomas Kuhn’s landmark (philosophical) history of
science The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962) provided the key impetus for a whole new field
of study that combined the topics of science, technology and society (STS), because rather than
seeing science as a ‘special form of truth lying outside normal social practice’ (2008: 626) it
conceived of science as a form of ‘culture’ whose informal, tacit, embodied and practical features
were open to investigation. These were seen as at least as important as the explicit theories and
formalisms that tended to concern an earlier generation of philosophers. Kuhn also grounded
science in particular spaces and times through the use of case studies. As Michel Callon, writing
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in 1980, puts it; ‘in the space or a few short years the centre of interest in the sociology of
sciences has radically shifted. … [Sociologists of science] no longer confine their interest to a
study of how institutions work, or the rules governing competition, or network or community
organisation. Increasingly, they are investigating the content of science itself’ (1980: 197). This
new field rapidly diversified into a number of strands under a variety of banners (for
introductions to this diversity see Hess 1997; Sismondo 2004; Yearley 2005); including the
sociology of scientific knowledge (SSK)(see Bloor 1976; Barnes 1977)24; the social construction of
technology (SCOT), which suggested that technologies could be treated as forms of material
culture that are shaped by the operation of social interests (see Bijker, Hughes, and Pinch 1987);
and studies of large technical systems, such as electrification (Hughes 1983), which relied on
relational logic to show that the electricity supply network was an ‘artful combination of
transmission lines, generators, coal supplies, voltages, incandescent filaments, legal manoeuvres,
laboratory calculations, political muscle, financial instruments, technicians, laboratory assistants
and salesmen’ (Law 2009a: 143). The network was therefore a system which worked, Hughes
argued, because of the way Edison was able to engineer the entities together.
Yet, not all systems do hold together, and the development of actor-network theory (ANT),
arguably the most influential strand of STS can, in part, be seen as an attempt to explore the
problem of system failure. Michel Callon’s (1980) study of the ‘failure’ of a project to build an
‘electric vehicle’ illuminated a key problem for the (then) nascent actor-network theory: ‘how can
we describe socially and materially heterogeneous systems in all their fragility and obduracy?’
(Law 2009a: 143). Another key ingredient of actor-network theory (written before the term was
invented) was Latour and Woolgar’s (1979) (1986)25 formative laboratory ethnography Laboratory
Life: the Social Construction of Scientific Facts. This was the first major study to investigate factbuilding in a laboratory in any theoretical tradition. It drew from a variety of resources including
semiotics and ethnomethodology, to propose an account of the ways in which ‘facts move
through modalities as they gather allies to become more and more solid and less and less attached
to the contingencies that generated them in the first place’ (Law 2000: np). I explore Latour and
Woolgar’s approach to fact-building in Section 5.5. But we also need some understanding of how
conventional science derives its power.

24

The sociology of scientific knowledge centred primarily on a group of philosophers, historians and sociologists based at
Edinburgh’s Science Studies Unit. They explored how science was conducted in practice at the intersection of natural
phenomena, social interests and prior cultural resources, drawing in part on micro-sociologies including symbolic
interactionism with a key methodological ‘principle of symmetry’, which demanded that true knowledge should be
explained in the same terms as false knowledge.
25 Between the two editions ‘social’ was removed from the title because they argued it only had meaning as one part of a
binary opposition, whereas they contended ‘all interactions are social’ (1986:281).
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Science studies researchers argue that to understand the power of modern science requires
examining the birth of science in the 17th century. For example, the sociology of scienceinfluenced historians Shapin and Schaffer (1985) dissected the 1660s dispute between Robert
Boyle and Thomas Hobbes over how Boyle’s air-pump experimental claims were to be
authenticated as knowledge. They showed how the scientific experiment became possible in postrestoration England because practitioners developed reliable ways of trusting one another to
witness and report on experiments. Their argument is that trust depended on the simultaneous
creation of three technologies. First, a modest literary style of writing about matters of fact,
which did not include expressions of personal opinion. Second, appropriate forms of laboratory
experimentation in specific locations. Third, the designation of a class of reliable witnesses which
was essentially restricted to men of independent means (Shapin 1984). These technologies of
‘modest witnessing’ still frame much of twenty-first century science. Law (2008: 633) suggests
they help to ‘explain why in scientific papers the voice is passive, the figure of the author tends to
disappear, and nature appears to speak for itself’. Donna Haraway (1997) argues that this is both
gendered and profoundly immodest, since it ‘conceals the circumstances that produce this form
of witnessing and the object that is being witnessed’ (Law 2008: 633). Haraway’s (1988) concept
of ‘situated knowledge’ argues for the located character of truth claims, in opposition to
‘unmarked knowledge’ characterised by a presumption of objectivity that usually obfuscates their
social embeddedness. Latour (1999b: 86 original emphasis) insists, however, that the project of
science studies is ‘not to state a priori that there exists “some connection” between science and
society, because the existence of this connection depends on what the actors have done or not done to establish it’.
Science studies does, however, offer the conceptual and analytical tools for tracing these
connections when they exist, and allows one to follow the struggles of those who would tie the
Gordian knot of science and politics tighter. Latour argues that, rather than looking for society
‘hidden in, behind or underneath the sciences’ we should ask some simple questions;
In a given period, how long can you follow a policy before having to deal with the detailed
content of science? How long can you examine the reasoning of a scientist before having to
get involved in the details of a policy? A minute? A century? An eternity? A second? All we
ask of you is not to cut away the thread when it leads you, through a series of imperceptible
transitions, from one type of element to another (1999b: 87).

The answers to Latour’s questions count as data for anyone interested in understanding the
imbroglio of people and of things. Importantly, they can be seen to underpin the idea of
following the actors in actor-network theory. But in thinking about each of the words in
approach’s title, we need to investigate who or what counts as an actor, how we should think
about the social in network-building activities, and how theory is conceived. This is because each
of these words has distinctive meanings for actor-network theorists.
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5.3 Actors, actants, agency and theory
The first sub-section explores the key arguments around what constitutes theory as seen by actornetwork theorists, while the second sub-section looks at whom or what can be an actor in actornetwork theory and compares actor-network theory’s take on theory and actors with more
conventional approaches in the social sciences.

5.3.1 Theory
The use of the term ‘theory’ in relation to actor-network theory is highly contentious. This is in
part because the leading protagonists, Bruno Latour, John Law, Michel Callon and latterly
Annemarie Mol distance themselves from conventional ideas of what a theory should entail,
although their views are far from stable. Indeed, Latour has distanced himself from all three
words, without forgetting the hyphen (Latour 1999a), as well as suggesting (following Lynch) that
actant-rhizome ontology might be a more appropriate name, only to reclaim all the original terms
subsequently (Latour 2005). While John Law now prefers the name ‘material semiotics’ (adopted
from Donna Haraway 1991), because it ‘better catches the openness, uncertainty, revisability,
and diversity of the most interesting work’ (Law 2009a: 142). This work overlaps with other
intellectual traditions, and these ‘successor projects are located in many different case studies,
practices, and locations done in many different ways, and draw on a range of theoretical sources’
(2009a: 142) Law suggests that, whereas conventional theories usually try to ‘explain why
something happens’, actor-network theory is descriptive, preferring to tell ‘stories about “how”
relations assemble or don’t’ (2009a: 141). In a recent overview of actor-network theory
Annemarie Mol (2010: 261) takes a very similar stance, suggesting that ANT takes the form of an
exploratory repertoire rather than a conventional theory;
if you link up with it you learn sensitising terms, ways of asking questions and techniques for
turning issues inside out or upside down. … In “linking up with ANT” the art is not to
repeat and confirm, but to seek out cases that contrast with those that came earlier. … The
point is not to fight until a single pattern holds, but to add on ever more layers, and enrich
the repertoire.

She suggests that the theoretical repertoires offered by actor-network theory are akin to those
used by amateurs of music, drugs or wine, in that they allow researchers to ‘attune themselves to
the world, to learn to be affected by it’. Consequently, Mol suggests, that the repertoires resemble
‘the props, equipment, knowledge and skills assembled by other amateurs’ and they help ‘train
researchers’ perceptions and perceptiveness, senses and sensitivity’ (2010: 262). For Mol then,
ANT is not a “theory” unless, in typical actor-network fashion, we radically alter the meaning of
the term “theory”, so that it becomes ‘something that helps scholars to attune to the world, to see
and hear and feel and taste it’ (2010: 262). Similarly, John Law also argues for the methodological
rather than theoretical import of actor-network theory. He sees the approach as useful for
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sensitising the researcher to the world around her or him and suggests that material semiotics
might be better understood as a methodological toolkit;
a set of practices for inquiring, turning over interesting stones, tracing links, and most of all,
of following unexpected leads and connections … in this way of thinking, it is a set of
devices and tools for detailing connections that may, and indeed often do, run counter to
common sense. But most of all … I imagine it quite informally but also rather deeply as a set
of embodied sensibilities. If the material semiotics of after-actor-network theory is anything at
all for me, then it is a form of attentiveness and respect to the world (Law 2007: 4 original
emphasis).

This ‘alternative, modest, and embodied epistemology based … [upon] learning to be affected by
the world in partial and situated contexts’ (Lorimer 2009: 350) shares an affinity with
developments in phenomenology and performance studies, which in concert, can be seen to have
inspired recent work in more-than-human and non-representational geography. It is these
connections that I draw on for my study. Thus one strand of my thesis has, for instance,
developed from tracing the links between 1960s articles on penguin taxonomy, recent
conservation biology conferences and presentations to city council meetings, while another
focuses on the embodied experiences of baches.
This later approach of material semiotics differs somewhat from earlier versions of actor-network
theory, which took little interest in embodied capacities, focusing instead on technology (Thrift
1996). Latour argued that explanation relied solely on the process of description, thus; ‘[i]f we
display a socio-technical network we have no need to look for additional causes. The explanation
emerges once the description is saturated’ (1991: 129). While the notion of ‘saturated description’
is beguiling (Cloke et al. 2004), it raises the difficulty of how to decide what entities are part of
the network because there are potentially ‘thousands of entities that might be considered to have
an influence upon the network. Where do we draw the limits, or do we accept the network as
infinite’ (Woods 1998:337). While Latour’s claim might seem overweening, the commitment to
description is one of the practical links ANT shares with ethnomethodology (Latour 1996b),
whose ‘singular descriptions of events, of practices, of phenomena’, are crucial for avoiding the
reductive power of theory, where ‘terms such as Westernisation and globalisation [are invoked] as
end-point explanations’ (Laurier 2003: 1522). Thus, descriptions made by the analyst:
are not singularly correct, indefeasible descriptions, just ones good enough to count as
adequate descriptions of what they claim to be describing. With a description like that in
hand the possibility comes about of exploring how such a thing is possible. … to showing
how reason is assembled as an historical formation, how order, reason, proof, DNA-testing,
or economics are possible. Not saying, roughly, ‘power explains reason’, or ‘market
behaviour is explained by economics’ (Laurier 2003: 1522).

This an important insight for my study because, although I am interested in power, Laurier points
to the necessity of showing, in detail, how reason, proof and classifications are assembled as a
precursor to understanding power. It also highlights that although other descriptions are always
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possible, careful assembling helps to develop a description that is good enough. I now move on
to discuss who or what is involved in that assembling.

5.3.2 Actors, actants and agency
There is a long tradition in the social sciences that the category of actor is restricted to a
particular type of human (Cerulo 2009). In contrast, actors or actants in actor-network theory and
material semiotics are defined simply in terms of doing something. They make a difference and,
crucially, they do not have to be human (Mol 2010). Cerulo (2009: 533) notes that, ‘[a]mong
those who prioritize interaction as a vehicle of understanding the social, the majority define such
an exchange as a strictly human endeavor’. She sets out five criteria that are often deemed to be
the minimal requirements to be considered an actor; 1) consciousness, an engaged awareness, which
Cerulo notes, potentially serves to exclude fatigued, sleeping or absentminded humans as well as
animals and other nonhuman entities; 2) intention, seen as ‘the ability to target one’s actions in
ways that alter situations and maximize the achievement of goals’ (Cerulo 2009: 532), which
nonhumans are deemed incapable of. For instance, Cerulo uses the illustration of talking to a
friend’s dog, which for Goffman (1990 [1959]) does not imply true interaction. Instead, the dog
is seen as a ‘prop to gain favour with its owner or to create brackets and pauses within social
interaction’ (2009: 532); 3) self-identity, a ‘reflexiveness that results in the recognition of one’s
personhood’, which again nonhumans are seen as incapable of; 4) other-directedness, where
participants in the world cannot just observe, ‘they must plan to affect a response’ (2009: 533); 5)
communication via language, as Mol and Mesman point out; the mastery of language is central to
humanist social scientists, and distinguishes humans from non-humans. ‘Thus language is at the
core of the methodological appeal always to listen to what people say, instead of getting stuck in
just watching what they’re doing’ (1996: 424 original emphasis).
These criteria, taken together, provide a powerful normative stance, but actor-network theory
proposes a different normative framework. It prioritises describing how the world is arranged,
which decentres the human subject and is just as interested in watching how people relate to the
things around them as it is in listening to what they say (see Law 2011). Actor-network theory,
therefore, conceives an actor quite differently, and proposes that:
An actor acts. It, he, she does something, makes a difference. If the actor were eliminated
from its setting, it would take others a lot of work to replace these actions. Although actors
never form a starting point (they are made to be by other actors …) the question [actornetwork theory] asks [is] not where the activities of actors come from, but rather where they
go: effects are crucial. Not goals, not ends, but all kinds of effects, surprising ones included
(Mol 2010: 255).

Thus Munro (2009: 126) notes that actor-network theory ‘broadens time-honoured conceptions
of agency away from human consciousness’. Mol (2010) uses the example of a door, which allows
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human egress and ingress while excluding the elements, but which would require a lot of effort to
break down and build up again if it were not there. Similarly, a doorbell requires you to answer it
or ignore it – one has to make a decision and respond (Cerulo 2009). As she points out:
[t]he actant need not intend to make things happen; it need not be conscious of what has
happened or become reflexive about the action. Indeed, the things the actant makes happen
may not involve any special capabilities tied to humanness. It is the initiation of the actionreaction chain that is key, not the motivations behind it (2009: 534).

A defining moment of what would later be called actor-network theory came with recognising
that not only people become part of a network, but formerly non-social objects (for example,
microbes, scallops, and reefs) ‘insisted on occupying the strange position of being associated with
the former social entities we were trying to describe’ (Latour 2005: 106 original emphasis). The
actor-network theorists’ response, as we shall see in the next section, was to expand the concept
of the social so that such objects were welcomed into social theory as actors. What counts as an
actor has to be determined in the course of the interactions. Thus, under the principle of free
association the observer ‘must abandon all a priori distinctions between natural and social events’
(Callon 1986: 200). Instead the boundary between natural and social must be seen as the ‘result of
analysis rather than its point of departure’ (1986: 201). Therefore, to trace which entities are
mobilised in the process of actors’ discussions, Callon suggests that:
[I]nstead of imposing a pre-established grid of analysis upon these [entities], the observer
follows the actors in order to identify the manner in which these define and associate the
different elements by which they build and explain their world, whether it be social or natural
(1986: 201).

John Law (2004: 102) points out that this is an ontological argument about what the world is,
which proposes that the world ‘arises in the course of interactions between different actors …
Actors are entities, human or otherwise, that happen to act. They are not given, but they emerge
in relations’. The stance about whom or what can be an actor or actant is not an ethical one but
an analytical one (Law 1994: 159). One that seeks ‘to attune to reality differently … [and] opens
up the possibility of seeing, hearing, sensing and then analysing the social life of things – and thus
of caring about, rather than neglecting them’ (Mol 2010: 255). Thus, all manner of material and
non-human entities at Boulder Bay can be conceived as actants. For instance, predator-proof
fences do significant work that it is difficult replace, but so do car parks, up-graded tracks,
floodlights, grandstands and helicopters. Penguins and ferrets are actants, but so are the baches,
and as we saw in Chapter 2, so are the processes of corrosion and rot.
Critiques of some actor-network theory studies argue that they are ‘centred’, ‘managerialist’ or
even ‘military’ in character, as they present humans as flattened out, calculating, manipulative
actors, while at the same time their emotions are downplayed (Whittle and Spicer 2008; Laurier
and Philo 1999; Star 1991). For instance, in their review of Latour’s (1996a) study of a guided
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transportation system for Paris, Aramis, or the love of technology, Laurier and Philo (1999) suggest
that people are seen as basically ‘cybernetic’ not ‘cyborg’ beings:
They spend their days calculating tacitly, reflexively, jointly, responsively, the pros and cons
of taking stands, making statements, pursuing courses of action, fighting measured wars by
other means; and they are decidedly not emotional, passionate, irrational, tub-thumping,
lustful, wasteful, ‘real crappy human beings’. The latter aspects of being human, of being
distinctively human even if not comprising exclusively human traits, appear to be almost
wholly written out of Latour’s vision (1999: 1063).

While this reflects the portrayal of humans in Aramis, Latour also portrays ‘hesitating business
owners’, ‘conquerors trembling with fever’, ‘tinkering scientists’ and ‘stuttering and fearful
politicians’ (1993: 125-126). It seems to me that Hitchings (2003) is right when he suggests that
how humans are characterised in actor-network informed studies are as much a result of ‘the
particular deployment of actor network ideas as they are of the ideas themselves’ (2003: 110).
Hitchings suggests that geography’s (and actor-network studies more generally) tendency to focus
on institutional settings means that humans are likely to act in deliberate ways; ‘to talk of
strategies and engineering things might be easy in actor network language. However, it is also
easy within a professional context’ (2003: 110). So while some actors might be seen as strategic,
Mol suggests this is not the only possibility. For instance, others may attempt to downplay their
achievements, while amateurs may seek to attune to, or be receptive to music, thus each new case
may suggest different lessons about what an ‘actor’ might be. The point made by Mol about
actors in actor-network theory is;
not to replace one “theory of action” with another … not to purify the repertoire, but to
enrich it. To add layers and possibilities. In this tradition, then, terms are not stripped clean
until clarity is maximised. Rather than consistency, sensitivity is appreciated as a strength.
This means it is not possible to pin down exactly what an “actor” is made to be in “ANT”.
ANT does not define the term “actor”. Instead it plays with it (2010: 257).

One of the main reasons for using actor-network theory to study the Boulder Bay case is thus to
enrich the repertoire of potential actors, and make the argument for why they should be
considered as actors, rather than delimiting who can be an actor. But how does this enlarged
number of actors form a network? In order to do this we also need to reconsider how the social
is conceptualised.

5.4 Networks of the social
Rethinking how actors are conceived also entails a reimagining of what constitutes the social and
how it hangs together in a network. Along with extending who can be an actor, Law suggests
ANT’s version of the ‘social’ tends to undo another in ‘a series of distinctions that are
foundational in most Euro-American orderings of the world’ (Law 2011: 6). Addressing the
second of these distinctions, actor-network theorists’ ‘aim is to rethink the nature of society away
from its anthropocentric legacy and return locutions of “the social” to their wider planetary and
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cultural contexts’ (Munro 2009: 125). This involves shifting away from the idea of ‘social ties’
towards the original etymology of the word ‘socius’: that of ‘someone following someone else’, a
‘follower’, an ‘associate’ (Latour 2005: 108). For Latour, the ‘[s]ocial is nowhere in particular as a
thing among other things but may circulate everywhere as a movement connecting non-social
things’ (2005: 107 original emphasis). To elaborate on this, Bruno Latour uses the extended
analogy of the supermarket, where he argues that;
most often in social sciences, ‘social’ designates a type of link: it’s taken as the name of a
specific domain, a sort of material like straw, mud, string, wood, or steel. In principle, you
could walk into some imaginary supermarket and point at a shelf full of ‘social ties’, whereas
other aisles would be stocked with ‘material’, ‘biological’, ‘psychological’ and ‘economical’
connections. For ANT … the definition of the term is different: it doesn’t designate a
domain of reality or some particular item, but rather is the name of a movement, a
displacement, a transformation, a translation, an enrolment. It is an association between
entities which are in no way recognizable as being social in the ordinary manner, except during
the brief moment when they are reshuffled together. To pursue the metaphor of the
supermarket, we would call ‘social’ not any specific shelf or aisle, but the multiple
modifications made throughout the whole place in the organization of all the goods – their
packaging, their pricing, their labelling – because those minute shifts reveal to the observer
which new combinations are explored and which paths will be taken (what later will be
defined as a ‘network’). Thus, social, for ANT, is the name of a type of momentary
association which is characterized by the way it gathers together into new shapes (2005: 6465 original emphasis).

This reworked definition therefore radically redefines what is considered ‘social’. The third
distinction that actor-network theory seeks to undo, recasts the structure agency dualism by
treating social structure as a verb not a noun; ‘structure is not free-standing, like scaffolding on a
building site, but a site of struggle, a relational effect that recursively generates and reproduces
itself’ (Law 1992: 385-386). Thus, for actor-network theory explanatory structures such as ‘modes
of production’, ‘classes’, ‘interests’, ‘are not treated as carriers of events but rather as a set of effects
arising from a whole complex of relations’ (Thrift 1996: 24). Fourth, in telling stories about actornetworks, ANT theorists also erode the analytical distinctiveness of the macro and micro social
(Law 1994). As Law and Mol (1995: 276-277 original emphasis) note, discussing Callon’s (1980)
study of an electric vehicle, ‘the bits and pieces achieve significance in relation to others: the electric
vehicle is a set of relations between electrons, accumulators, fuel cells, laboratories, industrial
companies, municipalities, and consumers; it is nothing more’. But what they highlight is that each
of these ‘nodes-that-are-really-networks’ could also be deconstructed as they are all sets of more
or less precarious relational effects that can’t be said to ‘exist in and of themselves’. Rather they
are constituted in the networks of which they form a part.
Hence actor-network theory adopts a semiotic metaphor. Instead of ‘meaning’ being derived in
relation to other words as in conventional semiotics, ‘the elements in a material semiotic network
allow each other to work or to do things’ (Hinchliffe 2007: 54). For instance, it is not just the
word but the ‘very phenomenon of “fish” that is taken to exist thanks to its relations’ (Mol 2010:
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257). Thus, the temperature and pH of the water it swims in, the food it eats, its predators and
diseases and so on, all contribute to its existence. It is important to state, though, that fish are not
caused by their surroundings – ‘[c]ausal explanations usually remove activity from what is “being
caused”. In a network, by contrast, actors, while being enacted by what is around them, are still
active’ (Mol 2010: 257-258).
Because ANT actors are afforded their ability to act by what is around them, when the network
they are embedded in falters, they might as well. For instance, if the water temperature at a fish
farm exceeds a critical level the network will stop working. As Mol (2010: 258) notes, ‘faltering
electricity supplies are all it takes for high-tech networks to collapse’. In the case of the Penguin
Parade, the network may be compromised by the smallest hole in a predator-proof fence,
changing water temperatures can reduce local fish stocks that the penguins feed on, or an
earthquake can close the access roads. One of the implications of these insights is that, in order
to sustain a network, the processes of association require constant effort. Thrift suggests this is
obvious from a brief perusal of the Yellow Pages sections on maintenance and repairers (1996:
23). There is always ongoing work required to keep a network functioning.
However, networks may not be the only answer. For instance, in the treatment of anaemia in
rural Africa the ‘precarious syntax’ of a laboratory requires enormous resources to hang together,
for example, if the electricity fails, the refrigerated samples are ruined. Yet because the laboratory
network is unsustainable, fluid methods that rely on clinical techniques may be adopted instead.
These do not require high-tech equipment (which determines presence of a disease based on a
reading above or below a particular threshold), but rather rely on skilful clinical judgement. For
instance, a nurse checking the paleness of eyelids and nail beds of a patient does not depend on
sharp thresholds and the stable syntax of a network. Thus, it is possible to think ‘that their ability
to act is afforded to them by a context that is adaptable and varied and behaves in a more fluid
way’ (Mol 2010: 259). A somewhat analogous situation occurs with penguin population
surveying, where the presence or absence of a penguin does not constitute a sharp threshold.
This is because presence is based on evidence of recent activity rather than actual sightings. Thus,
the relative strength of smell, and evidence of varying amounts of traffic allows the recent
presence of an estimated number of birds to be inferred.
These studies also highlight a fifth distinguishing feature of ANT related to ontology or ‘what is’.
Actor-network theorists and material semioticians argue that rather than there being a single
reality out there, realities are multiple. This argument has been made most prominently by
Annemarie Mol (2002) in her study of atherosclerosis in lower leg arteries. She contends that
different atheroscleroses are done in different practices, and those practices ‘participate in the
enactment of those realities’ (Law 2004:45). Thus atherosclerosis is enacted in numerous ways; as
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the pain articulated by a patient in a GP’s clinic, and illustrated by the pain-free walking distance;
in the radiology department, where two techniques are used; angiography involves X-raying dyes
in the blood vessels, while the duplex utilises ultrasound; in the operating theatre surgeons can
see how the thickened intima prevents blood flow, and their skills and tools enable the debris
blocking the intima to be stripped out; and in an amputated leg atherosclerosis is enacted under a
microscope. Each method produces its own atherosclerosis, and therefore there can sometimes
be contradictions in the results of various methods, with results of the duplex preferred to
angiography, while surgery is considered the ‘gold standard’ (Law 2004). Thus;
in practice the disease is no longer one. Followed while being enacted atherosclerosis
multiplies – for practices are many. But the ontology that comes with equating what is with
what is done is not of a pluralist kind. The manyfoldedness of objects enacted does not imply
their fragmentation. Although atherosclerosis in the hospital comes in different versions,
these somehow hang together. A single patient tends to be supplied, if not with a single
disease, then at least with a single treatment decision. Clinical findings, pressure
measurement, social inquiries, duplex outcomes, and angiographic images are all brought
together in the patient’s file. Together they support the conclusion to treat invasively – or
not to do so. This, then, is what I would like the term multiple to convey: that there is
manyfoldedness, but not pluralism. In the hospital the body (singular) is multiple (many). The
drawing together of a diversity of objects that go by a single name involves various modes of
coordination (Mol 2002: 83-84)

There appear to be a number of parallels between the multiple practices of determining the
existence of a disease and the practices involved in determining whether an entity or population
should be considered a separate species. Quite different methods have evolved over time, which
measure different dimensions of speciesness. While ‘character concordance’ (Wilson and Brown
1953) has long been called for, different methods still tell conflicting stories, and there is no
straightforward hierarchy of which method is most appropriate, although phylogenetics are
increasingly seen as the gold standard. The various competing species concepts, however, attempt
to assert their own particular hierarchy of methods. But those methods are best thought of as
enacting a multiplicity, which in complex cases can only be adjudicated on by negotiating experts.
These negotiations, however, are likely to be more fraught than the doctors coordinating
treatment options, because the life or death of an individual patient requires compassion and
cooperation, while the implications of species status for a taxon may be quite contentious and
far-reaching. To understand some of the reasons why that adjudicating might be fraught it is
necessary to pay closer attention to how the multiple methods involved in the practice of
taxonomy enact multiplicity. In the next section I explore how scientific inscription devices are
used to transform material substances into usable data, how that data achieves factual status as it
passes through various stages of facticity losing its modalities on the way, and how the hinterland
of science adjudicates on those facts.
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5.5 Inscriptions, modalities and hinterlands
The ethnographers French anthropologist Bruno Latour and English sociologist Steve Woolgar,
approached the scientists of the Salk Institute as though they were a remote tribe with their own
culture, beliefs and practices, and investigated how this ‘tribe of scientists’ actually produce
scientific knowledge (Latour and Woolgar 1986: 17). Their ethnography is particularly interested
in materiality, or the way in which all manner of material things combine and recombine; for
instance, they pay attention to how a chemistry laboratory is laid out architecturally (see Latour
and Woolgar 1986: 46), but also how things –
energy, money, chemicals, people, animals, instruments, tools, supplies, and papers of all
kinds, move into the laboratory. At the same time, people and (different) papers and maybe
instruments, together with debris and waste move out (Law 2004: 19).

The main product of this work, Latour and Woolgar (1986) suggest, is the scientific journal
article, whose production combines texts emanating from outside the laboratory (other peoples’
research) with those texts that originate from within the laboratory. The latter are produced by
what Latour and Woolgar (1986: 51) call ‘inscription devices’, which are a key way of producing
usable data out of materials that take other forms.

5.5.1 Inscriptions
Inscription devices are extremely variable because the types of potential data vary enormously.
While they are often machines in the laboratory, out in the field they might involve maps, aerial
photos, weighing scales, score cards, sampling schemes, and identification tags (Latour 1999). In
general terms an inscription device is ‘a set of arrangements for labelling, naming and counting. It
is a set of arrangements for converting relations from non-trace-like to trace-like form ’ (Law 2004: 29
original emphasis). The importance of inscription devices is, Latour and Woolgar (1986: 51)
argue, that they can ‘transform material substance into a figure or a diagram’ which is then usable
by one of the scientists, who regard the inscriptions as having a direct relationship to the original
substance. The final diagram or curve thus ‘provides the focus of discussion about properties of
the substance. The intervening material activity and all the aspects of what is often a prolonged
and costly process are bracketed off in discussions about what the figure means’. The diagram
becomes the starting point for comparing and contrasting with other similar diagrams in the
published literature. Latour and Woolgar suggest that the practices of the laboratory can,
therefore, start to be understood by recognising;
the essential similarity between the inscription capabilities of apparatus, the manic passion
for marking, coding, and filing, and the literary skills of writing, persuasion, and discussion.
Thus, the observer could even make sense of such obscure activities as a technician grinding
the brains of rats, by realising the eventual end product of such activity might be a highly
valued diagram. Even the most complicated jumble of figures might eventually end up as
part of some argument between “doctors” (1986: 51-52).
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In taxonomy all manner of inscription devices are used. For example, in penguin taxonomy these
include the measurement and study of coloration of dried skins in 19th century European
museums (see Finsch 1874); the measurement of bills, flippers and weights in Kinsky and Falla’s
(1976) morphometric analysis, and the use of genetic material extracted from feathers which is
amplified by polymerase chain reaction using a Perkin Elmer 2400 thermal cycler, and further
analysed using ‘maximum likelihood analysis’ to produce a phylogenetic tree (see Banks et al.
2002). I further elaborate on these competing inscriptions in the fourth section of Chapter 8. But
inscription devices are not restricted to the sciences. The example of the Auckland City Council
heritage evaluation sheet I discussed in Chapter 3 can also be seen as an inscription device
because it takes a mass of data and converts it into a more usable form, in this case a single
number. But as my discussion showed, there is a substantial amount of contingency involved in
achieving that number.
Bruno Latour (1999b) has further elaborated the processes of inscription, in relation to fieldwork,
through his ethnographic study of scientists researching the Amazonian forest-savanna transition.
His work highlights how the performance of fieldwork involves successive mediations of
inscription devices. ‘Usually but not always inscriptions are two dimensional, superimposable, and
combinable. They are always mobile, that is, they allow new translations and articulations while
keeping some types of relations intact’ (1999b: 306-307). For example, ‘the earth becomes a
cardboard cube, words become paper, colors become numbers and so forth’ (1999b: 69). He
suggests the succession of stages can be extended in either direction but must remain traceable,
allowing for travel in both directions, because we can neither cut the line nor skip a sequence.
This mobility is why inscriptions are also sometimes called ‘immutable mobiles’. At each stage of
the engagement with data there is a process of transformation and creation, data is never just
data, something given, but rather it is an ‘achievement’ (Latour 1999b). These mediations each
involve a trade-off between losses or reduction (in terms of locality, particularity, materiality,
multiplicity, and continuity) and gains or amplification (in terms of compatibility, standardization,
text, calculation, circulation, and relative universality). For instance, the Munsell code, which is
used for classifying the colour of soil, allows the similar shades of brownish, purplish reds and
yellowish red soils to be given a number which distinguishes them – ‘the unique color of this
particular soil sample becomes a (relatively) universal number’ (1999b: 59), but;
[j]ust as we are able to ignore the volume of the sample in order to concentrate on the color
of the rectangle, we are soon able to ignore the color in order to conserve only the reference
number. Later, in the report, we will omit the number, which is too concrete, too detailed,
too precise, and retain only the horizon, the tendency (1999b: 61)
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For Latour, the implication of these transformations is to challenge the spatiality of knowledge
and its representation as universal. He argues that there is a radical gap between words and the
world that cannot be reduced through a search for correspondence. Instead, he argues that;
Our philosophical tradition has been mistaken in wanting to make phenomena the meeting
point between things-in-themselves and categories of human understanding. Realists,
empiricists, idealists, and assorted rationalists have fought ceaselessly among themselves
around this bipolar model. Phenomena, however, are not found at the meeting point between
things and the forms of the human mind; phenomena are what circulates all along the
reversible chain of transformations, at each step losing some properties to gain others that
render them compatible with already-established centres of calculation (1999b: 71-72 original
emphasis).

The notion of a ‘centre of calculation’ is elaborated in Latour (1987) whereby all the inscriptions
collected in the field can be brought together. For instance, in the ‘age of discovery’ these were
often European natural history museums or botanic gardens with their herbaria, where samples
collected from around the world could be aggregated, studied and compared. These centres of
calculation now include databases of genetic samples, satellite imaging, geological mapping and
census bureaus. Latour argues that such ‘centres of calculation’ allow the mobilised samples to be
assembled and contained. Importantly, they permit humans to ‘increasingly speak truthfully about
things’ (1999b: 101). Latour therefore suggests that studying the logistics of science is crucial to
understanding the logics of science;
[I]f we want to understand why [scientists] begin to speak more authoritatively and with
more assurance, we have to follow this mobilization of the world, thanks to which things
now present themselves in a form that renders them immediately useful in the arguments
that scientists have with their colleagues. Through this mobilization the world is converted
into arguments (1999b: 101-102).

Thus, nowadays penguin taxonomists can mobilize the world by drawing on databases of genetic
samples, with increasing sample sizes ostensibly providing greater reliability. Conversely, there is
also greater complexity, for as we saw in Chapter 4, there are always borderline decisions, and
methods do not make decisions, people do (see Banks et al. 2002; Banks et al. 2008; Baker et al.
2006; Peucker, Dann, and Burridge 2009). But how do we understand what it means to speak
more authoritatively, since, ‘left to their own devices human actions and words do not spread very far at
all’ (Law 1994: 24 original emphasis). The next section examines how statements progressively
become facts.

5.5.2 Modalities
Latour and Woolgar (1986) noticed that much of the time scientists were quite tentative in the
ways they spoke about the data derived from inscription devices and comparisons with other
published material in the process of producing convincing papers. They suggested that this
process concealed a paradox; ‘the function of literary inscription is the successful persuasion of
readers, but the readers are only fully convinced when all the sources of persuasion seem to have
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disappeared’ (1986: 76). The various operations of producing the text are seen as largely irrelevant
to ‘facts’ which emerge from the same operations;
There is, then, an essential congruence between a ‘fact’ and the successful operation of
various processes of literary inscription. A text or statement can thus be read as ‘containing’
or ‘being about a fact’ when readers are sufficiently convinced that there is no debate about it
and the processes of literary inscription are forgotten. Conversely, one way of undermining
the ‘facticity’ of a statement is by drawing attention to the (mere) processes of literary
inscription which make the fact possible (1986: 76).

To assess the fact-like qualities of statements Latour and Woolgar, somewhat confusingly, use the
term modalities which can be seen as qualifiers that may be aimed at strengthening one’s own
position vis-à-vis another technique or alternatively undermining the credibility of another’s
paper. They outline a five-fold classificatory scheme where type 5 statements are well-known,
unremarkable and noncontentious so-called facts, that are so taken-for-granted that they are
seldom made explicit, whereas type 4 statements are explicitly presented and often form part of
the accepted knowledge in teaching texts. Type 3 statements often appear in review articles,
usually indicated by the use of a reference, with modalities in the form of, for instance; ‘the
structure of Y was reported to be X’ (1986: 78). This is not the same as saying ‘the structure of Y is
X’, where the modality has been deleted. Type 2 statements are much more prevalent, and tend to
take the form of claims rather than established facts and draw attention to the generality of
available evidence. They take the form of appeals to ‘what is generally known’ or to ‘what might
reasonably be thought to be the case’ (1986: 79). They may also take the form of tentative
suggestions that are oriented towards further investigations. Type 1 statements are the most
speculative assertions or mere conjectures, which may turn up at the end of papers but are usually
in private conversations. For instance; ‘[t]here is also this guy in Colorado. They claim that they
have got a precursor for H’ (1986: 79). Latour and Woolgar suggest that activity in Salk
Laboratory had the effect of ‘transforming statements from one type to another’, so that:
The aim of the game was to create as many statements as possible of type 4 in the face of a
variety of pressures to submerge assertions in modalities such that they became artefacts. …
the objective was to persuade colleagues that they should drop all modalities used in relation
to a particular assertion and that they should accept and borrow this assertion as an
established matter of fact, preferably by citing the paper in which it appeared (1986: 81).

My research found that the type of modality used when discussing the species status of the whiteflippered penguin varied, depending on the context. These variations are examined in Chapter 8.
John Law’s (2004) concept of the hinterland is a useful theoretical concept for understanding
how these variations of context influenced the modalities that accompanied factual claims.
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5.5.3 Hinterlands
Law (2004) has developed the concept of the ‘hinterland’ to describe the character of other
related knowledge with which an assertion needs to be consistent with. His argument is that
‘realities (as well as knowledge of realities) depend on practices [and inscription devices] that
include or relate to a hinterland of other relevant practices – that in turn enact their own realities’ (
2009b: 241 original emphasis). For instance, a peer-reviewed scientific journal supposedly has an
extremely rigorous hinterland, hence it can cause a major scandal when articles are retracted, or
referees are found to have been duped, of which the controversy surrounding the Dutch
psychologist Diedrik Stapel (see Callaway 2011), or Sokal’s hoax of Social Text (see Sokal 2008)
are high profile examples. Yet, not all contexts that scientists speak in are as demanding of
precision. Combined with the notion of modalities, the idea of scientific hinterlands can help us
to understand the variable use of modalities in particular contexts, which is useful in this case
study for understanding the tentativeness of classification claims.
The concept of the hinterland extends that of modalities, because despite the emphasis on
language in Latour and Woolgar (1986), John Law argues that it is important to avoid seeing
science as primarily a literary exercise. He suggests this is misleading because both the natural and
social sciences work with statements of a particular provenance. ‘Thus, we can all dream up wish
lists about the character of reality, but without support from other statements or inscriptions of
an appropriate provenance they do not go very far’ (Law 2004: 28). In order to determine the
strength of a statement, in relation to its inscription devices, Law suggests, one might ask:
Do the practices in which these [statements] are embedded produce figures that can be
compared and tend to reinforce one another? If the answer is “yes” then the authority of the
statement increases. If it is “no”, then the statement is likely to enter the limbo of the mighthave-beens’ (Law 2004: 28-29).

Law argues that it is the character of this hinterland and its practices that determines what it is to
practise a specific branch of science. Thus, ‘science is an activity that involves the simultaneous
orchestration of a wide range of appropriate literary and material arrangements. It is about the
orchestration of suitable and sustainable hinterlands’ (Law 2004: 29 original emphasis).
In Chapter 8 I explore the practices involved in orchestrating a suitable and sustainable
hinterland in the field of taxonomy. I ask what sort of literary and material work is required to
enact a species. This involves following the uses of particular inscription devices and their
reception in various situations, as well as paying attention to the way modalities potentially
highlight the variable strength of the hinterland. I contend that practices involved in orchestrating
a suitable and sustainable hinterland can be seen as a way of exerting power. However, this focus
on machines and scientific techniques is at odds with how the contentious concept of power is
usually conceptualised. Accordingly, the next two sections examine; first, actor-network theory’s
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approach to power; and second, how that approach can be explored using the analytic framework
of translation.

5.6 ‘Be sober with power’26: ANT’s approach to power and translation
The concept of power may well be one of the most hotly contested in the social sciences (see for
example Clegg and Haugaard 2009; Lukes 1974; Poggi 2006; Allen 2003a; Poggi 2001; Hearn
2012). The sociologist Stewart Clegg (1989) suggests that there are two long-standing traditions
within social theory for understanding power; one attempts to delineate what power is ‘in
principle’, while the other follows how power is used ‘in practice’. Actor-network theorists draw
particularly on the latter tradition. Clegg argues that the dominant tradition, developing from
Hobbes, sought to legitimate a myth of order premised on sovereignty, while a subaltern tradition
descends from Machiavelli, who insists on following what is actually done rather than what
should be done. Clegg enlists Bauman’s (1987) distinction between ‘legislators’ and ‘interpreters’
to suggest that ‘where Hobbes and his successors may be said to have endlessly legislated on
what power is, Machiavelli and his successors may be said to have interpreted what power does’
(1989: 5). Clegg further elaborates on what distinguishes their approaches;
for Machiavelli power is conceived as pure expediency and strategy rather than as pure
instrumentality. While Hobbes would propose to legislate for a social contract, Machiavelli
would interpret a strategy; where Hobbes founds a discursive framework for the analysis of
power as motion, causality, agency and action, Machiavelli instead describes an ethnographic
research method for uncovering the rules of the game (1989: 31).

The author of The Prince ‘is cited approvingly by several actor-network theorists for his merciless
analysis of the tactics and strategies of power’ (Law 1992: 387), and Clegg suggests that ANT
theorists tend to ‘share an analytical focus on and fascination for shifting unstable alliances, a
concern for military strategy and a disinclination to believe in any single, originating and decisive
centre of power’ (1989: 6-7). But Latour (1988b) extends the machinations that have to be
followed. These include not only his collaborators and advisors, but also those who also say they
are the Prince, for which new allies constantly have to be enlisted, in order to resist. Latour also
highlights two other fronts which the modern Prince must manage. The first is what Machiavelli
calls the ‘people’ or what modern economists label ‘consumers’. This is the problem of how to
persuade people to follow the Prince, or consumers to purchase goods?
To what extremities is a Prince not led in order to interest, please, seduce, force, capture or
imprison consumers? How unreliable and feckless people are, always shifting from one
opinion to another, enslaved by fashion and passion’ (Latour 1988b: 26).

26

Latour (2005:260) describes this as an ANT slogan which suggests that we should ‘abstain as much as possible from using
the notion of power in case it backfires and hits your explanations instead of the target you are aiming for. There should be
no powerful explanation without checks and balances’.
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The second front, which Latour suggests, is often overlooked (although Machiavelli briefly
touched on it in his discussion of fortifications and weaponry) involves dealing with non-human
allies so they ‘have some relevance for establishing power. How to shape and fetch microbes,
electrons, atoms and to make them play a useful role in keeping men and women in place’
(Latour 1988b: 26). Thinking about the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade in Machiavellian terms
suggests that ‘competing princes’ might be competing penguin tourism operations or alternative
uses of the preferred site. Those who might be seduced away include; potential backers in council
and the Department of Conservation, tourism promoters, conservationists, among others. While
the non-human allies or enemies who need to be controlled include the penguins, ferrets,
predator-proof fences.
For Latour, however, power is a rather dubious concept because it only comes about through
allies acting on your behalf, but as he suggested in discussing Machiavelli; these allies involve all
sorts of nonhumans. This puts actor-network theory’s version of power fundamentally at odds
with a majority of theorists, who are convinced that ‘intentionality is definitional of agency’
(Hearn 2012: 93). Consequently intention has been regarded as an essential ingredient of any
definition of power. For these theorists the exercise of power is limited solely to humans, and
they argue that whatever else actor-network theory is talking about it is simply not talking about
power. In my view, it makes no sense to talk about exerting power without trying to take account
of the material networks of orderings and classifications which actions are embedded in. And it is
to this end that this thesis pays close attention to the inscription devices, as well as claims,
involved in constituting a species.
In order to understand power, actor-network theory proposes that it has to be done in concert
with others. For Latour there is a classic paradox at the centre of power;
when you simply have power – in potentia – nothing happens you are powerless; when you
exert power – in actu – others are performing the action and not you. … either you have it in
practice and you do not have it – others have – or you simply have it in theory and you do
not have it (1986: 264-265).

This definition is clearly opposed to causal, zero-sum formulations of power which picture
somebody getting somebody else to do something they do not want to do (Hinchliffe 2000). Max
Weber provides an exemplary definition of causal power as; ‘the chance of a man or a number of
men to realise their own will in a command action even against the resistance of others who are
participating in the action’ (cited in Giddens 2006: 845). Hinchliffe highlights the difference
between these two formulations of power, where;
rather than seeing power as the cause of A’s domination over B, Latour would have it that
power is the consequence of A’s abilities to bring B into its programme of action. It is
through action, and in this case through B acting in accordance with the aims of A, that
power is composed (2000: 222).
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This distinction has also been characterised as the difference between a dominating ‘power over’
and a productive and enabling ‘power to’ (Law 1991). The latter meaning is suggested by
Foucault’s definition where; ‘[t]he term “power” designates relationships between partners (and
by that I am not thinking of a zero-sum game, but simply … of an ensemble of actions which
induce others and follow from one another)’ (cited in Law 1991: 167). Thus, for Foucault, power
is seen as ubiquitous, hence it is an aspect of all relations.
In order to investigate those relations Latour suggests changing from a topography of power that
has two dimensional surfaces or three dimensional spheres to a topology of filaments or
rhizomes whose nodes have as ‘many dimensions as they have connections’ (1996c: 370). Thus,
in actor-network theory, Latour contends that modern societies cannot be described without
recognising them as having;
a fibrous, thread-like, wiry, stringy, ropy, capillary character that is never captured by the
notions of levels, layers, territories, spheres, categories, structure, systems. It aims at
explaining the effects accounted for by those traditional words without having to buy the
ontology, topology and politics that goes with them (1996c: 370 original emphasis).

The effects, as we have seen in the previous section, are generated in the ongoing recursive
struggle, which Latour suggests can only be understood by ‘reinjecting’ the facts of the natural
and social sciences and the artefacts of engineering, and he argues that ‘strength does not come
from concentration, purity and unity, but from dissemination, heterogeneity and the careful
plaiting of weak ties’ (1996c: 370). Latour also invokes Foucault’s analysis of micro-powers
permeating society to suggest that:
resistance, obduracy and sturdiness is more easily achieved through netting, lacing, weaving,
twisting, of ties that are weak by themselves, and that each tie, no matter how strong, is itself
woven out of still weaker threads (1996c: 370).

As Hinchliffe observes, the stringy metaphors evoke a much more entangled geography of power
but they do not provide a ready-made ontology. Power can only be understood as always in
process – ‘in this sense [power] is about, and constituted from, acts of arranging, ordering,
organising and delegating’ (Hinchliffe 2000: 223). For Latour, how that ordering occurs involves
the extension of materially heterogeneous associations or ‘chains of association’ of humans, nonhumans and technologies which will be inevitably translated. Their strength relies on the
durability of the association, which in turn ‘depends upon the duration of the resources used to
make it hold together’ (Latour 1986: 275 original emphasis). For instance, Law and Mol (1995)
highlight the variability of durability in a network with the illustration of the Nazi bunkers in the
fields outside Utrecht. Thus the concrete of the fortifications has long outlasted the network of
the Thousand Year Reich because numerous other entities in the network were no longer
durable. But they suggest the concrete should not just be thought of as a ‘thing in itself’ but
rather as a set of relations with, for instance, livestock rubbing against them, the chemical
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weathering of rain, and the rusting of reinforcing metal, which may take thousands of years to be
worn away. But then again, the bunkers could also be obliterated in milli-seconds by a nuclear
explosion; you have to follow those relations to find out. Mol (2002) points out that these chains
may be long or short, weak or strong, but their coherence is a material and practical matter not a
question of logic. However, she suggests that, focusing solely on durability has a flattening and
dulling effect, where;
each new and successful association makes a network larger. But however great the
difference between the coherence in a network and logical coherence, to talk of “associations”
does have a homogenizing effect. Either an association is made or it isn’t. An element is
either inside or outside a network. Coordination is established or not. There are no
distinctive forms of coordination (Mol 2002: 65-66 original emphasis).

Thus, Munro argues that ‘there is surely more to stability than its being an effect of “durable”,
rather than “non-durable” networks’ (1997: 9). He suggests that while Latour can help us to ‘see’
long networks, we need to be careful not to be so focused on the length of networks that they
prevent sight of the
exact moments when a dissociation is being mobilised. … [I]t is highly likely that there will also
be times when networks dissimulate here; when either they are in “retreat” in order to
recoup the detail, or when they, momentarily “diminish” themselves in order to be
“overlooked” (1997: 9 orginal emphasis).

Elaborating on this critique, Hinchliffe (2000) suggests that two versions of power, that draw on
relational ideas, are discernible. In the first version, ‘order and power are cemented through an
extension of network practices, more or less precariously by the toing and froing of durable
materials … [and as it is implemented] so the capacity for discretion is reduced’. While in the
second version, ‘order and power are precarious outcomes of a wealth of activities, some of
which involve associations, some dissociations’ (2000: 228). Hinchliffe illustrates this point with
an example about managing the timekeeping of a workforce, where:
Some [activities] increase the predictability of events (punch cards tend to produce workers
that turn up on time). Others increase the undecidability (management makes decisions if or
when to act on the occasional late arrival). Importantly, discretion is redistributed, rather
than eliminated (2000: 228).

This is an important observation in relation to the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade; since various
aspects of the proposal were temporarily altered depending on the audience they were being
presented to, and thus involved elements of dissociation. For instance, in presentations to various
groups, in support of the penguin parade, the number of proposed visitors varied; higher
numbers were used in public meetings and city council hearings to convey the potential to earn
revenue for conservation and for tourism to boost the regional economy, while much lower
numbers were used in the Environment Court to deflect attention from the impacts of tourism.
Whereas high numbers are useful in one situation; potentially attracting tourism operators and
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hoteliers’ support, in another context they also entail infrastructure requirements, which it may be
useful to downplay.
There are two more types of power to be considered when thinking of power as a relational
achievement. Law (1991) calls these ‘power storage’ and ‘power discretion’ and acknowledges
that these concepts depart from Foucault’s conception of power, which can only be exercised
and not stored. Yet, Law argues that
‘power to’ and ‘power over’ may be stored and treated by social analysts as a potential or a
set of conditions so long as we do not forget that they are also an effect, a product of a set of
more or less precariously structured relations (1991: 170).

The second notion of discretion can also be seen as the ‘power not to’ act. Law suggests that who
actually has this sort of discretionary power cannot be decided beforehand and should be seen as
a relational matter. Accordingly, he suggests that when these four types of power are considered,
along with the idea that they are precarious relational and transformational effects, then the
crucial research question has to do with ‘how it is that relations are stabilised for long enough to generate the
effects and so the conditions of power. Or, indeed, what “for long enough” might mean’ (Law 1991: 172
original emphasis). Law’s provisional answer to this question is to suggest that actors can be
characterised in two dimensions; on the one hand ‘as a series of putative strategies with power
storage and power discretion effects’, while on the other hand ‘as a series of materials which in
some measure, reflect those strategies’. Law (1991: 174) argues that in the abstract it is not
possible to say very much about these ‘strategies, their effects and their material forms’, because
the subtleties can only really be elaborated empirically, but he suggests;
We need to look … at actors, their actions, and their relations, and try to characterise their
strategic mix – the methods and the extent to which they have the effect of securing a store
of power to and power over, the extent to which they have the effect of generating
discretion, and the extent to which that mix of strategies generates overheads. And we also,
of course, need to explore the ways in which these strategies are embodied in, and are
simultaneously limited by, relations that are set in relatively durable materials (1991: 176).

This suggests that it is careful attention to the empirics of the situation that allows the analyst to
see how power might be exerted, but that a particular strategy also entails potential drawbacks.
As in the previously mentioned visitor figures, although lower numbers may suggest less
infrastructure, they also send the message of a less successful project, which may spook potential
investors. The durability of particular materials in the Penguin Parade network is also relevant.
For example the predator-proof fence is an important part of the network because it is much
more reliable than a network of traps or poison baits which require continuous renewal and/or
maintenance. The fence does, however, have the potential to alienate those who see it as an
aesthetic imposition in the landscape, or those who argue that it ‘claims’ public space. Its
effectiveness can also be undermined by a small hole or where it ends at the cliff-edge, thus
allowing predators to go through or around it.
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As well as the conceptions of power outlined by Law and Latour, the economic geographer John
Allen argues that it is important to distinguish between, what he calls, different modes or
modalities of power (Allen 1997, 2003a). He suggests that these ‘quieter registers of power’ (2011:
291 original emphasis), such as inducement, manipulation and seduction are often overlooked
when the primary focus is on a spatial geometry of the powerful and the powerless, respectively.
Instead, Allen argues that each mode involves quite specific ways of exercising power and each
mode entails ‘only certain practices and techniques in particular modal arrangements’ (2003a: 101
original emphasis). Thus he argues that modalities of power are not:
entities that can be understood by breaking them down into an endless stream of practices
which are then added together again to realize a whole. Whether it be domination or
coercion, seduction or inducement, manipulation or authority under the microscope, each
guise possesses its own empirical logic, its own specific qualities that mark it out as a
particular modality of power. The realities to which they correspond should not be obscured
by a worthy concern to delimit the multitude of practices and techniques which underpin the
exercise of power, although unfortunately this is all too often the case (2003a: 101-102).

He also points out that it is important not to ignore how the modal qualities of power are always
mediated in space and time, and suggests that associative versions of power which pay attention
to the spatiality and temporality of power, such as those outlined in actor-network theory, can
help to fix collective orientation. This is because
negotiation, persuasion and inducement, although less familiar as a vocabulary of power, are none
the less a significant part of what holds networks together over space … Moreover, the
distanciated character of economic networks, the fact that what happens in one part of them
is affected by absent actors as well as those present, is likely to involve coexisting modes of
power at different points in the network (Allen 1997: 68 original emphasis).

What this suggests is that the researcher should try to attune him or herself to the subtle practices
of power that are variably exerted in all sorts of different places, rather than deeming only certain
practices as power, and ignoring others. For instance, the suggestion that inviting only the media
to the release of translocated penguin chicks constitutes ‘community participation’ in the Penguin
Parade project, could be deemed manipulation (see Arnstein 1969). Whereas, the proposed
necessity of bach removal to allow the development of the Penguin Parade might function as an
inducement to achieve the support of public access advocates who have previously been
attempting to remove the baches, prior to any conservation proposal. The incredible variability of
power I have briefly illustrated suggests that some sort a framework is necessary in order to
analyse how power is exerted, thus the next section explores the analytic framework of
translation.
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5.7 Translating power
The concept of translation27, introduced in Michel Callon’s (1980) analysis of fuel cell
development for an electric vehicle, has a rather specialised meaning in actor-network theory.
Although the word retains some of its everyday meaning of rendering into another language, the
connotations of actor-network theory rely more on the geometric meaning of moving from one
place to another. Thus Callon (1980: 211) suggests it ‘involves creating convergences and
homologies by relating things that were previously different’. Latour (1987) contends that we all
need the actions of both inanimate and animate others to spread facts through space and allow
them to become long-lasting, but, he suggests, this puts the fact-builder in a quandary; if others
do not join the alliance, then the statement will not spread very far, but if they do join they have
the potential to alter it beyond recognition. The solution to this quandary, Latour suggests,
involves carrying out a seemingly contradictory but parallel set of operations: ‘To enrol others so
that they participate in the construction of the fact; To control their behaviour in order to make their
actions predictable’ (1987: 108 original emphasis). The strategy involved in performing these
operations underpins the central notion of translation, which Latour describes as ‘the
interpretation given by the fact-builders of their interests and that of the people they enrol’ (1987:
108). How these potentially unruly allies might be managed is set out in Callon’s (1986) paper
following the scallops and fishermen of St Brieuc Bay, and the scientists, who with the help of
their colleagues, attempt to intervene in the potentially catastrophic decline of the scallop fishery.
Callon contends that such a translation framework is ‘particularly well adapted to the study of the
role played by science and technology in structuring power relationships’ (1986: 197). Science also
plays a significant part in justifying the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade proposal. Population studies
demonstrate the precipitous decline of the white-flippered penguin, while predation studies
attempt to find out what is causing the decline, as well as assessing the safeness of existing
colonies, and the effectiveness of predator-proof fencing. Translocation studies investigate the
feasibility of translocating pre-fledged chicks, and their post-translocation survival rates. While
taxonomic science tries to verify the penguin’s species status. To further these studies allies are
needed, but allies are unpredictable. For instance, the penguin chicks may refuse to stay
translocated, or a rival proposal may seduce penguins, tourists and tourism businesses, and
scientific colleagues away. While there are a number of criticisms (which I consider later in this
section) of Callon’s translation framework, particularly that he gives a scientist’s eye view of a
situation. In my view, his framework provides a particularly useful way of deciphering how
science has been used in the attempt to exert power in the case of the Boulder Bay Penguin
Parade.
27

Adopted from the French philosopher Michel Serres

136

The fisheries scientists are the primum movens of the story for Callon. Their commentaries bring
these other actors into the story; the fishermen are considered to have long term economic
interests in retaining a viable scallop fishery and therefore are expected to be interested in the
restocking of the Bay and refraining from the short term exploitation of the fishery. Scientific
colleagues are considered to be interested in advancing the knowledge of studying shellfish in-situ
rather than in experimental tanks, while the scallops are supposed to anchor themselves and
‘accept’ a shelter that will enable them to proliferate. Callon is anxious to dispel imputations of
anthropomorphism to phrases such as ‘accept’, because the reasons for the conduct matter little.
‘The only thing that counts is the definition of their conduct by the various actors identified. The
scallops are deemed to attach themselves just as the fishermen are deemed to follow their short
term economic interests. They therefore act’ (Callon 1986: 228).
Callon sets out the method as a process that follows four ‘moments of translation’, ‘during which
the identity of actors, the possibility of interaction and the margins of manoeuvre are negotiated
and delimited’ (Callon 1986: 203). Although Callon suggests that the moments are never as
distinct as he lays them out in the paper, each of the moments; ‘marks a progression in the
negotiations which result in the designation of the legitimate spokesmen who, in this case study
say what the scallops want and need, and are not disavowed’ (1986: 224). Thus, Callon contends
that the concept of translation ‘permits an explanation of how a few obtain the right to express
and to represent the many silent actors of the social and natural worlds they have mobilized’
(1986: 224). In the case of Boulder Bay, it is, therefore, as important to understand how certain
people become spokespeople as it is analysing what they say.
The initial phase of translation; problematization involves the potential translators or fact-builders,
who in this case are the scallop scientists, defining who the other entities are (fishermen,
colleagues and scallops), as well as those entities’ goals and problems, in a way that presents the
translator’s objectives as indispensable to solving the other entities’ problems. Thus, ‘[t]o
problematise is simultaneously to define a series of actors and the obstacles which prevent them
from attaining the goals or objectives that have been imputed to them’ (Callon 1986: 228). The
scientists’ objective, therefore, is to propose their research project (studying whether scallops
anchor in collectors in sufficient numbers to rehabilitate the population) as an ‘obligatory passage
point’, whereby other actors recognise that answers to the scientists’ questions will also be of
benefit to them, and thus align with the scientists’ goals. The proposition from the scientisttranslators is: ‘We want what you want, so ally yourselves with us by endorsing our research and
you will have a greater chance of obtaining what you want’ (Callon 1995: 52). It seems to me that
in many situations what constitutes an ‘obligatory passage point’ may not be readily apparent,
since there may be a diverse range of research involved in projects. Thus deciding what to
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consider as the obligatory passage point forms a crucial part of the analysis. Yet in geographic
studies that have used Callon’s framework, selection is portrayed as straightforward. For instance,
Kitchen suggests that
[t]he argument for environmental policies leading to rural differentiation hinges on the
conception of environmental policies as obligatory passage points for countryside
management processes. For example, the Blackdown Hills [Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty] designation is conceived as an obligatory passage point in that it is proposed as the
solution to landscape conservation problems (2000: 139)

While this is not necessarily a problem, whatever is selected as an obligatory passage point
substantially determines the focus of the study, and it is not always self-evident what the most
appropriate obligatory passage point should be. I raise this because in the case of Boulder Bay,
although establishing the endangered species status of the white-flippered penguin is arguably a
crucial component of the case for building a penguin parade, it is not essential. All elements of
the network would still function (tourists would come and penguins would be conserved) no
matter what was the penguin’s species status. In line with Callon’s example (where scientists
become spokespeople for the scallops by proving they anchor), arguably two other potential
obligatory passage points could be posited. One involves the importance of being able to
demonstrate that translocated penguins can be used to establish a penguin colony where none
currently exists, however, penguins can be translocated and return to area without entailing a
successful ecotourism venture. Thus, the second possible obligatory passage point treats the
whole penguin parade complex in Boulder Bay as the obligatory passage point; however, the
penguins may not be successfully enrolled, therefore I suggest that both aspects combined
function as the obligatory passage point. Yet this focus would obscure the importance of detailed
scientific arguments involved in classification. Consequently, I use the notions of inscription
devices, modalities and hinterlands to explore how the classifications of endangered species are
achieved, which are then deployed by the network. While the notion of translation is more useful
for capturing the machinations of building the penguin parade network and those of the
opposing bach holders’ network.
Once potential allies are ‘interested’ into joining an actor-network the challenge for the networkbuilders (scientists) is to retain their interest. This is because others may be just as keen to utilise
them as allies as well, since ‘there is always a multiplicity of actor-networks each trying to impose
its own structure on potentially unreliable entities and thereby borrow their forces and treat them
as its own’ (Law 1986a: 70-71). A way of forestalling any usurpation of allies is outlined through
the process of interessement, which is the group of actions that the translator uses in ‘attempts to
impose and stabilize the identity of the other actors it defines through its problematization’
(Callon 1986:207-208), by interposing themselves between allies and competing associations.
John Law (1986a) illustrates the concept actor-networks vying for the affiliation of a third entity
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by comparing it with two authors competing for the attention of an audience, however,
interessement is far more general in scope. It may operate ‘via naked force, apparent inevitability,
love, duty, bribery, physical fact, superior command of information, spirituality or lack of
imagination’. An example of a physical device is offered by the towline and its collectors (fine
netted bags that allow the scallop larvae to anchor) deployed by Callon’s scientists, which
‘constitute[s] an archetype of the interessement device’ (1986: 209). This is because the larvae are
‘extracted’ from their context. The collectors protect them from predators (starfish) which attack
the larvae if they are on the seabed, from currents that carry them away, and from the fisherman’s
dredge which damages them. But the collectors do not interesse either the fishermen or scientific
colleagues, instead the scientists produce scallop population curves which ‘indisputably’ show
dramatic declines in St Brieuc Bay, and they present the ‘spectacular’ results of the Japanese.
These ‘texts and conversations … lure the concerned actors to follow the three researchers’
project’ (Callon 1986: 211). The possible interessement devices used in the Penguin Parade case
also vary depending on which allies are involved. For instance, devices that may help to interesse
penguins include nesting boxes (which provide reliably dry burrows), as well as the playing of
recorded bird calls in the evening to lure juveniles ashore. Conservationists may be interessed by
the penguin population studies showing dramatic declines, as well as demonstrations that
translocation is feasible, while hoteliers are more likely to be interessed by the evening timing of
the attraction, which makes it more likely tourists will stay in the city overnight.
A number of science studies analyses suggest that scientific argument may also be seen as a
device for interessement (see Callon, Law, and Rip 1986). In the case of a scientific paper, Law
(1986a: 73) shows how the journal’s name, the title of the article, a list of authors and their
affiliations, and possibly an acknowledgement of funding and fellow scientists draws on a wide
range of heterogeneous entities; ‘words stand for people, universities, laboratories, and voluntary
and government agencies’. This ‘packaging’ provides a context for what is to follow, allowing the
authors to be considered as serious researchers from serious institutions, supported by serious
bodies, thus supporting interessement ‘because it tends to disconnect the reader from the
alternative of dismissing the text without even reading it … [thus serving to] punctualise a
potential readership’ (1986a: 73). But these manoeuvres do not guarantee that all the entities will
be successfully borrowed, and then sufficiently interest the potential audience for them to
become readers. Law (1986a) also argues that the particular structure (Introduction, Materials,
Methods Results, Discussion References) of a scientific paper serves to interesse readers. The use
of references as allies has been explored extensively by Latour (1987), who notes that
[t]he difference … between technical and non-technical literature is not that one is about fact
and the other about fiction, but that the latter gathers only a few resources at hand, and the
former a lot of resources, even from far away in time and space (1987: 33)
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Latour warns, however, that ‘stacking masses of references is not enough to become strong if you
are confronted by a strong opponent. On the contrary, it might be a source of weakness’ (1987:
33). This is because if you are explicit about the papers you attach yourself to, readers are able to
trace each reference and probe whether it supports your claim. This technique was particularly
useful for understanding apparent inconsistencies between findings in the scientific literature on
white-flippered penguin taxonomy. Hence the structure of papers and references only interesse in
theory. Similarly, the collector interesses the scallops and the population curves interesse the
fishermen theoretically, but successful interessement is not necessarily assured until alliances are
actually achieved. The achievement of these alliances constitutes Callon’s third moment of
translation; enrolment.
The process of enrolment involves transforming the earlier questions into statements that are
more certain. The scallop larvae do anchor in the collectors; the fishermen do support restocking
the St Brieuc Bay. Thus enrolment ‘designates the device by which a set of interrelated roles is
defined and attributed to actors who accept them’ (Callon 1986: 211). While the fishermen’s
consent is obtained without discussion, and the scientific colleagues are prepared to believe in the
principle of anchorage, provided the existence of previous work is recognized, enrolling the
scallop larvae requires considerable persistence on the part of the scientists because there are
‘many enemy forces’. As Callon notes;
Interessement achieves enrolment if it is successful. To describe enrolment is thus to
describe the group of multilateral negotiations, trials of strength and tricks that accompany
the interessements and enable them to succeed (1986: 211)

The negotiations with the larvae involve dealing with currents, the depth that the collectors are
deployed, the material the collectors are made of, and vulnerability to parasites. If all these
conditions can be successfully tied together then the ‘larvae will anchor themselves in a
significant manner’ (1986: 213). It is the scientists’ colleagues who decide what constitutes
‘significant’, and thus the value of the negotiations to the scientists is that they can confirm that
anchorages don’t just occur accidentally, but rather are improved by the acts of enticement. Thus
successful enrolment can be seen as ‘a result of multilateral negotiations during which the identity
of the actors is determined and tested’ (1986: 214). Similarly, in the case of the Penguin Parade
demonstrating that translocation ‘works’ involves dealing with predators who may kill
translocated juveniles and hence undermine the success of translocation, as well as local
ecological conditions. Population declines are also not that easy to demonstrate indisputably
because the penguins occur along 300km of very rugged coastline which is extremely difficult to
survey reliably.
The fourth and final moment of translation involves the mobilization of allies which allows the
scientists to become the official representatives of those allies. Callon suggests that the numbers
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of larvae that have anchored themselves is equivalent to a vote and ‘the counting of anchored
larvae corresponds to the tallying of ballots’, and hence the analysis of results leads to the
designation of official spokespeople. Callon outlines the process:
The larvae anchor themselves and are counted; the three researchers register these numbers
on sheets of paper, convert the figures into curves and tables which are then used in an
article or paper. The results are analyzed and discussed during a conference and, if they are
judged to be significant, three researchers are authorized to speak legitimately for the scallops
of St Brieuc Bay: Pectin maximus does in fact go through an anchorage stage (1986: 215-216).

The scallops are displaced through a series of transformations, and instead of exhibiting the
larvae and towlines to conference delegates in Brest, the scientists speak for the scallops with
graphic representations and mathematical analyses. The sociologist Howard Becker (2007: 204205) notes that the role of spokesperson or ‘omniscient explainer’ is widespread in society; from
the voice of the documentary voiceover, to the social scientist who ‘interprets’ what respondents
had in mind when they answered a survey, and in the standard classical article where the analyst
‘discusses’ the findings. The authority of this voice, its power to persuade derives from the
assumption that listeners and readers accept that ‘behind the voice lies scientifically (or otherwise)
verified knowledge’.
Yet, their role as spokespersons may be short-lived if the association fails to hold together.
Indeed, this is precisely what happens in Callon’s case, and he is forced to add a fifth moment of
translation; dissidence, because while the larvae anchor in the collectors in principle, and
sufficiently to convince their colleagues, in subsequent years the collectors ‘remain hopelessly
empty’, and the ‘larvae detach themselves from the researchers’ project and a crowd of other
actors carry them away’ (1986: 220). Also the fishermen were unwilling to continue accepting the
promises of their representatives that foregoing present profits would allow for the chance of
greater rewards in the future and could ‘no longer resist the temptation of a miraculous catch’ just
prior to Christmas (1986: 220). Callon presents the fishermen’s dissidence as an act of betrayal,
thus forcing the scientists to transform the device of interessement into a vast campaign to
‘educate and inform (ie. form) the fishermen’, in an attempt to bring them back into the
association, which ultimately fails (1986: 221).
Callon’s discussion of translation has become extremely influential in science and technology
studies and beyond, to the point that it can be said to have become an obligatory passage point in
the actor-network literature, with almost 4000 citations on Google Scholar (see Barnes 2002).
However, it has also generated a number of criticisms. First, concurring with Wynne (1993), I
would argue that the observer still appears to be in an enormously privileged position in deciding
which actors are worth following in the first place. As Callon discusses in an endnote, his
approach is similar to Weber’s notion of ‘Wertbeziehung’ where the sociologist is guided by
his/her own values and;
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selects the problem to be studied and the elements of reality that seem most important. It is
only once this reduction of an infinitely complex reality has been undertaken that the proper
work of the sociologist can begin. The principle of generalised symmetry endows the
sociologist-observer with analogous discretionary powers. In principle the choice of the
repertoire is entirely free. The only restriction is that it must relate both to nature and society
(1986: 227).

So while the sociologist-observer must abandon a priori distinctions between natural and social
entities it seems potentially problematic that we have to rely on the sociologist-observer’s values
to decide on what the most important elements of reality are. As Wynne (1993) notes, although
actor-network theorists, such as Callon, Law and Latour, recognise that enrolment is mutual, they
are less likely to explore other possibilities, such as presenting the story as fishermen enrolling the
marine biologists, or to tell the story of fishermen just trying to make a living. I raise this issue of
who is doing the enrolling because in the situation I was following, the scientists’ involvement in
the proposal for a penguin parade occurred some 30 years after the dispute over baches on public
land had become controversial. Thus, it would be quite plausible to see the penguin parade
proposal as enrolled into the anti-bach network, as well as seeing the penguin parade network
enrolling other actors, including the anti-bach network. Second, Wynne’s (1992, 1993, 1996)
work on Cumbrian farmers negotiating with scientists following radioactive fallout from
Chernobyl, highlights that there are always numerous networks involved and that identities are
always unstable, so consequently although
actor network proponents recognize in principle, people are always engaged in multiple
cross-cutting networks that confer upon them different interests and identities. Each
network tends discursively to reduce its actor to its own monovalent identity, but actors are
usually busy trying to sustain multiple sometimes conflicting versions, and hence
ambivalence (1993: 332).

Thus, the starkness of the fishermen’s shift to betrayal painted by Callon might result from
relatively minor shifts of balance between always conflicting identities. Although Davies (1998)
suggests this can be seen as more of an issue of research practice rather than one of theory, it
presents the analyst with significant challenges capturing such ambivalence. Third, there are also
potentially a lot more actors than the three that Callon chooses to focus on and some of them
might be best thought of as forming separate networks. For instance, in the penguin parade
situation, the network involved in achieving species status is largely separate from networks
involved in either translocation or ecotourism, but these latter two networks have considerable
crossover. A fourth aspect is not so much a criticism of translation but rather how it has been
used, particularly by geographers, as synonymous with actor-network theory (see for instance
Jakku 2003; Rodger, Moore, and Newsome 2009; Kitchen 2000; Woods 1998). For example,
although Michael Woods stages a meticulous discussion of translation, his paper is presented as
an evaluation and critique of actor-network theory’s contribution to researching rural political
conflicts, yet he notes;
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the stress placed on “scientific evidence” by both sides is an interesting feature of the debate
which there is not room to develop adequately in this paper. However, the manner in which
actors sought to “legitimise” their political opinions through science, the greater respect
given to scientific argument than to emotional or moral argument, and the conditions of
production, reproduction and criticism of “scientific evidence” about the deer would appear
to be fruitful territory for a sociology of science investigation (1998: 330).

This rather undercuts the force of his criticisms of actor-network theory’s ability to tell more than
a partial story about rural conflicts. I would suggest that unravelling the facticity of scientific
evidence may, indeed, be an important aspect of researching rural political conflicts. It is with
these criticisms of actor-network theory and the sociology of translation in mind that I now
explore how these theoretical and methodological insights might inform the methods used to
study the enactment of putative natural and cultural classifications as part of the process of
exerting power in the landscape.

5.8 Methodological implications: How and where do you follow the actors?
The fundamental methodological dictum of actor-network theory is to: ‘follow the actors’. This
imperative has several implications. The first is that it necessitates a qualitative case study
approach, but one of a fairly distinctive kind. Second, these case studies have often revolved
around ethnographies at particular institutions, such as the Salk Institute (Latour and Woolgar
1986), or the Daresbury Nuclear Laboratory (Law 1994), although some earlier actor-network
studies focused on historical examples, for instance, The Pasteurization of France (Latour 1988a) and
the early expansion of Portuguese exploration and trade (Law 1986b). And third, because the
dictum is fairly nebulous, what this might mean in practice has often remained vague. When one
is following the actors, where do you actually attempt to follow them to? This question has only
rarely been addressed within geography’s actor-network literature, however, Cloke et al (2004)
suggest that the process-oriented qualitative methods literature of ‘warts and all’ stories offers
some key pointers for reflexive research.
There is no single agreed understanding of what a ‘case study’ is, or what a ‘case study method’
entails, as these vary between disciplines and sub-fields. These range from the single individual of
psychology, the small local social unit of anthropology, through to the national polity of political
science (Platt 2007). Actor-network theory’s use of, and preference for, case studies is grounded
in the belief that theory in natural sciences ‘is embedded and extended in empirical practice, and
practice itself is necessarily theoretical’ (Law 2009a: 141). We can never learn about the sciences
in the abstract, since ‘the parroting of formalisms is empty’ (Law 2008: 629), instead science must
be attached to its instances. But actor-network theory’s approach entails a different
understanding of what constitutes the case, which is not restricted to individuals, local areas, or
countries, or indeed any particular scale. Actor-network theory cases combine actors across scales
that
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illustrate how locally situated actors are drawn into associations ‘imposed’ from afar (e.g. the
national level) or how other local actors seek to draw distant actors into locally constituted
sets of relations, it is necessary to follow the actors as they build these associations. A
particularly useful methodology in this respect is the case study in which a particular event or
sequence of events can be studied in depth. Although case studies are invariably ‘unique’, if
carefully chosen they allow theoretical concerns to be grounded in observation. They are
adopted in the belief that close examination of the ‘concrete’ leads to an understanding of
more general processes (Murdoch and Marsden 1995: 373).

The problem with choosing a case carefully is that it presupposes one knows what one is
studying and case selection becomes a matter of finding an instance of that topic. In my situation
I had only a vaguely defined idea that contested landscapes were of substantive interest, however
little sense of what the research question/s and theoretical orientation might be28, and how I
might go about gathering data and analysing it, beyond the idea of watching Christchurch City
Council planning hearings. In line with John Allen, I considered that the ‘formulation of research
question[s] is perhaps best thought of as a task to be achieved’ (2003b: 11 original emphasis),
which develops iteratively in relation to both the field and emerging theory, rather than as a
question based on a clearly identified ‘gap’ in the literature. He points out that
curiosity can take you in any number of directions, often inspired by the wide reading that
you have done in a particular area or perhaps by a deep-seated belief in the importance of a
particular topic. How you hit upon a question or an intriguing hypothesis sometimes feels
more like guesswork, however, than any philosophical process of deduction or induction. …
Trial and error, conjecture, informed guesswork, may not sound that philosophical, but they
do convey the speculative element that lies at the heart of what it means to generate new ideas
and questions. As curiosity opens up the scope of your inquiry, so one question begs another
and, at the very moment you tie a lead down, others proliferate (2003b: 12).

After attending hearings on drainage retention basins and ridgeline subdivisions, by chance, I
found myself attending the Taylors Mistake City Plan Hearing (see Marquet 1998), which was
ostensibly about the future of the baches at Taylors Mistake. It also involved the proposal for a
penguin parade at Boulder Bay, which conflicted with 10 existing baches in the bay. The lengthy
nature of the controversy over what should happen to the baches was immediately apparent. I
also noticed that much of the argument seemed to revolve around what constituted a ‘bach’ and,
in turn, whether such authentic baches should be recognised and protected as heritage. Similarly,
the penguin parade involved protecting an ‘endangered species’, but this classification seemed
potentially unstable. So my initial framing of the topic suggested a case where cultural and natural
heritage come into conflict, thus raising important questions about whose heritage is ultimately
protected. I was also struck by the variability of how each category was talked about in different
situations, which suggested that the categories of ‘heritage bach’ and ‘endangered species’ were
themselves emergent. They were being done in the practices of arguing over the baches and
penguin parade. This was certainly a unique case, but I thought that the case might actually be

28

I had not encountered actor-network theory at this stage, in 1998, having studied primarily landscape architecture and
heritage studies until then.
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highlighting a symmetrical process of heritage recognition and emergent classification. Although,
as Annemarie Mol and John Law argue, instead of presenting cases as empirical instances of
something general and larger such as a theory, cases can plausibly do all kinds of other work:
[T]hey may sensitize the reader to events and situations elsewhere that have not been
recognized so far and that may well be improbable. … They may suggest ways of thinking
about and tackling other specificities, not because they are “generally applicable” but because
they may be transferable, translatable. They may condense – anthropologists might want to
say “symbolize” – a range of experiences, relations of a variety of kinds. They may act as an
irritant, destabilizing expectations. For instance, they may destabilize scale relations –
undermining precisely the idea that details (or better, specificities) are part of a larger whole
(2002: 15).

This hunch that the practices of classification were a crucial aspect of the case meant I had to
figure out how I should study this, beyond sitting in planning hearings. Michael Woods’ (1998)
study of rural conflict exploring the usefulness of actor-network theory provided the vital insight
that actor-network theory could help to inform my study of how emergent classifications could
be used to influence landscape planning. Woods highlights four attractions of using actornetwork theory for analysing political conflicts; first, emphasis is shifted away from powerful
actors towards ‘understanding how coalitions are constructed and structured’; second, there is an
acceptance of non-humans as actors; third, the processes of translation allows for an ‘exploration
of the cultural and ideological sub-texts of political conflicts’ (1998: 324); and fourth, the
recognition that a coalition’s programmes are constantly responding to anti-programmes, which
can illustrate how the nature of a political campaign or issue alters as contexts change. It also
highlighted the methodology of following the actors. As Cloke et al. (2004) (following Marcus)
note, in studying this type of case, the research process;
takes shape after researchers (1) latch on to specific people, things, metaphors
plot/stories/allegories, lives/biographies and/or conflicts; and (2) follow them, see what
‘sticks’ to them, gets wrapped up in them, unravels them and where that takes a researcher
who is (un)able to follow myriad possible leads and make myriad possible connections
(Marcus 1995; 1998). Here, questions are asked of ‘emergent object[s] of study whose
contours, sites, and relationships are not known beforehand’ but come into being and take
‘unexpected trajectories’ through following up answers to those questions, and the questions
that they then raise, and so on where possible (Marcus 1998: 86,80) (Cloke et al. 2004: 190
emphasis in Cloke et al.).

The difficulties of following the actors become apparent when you try to do it. In the context of
a struggle over the future of a particular landscape it is not always easy to decide who the most
important actors are, where they should be followed to, if it is even possible, and how access to
these situations should be negotiated, which suggests there are range of ethical issues involved.

5.8.1 Ethical issues
The first ethical question I encountered attending a publically accessible City Council Plan
Hearing was what approach to observation should I take? I could legitimately sit there
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unobtrusively watching the proceedings, but ‘simple observation’ (Lee 2000) would quickly
present difficulties the longer the hearing continued. This is because there were only a few other
observers and they appeared to be fairly obviously aligned to one or other of the sides that were
presenting evidence to the hearing, and none was taking notes as I was. The likelihood of being
seen as some sort of ‘fink’ (Goffman 2002: 149) was, therefore, fairly high unless I clarified my
position as a researcher. There were also positive reasons to be upfront about the type of
researcher I was, as I was fairly sure that I would also want to interview some of these
participants at a later stage, therefore establishing trust and rapport initially would be essential to
the on-going viability of the research. Providing an exact description of the research questions
during iterative research is not always possible, however, in part because they are not fully
known, because as Crang and Cook (2007: 30) observe, when research is changing as you do it,
‘yesterday’s honesty can often become tomorrow’s apparent lies’. At this stage it was also
somewhat more appropriate to give a generalised, slightly watered down or tactical version of the
research question I was interested in because I didn’t want to exclude research possibilities, and
the project needed to be fashioned as worthwhile when initial contact was made with the
‘gatekeepers’ of each side of the dispute, as well as Christchurch City Council staff (Crang and
Cook 2007). Before morning tea on the first day of the hearing it was apparent that I had been
pegged as either a journalist or a researcher, and I was approached by several people involved in
the hearing at the first tea-break. My response that I was a Lincoln University PhD researcher
interested in ‘how contested landscape planning decisions get made’ appeared to satisfy those
participants I spoke to initially, and they seemed to view my research as a serious endeavour that
was worthy of their participation. Indeed, it is possible that I was quickly seen as someone who
was potentially worth cultivating or ‘enrolling’, perhaps because my ‘take’ might be persuasive in
supporting their cause, at some time in the future.
While it seemed obvious that most attention should be paid to the actors who were presenting
expert and lay evidence, or making submissions to planning hearings, concentrating solely on
these actors ran the risk of ignoring actors who work behind the scenes, or those actors who are
spoken for by others. I took a flexible approach to who should be followed as particular topics
became salient. For instance, as the ‘species’ status and the population of the penguins became
important issues I interviewed scientists and fieldworkers involved in the study of both penguin
phylogenetics and those undertaking the penguin population census on Banks Peninsula. While it
was impractical to follow systematists into the laboratory (because it had already occurred, or it
was done overseas) I did follow them to conferences where they presented their findings, and
tracked these findings’ subsequent publication, and their reception (or lack thereof). Interviews
with the fieldworkers involved in the penguin census attempted to elicit as much about the
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practical, physical and material difficulties involved in undertaking scientific research while
negotiating their way around the rugged coastline.
Following the strategic and tactical decision-making of each group too closely presented other
difficulties. First, I was reluctant to ask if I could attend meetings where either side was
discussing the sorts of strategies they would be using to present their side of the case at a hearing,
because of the risk of being seen as a spy by the group I was observing, or as partisan by the
other group. Second, much of this type of planning was likely to happen informally; as chatting
while doing practical activities, or over the phone. Indeed, much of the most important stuff
seemed to be going on elsewhere. As John Law has observed, this type of situation can induce
anxiety in the ethnographer, suggesting that they don’t measure up to an ‘ideal’, where; ‘[s]uch a
creature would have been more energetic, made more phone calls, been more sociable, and have
had a better memory … needed less time out … and been less prone to distractions …’ because
‘[w]herever I happened to be, the action was not’ (1994: 43-45). But he recognises that following
what was ‘really going on’ is a dream of pure order, and that ‘the largest part of the action is
always being generated elsewhere’ (1994: 47). In an attempt to understand what was going on
elsewhere I relied, therefore, on interviews with some of the key people within each group to
highlight the ways they organised their networks. While these interviews were sometimes,
somewhat guarded, it also became apparent that participants were more forthcoming about
tactics and strategies in informal situations, where they seemed to regard them more as a
commentary on the current events of the situation.
There are difficult ethical issues involved with maintaining the anonymity of interview and
personal communication respondents in a contentious issue where particular individuals may be
readily identifiable because they have spoken out publically or presented evidence to various
hearings. Because of the high likelihood of being able to connect publically presented evidence or
observations to interview respondents I have used several techniques to protect interview
respondents’ anonymity. First, any quotations from Environment Court or planning hearing
evidence, and observations in public situations identifies the role but not the name of the person,
and includes the date of the evidence or observation. Second, because it would not be that
difficult to find out the names of people who have given evidence, I have not linked quotations
from respondents’ interview transcripts to their roles. Instead, interview respondents are labelled
‘Bach 3’, ‘Penguin 5’ etc, with the date of the interview, if they are readily identifiable as
belonging to a particular side. If they were from one of the agencies involved they were identified
by role, for instance, ‘city council planner’, or ‘Historic Places Trust planner’, since their
interviews were about understanding the processes of conservation and planning. While this
forecloses on any possibility of comparing the consistency between public and private
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presentations by individuals, it still allows some of the strategies and tactics discussed in
interviews to be highlighted, while increasing the chances of anonymity being retained.
There are numerous possible ways that an actor might potentially exert power in a planning
situation, ranging from the tree-sitting and monkey-wrenching of political activism; public
relations campaigns and influencing media coverage; submissions, hearings and appeals of the
planning process; through to lobbying of decision-makers that might subvert that process. But
this study, whilst not ignoring these aspects, concentrates on how classifications are made in
practice, and consequently the fieldwork methods try to capture as much of this diversity of
influencing as possible, as well as following what happens to particular episodes of classifying.
Consequently I adopted a broad suite of methods that hopefully reinforced the weaknesses in
each of the other methods.

5.9 Methods of data collection
This case study of the Boulder Bay penguin parade and the Taylors Mistake baches is based on
seven types of data source: participant observation; expert and lay evidence; transcripts of
questioning and cross-examination of witnesses; interviews; key informants; documents; and
media coverage, including newspaper articles and letters to the editor, in a roughly descending
order of importance. Participant observation was crucial for understanding what was considered
contentious, following the actual flow of events and seeing how those events were then
represented in the media. Evidence shows how people hope to frame ideas in the way they
present their arguments, while cross-examination shows others’ attempts to undermine those
presentations. Interviews and key informants were particularly useful for understanding the
historical dimensions of the case, and for getting a sense of the strategies and tactics lying behind
certain presentations. Some documents were particularly important for showing how the
immutable mobility of a particular classification was also a precarious achievement, for instance
threatened subspecies listing under the US Endangered Species Act (Endangered Species Act 1973)
for the white-flippered penguin (see USFWS 2011). Following media reporting and letters to the
editor showed how the sides attempted to enrol the media as part of their respective networks. I
now discuss these methods in greater depth.

5.9.1 Participant observation
Participant observation occurs across a spectrum from passive observation of what others are
doing to participation in an activity while being alert to the processes of particular activities and
the behaviour of those around you. Of course, this distinction is seldom clear-cut, since as soon
as you start chatting to someone in an observation situation you start participating. Participant
observation was undertaken in a range of situations that were directly related to the Boulder Bay/
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Taylors Mistake/Godley Head area. I also did what Thrift (2000) describes as ‘observant
participation’ (discussed below) in a range of situations which involved many of the same
planning, restoration and ecological survey activities, but which were not directly related to the
case study area. As I have already noted, following the actors behind the scenes presents
difficulties, but what is presented in a particular setting is often a representation of the strategy
that has been carefully devised for that setting. Rather than attempting to gain completely
intimate access to all the behind the scenes strategizing, I relied, instead, on participant
observation of the products of this strategizing in various settings. These settings included
Christchurch City Council (CCC) City Plan hearings, council meetings, and environment subcommittee hearings; environmental advocacy organisation meetings; professional practice
workshops; scientific conferences; and Environment Court hearings. The participant observation
occurred primarily between 1998 and 2001 with one meeting occurring in 2007 (See Appendix
A).
Observant participation was undertaken in relation to four broad topics that were relevant to
better understanding planning and scientific processes, and took place after the majority of
participant observation. (1) Preparation and presentation of expert landscape evidence for one
resource consent council hearing and one Environment Court hearing. (2) Preparation of
questions for cross-examination and involvement in case management in two Environment
Court hearings. (3) Attendance at the monthly committee meetings of two ecological restoration
groups and regular involvement in a variety work days including planting, weeding, and pest
control. (4) Participation in two braided river bird surveys (See Appendix 1). This subsequent
observant participation allowed me to gain insights into how presentations depend on backstage
preparations (Goffman 1990 [1959]). For instance, evidence is often written in relation to a
particular proposal with the aim of rhetorically persuading decision-makers of a proposal’s
suitability or inappropriateness, while cross-examination questions are formulated to catch a
witness out or discredit them, but neither are formulated in isolation, rather they are iteratively
developed with input from a wider group to achieve the goals of a wider strategy.
The ecological surveys showed me the tenuous connection between the presences of birds in the
field and their appearance as inscriptions on the page. Detectability is by no means assured, and
involves ‘tuning in’ to the particular ‘practices of place’ of a given species, or what birdwatchers
describe as a bird’s ‘jizz’ (Lorimer 2008). In the case of wrybills (Anarhynchus frontalis), which
primarily breed on the kilometre wide braided riverbeds of Canterbury, their smallness,
camouflaged plumage and habit of freezing when approached combine to make them extremely
difficult for humans to detect, as it does for their aerial predators, but introduced mustelids and
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cats rely on the sense of smell, and made such tactics much less effective.29 The point of
observant participation in such situations is that it highlighted that a population census is a
practical activity where ‘[a]bsence from records does not necessarily mean “not present” and
recorded presence may be more or less significant depending on the behaviours of the bird’
(Hinchliffe 2008: 91). This suggests that such surveys come with contingencies that merit
investigation. Thus the penguin population survey is examined in Section 8.3.

5.9.2 Evidence, questioning and cross-examination
Evidence presented in planning hearings and the Environment Court is one of the primary data
sources for this study because written evidence and illustrations are presented to be as rhetorically
convincing as possible, and they represent both the ‘congealed labour’ (Latour 1994) ‘of all those
absent others who have entered into the socio-material arrangement’ (Murdoch 1998: 360) of the
evidence, as well as an element within the broader strategy. But as they were nearly always read
out in a hearing, observation enabled their reception to be assessed as they were presented. This
evidence consists of either ‘expert’ written evidence, or lay evidence which can be either written
or verbal, and part of the skill of case management appeared to involve how each of these types
of evidence was juxtaposed to create particular affects. For instance, a pregnant woman
overcome with emotion describing how she used to visit the baches as a child with her recently
deceased grandmother, straight after the heritage expert has discussed the meaning of place
attachment.
In Council planning hearings only the hearing panel or commissioner, who will decide on the
hearing, can ask questions of witnesses (other than questions of clarification). Whereas, in the
Environment Court legal counsel for the various parties involved are entitled to cross-examine
witnesses on their evidence. In the Environment Court all questioning by the judge or
commissioners, as well as any cross-examination is transcribed and becomes part of the
permanent record of the court, along with the written evidence, whereas, in council hearings no
transcript is made of questioning by the hearing panel, and many witness statements are
presented only as oral evidence. Therefore participant observation was the only way of capturing
these interactions. (See Chapter 6 for a discussion of the resource management framework in
New Zealand). The transcripts of judges’ and commissioners’ questions and lawyers’ crossexaminations of witnesses provide a particularly valuable insight into the tactics of each side,
since they are often trying to probe weaknesses in one side or the others’ case.

29

In both the surveys I consistently came up with higher numbers of sightings of wrybills than the other seven people who
were walking down 100-150m wide strips of the same river. Did this mean that most of the wrybill lived in my particular
eighth of the river or did it mean I was more attuned to registering their presence, and how was it possible to know if I or
the others had been missing them?
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5.9.3 Interviews and informants
The case study’s interview data consists of 24 semi-structured in-depth interviews conducted
between mid-1999 and the end of 2001, although most interviews were done in the first half of
that period (See Appendix B). All 24 interviews were recorded on tape, and varied in length from
45 minutes to three hours with most between one and two hours. Each tape was transcribed and
coded by hand to identify key themes and topics for further analysis. The interviewees consisted
of three main types of participant. First, those who were actively involved in preparing a case to
the Environment Court, as well as several expert witnesses, of each of the coalitions that
assembled around the goals of removing (eight) or retaining (seven) the baches. Second,
nominally independent staff of various agencies that had roles in planning the future of the
baches and possible penguin parade, including three city council staff, three Department of
Conservation staff and one heritage planner from Historic Places Trust. Finally, I interviewed
two penguin population survey fieldworkers, who were unrelated to the dispute but who
provided useful background knowledge.
The interviews were primarily undertaken to address the lacunae that were evident after I had
collected the first round of written evidence and participation observation data. These included
the individuals’ historical involvement with the area and how this had shaped their views on the
current dispute, and if they had strong ideas about the future of the baches, when and how those
had developed. I was also interested in the history of the controversy because there had already
been two council hearings in 1989 and 1993 and considerable unease since the 1960s over the
environmental effects of the baches, prior to my initial involvement in 1998. This history is
discussed further in Chapter 7. Another specific topic of interest was how the overall cases and
individual’s evidence were prepared in order to be most effective at influencing decision makers.
Besides the formal interviews there were numerous informal discussions with both interview
respondents and others involved with hearings or at conferences that occurred as part of the
participant observation process. There was also another type of discussion that occurred outside
of participant observation situations, where people would tell me about things that were going
on, that had only recently happened. These informant discussions, while not a quantitatively large
part of the data, were influential in shaping my thinking about how power was exerted in a
landscape planning controversy, because they showed how the coalitions responded to setbacks
and successes.

5.9.4 Documents
There are a wide range of documents that form empirical resources for this study. These include
statutory planning documents such as; the Resource Management Act 1991 (Resource Management
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Act 1991), the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS), and the Christchurch City Plan
(1995), and non-statutory council strategy documents for recreation, tourism, heritage, and
biodiversity etc. There are also international and national nature and heritage conservation
guidelines relating to endangered species or heritage monuments ( for example, IUCN Red List,
New Zealand Threat Classification System (Molloy et al. 2002), or the ICOMOS New Zealand
Charter (ICOMOSNZ 1993). The United States Federal Register setting out the decisions of the
Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior, relating to listing under the
Endangered Species Act also provided a revealing window on the process of becoming an
endangered species (see USFWS 2011). Other documents include the decisions of council
hearing panels (see Marquet 1998; Guthrie 1993) and the Environment Court (see Save the Bay
Ltd and ors v Christchurch City Council and ors 2002), in relation to this particular dispute, which
are key documents because they become way-posts that restrict potential responses, but do not
completely foreclose on future actions. Scientific papers are also treated as documents where they
have been used as resources to advance arguments put forward in evidence.
Prior (2008) suggests that documents enter social affairs in two distinct modes: (a) as receptacles
of content; and (b) as agents in networks of action, and that ‘the study of the material lodged
within documents usually takes pride of place in relevant social scientific research strategies’
(2008: 480). Thus, letters diaries, newspaper stories etc. can be scrutinised for their rhetoric,
syntax or themes. Prior notes, however, that there has also been an emergent emphasis on the
relational properties of documentation, which in part, has been driven by the developing
theoretical concerns in areas such as actor-network theory. In this study, while the content of
documents is important, attention is also paid to how documents are used (function) to exert
power in particular situations. For example, a newspaper article about Phillip Island Penguin
Parade’s tourism contribution of $96 million to the Victorian State economy (see Attwood 1999),
was distributed to City Councillors on the eve of a council meeting set to discuss the Godley
Head Penguin Parade (Notes, 24/6/1999). Another aspect that often involved timing as much as
content was the placement of news articles or letters to the editor.

5.9.5 Media
The disputes over the future of the baches have seldom achieved national news coverage on
television or radio. White-flippered penguins on Motunau Island have appeared once on
television (see WFPT 2012). However, local newspapers have covered both council and
Environment Court hearings extensively, as well as council meetings and ecological activities,
such as penguin translocation, although these activities occur only intermittently. There have also
been small flurries of letters to the editor that have usually coincided with reporting of the
hearings or translocations. Articles and letters appeared in both the regional daily paper (The Press)
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and suburban weekly newspapers between 1998 and 2008, and the majority were collected as they
originally appeared in the newspaper, in order to capture the prominence of any photos, while a
small percentage of articles and letters were printed out from the Newstext database. This archive
consists of 38 articles in The Press and 13 articles in suburban weekly papers, as well as 19 letters
to the editor in The Press. All articles and letters were placed chronologically in a case journal for
analysis of both their contents, and how they might be seen as part of a wider attempt to
influence opinion. I also analysed the modalities surrounding the terms ‘endangered species’,
‘heritage’ and ‘heritage bach’ used in evidence, scientific papers and reports and in the various
types of news media, and these analyses form parts of Chapter 8 and 9, while coverage of
penguin translocations forms part of Chapter 10.

5.10 Conclusions
This chapter has outlined a conceptual and methodological toolkit offered by the strand of
science studies variously known as actor-network theory, material semiotics or the sociology of
translation. This approach offers a way of attuning to a world that is conceived as constantly
emergent by tracing links and connections across different scales. In order to do this tracing,
actors or actants are reconceived as people, non-humans and things that make a difference,
without which a host of other actions would be required. It is the effects of those actors/actants
that are crucial. Thus, penguins and baches, but also predator-proof fences, car parks, up-graded
tracks, endangered species classifications and heritage charters (to name a few) are actants, which
are potentially enrolled into competing networks, since exerting power requires allies.
Science is crucially involved in a number of aspects of this case and the concept of inscription
devices shows how material substances are turned into scientific data that can be further
transformed to become parts of scientific papers, which are used to exert power. On the way to
becoming published facts, data has a tentative status or facticity. The concept of modalities and
how they move allows us to follow the shifts in fact-status of particular statements. At the same
time this points to the power of the scientific background which John Law describes as the
hinterland, which determines how long statements survive. Since, statements without inscriptions
of an appropriate provenance do not travel very far. This set of conceptual tools is combined
with evidence on species concepts from Chapter 4, and the concept of authenticity outlined in
Chapter 3. Together these are used to follow the processes of becoming an endangered species
and a heritage bach, and form the starting points of Chapters 8 and 9 respectively.
As explained, actor-network theory conceives power as bringing others into your programme of
action, while also being able to control what those others do. In order to achieve this Michel
Callon has proposed a process called translation that sets out the steps necessary to mobilise a
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network of allies that helps you achieve power. But it is always a precarious achievement since
any network could fall apart as allies secede, and it also has to constantly respond to the antiprogrammes of others. The network-building activities of the penguin and bach networks and
their responses to one another are taken up in Chapter 10.
Following these network-building activities is a challenge, since it is difficult to know who or
what constitutes part of the network, but any hope of following the actors necessarily entails a
variety of methods since the action happens in many different places. The main method involved
participant observation since this enables the researcher to follow what people do rather than just
what they say they do, however there are physical and ethical limits to where you can follow the
actors. Consequently, I adopted a broad suite of methods aimed at capturing the intricacies
involved in landscaping Boulder Bay, and, in particular, those related to the practices and
deployment of classifications.
Before evaluating the case study material, however, it is necessary to set the scene by exploring
the planning and historical context of the dispute. In Chapter 6 I examine the importance of the
coastline, and the historical discourses that surround the bach/crib and bird conservation in New
Zealand. I also set out the basis of land-use, heritage and threatened species planning in New
Zealand. Chapter 7 focuses particularly on the history of Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay.
Initially exploring the earliest cave dwellers inhabitation of the coast, while subsequent sections
set out the extensive planning history that has attempted to deal with the issue of privately owned
baches on public land. Chapter 7 also introduces the penguin parade proposal for Boulder Bay
and the white-flippered penguin, and I explore the penguin’s natural history and historical
taxonomy prior to examining this in greater depth in Chapter 8.
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‘Surely a deep and abiding portion of our heritage’: Coasts,
baches/cribs and bird conservation: histories and planning
At the start of last year, [New Zealand] Prime Minister John Key named
Sirocco as the “world’s first spokesbird for conservation”. At the time, Key said
Sirocco would be the ideal ambassador for conservation. He’s very media
savvy, he’s got a worldwide fan base – they hang on every squawk that comes
out of his beak. (Marenzi cited in Harvey 2011: A3).

6.1 Introduction
In this chapter I focus on the histories of the New Zealand coastline, a distinctive type of
building, known as the bach or crib, typically found on the coast, 30 and the ecological history of
birds and their transformations from food, to museum specimens, to tourist attractors and
international media celebrities. I also examine the planning frameworks that have evolved to
protect the coasts, historic heritage31 and threatened species. The coast has always been valued
but contentious, with food, profit, pleasure, access, recreation, resources and spiritual sustenance
sometimes complementary, but often competing uses of the coast. This competition has often
been most marked when wild and scenic coastlines have been developed as holiday settlements.
Initially many bach settlements developed as groups and individuals squatted or leased marginal
land and built their own rudimentary dwellings, however the popularity of this activity generated
increasingly elaborate coastal subdivision development. Consequently, the ‘classic bach/crib’ and
the earliest squatted settlements have been represented as indigenous, egalitarian, threatened and
most recently heritage. Understanding the broader resonance baches have in New Zealand
culture helps to explain responses to baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay.
Similarly, the proposal for a penguin parade needs to be seen in the light of New Zealand’s
distinctive ecological history, where birds ruled the roost for tens of millions of years until the
first humans showed up some 800 years ago, and again 240 years ago, and wrought massive
changes to the landscape. These changes have necessitated innovative strategies to protect
endangered birds, including the predator-proof fenced mainland sanctuaries, which are
increasingly being seen as a way to connect tourism to conservation. This can, perhaps, be seen

30

While the majority of bach and crib settlements were on the coast, many others were on lakesides and river edges, and
were primarily used for trout fishing, whitebaiting or duck shooting. See (Foster 2003)
31 Historic heritage is the preferred descriptor in New Zealand legislation since ‘cultural’ heritage is often equated with
Maori cultural heritage. The equivalent descriptors are ‘historic environment’ in England, ‘cultural resources’ in Canada and
the United States, and ‘cultural heritage’ in Australia. See (Donaghey 2008)
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as an example of the logic of using the market to pay for conservation which has its roots in
1980s neoliberal economic changes.
The final section deals with the changing statutory and institutional arrangements of land-use,
heritage, and threatened species planning in New Zealand, but first it briefly outlines the broader
economic, political and institutional changes that occurred in the 1980s and 1990s. The first
subsection focuses on land-use planning and shows how the evolving forms of coastal holiday
accommodation in the 1960s precipitated stronger legislation aimed at preserving the natural
character of the coast. The second subsection explores New Zealand’s heritage planning
framework and outlines how some of the baches at Taylors Mistake have been registered by the
New Zealand Historic Places Trust as an ‘historic area’. The final subsection examines threatened
species classification in New Zealand and internationally, since the white-flippered penguin has
been listed as ‘nationally vulnerable’ and ‘endangered’, respectively.

6.2 Dynamic, productive and contentious coastlines
The coasts of New Zealand are dynamic landscapes. They have been important to both Māori
and Europeans since first settlement for food and resources, although there is only limited
evidence for early Māori use or occupation of the Taylors Mistake to Boulder Bay area.
Subsequently the coast was valued for leisure and profit, and access has become an important
issue. This is illustrated by the concept of the ‘Queens Chain’ thought have originated in the
1840s, and most recently highlighted by the furore over the Foreshore and Seabed Act (Foreshore
and Seabed Act 2004).
Geological and geomorphological processes are continually transforming the New Zealand
coastline. The country is currently an archipelago of two main islands and many smaller ones of
approximately 270,000 km², however, 30mya the landmass was almost completely under water
(Campbell and Hutching 2007). Unlike the predominantly volcanic islands of the Pacific, New
Zealand is formed primarily of continental crust, (known as Zealandia) of which only seven per
cent is currently above sea level (Campbell and Hutching 2007). Change is ongoing, and
contemporary coastal geomorphological processes of erosion and accretion are continually
forming a dynamic landscape of coastal dunes, rocky headlands, estuaries and deep bays. This
dynamism of the coast is an integral part of the story, since most of the baches at Taylors Mistake
and Boulder Bay are within metres of the rugged coastline, and the white-flippered penguin has
to negotiate the coast twice a day.
Māori settled Aotearoa (New Zealand) from eastern Polynesia around 1200 AD, and were heavily
dependent on the resources of the coast (Wilmshurst et al. 2008; Wilmshurst et al. 2011). These
included shellfish, marine mammals, fish and seabirds, and all the earliest major settlements and
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many of the largest moa-hunting sites were on the coast (Anderson 2009a, 2002). One of the
earliest sites was Wairau Bar in the north of the South Island. Here 25 tonnes of moa bone and
1600 tonnes of sea shells have been found (Jones 1994 cited in Peart 2009: 34). Moa were
particularly vulnerable to extinction since many nested in the coastal sand dunes, and their very
large eggs were found prolifically in early cooking fires (Holdaway and Jacomb 2000). As well as
food resources (kaimoana-food from the sea), the coastal waters allowed for easier travel by
canoe, flatter lands were used for cultivation, while headlands allowed for fortifications, known as
pa. There is considerable evidence of the importance of the coast in the Christchurch area,
especially around the southern edge of Te Ihutai estuary of the Opawaho and Otakaro rivers
(Avon-Heathcote Estuary), and along Sumner beach (see Tau et al. 1990).
There appears to be less evidence, however, of sustained Māori inhabitation of the Godley Head
(Awaroa) to Taylors Mistake (Te Onepoto, meaning little beach) area. The archaeologist Chris
Jacomb (pers. comm. July 1998) informed me that the Taylors Mistake toilets and changing
rooms were built on top of a Moa-hunter era (1300-1400s) site, but no excavations were
undertaken prior to the building being erected.32 There is also some suggestion that a lookout pa
was built on the ridge (Mahoenui) leading out to Godley Head in the 1830s, but it may also have
been an early European stock pen (see Ogilvie 2009 [1978]: 20). The area was used for food
gathering, though, including korora (white-flippered or little blue penguin), illustrated by the
recollections of naturalist and politician T.H. Potts. Writing in 1882, he remembers meeting ‘with
a party of Maori hunters [at Taylor’s Mistake] with bundles of the korora in goodly numbers’
(1882: 214). This somewhat limited connection to the area, and its earliest inhabitants, may,
perhaps, help to explain the limited involvement of Māori in the numerous planning processes
surrounding Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay.33
The earliest European settlers also exploited coastal resources, and the importance of access to
the coast was recognised from the beginning of settlement. The earliest European visitors set up
transient sealing camps, more permanent whaling stations, and used coastal shipping to transport
timber and flax (Peart 2009). With permanent European settlement the importance of access to
the coast increased. The expression ‘Queen’s Chain’ is popularly thought to originate in Queen
Victoria’s instructions to Governor Hobson, prior to the signing of the treaty of Waitangi in
1840, to:
32

Ngai Tahu, the local iwi (tribe) do not whakapapa (genealogical ties) back to these earliest settlers because they arrived in
Canterbury in the 1700s. See (Evison 1993)
33 The first official involvement of Maori in these planning issues appears to be a letter dated 27/9/2007 to the Christchurch
City Council from Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu’s (Iwi or tribal body) lawyers (Wynn Williams & Co). The letter points out that
CCC is required to consult with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu over a proposal to grant licences to the owners of baches at Taylors
Mistake. Despite a council report stating that extensive consultation has taken place, the ‘Office of Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
advised us yesterday that it is unaware of any consultation with it in relation to the granting of licences to the bach owners’.
See also (Gates 2007a)
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Reserve … for public roads and other internal communications whether by land or water, …
places fit to be set apart for the recreation and amusement of the inhabitants, … or as the
sites of quays or landing-places which may at any future time be expedient to erect … nor
permit or suffer any such lands to be occupied by any private person for any private
purposes (Royal Instructions 1840 cited in LAMRG 2003: 46).

Since no water margins were provided for in the original instructions, the name itself is arguably a
myth (see Baldwin 1997). What is significant today is that ‘over the period 1843-1892 water
margins were extensively, though not comprehensively, reserved by the early administrators of
land law’ (LAMRG 2003: 48). The Queen’s Chain was eventually codified in section 110 of the
1892 Land Act introduced by the Minister of Lands and Minister of Agriculture the Hon Sir John
McKenzie. Brooking (1995) argues, he was opposed to the situation in his native Scotland where
a few wealthy landowners controlled all the land and access to the rivers and coasts, and who felt
that a Queen’s Chain would make it harder for such a situation to develop in New Zealand. He
interpreted freedom of access to the coast, rivers and lakes as a founding right of all New
Zealanders (Brooking 1995). As the report on ‘Walking Access in the New Zealand Outdoors’
made clear; reservation of the coast is highly complex and problematic and ‘reservations form an
historical accumulation rather than a logical network’ (LAMRG 2003: 53). The patchwork nature
of the Queen’s Chain, in practice, is demonstrated by a study of the Otago Peninsula which
found that, through a variety of mechanisms, publically-owned land adjacent to the coast went
from 26.2 per cent in 1889 to 61.6 per cent by 1999, although the authors note that accessibility
was highly variable (Clark and Hilton 2003). This tradition of access to coast, exemplified by the
notion of a Queen’s Chain, underpins the claims of those who seek to remove the baches from
Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay.
For both Māori and Pakeha (European New Zealanders), coastlines, and in particular sandy
beaches, have remained an important part of each culture’s identity. Whether it is for pleasure,
relaxation, food, profit or spiritual sustenance, both cultures ‘take beaches to be part of their
identity’ (West-Newman 2008: 166). For Māori, beaches and coastlines provide not only food,
but are also an ‘ancestral landscape’;
the footsteps of your ancestors consolidated the dirt of the track you walk, and negotiated
the same rocky incline to the beach. … The sea acts as a barrier, stretching past the horizon
to Hawaiki where the spirits go, and separating you from your kindred dead who, in life,
gathered kaimoana (seafood) from the rock pools at your feet (Smith 2004: 15).

Thus, for Māori, as well as kaimoana, the coastal landscape embodies the deeply spiritual
presence of their ancestors.
European New Zealanders’ use of the coast also expanded beyond resource gathering to include
recreational pastimes such as fishing and boating, while swimming and sunbathing began to
emerge as popular activities in the late 19th century (Barnett and Wolfe 1993; Daley 2003). ‘By the
mid-1920s it was impossible to pick up a newspaper or magazine without seeing an article
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extolling the virtues of sunbathing’ (Daley 2003: 133). Swimming in the sea was a potentially
dangerous activity, however, and the earliest surf lifesaving clubs were formed at New Brighton
(Christchurch) and Lyall Bay (Wellington) in 1910 (Peart 2009). The Taylors Mistake Surf
Lifesaving Club was founded six years later in 1916 (see Cairns and Turpin 1991), and many of
the families who owned baches at Taylors Mistake were also members of the Club. Kearns and
Collins (2006: 230) suggest these pastimes were constructed as healthy activities with therapeutic
benefits in that ‘they offered opportunities to escape the rigours of urban life, and experience
elements of the natural environment; sun, wind, water and the rhythms of the tide’. The coastal
experience developed from day trips to more extended stays at both coastal campgrounds (see
Collins and Kearns 2010), and holiday homes – ranging from the most Spartan bach to the
refined holiday mansion (see Keen and Hall 2004), and the coastal landscape of baches and cribs
is further explored in the next section.
The depth of feeling each culture has for the beach were highlighted by responses to the Attorney
General v Ngati Apa (Attorney General v Ngati Apa 2003) decision of the New Zealand Court of
Appeal. This decision found that the doctrine of native title had not been extinguished over the
foreshore (land between high and low tides) and seabed (see Ruru 2011). The Labour-led
government’s response to deny Maori the opportunity to test their ownership of parts of the
foreshore and seabed in the Maori Land Court precipitated ‘the biggest political hikoi (march) in
New Zealand history’ (Ruru 2011: 30), as 20,000 Maori (and some Pakeha supporters) converged
from all over the country on the 5 May 2004 to express outrage.
In contrast, many European New Zealanders (who explicitly would not call themselves Pakeha)
were ‘actively envisaging and worrying about a tribal occupation, even appropriation, of “their”
beaches. Worrying applies here in the sense of anxieties rooted in ignorance, and possibly
arrogance, and connected with a love of country that finds expression through introspective and
suspicious nationalism (Hage 2003)’ ( West-Newman 2008: 163 original emphasis). Legal
historian Jacinta Ruru (2011: 36) suggests that the foreshore and seabed issue has been a defining
moment in both Aotearoa New Zealand’s race relations history but also for our legal system, as
we grapple with ‘indigenous ownership of what was once thought to be common property’. This
debate has taken place against the background of the injunction to not ‘permit or suffer any such
lands to be occupied by any private person for any private purposes’, combined with the
egalitarian impulse towards freedom of access to the coast enshrined in law by McKenzie, and
peoples’ popular identification with the beach. When these factors are taken together, they go
some way in helping to understand the intensity of these arguments. This earlier legacy of access
also helps to explain some peoples’ opposition to baches occupying public land; however this
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opposition also comes up against the bach in popular imagination and the myths that have been
built around and into it.

6.3 Bach/crib histories: indigenous, egalitarian, threatened, and heritage?
In this section I explore how the bach or crib (as it is known in the southern South Island) have
become firmly embedded as a part of ‘Kiwi’ popular culture, and which epitomises some of the
myths New Zealanders hold dear about themselves. These include the ideas that building a do-ityourself (DIY) bach is a specifically New Zealand idea that was quintessentially egalitarian. That
New Zealand used to be so free of regulations you could just turn up at an idyllic beach and build
yourself a bach, which no one minded about, and that everyone has experienced the freedom of
the bach even if you didn’t own one. Like all good myths there is some element of truth in each
of them, but also a good deal of wishful thinking, so they need careful examination. More
evidently true is that what people call the ‘classic bach’ is threatened by increasing coastal
property values, building regulations, district council planning processes, changing holiday
preferences and neglect. Consequently, the classic bach and crib are starting to be regarded as
more than just private or family heritage; instead they are seen as part of the community’s
heritage, and bach settlements are beginning to be recognised as heritage landscapes. But the
future of any particular bach settlement is highly dependent on where and how it was established.

6.3.1 Establishing the bach/crib
There have been distinct periods of bach and crib building in New Zealand that gave way to the
holiday homes of varying quality. Keen and Hall (2004: 175) suggest three periods of second
home development; 1) late 1890s to 1945; basic bach construction on public or private land; 2)
1945 to mid-1960s; boom in bach building with the car providing greater mobility; and 3) mid1960s to present; ‘refined homes’ in planned subdivisions and greater environmental
considerations. While this captures the general pattern of second home building in New Zealand,
there are several points I would make. First, as the quotation from Potts (1882) in the
Introduction suggests the earliest bach building started some 15-20 years earlier in the caves
along the Taylors Mistake Coast. Second, subdivisions started much earlier with evidence of them
occurring in the 1920s, see below. And third, dividing by era misses a crucial aspect of a
settlement’s future development; therefore I suggest that the tenure when a settlement started
and mode of establishment matter to a settlement’s ongoing history. There are four main ways
that bach settlements started (see Foster 2003). The first is squatting, which was how many of the
earliest baches came to be built, including the earliest ones at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay.34

34

I explore this further in the next chapter
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Despite their dubious beginnings though, they also tended to gain some official acceptance. It
was possible to build a bach at Tongaporutu river mouth 70km north of New Plymouth, Smith
(2001: 7) suggests, because
… there was so little of the red tape that binds such activities today that 1930s campers who
fell in love with the remote and pretty cove … could clear the ground and knock up a cabin
without causing offence. … Controlling councils turned a blind eye … When the baches did
get officially noticed, it was with tacit approval. In the post war years, councils levied rates
and rent.

An eyewitness account of the bach building process in action describes how the small settlement
of five baches at Maori Gardens, in Lyttelton Harbour started:
In the early thirties a truck loaded to the hilt with timber and all sorts, came, and it all went
over and down [the bank] and that was the start of the baches there, things just used to
happen in those days, there was no damage being done and you weren’t infringing on
anyone’s rights, not a lot of people used to go round there, just ones with the baches (cited
in Baxter 2001: 63).

The earliest squatted settlements started close to towns and cities, but automobiles expanded the
range of the would-be bach builders. This suggests, however, that they were also more likely to
be available to those with means. Whether or not such settlements and individual baches became
contentious depended on their size and location. The second mode of establishment was through
official invitation, where Domain Boards or other local authorities would lease out permanent
campsites to raise income. In 1911, an example of this was the Rangitoto Island Domain Board
leasing campsites for ₤2 per year, many of the sites became permanent baches and became the
subject of ongoing legal wrangles as we shall see later. The third mode of establishment was
through permission of the farmer whose land you were building on. This was possible because up
till the 1960s the coast was ‘subject to uneven legislation and was largely in farm ownership’
(Thom 1973: 50). Gillam (1969) characterises the process where, what he describes as the pioneer
type of bach builder
persuades some struggling farmer to sell him a small parcel of land on which to build a shack
where he hereafter spends a great part of his spare time … some of his friends and
acquaintances hear about his hideaway, become converts and persuade the farmer to create a
small subdivision to let them in. The County gathers a bit more revenue, the roads improve,
the Power Board runs a line along the beach and along comes the next group (1969: 69)

The final mode of establishment is the subdivision. The earliest subdivisions specifically for
holiday sections seem to be in the 1920s, for instance at Rakaia River mouth 17 sections were
offered in 1924 which the auctioneer’s notes described as ‘specially suitable for anglers week-end
houses’ (ECC. 1997: 173). Subdivisions expanded rapidly in the 1950s and 1960s35, and as they
multiplied, the types of second homes also changed dramatically as we shall see. The mode of

35

Sections were relatively cheap and readily available. For instance, in 1956, 85 quarter-acre sections were offered at
Tokerau Beach in Northland for ₤200 each. ‘Alternatively, the sections could be paid off at 10 shillings a week after a
deposit of ₤10. This brought the land within the reach of almost any pocket’ (Thom 1973: 52).
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establishment matters because it affects what has happened to each settlement. Nearly all of the
settlements established by the latter two modes which have some form of tenure have changed
beyond recognition. Most of the settlements that were invited by a local authority tended to be
removed when local government changed, but some have remained albeit in a depleted state, for
example, the fate of the Cornwallis baches illustrates the former, while the Rangitoto baches
demonstrate the latter, see below. Bach settlements that started through squatting have been
highly dependent on their relative isolation, and the assiduity of the various local and district
councils enforcing rules and agreements aimed at removing the settlements. The bach settlements
at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay are something of a rarity in that they are both close to a
major city and the Christchurch City Council has been trying to remove or relocate them since
the 1970s. Yet they have remained substantially unchanged. The history of the establishment of
Taylors Mistake and the planning processes that have surrounded it is the subject of Chapter 7.

6.3.2 Representations of the bach/crib in popular culture – indigenous
The bach and crib’s place in ‘Kiwi’ culture (known as Kiwiana) has been cemented by a rapidly
expanding popular literature. This includes coffee table books (see Thompson 1985; Grigor 2008;
Robinson 2005; Male 2001; Cheshire and Reynolds 2008), and local social histories about
particular bach settlements, for example Tongaporutu (Gray 2009), Raglan (Sherson, Cook, and
Wilkinson 2008), Le Bons Bay (Boyd-Wilson and White 2007), and Rangitoto Island (Yoffe
2000). There are also numerous newspaper and magazine articles about the quintessential Kiwi
bach (eg. Cook 1996; Ansley 2002a; Pearson 2001), and their impending eclipse by coastal
development (Legat 1997; Ansley 2002b; Lay 2001). Four themes that are frequently emphasised
in this popular literature are the bach’s indigenousness; its humble, do-it-yourself, egalitarian
origins; its threatened status; and consequent importance as heritage (see Foster 2003). The
following sub-sections explore these themes after first discussing the origins of the names.
The origins of the word bach are somewhat controversial. It is commonly thought to derive from
bachelor, starting as a verb meaning to ‘do’ for oneself in the absence of a spouse, and it
appeared in the USA as early as 1862 and was first recorded in New Zealand in 1890. It then
became a single man’s primitive habitation, but only acquired its currently accepted usage as a
holiday cottage in the 1930s (Orsman 1997: 23). Ramson (1988) notes that bach, meaning a
makeshift dwelling, also occurs in Australia, but suggests its usage probably derived from New
Zealand. Architectural historian Peter Wood disputes the bachelor provenance, however,
suggesting that New Zealanders’ experience in World War One precipitated the first bachbuilding boom in the 1920s. Instead he proposes that the word may have derived from the
French noun bâche meaning canvas, which on the front line provided rudimentary
accommodation (Wood 2000). The crib, on the other hand, derives from a Scottish word
162

meaning small habitation, and was in use throughout New Zealand from the 1850s onwards
(Orsman 1997: 182). The possible indigeneity of the word appears to have influenced the
characterisation of the building.
It seems quite a widely held view that New Zealanders were the only people who built their own
holiday cottages on marginal land. For instance, here is journalist Geoff Chapple writing in the
popular weekly magazine the New Zealand Listener in 1988;
Just occasionally, New Zealand acts in a way which owes nothing to the exhortation of the
public relations machine, nor the importation of some foreign trend. The country may
suddenly do something which seems to be both natural, and true to its character, as in the
1950s, when everyone built baches … this boom was Te Pakeha at its best. The ungainly
rash of seashore and lakeside construction owed nothing to British tradition. And it entirely
pre-empted the idea American hippies would come to only in the 60s: that you can build
with your own hands, and to your own design with cheap materials a shelter (1988: 14).

Cox (1995) writing in the glossy monthly magazine New Zealand Geographic suggests the bach’s
indigeneity derives from the familiarity of the experience, since ‘[e]very New Zealander has been
here, has done those things. We enjoy our baches, but we think of them as common or garden;
they don’t seem special to us. In fact they’re as specific and indigenous as Taumarunui on the
main trunk line’36 (1995: 39). Others highlight the inspiration and/or refuge they offered some of
New Zealand’s most noteworthy writers, painters and architects; Janet Frame wrote Owls Do Cry
while living in an army hut behind Frank Sargeson’s family bach in Takapuna. Artist Colin
McCahon spent six prolific years painting and living in a bach at French Bay on the shores of the
Manukau Harbour (Peart 2009). While the ad hoc juxtapositions typical of the bach inspire
award-winning contemporary architecture (Walker 2001). Architectural historian Paul Walker
recognises that buildings like these are found throughout the world, not only in Australia and
New Zealand, but argues that ‘in New Zealand they have an especially strong role in the national
self-identity’ (Walker 2001: 44). While architect Nigel Cook suggests it is the length, irregularity
and picturesqueness of the coastline that was conducive to pockets of baches hidden in beautiful
locations relative to the size of New Zealand’s population that has made the bach unique. ‘We
have built baches everywhere – there are said to be more than 40,000 of them. They are woven
into our national consciousness more closely than the villa or the state house, and far more
closely than their equivalents in other countries’ (2002: 64).These sentiments have endured
through frequent repetition, and are reiterated by Raewyn Peart in her thorough, recent popular
history of the New Zealand coast Castles in the Sand where she tells;
the story of an extraordinary phase in New Zealand’s history, shortly after World War Two,
when thousands of New Zealand men spent their weekends and holidays constructing
simple shacks by the sea. This ‘do-it-yourself’ bach building phenomenon was unparalleled
elsewhere in the world. It reflected two key aspects of New Zealand society: the ‘number-

36

Refers to a line from Peter Cape’s popular 1960 New Zealand folk song ‘Taumarunui’
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eight-wire’ ability to make do and get on with the job, and a deep love and affinity for the
coast (2009: 10).

I would argue a similar do-it-yourself ability to make do with what was at hand was apparent in
the English plotlands and around the Australian coast, as well as an affinity for the coast, as we
shall see in the next section. The idea that this type of building is something only Kiwis do, may
well be an example of an ‘invented tradition’ (see Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983). Instead, I
contend that Nigel Cook best characterises the differences between the New Zealand bach/crib
and the Australian weekender/shack experience. He suggests this difference derives from the lack
of dangerous creatures and extremes of weather:
[I]n New Zealand our safety gives us a unique environmental freedom. Our baches express
that. The successful bach is arranged (planned is not the word) to fuse inside and outside.
We don’t look at the view; we live in it. … We prize baches but we do not give them the
architectural analysis they deserve. The bach was used as a store, a shelter in bad weather and
for adult privacy. Then we distributed around it whatever we needed to live an easy life. A
place to wash by the tankstand, a dunny somewhere nearby, a bench for washing dishes by
the door, a table under a tree and an outdoor cooking place – it all made for minimum
housework. This was all around a bit of short grass where tents could be pitched. The whole
was delimited by a rough edge of untended scrub or trees or sea. All this is the bach. Not just
the building. (2002: 65).

This analysis suggests that the bach is quite unique to New Zealand but not because of who built
them, how they started or their architecture, but because our experience of the spaces in and
around them is unique. This also chimes with Ingold’s contention in Chapter 2 that an important
experience of buildings is between the ‘movement “from the inside going out” and ‘from the
outside going in’ (2004a: 239), where in the case of the bach this is a continuously graduated
process. Another thing that might be unique about the bach is that it has persistently been
equated with egalitarianism.

6.3.3 The egalitarian bach
The idea that baches and cribs are egalitarian has a powerful hold in New Zealand. This is
perhaps because they were a widely accepted part of life, in a country that considered itself
egalitarian. Sociologist Claudia Bell (1996) suggests that ‘egalitarianism’ was the favoured
ideological myth in 1950s and 1960s New Zealand. In that ‘[w]e understood that this was an
inherent part of our culture’ (1996: 12). She suggests a sense of equality had been fostered by the
early achievement of a high standard of living, and the assumption that ‘ordinary blokes’ could
get on if they worked hard. And it has remained a resilient myth, despite evidence of broadening
income inequality (see Perry 2012). For instance, when Prime Minister John Key (who grew up in
a state house but subsequently made a fortune as merchant banker) was asked recently in a
website chat session ‘what he celebrated most about New Zealand culture, he replied, “That we
are an egalitarian society”’ (cited in Laugesen 2012: 28). This seems to be the ‘ability to get ahead’
meaning of egalitarian rather than an idea about equality.
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While the bach is widely viewed as egalitarian, the aspects deemed to make it egalitarian vary. For
some it was their simple construction from cheap, found or pilfered materials by owner-builders
and a posse of helpers that made them egalitarian. Anthropologist Susan Yoffe’s (2000: 46) study
of the bach settlements on Rangitoto Island noted that, while the children in the bach community
mostly remembered endless days of fun in the sun, memories of their parents’ holidays was of the
‘continual work of building and upgrading the baches’. One bach holder described how he
‘searched the island and looked for the stuff blown on the shore. The muck that was built into
the old bach; it staggers me that it is still standing’ (cited in Yoffe 2000: 33). The additive nature
of bach building required co-operation, but this could be undermined when baches were
professionally built:
Co-operation died when the rich people came in – well the spirit changed … I think the early
people relied on each other more – they built their own places. We had someone come and
put up the framing and we did the rest of it. So there was that ‘you help me and I’ll help you’,
which afterwards there didn’t have to be to the same degree, as builders built the baches or
they were already there (cited in Yoffe 2000: 59).

In stark contrast to this vision of co-operation, the architect Bill Wilson argued that rather than
‘the senseless chaos of building types which make a nightmare of places like Piha’37 he preferred a
waterside settlement of ‘carefully laid out, fully standardised cottages’ that could be ‘bought off
the hook like lawnmowers or refrigerators’ (Wilson 1957: 29). He argued that this was because
baches should be as unpretentious and as inconspicuous, as informal and as egalitarian as we
all should want to be, else why would we go to the seaside (Wilson 1957: 28).

This is the idea that it is actually the beach that is egalitarian, and not the bach. As Walker puts it;
‘having shed the inhibitions, formalities, and status distinctions of everyday life – and much of
their clothing – everyone is the same at the beach/bach’ (2001: 44). For others, a central reason
why baches were considered egalitarian was the social interaction that occurred in settlements
that had evolved organically (usually on public land). These contrasted with the new coastal
subdivisions that; ‘reduced social mingling across geographic, social, occupational and income
lines which had been part of the egalitarian way in the [earlier] bach communities’ (Thom 1973:
55). The bach was also seen as egalitarian because those who could have afforded more
sophisticated accommodation were happy to ‘rough it’ at the bach, including former Prime
Minister of New Zealand Robert Muldoon (1975-1984), who regularly holidayed at an
unpretentious bach in Hadfields Beach (Thompson 1985)38. Yet, as Thom hints at in 1973,
Walker confirms in 2001; ‘[t]he bach story of equality and making do is now a myth. Baches have
become real estate, and as with any property, ownership of them correlates with economic
37

A popular west coast of Auckland beach which started as a bach settlement, but now has beach mansions as well.
This contrasts quite dramatically with New Zealand’s current Prime Minister John Key, who owns a holiday home at
Omaha, a sand spit on the east coast north of Auckland. A 2003 article in a lifestyle magazine reported that it was
‘Auckland’s answer to the Hamptons’ and where ‘[n]othing on the beachfront sells for much less than $1.5 million’ and the
streets have names like ‘Success Court’ and ‘Excelsior Way’. See (Farrell-Green 2003)
38
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means’ (2001: 44). But perhaps equality of access to the bach was always somewhat mythical. So,
although historian James Belich (2001: 528) describes the bach as one form of ‘populist New
Zealand engagement with the landscape’, he notes that in the 1970s 12 per cent of households in
the middle class suburb of Khandallah owned a holiday home, whereas in the neighbouring
working class suburb of Johnsonville the figure was only four per cent. Thus, your probability of
experiencing the bach lifestyle consequently improved with rising socio-economic status. This
suggests they were egalitarian if you were already middle class. While New Zealand is certainly no
longer (or ever was) the egalitarian society that John Key claims it to be, the egalitarian myth
surrounding the bach is enhanced when bach settlements on public land are contrasted with
nearby coastal development on private land, as is the situation at Taylors Mistake.

6.3.4 The bach becomes a threatened species
Baches, and to a lesser extent cribs, whether on public or private land have been seen as
threatened since the 1970s. Those on public lands faced the uncertainty of changing local or
national authority control. While those on private land have become too valuable to remain
humble. Many of the settlements on public land were either completely expunged or gradually
whittled away, as local authority control changed. The former happened to the Cornwallis Park
baches, built from 1915 onwards, in the Waitakere Ranges west of Auckland. These were
completely removed by an unsympathetic Auckland City Council in 1977, to create a reserve (see
Page 2008). On Rangitoto Island the bach settlement was under pressure from environmentalists
from the 1930s (Yoffe 2000). A series of agreements with various controlling authorities meant
that individual baches were demolished when the licensee died. This happened regularly from the
1960s through to the early 1990s (Kearns and Collins 2006). These processes varied widely,
however, depending on the authority in charge, with the baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder
Bay providing an example where very few baches have been removed since the 1970s.
On privately owned land, bach settlements have suffered a variety of fates, closely connected to
property values. Subdivisions closest to major centres became the ‘vanguards of suburbanisation’
(Barnett and Wolfe 1993: 102), whereas, those in desirable holiday locations have steadily
appreciated. As coastal land become more valuable only wealthier people could afford holiday
sections, developers and councils stipulated minimum building standards, and it was easier to
demolish a bach in an existing subdivision and replace it with a holiday home instead. While the
discovery of coastal property is an international phenomenon, the process is arguably different in
New Zealand because it initially occurred in bach settlements. Freeman and Cheyne (2008) argue
that coastal gentrification in New Zealand in the 2000s is differentiated from a more general
process of coastal development in places such as the Australian Gold Coast and the Florida coast
of the USA. This is because it is occurring in areas previously regarded as rural backwaters that
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are beyond commuting distance from major urban centres. Significant media attention has
encouraged this process with headlines such as ‘New gold rush on the Coromandel: millionaires’
playground is a gold mine for holiday investors who dig deep’ (Henderson 2003 cited in Freeman
and Cheyne 2008: 34). While Himatangi Beach, is ‘[o]ne of the last bastions of the dirt-cheap
bach [to have] joined the great tide of coastal property prices’ (Wallis 2004 cited in Freeman and
Cheyne 2008: 34). In part, this reflects the tightening of protection of the natural character of the
coast from 1973 onwards, since it was easier to purchase an existing bach and replace it, than go
to an isolated beach and get resource consent. But there has also been dramatic shift in the type
of coastal holiday these newcomers want, which has seen the idea of the modest bach as a
treasured family heirloom evolve into the mansion by the sea, in exclusive resort subdivisions
(Peart 2009). As the architect Sam Kebbell suggests, the
same bach culture that might have been attractive to anti-capitalist situationists, turns out to
be equally attractive to the wealthy classes of late capitalism. … Accordingly, baches appear
more and more like beached super yachts. While the bach we have mythologized may be
endangered, the new superbach is booming (2005: 8 original emphasis).

The qualities of the landscapes these holiday home subdivisions are sited in, is rather secondary
to the quality and quantity of the holiday house itself. As the architect of many holiday houses at
prestigious Omaha, Lindy Leuschke, says, ‘her clients want as much at the beach as they have at
home in the city’ (cited in Farrell-Green 2003: 50).
We’re more leisure orientated, but we have less time. So when we are out doing leisure we
want it to be really good quality. And to do that, we want the washing machines, the dryers,
Sky TV (Leuschke cited in Farrell-Green 2003: 50).

Not only have the types of buildings changed, but this pressure on time has spawned a new type
of property services company, which not only maintains the properties while the owners are away
but also prepares them for the owner’s arrival:
We’ll go to the length of chilling the wine, lighting the fire, keeping the place warm, setting
the table. So they just walk in and go ‘oh, we’re here’. Really they’ve walked out of a home to
a home. I suppose it is like a maid service. They haven’t permanently got a maid or a
housekeeper but for them it’s a time factor. They don’t want to arrive and sort out things.
They want to relax (Lepper cited in Farrell-Green 2003: 52)

While not all new coastal subdivisions are like this, there is a growing sense that the bach
settlement on private land will succumb to incremental decisions. This is highlighted in a 2002
editorial in the New Zealand Listener, just at the beginning of the latest boom in coastal property.
Macdonald notes that:
To be fair, had I been lucky enough to inherit one of those blessed patches of land I too
might have been tempted to sell it or develop it and thus consign one more collection of
sticks and stones and tin to the dustbin of social history (2002: 5).

Another sign that the classic bach settlement on private land may be waning is the ‘Essential Kiwi
Bach’ exhibition at the Auckland Maritime Museum which has sought to preserve this era for
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posterity – the interpretive text observes ‘basic baches, dating from the 1950s and 60s, still exist
and are fondly remembered by all who have holidayed in them’ (cited in Peart 2009: 87). Thus,
with the bach landscapes of privately owned coastal subdivisions transforming into ‘castles in the
sand’, picturesque rural coastline under further development pressure (Peart 2009, 2011), and
bach settlements on public land facing a precarious future, the language of nature conservation
has been enrolled.
It seems likely this originates with one particular article, but the resonance of the phrase
‘endangered species’ to describe baches, has meant it has been frequently repeated. Writing about
the Rangitoto Island baches in New Zealand historic places magazine, Auckland City Council heritage
planner Bryan Patchett entitled his article ‘An Endangered Coastal Species’ (1997: 25). While
Patchett was referring to a specific group of baches, Pearson suggests more broadly that ‘despite
its now recognised place in our architectural heritage the bach is an endangered species’(2001:
109).

Figure 6.1 ‘Why the
Great Kiwi Bach is an
Endangered Species’.
Front cover of the New
Zealand Listener January
19-25 2002. The bach
illustrated is on
Rangitoto Island and
features the traditional
single-room with low
pitched roof, with
subsequent lean-to
additions. The trees
flowering above are
pohutukawa
(Metrosideros excelsa)
also known as the New
Zealand Christmas tree.
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The following year the front cover of the New Zealand Listener uses a photo of a Rangitoto Island
bach with the headline: ‘End of the Golden Weather:39 Why the Great Kiwi Bach is an
Endangered Species’ (See Figure 6.1). In the editorial of this issue, Finlay Macdonald notes that
‘like a lot of native species, the bach is on the endangered list. It has become a symbol not just of
the way we were, but of who we are becoming’ (2002: 5). In the same issue, Ansley highlights
some of the threats to baches on public land and makes the point that it is what happens to the
remaining bach settlements that will tell us who we are becoming. ‘The classic kiwi bach – or crib
is an endangered species due to council rules and DoC [Department of Conservation] ideologies,
its survival or extinction will tell us a lot about who we really are’ (Ansley 2002a: 16). This
enrolment of nature conservation language is unsurprising given the prevalence of the phrase,
and its powerful resonance, in relation to bird conservation in New Zealand, as we shall see in
Section 6.4. Seeing something as threatened or endangered usually entails that it is something we
want to protect and is thus part of our heritage.

6.3.5 The heritage bach/crib?
The idea that baches are part of New Zealand’s heritage has been longstanding, but typically this
is the generic bach or crib that we have seen photos of, or once stayed in. The idea that specific
baches at particular locations, or indeed whole settlements, should be protected as heritage only
seems to have emerged in the 1990s, with the registration of several bach settlements by the New
Zealand Historic Places Trust from 1995 onwards.40 There has subsequently been increasing legal
recognition of heritage bach settlements on public land. Patchett’s use of the phase ‘endangered
coastal species’ was highlighting the registration of the remaining 35 baches in the three
settlements on Rangitoto Island. During their heyday in the 1930s, the baches had numbered 140,
together with a store and post office. Registration, however, does not mean protection since the
Department of Conservation (Auckland Conservancy) has administered Rangitoto Island since
1987, and their preferred approach was to preserve a few representative examples of the baches,
but in public ownership. The Department has continued to emphasise ‘that public land should
not be used for private purposes’ (cited in Kearns and Collins 2006: 232), and issued a Ministerial
notice to vacate. The representative Rangitoto Island Bach Community Association (RIBCA)
challenged this notice in the High Court (Rangitoto Island Bach Community Association Inc and
Betty Jacqueline Tricklebank v The Director General of Conservation and the Minister for
Conservation 2006). The High Court upheld the challenge finding;
There was always a distinct and viable community in existence that shared “common
interests, values and heritage … united by their continuing association with the island (and
39 End of the Golden Weather is the name of a famous New Zealand solo play by Bruce Mason set at Takapuna beach. See
(Phillips 2009)
40 Heritage planning processes such as ‘registration’ are outlined in Sub-section 6.5.2.
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exemplified by) their formation and membership of RIBCA”. This community was a sum
total greater than the “bricks and mortar” of the structures, an independent “group of
individuals who own baches” (cited in Page 2008: 191).

The legal historian John Page explains this decision by using a widely accepted metaphor of
property rights; the ‘bundle of sticks’. This ‘metaphor enables property rights (as separable sticks)
to be divided flexibly amongst multiple owners such that a “mosaic” of public and private rights
may co-exist contemporaneously’ (2008: 183). This decision, Page suggests, laid a foundation for
‘putative licensed property rights. … Thus a private “stick” permitting conditional occupation
could co-exist with public “sticks” such as access rights’ (Page 2008: 191). Page concludes that
the story of judicial scrutiny of the baches at Tongaporutu, Taylors Mistake and Rangitoto also
reflects changing ideas about what constitutes the law and how heritage is understood:
The pendulum of community attitude has swung from unchecked growth, to sceptical
scrutiny, blanket proscription, and now to stirrings of a paradigm shift back to valuing its
social, historic and cultural worth. … That a private right can be identified and maintained
on public land is extraordinary. The resuscitation of some bach communities bears witness to
the tenacity of their defenders in the face of tenuous tenure, and their good fortune to
survive to an era where the community and its law-makers are willing to validate the social,
historic and cultural values of the bach (2008: 191).

This suggests that the idea that baches on public land are simply illegal and should be removed is
too simple, since the law seems to be continuously evolving.
The decision also appears to reflect the changing nature of the responses to baches on public
land that were highlighted by the Department of Conservation’s 2004 proposed draft policy to
remove all private dwellings on conservation land. The former Minister for Conservation in
National Government from 1996-1999 Nick Smith, who during his time as Minister had
supported the Department of Conservation’s proposed removal of baches from Rangitoto Island
appeared to have changed his mind saying (as National’s environment spokesman) that he felt the
draft policy was;
“pure and absolutist”… “The vast bulk (of baches) are in remote areas where they do not
significantly impact on either the environment or other public users, and it makes no sense
to have this approach that every one must go”. Baches which impacted on other users of
public conservation land were the exception, he said. “It is a very heavy-handed approach”
(cited in Hayman 2004b: A3).

This approach shifts the emphasis from a public/private dichotomy to a focus on impacts, which
then becomes the essentially contested concept. Rather more favourable was the (then) co-leader
of the Green Party (who have usually favoured access over private occupation of public land),
Jeanette Fitzsimons, who said ‘I don’t think we need to be this purist. We shouldn’t be building
any more, but I don’t see the harm they are doing provided the owners operate according to
strict rules’ (cited in Moriarty 2004: 1). She also noted that many long-standing bach owners
served a valuable watchdog role on conservation estates. ‘They are the most outspoken guardians
of the area and DOC should be trying to work in partnership with these people’ (cited in
170

Hayman 2004b: A3). However, environmental lobby group Forest and Bird spokesperson,
Eugenie Sage argued that;
“The place for baches is on private land” … She said some quaint baches had been
transformed into substantial private residences on prime land. Some baches were rented out
to tourists. … “What could have seemed inconsequential 50 years ago can now have
significant impacts” (cited in Hayman 2004b: A3).

This raises several questions, including how much alteration it takes to become transformation,
what types of use should be permitted, and what makes an impact significant, but for those who
are steadfastly opposed to private occupation of public land the impacts will always be too great.
A striking feature of this debate, however, is that some people appear to change their minds over
time. Environmental law lecturer and former National Party candidate, David Round wrote in a
1993 op-ed commentary in The Press that:
As to the [Taylors Mistake] baches “historic” quality, the Historic Places Trust has changed
its position at least once on their quality. There have been many modifications to many over
the years and few, indeed, are particularly old. The council in 1991 refused to list the baches
as a historic precinct. This “historic” label is just a device to allow continued occupation of
public open space. The baches are hardly that wonderful. In any ordinary Christchurch
suburb they would be considered decrepit and ramshackle. If necessary, one or two
picturesque ones could be preserved as examples of beach culture and accommodation
(Round 1993: 12).

By 2004 he indicated that, by that stage, he felt that ‘baches are places of which many of us, even
if we have never owned one, may have happy memories and which are surely a deep and abiding
portion of our heritage’ (cited in Hayman 2004a: 1). But not everyone is won over by the bach as
heritage.
Several writers equate this suggestion of heritage with a ‘cloying nostalgia’ for the past, which has
not only spawned increasingly glossy coffee table books, but has also been cleverly appropriated
by business interests keen to attach aspects of national identity to their products and services;
including phonecards, stamps, coffee and banking (see Kearns and Collins 2006; Peart 2009;
Walker 2001). The voiceover to a 1990s Bank of New Zealand television advertisement connects
the idea of maturing as a New Zealander with a few summer weeks spent at the bach; the
memory of simple games and stories, the importance of fishing and the mundaneness of the
building with multiple generations of the same family. The visual context for this story mixes
grainy images of the bach and family snapshots;
You grew up here; summer holidays, learned to play scrabble;
and to fish and now you bring your kids,
and they read the old Biggles books, laugh, learn to fish.

It’s still nothing flash, just a bach
Who are you? You’re a New Zealander
(cited in Phibbs and Kelly 1998: 16)

The use of bach iconography to advertise products and services suggests that at least advertising
firms think the images will resonate with some sectors of the advertising market – in this case,
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most likely those baby boomers who ‘grew up’ at the bach, but who the bank is now hoping will
borrow substantial amounts of money to participate in the rapidly developing coastal property
gold rush. The use of baches in bank advertisements can also play on other myths about the bach
(See Figure 6.2).
Figure 6.2: The bach:
‘New Zealand owned
and built to share’.
This generic bach,
probably on the
windswept Wairarapa
Coast of the southern
North Island, plays on
two widely-held
myths about the
bach/crib: first, that
the bach is
indigenous and
second, that the bach
is egalitarian because
owners are willing to
share it. The tagline
of the logo is ‘[b]ank
like you own the
place’, which also
reflects the likelihood
that this bach is on
public land and
therefore has
uncertain title. Full
page advertisement
appeared in North
and South November
issue (2012: 4).

The politics of coastal bach settlements can only be understood in relation to New Zealanders’
abiding love affair with, and ongoing access to, the sea, the coast and the beach. The bach entails
a very particular social and physical experience of these landscapes, which is felt to be threatened.
As Collins and Kearns (2008: 2914) note, there is a ‘perception that coastal landscapes imagined
as public, democratic, and relatively unspoiled are being transformed into elite and privatised
spaces with a heavy human imprint’. As this process continues on private land those remaining
settlements on public land are accorded more value and seen as emblematic of a lifestyle that is
rapidly vanishing. This recognition of bach heritage is far from universal, however and for others
the bach on public land is seen as a blot on the landscape and a stain on the record of whichever
local or national authority has failed to get rid of them. It is, however, worth reflecting on
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whether there is anything particularly unique about assigning heritage status to make-shift holiday
homes.

6.3.6 The bach/crib’s international relatives: second homes
The idea of the holiday house is a remarkably common international phenomenon, whether it is a
cottage in Canada, a hytte in Norway, a shack in England or a dacha in Russia. In the literature
they are called both ‘second homes’ (Hall and Muller 2004), or ‘multiple dwelling’ (McIntyre,
Williams, and McHugh 2006). Much of this literature has focused on the tourism aspects of
second homes, but the traditions surrounding second homes can vary quite dramatically between
each country, and over time (Halfacree 2011). For instance, in North America and Britain second
homes are widely seen as a privileged aspect of society, with many British second homes often in
Southern Europe (Williams, King, and Warnes 2004). Halseath (2004: 40) points out that ‘[t]he
“summer cottage at the lake” is an immediately identifiable element of the Canadian countryside’.
But he suggests they developed from the 1920s, to allow upper-class families to escape the
stifling heat of cities, spending the summers by the lake while the father/husband commuted to
the city during the week. In contrast to this, Scandinavian second homes are a more pervasive
part of the culture. For instance, Flognfeldt (2004: 233) suggests the hytte (mountain or seaside
cabin) ‘have long held a special place in the Norwegian way of life’ with some 360,000 dwellings
classified as second homes in 2002. While there are plenty of similarities with New Zealand’s
current second homes, I would like to concentrate on places and eras where there were similar
makeshift do-it-yourself building booms, in particular England and Australia.
A rush to the coast, similar to New Zealand bach/crib experience, occurred with both the
English ‘Plotlands’ and the Australian ‘weekender’ or ‘shack’ landscapes. ‘The Plotlands’,
occurred on waste land around English coasts and riversides from the 1890s through to the
1930s. Hardy and Ward, in their book Arcadia for All, suggest a key factor to their siting and
appearance was their ‘marginality’ they were to be found on land that had been neglected by
commercial builders and farmers. These were ‘[s]ites liable to flood, steep slopes, shingle ridges
and wind-swept sand dunes [that] all offered a place in the sun for the enterprising, if not the
rich’ (1984: 2). The combination of marginal sites and unskilled builders created a distinctive
landscape:
It was invariably a world of single storey houses, simply built often using wood, though
never refusing whatever material (corrugated iron, asbestos, pre-cast concrete and bricks) lay
at hand. Some could have taken their place alongside more conventional bungalows but
others, a colourful kaleidoscope of shacks and shanties, were a world apart (1984: 2).

While this landscape in some ways mirrored the New Zealand bach experience, I suggest several
important differences help to explain their lack of cultural resonance in England. First, they
weren’t as hidden or out of the way, and were often first homes rather than second homes, so
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even though many were on private land, the effects of their unplanned nature were more obvious
and therefore subject to more scrutiny from, and displeasure of, officials (Hardy and Ward 1984).
Second, most of the coastal settlements were removed to make way for coastal defences at the
start of World War Two, so there wasn’t the longevity of tenure that could make them family
heirlooms and most had vanished long before the upswing in popular heritage of recent decades
(see Samuel 1994). But even when inter-war shack settlements survive, as with the Broadland
vernacular landscape of Potter Heigham, Matless (1998) suggests they are seldom highly
regarded. Thus, the Broads Authority described them, in 1989, as ‘[u]gly buildings with no Broads
character … poorly-designed chalets and houseboats now line some stretches of the riverbank.
… encouraging visitors to come to the Broads for the wrong reasons’ (cited in Matless 1994:
133), which, Matless suggests, highlights a particular morality of landscape. Thus, the history of
plotland developments in England appears to have been a largely working class phenomenon,
and they were more likely to be regarded with contempt than affection, and consequently have
not been seen as part of widely recognised English heritage. A closer analogy to the bach
settlement as heritage exists across the Tasman Sea in Australia.
The south-east Australian ‘weekender’ and Tasmanian/ Western Australian ‘shack’ are much
closer relatives of the bach. Weekender/shack settlements often started in similar ways to the
early bach settlements i.e. dubiously, as this 1935 entry in the Australian National Dictionary
which describes; ‘75 holes hacked in the forest for room to plant untastefully designed,
unpainted, tin-roofed weekenders’ (Ramson 1988: 719). The weekender/shack was also
venerated as an Australian icon as this 1971 quotation suggests, ‘[o]nce upon a time building a
weekender for holidays and eventually retirement – was an integral part of the Australian dream
like owning a Holden, a Victa lawnmower and one’s own home’ (Ramson 1988: 719). While
weekenders/shacks appear to have a similar place in the Australian psyche as the bach does for
New Zealanders, there seems to have been less recognition of their heritage status.
There appear to be a number of possible reasons why weekender/shack settlements have been
accorded only limited heritage status. For instance, Selwood and Jones (2010: 78) discuss the
individual ‘shackie’s holiday traditions, their lifestyle and their cultural heritage’, rather than seeing
shack settlements as part of a national heritage identity. Walker (2001) suggests that Australian
make-shift settlements are not as ‘picturesquely dishevelled’ as New Zealand’s bach settlements.
This may be relevant, since all the bach settlements registered by the New Zealand Historic
Places Trust are quite small and in idyllic locations (NZHPT nd-d, nd-b, nd-c, nd-e). In contrast,
many of the West Australian settlements are much larger and mostly situated in flat coastal dune
shrubland (Tiwari 2009; Selwood and May 2001). It could also be less official tolerance of
squatting (Jones and Selwood 2012). Somewhat ironically, it seems intolerance of squatting has
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meant many squatter communities in southern Western Australia were replaced by ordered and
planned development and upgraded to legal town site status (Selwood and Jones 2010). The past
traces of a ‘unique makeshift lifestyle and iconic ‘shack’ architecture have been erased and
replaced by permanent homes, holiday accommodation and good service infrastructure’ (Tiwari
2009: 72). One of the largest shack settlements has, however, been officially recognised by the
Heritage Council of Western Australia. Wedge Point, 150 kilometres north of Perth, is a
settlement of 360 shacks, and was recognised primarily because squatting is now seen ‘as an
important aspect of Australian colonial history’ (Tiwari 2009: 71).
In parallel with New Zealand, however, recognition of heritage does not equate to protection.
Authority lies with the State Department of Conservation and Land Management, and they are
committed to remove the existing shacks, and ‘where appropriate, incorporate material on
historical and cultural use in interpretive displays and community education programs’ (cited in
Tiwari 2009: 71). Thus, the heritage and historical value of the shacks can be suitably recognised
by representing the ‘idea’ of the shack on a display panel, or perhaps by retaining a representative
example. These are also the preferred solutions for some of the people opposed to the baches at
Taylors Mistake. Three bach museums were recommended as an appropriate way of recognising
the bach heritage of Taylors Mistake (see Guthrie 1993). While at Boulder Bay interpretation of
the erased baches was seen as something that could become part of the ecotourism experience of
watching penguins come ashore at an historic site (Notes, 9/6/1998). In the next section I
explore the ecological and conservation histories of New Zealand to help explain why and how
avian conservation has become the most prominent form of nature conservation in New
Zealand, and how conservation is increasingly connected to tourism.

6.4 Histories of avian conservation
This section explores the importance of avian conservation in New Zealand, which results from a
quirk of geological history that meant a vast array of birds filled all the ecological niches usually
occupied by mammals. I show how birds have gone from food and museum specimens to
something that is celebrated as part of New Zealand’s identity, and is also used to attract tourists.
I end the section with a discussion of the celebritisation of avian conservation, highlighted by the
charisma of penguins. But in order to understand these modern transformations it is necessary to
take a longer geological perspective to see how New Zealand’s Gondwanan ecological inheritance
has been transformed.

6.4.1 A unique ecology
New Zealand’s geological history contrasts dramatically with the extraordinary geological and
climatic stability of neighbouring Australia over millions of years. Australia and New Guinea
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(Meganesia) remained part of Gondwana for 40 million years longer than the lands of Tasmantis
(including New Zealand and New Caledonia, which slowly drifted northwards). This allowed
relatively recently evolved groups of animals and plants to cross the Antarctic land-bridge and
enter Australia, with, for instance, the dramatic radiation of marsupial mammals deriving from a
single South American ancestor some 60 mya (Flannery 1995). So, although New Zealand
received some of the earlier Gondwanan inheritance, such as crocodiles, sea turtles, goannas, land
turtles and ancestors of the platypus and echidna, these were extirpated by extremes in climate
and geological processes. The only land mammals to survive were three species of bats which
became generalists rather than rather than speciating (Flannery 1995). Young (2004: 13)
compares this geological activity to a bucking bronco that has ‘done everything imaginable
through its evolution to fling, freeze, drench or drown every particle of life off its back’.
The trajectories over the last 80 million years, of the lands that make up Australasia (Australia,
New Caledonia, New Guinea and New Zealand) also help to explain their respective ecological
patterns. Although these countries share a common heritage, environmental conditions and
different histories have meant that they have radically different ecologies, ‘with the patterns of
evolution that life followed on each of the “new” lands [telling] us much about the forces which
were strongest upon them’ (Flannery 1995: 40). One crucial difference was the fertility of soils;
the infertility of Australia’s soils led to an extraordinary biological richness with some 25, 000
species of plants, while New Zealand’s fertile soils coupled with a colder climate has meant plant
communities are much less diverse (only half as many as New Caledonia which is one fifteenth
the size), however the fertility allowed for a verdant plant life as well as an extraordinary
assemblage of birds with a huge ecological breadth;
[N]owhere else on Earth did birds evolve to be the ecological equivalents of giraffes,
kangaroos, sheep, striped possums, long-billed echidnas and tigers. In a sense, New Zealand
is a completely different experiment in evolution to the rest of the world. It shows us what
the world might have looked like if mammals as well as dinosaurs had become extinct 65
million years ago, leaving the birds to inherit the globe (Flannery 1995: 55).

Despite the ecological breadth of New Zealand’s avifauna its diversity was somewhat limited and
dramatically skewed. Of the 245-252 species at the time of human contact, 37 per cent were
seabirds, 10 times the global average, (including 10 of the 17-18 Spenisciformes or penguins),
while the one third terrestrial species contrasts with over 90 per cent of terrestrial species globally
(Wilson 2004; Trewick and Gibb 2010). Endemism of New Zealand birds is also relatively high
with 87 per cent of terrestrial birds and 44 per cent of all breeding seabirds endemic, and ‘more
than half of New Zealand’s endemic terrestrial and freshwater birds were flightless’ (Wilson 2004:
63). So, instead of charismatic megafauna, such as tigers and giraffes, New Zealand had their
avian equivalents, but they were ill-adapted to human and mammalian predators.
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6.4.2 Bird extinctions and museum specimens
The most striking of New Zealand’s avifauna fared poorly after contact with humans. This is
despite the islands of the Pacific being among the last places on Earth settled by humans
(Wilmshurst et al. 2008; Wilmshurst et al. 2011). The first birds to become extinct with the arrival
of Polynesians were the larger and possibly least fecund taxa, including 11 species of moa,41 a
swan, two giant coots and the giant Haast’s Eagle. With a 2.4m wingspan and weighing 12.5kg it
was larger than any living eagle. It had 6cm claws ‘that could crush the bone of moa’s
hindquarters, causing massive bleeding, and a beak evolved to reach into the carcass’ (Young
2004: 22). Unfortunately, the eagle depended on moa for prey. Many of these species succumbed
within the first few decades after arrival, due to a mixture of habitat modification, introduced
predators such as dogs (kuri) and Pacific rats (kiore), direct hunting and egg-gathering (Trewick
and Gibb 2010; Wilmshurst et al. 2011:1819). A second wave of avian extinctions coincided with
European settlement in the 19th century, and was due to large-scale habitat modification (in
particular bush-burning for pasturalization), hunting with guns, the arrival of a plethora of
mammalian predators (rats, mice, mustelids, cats, pigs and possums) and competition from
acclimatised species. These processes contributed to a further nine species and up to 17
subspecies becoming extinct (Trewick and Gibb 2010; Pryde and Cocklin 1998). So New Zealand
has a rich legacy of extinction, but in the 19th century few thought this was a matter of particular
concern.
Further extinctions were seen as inevitable by early naturalists. For instance, in 1867 James
Hector (director of the Colonial Museum and Geological Survey) argued the publication of
Walter Buller’s Birds of New Zealand was important for two reasons; first, ‘The birds were rapidly
becoming extinct (and therefore increasingly valuable) and, [second] on utilitarian grounds, “it
will be a valuable guide in acclimatisation of imported species”’ (cited in Young 2004: 75). Buller,
an inveterate collector, argued, ‘that it is one of the most important functions of such a society as
this to collect and preserve for all time the fullest record of these expiring species’ (cited in
Young 2004: 85). Against this tide of Darwinian inevitability the naturalist and parliamentarian
Thomas H. Potts ([1872] 1882: 235) made one of earliest sustained calls to conserve the diversity
of New Zealand’s unique birdlife noting that it is;
confessedly a matter of difficulty to understand what principle has guided the selection of
protected species. … We protect the bittern, whilst the noble-looking kotuku [white heron]
is exposed to the murderous gun at all times of the year; the tui is cared for, whilst the tieke
[saddleback], kiwi, and flocks of other useful birds may be exterminated without a word.

He also suggested that it ‘would not be a matter of much regret if the irresponsible system of
acclimatisation were stopped before mistaken zeal results in further errors. … Acclimatisation
41

These were large flightless birds related to emu and ostriches, in a grouping known as ratites. See (Anderson 1989)
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societies might expend some energies in the re-establishment of the most valuable of our native
fauna. This would prove a useful if not very showy occupation … attended with little of the éclat
which now accompanies the announcement of every newly introduced wonder’ (Potts [1872]
1882: 235 original emphasis). In framing his calls for conservation Potts recognised that these
‘peculiar forms are of very great interest to naturalists and physiologists, the wide world over’.
For instance, the biologist Alfred Russell Wallace described the kiwi as the ‘[M]ost remarkable of
all the birds … These are totally wingless and tailless birds, with feathers resembling hairs, and
altogether unlike our usual idea of a bird’ (cited in Wilson 2004: 62). Potts goes on to argue that
‘[W]e shall justly incur the opprobrium of barbarism if we neglect to use strenuous exertions to
avert the fate impending over them. No excuse that we could offer for indifference will palliate
our destructiveness in the eyes of the scientific world’ (Potts [1872] 1882: 235). In concluding his
plea he argues in nationalistic terms that the;
preservation of our birds should enlist not only the attention and co-operation of the man of
science or the naturalist; the subject has a just claim on the consideration of the political
economist, the farmer, the gardener, and the sportsman; it should not only interest the rural
settler, but also the townsman. The sooner this is understood and recognised, the sooner
may we expect to see some well directed steps taken to secure an object of so much interest
to the country at large (Potts [1872] 1882: 236 emphasis added)

Potts’ idea that New Zealanders should celebrate ‘our’ native birds was slow to catch on, but in
the early years of the 20th century native flora and fauna started to be linked with national identity.
Scenic wonders and native birds appeared on postage stamps in 1898, and New Zealanders
started being referred to as ‘kiwis’ from about 1916 (Star and Lochhead 2002). The botanist
Leonard Cockayne (1923) argued for the importance of indigenous vegetation untouched by
external influences, suggesting that ‘none can ever rank quite as high as those which slowly take
shape on New Zealand soil in the far distant past’, while a year later J. G. Myers associated
exotic-free reserves with patriotism, arguing against the ‘abominable practice’ of introducing
foreign species (both cited in Star and Lochhead 2002: 132). These developments were quite
minor, however, compared to the practical development of island sanctuaries, which were
recognised as essential from the late 1800s.

6.4.3 Conserving birds through tourism and celebritisation
Early conservation efforts focused on water and soil conservation, and even when land was
nominally protected, a number of New Zealand’s flightless or weak-flying birds such as kakapo,
kiwi, tieke and kokako were still vulnerable. They were at grave risk from predation by rats and
mustelids, as well as remaining unprotected from hunting until 1897, and the only viable option
was to create island sanctuaries (Star and Lochhead 2002). The first of these, Resolution Island
(20,860 hectares, reserved in 1891) 1.5km off the coast of Fiordland, was administered by
caretaker Richard Henry, acknowledged as the father of practical conservation in New Zealand.
178

He was able to track (with the help of a dog), trap and translocate endangered birds, particularly
kakapo and kiwi, from the mainland to the island (Young 2004). By 1900, however it was
recognised Resolution Island was vulnerable to predators and the focus shifted to Little Barrier
Island Hauturu (2,817 hectares) in the Hauraki Gulf, and Kapiti Island (1,970 hectares) off the
Wellington Coast (reserved in 1894 and 1897 respectively) (Pryde and Cocklin 1998). While these
two islands (and others) have become important boltholes for some of New Zealand’s most
endangered birds, the public has very little chance of going to them so other strategies have been
used to engender public support for conservation.
These strategies include DoC partnering with community groups to restore smaller coastal
islands, and the creation of predator-fenced mainland sanctuaries. Island restoration involves
community groups and the public replanting native vegetation and translocating native birds,
lizards and invertebrates. Successful restoration projects include Tiritiri Matangi in the Hauraki
Gulf (Rimmer 2004), Mana Island off the Wellington coast (Gay 1999) and Otamahua Quail
Island in Lyttelton Harbour (Genet and Burrows 1999). Mainland sanctuaries are even more
accessible and visitation is both enabled and encouraged (Saunders and Norton 2001). They are
also usually reliant on predator-proof fencing (see Burns, Innes, and Day 2012). The most
prominent mainland sanctuary is ‘Zealandia: The Karori Sanctuary Experience’, located in a
former town water supply reservoir reserve in suburban Wellington, and marketed as a tourist
attraction. Prospective visitors are invited to;
Discover ZEALANDIA: New Zealand’s ultimate nature experience. A paradise that took 80
million years to evolve was almost destroyed in the last few hundred … Just 10 minutes from
central Wellington, ZEALANDIA is a unique eco-attraction. New Zealand’s incredible
natural history and our world-renowned conservation are brought to life with a state-of-theart indoor exhibition. Then step through our predator-proof fence into our beautiful 225
hectare (550 acre) eco-sanctuary for your best opportunity to see some of New Zealand’s
rarest birds, reptiles and insects in the wild ( Zealandia nd-b, capitals and ellipsis in original).

Among the opportunities offered at Zealandia is the chance to ‘come face to face with a living
legend. Sirocco is one of only 129 kakapo left on the planet and DOC are flying him to
Wellington for a special one-month assignment: to charm Wellingtonians and help raise
awareness for conservation and the Kakapo Recovery Programme ’ (Zealandia nd-a). Sirocco
rose to prominence in 2009 by engaging in mating behaviour on the head off BBC presenter
Mark Cawardine (Harvey 2011: A3), and now his celebrity has been enrolled to help save his
species – ‘Sirocco needs his human supporters to speak for his species so they might be saved
from extinction’ (Zealandia 2011) and avifauna conservation more generally – ‘Sirocco will make
an indelible impact with each visitor and the kakapo story will be passed on through them – a
story that mirrors that of so many of our threatened and endangered species (Zealandia 2011).
With Zealandia, we see New Zealand’s distinctive ecological history used to promote
conservation by encouraging tourism, and a similar link between conservation and tourism is
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proposed for the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade, but which draws on the peculiar charisma of
penguins.
Another bird that became a media celebrity in 2011 was the juvenile male emperor penguin
dubbed ‘Happy Feet’. He ‘travelled 4000km from his home in Antarctica, ended up on a
Wellington beach and nearly killed himself following a badly chosen diet of sand and sticks after
mistaking them for bits of fish sitting on ice’ (Docherty 2011: 23). New Zealand Doctor columnist
Barbara Docherty wryly notes that;
[New Zealand’s] health system can be near perfect when we choose to be driven by our
hearts and not always our heads. This fine example of Better, Sooner, More Convenient
integrated care emerged when a wide variety of health professionals and others keenly
interested in Happy Feet’s well-being, managed to provide this penguin with the best of
surgical help. … Three operations and anaesthetics later and the combination of a leading
Wellington gastroenterologist, an endoscopist, veterinary science managers, Department of
Conservation and museum staff, and a penguin expert – all managed to work very closely
together … And, without having to endure the intricacies of informed consent, he became
an international film star as his surgeon guided the camera on a tube while a crowd of zoogoers watched anxiously from behind a glass panel, and the rest of the world was transfixed
as three kilograms of sand, liquid and driftwood were flushed out of his swollen intestines
and infected stomach. … It just goes to show what penguins can do for the human psyche.
It’s practically impossible to look at penguin and feel depressed. Happily a full recovery for
the young penguin is expected thanks to this integrated care. (Docherty 2011: 23)

According to Priestly (2011: 52), Happy Feet’s webcam received more than 250,000 hits during
his operations. He did make a strong recovery and was taken (four days travelling) by boat to 53
degrees south, however, ‘Happy Feet might have come to a not-so-happy end only five days after
his release … He was fitted with a satellite transmitter … [but] Happy Feet had travelled [only]
115km in a southeast direction from his release point’ (Anon. 2011: 3), before transmissions
ceased. Despite this possibly unhappy ending, Wellington Zoo vet Lisa Argilla felt that Happy
Feet was an ambassador for his species and raised awareness of conservation issues around the
world and ‘that makes every cent spent [$30,000 mostly covered by donations] worthwhile’(cited
in Anon. 2011: 3). The substantial networks of conservation required saving and then releasing
Happy Feet, and his international media following, stand in stark contrast to the last time an
emperor penguin visited New Zealand’s shores in 1967 at Oreti Beach, near Invercargill. In that
case, the local paper ran one captioned photograph (see Wheeler 2011). This suggests that
although penguins are widely assumed to be charismatic, charisma is not an essential quality of a
particular bird, a species, or the entire order Spenisciformes, rather charisma is enacted into being
in the practices of conservation (among other practices) and should be thought of as an emergent
relational becoming (Lorimer 2007). But there are aspects about penguins that make them
appealing to people and consequently a potential tourist attraction. Before I look at the penguin
parade proposal in greater detail in Chapter 7, however, I set out some of the legislation and
institutional frameworks that order land-use, heritage and threatened species planning.
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6.5 Land-use, heritage and threatened species planning in New Zealand
New Zealand’s environmental management and planning framework has undergone dramatic
changes since 1984, but these have to be seen in the context of comprehensive economic,
institutional and social restructuring that have occurred. With the election of the fourth Labour
government in 1984, the previously highly protected and bureaucratically regulated economy was
opened to market forces and external competition in order to increase the country’s international
competitiveness. In the favourable opinion of economist and future Governor of the Reserve
Bank Allan Bollard (1991: 9):
The programme of economic reform in New Zealand has been built on a number of microeconomic theoretical developments suggesting the pre-eminence of markets and private
regulatory systems, and the minimisation of state control in the provision, funding and
regulation of economic activity (cited in Hayward 2000: 92).

This minimisation of state involvement in economic activity saw state development agencies
restructured. The Environment Act (Environment Act 1986) and the Conservation Act
(Conservation Act 1987) separated resource production functions (such as forestry, mining, lands
and electricity generators) into state-owned corporations or private hands, while regulatory
guidance became a matter for the Ministry for the Environment, and management and protection
functions shifted to the Department of Conservation (DoC) (Memon and Perkins 2000). DoC
became the ‘single government agency responsible for looking after habitats and species and for
advocating for their protection – even in the courts’ (Young 2004: 210), across a huge swathe of
Crown-owned land (approximately 30 per cent of New Zealand’s land mass). It combined people
from a variety of former departments; including the National Park Ranger Service, the Forest
Service, the Wildlife Service, the Department of Lands and Survey, and the Department of
Scientific and Industrial Research, but this was uneasy amalgamation. This is illustrated by the
example of forester John Holloway attempting to include ‘sustainable harvesting’ in the proposed
definition of conservation in the legislation. ‘Such ideas were anathema to preservationists’
(Young 2004: 211). The majority of the headland of Godley Head is managed by DoC, but the
unformed legal road around the coast, known as the ‘Queens Chain’, is controlled by the
Christchurch City Council. This diversity of DoC’s constituent parts may help to explain the
extremely varied response to the baches from different DoC representatives in the late 1980s and
early 1990s.42

42

For instance, former National Park Ranger staff were used to dealing with baches on privately owned land within the
boundaries of, say, Abel Tasman National Park, which had to be tolerated, but they were vehemently opposed to baches on
Conservation Land that didn’t have title. (Pers comm. DoC employee Bruce Arnold 22/9/2004).
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6.5.1 Land-use planning
Land-use planning was altered significantly in the late 1980s and early 1990s. The first major
change involved the institutional reorganisation of local government into three tiers; regional,
district or city councils, and local community boards, under the various Local Government
Amendment Acts of 1989. This consolidated 22 regional authorities, 217 territorial authorities
and 417 Special Purpose authorities into 13 regional councils, 14 city and 60 district councils
(Territorial Local Authorities, TLAs). Planning and regulatory functions were split; with regional
councils responsible for fresh water and soil management, air quality, flood control, regional and
maritime planning, while TLAs were responsible for the delivery of services (particularly local
roading, sewerage, cultural and recreation services, local parks and reserves), as well as land-use
planning (see Memon 1993: 74-85). From October 1991, this reorganised planning regime
functioned under the direction of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA1991). This second
major change had a similar consolidating function, repealing 78 Acts and amending numerous
others (Peart 2007). This Act shifted the focus from the prescriptive regulation of human
activities (under the previous Town and Country Planning Act 1977) towards regulating the effects
of human activities on the environment (Banks 1992; Peart 2007). Thus, the RMA 1991 adopts a
more enabling approach, only seeking to intervene to stop unacceptable environmental impacts.
This has meant planning has ceased to be ‘an essential purpose in its own right and became
merely a means of achieving environmental outcomes, and decision-making became integrated
and interdisciplinary rather than site-specific and discipline-specific’ (McLean 2000: 43). In line
with the earlier economic reforms, Memon and Perkins argue that environmental planning
should be seen as ‘essentially market-led, where collective decisions are taken only to cope with
the consequences of private decisions’ (2000: 19). Thus, the RMA 1991 does more than
streamline a very piecemeal system; it also shifts the focus of land-use planning away from
broader landscape planning towards a reactive approach, which Peart (2007: 15) suggests, can
result in ‘plans being complex and difficult to understand and in poor management of cumulative
and diffuse impacts’. Also because decision-making is based on a framework of broad principles
and policies, there is significant possibility for discretion in individual cases, hence the
effectiveness of environmental management can be dependent on the quality of local decisionmaking (Peart 2007). This local discretion may help to explain how Commissioners Guthrie
(1993) and Marquet (1998) came to quite different decisions over the fate of the baches at
Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay. Since the majority of hearings concerning the fate of baches
have occurred since the adoption of the RMA 1991, it is important to have an idea of how it
works.
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The aim of the RMA 1991 is to integrate the management of air, land, fresh water and marine
areas into one piece of legislation. The Act’s overriding purpose is ‘to promote the sustainable
management of natural and physical resources’. This is defined in section 5(2) as meaning:
Managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or
at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and
cultural well-being and for their health and safety while - (a) Sustaining the potential of
natural and physical resources (excluding minerals) to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs
of future generations; and (b) Safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil and
ecosystems; and (c) Avoiding, remedying or mitigating any adverse effects on the
environment.

In sections 6, 7 and 8, the Act identifies, in descending importance, matters that are of special
significance for resource management. Section 6 outlines ‘matters of national importance’ which
decision makers must ‘recognise and provide for’. Section 7 lists 11 ‘other matters’ that are those
which decision makers must ‘have particular regard to’.43 While Section 8 requires decisionmakers to ‘take into account the principles of’ the Treaty of Waitangi. Sections 6, 7 and 8 are
secondary to the purpose of the RMA (Resource Management Act 1991), and consequently one line
of argument adopted by the counsel acting on behalf of the bachholders was that the baches
were physical resources and that retaining them enabled people to provide for their social and
cultural well-being.
The first four ‘matters of national importance’ are all particularly relevant to the planning
controversy surrounding the baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay. The Section 6 matters
are:
(a) The preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the

coastal marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the
protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use and development.
(b) The protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes from inappropriate
subdivision, use and development.
(c) The protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of
indigenous fauna.
(d) The maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal marine
area, lakes and rivers.
There is a hierarchy in the stringency of attention required of planners and decision-makers
depending on whether a feature is to be ‘preserved’, ‘protected’, or ‘maintained and enhanced’
(Peart 2007). There is also considerable case law and professional argument over concepts such
as ‘natural character’ (see Maplesden 2000), ‘outstanding landscapes’ (see Barton 2006) and the
significance of ‘indigenous vegetation’ and ‘habitats of indigenous fauna’ (see Walker et al. 2008).
The origins of the importance of public access to the coast are discussed in Section 6.3.
‘Inappropriateness’, however, is a concept that is determined by the characteristics of each
43

Section 7(e) relating to heritage was deleted by the Resource Amendment Act (2003) and heritage matters became a
Section 6 matter of national importance. The effect of this change is addressed in the next section.
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situation, and consequently becomes the main point of argument in many development proposals
(Barton 2006; Peart 2007). It was clear from the Taylors Mistake Environment Court case, and
others I have observed and participated in, that a detailed knowledge of the interpretation of
these concepts was (and is) essential to providing convincing expert witness evidence.
The origins of the phrase ‘preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment’ are
worth exploring since they highlight the transition from sporadic bach settlements to modern
holiday home suburbs. The phrase was carried over from the Town and Country Planning Act
1973 Section 2B (a), where it had been enacted in response to what was perceived as rampant
development of the coast. The 1950s and 1960s had seen a rapid proliferation of coastal
subdivisions, especially along the east coast of the North Island. There were very limited planning
controls under the Land Subdivision in Counties Act 1946 and the Counties Amendment Act
1961 (Maplesden 2000; Thom 1973). David Thom, writing in the early 1970s, argued that:
The rules [in these statutes] were applied in the absence of a policy with a devastating lack of
creative imagination and an equal lack of appreciation of the realities of sand and soil
conditions and future servicing. The resulting coastal development has destroyed the very
character which formed the initial attraction. Compared with the earlier, freely sited and
leisure-orientated bach settlements, it was retrogressive. … Subdivision was on a scale not
previously experienced. It was concerned with yield (that is profit on the investment) rather
than abstractions like the quality of the coastal landscape. The pattern of growth was
fundamentally different from the earlier one. Previous decisions on siting had been made
over a period of time, each one considering the dwelling location in relation to the
environment. But siting was now imposed over land and sand (1973: 52).

These concerns were reflected in official reports and conferences, such as the 1969 Coastal
Development Conference of the Institute of Surveyors (see Gillam 1969), and the seminar
convened in 1970 by Coromandel County entitled ‘How can New Zealand best use its coastal
heritage’ (see Healy 1980: 256). A 1972 report by the Ministry of Works (Town and Country
Division) on Coastal Development highlighted a similar distinction between traditional bach
settlements and recent developments. This report suggested the former’s days were numbered,
while the latter were of great concern:
Family holidays in simple baches near the sea or lake shore are as much an accepted part of
our way of life as hogget or [rugby] football. For years many of us have been able to enjoy
the idyllic combination of a cheap holiday home in a small, perhaps untidy, but quite
adequate settlement, with access to uncrowded beaches, clear water, and attractive natural
scenery. But it is rapidly becoming clear that the conditions that made this combination
possible are passing. … In the parts of the coastline under most pressure from holiday
populations, subdivisions for holiday houses seem to be appearing at every beach and bay.
This is a matter of great concern (cited in Maplesden 2000: 14).

Maplesden argues that Ministry of Works report contributed greatly to the growing public
awareness of the problems of controlling coastal development and that it contained key value
judgements that ‘appear to have been directed by central Government policy at this time’ (2000:
15). These value judgements included that the coastline was a ‘matter of national interest’, that
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the needs of the future holidaying public were to be favoured, and ‘[a]s to the kind of landscape
needed, the report makes the assumption that the natural landscape should be dominant’
(Ministry of Works (1972) cited in Maplesden 2000: 15). Thus, the wording of Section 2B(a) in
the 1973 legislation, and its subsequent adoption in RMA 1991 S6(a), can therefore, in part, be
seen as an official reflection of the transition from an earlier era of laissez faire bach building on
untitled land, towards protecting the character of the coast from the dawning recognition of the
coast as valuable property. But ‘matters of national importance’ also have to be seen in the
context of a hierarchy of policy statements and regional planning documents that guide decisionmakers.
The RMA (Resource Management Act 1991) sets out a hierarchy of policy statements and planning
documents, which guide district plans preparation and decision-making. National policy
statements are optional, with the exception of the NZCPS ( New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement
1994)44. The Department of Conservation is required by the RMA (Resource Management Act 1991)
to prepare the NZCPS. At the regional level, compulsory regional policy statements and optional
regional plans (except compulsory regional coastal plans) are prepared by regional councils. While
territorial local authorities must prepare district plans (Peart 2007). This hierarchy is implemented
so that:
District plans are generally required to be ‘not inconsistent’ with regional plans, district and
regional plans are required to ‘give effect to’ regional policy statements, and all these
documents are in turn required to ‘give effect to national policy statements (Peart 2007: 21).

The policies in the NZCPS (New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 1994) most relevant to the baches
and penguins of Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay are policy 1.1.2 (b) which requires ‘avoiding or
remedying any actual or potential adverse effects of activities on … (ii) habitat important to
regionally endangered or nationally rare species’. While policy 1.1.3 states ‘[i]t is a national priority
to protect the following features, which in themselves or in combination, are essential or
important elements of the natural character of the coastal environment: … (c) significant places
or areas of historic or cultural significance. Thus, the NZCPS (New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement
1994) could be enrolled to remedy the adverse effects of the baches on the penguins, if those
effects could be demonstrated, if Boulder Bay constituted habitat, and if the penguin could be
shown to be a regionally endangered species. Similarly, those defending the baches needed to

44 This was replaced by the (New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010) This came into effect 3 December 2010, which is
after the planning decisions followed in this thesis. However there are three significant differences in the 2010 NZCPS that
may influence this dispute in future. The first is that Policy 17 sets out a far more extensive set of policies related to ‘historic
heritage identification and protection’ including (c) ‘initiating assessment and management of historic heritage in the
context of historic landscapes’. Second, however, Policy 14 ‘Restoration of natural character’ promotes restoration … by
(c)(vii) ‘removing redundant structures and materials that have been assessed to have minimal heritage or amenity values
…’. While, third, Policy 11 ‘Indigenous biological diversity’ is more explicit to (a) avoid adverse effects of activities on: (i)
indigenous taxa that are listed as threatened or at risk in the New Zealand Threat Classification System lists; (ii) taxa that
are listed by the International Union for Nature (IUCN) as threatened.
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argue that the baches were an important element of natural character as well as being an area of
historic or cultural significance. While the RMA (Resource Management Act 1991) and the NZCPS
(New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 1994) are important for setting out the overall shape of the
planning arguments, land-use planning in New Zealand also involves systems of historic heritage
planning and management and threatened species planning and management, which are outlined
in the next two sections

6.5.2 Heritage conservation planning
The institutional context of historic heritage planning and management in New Zealand is
somewhat convoluted and dysfunctional. In part, this is because the linkages between heritage
legislation are unclear, while functions and activities are awkwardly split between three
government agencies, as well as territorial local authorities. The Conservation Act (Conservation
Act 1987), Resource Management Act (Resource Management Act 1991) and the Historic Places
Act (Historic Places Act 1993) all contribute to the heritage management framework. Problems
arise because, for instance the HPA (Historic Places Act 1993) is intended to be the main statute
for historic heritage management, however, mechanisms for historic protection are mostly in
district plans under the RMA (Resource Management Act 1991) (PCE 1996; Vossler 2000).
The Conservation Act (Conservation Act 1987) mandates the Department of Conservation to
manage historic heritage on public conservation land as well as its role in nature conservation.
There is, however, evidence that the Department’s mandate to protect both natural heritage and
historic heritage is problematic, with the former taking precedence. (see Warren-Findley 2001).
The Conservation Act (Conservation Act 1987) also proposed an advocacy role outside the
conservation estate for both natural and cultural heritage.
The HPA (Historic Places Act 1993) designates the New Zealand Historic Places Trust (hereafter
the Trust)45 as the lead body for the identification and assessment of heritage, and since 1999 the
Trust has come under the auspices of the Ministry of Culture and Heritage. The HPA (Historic
Places Act 1993) also provides the legislative mandate for the Trust’s Register of Historic Places,
Historic Areas, Wahi Tapu46 and Wahi Tapu Areas. The Register is a national schedule of New
Zealand’s heritage places (currently over 6,000 items), but registration is an information and
advocacy tool and does not automatically equate to protection, although it can lead to heritage
properties being considered for inclusion in district plan heritage schedules (see NZHPT nd-a).
In a recent review for the Trust, McClean (2011) suggests that approximately 85 per cent of
registered items may be listed in schedules in regional and district plans. Although registered, the
45

Formerly the National Historic Places Trust was modelled on the British National Trust, and established under the Historic
Places Act (1954). The Trust is a government organisation with the status of a charitable trust. See McLean (2000).
46 Wahi tapu are places sacred to Maori in the traditional, spiritual, religious, ritual or mythological sense.

186

baches at Taylors Mistake were not included in the 1995 Christchurch City Plan, because the
Council’s heritage planners argued that Historic Places Trust registration was not a rigorous
enough process to be relied on to list the baches, thus entailing greater protection (see Marquet
1998).
Territorial local authorities (TLAs), such as the Christchurch City Council, participate in heritage
planning and management in various ways. Section (7)(e) of the RMA (Resource Management Act
1991) required TLAs to ‘have particular regard for [the] recognition and protection of the
heritage values of sites, buildings, places or areas’47. This usually involves identifying and
compiling a list of heritage items, which are attached to the district plan as a schedule. Some
11,300 heritage items are listed in schedules in regional and district plans (McClean 2011). Once a
heritage item is listed it becomes subject to various policies and rules in the district plan. Thus,
the amount of protection any particular heritage item is accorded, depends heavily on the rules
regarding, amongst other things; repair and maintenance, additions and alterations, relocation,
and demolition. These policies and rules are highly variable across the country (see McClean
2011: 5-6). The non-statutory ICOMOS48 New Zealand Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural
Heritage Value (ICOMOSNZ 1993) (hereafter the Charter) is the New Zealand version of the
Venice Charter (1966) discussed in Chapter 3. It sets outs the general principles and conservation
processes which should guide the conservation of places of cultural heritage value in New
Zealand.
It is intended as a frame of reference for all those who, as owners, territorial authorities,
tradespeople or professionals, are involved in the different aspects of [conserving places of
heritage value]. It aims to provide guidelines for community leaders, organisations and
individuals concerned with conservation issues. It is a statement of professional practice for
members of ICOMOS New Zealand (ICOMOSNZ 1993: np).

Thus, in theory, the Charter has a role informing district plan policies and rules, but Donaghey
(2008: 43) suggests there is little evidence of the Charter’s application in policy and practice.
Familiarity with the Charter is, however, an important prerequisite for claiming heritage expertise,
and this is demonstrated in Chapter 9. Heritage protection thus depends on a series of steps
fitting together, so registration requires listing in a schedule, but listing has limited effect without
appropriate rules. In the 1990s the whole heritage management system was subjected to
considerable scrutiny, because of perceived failures and inadequacies.
The unwieldy system of legislation and different agencies involved in heritage protection was
reviewed in 1996 by the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment The report noted
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Replaced in 2003, see below.
International Council on Monuments and Sites is a non-governmental international organisation (of heritage
professionals) dedicated to the conservation of the world’s monuments and sites. ICOMOS is principal advisor to UNESCO
on matters of cultural heritage. See www.icomos.org/en.
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that: ‘Heritage protection for many places is not being achieved. The permanent loss of many
historic and cultural sites and places is causing widespread anxiety and is most acute among
tangata whenua’49 (PCE 1996: iii). This lack of protection was particularly apparent among TLAs,
and one of the report’s key recommendations was that heritage should become a ‘matter of
national importance’ under the RMA (Resource Management Act 1991). This recommendation was
given effect by the Resource Management Amendment Act (Resource Management Amendment Act
2003), which deleted S7(e) and replaced it with S6(f) ‘the protection of historic heritage50 from
inappropriate subdivision, use and development’. The period from the mid-1990s through the
early 2000s can thus be seen as an era of increasing awareness of and anxiety over the loss of
cultural heritage.51 The arguments over the heritage status of the baches at Taylors Mistake and
Boulder Bay have, therefore both played out against this wider backdrop and been constitutive of
these changes.
The Parliamentary Commissioner also found that the Historic Places Trust was under-resourced,
had a wide range of potentially conflicting functions and powers, and that the Trust’s Register
was ineffective. The report noted that the Register was ‘widely acknowledged to be very
incomplete and uneven’, that the Trust had very limited resources to improve it, and that there
was a ‘widespread misconception that the Trust’s registration mechanisms in themselves offer
secure protection’ (PCE 1996: 7 original emphasis). Despite the incompleteness of the Register,
it is notable that 13 baches (named Rotten Row Baches)52 at Taylors Mistake were registered as a
Historic Area on 27 October 1995 (see NZHPT nd-d), and they were the first group of baches to
be registered. Subsequent bach registrations include; three groups totalling 38 baches on
Rangitoto Island in 1997 (see NZHPT nd-b), two groups of four and five respectively at Red
Rocks and Mestanes Bay near Wellington in 2002 (see NZHPT nd-c), and 26 baches at
Tongaporutu north of New Plymouth in 2011 (see NZHPT nd-e). It is also significant that all of
these settlements are on public land. Thus, while registration does not offer the Rotten Row
Baches protection per se, registration can influence district council planning processes. However,
because only some of the baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay were registered, opponents
argued that the other baches had not met the heritage criteria, and thus should not be scheduled
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Literally ‘people of the land’, Maori local to a particular area.
The definition of ‘historic heritage’ is defined in Section 2 as … those natural and physical resources that contribute to an
understanding and appreciation of New Zealand’s history and cultures, deriving from any of the following qualities: (i)
archaeological; (ii) architectural; (iii) cultural; (iv) historic; (v) scientific; (vi) technological; and (b) includes – (i) historic sites,
structures, places and areas; and (ii) archaeological sites; and (iii) sites of significance to Maori, including wahi tapu; and (iv)
surroundings associated with the natural physical resources. While this is a broad definition, social qualities are omitted,
and earlier controversial references to ‘spiritual qualities’, ‘cultural landscapes’ and ‘ancestral landscapes’ were deleted.
See (Kenderdine 2005)
51 The incoming 5th Labour-led government in 1999 were seen as more sensitive to heritage issues, illustrated by the Prime
Minister Helen Clark choosing the portfolio of Minister of Culture and Heritage.
52 The somewhat unreliable nature of the Register is attested to by the fact that the photographs used to illustrate the
Rotten Row Baches are actually of baches in nearby Hobsons Bay which are unregistered (see NZHPT, nd-d).
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by the Christchurch City Council. Arguments over how the baches should be classified were thus
central to exerting power in the dispute and are the focus of Chapter 9. The conservation status
of the white-flippered penguin depends far more on quantitative assessments of population size
and population trend, and how these criteria combine is examined in the next section.

6.5.3 Species conservation planning
Compared with cultural or historic heritage conservation, the institutional arrangement for
dealing with species conservation is relatively straightforward, although nonetheless controversial.
The Department of Conservation is the primary agency responsible for threatened species
planning and management in New Zealand, and biodiversity protection is one of DoCs core
functions (DoC 2007). This subsection sets out how New Zealand’s threatened species
classification works in relation to the classification of the white-flippered penguin, which
currently has a ranking of ‘Nationally Vulnerable’. It also investigates how the IUCN
international threatened species listing works, where the white-flippered penguin was listed as
endangered.
There have been several iterations and a change of focus in DoC’s threatened species
classification systems. The first version, by Molloy and Davis (1992), ranked species according to
their priority for recovery action, rather than according to the ‘relative risk of extinction’ adopted
internationally by the IUCN53 Red List of Threatened Species (see Baillie, Hilton-Taylor, and
Stuart 2004). The Molloy and Davis threat categories include Category A (highest priority),
Category B (second priority) Category C (third priority) and Category O (species threatened in
New Zealand but secure in other parts of its range). These categories were used to compile a list
and assign management priority categories to threatened species (see Tisdell 1994). In this list the
white-flippered penguin (Eudyptula minor albosignata) was assigned Category B status. This system
had weaknesses, and the (then) Director General of Conservation Hugh Logan, noted that ‘it
became clear that we should separate the process of classifying the threats to species from
prioritising species recovery actions’ (see Hitchmough 2002: 3). This led to a new approach more
in line with IUCN approach of classifying species according to threat of extinction (see Molloy et
al. 2002). This, in turn, has been superseded by the New Zealand Threat Classification System manual
(Townsend et al. 2008). In the previous three listings based on risk of extinction, 2002 (see
Hitchmough 2002: 54), 2005 (see Hitchmough, Bull, and Cromarty 2007: 45), and 2008 (see
Miskelly et al. 2008: 128) the white-flippered penguin (Eudyptula minor albosignata) has been listed
as a taxonomically determinate subspecies that is ‘Nationally Vulnerable’. The qualifiers which
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International Union for the Conservation of Nature (also known as the World Conservation Union) is the equivalent of
ICOMOS for species conservation, in that it is an organisation of nature conservation professionals, and provides advice to
UNESCO on natural heritage matters.
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provide additional information and meaning to threat classification, however, changed with the
2008 revision. In the 2002 and 2005 lists the qualifier used was ‘Human Induced – present
distribution is the result of direct or indirect human action’ (Molloy et al. 2002: 15). ‘Human
Induced’ was removed in the 2008 revision (see Townsend et al. 2008: 12).54 Instead the whiteflippered penguin qualifiers are ‘Range Restricted’ and ‘Designated’. The latter qualifier is
described as
A taxon that does not fit within the criteria provided, and which the Expert Panel has
designated to the most appropriate listing without full application of the criteria … if the
Expert Panel believes that this better describes the taxon’s risk of extinction (Townsend et al.
2008: 28).

This appears to be a catch-all qualifier, which allows experts to deal with situations where the
numbers do not fit, but as we will see below, the weight the expert panel wields, without
evidence, has been criticised.
The scope of this system potentially includes plants, animals and fungi of ‘any described or
undescribed taxon that exists in the wild in New Zealand’ (Townsend et al. 2008: 9). Two parallel
lists of ‘taxonomically determinate’ and ‘taxonomically indeterminate’ taxa are produced. The
former list includes taxa that are ‘legitimately and effectively published and generally accepted by
relevant experts as distinct (this system is designed for the ranks genera, species, subspecies,
varieties and forma)’55 (Townsend et al. 2008: 9). The latter list comprises ‘taxa that are
legitimately and effectively published but not generally accepted as distinct’ and to be listed
‘require verification by an appropriate reference specimen and consensus acceptance by the
relevant Expert Panel’ (Townsend et al. 2008: 9). Thus taxonomy forms an important part of
threat classification, but it is a matter of consensus acceptance that confirms the status of a
particular taxon.
The listing process involves a series of yes/no decisions based on ‘biota in the wild in New
Zealand’ – ‘native’ – ‘resident’ – ‘evaluated’ that are either ‘threatened’ or ‘at risk’. The threatened
category is divided into three further categories for taxa that are nationally critical, nationally
endangered or nationally vulnerable. While the at risk category has four divisions; declining,
recovering, relict, and naturally uncommon (Townsend et al. 2008: 10-13). The primary criteria
for deciding which category a taxon is listed under is a combination of ‘total number of mature
individuals’ and ‘total population trend’ over a ‘10 year period or 3 generations whichever is
longer’. So, for instance any taxon with a total population <250 mature individuals is categorised
as ‘nationally critical’ regardless of population trend. Similarly any taxon with a >70 per cent
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Presumably because it does not actually explain anything to describe, for instance, predation by ferrets as ‘Human
Induced’
55 The manual notes that ‘[s]ince the purpose of the listing process is to assign threat, the taxonomic rank of the entity is
irrelevant and all have equal status’.
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decline is categorised as ‘nationally critical’ regardless of total population. While total populations
in 1000-5000 range (which is the estimated population size of white-flippered penguins) are
classified as ‘naturally uncommon’ or ‘recovering’ if population is gradually increasing, nationally
vulnerable if there are 10-30 per cent or 30-50 per cent declines, and nationally endangered if
there is a 50-70 per cent decline (Townsend et al. 2008: 14). Secondary criteria that are used to
refine these classifications include the number of sub-populations and the total area of occupancy
of a particular taxon.
Under the criteria in Molloy et al. (2002: 20) a ‘taxon is Nationally Vulnerable when scientific
evidence indicates that it fits at least one Status criteria and one Trend criteria’. Status criteria are
1) 1000-5000 mature individuals, 2) ≤ 15 sub-populations and either a)300-500 in largest
subpopulation or b) the total area of occupancy is 10-100 hectares. Trend criteria are 1) ‘There
has been a decline of 30-60 per cent in the total population or habitat area in the last 100 years
and the total population or habitat area is still in decline’. 2) ‘There is a predicted decline of 30-60 per
cent in the total population in the next 10 years due to existing threats’. As indicated above the
2008 revision allows for greater variety of combination between Status and Trend to contribute
to categorisation. The population trend category over the previous 100 years appeared to be quite
problematic, given the likely reliability of population surveys from 100 years ago, and this
criterion has been replaced in Townsend et al (2008) with 10 years or three generations
(whichever is longer). It is clear that the specific numbers matter when assigning a taxon to a
particular classification, thus repeated population surveys are necessary to establish population
status and trends, (although, in the case of the white-flippered penguin it seems expert opinion
can also trump criteria). Actually capturing the messiness of the field in an on-going and reliable
way is far from straightforward, however, as shown in Chapter 5, and thus it is perhaps
unsurprising the 2008 list has been strongly critiqued.
The conservation status of New Zealand birds is a contentious matter. In a letter to the editor of
Notornis (the scientific journal where Miskelly et al., (2008) was published), Williams (2009) argues
that the listing process is more like a fact in law ‘which is established by argument and enshrined
by precedent’ rather than a ‘fact in science, which is established by observation and enshrined by
repeatability’ (2009: 110). He highlights a number of areas of concern, three of which are relevant
here. The first, he argues, is that no evidence
verifying the allocation of any species to any one of the defined threat categories is provided
or referenced, and yet the bulk of this paper, an analysis of species shuffling between threat
categories, rests entirely on the validity of these assignments (2009: 110).

It appears from this that the lists may rely rather more on expert panel opinion than numbers.
His second concern involves the reliance on the Atlas of bird distribution in New Zealand (Robertson
et al. 2007) to indicate changing population status, but as he points out, it is a record of recent
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distribution and not population numbers, and he notes that authors of the Atlas are ‘at pains to
point out that absence of a record of a taxon from a locality (recorded at a 100ha scale) is not
evidence of absence’ (2009: 110), so it is arguable what can be inferred from such data. His third
concern is that changes between categories can be based on an identified 10 per cent population
change which he describes as an ‘exceedingly brave call’ and suggests that
[t]hose who conduct determined population surveys would be absolutely over the moon if
they thought their methods were robust enough to detect a ±10 % population change with
95% confidence, especially of birds that are mobile, cryptic, patchily distributed, occur at low
densities, or have wide geographic presence (2009: 111)

So, while threat classification looks like a highly quantitative undertaking, those classifications can
be undermined by the lifestyles of different creatures and the practicalities of the work involved,
and these aspects are further explored in Chapter 8, where I explore the practicalities of a whiteflippered penguin population survey.
The white-flippered penguin has also been internationally recognised as ‘endangered’ on the
IUCN Red Lists of Threatened Species. This occurred at the Penguin Conservation Assessment
and Management Plan (CAMP) September 1996 workshop, in Cape Town, facilitated by the
Conservation Breeding Specialist Group of IUCN (see Ellis 1999; Ellis, Croxall, and Cooper
1998). The listing process used five main criteria which were each subject to different thresholds
to assess whether a taxon is ‘critically endangered’, ‘endangered’ or ‘vulnerable’. The criteria are;
‘A rapid decline’; ‘B small range that is fragmented, declining, or fluctuating’; ‘C small population
and declining’; ‘D1 very small population’; ‘E unfavourable population viability assessment’, with
a sixth independent criteria of ‘D2 very small range’ (Ellis 1999: 164). The white-flippered
penguin (Eudyptula minor albosignata) was one of three penguin taxa56 listed as ‘endangered’ by the
CAMP process. This was based on ‘criterion B1, B2a, B2b, B2e’ and a ‘world population of
approximately 2200 breeding pairs of which 1,650 are on Motunau Island and ≥550 are on Banks
Peninsula’ (Challies 1998: 86-87) These criteria are:
Extent of occurrence estimated <5,000km² or area of occupancy estimated 500km² and in
<5 locations; continuing decline observed, inferred, or projected in extent of occurrence and
area of occupancy (Ellis 1999: 27)

The declines are attributed to predation, with the main predator being ferret (Mustela furo).
Monitoring of seven accessible colonies showed an overall decline in the number of breeding
pairs of 60-70% between 1980 and 1993 (Challies 1993). The two colonies least affected
during this period have since halved in size. There is growing evidence that the ‘safe’ colonies
also are being affected as a proportion of young birds attempt to breed in adjacent areas
prone to predation (Challies 1998: 86-87).

Since the generation time for white-flippered penguins is eight years, a decline over three
generations is likely to be greater than the 13 year period shown. This listing as ‘endangered’ is
56

The other two were the erect-crested penguin (Eudyptes sclateri) and the Galapagos penguin (Spheniscus mendiculus).
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the first time the white-flippered penguin has received this level of official conservation status.
This status can be seen as what Latour (1987) describes as ‘immutable mobile’ since the word
‘endangered’ travels internationally, and the penguin becomes comparable with other taxa of the
same status, while the supporting and qualifying data is detached. But the status can also be seen
as a ‘precarious achievement’ (Law 1994), since it is capable of being undermined. Two
significant qualifications to this status are recommendations for further research. The first is that
the
taxonomic status of the Eudyptula minor complex should be investigated in detail to determine
the significance of the described forms with particular reference to Eudyptula minor albosignata.
Only then will it be possible to determine which geographic populations should be treated
separately for conservation purposes (Challies 1998: 88)

The second recommendation is to ‘refine population estimates in New Zealand’ (Ellis 1999: 168).
It is the practices and negotiations related to these two recommendations that form the
substantive focus of Chapter 8, but that chapter first looks at how ‘endangered’ status was
achieved.

6.6 Conclusion
The disputes over the future of the baches at Taylors Mistake and in Boulder Bay and their
possible replacement by a penguin parade have not happened in isolation from the wider history
of the coastline, baches and bird conservation in New Zealand, as well as national and
international planning processes. In this chapter, I have therefore sought to highlight the
importance of the coast to both Māori and Pakeha, especially for food and recreation, which then
lured people to stay for longer periods on the coast. Initially, this involved rudimentary camping
and makeshift DIY shelters that provided the barest of necessities, and the minimalist nature of
these shelters was deemed integral to the experience. These early baches were mostly on public
land, but authorities often gave tacit approval since their impacts were thought to be minimal.
With the increasing popularity of staying at the beach after World War II, however, large swathes
of coastal land were subdivided, and as the initially cheap land became increasingly expensive, the
rudimentary bach changed into, first, the holiday home and then the mansion by the sea.
Consequently, the rustic bach settlement started to be celebrated as an egalitarian part of New
Zealand’s culture that was seen to be increasingly threatened by property values and local
authority regulations, though not by everyone. Thus, the official recognition of heritage bach
settlements has been controversial, and in Chapter 7 and 9 I explore, in greater detail, first, the
history of the Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay baches, and second the arguments surrounding
their contested recognition as heritage.

193

Running somewhat in parallel with this altering reception of the baches, has been a similar
transformation in New Zealanders’ relationship with birds. The evolutionary distinctiveness
provided by the country’s geological history meant that birds filled nearly every ecological niche,
but many were ill-adapted to humans and introduced mammalian predators. The extinctions of
birds during both Māori and European colonisation phases led early European naturalists to kill
many more birds, so they could be conserved for science as specimens in museums. The idea of
conserving New Zealand’s indigenous species alive was slow to take hold, amidst the clamour to
acclimatise species of fish, mammals and birds from Europe. Many of the introduced mammals
have proved to be significant predators of the surviving bird species, consequently conservation
has involved translocation to predator free islands and predator-proof fenced mainland
enclosures. Avian conservation is an expensive undertaking and mainland sanctuaries enable
visitors to offset the cost of conservation, while hopefully generating broader support for
conservation. Some penguin species are particularly amenable to this increasing role for tourism.
Thus, a project to protect an endangered (sub) species is also able to draw on the resonance of
over a hundred years of conservation activities attempting to protect New Zealand’s unique
avifauna. In the next chapter, the scope of the proposed Boulder Bay Penguin Parade project is
examined, as well as the natural history of the white-flippered penguin, after I have set out the
extensive planning history of the Taylors Mistake area.
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‘So close yet so far’: Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay

Another common seabird is the grey plumaged little penguin, (Spheniscus
minor Forst.) ... At Taylors Mistake, near Sumner, they used to burrow in the
soil on top of the cliff, a fact not unknown to the Natives, as we have there met
with a party of Maori hunters with bundles of korora in goodly numbers. We
remember a V hut was built on a rocky site not far above high water, – a spot
that had been the resort of penguins – the folks who occupied the cottage were
constantly disturbed at night by the noise made by the birds that were waffling
or barking beneath the flooring boards.(Potts 1882: 213-214)

7.1 Introduction
In the previous chapter I explored the importance of the coasts and how the historical
development of baches and cribs had influenced coastal planning. I also examined the
importance of, and changing reception to, birds in New Zealand, and how this had changed
conservation. In this chapter, I introduce an area where the broader historical discourses
surrounding the bach as an indigenous, egalitarian, and threatened heritage compete with
discourses which underlie the importance of protecting indigenous biodiversity through the use
of eco-tourism. As the epigraph suggests, the tension between the inhabitants of baches and
penguins is a longstanding one around the coastline of Boulder Bay and Taylors Mistake, albeit
the shape of those tensions has changed somewhat with the proposal to make the penguins the
focus of an eco-tourism project. In Section 7.2 I explore some of the social and cultural history
connected with the earliest dwellings at Taylors Mistake, highlighting its colourful character.
Section 7.3 is divided into six subsections; these outline important aspects of the labyrinthine
planning processes that have tried to deal with the ‘Taylors Mistake bach57 issue’. These
subsections show that whether or not heritage has been officially recognised (and what form that
heritage takes) has changed markedly in the last 40 years. Section 7.4 introduces the Boulder Bay
Penguin Parade, a combined conservation, education and ecotourism initiative, proposed as a
competing use for land occupied by eight baches. This project was launched to celebrate the
millennium and involves relocating penguin chicks to re-establish a colony in Boulder Bay. The
final section looks at the natural history of the white-flippered penguin, and in particular, explores
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It is unknown when these dwellings changed from being cave dwellings, V huts and cottages into cave baches and baches.
An article in The Press 24/7/1939 refers to the ‘Taylors Mistake Hut and Cave Occupiers Association’ (see Hill 1988: 116),
and as a ‘weekend residence’ in a 22/8/1956 building permit issued by the City Engineers Office of the Christchurch City
Council . Yet a 21/2/1937 Te Hapukoa Tramping Club trip to Boulder Bay reports visiting ‘Fred Storey’s bach’. (Evidence
presented to Marquet 1998). The situation is confusing because buildings that would have been known as huts for quite
some period after they were built are now universally referred to as baches, and have been since the 1950s.
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some of its chequered taxonomic history. Given these contested histories, it therefore seems
appropriate that the first mentioned ‘bach’ at Taylors Mistake had penguins under it.

7.2 The earliest dwellings at Taylors Mistake
The historical authority on the Taylors Mistake area is Gordon Ogilvie, whose history of the
baches in The Port Hills of Christchurch (Ogilvie 2009 [1978]) is cited in both the planning decisions
by Commissioner Marquet (1998) and Judge Smith (Save the Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City
Council and ors 2002). Ogilvie (2009 [1978]: 23) suggests that the first Europeans to ‘establish the
cave dwelling habit’ in the Taylors Mistake area were the Kennedy brothers in the early 1890s,
while Thomas Archbold was the first to build in a cave in 1897. This chronology seems rather at
odds with T.H. Potts’ 188258 observation in the epigraph that ‘a V hut was built on o rocky site
not far above high water – a spot that had been a resort of penguins – the folks who occupied
the cottage were constantly disturbed [by penguins] beneath the flooring boards’ (1882: 214). It
seems likely that Potts is referring to the same vicinity between Boulder Bay and Taylors Mistake
beach as Ogilvie discusses, since the coastline around Harris Bay had a fairly large penguin colony
until the 1970s (see Crean 1996). Potts refers to both a V hut and a cottage that has floorboards,
so this seems to indicate something more than just camping in a cave. V huts were so named
because they were shaped like an inverted V and were built as a shelter by the first settlers in
Canterbury (Orsman and Orsman 1994). Given these two points it seems likely that people were
building dwellings on this part of the coast 15-20 years earlier than is currently recognised. Thus,
the Taylors Mistake huts appear to predate the earliest fishermen’s huts built at Selwyn Huts in
1888 on Lake Ellesmere and those at Rakaia Huts, where the first one appeared in 1898 (see
Singleton 2007). This also significantly predates other famous bach settlements such as Rangitoto
Island, which started just before World War I.
Some of the earliest well documented cave dwellings and their owners had colourful histories.
For instance, Alfred Osborn, known as The Pilgrim built what Ogilvie describes as the second
cave dwelling in 1903, which was called Pilgrims Rest (No.12)59, a few hundred metres west of
Boulder Bay. It became a popular destination for walkers on the Pilgrims Way – a two miles long,
yard wide track that Osborn and others built form Taylors Mistake to Godley Head – since he
served refreshments (Ogilvie 2009 [1978]).(See figure 7.1). One of my respondents remembers
how

58 1882 is the date Out in the Open was published but many of the essays appeared in the New Zealand Country Journal in
the late 1870s.
59 The dwellings were all numbered with numbers 1-10A in Boulder Bay, 11-28 in the cliffs between Boulder Bay and the
main Taylors Mistake beach, 29-47 in The Row, 48-58 on the rocky point at the north end of the main beach, 59-70 in
Hobsons Bay, and 71-72 at Giants Eye around past Hobsons Bay.
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… in 1961 you could still see picked out in boulders on the slope above that cave was the
name Pilgrims Rest. Pilgrims Rest was what he called it. He lived in there and it became quite
a notable spot for people to call on and my mother told me, she was a teenager at the time,
he had a – one of the attractions there – he had a camera obscura which was this device, the
top of the structure which was about 12 feet high, reflected the image of the scene that it was
pointed to, down the shaft and at the bottom there was a ground glass screen where people
could look at the view. So it was, even in those days, and that was, as I say, 1912 or 1913, it
was quite a well-known destination for picnic parties. This party had walked from Lyttelton
[approximately 6 miles away] and walked back again (Interview transcription 30/8/2000).

Figure 7.1: ‘Group of people at a cave, Taylors Mistake, Christchurch’. Pilgrim’s Rest, with visitors wearing
their Sunday best, in about 1912. Alfred Osborn is in the white shirt and tie standing next to the
refreshments. Reproduction permission granted W. A. Taylor collection, Canterbury Museum.

Another famous cave dwelling was The Hermitage (No.17. See figure 7.2) owned by Jesse
Worgan, and built from ‘materials salvaged from the 1906-07 New Zealand International
Exhibition and Fuller’s old theatre’ (Ogilvie 2009 [1978]: 24). The dwelling measured 40 feet
deep, 20 feet wide and 10 feet high bare rock ceiling, and had bunks, a large oak table and chairs,
sideboards for crockery, primus stoves for cooking, rainwater storage tanks, and a piano. All the
provisions were carried in by pack from the Sumner tram terminus, while the piano was brought
round from Sumner in a ‘16 foot flat-bottomed rowing boat – a hair-raising voyage if ever there
was one’ (Ogilvie 2009 [1978]: 24). The Hermitage was also a popular destination, and Ivan
Densem remembers visiting the cave in the 1930s:
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I can remember this cave and it was roughly 800 square feet inside. It had three rooms, a
ladies’ bedroom with bunks three high in it and there was a men’s bunkroom and in the
centre was this common room. In there was this old grand piano which was still playable but
in pretty bad order. In the period 1910-11 until sometime in the 1920s there were dozens of
concert parties that went over there. They would play during the week and after their final
performance in the Theatre Royal on the Saturday night, they’d go over to this cave with the
grand piano and they’d have a “hideo” for two or three hours; then walk back to Sumner [3
miles] and an old taxi would take them back to their hotel (cited in Cairns and Turpin 1991:
214).

This suggests that a lively and distinctive culture developed around the baches that involved
picnics and parties, as well as the more regular fishing trips, prior to World War I.
Figure 7.2 ‘The
Hermitage’ owned by
Jesse Worgan. Built of
materials salvaged
from the 1906-7 New
Zealand International
Exhibition and Fullers
Theatre. It was the
scene of a distinctive
Gaiety Theatre
weekend partying
culture through the
1910 -20s. Photograph
Cairns and Turpin
(1991: 212).

An additional reason to visit Taylors Mistake was for the swimming, and with the founding of the
Taylor’s Mistake Surf Lifesaving Club in 1916, there were regular competitions as well as
patrolling the beach. An intimate connection developed between the surf lifesaving club and
people who built many of the baches in the settlement during the 1920s and 1930s. This history
is extensively examined in Cairns and Turpin’s (1991) 75th anniversary history of the club called
Guardians of the Mistake. One of the founding members of the club was Bob Wood snr.
He owned a bach at Hobson’s Bay, and second son Bob well remembers being piggy backed
over the hill by his father. … We were always at the bach, recalls Bob Wood jnr, and as the
father was an inaugural member, the little boys would have been playing in the sand or
paddling in the shallows (Cairns and Turpin 1991: 25 original emphasis).

In evidence presented to Marquet (1998) the (then) club vice-president outlined the ongoing
extent of the relationship between bach holders and club office holders. He pointed out that 100
per cent of both patrons and treasurers had been bach holders, while 77 per cent (63 in 82 years)
of the club captains and 54 per cent of presidents had been bach holders.60 As outlined below,
the need for surf lifesaving in the bay has affected the solutions that have been proposed for the
baches.

60

[name omitted] evidence presented to Marquet (1998) dated 11/6/1998.
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The first notice Sumner Borough Council (the local authority until 1945) appears to have taken
of the area was in 1910 when a councillor and the Mayor investigated the buildings and proposed
to license them. The visit was recorded in the Council minute books, where they were referred to
as the ‘Huts at Taylors Mistake’:
Councillor Wood and the Mayor visited Taylors Mistake and inspected the matter. On the
whole found nothing objectionable. There are about 10 or a dozen cave dwellings, some
being as far we were able to observe, without a map to guide us, either on the Government
Road, or between high and low water mark. The dwellings are mostly boarded and neatly in
front of the natural rock and apparently contains stoves as piping was showing from the
interior. In front of the dwellings a broad level space has been formed. Some of the
dwellings are of a fair size, and one that we inspected contained four bunks and there was a
fair amount of space for taking meals. The dwellings are a considerable distance apart and
are of a character to convey the impression that the dwellers intend to use same for a
considerable period and possibly from time to time to sell them to others. We suggest that
the occupiers names should be ascertained and that some form of licence should be taken
out by them to prevent anything like a vested interest, and as a safeguard that the owners will
be responsible for good order being maintained. The licence fee should it is thought [be]
merily (sic) nominal, say 2/6 for each dwelling. The Mayor (E Denham) [Page 488 Sumner
Borough Council Minute Books 21/10/1910 (cited in Marquet 1998: 4-5)

The Sumner Borough Council’s response was similar to that of other councils and local
authorities around New Zealand at the time, in that they either tolerated or invited people to use
marginal land under their jurisdiction (see Foster 2003). The council took control of the paper
road around the coast, and started to give permission to erect huts from 28 January 1913,
requiring a fee of 20 shillings.

Figure 7.3: ‘Taylors Mistake, Christchurch’. ‘The Row’ in about 1920 with the Surf Lifesaving club
in the sand dunes in the middle of the bay. Bach 34 is the small square one fourth from left, and
below the right side of the bare earth patch. Reproduction permission granted W. A. Taylor
collection, Canterbury Museum.
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Initially the huts had been in caves in the rocky cliff lines towards Godley Head and around in
Hobsons Bay but with licencing, huts began to appear in The Row, and by 1920 (see Figure 7.3)
there were a dozen in this area (Marquet 1998: 5).
The road from Sumner was partly formed in 1926 and completed in 1936 (Ogilvie 2009 [1978]).
Consequently, ‘[t]he 1930s were a boom time for building huts at Taylors Mistake, providing the
first vehicle access – easier access for building materials, provisions and members of the public’
(Cairns and Turpin 1991). Prior to this bach builders would have been restricted to what they
could carry or bring by boat. As a respondent noted:
The earliest baches there now, I think, date sort of just before the First World War. That is
an old green bach [No.34] with shutters because there were never glass windows in the bach
we were in. Everything was shutters. Cause all that stuff had to be lugged over the hill of
course. Taking glass windows over there was a bit of a nuisance (Interview transcription
30/8/2000).

By 1939 the number of baches between Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay was 72, which was the
high point of baches around this section of coastline. Thus there was both a degree of official
tolerance and encouragement involved in the development of the bach settlement.
With the outbreak of World War II the army took over control of the Godley Head and Taylors
Mistake areas. The army built substantial fortifications above the 100m high cliffs of Godley
Head, as well as searchlight batteries at sea level, and a camp ‘which could accommodate 400
persons, comprised 91 buildings, including barracks, quartermasters store, kitchen, laundry,
ablution block, messes and medical post’ (Mitchelhill-Green 2010: 5). Construction began in July
1939 and 6 inch guns were installed by December 1941, and the site continued to be used for
Compulsory Military Training until 1957(Mitchelhill-Green 2010). In January 1941 work was
begun on the temporary 6-inch Taylor Battery which was near the cliff edge about 300 metres
from Boulder Bay. From the beginning of the war the army also took over the Surf Club rooms
and some of the baches, and closed the area to the public for the duration of the war.
Unfortunately, however, vandals were not excluded. This was particularly problematic for the
cave dwellings, because it was
during World War II, when the owners were not permitted to use their [d]wellings, that a
large number of the [c]ave [d]wellings were broken into by vandals – some of them
destroyed beyond repair. With road access into Taylors Mistake, [after the war] the bay was
more accessible to the Christchurch public and as the [d]wellings were only occupied at
weekends it made vandalism and break-ins very hard to prevent (Hill 1988: 51).

The remaining military installations of the wider Godley Head area ranks the site in the top-ten
coastal defence heritage sites, and as the best solely World War II site, in New Zealand
(Mitchelhill-Green 2010). This history contributes to the character of Godley Head and Boulder
Bay area, with the few remaining military buildings and the baches in Boulder Bay the only
building in a largely open tussock covered headland. The earliest dwellings at Boulder Bay were
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Stone End (No.1) and Rosy Morn (No.2). They were built of boulders off the beach in about
1908, the former by an early Godley Head lighthouse keeper Hugh Yardley, while the latter was
built by Wally Caldwell (see Figure 7.4) (Ogilvie 2009 [1978]).
Figure 7.4
‘Rosy Morn’ in
1912. The two
men are
standing in
front of ‘Stone
End’. Built of
boulders from
off the beach
and held
together with
clay cement.
They were
reputedly built
in about 1908.
Photograph:
W.A. Taylor
Collection,
Canterbury
Museum

Seven others were built prior to 1914, with an army hut added in 1945.61 All these baches, apart
from the army hut (No. 10A) were built within metres of Mean High Water Springs. Bach No 6,
closest to the centre of the valley, was built in 1914 but substantially re-built by adding a second
storey in 1956. Gordon Ogilvie62 discusses their origins and present-day status and suggests that:
Isolation and inaccessibility have always been part of their appeal, as was the challenge of
building dwellings at these remote bays in a completely ad hoc manner – out of beach stones,
driftwood, dunnage from passing ships, flattened kerosene tins and No. 8 wire. Larger items
were transported from Sumner or Lyttelton by boat and barge or carted over the hills from
Sumner. Most of the baches, kept within the same families, have been passed down proudly
through several generations. This is authentic folk architecture, mostly of working class
origin, with both social and cultural importance to our history (Ogilvie 2009 [1978]: 24-

25).

Ogilvie also contends that ‘[e]ven the sternest bach critics concede that Rosy Morn, in particular,
with its completely unmodified exterior deserves to survive’ (2009 [1978]: 24). While those
opposed to baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay might concede Rosy Morn deserves to
survive they have a different conception of survival; one which retains the building as a museum,

61

The former World War II army hut that was sited on Department of Conservation land in the valley, and was relocated
back to Godley Head in 2004.
62 Gordon Ogilvie (along with S. Eldred-Grigg) undertook the first heritage assessment of the baches for the New Zealand
Historic Places Trust in April 1983.
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but with no occupants. Arguments over the authenticity of the folk architecture, its working class
connections and continuing occupancy are central to the dispute over what constitutes the
heritage of the baches, and they form the focus of Chapter 9. In the next section I outline the
long history of disputed planning at Taylors Mistake, which is, perhaps, the most drawn out
planning saga in Christchurch.

7.3 A brief history of disputed planning at Taylors Mistake
The brief social and cultural history I have outlined is important to present day planning. In the
most recent planning hearing decision, Judge Smith (Save the Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City
Council and ors 2002) points out the relevance of the history of both the tenure of the land and
the history of bach development:
We acknowledge the history of the Taylors Mistake baches is an important backdrop to this
case. … we believe there are two aspects of the histories of these baches which bear upon
the case … (1) The status of the land upon which the baches are constructed; and (2) The
chronology of the baches history to the extent that it is agreed between the parties (Save the
Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City Council and ors 2002: 9)

The decision notes that Mr Cass (surveyor of the Canterbury Association) laid off 100 links (one
chain) as a road around the coast of Taylors Mistake and Godley Head in 1851, but the road was
never formed. With the abolition of the provinces in 1876 the land remained in local authority
control. Initially this was the Sumner Borough Council until 1945, when Christchurch City
Council assumed control of the unformed legal road (commonly known as a ‘paper road’ or
‘Queens Chain’). The extent to which the chronology of the baches’ history has been agreed
upon, however, has been somewhat limited, hence the lengthy nature of the dispute, which I now
outline.

7.3.1 Health issues
Although there were official concerns about the baches not paying their licence fees prior to
World War II, the first issue that prompted widespread calls for the baches’ removal was related
to health concerns. There is little evidence of Christchurch City Council concern about the
baches in the 1940s and 1950s, indeed annual site fees and rates were collected until 1973 (Hill
1988). The first evidence of official concern came from the Health Department in 1960, after a
person contracted hepatitis from eating shellfish off the rocks at Taylors Mistake. This was
thought to be due to the common waste disposal practices at the time of ‘either tipping them
straight into the sea or burying them [in the sand]’ (Cairns and Turpin 1991: 218). After initially
demanding removal of all hut and cave dwellings, the Health Department agreed that chemical
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toilets could be used. Concerns about sewage from the baches continued into the 1970s,
however, and an article in the Christchurch Star by surfer Bruce Ansley63 began with the sentence:
I am busy composing a notice for Taylors Mistake next summer. Something like: ‘It would
be prudent, when swimming in these waters, to keep one’s mouth shut tight’. That is, I might
add, if lockjaw hasn’t already set in (1976: 2).

On 19 January 1973 a special sub-committee of the Christchurch City Council met to decide on
the issue of Site Licences at Taylors Mistake. It based its recommendations on a classification of
the condition of a bach:
1) Those baches up to City standard and of good beach (sic) condition to be removed in
seven years. No improvements to be permitted but baches to be maintained to present
standard. Ownership changes to be permitted.
2) Baches of fair standard to be removed in five years. …
3) For baches of a poor standard and caves removal in two years, no change of ownership
permitted.
4) Those baches classed as derelict to be removed immediately once the decision has been
taken by Council (Council report cited in Hill 1988: 119).
Presumably, it would be Council officials who would do this classification, but in what was to
become a familiar theme the Council delayed taking immediate action. The Council finally
decided in 1976 that all baches should be removed by 31 March 1986, with bach holders signing a
10-year licence, with one of the provisos being that they had to install an electric toilet. Those
baches and cave baches, however, considered derelict (9 baches) or without electricity (10
remaining habitable cave dwellings) were to be removed. In a letter dated 1 December 1977, to
one of the licensees, the Council stated that ‘where a bach owner declines to comply [installing an
electric toilet] or is unable due to a lack of electrical supply, occupation of the Bach must be
discontinued and the cleared site returned to the Council’ (photocopy of original in Hill 1988:
121). Thus, a decision based largely on aesthetics regarding the ‘condition’ of the bach was
simplified to whether or not a prospective licensee was willing or able to install an electric toilet.
David Hill (1988) notes that most cave dwellers ignored the requirement to remove their
dwellings, but on 27 November 1979 the Christchurch City Council burnt down the first cave
dwelling without electricity and by the end 1980 the removal of the cave dwellings was
completed. Most of the remaining bach occupiers signed licences but claimed it was under
duress, and in 1983 appealed to Planning Tribunal,64 which refused to recognise the baches’ legal
status. The Christchurch City Council received legal advice that it did not have the power to issue
licences to occupy the unformed legal road. So, instead of enforcing the 1986 deadline and
removing the remaining baches as it had done with the cave dwellings, the Christchurch City
63

Bruce Ansley went on to be a journalist with the New Zealand Listener (see Ansley 2002a, 2002b) and informed me that
he had changed his mind since the article he wrote about Taylors Mistake, saying his views on the cave baches had
‘changed 180 degrees’ and that he deeply regretted their removal (pers comm. B, Ansley 23/8/2003).
64 Became the Environment Court in 1994
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Council chose to explore the creation of a ‘holiday bach zone’. A Discussion Document (see
CCC 1985) focusing on the recreational potential of Taylors Mistake, noted that that potential
would not be realised until a sanitary sewer had been installed in the bay. The report proposed
that once the sewer was available; ‘a special residential zone within the [Residential Hill] Zone
would be initiated, such zone to be carefully located with respect to access, views, topography,
servicing and garaging’ (cited in CCC 1989b: 12). Thus, instead of complete removal of the bach
holders form the bay, the Council chose to explore the removal of the baches but with the
possibility of legitimating bach occupancy in the bay in a new subdivision.

7.3.2 Proposed Change 32: Commissioner Milligan 1989
Proposed Change 32 was to allow a special residential holiday zone in the floor of the Taylors
Mistake Valley (see figure 7.5). The wording of the Town and Country Planning Act (Town and
Country Planning Act 1977) Section 2B(c) required the Council to protect the coast from
‘unnecessary subdivision’. In a report discussing the proposed ‘holiday bach zone’ the City
Planner considered the ‘need for surf patrols is unquestionable considering the heavy surf’, and
considering how far the beach was from the metropolitan area ‘it is probably desirable that there
is an opportunity for accommodation to be provided for members on surf patrol’ (CCC 1989b:
17). The explanation of Proposed Plan Change 32 stated:
The Council intends that the baches on the unformed foreshore road be removed so that
this land can be used by the general public for recreation. The Council has no legal means
available to permit continuation of the existing baches on legal road. However, it is accepted
that there is a need for holiday accommodation to enable the recreational opportunities of
the area to be fully utilised. It is therefore proposed to provide a small “Residential Holiday”
zone of approximately 1.2 hectares, back from the foreshore. … The maximum number of
holiday units permitted will be limited to 40, and no separate single accessory buildings will
be permitted (garages will be attached to holiday units or built in groups) (CCC 1989a).

Bach owners supported this solution, but a range of objections were raised. There were two main
objections to the plan change. A key objector to the baches remaining on public land felt the
‘proposed Scheme Change to allow a residential holiday zone to be established so that these now
illegal baches can be removed has some merit provided this can be achieved in the immediate
term’.65 Thus, some objected because they felt there was not enough compulsion to remove the
baches prior to the subdivision being built, and which effectively ‘rewards illegal occupation of
public land’66, while others67 objected to the suburban quality of the subdivision in open tussock
grassland, that should remain as recreation area.

65

Name omitted, objection to Proposed Change 32, 25 October 1989.
Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society (Canterbury Branch) objection to Proposed Change 32, 16 October 1989
67 Name omitted, objection to Proposed Change 32, 26 October 1989.
66
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Commissioner Milligan sitting pursuant to the Town and Country Planning Act (Town and Country
Planning Act 1977) recommended the rejection of Scheme Change 32. As proposed Scheme
Change 32 would have completely removed the baches there was no discussion of their heritage
value. The primary justification for Plan Change 32 revolved around the importance of the
Taylors Mistake Surf Lifesaving Club’s continued ability to patrol the beach, thus allowing for
recreation to continue.

Figure 7.5 Taylors Mistake Residential Bach Zone Concept 1989. The holiday bach zone envisaged a
typical suburban residential subdivision, just with smaller houses. There is absolutely no
acknowledgement of the landscape that this subdivision would be sited in. Plan Gabites Porter and
Partners.

The opposition to the plan change suggests that for some it is primarily that the baches are on
public land that is the problem, while for others; baches shouldn’t be in Taylors Mistake at all.
The Taylors Mistake Association68 appealed Commissioner Milligan’s recommendation to the
Planning Tribunal, and Christchurch City Council responded by suggesting mediation.

7.3.3 Report of the Taylors Mistake Mediation Working Party – February 1993
The Mediation Working Party included a councillor and a planner from both the Christchurch
City Council and Canterbury Regional Council, and a CCC landscape architect. As well as both a
planner and an advocacy manager from the Department of Conservation, five representatives

68

Representing the bach holders.
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from the Taylors Mistake Association (described in the document as ‘Bach owners’), and a
mediator. Mediation meetings began in November 1991, with a preliminary proposal presented
after seven meetings, with a further six meetings working through issues. I go into some detail
about the ‘Mediated Solution’ because it has been the basis for three subsequent planning
hearings; Commissioners Guthrie (1993) and Marquet (1998), and Judge Smith (Save the Bay Ltd
and ors v Christchurch City Council and ors 2002).
In his recommendations on Plan Change 3, based on hearing the proposed ‘Mediated Solution’
outlined below , Commissioner Guthrie (1993: 5-6) wrote:
(4.3) Significantly, the Taylors Mistake Residents (sic) Association Incorporated was invited
to join the mediation but declined to do so on the basis that any mediated outcome would
necessarily involve a compromise of fundamental principle. A number of other groups
having a known interest in the issue, particularly environmental organisations, were not
invited to join the mediation.69

Presumably, Guthrie is referring to the Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society, who had
objected to Scheme Change 32, but it is also significant that there were no representatives with
heritage expertise from Christchurch City Council, the Canterbury Regional Council, the
Department of Conservation, or New Zealand Historic Places Trust. The omission of both
environmental groups and heritage input has become more apparent as the process has
continued.
The Working Party noted that the baches were ‘divided into seemingly natural groupings’, these
were; Boulder Bay, The Row, the points at either end of the main beach, and Hobsons Bay. In
relation to Boulder Bay it concluded:
The remoteness of Boulder Bay and the nature of the baches there suggested that these
baches did not intrude significantly on access to the area. There was also some public safety
benefit by the baches being located there. Some of the baches there were seen as having
particular historic and/or architectural merit as examples of baches (CCC 1993: 9).

Whereas, those baches at either end of the main beach ‘were seen as highly intrusive both to
access and the public enjoyment of the beach and although some have historic and architectural
merit … these were the most intrusive of all the baches’ (CCC 1993: 9). The Working Party took
these ‘natural groupings’ into account as it explored a long list of possible outcomes, from which
four principal options emerged:
(1) All baches removed – no relocation – Legal road stopped
(2) All baches removed from the legal road – Road stopped and esplanade reserve created
– Holiday zone established in valley (Change 32).
69

The Taylors Mistake Ratepayers Association was invited to participate in the mediation but at a meeting held 21
November 1991 ‘declined to be involved as the issue should be resolved by the Christchurch City Council and the ratepayers
of Christchurch. During this meeting the mediation process was neither supported nor rejected by the association although
those who attended the meeting were extremely divided in their views’ (Lay evidence presented 11/6/1998 to Marquet
1998). Thus, the Ratepayers Association was evenly split between those who supported and opposed the baches, which led
to the formation of a group explicitly opposed to the baches – Save the Bay Limited.
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(3) All baches remain – Status quo
(4) Some baches remain, those with most impact removed, relocation option behind
existing row.
In summing up the advantages and disadvantages of the options, the Working Party concluded
that Option 1: ‘Though initially the preferred option of some of the participants this option was
unacceptable to the Taylors Mistake Association, some of whose members would fight such an
outcome to the limit of legal processes. This option could not therefore be the basis of a mediated
solution’ (CCC 1993: 10 original emphasis). Option 2 was rejected because the holiday zone
‘would create an unacceptable intrusion into the valley’ (CCC 1993: 11). The status quo Option 3
was preferred by the Taylors Mistake Association, but was ‘totally unacceptable to all of the other
participants’ (CCC 1993: 12). While this option ‘[r]etains the historical/heritage of baches’, it was
also seen to ‘[c]onflict with the preservation of the natural character’; ‘[r]estrict public access’; the
‘[b]aches infringe on/overlook beach area’; also there was ‘[m]ajor opposition from residents and
Minister of Conservation’. Thus, Option 4:
Though not initially the preferred option of any of the participants, this solution involving a
quid pro quo compromise by all the parties was eventually seen as the only alternative offering
any hope for a mediated settlement of the dispute. This option was therefore further
discussed, including its legal implications, and requirements for implementation. It is the
result of that process that which is now proposed as a mediated solution to the Taylors
Mistake Baches issue’ (CCC 1993: 13 original emphasis).

Thus, five baches at the seaward end of the Row (Nos. 28-33) eight at the northern end of the
main beach (Nos. 48-58) and bach No. 69 (built on top of a World War II gun emplacement) at
the far end of Hobsons Bay had to be removed. The baches could be either, relocated to an
approximate 1.13 hectare zone of freehold land directly behind the inland end of the Row, or
demolished, with the bach holder then allowed to build a replacement bach in the new zone. All
10 baches at Boulder Bay were allowed to remain as were eight in Hobsons Bay and 14 in the
Row. The Working party suggested that two advantages of Option 4 were that it; ‘[r]etains the
best of the historical/heritage aspects of the baches’ and the ‘[n]ew bach zone builds on existing
character and location of baches, reasonably accepted as part of the landscape’. While
disadvantages included that it; ‘[r]etains the Row which some people feel is a blot on the
landscape’, ‘[l]imits some recreational opportunities in the bay, especially in the Row area’ and
that there is a ‘[p]erception that public reserve land should not be leased for private historic
baches’ (CCC 1993: 13). Significantly, there is no mention in the disadvantages of any problems
with allowing new buildings on freehold land to be located next to existing ‘historical/heritage
baches’ on public land. To get a sense of why this might have happened, it is worth looking at the
various reports and presentations the Working Party received.
In coming to their decision on the preferred option, (ie. the Mediated Solution) the Working
Party (CCC 1993: 5-8) members ‘either considered or generated’ a large range of reports,
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including; botanic values70, water quality,71 landscape effects of bach zone72, cultural and historic
merits of baches, DoC bach policy, notes on the ‘essential bach’, and consultation with Tangata
Whenua.73 A representative from New Zealand Historic Places Trust presented both a 1983
report and an updated report. ‘While the earlier report identified a number of key baches as
having historic merit, the [updated] report presented to the Working Party stated quite clearly
that all the baches, as a group, had historic merit, and were worthy of preservation’ (CCC 1993:
6). This updated report (NZHPT 1992: np) pointed out that ‘each [bach] contributes something
to the significance of the group as a whole. … the loss of a building would diminish the existing
heritage values’ and that ‘no new or replacement building should be allowed’. There is no
mention in the report, however, of anything relating to relocation of baches or a freehold bach
zone behind the Row. It seems clear that the report only addressed the current situation and the
New Zealand Historic Places Trust’s representative was not asked to present evidence relating to
the heritage implications of the preferred Option 4.
On the other hand, the Department of Conservation had two representatives on the Working
Party, and the Department’s draft bach policy clearly stated that ‘in certain circumstances, [DoC]
could authorise the retention of baches in particular conditions. In areas of high amenity and
conservation values, baches should be required to be removed’ (CCC 1993: 7). As noted above
there was ‘major opposition from residents and the Minister of Conservation’ to retaining all the
baches. Thus, the amenity values of the beach – infringed on by being overlooked and lowered
by restricted access – was deemed more important than the heritage values of the baches as a
group. The way the issues were framed in the ‘Mediated Solution’ is important because it has had
the effect of significantly foreclosing on options, since planning arguments in the subsequent
hearings have all been based around accepting or rejecting the ‘Mediated Solution’. For instance,
heritage advocates had to choose between saving some baches in-situ, which might in future be
compromised by having relocated or new dwellings in close proximity on freehold land, or
opposing the whole solution. I shall now briefly outline the important aspects of the
recommendations and decisions of the Guthrie (1993), Marquet (1998) and Environment Court
(2002) hearings, but I leave a detailed analysis of the heritage evidence presented at them till
Chapter 9.
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Botanic values were highest in the base of valley where the holiday bach zone had been proposed, but significantly, there
was no mention wildlife habitat or white-flippered penguins in the Working Party Report.
71 Indicated that the ‘beach water quality at Taylors Mistake is generally very good’ (CCC, 1993: 6)
72 Bach zone was deemed to have significant negative landscape effects.
73 The Tangata Whenua representative ‘agreed that the bach issue was really a matter between the Council and the bach
holders, provided the sewerage issues were resolved, and provided that the environmental impact of any new bach
settlement was accepted as minimal’ (CCC, 1993: 7).
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7.3.4 Plan Change 3: Commissioner Guthrie’s recommendations – December 1993
Commissioner Guthrie74 was appointed by the Christchurch City Council to hear submissions on
Plan Change 3 (which gave effect to the Mediated Solution). The hearing lasted four days
between 26-29 October 1993, with the decision released 16 December 1993. Guthrie considered
that:
The Resource Management Act 1991 is about people. Its core purpose is to enable people
and communities to provide for their own wellbeing, whilst ensuring that the needs of future
generations are safeguarded. The essential issue raised by Plan Change 3 is whether the
history of bach development in the Taylors Mistake area; and the heritage value those baches
and bach sites have are sufficient to allow them to remain when balanced against the
competing community interest in providing for access to recreation along, and enhancement
of amenity values of the area affected by the Plan Change. My recommendation to you about
that fundamental issue is coloured by the range of other considerations placed before me in
submission, evidence or by documentary exhibit (1993: 18).

The considerations included; (1) the importance of the baches to their owners. (2) Perceptions of
visitors to the area, ‘including their perception of the extent to which the baches have cultural or
historic merit’ (1993: 18). (3) ‘The extent to which the existing bach development in fact inhibits
public access to and around the coast, both by reason of physical impediment and by raising the
perception that public access is not available’ (1993: 18). (4) The extent to which the baches
contribute to or detract from the recreational amenity afforded by Taylors Mistake and the
adjoining bays. The way Guthrie presents the essential issue of Plan Change 3 can be seen as
weighing Section 7(e) heritage matters against Section 6(d) public access to the coast and Section
7(c) maintenance and enhancement of amenity values, of the RMA (Resource Management Act
1991). The decision, however, turns on how convincing the evidence is, in relation to these
matters.
Commissioner Guthrie consequently recommended that Plan Change 3 be declined, and that the
Christchurch City Council resolve the ‘issue of the future of the baches in other ways … [and]
[u]ltimately [this] is likely to require the removal of all but three truly historic baches from the
area’ (Guthrie 1993: 1). His recommendations hinged on both the evidence of the planning
witness for the Department of Conservation on the negative impacts of the baches, and the
historical evidence presented by those opposed to Plan Change 3, which he found ‘compelling’,
but which went against evidence presented by heritage witnesses from both the Department of
Conservation and New Zealand Historic Places Trust. Commissioner Guthrie contended that:
The tension between retention of the baches for their heritage value, and their removal
because of their impact on the natural values of the coast and its use by the wider
community is finely balanced. The balance was reflected in the evidence for the Minister of
Conservation for [planning witness] one of the Minister’s witnesses was unable to agree with
the conclusion of [DoC heritage witness that baches be retained]. [Planning witness] told me
that the impact of the baches on public access, scenic landscape and amenity values was such
74

A Dunedin resource management and environmental lawyer.
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that only a few of them, if any, should be permitted to remain for their acknowledged
heritage value (1993: 21-22).75

Thus, the evidence on natural values and impacts on public access was seen to trump any heritage
values the baches might have. The historical evidence, by those opposed to retention, argued that
‘all the 19th century baches have long since gone’. Most of the remaining baches ‘originated in the
1920s and 30s’ but have been so modernised that ‘their overall appearance is now representative
of the 1960s’ and now have ‘no historical significance’. The provision of modern amenities
detracts from the historical character of the baches, since ‘[t]he essential characteristic of the
baches before the Second World War [is] compactness, cheapness and simplicity’ (cited in
Guthrie 1993: 22). Thus, historical significance was seen to revolve around originality of the
building’s fabric. Guthrie also recommended retaining three baches76, that ‘were of both historic
and heritage significance’ (1993: 22). Thus, visitors to Taylors Mistake would be provided with an
opportunity to (1)‘[s]ee a style of holiday accommodation that is representative of an earlier time
in New Zealand history’. (2) … ‘understand aspects of the history of earlier attempts by urban
communities to enjoy an outdoor lifestyle’. (3) ‘Reflect on and discuss social history, something
which the Historic Places Trust saw as important educationally’. Guthrie’s proposed solution
consequently recognises the three retained baches as authentic examples of the bach, but turns
them into isolated museum exhibits, and disconnects them from their ongoing social history.
Commissioner Guthrie’s recommendations were subsequently appealed to the Planning Tribunal
by the Taylors Mistake Land Company.77 This was withdrawn, however, in favour of a new
planning process and hearing based on the Proposed Christchurch City Plan.

7.3.5 Proposed City Plan: Commissioner Marquet’s recommendations – 1998
Commissioner Marquet was appointed to hear submissions on Taylors Mistake under the
Proposed City Plan, which took place over six days, commencing on Friday 29th May, and from
Monday 8th - Friday12th June 1998. This hearing was to a certain extent a re-run of Plan Change 3,
although initially three options were presented by Taylors Mistake Association. Option 1 was
exactly what the ‘Mediated Solution’ and Plan Change 3 proposed. Option 2 was similar to
Option 1 but also removed all the baches in The Row to the freehold bach zone. Option 3
removed all of the baches from the legal road but proposed a 6.0 hectare subdivision higher up
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Two staff representing the Department of Conservation had agreed to the Mediated Solution, however two different
staff gave evidence at the Plan Change 3 hearing; one supporting aspects of the mediated solution, the other completely
opposing it. As a member of the Working Party noted ‘[I]t was so upsetting when they [DoC] put different staff into the
submission at the hearing stage and did a complete turnaround on what they’d agreed to in the process – which I thought
was particularly bad form’ (Interview transcript 21/8/2000).
76 Bach No. 1 Stone End ‘(subject to the removal of a recent addition)’ (Guthrie 1993: 22), Bach No. 2 Rosy Morn both in
Boulder Bay, and Bach No. 34 in the Row.
77 TMLC was set up in 1993 by the bach holders to purchase 70 hectares of land in the valley. With 1.13 hectares used for
the relocated bach zone and the remainder transferred to Christchurch City Council once planning issues were settled. They
are still unsettled 20 years later.
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the hillside above Taylors Mistake Road.78 (See Figure 7.6). The latter two options were fairly
quickly dismissed since the effects of larger subdivisions were felt to outweigh any benefit of
removing the baches. The main groups opposing these options, Save the Bay Limited79 and Royal
Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand, proposed, instead, that unformed legal road
should be zoned Conservation (C1 zone), and that all but three baches be removed, thus
reiterating the recommendations of Commissioner Guthrie. In the summary of his
recommendations Commissioner Marquet contended that:

Figure 7.6: Zone Options suggested by Taylors Mistake Association to Commissioner Marquet (1998)
hearing. The Row or Rotten Row is the line of baches on the left at the southern end of the beach. There
are three baches on the beach north of the Surf Club (large building on beach) and eight more on the rocky
headland, while Hobsons Bay is closest to the camera. Photograph presented in evidence by the
Christchurch City Council landscape architect to Marquet (1998) hearing, used with permission.

The issue, as presented to me, may be stated in a single proposition: should the baches be
allowed to stay or should they, by means of the Proposed Plan provisions, be removed?
Approximately 14 witnesses gave evidence in support of their immediate demise and 41 gave
evidence to the contrary. Much of the evidence for the submitters opposing any provision
for retention of the baches was not founded in the RMA [1991] but rather the claim that the
78

A narrow winding road that allows the only vehicle access to Taylors Mistake beach.
Save the Bay Ltd is a registered New Zealand limited company incorporated 21 June 1996, with 20 shares all held by the
director.
79
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baches were on public property, without right, title or licence, and they should therefore be
required to go. Simple though this proposition is, it cannot in this case be elevated to an
unyielding element of sustainable management under s5 of the Act. In any case that
proposition does not correctly, in my opinion, reflect the facts or the law (Marquet 1998: 2)

Thus, for Commissioner Marquet the matter did not hinge on whether the baches were on public
land, which was outside the ambit of his decision, but it was also a position that he disputed.
Instead, he recommended rezoning the coastal margin between Hobsons Bay and Boulder to
Conservation 1A (Coastal Margins), but also recommended to ‘retain 9 baches in Hobsons Bay,
13 of the baches in The Row and 10 baches at Boulder Bay by way of a schedule’ (1998: 2). The
remaining 15 baches were to be relocated or replaced on freehold land behind The Row, and
zoned Living Taylors Mistake Bach zone (as per TMA’s Option 1). Consequently, Marquet’s
recommendations largely confirmed the ‘Mediated Solution’. His recommendations were then
adopted by the Christchurch City Council on 22 March 1999.
There were two significant differences between the 1993 and 1998 hearings. The first, as I noted
in Chapter 6, was that in 1995 New Zealand Historic Places Trust had registered 13 baches in
The Row (no. 34-no. 46), but not the 5 baches closest to the beach proposed for removal. The
second was that the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade was introduced as competing use of the
foreshore land in Boulder Bay.80 Under the ‘Mediated Solution’, Boulder Bay was the least
contentious area; however, Commissioner Guthrie recommended eight of the ten baches be
removed because of their impacts on natural values, public access and amenity. These eight
baches were also seen to interfere with the proposed penguin parade, which introduced a new
element into the planning process. Commissioner Marquet’s recommendations discussed the
proposal thus:
The preferred site [of the Penguin Parade] in Boulder Bay is presently occupied, he [wildlife
expert] says, by baches 4 to 10A. In his opinion, there is a direct conflict of interests between
the retention of these baches and the development of this project which needs to be
resolved. … In conclusion he stated that the aim was to start during the season 1999-2000
which would only be possible if the baches concerned had been removed by then. It would
be unfair to characterise this project as speculative but it is certainly at a very early stage. It is
too early to be considered as a king hit in the planning process. The baches at Boulder Bay
are already in place and many of them are of very longstanding indeed. If the project is to
proceed in this bay then the promoters will need to make arrangements with the bach
owners outside the provisions of the RMA [1991] and the Proposed Plan and not through
any prior leverage as now sought (1998: 23-24).

From this discussion, it seems clear that a proposed competing use is not given much weight in
relation to the existence of the baches, consequently the penguin parade proposal needed to
make arrangements with the bach owners, or adopt other methods of advancing the proposal.
These negotiations and other methods are part of the focus of Chapter 10.

80

I discuss the emergence of the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade in Section 7.5.
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The contrasting recommendations of two Commissioners hearing the same issue, but with
somewhat different evidence, raise some interesting questions. Does this result primarily from
the different evidence presented, the person hearing the evidence, or perhaps the passage of
time? There was more extensive evidence presented on the historic qualities of the baches from
an architect, historian and the Historic Places Trust, which was given more weight, however it
may have had more to do with who was making the decision. One of the bach holders suggested
that the Commissioners had quite different styles;
Guthrie was sort of more deadpan. No one knew what he was thinking and he didn’t ask any
questions. He just listened. Marquet took a more active role. He remembered what someone
had said two days before and he’d throw that comment to a witness he had in front of him
on the day, you know sort of weighing things all the way through. I suppose we were happy
with him because he came out with a good result (Bach D interview transcript 24/8/00).

Figure 7.7: Boulder Bay seen from the water. Baches 4 and 5 are on the left, no. 6 is the red-roofed one in
the centre of the picture, and no.s 7,8,9 and 10 are on the right. Bach 10a is in the trees between no.6 and
no.7. The Boulder Bay Penguin Parade proposal requires the removal of all of these baches and the building
of a predator-proof fence encircling the bay on the hillside above the trees. Photograph presented in
evidence by the CCC landscape architect to Marquet (1998) hearing, used with permission.

It is obvious that the bach holders would be happier with Marquet (1998) than Guthrie (1993),
but evidence to support this observation is to found in the way the recommendations themselves
are written. Guthrie’s (1993) recommendations total 27 pages with three and a half pages
evaluating evidence. In contrast, Marquet’s (1998) recommendations total 67 pages, with 16 pages
of discussion and evaluation of evidence from those wanting the baches removed, and 23 pages
looking at evidence of those supporting bach retention, (with these proportions closely reflecting
the quantity of evidence presented). Several of the bach holders equated Guthrie’s different style
with his role as chairperson of the New Zealand Conservation Authority, 81 and consequently

81

The New Zealand Conservation Authority’s role is to advise the Minister of Conservation and the Director General of
Conservation.
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suggested to me in informal conversations that he had not performed his role as Commissioner
with an open mind. The opposing view was that Guthrie took his site visit far more seriously:
[H]e went and did his visit and looked at the area and looked at all of the baches, he looked
in great detail at them all, whereas I think Neville Marquet was sort of a five minute flying
visit. Whereas Guthrie sort of looked at them one by one. He peered through windows. He
saw things like TVs and microwaves and that sort of thing and I think he felt that that was,
in his own mind, that was sort of not the baching they were trying to convey – you know
where you just walked in and you took your bottle of beer with you maybe, and you sat
there. Because also, well I suppose more so for Taylor’s Mistake/Boulder Bay, the closeness
to the city, that they’re virtually all, some of them are lived in permanently now (interview
transcription 31/8/2000).

Regardless of what led to the different result, the response to it was the same. Those who
perceived they had lost, in this case Save the Bay Limited, referred (appealed) the matter to the
Environment Court.

7.3.6 Save the Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City Council and ors – May 2002
This hearing was held over 16 days, with nine days in August 2001 and seven days in November
2001, with Judge Smith presiding, and with the assistance of Commissioners Burley and Kerr.
The major difference between the City Plan hearing and the reference in the Environment Court
is the role the Christchurch City Council. At the City Plan hearing the Council was relatively
even-handed with witnesses giving evidence both for and against the baches, however once the
Council adopted Commissioner Marquet’s recommendations it became the respondent in the
case, and therefore was obliged to present a unified case defending those recommendations.
Judge Smith’s (Save the Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City Council and ors 2002: 29) decision
identified the key planning issues, which included whether the Conservation 1A zone should
‘provide for identified baches in a schedule with associated performance standards’? And
‘[s]hould part or all of Lot 3 be zoned as Taylors Mistake Bach zone with special performance
standards applying’. In affirming the first of these questions the decision concluded that ‘the
baches themselves are physical resources which require to be sustained under section 5(2)(a)
[purpose of RMA 1991]’ and that ‘we are unable to find that there is any counterveiling (sic)
impact upon either the public generally or any individuals which would justify not scheduling
these structures within the plan’ (Save the Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City Council and ors
2002: 111). The Taylors Mistake Bach zone was also supported, but with strict provisions relating
scale and colour of building and no provision for vehicle access or parking. In conclusion the
decision noted that
In short we agree with Commissioner Marquet and his detailed assessment of this matter.
Although our reasoning is slightly different to Commissioner Marquet we have concluded
that the correct balance has been achieved between the significant number of issues that
need to be addressed in evaluating both the scheduling of the baches and the creation of the
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[Taylors Mistake Bach] zone (Save the Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City Council and ors
2002: 115).

Two aspects of this decision are especially relevant to my thesis. First, the possibility of a Penguin
Parade in Boulder Bay was taken more seriously, with three pages discussing the (in)compatibility
of the baches with a proposed penguin parade. Thus,
(179) [wildlife expert] was called because of his view that the establishment of a large nesting
colony and the retention of the existing baches were incompatible, at least in the longer term.
This matter was significantly contended82 by witnesses for the other parties and was tested in
cross-examination. Having heard that evidence and having seen the site ourselves we have
concluded that the existence of a penguin colony, and indeed a penguin parade, and the
baches are not necessarily incompatible’ (Save the Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City
Council and ors 2002: 59).

Yet, after concluding the parade and baches were not incompatible, two paragraphs later they
wrote ‘[w]e have concluded the question of whether or not the baches are incompatible while
(sic) a penguin parade is not even a matter before this Court at this stage’. They also noted that a
number of infrastructural requirements such as fencing, lighting, buildings and vehicle access
would be required:
[w]hich raises a whole range of further issues which would need to be examined.
(185) Although we appreciate that [wildlife expert] is wanting to obtain endorsement for this
penguin parade project from the Court, the Court is not in a position to consider the
proposal on its merits. At this stage all the Court can conclude is that such a project would
not be incompatible with the baches being scheduled (Save the Bay Ltd and ors v
Christchurch City Council and ors 2002: 60).

This suggests that the Court felt it had some expertise in the ecological requirements of penguins,
or was unconvinced by the evidence put before it on the matter of whether retaining baches and
their occupants was incompatible with a penguin parade. The scale of the proposed
infrastructural requirements, and compatibility or otherwise of penguin ecotourism with the
baches of Boulder Bay forms the main focus of Chapter 10, which explores how each side
attempted to translate support for their respective positions, through enrolling various entities
into their actor-networks.
The second aspect of the decision important to my thesis was the extensive discussions about
heritage values of the baches and the broader area. Ten pages of the 116 page decision discussed
‘heritage and cultural values’ of Hobsons Bay, Boulder Bay, and ‘The Row and Main Beach’. The
majority of that discussion was in the Hobson Bay section, but the decision made it clear that it
also related to Boulder Bay. The decision stated with regard to ‘heritage and cultural values’ that:
We had strong witnesses on both sides, some of whom regarded the baches including those
at Hobsons Bay as a “blot on the landscape” and others who fervently held to the view that
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The evidence disputing the incompatibility of penguins and baches largely revolved around a scene from a BBC
Southampton natural history programme in the ‘Living with Humans’ series, which showed penguins at the Summerland
Peninsula, Phillip Island, Victoria, Australia walking up the beach past a group of people having a barbeque beside a house,
which the penguins scuttle underneath, seemingly oblivious to the people.
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they represented pure insight into part of the life of the working people of Christchurch. The
very fervency of the argument convinces us that these baches represent something of
historical importance to Christchurch (Save the Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City Council
and ors 2002: 37).

The decision also took account of the stories about various people who had built baches, lived
there or visited, and the activities that had taken place, stating that ‘[t]hese stories are of
considerable significance. Quite simply we are satisfied that this “cloak of words” adds meaning
and context to the environment which we see at Taylors Mistake today’ (Save the Bay Ltd and ors
v Christchurch City Council and ors 2002: 37). Specifically in relation to Boulder Bay they also
stated that ‘[i]t would be fair to say that a particular culture group has grown up around the
baches in Boulder Bay having regard to their relative isolation and the continued interest in the
bay by several families through the generations’ (Save the Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City
Council and ors 2002: 55). Thus, intensity of the debate surrounding the future of the baches is
seen to contribute to their importance as social history, as well as the stories about people and
events, and their inter-generational qualities.
The decision also makes several statements with regard to the visual amenity of the baches. In
Hobsons Bay the decision stated that rather than being an ‘eyesore’ ‘[w]e have concluded that the
baches in Hobsons Bay create a dramatic tension between the forces of nature, namely the sea
and cliff faces, and the tenacity of man. The baches exhibit something of the same tenacity and
emotional reaction that one obtains by seeing a lighthouse situated on a rugged windswept coast’
(Save the Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City Council and ors 2002: 42). They make a somewhat
similar assessment of the character of Stone End (No.1) and Rosy Morn (No.2) in Boulder Bay,
when they state:
The contrast between the wilderness views further to the east and the two small baches
nestled into the front of the rock escarpment, are of value. We have concluded that the
contrast between the man made and wilderness elements contributes to the natural character
of this area and the experience of “leaving civilisation” (Save the Bay Ltd and ors v
Christchurch City Council and ors 2002: 54)

Both the heritage values of the baches and natural character of the landscape are important
aspects of the decision, but they were arrived at based on an analysis of the sustained arguments
put forward by either side. These arguments, along with earlier ones, form the focus of Chapter 9
of my thesis, which outlines the processes involved in enacting authentic heritage baches.
In July 2010 the Christchurch City Council changed its position on the relocation of 14 baches
into the Taylors Mistake Bach zone. Although ‘the council voted to give effect to an
Environment Court decision from 2003 (sic) [2002] involving 45 baches in Taylors Mistake and
Boulder Bay’, the Council also resolved to save the 14 baches in-situ.
[Mayor] Parker said the council needed to ratify the Environment Court’s decision in order
to protect itself from legal challenge by bach opponents Save the Bay, seeking the removal of
216

all 45 baches. “We are already bound by this process which we’re committed to – if the
council doesn’t enact it, it puts all the baches at risk”. Parker said the length of the process
would give the council opportunities to “take a completely different direction” and save all
the baches, with the council likely to address the issue during a district plan review next
year.83 The council was unanimously in favour of retaining the baches, which were an
“iconic, historic corner of the city. They represent something that is utterly unique in New
Zealand”, Parker said (cited in Sachdeva 2010: A5).

So, the baches have gone from health menace and eyesore to something that is ‘utterly unique in
New Zealand’, and which the Christchurch City Council was ‘unanimously in favour of retaining’
in the space of 50 years. This section has outlined the historical transformation of Christchurch
City Council’s responses to the baches at Taylor Mistake and Boulder Bay. This started with their
proposed total removal in 1960s and 1970s because the baches were deemed a health hazard. In
1973 priority for their removal shifted to structural and aesthetic criteria, which was then
simplified to whether or not the bach had electricity in 1977. Proposed Scheme Change 32 in
1989 recognised the heritage and importance of surf lifesaving to the ongoing recreation on
Taylors Mistake beach, but not the heritage of the bach settlement, which was to be replaced by a
suburban subdivision. The ‘Mediated Solution’ prioritised public access, amenity and equity issues
ahead of heritage values. By proposing the removal of 14 baches, but allowing relocation or new
buildings on freehold land next to existing baches, the ‘Mediated Solution’ compromised both
the site sensitive nature of the baches to be removed and those which would have freehold
baches built next to them. Commissioner Guthrie rejected Plan Change 3, which would have
given effect to the ‘Mediated Solution’, instead recommending the removal of all the baches,
apart from three uninhabited baches to be retained as museums, based on the criteria for an
authentic bach. Both Commissioner Marquet and Judge Smith broadly supported the ‘Mediated
Solution’ and suggested that resolving the dispute involved compromises on both sides, which
included compromising the heritage values of the area by removing some baches and allowing
new buildings beside others. The 2010 announcement, in some respects, returns Taylors Mistake
to the pre-World War II situation when all the baches were tolerated where they were, but it also
highlights the evolving nature of heritage. I suggest, however, that there is no reason to think that
this is the end of the story of the Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay baches, for as the novelist
Tim Winton says ‘[t]hings are never over’ (2004: 53). This is also suggested by the last sentence in
the 2010 article in the The Press, which states, ‘Save the Bay could not be reached for comment,
but is understood to be preparing a legal challenge seeking the baches’ removal’ (Sachdeva 2010:
A5). Another reason that the story is likely to continue is the proposal for a penguin parade in
Boulder Bay.
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Five weeks after this article appeared Christchurch was hit by the first in a series of major earthquakes, which have
significantly altered the nature of planning in Christchurch, and the bach issue at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay remains
unresolved.
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7.4 ‘Parade Plans for Penguins’: the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade proposal
The first public announcement of the penguin parade was in the Christchurch City Council’s
quarterly environmental newsletter Our Environment in spring (ie. late) 1997. The article entitled
‘Parade Plans for Penguins’ highlights the project’s potential for tourism, education, and the
marketing of Christchurch. It also points out that penguin populations have been decimated
around Godley Head by predation, but that re-establishing a colony is feasible by relocating birds
from other colonies. The proposal is presented as a wildlife management consultant ‘exploring
the possibility of a public viewing area at Godley Head’ to watch penguins come ashore after
dark between ‘October to the end of January when birds come ashore in their largest numbers’
(Hamilton 1997: np). Thus, the article states that:
Canterbury’s unique white-flippered penguins may become a drawcard for eco-tourists and
local visitors. … [The] proposal centres on re-establishing a large colony of white-flippered
penguins in Boulder Bay (Hamilton 1997: np).

The parade is likely to be a drawcard since ‘Little Blue Penguin parades at Oamaru are already a
popular attraction’, thus a viewing area at Godley Head ‘would generate revenue and jobs and
would be an excellent education resource. School children could visit the colony during the day
and learn about the birds while interested visitors could watch the penguin “parade” in the
evening’ (Hamilton 1997: np). Another advantage of ‘re-establishing a penguin colony’ on Godley
Head is that it ‘would complement Christchurch’s other natural attractions’ such as Travis
Swamp and the Bromley ponds and estuary. ‘Together they could be marketed as a unique
ecological crescent’ (Hamilton 1997: np). The reason the penguin colony needs ‘re-establishing’ is
that there has been severe predation of the penguin all round Banks Peninsula.
The main predators of white-flippered penguins on mainland New Zealand are ferrets, and to a
lesser extent, dogs and cats. Ferrets have decimated the population around Godley Head, leaving
only a small remnant population at Harris Bay, half a kilometre towards the main Taylors Mistake
beach from Boulder Bay. Protecting this remaining colony has necessitated a trapping
programme. In a two-month period the wildlife management consultant ‘caught 25 of the
predatory intruders. “If trapping hadn’t been done, there would not be any penguins on Godley
Head” [name omitted] says’(Hamilton 1997: np). This colony is now also protected by a
Christchurch City Council-built fence. The problems with predators on Godley Head are also
reflected in the experience on the rest of Banks Peninsula where ‘predation is continuing and
[name omitted] estimates there has been 60-70 per cent reduction in the white-flippered penguin
population since 1980’. Thus, an important aspect of the project involves building a fence around
the proposed penguin colony to keep out predators, especially ferrets. It is this story of decline
that the proposal at Godley Head hopes to turn around, but the proposal is only possible because
of the ability to relocate penguin chicks.
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The importance of relocation (also known as translocation) is that it enables penguin populations
to be gradually shifted from vulnerable colonies to safer ones. However, unlike many terrestrial
bird species, where adults can be shifted, only pre-fledged white-flippered penguin chicks can be
shifted. This is the situation because
[Name omitted] research into relocation of the birds has revealed that it is possible to move
chicks without affecting their chances of survival. Although the chicks get their bearings
from the point they head out to sea, a large number of the penguins re-establish in other
bays. To build up the Godley Head population, [name omitted] has been transferring chicks
from the southern side of the [Banks] Peninsula to Harris Bay. Scarred hands are evidence of
feisty confrontations. Although he knows the penguins only by number, he says they vary in
their behaviour. “They are very individual. Some are more passive, some aggressive”
(Hamilton 1997: np).

Thus, adult penguins are likely to be capable of returning their natal colonies fairly quickly, since
that is where they get their bearings from. Demonstrating the feasibility of this technique with
chicks meant that ‘[i]f there is support for a public viewing area at Godley Head [name omitted]
could establish a colony of up to 300 pairs of penguins over a 10 year period’ (Hamilton 1997:
np). The article, however, does not mention where these chicks would come from, and what
number of chicks would be required each year to build up the colony, although it does mention
that white-flippered penguins ‘flourish on Motunau Island’.84 A potential issue for the project is
thus whether chicks establishing in other bays makes them more vulnerable to predation than if
they had stayed at a predator free colony on an island. This may be a problem since it depends on
the effectiveness of a network of fences and trapping.
Significantly, the proposal was tentatively linked to a range of other projects on the Port Hills
that were being developed to celebrate the millennium, which in turn, were under the umbrella of
a broader city-wide initiative known as Turning Point 2000. The article stated that
Plans are already being developed to revegetate and fence an area of Godley Head as part of
a Turning Point 2000 initiative to celebrate the new millennium. As well as increasing
biodiversity, the project is aimed at protecting the habitat of the local penguins. [name
omitted] the Port Hills 2000 sub-committee, supports the idea of a public viewing area for
penguins. ‘It’s a very exciting idea – we’re trying to pave the way for that plan’ [name
omitted] says. Whether the sub-committee becomes more directly involved will depend on
funding and the outcome of discussions with interested groups including the Department of
Conservation. Issues which need to be considered include protection for the penguins,
appropriate viewing facilities and cost (Hamilton 1997: np).

Thus, if the proposal was adopted as a Port Hills 2000 initiative it would go from being
potentially only one person’s good idea, to something with official backing to celebrate the
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These details were not presented at Proposed City Plan hearing (Marquet, 1998), but were presented in the Environment
Court Case (2002). Wildlife expert’s evidence pp. 9-10 states ‘Most of the chicks transferred would come from Motunau
Island which at present supports about 1650 breeding pairs of white-flippered penguins. This colony is increasing at about 2
per cent a year and could easily sustain a modest off-take of chicks. … An average of 300 chicks would be transferred to the
bay each breeding season for 10 years. … Of these, [the offspring of transferred birds] it is expected 40 per cent would have
established in Boulder Bay, 40 per cent in colonies in adjacent bays particularly Harris Bay, and 20 per cent further afield.
Together they would form a mutually supporting group of colonies’.
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millennium. But this paragraph also highlights issues to do with protecting penguins, appropriate
viewing facilities, and cost. As I noted above, protecting relocated penguins may not be as simple
as putting up a fence around the bay you relocate the chicks to. While it is difficult to know what
might be entailed in ‘appropriate viewing facilities’. The article ends on a positive note:
[Name omitted] believes the needs of both penguins and visitors could be balanced at
Boulder Bay. The birds would be closely monitored and protected and Christchurch would
have another ecological attraction on its doorstep (Hamilton 1997: np).

There are a couple of surprising omissions in this article. The most significant is that there is no
mention of any baches at Boulder Bay.85 Since this article appeared prior to the Marquet (1998)
recommendations, the Council may have felt that Guthrie’s (1993) recommendations would be
affirmed. As Guthrie had only proposed two baches as museums in Boulder Bay, but away from
where the penguin viewing area was proposed, perhaps they felt the baches would not be an
issue. Or perhaps they wanted to build support for the project by not acknowledging potential
conflict. The other omission is the lack of mention of facilities and infrastructure, beyond the
mention of appropriate viewing facilities and a fence. For instance, access to the site, parking
requirements and possible visitor centres and their potential conflict with the military heritage of
Godley Head are not addressed. I make note of this because both these issues were soon to
become contentious, and I explore these aspects further in Chapter 10. I would now like to
properly introduce an important character in the rest of my story – the white-flippered penguin.

7.5 A natural history of the white-flippered penguin
The story of the white-flippered penguin begins with the collection in 1873 of a small penguin off
the Akaroa Heads, Banks Peninsula on the South Island’s east coast. Two specimens were sent to
the Museum of Natural History and Ethnography in Bremen, Germany, where the taxonomist
Dr Otto Finsch diagnosed it as sufficiently distinct morphologically from the already recognised
type specimen of little penguin Eudyptula minor (Forster, 1781)(collected from Dusky Sound,
Fiordland) to warrant recognition as the species Eudyptula albosignata (Finsch 1874: 207, cited in
Oliver 1955: 86). As Simpson notes white-flippered penguins are
closely similar [to little blue] but usually distinguishable penguins. These are somewhat
heavier, perhaps about 3 and a third pound (about one and a half kilos) in average weight
and with a white band along the front edge of the flipper (1976: 40).

Apart from the distinctiveness of the flipper both penguins are approximately 40cm high with
upper parts ranging from pale blue to dark grey-blue depending age, season and putative
subspecies of Eudyptula minor. The transition from darker upper parts to the white plumage on
the lower body is not as well defined as in other species of penguin (Davis and Renner 2003).
85 A council officer informed me confidentially that she was ‘surprised that Christchurch City Council allowed an article in
Our Environment about the colony to appear with the proviso that the word ‘baches’ did not appear’.
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The two penguins have quite distinct ranges. Little penguins occur extensively round the
southern coasts of Australia from northern New South Wales to southern Western Australia
including Tasmania, as well as the coastlines of New Zealand’s three main islands and the
Chatham Islands (Marchant and Higgins 1990). The white-flippered penguin is thought to be
restricted to the 300km of coastline around Banks Peninsula and 9ha Motunau Island 65km
north of Banks Peninsula (Challies and Burleigh 2004).
Both the white-flippered and little blue penguins are nocturnal. This means they do not enter the
water before dawn and leave just on dusk, either because being ashore in the dark provides
protection from predators, or because they need light to catch fish visually (Klomp and Wooller
1991). Their synchronised arrival after dark, however, has allowed them to become a major
tourist spectacle at Phillip Island, Victoria, Australia, which has some 500,000 visitors a year (see
Attwood 1999).86 They are generally regarded as inshore foragers with their days spent feeding on
small fishes, such as sardines and anchovies, however they make longer foraging trips during
incubation, which are quite variable depending upon ecological conditions, and ranging up to 7.2
days, for example, for penguins from Motuara Island in Cook Strait (Davis and Renner 2003).
Ashore white-flippered and little blue penguins are amongst the most heterogeneous of all
penguin species in terms of breeding sites. ‘They nest in burrows or under bushes or rocks, as
solitary pairs or in loose aggregations; but they also found nesting in caves in tight colonial
aggregations’ (Davis and Renner 2003: 94). The early ornithologist Thomas H. Potts (whose
epigraph opened the chapter) notes that
On examining these breeding places we never found anything that could fairly be termed a
nest, the eggs were deposited on the bare soil; there were often fish bones collected, but no
structure that involved labour or skill beyond the scooped out chamber.… By the time the
home contains young birds the nesting-place gives out a powerful and disagreeable odour,
the fledglings remain in the burrow till nearly full grown, their slatey or bluish grey plumage
is brighter than that of the parent birds. When the tunnel is molested, the old one makes a
vigorous defence of its offspring, using beak and claws with much spirit, at the same time
uttering cries not very unlike the mewing of a cat (1882: 214).

They also quite happily adapt to nesting under buildings, if they are tolerated by people, (Potts
1882) and wooden nesting boxes supplied by researchers and conservationists (Johannesen,
Perriman, and Steen 2002) The heterogeneity of breeding site and the ruggedness of the
coastlines and islands has meant that population estimates and trends over time for the two
species are extremely difficult. The population of little penguins in Australia and New Zealand is
estimated to be about 1,000,000 or approximately 250,000 pairs (Ellis, Croxall, and Cooper 1998),
however as there is thousands of kilometres of potential habitat to be searched it can only be
considered a rough estimate. That the population of little penguins has declined since human
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There are also smaller penguin parades at Oamaru and on Otago Peninsula
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settlement seems highly likely but is largely anecdotal until more recent scientific studies have
followed particular colonies. For instance, huge populations must have existed for large
strandings to occur, as illustrated near Mt Maunganui, in the Bay of Plenty, where Hodgkins
states that;
Very large numbers are stranded on beaches in certain seasons, either dead, or in a dazed and
helpless condition. … Now and again the deposit becomes greatly increased, as in December
1943, when for an unknown distance east of Mt Maunganui the open coast was found to
bear dead penguins at every three to six feet. This deposit was at least seven to nine miles
long, and no heavier has been seen (cited in Oliver 1955: 84).

This anecdote suggests that somewhere between 5000 and 14,000 may have perished in a single
event, indicating a much greater residual population. Whereas Marchant and Higgins (1990) note
that the penguin was only sparsely reported in the Bay of Plenty by the late 1980s. Large
populations of white-flippered penguins were also reported by Potts in the 1870s to 1880s. He
stated that it
was very common in Port Cooper [now Lyttelton Harbour]; there, a place of great resort was
the little island of Ripapa, now used for quarantine purposes, the burrows were very
numerous extending sometimes for the length of several feet. They may be found breeding
in the months of November, December and January; they nest in great numbers, amongst
crevices of rocks usually not far above high water mark, so as to have immediate access to
the sea (Potts 1882: 214).

This abundance continued into the 20th century with Oliver suggesting that it ‘breeds plentifully
all-round the coast [of Banks Peninsula]’ (1955: 86), however, by the late 1990s the whiteflippered penguin population was thought to be as low as 2200 pairs, with only ≥550 estimated
for Banks Peninsula (Ellis, Croxall, and Cooper 1998: 87). This recent decline appears to be
mainly the result of predation by ferrets, with monitoring of seven accessible colonies showing an
overall decline in breeding pairs of 60-70 per cent between 1980 and 1993 (Challies 1993). This
trend has continued with a recent study showing the ‘aggregate number of nests declining from
489 to 85 between 1981 and 2000, an overall loss of 83 per cent’ (White-flippered Penguin Trust
2007).
Two of the difficulties with establishing penguin populations and putative declines from limited
samples include the issue of presence and absence, as noted in Chapter 5. Just because a bird is
no longer recorded as present from one year to the next in a particular colony does not
necessarily establish its complete absence. The second difficulty involves knowing whether
similar declines are occurring in the rest of the population. Scientific studies have attempted to
address these questions by looking at colony fidelity (Johannesen, Perriman, and Steen 2002); that
is whether pairs return to the same colony each breeding season, and provenance (Priddel,
Carlile, and Wheeler 2008); that is where birds in a particular colony have come from and where
they have been found. The conclusions of these studies suggest that little penguins exhibit high
levels of colony fidelity, but juvenile birds can disperse over large distances (700km) to other
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colonies (Priddel, Carlile, and Wheeler 2008). This confirms the situation presented for the
Boulder Bay colony, which is that once adults have chosen a colony they tend to stick with it, but
newly fledged penguins may disperse more widely. Another aspect of the white-flippered penguin
that has been particularly hard to pin down has been its taxonomic status, and as we shall see in
the next chapter, it becomes an increasingly important part of my thesis.

7.5.1 Taxonomy: official and speculative
After its initial discovery and naming, Eudyptula albosignata retained species status for most of the
next hundred years. Although for a 23 year spell from 1913 Mathews and Iredale (1913)
considered it a subspecies of Eudyptula minor. This status changed when a comprehensive reanalysis of morphological characteristics (bill structure, flipper, tarsus and toe length, weight and
egg size) of the entire Eudyptula minor complex was done by Kinsky and Falla(1976). This study
proposed recognising six subspecies within the Eudyptula minor complex. These were; E. m.
novaehollandiae (Fairy Penguin) found only in Australian waters; E. m. minor (Southern Blue
Penguin) found around the coasts of Otago, Southland, Westland and Stewart Island, E. m.
albosignata (White-flippered Penguin) Banks Peninsula and Motunau Island; E. m. chathamensis
(Chatham Island Blue Penguin) Chatham Islands; E. m. variablis (Cook Strait Blue Penguin) coasts
and islands of the southern half of the North Island and northern parts of the South Island,
including Marlborough Sounds, and E. m. iredalei (Northern Blue Penguin) restricted to northern
New Zealand from East Cape (Kinsky and Falla 1976). This taxonomy has remained the most
widely cited despite an increasing number of more sophisticated studies that suggest that
different patterns should be recognised.
The Checklist of the Birds of New Zealand edited by Turbott (1990), relying on morphological,
biochemical and statistical re-analysis of three populations undertaken by Meredith and Sin
(1988a, 1988b) proposed one morphologically variable species, instead of the two distinct species
(Kinsky 1970), or one species with six subspecies (Kinsky and Falla 1976) proposed by earlier
authors. Turbott (1990: 70) stated that
the results showed clinal variations and so much intra- and inter-population variability that
they considered none of the populations to be discrete entities. … In view of this uncertainty
about the taxonomic status of these various populations, we have placed all the New
Zealand birds in one taxon, Eudyptula minor, including the white-flippered birds often
classified as E. albosignata or E. m. albosignata.

This lumping was criticised in Marchant and Higgins (1990) because Meredith and Sin (1988a,
1988b) had not analysed specimens from E. m. minor, E. m. chathamensis or E. m. novaehollandiae and
had sampled only a few localities within the ranges of the three remaining subspecies (Banks et al.
2002). In part, because of these criticisms and because the putative subspecies are somewhat
diagnosable in the field Kinsky and Falla’s (1976) classification of six subspecies has persisted in
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both popular and scientific literature, for example (Dennis 1999) and (del Hoyo, Elliot, and
Sargatal 1992).
The lack of consensus in the official taxonomy of the white-flippered penguin is even more
apparent in the tentative suggestions oriented towards further investigation, conjectures and
speculations of scientists discussing the white-flippered penguin’s possible status. Prior to Kinsky
and Falla (1976) there were considered to be only two putative species, but the white-flippered
penguin was generally regarded as similar enough to be regarded as an unsatisfying species. For
instance, Oliver discusses the variability of plumage, noting that
this species may be regarded as a local development of the Northern Blue Penguin [E. m.
novaehollandiae]. It is rather larger, but the essential distinguishing marks are the continuous
white patch above the tail and a large amount of white on the flippers. These characters are,
however, not constant (Oliver 1955: 86)

The lack of constancy, thus suggests there may be interbreeding. The great American
palaeontologist, and leading participant in the modern evolutionary synthesis, George Gaylord
Simpson, is more explicit (Olsen 1991). He cites a leading authority to assert the point, but this is
not incontestable:
These are commonly considered a separate species, Eudyptula albosignata, white-flippered
penguins. However, Stonehouse, a leading authority, says that in the coastal zone between
typical albosignata and minor there are intermediate penguins indicating probable interbreeding
and suggesting that albosignata is only a local subspecies of minor. (I may also say that in my
admittedly slight experience with albosignata it does not look really distinctive.) However,
experienced observers from the Canterbury Museum in Christchurch assured me that the
two are perfectly distinct and that they do not believe that either customary interbreeding or
occasional hybridizing is occurring (Simpson 1976: 96).

The white-flippered penguin thus illustrates the ongoing tension between local knowledge and
familiarity with a particular population of birds, when compared with both leading authorities and
eminent visiting scientists (who freely acknowledge their own lack of familiarity). This theme was
also evident in interviews with local fieldworkers and scientists who had gained a familiarity
through repeated exposure to the subtle distinctions between different birds:
We would probably say that from what we’ve seen there is enough difference, and we would
be quite happy to say that they are a separate species from the little blue (Field 1, Interview
transcription 13/12/2001).
Occasionally birds turn up that are clearly not white-flippered penguins. Though where they
come from they won’t tell us, probably Otago. It’s quite noticeable that their voice is
different. Everybody who has met them says that they talk a different language (Interview
transcription 17/9/1999).

Simpson’s quotation also highlights the speculative nature of scientific talk as different criteria are
trying to be aligned. Thus the morphology and look of the birds has to be weighed against the
possible extent of interbreeding. This may be further complicated or clarified by the
vocalisations, biochemical and genetic analyses. But these speculative assertions made in general
studies on penguins and local anecdotal evidence carry limited weight, however, without the
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appropriate scientific inscriptions to back them up. As we saw in Chapters 4 and 5, however,
these inscriptions do not discover how nature really is; instead taxonomy is enacted by the
methods it uses. In the next chapter I focus on how various inscription methods are used to
enact a stable taxonomy.

7.6 Conclusion
In this chapter I have explored the controversy surrounding an early example of a coastal bach
settlement on public land, and the subsequent proposal for a conservation and eco-tourism
attraction that was seen to conflict with eight baches in Boulder Bay. I suggest that this situation
exemplifies some of the potential conflicts between preserving social and cultural heritage, and
protecting and enhancing natural heritage in the same landscape. The long-standing controversy
of the baches has revolved around their ‘illegal’ occupation of public land, but, since this is not a
matter that planning hearings can adjudicate on, argument has shifted to a range of substantive
planning issues. These include; whether the baches constitute heritage, and if so, how that should
be dealt with; whether and how they restrict access to the coast; how they impact on the
preservation of the natural character of the coast; and most recently whether the ongoing
occupation of baches is compatible with a penguin parade and colony. Planning decisions have
shown how answers to these questions have changed over the period from 1973 to 2002, with
heritage in particular, increasingly seen as an important aspect of the Taylors Mistake and Boulder
Bay bach settlements. This changed even further with the Christchurch City Council’s 2010
resolution to reverse the decision to shift 14 baches to a new bach zone. The penguin parade
proposal’s competing claim for the land occupied by eight ‘heritage’ baches in Boulder Bay, to
protect an endangered species of penguin, therefore offers an opportunity to study how those
wanting to preserve the built heritage of a landscape and those wanting to protect and enhance
the natural heritage of the area actually exert power. In the next two chapters I focus particularly
on how things are, or should be, classified. In Chapter 8 this revolves around what constitutes a
species, how species are then classified as threatened, and how carefully the label ‘endangered
species’ is used. In Chapter 9 the focus shifts back to what constitutes the authentic heritage of
baches and how that should (or should not) be recognised. Chapter 10 brings both sides together
to look at particular tactics involved in translating the transformation of Boulder Bay.
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‘But we were careful to not call it a species’:
orchestrating the hinterland of an endangered species
We helped [name omitted] to get the white-flippered penguin recognised as a
taxon – but we were careful to not call it a species – because you have to do
what you can to protect them (Scientist pers comm. 21/6/2001)
Five penguin species will get U.S. Endangered Species Act protections after a
2006 petition by the Centre for Biological Diversity and two lawsuits filed
jointly with Turtle Island Restoration Network. Monday’s Interior Department
decision will list the Humboldt penguin of Chile and Peru and four New
Zealand penguins; the yellow-eyed, white-flippered, Fiordland crested and
erect-crested, as threatened. (Environmental News Network, 3 August, see
ENN 2010)

8.1 Introduction
This chapter is structured around the dissection of the first epigraph, and concludes with a
discussion about how the white-flippered penguin was listed as threatened under the US
Endangered Species Act (Endangered Species Act 1973). The significance of the comment is that
once the white-flippered penguin was recognised as a taxon, it became eligible to receive a threat
classification, which at that meeting made it one of three penguin taxa listed as ‘endangered’ (see
Ellis 1999). I suggest that this comment highlights at least three important aspects of endangered
species classifications. First, the phrase ‘because you have to do what you can to protect them’
suggests that taxonomic status matters in terms of conservation prioritisation. Achieving taxon
status consequently improves protection, which seemingly constitutes an example of what
Gamauf et al.(2005) describe as the ‘Conservation Species Concept’, where taxonomists argue
that taxa deserve species status to improve conservation outcomes. Taxon status allows
endangered classification, which then functions as an immutable mobile sedimented in
documents, where the modalities that were part of achieving taxonomic status and endangered
classification are detached (Latour 1987). Exploring in detail how this immutability becomes
mobile is the focus of the following section.
The second aspect of classification highlighted is that it requires help to get things done, in other
words power is associative. You need allies in your network to achieve particular outcomes, but
these allies include more than just humans, because you also need scientific inscriptions to
underpin your taxonomic and threatened status claims. This is complicated by the difficulty of
establishing populations and population trends as well as the dimensions of speciesness involved
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in establishing the fact of a species. These topics respectively constitute the focus of Sections 8.3
and 8.4.
The third significant aspect of the comment is the modality ‘but we were careful to not call it a
species’, which, I suggest, illustrates the functioning of, what John Law calls, the ‘hinterland’,
which is the related knowledge with which a statement needs to be consistent. Law (2004: 29)
suggests that science involves the ‘simultaneous orchestration of a wide range of appropriate
literary and material arrangements’ into a suitable and sustainable hinterland, thus the inscriptions
of the previous section have to be orchestrated together with literary material. A possibly underexplored aspect of the hinterland relates to how scientists judge the strength of the hinterland,
and consequently the use of modalities, when they make utterances that are potentially
contentious. The second sub-section of Section 8.5 shows how those modalities vanish once
something becomes a published ‘fact’. Section 8.6 explores the ways evidence is orchestrated in a
scientific paper to enact a species of penguin, while Section 8.7 follows another trail showing how
that enacted species is enrolled in the fight against global climate change through its listing as
threatened under the US Endangered Species Act (1973).

8.2 Endangered species as immutable mobiles
This section explores how an endangered species classification can be seen as an immutable
mobile, since once the classification is achieved the modalities inherent in its achievement are
detached. The scientist in the first epigraph is referring to the listing process that occurred at the
Penguin Conservation Assessment and Management Plan (CAMP) workshop organised in
conjunction with the Third International Penguin Conference held in Cape Town, South Africa
in September 1996, which was discussed in Chapter 6. The CAMP workshop was conducted
under the auspices of the Conservation Breeding Specialist Group,87 which is one of
approximately 100 specialists groups of the Species Survival Commission, which in turn is one of
six commissions of the IUCN (International Union for the Conservation of Nature, aka World
Conservation Union). ‘The CAMP process is one of prioritisation, assembling 10 to 40 experts
(e.g. wildlife managers, SSC Specialist Group members, representatives of the academic
community or private sector, researchers and captive managers) to evaluate threat status of all
taxa in a broad taxonomic group, geographical region or country’ (Ellis 1999: 163-164). The Cape
Town workshop focused on penguin taxonomic group and dealt with 20 penguin taxa, including
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‘The CBSG is the largest specialist group [within the SSC] and is a network of approximately 800 volunteers with expertise
in species recovery planning, small population biology, reproductive and behavioural biology, wild and captive animal
management as well as other disciplines. … Each workshop is a consensus-building process in which interested stakeholders
focus on preventing the extinction of the species or group of species under review. This process allows for the extraction of
knowledge from expert participants, recognising that much of the information about species is unpublished (Ellis, 1999:
163).
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the white-flippered penguin (Eudyptula minor albosignata), because it was recognised as a taxon. The
support to get it recognised as a taxon was needed because taxonomic status in the listing is
described as: ‘Subspecies (Kinsky and Falla 1976); it is clearly a distinctive form but actual
taxonomic status needs to be confirmed’ (Challies 1998: 86). So, although there is published
scientific support for subspecies status, taxonomic methods had advanced considerably in the
intervening 20 years, and a consensus among experts was also required. Once the white-flippered
penguin becomes a taxonomic entity it is then eligible to be assigned a category of threat of
extinction, and was thus listed as endangered based on its small range and declining population.
This listing as an endangered subspecies affected the way the New Zealand Department of
Conservation prioritised effort to protect the white-flippered penguin. For instance, in the
Department’s Action Plan for Seabird Conservation in New Zealand Part A: Threatened Seabirds, which
reviewed the conservation status of ‘47 seabird taxa considered threatened by the new IUCN
criteria’ (Taylor 2000: 9), listed the white-flippered penguin as an endemic subspecies with an
IUCN rank of ‘endangered’ and a Malloy and Davis rank of ‘B’. A staff member of the
Department explained how these rankings related to conservation priorities and how they were
likely to affect the future ranking of white-flippered penguins:
Int: I wonder if you could explain what the Department of Conservation’s responsibilities
are when it comes to endangered species?
DoC, B: It’s under the Wildlife Act [(Wildlife Act 1953)] and also we have a categorisation
system. Category ‘A’, ‘B’, or ‘C’, whatever species in terms of their rarity and endangeredness
and threat to them, which tends to determine our priorities for funding for work you’re
going to protect them. Otherwise they are all absolutely protected and people shouldn’t be
with intent, injuring or harming wildlife. But in terms of determining the effort we are going
to make to, either directly ourselves, or possibly providing assistance to anyone else to
protect wildlife, we do it on a priority system as to whether it is an ‘A’ or a ‘B’. We do most
of the ‘A’s and there is a bit of work on the ‘B’s. The white-flippered penguins themselves,
they are still hovering at ‘B’ or ‘C’ or something like that. They are not an ‘A’ because they
haven’t redone the list lately. The last time they did the list they were not considered a
separate species but since then there has been some genetic work done on them and it has been
accepted in the Department through our Seabird Recovery Plan [Taylor, 2000]. Quite often
we do individual recovery plan for species but in terms of the sea bird issue I think, partly
because of all the by-catch issues and so on, they’ve done an umbrella one at a sort of higher
level, strategy or whatever, for sea birds and white-flippered penguins ranks very highly in
that one.
Int: How likely is [an individual] recovery plan?
DoC, B: Oh, I think it is probably quite likely there would be a recovery plan for the whiteflippered penguins in the next couple of years. Now the Seabird Recovery Plan has given
them a high ranking, they will get switched to an ‘A’ and a recovery group will be set up for,
yea, recovery group does a recovery plan and then monitors progress on it. But we have
already done, we’ve actually got an internal graph. You can’t call it a recovery plan, we’ll just
call it an operation plan for white flippered penguins and we’ve prepared that and we have
[DoC staff member] has set up a consultative group which includes some specialists like
[name omitted] and some of the land owners who are working on white flippered penguin
sites on the [Banks] Peninsula (Interview transcription 13/9/2000 my emphasis).
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The ‘genetic work’ done on them appears to be referring to the work undertaken by Baker and
others at the University of Toronto, which I discuss further in Section 8.5. This genetic work
coupled with the endangered classification from Cape Town has influenced the ranking of the
birds in New Zealand, and that ranking affects the amount of effort the Department is likely to
make directly, as well as whether they will provide assistance to anyone else attempting to protect
an endangered species. The penguins are not an ‘A’ because the list hasn’t been redone lately, but
they are likely to be switched to ‘A’ because the Seabird Recovery Plan has given them a high
ranking; however, this depends a lot on their species classification:
Int: How important is it that it is a separate species or subspecies in terms of where it comes
on the list?
DoC, B: It is very important in the end and that is based upon just, I guess, Western
scientific view of species management that the Department falls within and Ngai Tahu might
see it quite differently. That is based around the presumption that individual species are
worth saving so then you argue about whether it is a species or not. And then if it is a species
and it is rare or threatened or whatever, endangered, ergo we should therefore be trying to
save it. …
Int: If it is only a subspecies does that give it less weight?
DoC, B: Yes, it does. And then you have got to argue that the main species itself is not
highly ranked and you want to save that bit of sub-variation. Generally, you will probably get
less priority funding I would say, particularly if there is [inter] breeding going on. But it does
depend upon the overall standing of that species. … Yeah, there’s a good argument for
protection, but if the white flipper just turned out to be a colour variation on the little blues,
and they do interbreed, I understand, but I don’t quite know much more about them. You
would have to talk to [name omitted] about the relative level of interbreeding. So they are
not genetically that far enough apart that they won’t breed. Yeah, if they were just considered
a colour sub-species, there is plenty … around the New Zealand coastline, less than what
there used to be, but there are still tens of thousands, I think, of the little blues. You would
only be concerned about, say, Banks Peninsula, saying well, ‘how much effort should we be
put into making sure there are some populations on the peninsula’? As distinct from
anywhere else and it might become a local issue, but you might find that a marginal use if
you need some spare money (Interview transcription 13/9/2000).

So, the immutability of the endangered classification could become mutable if the species
classification is not confirmed. If it is a species, the Western scientific view of species
management entails that the Department of Conservation should try to save it. But if the whiteflippered penguin turns out to be only a colour variation of little blue penguins (which are still
relatively common), and/or there is more than a limited amount of interbreeding happening,
protecting the white-flippered penguin might become a ‘marginal use if you needed some spare
money’. Thus, a range of different criteria are all important for both the ‘endangered’ and
‘species’ classifications, with the latter depending on colouration, genetic distance and the level of
interbreeding (among other things), while the most important criteria for assessing the former are
total population and population trend, but it is not always straightforward to establish these, as
shown by a white-flippered population census of Banks Peninsula.
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8.3 Counting a population of penguins
Another important aspect of endangered species status is that it attracts funding from overseas
conservation organisations. In the case of the white-flippered penguins, the Conservation Action
Fund of the New England Aquarium in Boston contributed NZ$60,000 towards the costs of
population survey of the white-flippered penguin around the Banks Peninsula coast, conducted
by the Department of Conservation over the summers of 2000/2001 and 2001/2002.88 This
appears to have happened because one of the ‘high priority research and management
recommendations’ from the CAMP process was to ‘refine the population estimates in New
Zealand’ (Ellis 1999: 168). From the Department of Conservation’s perspective, it is important to
know where and how many penguins there are, so that protection could be most effective,
therefore, because there is some external funding, the project is worth committing some of the
Department’s scarce resources to, although there are huge competing demands on threatened
species funding (see Joseph, Maloney, and Possingham 2008; Wilson et al. 2011; Drummond et
al. 2009).
There are several reasons why counting penguins on Banks Peninsula is a difficult task, though.
The first involves the length and type of coastline involved, the second relates to the physical
inaccessibility of some of the nesting locations, while the third concerns the rules guiding where
penguins were likely to be found, or not found. Banks Peninsula is a roughly elliptical area some
45km long and 30km wide, but due to its volcanic origins is deeply dissected by a radial series of
elongated embayments, with the sides and heads of these embayments constituting 80 percent of
its approximately 300km coastline (Challies and Burleigh 2004). The 60km of peripheral
headlands are often extremely rugged, and this necessitated a two-stage strategy; where the initial
stage involved making a rapid assessment of the areas that were thought to be worth returning to
(See Figure 8.1). Two fieldworkers involved in the survey explain what they looked for and how
they divided the task:
Int: What is sort of involved in finding, counting penguins?
Field, A: Clambering around rocks, everyone always asks how you knew you didn’t count the
same penguin twice, but these penguins live in little burrows and you’ve just got to hunt for
their burrows, we didn’t often look for the actual penguin we just saw an active nest and
counted that.
Int: Every time you find an active nest you count a pair of penguins?
Field, B: Yeah they’re counted as pairs rather than as individual birds, basically what happens
is we just patrol the coastline in the boat looking at the type of habitat that’s there – earlier
on we got an indication um when [name omitted] came out, of the sort of places that
penguins are likely to be found so we could see that quite easily from the boat, you could see
boulder banks, most of the caves and the likely habitat and the first part of the initial survey
was to just check those habitats out. So anything that looked likely or even it looked fifty
88

For the results of this survey see (Challies and Burleigh 2004)
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fifty we’d still go and check it out because it was the initial survey. So usually two people
would land on the area just scout round to see if penguins were there.
Field, A: If there was five we would record that as a colony …. and where there were greater
than five recorded we then came back to it in the second part of the survey where we
actually hopped off and did a proper search (Interview transcription 13/12/2001).
Figure 8.1 Banks Peninsula
White-flippered Penguin
Survey 2000-2001. The Banks
Peninsula coastline is
extremely rugged, with a
variety of cliffs, boulder fields
and caves, and the only way
much of it accessible is by
kayak. ‘The survey is being
carried out by the Department
of Conservation … and is
supported by the
‘Conservation Action Fund’
which is associated by the New
England Aquarium of Boston in
the United States’ (de Hamel
2000: 14) Photograph in The
Akaroa Mail December 29
2000.

So, during the initial survey the fieldworkers received guidance on ‘the sort of places that
penguins are likely to be’, but often it was not the actual birds they were counting but traces left
by the birds, thus there was inferred presence based on activity. The initial survey gave the
fieldworkers a familiarity with where they were likely to find penguins, but once the second stage
started, different techniques were required to avoid double counting or missing nests, since two
or three people would be searching the same beach:
Field, B: We could pretty much work out the area that the penguins were likely to be, which
we had a very good feel for from the initial survey and we’d start at one end and spread out
so that we wouldn’t overlap but not so far that we would leave an unsearched band in the
middle, and we’d search under every rock and every likely looking space that we could from
one side of the beach to the other and like we said we would keep track of how many birds
we were counting we were keeping in voice contact with each other
Int: How did you ensure that you didn’t overlap?
Field, B: Well you could kind of pick landmarks and if there aren’t any landmarks sometimes
we were putting rocks up on top of other rocks, or one bit of driftwood or something like
that and just make a kind of marker to show where your boundary was, some of the larger
rocks would have penguins nesting on the downhill side (Interview transcription
13/12/2001).
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So the most basic of markers become inscription devices that allowed the search effort to be
separated, but they also stayed in voice contact. However the fact that white-flippered penguins
tend to live in burrows and caves meant it wasn’t always easy to discern how many penguins
might be living under a large boulder or in a cave, which in turn meant that,
Field, A: There was a lot of guessing made when it came to especially a cave that we couldn’t
get into and we’d have to guesstimate how many birds we think are entering that cave.
Depending on the amount of poos or tracks.
Int: How would you estimate that?
Field, A: Didn’t [name omitted] give us a rundown on that the first time we went out? …
Field, B: You can basically kind of tell where there is a lot penguins in an area there is really a
strong smell of ammonia and there is usually a lot of sign there, basically the droppings and
footprints, you can get a really good idea just by looking at the place how much foot traffic it
gets and there were a lot of places where the entrance to a cave was small enough so that
only penguins could get there, but humans couldn’t get in there.
Int: What percentage would be in the guesstimating category?
Field, B: Oh there were probably only a few sites
Field, A: Yeah it wasn’t that common (Interview transcription 13/12/2001).

Thus, some of the guesswork is based on the strength of the stench and the number of
droppings, while the wear produced by repeated footprints also gives an idea of the number of
birds. It is interesting to note that both the respondents used the phrase ‘a lot’. So there was ‘a lot
of guessing made’ and ‘there were a lot of places where the entrance to cave was small’, which
perhaps suggests these instances were vividly remembered, because of the distinctiveness of the
terrain involved, despite their relative infrequency. Or maybe guesstimating didn’t sound like it
was scientific enough when directly questioned about the proportion involved. Either way, the
process introduces a level of uncertainty because it is difficult to know both how often it
occurred and how accurate any guesstimates actually were. In the scientific paper that collated the
results, these situations are described:
The ease with which nests could be counted varied depending on the nature of the site. Parts
of about 30% of the colonies could not be reached because they were underground in lava
tubes, narrow crevices, or deep rock piles. In these cases an estimate of the number of nests
involved was added to the count for the site (Challies and Burleigh 2004: 2-3).

Given that there are 68 colonies (greater than 5 pairs) varying from five pairs to 717 pairs;
knowing that 20 of these colonies had parts that had to be estimated does not provide a very high
level of accuracy. The data does distinguish between four nest site categories; rock pile (772
nests), boulder beach (136 nests), debris slope (153 pairs) and cave/lava tube (161 pairs), but
does not give figures for the number of estimated nests, while the nesting situation for the
remaining 890 pairs was mostly in burrows in farmland in the largest colony at Flea Bay. Given
that rock piles and lava tubes are likely to be the sites where it is most difficult to establish the
numbers accurately, means the amount of estimation involved might be more common than was
suggested by the fieldworkers. The sites of less than five pairs also contributed to the uncertainty
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since there was ‘an allowance of 100 for the 40 small groups (40 x 2.5)’ (Challies and Burleigh
2004: 3). These small sites are potentially problematic since they are easily missed, or not even
searched for.
The third area of uncertainty involved the rules guiding which locations were worth searching in
the initial stage, since if they were excluded from any searching at that stage they would not be
revisited during the second more thorough search stage. These rules revolved mainly around the
accessibility, or otherwise, of the coastline to predators, with only those areas deemed
inaccessible to predators, deemed worth investigating:
Field, A: It was quite often on the first part of the survey, when [name omitted] was with us,
he would say ‘there is no point in looking in there predators can easily get in there’ so we
would just drive past. But [name omitted] pointed out that if took that attitude we would
have just driven straight past Flea Bay because that is exactly [what it’s like], it’s very predator
accessible so he decided he was going to go back to some of these areas that we’d been past
and decided to have a better look. Sure enough we found a few (Interview transcription
13/12/2001).

So, while assessing predator accessibility might be a useful rule of thumb, it could also lead to
errors of omission. And these potentially all add to the level of uncertainty, and perhaps help to
indicate why previous population estimates were low in relation to the number of penguins
found:
Int: Were the numbers of penguins what you expected or were you coming across more
penguins?
Field, B: I got the impression that we found more penguins than they’d anticipated before
the survey was the carried out.
Field, A: Greater than 550 [pairs] was the number we’d heard estimated … so that was the
number we went in with.
Field, B: And there was more than that in Flea Bay which is admittedly the largest colony on
the Peninsula but it is still only one colony. Yeah I think also until you actually go to an area
like that and just go round in a boat and see at first hand just how many areas small areas
there are that can support penguins, they might only support one or two but all of those add
up (Interview transcription 13/12/2001).

The original estimate was shown to represent only a quarter of the numbers that were found, plus
or minus some uncertainty, and even the readily accessible main colony had more nests than the
previous estimate. This increased number seems to be partly the result of a faulty rule and partly a
matter of the opportunism on the part of the penguins, which seemed capable of outwitting their
would-be locators:
Field, A: We weren’t only surprised by the number we found but the places we found them
as well, the habitat which you would never have thought, we really discovered how
opportunistic they really were.
Int: In what way?
Field, A: A lot of the places in the first part of the survey we would actually drive straight
past
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Field, B: Yeah or maybe we had time on the way back so we thought we’d check it, we may
well have written them down as a marginal place or just sort of thought oh well.
Field, A: Like predator accessible areas for example we thought oh no there can’t be
penguins there predators will scoot in there easily, and sure enough we would find a colony
and sometimes we’d find a colony that was completely wiped out also in areas that you
would think were completely predator free, that you wouldn’t think a predator could get in,
they would be completely wiped out.
Field, B: Yeah there were kind of a few different situations that surprised us; one was a cave
near Te Oka Bay that the shoreline looked to us accessible to predators, and we didn’t really
think there would be anything in there, um but from the boat the cave looked like fairly likely
habitat cause the entrance way was full of driftwood and there was plenty of shelter for them
underneath and that sort of thing and we hopped ashore and investigated it and there was I
think from memory there was 37 pair in there. So um it wasn’t a very big cave at all so that
was a bit of a surprise and it was quite heartening to see that. The other guys had a day where
you found 22 dead penguins and a cat skeleton, in an area that you wouldn’t have considered
that cats could have physically got to. Kind of came up with the theory that it had somehow
fallen off the cliff and had swum in there eaten all the penguins run out of food and then
starved to death (Interview transcription 13/12/2001).

It is apparent that penguin surveying was far from straightforward, but it seems that
inaccessibility to predators may not be an especially good guide as to where they are likely to be
found. This is confirmed by the figure of 1345 nests (69 percent of the total) that ‘were
considered accessible to mammalian predators’ (Challies and Burleigh 2004: 4). This includes the
heavily trapped Flea Bay colony, but that still leaves a third of the total number of penguins
found where initial guiding rules stipulated there was no need to search. Therefore, without
independent judgement taken by the field workers, far fewer penguin nests might have been
found. Challies and Burleigh’s (2004: 1) conclusion, though, is that 34 of the ‘colonies were
considered accessible to introduced mammalian predators, and 14 contained evidence predators
had been present. If predator numbers remain high it seems inevitable that many of the surviving
penguin colonies will be lost and others reduced in size’. Thus, the penguin’s accessibility to
predators can be interpreted in two ways; as a hopeful sign of the penguin’s persistence in the
face of predation, or as leading to its almost inevitable demise.
This section has outlined some of the difficulties involved in a population survey of whiteflippered penguins, which is a crucial component of the ‘endangered’ part of ‘endangered
species’. The reported results note that:
The survey results generally support IUCN’s assessment of the penguin’s conservation status
(Ellis, Croxall, and Cooper 1998). The only major discrepancy was in the size of the
population, which was much larger than previously thought. The survey estimate was nearly
four times the earlier estimate of ≥550 pairs made in 1998 (Challies 1998). This was a
minimum figure based on known colonies. A further 57 colonies previously unknown,
mainly small, colonies were found during the survey, and better information was obtained on
the extent of some of those included in the 1998 estimate (Challies and Burleigh 2004: 5)

I suggest that this misrepresents the situation somewhat, since the 1998 listing was based on the
criteria that the white-flippered penguin had limited area of occurrence and an area of occupancy
estimated at less than 500km², in less than five locations, and with a population that had declined
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by 65 percent in 13 years. There are several problems with Challies and Burleigh’s conclusion:
first, even known colonies, such as Flea Bay, had much greater numbers than previously
estimated. Second, more locations were found, and third, the figure of a 65 per cent decline was
based on only seven accessible colonies, and so does not give a reliable indicator of the overall
population decline (or increase) (Challies 1998). For as Challies and Burleigh (2004: 5) note
‘[w]ithout relevant baseline information it is not possible to estimate with any certainty the overall
impact of predators have had on penguin numbers’. Thus, the whole survey would need to be
repeated to get an accurate population trend; otherwise you might be tempted to think the
population was increasing if you just looked at the figure of 1063 nests counted in the 2008
census at Flea Bay (see Allen, Helps, and Molles 2011: 199), and you might be just as wrong.
While changes in population status can affect a classification, for instance the white flippered
penguin is only listed as threatened by the US Fish and Wildlife Service under the Endangered
Species Act (1973) (see USFWS 2011), a larger threat to classification status involves changes in
taxonomy. This is because without inscriptions to create a hinterland, claims that the whiteflippered penguin is a distinctive taxon do not travel very far. In the next section I explore the
various dimensions of speciesness of the white-flippered penguin.

8.4 Dimensions of speciesness of the white-flippered penguin
Whether a taxonomic entity is considered a species depends on the scientific evidence supporting
that designation, and in Chapter 4 I showed how the question of species status depends on
inscriptions from a potentially large number of biological factors. There are four that are usually
considered most relevant for determining whether two populations of organisms belong to
different species. These are morphological differentiation, reproductive (genetic) isolation,
ecological/functional differentiation and phylogenetic distance (Pigliucci 2003). Thus, the
‘speciesness’ of a population such as the white-flippered penguin is given by its location in the
multidimensional space determined by the four axes (and possibly others), with positions on
these axes likely to vary between factors, therefore, it is necessary to examine inscriptions for
each of these dimensions for the white-flippered penguin.

8.4.1 Classical phenetic taxonomy
The classical phenetic approach to taxonomy incorporates analysis of coloration and
morphometric analysis (Meredith 1984). The original diagnosis of the species Eudyptula albosignata
by Finsch (1874) relied on the coloration of the flipper, with its leading and trailing edges striped
with white, distinguishing it from the already recognised little penguin (Eudyptula minor), hence its
scientific name albosignata meaning ‘white-flippered’. This white-flipperedness was not quantified,
however, and the history of taxonomy is full of species that were initially recognised by small
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coloration or morphological differences that were subsequently considered to be very poor
candidates for species status (Zink 2004a; Mallet 2001). Fieldworkers highlighted the variability of
both the flipper markings and general coloration:
Int: With the white-flippered did you find that there was variation in the flipper pattern?
Field, B: Yeah there is some are very distinctive some of them aren’t so …
Field, A: Even the colouring as well, they weren’t – they came in all sorts of different colours
didn’t they (Interview transcription 13/12/2001).

Studies that have sought to analyse little penguins and white-flippered penguins have shown
mixed results. In diagnosing six subspecies of little penguin, Kinsky and Falla (1976) examined
441 specimens analysing differences in bill structure, flipper, tarsus and toe length, weight, and
egg size. These measurements were then graphed showing range, mean, one standard error and
one standard deviation, however the morphometrics were not statistically analysed (Meredith and
Sin 1988b). This sample included 48 specimens from the central Canterbury coast, but excluded a
further 17 specimens from Motunau Island. ‘White-flipperedness’, however, was not one the
morphological characteristics that was examined in detail, although they did note that the
distribution of the southern blue penguin (E. m. minor) had to be ‘qualified to some extent, as
populations on the coast of Otago show some mixture of characters linking them with E. minor
albosignata – larger size, longer bill [and] a small percentage of birds have a white anterior edge to
the flipper’ (Kinsky and Falla 1976: 111). Coloration of the flipper was one of the elements
analysed by Meredith and Sin (1988b), however their study was flawed because it didn’t include
samples from E. m. minor, E. m. chathamensis, or E. m. novaehollandiae. They found that whiteflipperedness was highest at the two localities within the recognised range of the white-flippered
penguin; 87 per cent at Onawe and 76 per cent at Motunau Island, while Maud Island penguins
(E. m. variablis) were only 5 percent white-flippered, and Poor Knights Islands exhibited no
white-flipperedness (Meredith and Sin 1988b).89 In a subsequent study, Hocken (1997) quantified
the “white-flipperedness” of the Oamaru colony E. m. minor (outside Eudyptula albosignata range)
and found that up to 27 per cent had some form of ‘white-flipperedness’ and that there were five
distinguishable morphs (See Figure 8.2). Hocken (1997) argues that this evidence undermines
earlier claims for a separate species Eudyptula albosignata because it suggests interbreeding between
the populations. So, white-flipperedness appears to be a rather unreliable way of discerning
whether they are species or not, and probably explains why at the 2001 Oamaru Penguin
Symposium the wildlife expert stated that: ‘[t]he flipper is not diagnostic’ (Notes 21/6/2001).
Thus, the white flipper gives the penguin its common name, and is its most readily
distinguishable characteristic, but it is no longer enough to make it a species.

89

Maud Island is in the Marlborough Sounds at the top of the South Island, while the Poor Knights Islands are off the east
coast of northern North Island.
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Figure 8.2: Illustrations of the dorsal flipper
pattern in Hocken (1997: 260), of birds sampled
outside normal range of white-flippered penguin.
Approximately 7 percent of penguins had
variation similar to (a), while 20 percent had
variations similar to (b). The remaining 73
percent had a flipper pattern similar to (c).
Photograph from Hocken (1997) Notornis 44:
259-263.

8.4.2 Reproductive isolation: the absence of interbreeding
The cornerstone of the Biological Species Concept is the absence of interbreeding (reproductive
or genetic isolation) between populations, however, the literature in Chapter 4 suggests that
deciding whether interbreeding occurs at all and how much is too much are not always easy to
judge. Both Meredith and Sin (1988b) and Hocken (1997) demonstrate that, based on studies of
coloration, interbreeding is likely to be occurring, however if ‘white-flipperedness’ is only an
identifying feature rather than being diagnostic of the species it may not provide conclusive proof
of interbreeding. Their conclusions, however, are also supported by anecdotal reports; with
Kinsky and Falla deciding not to include 17 specimens from Motunau Island ‘because we
consider they include representatives of both the Canterbury and Cook Strait subspecies as
intermediates resulting from interbreeding between these two races’ (Kinsky and Falla 1976: 114).
Interestingly, the penguin population fieldworkers were told that interbreeding did not occur
between little blue penguins and white-flippered penguins, but their field work observations
suggested that it did occur:
Field B: the information that we were given right at the start of the survey, this whole black
and white kind of issue, where things happen this way and that’s it, there’s no argument into
it and so you know if one of the land owners sort of said they believed that something was
happening …
Field A: A perfect example would be little blue penguins are not found on the Peninsula you
remember back then?
Field B: Oh yeah yeah that’s a great example yeah
Field A: And the landowner saying ‘yes we do have some here’, DoC saying ‘yes we have
sighted them’. [name omitted] saying ‘no they’re not here’. Us finding them, but because he
wasn’t there with us when we told him he wouldn’t believe us.
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Field B: Yeah the very first day he said that white-flippered penguins live on Motunau Island
and Banks Peninsula and because we were surveying Banks Peninsula pretty much
everything that we would find was going to be white-flippereds. There was going to be no
little blues there at all and admittedly we didn’t find very many of them but usually in areas
where there is big colonies like Flea Bay, and that cave I mentioned by Te Oka earlier, and a
few other little spots where there is concentrations of them there would quite often be one
or two little blue penguins in there and often they would be breeding with the whiteflippereds
Field A: Yeah there was one specific example where there was this teeny tiny little blue very
very dark in colour and then this huge great big white flippered … and yeah they had two
chicks, and they looked like two completely different birds when you looked at them but
again we had been told by [name omitted] that they did not interbreed, and here was a
perfect example with two chicks and I distinctly remember [co-worker] wasn’t there because
we wanted him to take a photo so we could prove to [name omitted] that here was a perfect
example.

So, although they do interbreed occasionally, they also ‘look like two completely different birds’.
Unfortunately, the inscription device of a camera is missing and without evidence of its
inscriptions, it is still possible to argue that it does not occur. Also a ‘perfect example’ does not
necessarily constitute enough interbreeding for them not to be separate species, because if two
populations remain distinct, even when intermittent interbreeding is occurring, they can still be
considered as separate species under the Biological Species Concept. But it is also important that
there is not too much evidence of interbreeding. Another way of distinguishing species is if they
live in different ecological niches or are functionally differentiated.

8.4.3 Ecological and functional differentiation
There has been little emphasis placed on the comparative study of ecological and functional
differentiation among the putative subspecies of little penguin (Eudyptula minor); this reflects the
difficulty of measuring ecological and behavioural characteristics and distinguishing differences
among so many closely related birds. One study, (Challies 2001) purported to show a behavioural
difference between pre-laying attendance of the white-flippered penguin and all other subspecies.
The inscription devices involved a check of 134 active nests ‘at 2-8 day intervals and the birds
present were identified, weighed, and recorded as present during the day or coming ashore at
night. The dye feeding technique was used to determine the timing of yolk formation in 10 eggs’
(Challies 2001: 1). While the paper successfully demonstrated that there was a pre-laying exodus
among white-flippered penguins, the proposition that this made them distinctive from other little
penguins foundered when the audience was asked ‘Do the blue penguins have a similar exodus?’
To which an Australian penguin scientist noted that ‘At Phillip Island we have the same thing, we
call it a “honeymoon period”, it was reported in Chiaradia and Kerry (1999)’ (Notes 21/6/2001)
(See Figure 8.3). I suggest that although the scientist (2001) used inscription devices of an
appropriate provenance, it seems that the assertion of white-flippered ecological distinctiveness
failed to attract support because it was inconsistent with other related statements in the
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hinterland of this area of science (Law 2004). Thus, scientific facts can lose their factual status,
even with inscriptions to support them, if there is already published evidence to contradict them,
so while such evidence might be presented at a conference; it is unlikely to be published in an
academic journal. Although the three biological factors I have discussed so far help to reveal
different species, increasingly the best way to discern species relationships is considered to be
phylogenetic distance based on various units of DNA.

Figure 8.3: An inscription based on nest attendance of little blue penguins at Phillip Island, Victoria showing
a very similar pre-laying exodus to that for white-flippered penguins. Illustration from (Chiaradia and Kerry
1999: 15).

8.4.4 Phylogenetic systematics
Techniques for analysing DNA are not only essential in television crime dramas, they have also
come to be seen as the ‘gold standard’ (Law 2004: 53) for determining the phylogenetic
relationships between species and populations that inform the field of systematics, and which
then underpin most taxonomic revisions.90 The cryptic relationships among populations of little
penguins (Eudyptula albosignata), and the question of whether the white-flippered penguin is a
distinctive species have been tested in a number of studies using phylogenetic techniques. These
techniques are, however, advancing rapidly, so the allozyme analysis used in Meredith and Sin’s
(1988a) study of genetic variation of penguins may have failed to detect the variation that is
apparent when sequencing certain gene regions (Sunnucks 2000). Not only are techniques
advancing but sampling the full range of populations can be an issue.
The problem with sampling in genetic studies is that it can reveal a misleading picture. For
instance, Meredith and Sin (1988a) study of only three of the, then recognised, subspecies
populations concluded that there was such a high degree of intra- and inter-population variability
that no subspecies could be recognised. While Edge (1996), focusing on only Otago and
Canterbury penguins, argued that there was evidence for species status for the white-flippered
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A phylogeny is ‘the history of a group of taxa described as an evolutionary tree with a common ancestor as
the base and descendant taxa as branch tips’ (Stearns and Hoekstra 2000: 346)
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penguin. Thus, with taxonomic status of the white-flippered penguin as their primary question,
Banks et al. (2002) reported that:
In an attempt to resolve the confusion over the systematics of the Eudyptula penguins, we
compared the sequences of 3 mitochondrial gene regions: the relatively less variable small
ribosomal subunit (12S) and cytochrome oxidase b (cytb) gene regions, and the relatively
highly variable control region (CR) of individuals from within the distributions of all 6
hypothesised subspecies (Banks et al. 2002: 30).

The inscription devices needed for this research include the traces of mitochondrial DNA,
extracted from feathers or muscle tissue from 12 birds, including 2 from Banks Peninsula, which
are then amplified by polymerase chain reaction using a Perkin Elmer 2400 thermal cycler. These
sequences are then statistically analysed using ‘parsimony analysis’ and ‘maximum likelihood
procedures’ to produce a phylogenetic tree which shows the most likely genetic relationships
between populations (Banks et al. 2002:32). The results produced what they termed an
‘unexpected pattern of molecular divergence within the blue penguin (Eudyptula minor) complex’
(Banks et al. 2002: 29), whereby:
Trees from all 3 mitochondrial regions shared a similar topology with 2 main clades (Fig. 2)
[Figure 8.4]. The 1st clade consisted of Australian and Otago specimens and the 2nd
included northern, Cook Strait, Chatham Island, and Banks Peninsula birds (hereafter
referred to as the New Zealand clade). Within the New Zealand clade, the control region
sequences provided some support for the Kinsky and Falla (1976) classification although the
status of the Banks Peninsula population was unclear … as 1 specimen showed a close
relationship with Chatham Island specimens and the other showed a close relationship with
the northern specimens (Banks et al. 2002: 32-33).

Banks et al (2002: 36) suggest that the most likely scenario to create such an unexpected pattern is
that the little blue penguin originated in New Zealand and birds colonised Australia several
million years ago. Then at some point in the last few hundred thousand years the penguin was
extirpated from the Otago coast (most probably during a cold period), and the area was
recolonised by stragglers of Australian origin. Banks et al. (2002) also noted in their discussion
that although there was some support for regional separation within the New Zealand clade ‘ the
populations were not exceptionally distinct despite the control region’s relatively high
evolutionary rate in comparison to the 12S and cytb gene regions’ (2002: 34). Given the lack of
clarity in the relationships between Banks Peninsula, Chatham Island and northern birds Banks et
al. (2002) advocated ‘sequencing more birds from a range of localities to identify the level of
variation in the control region within the various populations’ (2002: 34). Thus, an unexpected
pattern is shown but the recommendation that more birds should be sampled illustrates some of
the difficulties involved in extrapolating relationships from small samples; one is the potential for
stragglers from another locality to become representatives of a particular population, as may have
happened with one or both of the Banks Peninsula birds. There may also be significant variation
within the Australian population, which is only represented by two birds both from Phillip Island,
Victoria.
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Figure 8.4: Phylogenetic
relationships among
putative little blue
penguin subspecies. This
consensus tree uses
maximum likelihood
analysis of the relatively
fast evolving control
regions of mitochondrial
DNA in the six, then
recognised, distinctive
populations of little blue
penguins. It illustrates
that there is a close
affinity between birds
from Otago and Australia,
while the remaining New
Zealand populations are
quite closely related, but
with affinities of Banks
Peninsula birds uncertain.
Illustration from Banks et
al. (2002: 32), used with
the permission of the
authors.

Somewhat surprisingly, the next published analysis addressing the species status of the whiteflippered penguin actually sampled fewer populations and only one specimen from both Otago
and Banks Peninsula. This limited sampling was possible because Baker et al.’s (2006) paper was
addressing the relationships among all extant penguins species, rather than the question of
whether the white-flippered penguin was a species. The paper was published in the prestigious
Proceedings of the Royal Society B and includes the statement that:
Divergence of the white-flippered and little blue penguin dates to about 2.7mya (1.4-4.5mya)
(Baker et al. 2006: 15).

This paper uses two individual specimens to stand in for entire populations of little blue
penguins, thus Eudyptula minor (little blue penguin) had a ROM voucher code: CIB6, while
Eudyptula albosignata (white-flippered penguin) was WFred. The paper uses similar sequencing
techniques to Banks et al. (2002), but also looked at mitochondrial gene regions 16S and COI, as
well as a ‘nuclear exon of RAG-1 to estimate phylogenetic relationships among the extant species
of penguins, estimate divergence times among species and infer ancestral areas’ (Baker et al. 2006:
11). The apparent misattribution of species status to white-flippered penguins appears to have
occurred because of a sampling error where only genetic material from Banks Peninsula and
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Otago birds was sampled, with the difference being mistakenly attributed to the Banks Peninsula
birds, rather than the Otago bird’s close relationship with Australian little penguins. There is no
mention of the Banks et al. (2002) paper pointing out unexpected molecular patterns within
Eudyptula, so it is possible that Baker and his co-authors were unaware of this research. I will
address the likelihood of this Section 8.6.
Two further and more extensive studies have shed light on the relationships between little blue
and white-flippered penguins. Banks et al. (2008) undertook a further elaboration of relationships
within the Eudytula minor complex analysing another 33 new specimens, including a further two
from Banks Peninsula. They were emphatic about species or subspecies status for the whiteflippered penguin;
Kinsky and Falla (1976) reclassified the two Eudyptula species ( E. minor and the whiteflippered penguin E. albosignata) into a single species with six subspecies based on
morphometric data such as bill size, body weight and tarsus length. Our results did not agree:
Banks Peninsula birds were not genetically distinctive, and in any case, there are breeding
birds with a white flipper margin in Oamaru (Hocken 1997) (Banks et al. 2008: 268).

Again relying on two individuals is problematic, but the issue of interbreeding is also seen to
invalidate the white-flippered penguin’s species status. However, they also found that, based on
cyt-b sequences the two blue penguin clades were more different from each other (4%
different), than African penguins, Spheniscus demersus, are from Magellanic penguins, S.
magellanicus (1% different); or African penguins are from Humboldt penguins, S. humboldti
(2% different) (Baker et al. 2006). Many closely related vertebrate taxa currently recognised
as full species diverge from their sister taxa by distances of 2% or more in cyt-b (Johns and
Avise 1998), suggesting that reclassifying Eudyptula minor as two species may be warranted.
Before Eudyptula is reclassified, however, we advocate sequencing the nuclear gene regions to
investigate whether nuclear gene flow reflects mitochondrial gene flow. Also, identifying
morphological characteristics that reliably distinguish between the two clades will be difficult,
as the morphology o the two groups overlaps extensively (Banks et al. 2008: 268-269).

Thus, there appears to be two species of little blue penguin, but the white-flippered penguin is
not one of them, however the lack of distinctive morphological characteristics appear to
complicate matters. I suggest that these two clades would be more readily acknowledged as
separate species, if only the Australian penguins had stayed on their side of the Tasman Sea.
A more recent published study of phylogenetic relationships among Eudyptula minor populations,
with a greatly increased sample size of 212 birds, also confirmed the existence of two clades; one
they labelled ASENZ consisted of all Australian birds and included nearly all the birds in south
eastern New Zealand between Oamaru and the Catlins (Otago), the other, labelled NZO
contained only New Zealand birds from the five putative subspecies, including birds from
Southland, Stewart Island and Westland (Peucker, Dann, and Burridge 2009). This study did not
explicitly address the status of white-flippered penguin but the topology of control region
sequences showed the 36 birds from Banks Peninsula and Motunau Island clustering into four
different locations. In order to increase the specificity of sampling inscriptions, ‘[m]olted feathers
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were collected from known colony residents to avoid sampling prebreeding vagrant molters’
(Peucker, Dann, and Burridge 2009: 399). The locations that Banks Peninsula birds were related
to included 7 birds sharing affinities with Cook Strait and northern blue penguins (E.m. variabilis,
E.m. iredalei), one each shared affinity to Chatham Islands birds (E.m. chathamensis), and southern
blue penguins (E.m. minor), while 13 birds shared affinity with birds from Golden Bay (E.m.
variabilis). Also one bird sampled from Motunau Island appeared in the ASENZ clade (Peucker,
Dann, and Burridge 2009: 400-401). This rather confusing picture highlights the messy biological
reality of a free living creature, and supports Banks et al.’s (2008) conclusion that the whiteflippered bird is not genetically distinctive.
The Systematics and Taxonomy of Australian Birds (Christidis and Boles 2008), which is the most
recent taxonomic treatment of the distinctive penguin clades, however, does not recognise two
species despite the differences being greater than that between other recognised pairs of species.
Scofield (2008: 56) points out that the divergence is a justifiable split that the Christidis and Boles
discuss, but they do not follow ‘the mooted separation of northern New Zealand little penguin
Eudyptula iredalei from the fairy penguin E. minor of southern New Zealand and Australia’.
Arguably, Scofield misrepresents the situation as well, since the type specimen of Eudyptula minor
was collected off Fiordland by Forster in 1781 (see Kinsky and Falla 1976), which is outside the
range of birds with Australian affinities sampled by Peucker et al. (2009). My understanding of
how naming priority in taxonomic classification works (which, is admittedly limited) is that the
New Zealand birds (apart from those in the proximity of Otago) would all stay as Eudyptula minor
(with some possibility of subspecies recognition for Chatham Island and Stewart Island birds),
while the Australian and Otago birds would be taxonomically classified as Eudyptula novaehollandiae
(Stephens 1826) since they were the second named birds (see Kinsky and Falla 1976).
Presumably, the type specimen, found off Fiordland, could be genetically tested to see if my
surmising is plausible. Arguably Christidis and Boles (2008) judgment potentially highlights both
the sway the biological species concept still holds over the field of avian taxonomy, and the
difficulty of classifying entities when there is imperfect knowledge of messy realities.
The most recent work in this area has focused on distinguishing birds from the ASENZ and
NZO clades where they are sympatric (co-occur in the same area). It does not, however, address
the species status of the white-flippered penguin, although it does suggest that there are few
ASENZ birds on Banks Peninsula. This work uses a more cost-effective inscription device based
on ‘restriction fragment length polymorphism (RFLP) for the identification of clade membership
of individual little blue penguins (Eudyptula minor), a species with cryptic clades’ (Clark, Banks,
and Waas 2012: forthcoming). The research found that only 1/35 (2.9%) birds sampled from
Banks Peninsula belonged to ASENZ clade, while 15/203 (7.4%) birds sampled at Oamaru

243

belonged to the NZO clade, which was much lower than the 3/10 (30%) and 3/13 (23%) found
by (Banks et al. 2008) and (Peucker, Dann, and Burridge 2009) respectively, and they suggest that
sample sizes could explain the differences (Clark, Banks, and Waas 2012). They suggest that
‘research is needed to determine the range of ASENZ clade and mating patterns between NZO
and ASENZ individuals in colonies where they are sympatric’ (Clark, Banks, and Waas 2012:
forthcoming). Thus, as sample sizes increase, some issues are refined but other questions still
require work. They note that
[t]he main advantage of the RFLP method to distinguish taxonomic groups with cryptic
clades is the reduced cost compared with Sanger sequencing. Identifying morphologically
cryptic clades allows researchers to eliminate a potentially confounding factor from a wide
range of comparative studies – biogeographical, ecological and toxicological (Clark, Banks,
and Waas 2012: forthcoming).

So, while Clark et al.’s paper suggests there is perhaps less interbreeding between ASENZ birds
and white-flippered penguins on Banks Peninsula, we cannot tell what percentage of the higher
proportion of NZO birds at Oamaru are putatively white-flippered penguins, since, I am
assuming here, RFLP does not allow finer resolution. If Baker et al. (2006) had been the first to
publish these data suggesting two distinct clades; it would be more understandable that they had
wrongly attributed the difference to the somewhat morphologically distinctive white-flippered
penguin. Since this was not the case, it is useful to explore the pre-publication history of this
‘fact’ to investigate how the apparent contradiction between the earlier evidence and Baker et al.’s
(2006) conclusion, might have happened.

8.5 The modalities of orchestrating a hinterland
The first epigraph at the start of this chapter noted that ‘they’ were careful to not call the whiteflippered penguin a species, and I suggest that this reflexivity reflects a perceived judgement on
the strength of the scientific hinterland, or, in other words, the likelihood that your statements
will be disagreed with by scientific colleagues. The modalities used to accompany the prepublication deployment of Baker at al.’s (2006) findings appear to highlight the variability of the
hinterland rather than a steady progression towards factual status.

8.5.1 Presenting a species carefully
There was a long time lag between Baker et al.’s initial findings and subsequent publication in
(2006), which allowed them to be deployed, but in a way that required care. The first (that I am
aware of) public mention of Baker et al.’s findings came in a Boulder Bay Penguin Parade91
deputation to an Environment Committee hearing of the Christchurch City Council on June 10
1999. The wildlife expert said in the presentation that the white-flippered penguin ‘may be a
91

The networks involved in promoting and opposing this project are the focus of Chapter 10.
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separate species’, and upon being asked, after the presentation, when this had happened, he
replied, ‘[i]t’s kite-flying because it hasn’t been published, but blood has been sent to Dr Baker in
Toronto. He believes they are either a species or subspecies’ (Notes, 10/6/1999). Two weeks
later a letter of support urging the Christchurch City Council to increase conservation measures
for the white-flippered penguin is tabled at the 24/6/1999 council meeting. The letter is from an
eminent conservationist, but who qualifies his statements with a ‘[ps]: [p]lease note that what I
have expressed here are my personal views and should not be construed as an official statement
by any of the organizations to which I am affiliated’. He states that:
I am aware the argument has been raised that the white-flippered penguin is a minor variant
of the blue penguin, but I also understand that internationally it is now accepted as being at
least a subspecies, and work by Professor A[l]lan Baker (Toronto University) [sic University
of Toronto] indicates that it is probably a full species in its own right’ (Letter to CCC dated
20/6/1999).

Thus, in a presentation to councillors it ‘may’ be a species, but on questioning it is acknowledged
to be ‘kite-flying’ because it is unpublished, but Baker ‘believes’ they are either a species or
subspecies. These are modalities that serve to distance the speaker from the factual claim, while at
the same time deploying it. Similarly, ‘Professor Alan Baker (Toronto University) indicates that it
is probably’ attaches the claim to a particular person with institutional backing, but leaves open
the possibility of it not being the case. Published and unpublished data were also treated
differently in a presentation to environment group meeting
We now know the white-flippered penguin is a separate subspecies listed as endangered
worldwide by the IUCN, [whereas]… little blue penguins are clearly distinct from whiteflippered penguin and may be a separate species’ (Notes of wildlife expert’s presentation to
RNZFBPS meeting 13/7/00).

‘We now know … is a separate subspecies’ is based on the listing in (Ellis, Croxall, and Cooper
1998), and what previously needed help to be recognised as a taxon, has now lost those
modalities and ‘is’ a subspecies, and so that status has become an ‘immutable mobile’. Yet it still
only ‘may be’ a separate species. Interestingly, at this meeting, attendees were asked to write
supporting letters to the newspaper that were ‘factual statements and not emotional statements’
(Notes, 13/7/2000).
At a conference of penguin scientists, care was taken to make a verbal claim, but not a written
one since this entails more commitment. Thus during a presentation the claim was made that:
Regarding its actual taxonomic status – just to be controversial – the best advice from Allan
Baker is that it is clearly a species and has been for a substantial length of time, for those of
us who have worked with white-flippered penguins this is not a surprise’ (Notes of wildlife
expert’s presentation Oamaru Penguin Conference 21/6/2001).

Different types of modality are played off against each other in this statement, with ‘just to be
controversial’ and ‘best advice’ somewhat undercutting the force of ‘actual taxonomic status’ and
‘clearly a species’, and signposting the somewhat contentious nature of the knowledge. Seven
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weeks later, in the Environment Court written evidence was required. In this forum, ‘[t]he
penguin involved is the white-flippered penguin E.m. albosignata/E. albosignata the distinctive form
of the little blue penguin endemic to Canterbury’. Later in his evidence he states that
It is classed as “Endangered” by the International Union for the Conservation (IUCN), and
has been assigned a “Category B” (second priority) ‘Molloy and Davis’ conservation ranking
by the Department of Conservation. These classifications were made on the understanding it
was a sub-species of the blue penguin Eudyptula minor. Scientists studying the taxonomy of
the Eudyptula group of penguins now believe it is a full species. This would give the present
conservation classifications added significance (Wildlife expert, evidence in chief, presented
to the Environment Court, 15/8/2001: 2 and 13).

The strength of this statement is probed by one of the Commissioners during cross-examination:
Commissioner: Has the taxonomic status been determined?
Wildlife expert: No, the taxonomic status has not been determined, it is a different taxa [sic]
and the Department of Conservation accept it is a subspecies (Transcript of crossexamination in the Environment Court 15/8/2001: 58).

The forward slash acts as a modality in the written evidence, claiming the possibility of species
status, but it may only be a ‘distinctive form’. The second part of the evidence highlights the
importance of species status on endangered classifications, but under direct questioning the claim
is not sustained, and instead it is only a ‘different taxa’ that DoC accepts as a subspecies. This
suggests the relative strength of the hinterland entailed by the Environment Court is quite high.
The reluctance to make claims during cross-examination might also be partially explained by the
first presentation of evidence that was to become Banks et al. (2002) at the Oamaru Penguin
Symposium seven weeks earlier (see Banks et al. 2001). This paper cast serious doubt on Baker’s
initial findings, and the wildlife expert was in the audience when it was presented. So, when
evidence is unpublished it appears to require careful handling depending on the situation it is
used in, however; once it is published there is no sign of a modality.

8.5.2 The ‘fact’ of a penguin species
Once the paper by Baker et al. (2006) was published, the white-flippered penguin’s species status
became an ‘incontrovertible’ fact, and could be mobilised to support the White-flippered Penguin
Trust’s plans for a penguin parade at Boulder Bay. This excerpt of a presentation to the
Christchurch City Council, by a representative of a tourism company shows how the penguin’s
species and endangered classifications are used to ‘interesse’ (Callon 1986) the audience of city
councillors:
We support the proposal by the White-flippered Penguin Trust to establish a large penguin
colony in Boulder Bay at Godley Head as a key element of the project. We have our own
penguins … This penguin was until recently thought to be a colour morph or a sub-species
of the blue penguin; however a recent taxonomic study in the US [sic] by a Kiwi biologist Dr
Allan Baker confirmed that the white-flippered penguin is a separate stand-alone species.
This confirms that we do have our own penguins. They are one of the most endangered
species, and classified as ‘endangered’ both internationally and domestically. There are at
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present only 4000 breeding pairs left and this could be less than 10 per cent of the numbers
before European settlement. These 4000 pairs exist only in Canterbury and nowhere else on
earth. The number – 4000 breeding pairs – is less than other endangered species of penguins
on the New Zealand mainland – the Fiordland Crested and the Yellow-eyed Penguins – they
are own penguins, they are one of us – Cantabrians – they are important and we have an
obligation, we feel, to protect them (Adventure Tours presentation to the Christchurch City
Council 29/9/2007).

Thus, with the species status of the birds confirmed by published evidence, the white-flippered
penguin Eudyptula albosignata becomes a species that is endemic to Canterbury. ‘[O]ne of the most
endangered species, and classified as “endangered” both internationally and domestically’, with a
population less than other endangered species of New Zealand penguins. These claims about the
species status of the white-flippered penguin are also repeated on the White-flippered Penguin
Trust’s website, which points out that:
The White-flippered Penguin (Eudyptula albosignata) is one of the world’s smallest penguin
species. … [R]ecent genetic analysis conducted by Dr Baker in USA [sic] (2006), looking at
both nuclear and mitochondrial DNA, has found the White-flippered Penguin distinct from
the rest of the Little Penguins (E. minor) and treated it as a full species. Dr Baker stated in the
petition prepared by the Centre for Biological Diversity for the US Department of the
Interior , Fish and Wildlife Service that the two lineages diverged about 2.7 million years ago
(WFPT 2009).

Thus, taxonomic classification is crucial to the successful mobilisation of the ‘endangered species’
classification, which underpins the argument that they should be protected. This second
quotation also highlights the enrolment of new entities into the White-flippered Penguin Trust’s
network, which I explore further in Section 8.7. Before looking at those new entities, I would like
to focus on how Baker et al. (2006) enacted a species of penguin, despite the scientific literature
suggesting that the white-flippered penguin was not distinctive phylogenetically.

8.6 Enacting a penguin species
There is a possibility that Baker et al. (2006) made a genuine error attributing species status to the
white-flippered penguin based on the faulty logic of seeing a 2.7mya divergence, and assuming it
was because the white-flippered penguin was a species, but several things suggest that this is
unlikely. First, the world of phylogenetic penguin taxonomy is not that large, and some of the
people involved have been co-authors on each other’s papers. Also, although Notornis (published
by the Ornithological Society of New Zealand) is not a prestigious journal, Banks et al.’s (2002)
paper was published four years prior, and it seems reasonable to expect that one of the four
Baker et al. co-authors might have come across it. This seems especially likely since the wildlife
expert who was citing the early findings was in the audience when Banks et al.’s (2001) results
were initially presented.
The second thing that makes it seem unlikely is the way the paper is structured and the references
that are used to support that structure. The initial two sentences of the paper begin:
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The penguins (Spenisciformes: Sphenisiscidae) are classified into 18 recent species and more
than 40 fossil species extending back 45-60mya (Fordyce and Jones 1990; Stonehouse 1975;
Simpson 1976; Williams 1995; Clarke, Olivero, and Puerta 2003). Extant penguins are
assigned to six clearly defined genera comprising the emperor and king penguins
(Aptenodytes), six species of crested penguins(Eudyptes) and three species of pygoscelid
(Pygoscelis) in Antarctica and cool temperate waters of the Southern Ocean, four species of
spheniscid penguins (Spheniscus) of southern Africa and South America, the rare yellow-eyed
penguin (Megadyptes) in the New Zealand region, and the little blue and white-flippered
penguins of Australia and New Zealand (Eudyptula).

Bruno Latour (1987: 35) notes that some scientific statements are unconditional and form the
bedrock or ‘most solid point’ of a particular paper, or what could be called the ‘paradigm’. They
have become taken for granted background facts, or what he also calls type 4 and type 5
modalities (Latour and Woolgar 1986). Thus, the statement that ‘the penguins are classified into
18 recent species’ appears to be just such an unconditional statement; however, examining the
references cited shows they provide little support for the assertion. The most recent citation;
Clarke et al. (2003) as well as the Fordyce and Jones (1990) paper are both about fossil penguins,
which leaves only three citations supporting the number of recent penguins. As I showed in
Chapter 7 Simpson (1976) is unconvinced of the distinctiveness of the white-flippered penguin
and enlists Stonehouse as a leading authority to suggest there is probable interbreeding. Simpson
concludes;
Thus we do not really know exactly how many species of living penguins there are: eighteen
if Eudyptula albosignata is specifically different from minor and Eudyptes schegeli from chrysolophus;
seventeen if either one is a good species and the other is not; sixteen if neither one is …
Throughout this chapter, and indeed most of this book, I have been writing in terms of the
sixteen species now considered distinct plus the two that are sometimes considered
subspecies only (1976: 95-97).

Stonehouse (1975: 5) does offer support, stating that; ‘taxonomy of modern species [of penguins]
is simple and only mildly controversial; there are some eighteen species, falling readily into six
clearly defined genera, with a number of postulated geographical races’. His chapter was,
however, written prior to Kinsky and Falla’s(1976) sub-specific revision of Eudyptula minor, which
Davis and Renner (2003: 39) note has meant ‘[M]ost of the recent ornithological handbooks treat
White-flippered Penguins as a subspecies and Royal Penguins as a full species (Marchant and
Higgins 1990; Sibley and Monroe 1990; del Hoyo, Elliot, and Sargatal 1992; Williams 1995)’.
Indeed, Baker et al. (2006) use (Williams 1995) as a citation, yet Williams explicitly contradicts
their assertion of 18 extant species of penguin. Williams states that
I have followed Marchant and Higgins(1990) in treating the Royal Penguin as a true species
(Eudyptes schegeli) and in considering the White-flippered Penguin to be a sub-species of the
Little Penguin (Eudyptula m. albosignata)’ (Williams 1995: xi).

Consequently Williams only describes 17 penguin species. The importance of starting with 18
species is that it treats the white-flippered penguin as an existing entity, which then allows Baker
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et al. (2006) to attribute the 2.7mya divergence to the distinctiveness of the white-flippered
penguin, rather than as a result of there being Australian and New Zealand clades.
It is difficult to understand why scientists would go to such lengths to make the white-flippered
penguin appear to be a species. I suggest, however, that the politics become clearer once the
relationship to the White-flippered Penguin Trust is taken into account, since, as a DoC scientist
noted, the Trust were paying Professor Baker to do the work (Notes, 30/9/2007). This also helps
to explain why the White-flippered Penguin Trust has relied so heavily on the findings. Another
possible, and compatible, explanation might be that Professor Baker wanted to help to get the
white-flippered penguin recognised as a species ‘because you have to do what you can to protect
them’. Another scientist at the 2001 Oamaru Penguin Symposium highlighted the potential
tension involved in doing this:
Conservationists are split between those who think it is important to do everything you can
to get a species listed as endangered, and those who think it is dishonest and will come back
to haunt them when some biologically astute lawyer gets hold of it (Notes, 21/6/2001).

Thus, achieving ‘endangered species’ status is seen to be part of a strategy, adopted by some
conservationists, to improve the conservation outcomes for a taxon, but it also has the potential
to undermine those outcomes. Whatever the reasons for Baker et al.’s (2006) findings; once they
were published, they were also quickly enlisted by a US conservation organisation; the Centre for
Biological Diversity.

8.7 Threatened listing under the Endangered Species Act 1973
This section tells the story of how the white-flippered penguin came to be listed as a ‘threatened
species’ under the Endangered Species Act (Endangered Species Act 1973). The story starts with
Centre for Biological Diversity petitioning the Secretary of the Interior to list 12 penguin species
under the ESA in November 2006 (see Cummings, Orahoske, and Siegel 2006). The assessment
of this petition is made by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, who must make an initial ‘90-Day
Finding’, which is then followed by a ‘12-Month Finding’ to assess whether listing is ‘warranted’,
and if the 12-Month Finding concludes that it is warranted the USFWS must publish a proposed
rule to list the species in the Federal Register. For the entire species profile of assessment
undertaken by the USFWS on the white-flippered penguin (see USFWS 2011). This process,
apparently, allows for a thorough assessment of endangered species claims.

8.7.1 Centre for Biological Diversity petitions to list 12 penguin species
The petition notes that each species faces unique and specific threats, including introduced
predators, habitat destruction, oil spills and marine pollution, but adds that:
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Moreover, an additional overriding threat, affecting each species, makes listing under the
ESA all the more urgent. Global warming has already been linked to past, ongoing, and/or
projected population declines in numerous penguins. … Only with prompt action to
drastically reduce greenhouse gas emissions can the future of the Emperor [penguin] and all
other penguin species be assured. The United States must play a leading role in this global
effort. Listing the petitioned penguin species under the ESA is a small but significant step in
that direction (Cummings, Orahoske, and Siegel 2006: iii).

Thus, it appears that the white-flippered penguin is being enrolled to help in the fight against
climate change.
The way this petition treats both the taxonomy and abundance of the white-flippered penguin are
intriguing. The authors note that penguin taxonomy is rapidly changing, and argue that under the
ESA, the ‘primary issue is whether a distinct breeding population should be recognised as a
separate species or subspecies or be considered part of a more widely distributed taxon. We have
followed the treatments using the most recent genetic data (Baker et al. 2006; Jouventin et al.
2006)’ (Cummings, Orahoske, and Siegel 2006: v). Interestingly, they include references to both
Banks et al. (2002) and Baker et al. (2006) in the discussion of the white-flippered penguin’s
taxonomy. They acknowledge the two clades stating that ‘[t]he white-flippered penguin fell within
the clade that was comprised of most New Zealand birds’ (Cummings, Orahoske, and Siegel
2006: 40), but then state, contrary to the what the Banks et al. (2002) paper showed, that:
Within the two clades, maintenance of existing subspecies was supported (Banks et al. 2002).
Baker et al. (2006) conducted a recent genetic analysis of all extant penguin species, and after
looking at both nuclear and mitochondrial DNA found the White-flippered Penguin distinct from
the rest of the Little Penguins (E. minor) and treated it as a full species, Eudyptula albosignata.
Baker et al. (2006) stated that the two lineages diverged about 2.7 mya. (Cummings,
Orahoske, and Siegel 2006: 40 emphasis added).

I would argue that you could not read the Banks et al. (2002) paper, and still think that Baker et
al. (2006) had come to valid conclusion about the white-flippered penguin. Thus, Banks et al.’s
findings were misrepresented, while the fact that Baker et al. (2006) is more recent, looks at ‘all
extant penguin species’ and analyses ‘both nuclear and mitochondrial DNA’ to give the
impression Baker et al. (2006) is more reliable. Thus the white-flippered penguin maintains it
species status, with Banks et al. (2002) actually enlisted to support that conclusion.
The discussion of ‘abundance and trend’ is, if anything, even more disingenuous. This is because
they cite Challies and Burleigh (2004) seven times, in order to discuss the white-flippered
population in the 1800s and 1950s, colonies disappearing, declines between 1981 and 2000 of
83%, and that ‘the present colony at Flea Bay provides an example of what white-flippered
penguin numbers and habitat use might have been like prior to declines’, but then conclude the
section stating:
Robertson and Bell (1984) estimated that there were 5,000-10,000 pairs of White-flippered
Penguins. More recent estimates have been much smaller. Ellis et al (1998) estimated [the]
total population is 2200 pairs. This was comprised of 1650 breeding pairs on Motunau Island
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and about 550 pairs on the Banks Peninsula (Ellis et al 1998; Taylor 2000). The numbers on
Banks Peninsula have declined by at least 60-70% between 1980 and 1993 (Ellis et al. 1998)
(Cummings, Orahoske, and Siegel 2006: 41).

The use of citations gives the document the appearance of being scientific, but while the
conclusion might have been accurate if Challies and Burleigh (2004) had not been cited, to ignore
Challies and Burleigh’s finding of approximately 2100 pairs on Banks Peninsula alone, makes the
Centre for Biological Diversity authors look desperate to find a population decline. This
illustration perhaps suggests how inconvenient it was to find four times more birds on Banks
Peninsula than was previously thought, if you are trying to get them recognised as an endangered
species. However, listing appeared to turn on the species status of the white-flippered penguin.

8.7.2 US Fish and Wildlife Service ‘Threatened Subspecies’ listing
The USFWS proposed to list the white-flippered penguin as a threatened subspecies, but it is
interesting how they treated the taxonomic data. For instance, in the 12-Month Finding they
noted that Baker et al. 2006 did not ‘treat the specific question of subspecies status of the group
of Eudyptula penguins’ (USFWS 2008: 77313), and noted there were two clades relying on Banks
et al. (2002) and Peucker et al (2007), 92 and suggesting that there was limited evidence for
subspeciation within the New Zealand clade and thus the taxonomic status of Banks Peninsula
birds remains unclear. They then continue:
The New Zealand Department of Conservation considers the white-flippered penguin, with
its distinct life history and morphological traits, as the southern end of a clinal variation of
the little penguin (Houston 2007: 3). Consistent with the findings of Banks et al (2002: 35),
the New Zealand DoC recognizes the white-flippered penguin as an endemic subspecies in
its Action Plan for Seabird Conservation in New Zealand (Taylor 2000: 69). We recognise
the findings of Banks et al. (2002: 35), and the determination of the New Zealand
Department of Conservation, and consider the white-flippered penguin (Eudyptula minor
albosignata) as one of six recognised subspecies of the little penguin (Eudyptula minor).

The problems with this statement are manifold. First, Taylor (2000) is not consistent with Banks
et al. but is based, instead on ‘some genetic work’ most probably done in Toronto. Second, on
page 35 of Banks et al. (2002), they discuss Kinsky and Falla (1976), who do recognise six
subspecies, but Banks et al.’s conclusion that ‘[t]he phylogenetic position of the Banks Peninsula
penguins within the rest of the New Zealand clade was also somewhat unclear’ is on page 34.
Finally, here is what the whole of Houston’s submission to the 90-Day Finding relating, to the
white-flippered penguin stated:
The Department of Conservation does not recognise this as a separate species and considers
that white-flippered penguins, while distinct from the neighbouring “southern blue”, is
merely the southern end of a cline of variation and are not sufficiently distinct from their
northern neighbours to warrant species status. This view has been endorsed by Banks and
more recently by Peucker (2007) who also noted that the Chatham and Stewart Island
populations were further separated from the little penguin group than the white-flippered.
92

This is an earlier conference version
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Nonetheless, white-flippered penguins are a distinctive form and are worthy of conservation
(Houston 2007: np).

Thus a ‘distinctive form’ is transposed to become ‘distinct life history and morphological traits’.
The view that white-flippered penguins don’t warrant species status is more than ‘endorsed’ by
Banks et al. (2002) and Peucker et al. (2007). Their findings seriously question, based on
phylogenetic evidence, whether the white-flippered penguin is even deserves subspecies status,
especially since there is more evidence of separation of Chatham and Stewart Island populations.
However, it appears that either the Centre for Biological Diversity’s claim that the ‘maintenance
of existing subspecies was supported (Banks et al.) has not been checked, or perhaps,
alternatively, the inertia of Kinsky and Falla’s (1976) classification as a subspecies, combined with
them being seen as ‘worthy of conservation’ have successfully trumped modern phylogenetic
inscription devices so that the white-flippered penguin retains its subspecies status, and is
consequently listed as a ‘threatened subspecies’ under the US Endangered Species Act (1973).

8.8 Conclusion
This chapter has shown how important the taxonomic and threat classifications of a taxon are to
its conservation status. This is because an entity that is not recognised as distinct becomes a
matter of only local conservation importance, especially if the species as a whole is common or
abundant. Therefore, in order to improve the entity’s conservation status, some conservationists
attempt to do what they can to have the entity recognised as a separate taxon, and ultimately as a
separate species. Initially this involves supporting statements, but these do not travel far without
the support of inscriptions with the appropriate provenance. These inscriptions have to address a
range of dimensions of speciesness, since in contested cases a relative lack of interbreeding and
morphological, ecological and phylogenetic difference are all important, and preferably should
reinforce one another. However, in the biological world, as I showed in Chapter 4, and
confirmed in this chapter, this is seldom the case with controversial species. In this case, these
inscriptions have to be carefully orchestrated in both public situations prior to publication and in
an academic article if the white-flippered penguin’s status as a species is to become a ‘fact’.
Similarly, threat classifications depend on both total population and population trend, and thus
rely on being able to confirm not only presence but also both absence and increasing absence.
The extent of the Banks Peninsula coastline required rules of thumb to delimit the area of
coastline to be searched, but it appears these were overly prescriptive, and if followed precisely
may have resulted in a third fewer penguins being recorded. The performances of the penguin
contributed to the difficulty of accurately counting the number of penguin pairs by nesting in
groups in inaccessible locations and by continuing to nest in areas that were thought to be
accessible to predators, and thus not worth searching. Yet, the numbers found were still four
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times more than previously estimated, and this casts doubt on the reliability on figures for
population declines, because without an accurate baseline, there is no way of knowing what the
total population trend is. So, in the case of the Centre for Biological Diversity, the easiest way
around this doubt is to ignore the figures, while still citing the article they come from extensively.
This suggests, somewhat counter-intuitively, that finding more birds may actually be an
impediment to ‘conserving an endangered species’.
Once the ‘factual’ quality of both species and threat classifications have been demonstrated by
publication, that status can be used as an interessement device to enrol councillors, the public,
New Zealand and US government conservation agencies, conservation and tourism organisations
and conservationists into the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade network. The processes of
problematization, interessement, enrolment and mobilization of these actors are the focus of
Chapter 10. In the next chapter I focus on the contested classification of another endangered
coastal species the Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay baches.
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‘They’re not using the right yardstick’:
enacting an authentic heritage bach
I know there is a lot vagueness about this part of the Historic Places Trust but I
think in some cases the Historic Places Trust has been used wrongly on the
part of – by people who have a particular enthusiasm for something which
interests them in particular or maybe their friends and so they say, ‘Well, we
want to preserve that as heritage’. But they’re not using the right yardstick.
There may be other reasons. I think the honest reason, say for preserving the
Taylors Mistake baches – people ought to say, ‘We’ve spent money on these.
We’ve used them for so long. We’re prepared to pay or cough up, whatever it is
worth and be allowed to keep them’. But to get on the back of the heritage
group, I think it is a bit misguided (Interview transcription 30/8/2000).

9.1 Introduction
This chapter explores one aspect of the controversy over the future of baches at Taylors Mistake,
Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay; that is whether the baches constitute heritage, and if so, what
form that heritage might take. In the first section I look at the beginnings of heritage at Taylors
Mistake, attempting to discern when and how heritage was enrolled in defence of the baches, and
look at how childhood experiences play an important part in shaping some people’s responses to
the baches. In the second section I concentrate on how expert heritage witnesses attempted to
enact authentic bach heritage. The first of five subsections focuses on the impact of the Mediated
Solution on heritage. The second and third examine how social and cultural history and
vernacular heritage were mobilised by the bach holders to support their contention that their
settlement was distinctive. The fourth and fifth look at the way arguments over the impact of
modifications, and the importance of landscape context played out in the various hearings. The
final section looks at some possible reasons why the general public has been largely absent from
debates about the future of the baches at Taylors Mistake, and whether or not they constitute
heritage. I conclude this chapter with a brief discussion that highlights some of the complexities
likely to be involved in the future management of Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay if all of the
baches are retained in-situ. This section has particular relevance since the 2010 decision to retain
the baches where they are, since how they are managed is likely to be just as problematic as the
arguments over whether they should be kept or not. To conclude this introduction I would like
to highlight, what I take to be, a rather prescient summation of the arguments surrounding the
baches that was presented by an architectural historian in a brief letter to the Guthrie hearing in
1993:
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I suspect that the hearing will shape up into a contest between the respective claims of
heritage and natural conservation. While I have a good deal of sympathy with the latter, with
respect to the baches I would say that there cannot be many examples of this kind of period
row of ‘wilderness’ dwellings in New Zealand, that have survived as part of our built
heritage, and that we can never have them again. I would strongly support their retention
(architectural historian, attached as appendix b, Historic Places Trust evidence presented to
Guthrie hearing 1993).

I suggest that this brief paragraph highlights many of the heritage issues that have been played
out in the various hearings and concomitant activities of those who have sought to remove the
baches as well as those who have sought to retain them. The loss of some the cave dwellings
certainly highlights the fact that ‘we can never have them again’.

9.2 The beginnings of heritage at the bay
Quite when something starts to be perceived as heritage is often difficult to assess, since people
may feel something is intuitively part of their heritage without using the word. In this section I
look at when and how the concept of heritage first started to be enrolled by the bach holders,
and how those opposed to the baches have responded. As bach holder A notes, initially the talk
was of old buildings, and possibly not many of the buildings qualified as ‘heritage buildings’ but
the meaning of heritage expanded to include a way of life:
Int: The baches are often talked about as heritage. Have you noticed when that was first
talked about ?
Bach, A: I guess that probably came in – it was still back in the ‘86 [sic] hearings but it wasn’t
articulated as well as it is now. I think the term ‘heritage’; they were just talking about these
buildings which were old. Heritage now has become more of a lifestyle, a protection of what
was Kiwiana. That beachy, bach lifestyle, the whole lifestyle that I described at the start of
the interview. It is trying to preserve that. The bach which is in Te Papa93 is alive and kicking
at Taylors. That is not a museum piece, it is actually a living heritage. And so the term
heritage has been expanded to become almost cultural heritage as opposed to a building that
is a heritage building. There are probably only three or four heritage that I would say are
there. The green and orange one [bach no 34, see Figure 9.1], the art deco one, the two stone
ones out at Boulder Bay [See Figures 9.2 and 9.3] and then probably Whare Moki94 in
Hobson’s Bay [See Figure 9.4, 9.5, 9.6, 9.7 and 9.8]. They’re probably what I would call – and
the railway carriages [See Figure 9.10]. The rest are sort of ‘60s and the original bach built in
the ‘30s is growing lean-to’s to be more – some of them are quite ‘60s. But then who is to
say ‘60s isn’t heritage (Interview transcription 22/8/2000).

I suspect the respondent may be referring to the 1989 Milligan hearings on Plan Change 32 to
create a residential bach zone (See Figure 7.5). In this proposal the culture and importance of surf
lifesaving to Taylors Mistake was recognised, but since all the buildings were to be removed in
order for the subdivision to happen, the buildings themselves were not deemed to have any
heritage value.

93
94

Te Papa Tongarewa in Wellington is New Zealand’s national museum.
Whare is the Maori word for house, while moki is a type of fish commonly caught at Taylors Mistake.
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Figure 9.1: Bach no. 34 in
‘The Row’. This bach had
been uninhabited for 30
years prior to photograph
taken in 2000. This has the
original shutters instead of
windows, flattened kerosene
tins on the right hand
portion and a bare dirt floor.
Particularly, for those
opposed to the baches at
Taylors Mistake, this bach
exemplifies the authentic
heritage bach, since it is
completely unmodified and
un-lived in. Photograph by
the author.

Figure 9.2: Stone End (no1) in Boulder Bay. Built in about 1908 by the retired Godley Head lighthouse
keeper, with addition sometime in the 1950s or 1960s. Despite the stone section appearing unchanged,
there have been five interior renovations since the 1960s (pers comm. Owner). The bouldery beach is an
unusual feature of the Banks Peninsula coastline. Photograph by the author.

The bach lifestyle the respondent refers to involved the same groups of families all spending six
weeks over the summer holidays staying at their baches, plus many other weekends during the
year:
Bach, A: The Surf Club used to be the focal point for all the people in the baches. We would
all go there to play. It would be the centre for putting on movies … people in the bay used
to have on Sunday ‘Elevenses’ with their half Gs,95 … and funny hat competitions, and we
used to run around the sand dunes while the parents were having their Sunday sessions. We
knew everybody in the bay and it was very, very social (Interview transcription 22/8/2000).

95

Half gallon flagons of beer.
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Figures 9.3: Rosy Morn (no 2) is just to the west of Stone End in Boulder Bay. Compare with Figure 7.4 in
1912. Both Rosy Morn and Stone End are seen to exemplify authentic heritage baches (with the exception
of the extension on Stone End) by those opposed to the baches. Photograph by the author.

This respondent illustrates the way that heritage has been enrolled to protect a particular lifestyle,
and I would suggest that this is precisely what the respondent in the epigraph is objecting to
when he says the bach holders are getting ‘on the back of a heritage group’. Instead, heritage
should be apolitical, and the proper yardstick for heritage is unmodified age:
There’s some very isolated places up in Central [Otago]. I remember one round on Linnburn
Station. Beautiful stone hut which was built in 1860. It was a miner’s hut down on the
Linnburn. With permission of the Linnburn Station you can go and use that. It is a bloody
good hut, built of stone. That is real heritage stuff – 1860 (Interview transcription
30/8/2000).

This appears to be the quintessential ‘fine arts’ perspective of what constitutes heritage, in that it
privileges the material construction, age and aesthetic qualities above everything else. Heritage
value is not something that is attributed, but rather it is self-evident due to its age and beauty. It is
an object isolated from any ongoing social and cultural history, and effectively preserved in aspic.
The fine arts perspective applied to baches is particularly illuminated by the arguments
surrounding Whare Moki (no 68) (See Figures 9.4, 9.5, 9.6, 9.7 and 9.8). These arguments
particularly centre on the impact of modifications to a bach. Those who are opposed to the
baches remaining on the foreshore, argue that modifications to an ‘original’ bach dramatically
reduce any possible heritage value:
I:Are there any [heritage baches] in Hobson’s Bay [See Figure 9.9]?
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STBL: I don’t think so. When I think of them one by one. A lot is made about the one that’s
number 68 - isn’t it? Yea, number 68 and how significant that is. Well if you look in, of
course, Gordon Ogilvie’s book on the Port Hills, you’ll find it doesn’t resemble that today. It
has got nothing like it was in his book. They go on about…and I think there is a plaque
there…says when it was built. Well, from the National Archives, one of the bits of Save the
Bay’s evidence is some photographs taken in Hobsons Bay and certainly they say when it was
built, and there was no sign of it in those pictures and they date it by the National Archives.
Int: When do they [photographs] date back to?
STBL: I think it is 1905 and I don’t see again how, if you only kept one there. And I don’t
think they are good examples of the cave dwellings, to what they probably were around on
the main peninsula. … (Interview transcription 31/8/2000).

Figures 9.4 and 9.5: The interior of Whare Moki in Hobsons Bay (no 68) 05 January 1910 and 2000.
Photograph on the left Canterbury Times photograph Bishop collection Canterbury Museum reproduced
with permission, and on the right by the author.

Thus, the date of establishment is disputed, and the fact that Whare Moki has ‘got nothing like it
was’ in the earlier photographs (See Figure 9.7 and 9.8) is seen to invalidate the bach’s claims to
heritage status. The respondent also seems to suggest that only keeping one is somewhat
pointless, and that since the surviving baches, such as Whare Moki, are not as impressive as those
already demolished, they do not merit preserving.
The fine arts approach also appears to underpin the initial New Zealand Historic Places Trust
report on the baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay. This five-page report outlines a brief
general history which notes that:
Most bach owning families seem to have been lower middle class or skilled working people,
making use of the small surplus income such families began to enjoy during the early
twentieth century, taking advantage also of the tramway system and later the motor car, and
enjoying a sort of physical freedom which had previously been inaccessible to people in their
walk of life (NZHPT 1983: 2).
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Figure 9.6: Whare Moki (no 68), Hobsons Bay in 2000. In heavy seas surf breaks against the makeshift
retaining walls. The plaque on the rock above the door says that Whare Moki is the Hobson family bach,
and was established in 1891, but this is hotly disputed by Save the Bay Limited. Photograph by the author.

Figures 9.7 and 9.8: Earlier iterations of Whare Moki. The photograph on the right shows Jack and Tom
Hobson standing left and centre in front of their cave dwelling Whare Moki in 1910. The photograph on the
left is undated but clearly precedes the one on the right, and judging by the clothes, looks more likely to
have been during an active building phase. These two photographs show that bach building is typically an
ongoing process, therefore it is almost impossible to say what constitutes the original bach. It is interesting
to compare the overhanging notch in the cliff above the two people on the right in Figure 9.8 with the
notch above the right side of the window in Figure 9.6 above. The most recent additions have not obscured
the tiny diagonal overhang. Photograph 9.7 in Cairns and Turpin (1991: 213), photograph 9.8 ‘A cave hut in
Taylors Mistake, Christchurch 05 January 1910’ is reproduced with permission Canterbury Times
photograph Bishop Collection, Canterbury Museum.
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Figure 9.9: The southern end of Hobsons Bay on a still summer’s morning, looking towards The Row in the
distance. Baches no 68 and 69 are just out of the picture to the right. Photograph by the author.

The report makes no mention of the Taylors Mistake Surf Lifesaving Club, instead concentrating
on a few of the earliest baches and then discusses the present character of the various areas and
recommends that a total of seven baches in the three main areas could be preserved, however,
much of the assessment appeared to rely on aesthetics. For instance the report states:
We consider it essential to save baches number one and two, called Stone End and Rosy
Morn at Boulder Bay … Stone End … is solidly constructed from sea boulders and cement,
blend well with the setting, and is still in very sound order. A later wooden addition could be
removed. … Several other baches remain at Boulder Bay … Some are old, but none seems
particularly appealing visually and all have been allowed to run down. The gardens that were
once a feature of Boulder Bay have disappeared. [While Rotten Row] form what to us seems
an attractive unit, almost an historic precinct … Two are made from the halves of a broad
gauge American railway carriage, hauled over to Taylors Mistake and converted into
interesting little baches, one with a pleasant verandah. These two should be left if all else go
[See Figure 9.10]. It would be difficult to remove any of these baches without destroying the
regularity of the line along the beach front. The best way to keep the Row attractive would
be to allow the owners to stay on and to demand from them some minimum standard in
paintwork, garden care and planting (NZHPT 1983: 2-3).

Figure 9.10: George Hodge’s famed railway carriages. Hodge used to work at the Addington Railway
Workshops and bought for 10 pounds two old railway carriages. ‘[T]he enterprising George Hodge and his
brother put rollers across the sandhills, and every weekend, they would bodily move them a few more feet
towards what must have seemed like a distant Rotten Row’ (photograph and quotation in Cairns and Turpin
1991: 73).
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Figure 9.11: The Row or Rotten Row in 2000. Bach no 34 is fifth from the left, but was not specifically
identified in the 1983 NZHPT report. The railway carriage baches are at the very right of the photograph,
partially obscured by the large macrocarpa and shrubs. The Surf Club is the large building in the foreground.
The footpath in front of the baches is the start of the walk to Boulder Bay and Godley Head. There is one
bach (no 28) to the left of this picture. Photograph by the author.

It should be remembered that in 1983, when this report was written, all of the baches were
proposed for removal, and thus suggesting that all the baches should stay may have appeared
unrealistic. This is especially the case since prior to the Historic Places Act (Historic Places Act
1993), the emphasis was on individual buildings and historic precincts while the idea of broader
conservation areas was undervalued (see Barber and McLean 2000). However without any
discussion of the on-going social history of the area, the broader landscape context, and any
comparison with other settlements, the report ends up recommending the preservation a few
curiosities based on their quirky construction details. This is only the start of the involvement of
New Zealand Historic Places Trust, however, as heritage does not stand still since the past is
always being re-evaluated.
The next involvement of the Trust at Taylors Mistake was specifically at the request of one of the
bach owners, who felt that her family’s bach might have merited registration:
HPT: I first got involved when I was phoned up by [name omitted], her husband’s family
had owned a bach there for many many years and she was concerned about it and she felt
that their particular bach was a very interesting one and that it should be registered. … [there
was nothing special about it], but of course, then we went out there and looked at them a bit
more, and the more I looked at them the more intrigued I got by them and the more I was
convinced that they were worthy, and it was decided that rather than registering individual
buildings we should make it an Historic Area and that’s what we did. But we only looked at
just that Rotten Row bit, though the others were of interest too, and because of all the town
planning things that were happening and the various events that were taking place we
thought we’ll just wait and see before we registered them (Interview transcription Historic
Places Trust representative 30/7/1999).
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This highlights how registration can be initiated by an individual, attempting to enrol the Historic
Places Trust, but is not guaranteed success. This subsequent survey reflects the change in
legislation that makes registering Historic Areas more straightforward, as well as an
inquisitiveness to go beyond the initial aesthetic appearances. The registration of the Rotten Row
baches, however, does not include the five baches seaward of Bach no 34, which are to be
removed under the Mediated Solution. The respondent also highlights the other bach areas, but
gives the impression that due to the amount of work involved, and perhaps the relative threats
they faced meant the other areas were not registered.
Once the Mediated Solution protected some baches in-situ, instead of requiring them all to be
moved, heritage becomes a much more effective ally. The Historic Places Trust respondent
describes how they became involved in the Plan Change 3 hearing under Guthrie (1993):
We were approached by the bach owners … they saw us as one of their best allies in the case
so they asked us to come along as well and we were happy to do that. We wanted to make as
good a case as we could and it really seemed quite – yes it was difficult because we’re usually
on the same side as the Department of Conservation, and on this occasion they were saying
the opposite to what we were saying and also [name omitted]. It just didn’t seem right that
we were opposing something in some way. I felt that we had the right argument, but it just
felt very strange being in opposition to people that we are normally working alongside
(Interview transcription Historic Places Trust representative 30/7/1999).

The situation regarding heritage at the Guthrie hearing was rather strange in part because the
Department of Conservation agreed to the Mediated Solution, and then different witnesses
appeared at the hearing, as I discussed in Chapter 7. The DoC planner’s stance (whose evidence
was so influential in the Guthrie hearing) is perhaps illuminated by this anecdote:
STBL: I find the whole heritage argument, particularly the one that is on the gun
emplacement…I find that incredible. There you’ve got a World War II gun emplacement
and in 1952 [sic] someone puts a bach on top of it and they sort of say, ‘Well, that is an
historic building’ [See figure 9.12]. I always remember [DoC Planner] at the hearing with
Guthrie. … He made a comment about how incensed he was as a boy when he used to play
at that gun emplacement, presumably sort of cowboys and Indians style thing, and then
someone came along and put something on it and he could no longer, as a kid you could no
longer do that (Interview transcription 31/8/2000).

Thus, it appears possible that childhood experiences may influence peoples’ responses to whether
or not something is considered heritage, and this is reinforced by the respondent’s own
childhood memories:
You know I can remember as a boy when you used to go around those cliff faces on Godley
Head. I mean people talk about them quite romantically now, about how wonderful it was
and there was the grand piano in the one they called The Hermitage [See Figure 7.2]. Well, I
had different memories of them. I had memories of people trying to keep you out, you
know, a bit of a barbed wire fence. You weren’t very welcome. That was their sort of
exclusive domain. But I guess like anything, when it is gone, it becomes a bit more romantic.
People look back on it (Interview transcription 31/8/2000).
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Figure 9.12: Bach no 69 in Hobsons Bay. According to the stories I have been told, a bach existed on the
site prior to the Second World War, but was demolished to make way for the gun emplacement. The
previous occupants simply reclaimed the site, but with more solid foundations. Photograph by the author.

A completely different childhood memory of The Hermitage was offered in evidence to the
Marquet (1998) hearing, where the TMA Architect related how:
One of my vivid memories of my adolescent years and the freedom of the bicycle, was from
the age of 13 (1953) to visit my friend’s parent’s bach on the west [north] side of Taylors
Mistake. On arrival our first thoughts were of [L]ilo visits to the cave houses on the other
side of the bay. I am reminded in reading historical accounts of these dwellings of our visits
to the cavehouse called ‘Hermitage’ where we would carefully remove the loose stones on
our arrival, make entry and play the piano, the Edison Phonograph and look over old weekly
news. At that time we befriended a couple who lived in another cavehouse who invited us
for lunch on one of our visits. The unpalatable taste of the food lingered for many months
and we never ventured near their cavehouse again (TMA architect, expert evidence presented
to Marquet hearing 1998: 3-4).

At the conclusion of this paragraph the witness produced an Edison Cylinder, and poignantly
explained how he and his friend had stolen it from The Hermitage during one of their visits, and
proposed to donate it to the Taylors Mistake Bach Museum (when and if such a thing was set
up). So, while the children of the bach holders remember an incredibly social time, were invited
by the cave dwellers to lunch, and where all the kids knew everyone else and had enormous
amounts of fun, other kids visiting Taylors Mistake, and the surrounding hillsides, felt excluded
by the baches and the bach holders. These childhood experiences, perhaps, still influence the
architect’s and Bach A’s desire to protect the cultural heritage of the bach landscape, as well as
STBL’s desire to see the area become a publically owned landscape again instead of its current
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private status. The latter’s preferred solution would also be a public landscape with only limited
recognition of the areas previous history:
STBL: … You could be a bit romantic and say ‘Well, that one is more quaint than that one
and maybe that one could stay’. But that’s not, it just doesn’t work that way. If you do keep
the three I believe there is no option for them, but to be in public ownership, and if people
were genuine and wanted to do something, you would keep [numbers] 1 and 2 and restore
them to stone cottages. Have number 34 as sort of an historic remnant in Taylor’s Mistake as
to what huts were like. I accept that it is half rotten and someone would have to do
something, and it could be like a bit of an information kiosk or whatever and if someone was
really keen you could, in one of the old caves, the real old caves, you could have some sort of
display panel (Interview transcription 31/8/2000).

‘If you do keep the three’ reflects the conclusions of Commissioner Guthrie (1993) with regard to
which baches are considered heritage, but elaborates that they should be publically owned
(Guthrie was silent on the ongoing management of the three baches, although it was implicit that
they were to be museum pieces). However, his stance also appears like a compromise position
that recognises some minimum level of heritage, since ‘it just doesn’t work that way’. The
respondent also suggests that Stone End and Rosy Morn should be restored to stone cottages by
people who were ‘genuine and wanted to do something’, which presumably means removing the
addition from Stone End, although it also suggests that restoring them as the lighthouse keeper’s
retirement cottage is their original heritage, as opposed to their history of usage as baches. An
information kiosk in Bach 34 and a display panel in a ‘real old cave’ complete the preferred
heritage complement. This enacts the authentic heritage bach as old, unmodified, preferably
made of stone, uninhabited, and put to some public use, or preferably represented in a
photograph. While this position held sway in the Guthrie hearing, a sense of why it has been
unable to be sustained is offered by this bach holder’s comments:
Int: Do you have a feeling of how you’d like Taylors Mistake to be in the future?
Bach, D: I’d like the baches to stay. I’d like them all to stay actually. The present scheme is
that the main beach is completely free of baches. I mean if you want to be picky, some of the
baches probably aren’t…don’t merit much saving but if you look at them all as a group, I
think they should all stay. The opponents claim they are in the way of greater public use but
if the people walking the Godley [Head] Track think they’re in the way you could easily
realign the track or something like that so they’re not having to walk past baches. Looking at
other parts of New Zealand…probably if you lost them you’ll find there won’t be many bach
communities like that round New Zealand. Some of them have been there for 80, 90, 100
years now. We’ve struck so much opposition now and had so much fighting to stay you
almost get a bit determined to stay now (Interview transcription 24/8/2000).

These comments suggest quite a different version of the authentic heritage bach – one that is first
and foremost a bach community that entails an ongoing living heritage, and that recognises that it
is not individual baches but rather the whole group of baches in their existing landscape context
that contribute to the authenticity of the settlement as a whole. Taken together, these two
respondents also suggest why the dispute over the baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay
has been so intractable, and I would suggest that ‘almost’ is probably somewhat of an
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understatement. But neither of these positions will hold sway without the evidence of heritage
experts (amongst many other experts) enacting the authentic heritage bach in subsequent
hearings.

9.3 Enacting the authentic bach in planning hearings
This section focuses particularly on how heritage evidence has been presented at the three main
planning hearings Guthrie (1993), Marquet (1998) and in the Environment Court (2002). Since I
have already outlined the key outcomes relating to heritage in these hearings in Chapter 7, this
section examines five heritage issues that have influenced the enactment of an authentic heritage
bach. The first subsection looks at the impact that the Mediated Solution had on the way heritage
issues were argued in the various hearings. The second subsection looks at how social and
cultural history were mobilised by the bach owners in the Marquet hearing, while the third
follows how an international vernacular heritage discourse is connected to the issues at Taylors
Mistake. The final two subsections explore two aspects of the authentic bach that were hotly
debated, the first was the importance of the original materials and the impact on them of
modifications, while the second explores the connections between landscape context and
heritage.

9.3.1 Impact of the Mediated Solution on heritage
The Mediated Solution adopted for the Plan Change 3 hearing before Commissioner Guthrie
(1993) (and the two subsequent hearings) represented a compromise between heritage, amenity
and public access issues. However, in allowing 14 removed baches to be relocated in a freehold
bach zone behind The Row, it compromised the heritage of both the removed baches and the
existing setting of The Row. Thus, at the Guthrie hearing the New Zealand Historic Places Trust
representative concluded that:
Although the Trust is generally in support of the Change, three recommendations have been
made in order to provide stronger protection for the baches.
1) [Historic Reserve status sought for the land on which The Row sits, similar to that proposed for
Boulder Bay and Hobsons Bay]
2) The Trust opposes the provision of a bach zone behind ‘The Row’ for baches which must be
removed or relocated. Further baches built behind ‘The Row’ would diminish the historic
values of the existing group and undermine their visual integrity.
3) [Proposes Heritage Covenant against title if Historic Reserve status is not achieved] (NZHPT
evidence to Guthrie (1993: 5).

This disagreement with the Mediated Solution’s proposal of a new bach zone (in 2) was taken up
by Commissioner Guthrie, who noted that:
9.2: The inclusion of the bach zone in the plan change is to give effect to the quid pro quo at
the heart of the mediated solution. In my opinion it cannot be supported under the
provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991. … New development was resisted in the
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submissions received from the Minister of Conservation and the New Zealand Historic
Places Trust. The Historic Places Trust said of the provision for further development behind
‘The Row’ [quotes ‘Further baches …]. That sentiment was supported by [the] Historic
Resources Conservation Officer with the Department of Conservation who gave evidence
for the Minister:
‘I have concerns regarding the impact of future development sited behind ‘The Row’. Any
development in this area would diminish the historic setting. The ICOMOS (International
Council on Monuments and Sites) New Zealand Charter for the Conservation of Places of
Cultural Heritage Value emphasises the need to conserve the historical setting of a place’.
I agree with those assessments. The only justification advanced in terms of the RMA, for the
establishment of the residential bach zone, and the permitting of new development in
substitution for the baches to be removed (or relocated) was to give effect to the mediated
compromise. …
9.3 … Such new development would be unacceptable because: a) It would detract from the
heritage values reflected by any baches of ‘The Row’ which might remain … (Guthrie 1993:
19-20)

It seems somewhat ironic that Commissioner Guthrie uses the argument that a new bach zone
would detract from the heritage values of the existing setting when he later proposes to retain
only Bach no 34. Thus, the principles of heritage are enlisted to stop relocation, despite all but
one being proposed for removal.
For those heritage witnesses who supported the retention of the baches, the tension between the
requirements of the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter and the Mediated Solution posed a difficult
situation. Heritage witnesses could emphasise the importance of the setting and run the risk of
having it framed in a negative way by an unsympathetic commissioner, they could also simply
omit any mention of the proposed bach zone, or they could suggest that although heritage
arguments were opposed to the concept of a bach zone, heritage issues were subservient to the
wider matters addressed by the Mediated Solution. Omission was the preferred tactic of several
witnesses. For instance, at the Marquet (1998) hearing, the same NZHPT witness presented
evidence on behalf of the Christchurch City Council (this may have had an influence on how she
wrote her evidence), instead of the TMA, and seemed to have learnt from the way her words
were used at the previous hearing. Thus, the words ‘bach zone’ or any discussion of its potential
impacts do not appear in the evidence. Similarly, the architectural historian who appeared on
behalf of the Taylors Mistake Association in the Environment Court did not mention the impact
of the bach zone, although she did argue that:
Under the Resource Management Act 1991 territorial authorities must have due regard for
the sustainable management of both natural and physical resource, which in this context may
be said to include the baches as well as the setting (TMA architectural historian, expert
evidence presented to Environment Court 2001: 6).

Elsewhere in her evidence she cited the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter to support her
contention that various layers of modifications ‘tell an important story about the changing
fortunes of the bay and its users’ (2001: 6). Yet, she concluded that:
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It is my opinion that Commissioner Neville Marquet’s decision of December 1998 should be
upheld. Natural and constructed elements are indivisible in an assessment of the heritage
value of Taylors Mistake. To demolish the baches now is to wipe away more than a century’s
history and with it the physical record of the daily lives and simple pleasures of generations
of beach-goers and bach residents (TMA architectural historian, expert evidence presented to
Environment Court 2001: 7).

The difficulty with this statement is that Commissioner Marquet’s decision requires not only the
demolition of 14 baches, but also allows a freehold bach zone that will significantly change the
character of setting of the remaining baches in The Row. The detriment that the Mediated
Solution is likely to have on the heritage setting was highlighted by the TMA architect, who
during the Marquet (1998) hearing argued for the importance of the landscape context to the way
the baches are experienced. He suggested that the unique topography and access difficulties made
the settlement a
destination for a more adventurous and questioning group. Added to this exclusion was the
perceived right to occupy without the encumbrance of freehold. The positioning of
structures in relationship to the sea, the topography and access to each other took on a
unique character unrelated to those baches predetermined by the ownership and possession
of land. It is this unique determination of owners and siting which set Taylors Mistake, in the
late 1990s, apart from other water and cliff edge settlements and the existing situation cannot
be ignored … Any decision of rationalisation of the existing situation has now moved
beyond the requirement of the correction of an historical accident and should be seen as an
opportunity for the future (TMA architect, expert evidence presented to Marquet hearing
1998: 5).

He went on to suggest in questioning from Commissioner Marquet that it is ‘the relationship of
the buildings, to each other rather than the boundaries, that is far more important than the
buildings themselves’ and concluded that ‘[i]n my opinion any attempt to relocate these dwellings
in an alternative position will be unsuccessful and will destroy the essential character of a unique
area’ (TMA architect, expert evidence presented to Marquet hearing 1998: 6).
The Christchurch City Council landscape architect suggested that one of the reasons why this
character would change was certainty. He argued that the landscape quality of Taylors Mistake
would still be high whether the baches remained or were removed, but posed the question ‘what
sort of character do we want for the area?’ (CCC landscape architect, expert evidence presented
to the Marquet hearing 1998:15). For the CCC landscape architect, an important ingredient
contributing to the present character of the baches is that of uncertainty, which if it is removed is
likely to result in a ‘substantial increase of investment into the upkeep and improvement of the
baches … [which] …will inevitably change their character to a point where they will edge toward
the resemblance of suburban homes’ (CCC landscape architect, expert evidence presented to the
Marquet hearing 1998:15). Thus relocated or replacement baches will have certainty of tenure and
are likely to be further modernised, and the freehold owners will also have a greater ability to
delineate their curtilages.
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A more nuanced approach, than that of omission, was taken by the Council heritage planner
appearing in the subsequent Environment Court hearing. He highlighted some of the problems
with the Mediated Solution, but recognised that heritage issues may be of secondary importance:
Recognition and protection of the heritage values of the baches is dependent on their
continued direct relationship with the edge of the sea and the landscape setting. Any
significant relocations, removal or new additions to the numbers of baches in a group will, in
my opinion, rob the existing buildings of some of their most essential historic and cultural
qualities. I accept, however that the decision of the Council, which would result in the loss of
up to 15 baches, represents a wider judgement than just that of the heritage issues I have
raised (CCC heritage planner, expert evidence presented to Environment Court 2001: 18).

This witness acknowledges the negative impacts of the Mediated Solution but accepts that
broader issues are involved, thus allowing a decision-maker to take note of the contradictions
implied in protecting some baches for their heritage value and then reducing those values with a
freehold bach zone nearby.
The problem the Taylors Mistake Association had was that they had to convince decision-makers
that the baches had heritage value, but also justify a bach zone. One tactic was to concentrate on
their aesthetic characteristics of the relocated or replacement baches in the bach zone. For
instance, in her submission on behalf of the TMA to the Marquet hearing, a landscape architect
noted that the baches’
22. … quirkiness has emerged through time. It cannot be quickly created from scratch
through planning and design. The Pattern Language [(see Alexander 1977)] design process is
one technique that can be applied to re-create and continue this quirkiness.
23. Working with the existing personalised structures and settings, it is possible to analyse
and record these so that they can be replicated and interpreted for relocated and reconstructed baches (TMA landscape architect, expert evidence presented to Marquet hearing
1998: 3).

This seems rather implausible when the actual landscape settings of many of the baches to be
removed are taken into account; particularly the eight baches proposed for removal from the
rocky point at the northern end of the beach, since they have an intimate relationship with both
the underlying rocks and the sea, which frequently crashes over the rocky reef (See Figure 9.13).
The way Alexander’s ‘Pattern Language’ could be used to relocate the baches was elaborated
further in the Environment Court by the same landscape architect. She argued that:
128. Retaining 13 baches in The Row and relocating 15 behind, carefully handled as
proposed in The [Mediated] Solution, provides an acceptable landscape change. The
proposed limitations on development will retain the scale, the holiday style rather than
allowing a residential or suburban character. Avoiding individual garaging, etc, is important,
and parking kept off site.
129. Bulking up The Row to several rows is an appropriate coastal bach style. The clustering
at the base of the slope, handy to the beach, but set back behind public areas, and all with sea
outlooks, fits our coastal bach vernacular. I therefore support the relocation option that
involves adding rows behind The Row (TMA landscape architect, expert evidence presented
to Environment Court 2001: 23).
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Figure 9.13: Rocky point at the northern end of Taylors Mistake main beach looking towards Hobsons Bay.
The large bach on the left is known as ‘Shangri La’ and is most often cited as an egregious example of
private occupation of public space, in part, because the obvious stairway only provides access to the bach.
There is a public walkway to Hobsons Bay that goes underneath the verandah of the little dark green bach.
Bach no 69 on the gun emplacement (also proposed for relocation) is the white bach in the distance near
the water, while bach no 70 is higher up the hill. Photograph by the author.

This concentration on the visual character of the relocated baches ignores the impact that baches
on freehold land would have on the heritage character of the remaining baches in The Row. The
lack of title is seen as essential to the character of the area, and new baches, no matter what they
look like will dramatically alter the experience of the landscape by creating a privately owned
precinct between the existing and new baches. I suggest that this range of evidence shows that
the Mediated Solution has had the unfortunate effect of foreclosing discussions of heritage
because many of those who gave evidence in support of the baches felt it was important not to
disagree with the quid pro quo at the heart of the Mediated Solution. One aspect of the heritage of
Taylors Mistake that was not constrained by the Mediated Solution was the social and cultural
history of the area, and the Taylors Mistake Association presented a significant amount of new
evidence to Marquet hearing.

9.3.2 The social and cultural history of the Taylors Mistake baches
Arguments that Taylors Mistake was an authentic bach community needed to show that the
baches had led to the development of a distinctive culture. In order to bolster these claims the
Taylors Mistake Association employed three doctoral candidate sociologists from the University
of Canterbury to write reports on the social and cultural history of the area. The Taylors Mistake
Bach Holders Community Assessment (see Phibbs and Kelly 1998) and the appended Life History
Report (see Mortlock 1998) constituted a significant study of the bach community. Information
for the report was based on ‘data collected from 41 family members of the 45 current baches at
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Taylors Mistake (75 per cent of bach holders and a 100 per cent response rate)’ (Phibbs and Kelly
1998: 45). The research included seven life history interviews with respondents mostly in their
80s, 15 face to face interviews and 18 telephone interviews and one questionnaire. The
Community Assessment combined existing writing about baches and baches settlements (similar
to that discussed in Chapter 6 of this thesis), published histories of Taylors Mistake and interview
data to show how the bach history was a shared history and that a particular culture had
developed at Taylors Mistake. They also connected to the Third Whole Earth Catalogue through the
use of a photograph on their cover (See Figure 9.14). In their report, they argued for a living
culture and a distinctive community, despite its part time quality, and wrote that:
It should be noted that bach holders ‘part time’ residential status does not disqualify the
group from being identified as a community, indeed several Maori marae would already be
disqualified from making claims under the Treaty [of Waitangi], using this criteria if this was
a legitimate argument.
Our research suggests that the Taylors Mistake baches are part of a living culture and an
existing community, removing any of the baches at Taylors Mistake, Hobsons Bay or
Boulder Bay will alter the unique culture and close community among bach dwellers that
currently exists at Taylors Mistake (Phibbs and Kelly 1998: 24 original emphasis).
Figure 9.14: Front
cover of the Taylors
Mistake Bach
Holders Community
Assessment (see
Phibbs and Kelly
1998). The cover
vividly captures the
ingenious nature of
some of the baches’
responses to site,
but also their
precariousness.
Since this photo was
taken in 1978 the
highest two baches
have succumbed to
rock fall and been
demolished.
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The report also highlighted health and safety issues with one bach holder suggesting that bach
holders ‘add to the area by being a close knit community, the fact they are there controls
hooliganism … the baches add to the safety of the bathers and people in general who use the
bay’ (cited in Phibbs and Kelly 1998: 26). This idea was elaborated on by the TMA Architect in
his evidence presented to the Marquet hearing:
In Wellington a favourite seaside edge is the Makara coastline. In the late 1960s the edge of
the beach contained a number of baches and fishermen’s cottages. These were cleared by the
Department of Conservation in the mid-1970s [sic]96 After the new foreshore was created, I
could not believe the difference in abuse to the environment. The extent of broken glass and
rubbish compared with the previous relationship between boats, dinghies, cottages and
water.
Subconsciously these images have influenced my attitudes to buildings and landscape. I see
the two conditions of buildings and landscape as being inseparable where the occupier
becomes the custodian of the open space rather than the possessor of it. Title as a
prerequisite of building detaches the occupier from both his and her neighbour and the land.
It is settlements such as Taylors Mistake that we should build our future around rather than
condemn (TMA architect, expert evidence presented to Marquet hearing 1998: 4).

Thus the bach community was not only distinctive, but it was also argued to provide a
custodianship role to the surrounding landscape. This characterisation was, among other things,
aimed at turning around the negative picture of the baches and bach holders caused by sewage
pollution of the coast, and instead portray a bach culture that cared about the environment. The
effect of this increased emphasis on social and cultural history arguably led Commissioner
Marquet to contend that
I do not agree that moving the baches would bring greater benefits to the public as a whole.
When considered in the context of s5 [RMA1991], it would result in the significant loss to
the character of the area, and I believe to the social wellbeing of the community considered
as a collective whole, bach holders, their visitors, members of the public and all persons who
use the area for recreation, whether it be active or passive (Marquet 1998: 60-61).

The decision of the Environment Court was even more explicit (as noted in Chapter 7) that the
historical stories about the area created a ‘cloak of words’ (Save the Bay Ltd and ors v
Christchurch City Council and ors 2002: 37), which added meaning and context to today's
environment. Thus, telling the stories behind the construction, ongoing social history, and the
surf lifesaving culture has increasingly been seen as an important contributor to the authenticity
of the bach community. Another aspect of opponents’ arguments against the baches that had to
be contested was that heritage should also include working class vernacular heritage as well as
grand buildings.

96

The Department of Conservation did not exist until 1987; he is probably referring to its predecessor the Department of
Lands and Survey.
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9.3.3 Vernacular heritage and the bach
An important aspect of establishing what an authentic heritage bach is, involves making the
argument that vernacular buildings are worthy of heritage status in the first place. The
architectural historian employed by the Taylors Mistake Association argued that there has been a
‘broadening of the definitions of “historic place” and “heritage building” to include rough
constructions of amateur owner-builders’ and she argues that this
expanding scope of historical study [is] a sign of cultural maturity. It should be noted,
however, that, even today, there are still some pockets of resistance, at both a professional
and a public level, to the idea that humble building types such as baches, dairies and public
toilets are worthy of recognition and protection as heritage buildings. This resistance has, I
believe underscored debates about the historic significance of the Taylors Mistake baches for
many years (TMA architectural historian, expert evidence presented to the Environment
Court 2001: 5).

Thus, those opposed to the baches are cast as pockets of resistance to the broadening historical
disciplinary orthodoxy, and that shows signs of cultural immaturity. She is also effectively taking
aim at a ‘fine arts’ perspective on heritage, and highlighting recent arguments among heritage
professionals over whose heritage deserves to be preserved. She continues:
This growing awareness of the heritage value of vernacular buildings represents an important late
20th century development in the historical domain. Some historians have, however, been slow to
accept a more inclusive reading of the built environment. They continue to distinguish between
architecture and building, privileging the former, neglecting the latter, and implicitly valuing the lives
and actions of some members of society over those of others. For this reason, it could be argued,
there are more churches than factories listed on the national register of historic places. … The
ongoing debate about the fate of the baches at Taylors Mistake is a microcosm of a wider discussion
that has been going on in the last ten to twenty years: one which asks whose heritage is being
ignored and lost if we preserve only the mansions and the monuments of the rich, the famous and
the powerful? (TMA architectural historian, expert evidence presented to the Environment Court
2001: 5).

Here, Taylors Mistake becomes one tiny example of a much broader debate that attempts to
illustrate the lives and lifestyles of working class people, different cultures and marginalised
groups. Enrolling the broader discourse of the expanding scope of heritage studies gives
assertions that the baches at Taylors Mistake constitute heritage added weight, but those
assertions were hotly contested. The historian appearing for Save the Bay Ltd argued that this
was a postmodernist account of historical values, and that:
These statements imply that everyone’s do-it-yourself building efforts are worthy of heritage
status. Thus they defeat [TMA Architectural Historian’s] claim that the Taylors Mistake
baches are something special, for if baches deserve heritage status because they are
‘vernacular buildings’, then all ‘vernacular buildings’ deserve heritage status. Thousands of
buildings in New Zealand will come within this category, including boat sheds, garden sheds,
cow sheds, and garages. The many lowly shacks and shanties in North Auckland, to say
nothing of the millions of them in third world countries, must have similar heritage values
since they too are ‘vernacular’ buildings. Thus ‘heritage status’ by [TMA Architectural
Historian’s] criteria ceases to be exceptional. It becomes commonplace, and meaningless,
and confers no special merit on the Taylors Mistake baches (STBL Historian, expert rebuttal
evidence presented to Environment Court 2001: 3-4).
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The Save the Bay historian appears to have made a leap from the idea that heritage has
broadened to include the possibility that humble buildings by owner-builders may be deemed
heritage, to the idea that all vernacular buildings are heritage, which the TMA architectural
historian neither claimed nor implied. The STBL historian, however, did acknowledge that some
baches could be heritage buildings, but this turned on the materials they were made of and
whether or not they had undergone any modifications.

9.3.4 The original materials and the effects of modification.
For those opposed to the baches, most baches are no longer deemed authentic because the
original materials have been replaced over the years during a series of modifications. The STBL
historian is explicit about the links between authenticity and originality. He suggests that
originality is the most important determinant of a bach’s heritage value, and was the main reason
only three baches were considered authentic enough to be worth preserving. He follows Gibbon
to argue that:
Buildings are akin to documents in giving us authentic evidence concerning the past. The
historical authenticity of documents, buildings, and other artifacts as scientific evidence for
the study of a specific historical time period depends on their having originated at the time,
and not having been tampered with since then. This is a fundamental principle of scientific
historical research. For affirmation of this principle I refer to Edward Gibbon, the 18th
century progenitor of modern scientific history. In vindication of his chief work The Decline
and Fall of the Roman Empire, Gibbon wrote in 1776 – “Diligence and accuracy are the only
merits which any historical writer may ascribe to himself, if any merit can indeed can be
assumed from the performance of an indispensable duty. I may therefore be allowed to say
that I have carefully examined all the original materials that could illustrate the
subject which I had undertaken to treat” (STBL Historian expert rebuttal evidence
presented to Environment Court 2001:1, original emphasis).

I would suggest his analogy is faulty because people do not live in documents, but they do live in
baches, and frequently that entails dealing with the flimsy nature of the original construction with
a series of alterations, improvements and on-going maintenance.
One approach that those who sought to retain the baches took was to argue that many of the
modifications were themselves historic. Thus, the Christchurch City Council historian argued
during the Marquet (1998) hearing that:
During the 1993 hearings, much was made of the proposition that these beach and cave
dwellings could no longer be regarded as “historic” because of later modifications. However
most of the modifications are themselves historic, having been made between 1936 – when
the Scarborough road was put through and materials could be more easily brought from
Christchurch – and the beginning of World War II. Other (admittedly more heroic) buildings
such as the Christchurch Cathedral and the Canterbury Museum and Arts Centre, … have
also undergone sometimes massive modification through the years; but they are still seen as
‘historic’ as long as their basic concept has not been violated by such alterations and
improvements. Most of the modifications to the Taylors Mistake baches seem to me to be in
the spirit of the original structures, continuing to exemplify that “Kiwi do-it-yourself
ingenuity” which made the original habitations so famous. (CCC historian expert evidence
presented to Marquet 1998: 2).
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This still treats modifications as somewhat negative since they have the ability to violate the basic
concept of the building. While the witness accepted modifications to the buildings to a certain
extent, his arguments still appeared to be underpinned by a ‘fine arts’ sensitivity in relation to the
look of the baches in his conclusions about ‘baches worth saving’. Thus, in Boulder Bay, he
contended that ‘the baches genuinely worth preserving include the following:
All baches 1-10A, with the possible exception of 10A, the one set back among the trees
where the track descends to the bay. (During the war it was a military bunkroom for soldiers
based at Boulder Bay. It is historically interesting, but looks derelict and out of place.) The
rest form a picturesque precinct, adding to the charm of the bay rather than detracting from
it. Some are set off by excellent gardens. Stone End and Rosy Morn, the two surviving
baches on the headland, are absolute gems and must never be put under threat (CCC
historian expert evidence presented to Marquet 1998: 4).

So it appears that although some modifications, including the extension on Stone End are
acceptable, other modifications, albeit historically interesting ones, to the site that spoil the
picturesque qualities of the precinct should be removed because they ‘look out of place’. These
arguments go against the International Charter for the Conservation of Monuments and Sites
(1966) to which New Zealand became a signatory in 1992, which highlights the importance of
respecting both the setting and modifications. The ICOMOS New Zealand Charter was explicitly
enrolled by the TMA Architectural Historian in evidence to the Environment Court, where she
argued that
each layer of a building’s history has equal value when its meaning and significance is
interpreted. Even those baches that are today slightly more pretentious in their form and
construction than when they were originally constructed tell an important story about the
changing fortunes of the bay and its users. It is a story that can only be read, however, when
the doctrine that additions to a building are detrimental to its aesthetic value has been
abandoned in favour of the notion that the lives of every owner-occupier or user are of equal
value. With that principle in mind, the 1969 electrification of Boulder Bay, for example,
represents a new, progressive stage in the baches’ history, rather than a negative event that
undermines their architectural integrity (TMA architectural historian, expert evidence
presented to the Environment Court 2001: 6).

The Save the Bay historian explicitly disputes the idea that additions and alterations enhance
historic significance suggesting that ‘[t]his is equally true of nearly every street in Christchurch’.
He argues that this means that everything around us affected by human activity, has “historic
significance”. ‘Thus nothing is historically exceptional, everything merits preservation, and
nothing merits preservation any more than anything else. This is absurd’ (STBL Historian expert
rebuttal evidence presented to Environment Court 2001:4). This dispute was settled, in this
instance, in cross-examination and the adjudication of Judge Smith and his Commissioners.
Expert witness evidence in the Environment Court depends on a number of interrelated things
to give arguments credibility. These include educational achievements, experience, and familiarity
with the field you are giving evidence in. Counsel for the Taylors Mistake Association addressed
this latter issue when he asked
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TMA Counsel: Are you familiar with the charter of conservation called ICOMOS exhibit Q
referred to by [TMA architectural historian]?
STBL historian: No.
TMA Counsel: Could I put it to you [STBL historian], that for you as an eminent historian to
be giving evidence about heritage and cultural heritage without ever having heard of or seen
that charter is a strange situation?
STBL historian: No I don’t think so. …
TMA Counsel: I appreciate you’ve only just seen it, in your view it’s of no great importance
is it?
STBL historian: I’m not happy with answering that yes or no, I’d like to make a comment on
that to explain my position, which is there are numerous charters and documents floating
around in history and some of them are, I think, beyond [sic], I certainly don’t accept this
charter because simply it’s a charter, and some people in New Zealand accept it
(Environment Court transcript: 66).

It is probably fair to say that this exchange marked a turning point in the credibility accorded to
the witness and this was confirmed in comments in the judge’s decision, which noted that:
An analysis of [STBL historian’s] evidence shows quite clearly that his interpretation of
heritage items relates to those buildings that are in original condition only, … In crossexamination [STBL historian] accepted that he was not familiar with the ICOMOS Charter
and had never seen it. We conclude that his evidence uses a definition of heritage value
which does not reflect the ICOMOS Charter which has been adopted in New Zealand
([STBL v CCC] Save the Bay Ltd and ors v Christchurch City Council and ors 2002: 66).

Thus the accepted view on original materials and the impact of modifications on the authenticity
of the baches at Taylors Mistake has shifted from seeing only the three most untouched baches
as authentic heritage baches, to seeing those additions as part of the ongoing story of a bach’s
existence and a reflection of its owners changing circumstances. I would go so far as to contend
that, given the do-it-yourself nature of baches, which has meant that continual work is required
to keep them habitable, a bach that has undergone frequent small renovations is more authentic
than a bach that was built then remained untouched and has not been inhabited for the last fifty
years. While the originality of the materials is deemed important to the authenticity of the bach by
those who adopt a ‘fine arts’ perspective, less concern is displayed about the originality of the site.

9.3.5 The landscape context of the baches
Another major distinction between those who argue that the whole Taylors Mistake and Boulder
Bay settlement constitute heritage and those who prefer to single out individual authentic baches
is the role of landscape context. Thus, the logic of the ‘fine arts’ perspective leads the STBL
historian to propose that those parties who see merit in preserving the baches should re-erect
them on private land and to this end he suggests that, ‘Ferrymead Historic Park97 has numerous
old buildings that have been moved there from other places, and which are preserved and

97

On an ICOMOS conference field trip in 2001 an historian commented to me that ‘Ferrymead is where heritage goes to
die’ (pers comm. T. Nightingale).
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protected, and often admired. Genuine old style baches might find a place there’ (STBL Historian
expert evidence presented to Environment Court 2001:11). This suggestion completely ignores
the distinctive relationship which many of the baches have with their sites, and as the footnote
suggests completely ignores the ongoing and lively use of the building. This lack of concern for
site context was also apparent in his argument that
There is nothing exceptional about the Taylors Mistake baches to justify their preservation
on the grounds that they impart “heritage value” to the locality, since there are numerous
similar aggregations of holiday structures on the New Zealand coast. On the Canterbury
coast, people who are interested in such bach settlements can see them, for instance, near the
mouths of the Waitaki, Rangitata, Rakaia and Selwyn rivers, and at Birdlings Flat,
Spencerville, Stewarts Gully [lists another 8], as well as at Taylors Mistake and its nearby
bays. None of these bach settlements is “exceptional”, for there are so many of them (STBL
Historian expert evidence presented to Environment Court 2001:10).

While the historian is correct that there are a large number of bach settlements in Canterbury,
nearly all the ones he lists (including the ones I’ve omitted) are on flat inland sites, adjacent to flat
sandy or pebbly beaches, or at river mouths, and are certainly not built into a rocky coastline.
Most were also settled much later, and are permanent settlements. The idea of baches as
individual architectural features divorced from their context is also apparent in the suggestion
made to the Marquet (1998) hearing by the Christchurch City Council Heritage Planner, who
stated that ‘[t]here have … traditionally been areas of North Beach and North New Brighton,
that offer comparable standards of age, construction, materials and the do-it-yourself Kiwi
attitude. There are other coastal settlements in Canterbury which have similar building examples’.
(CCC heritage planner, expert evidence presented to Marquet 1998: 9).
In response to the arguments, a number of landscape architects (including the STBL one) and
heritage experts pointed out the distinctiveness of setting for each of the bach groupings. For
instance, the Christchurch City Council landscape architect discussed the baches at Boulder Bay
(See Figure 7.7), and argued that:
CCC Landscape Architect: 5.11 … I do believe though that in one sense the very nature of
the baches, the fact that they are stylistically vernacular, are small, humble, rumpty-do and
precariously located in an environment that threatens them with extinction at any moment
probably says more about the character of their setting than if they were not there at all. In
this sense the baches tell a story about the dynamic animation and sublimity of their
environment that probably could not be better told. Again, if we are talking about preserving
the natural character of this coastal environment then these baches, in my opinion, go a long
way toward defining it. The fact that they are located at the point where land meets sea
underscores one of the abiding characteristics of landscape – that the area of greatest interest
and activity occurs at any edge where there is a contrast between one topographic feature
and another. In this sense the baches at Taylors Mistake highlight this meeting point,
especially since they more or less follow the coastline just above the high tide mark (CCC
landscape architect, expert evidence presented to Marquet 1998: 9).

The importance of the landscape context of the baches in terms of the heritage experience of the
baches was also highlighted by the TMA Architectural Historian who argued for the importance
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of understanding leisure history and the ‘golden age of the New Zealand bach’ in the 1950s and
1960s, and suggested that the
only way future generations will be able to gain a genuine understanding of this expansive
time in our social history, is to see the buildings, in which the children of my generation
holidayed, in their ‘natural’ environment. The impoverished alternative to this approach is to
preserve singular examples, divorced from their geographic and social context in the
‘unnatural setting of the museum. The long-standing debate about the future of the baches at
Taylors Mistake is in itself now part of the heritage value of this precinct, which will one day
offer insights into twentieth century attitudes towards the environment and to our history
(TMA architectural historian, expert evidence presented to the Environment Court 2001: 56).

Adopting a ‘fine arts’ perspective on heritage leads to a concentration on individual buildings
divorced from the eccentricities of their landscape context, and the suggestion that because there
are so many bach settlements, none is more special than any other. These arguments are
contradicted by an ‘environmental’ perspective on heritage, which highlights the distinctive way
the baches relate to their setting, while a ‘humanities’ perspective highlights the importance of
being able to understand the social history of an era in the landscape it occurred in rather than
just in a museum. While these ideas constitute what heritage and associated experts feel about
what should happen to the baches at Taylors Mistake, Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay, the voice
of the general public was largely missing from this series of hearings. In the final section of this
chapter, I briefly examine why the voice of the public might be missing and explore some
possible future management scenarios if it was accepted that the bach settlement was worth
retaining in its entirety.

9.4 The public and the baches
The public have been remarkably absent from discussions over the future of the baches.
Although several of my respondents suggested that people who were opposed to their position
on the baches had undertaken surveys, none of the results have either been published or
presented as evidence at any of the hearings. The difficulties of doing visitor or public surveys
were highlighted by a Save the Bay respondent:
Int: Has Save the Bay done any sort of surveying of people who visit the Bay?
STBL: Not as such if you mean doing a sort of questionnaire of ‘What do you find is
interesting’? Now, there was of course the submissions on Plan Change 3 [1993] where there
were a huge number of submissions and Save the Bay was quite active in that. Then to try
and counteract that Council, I think it was, started a questionnaire; interviewing people, like
they would stop them coming to the bay. That was an endeavour to assist them in their
argument. Now there are two things that may have come from that. One it might not have
helped in their argument to retain the baches. I don’t know because I don’t know the full
outcome of it. I did see one of the survey forms and [name omitted] … He was involved in
it all and he sent those forms for a study by, I don’t know what the term is, but someone
who is an expert on questionnaires and whether they are leading questions or whether you
would only get certain answers from them.
Int :Research methodology?
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STBL: Yea, that’s probably what it is. And I think that was someone at Lincoln [University]
and they were horrified and reckoned ‘Don’t worry. That would be able to be thrown out
just like that’. They weren’t asking the sort of questions…the questions would lead into what
they thought was one way. So I don’t think anything ever came of that. No, and I don’t think
it is Save the Bay’s job to sort of chase around and do that.
Int: Have the bach owners done anything like that?
STBL: Well they’ve had petitions where they put something up, “Protect Our…Save the
Baches’. or Protect Something’, and they get people to sign but I wonder how meaningful it
is. It is pretty easy, people put their signatures on things they don’t even know what it’s
about. I mean does, for example, I think they were doing that at Boulder Bay at one point,
but if you read the preamble to the listing, does it tell you the background, does it tell you
that, look, this is public land. I mean I don’t know. I think that really well written, formal
submissions from people are the best but there are some people who would have difficulty
doing that but might have quite strong views. I don’t think Save the Bay would probably
get…you know it is a huge undertaking. The survey - how do you do it? Is it the same people
coming each Saturday or is it new people?

Thus, the respondent appears to favour a really well written formal submission although he
acknowledges that some people with quite strong views may not be able to write a well-argued
submission. These are definitely to be preferred over the uniformed views of the general public,
particularly petitions ‘where people put their signatures on things they don’t even know what it’s
about’. The distinction that STBL makes between well-written submissions and the huge number
of submissions for Plan Change 3 is interesting because the latter function in a similar way to a
petition, in that, national organisations can promote pro-forma submissions. A bach holder
highlighted their response to this technique:
Bach D: They really got things going and there was huge, at that stage people proposing a
change to town planning could, they didn’t have to have the same interest.98 … Anyone
could oppose, anyone could support so they got opposition from Waiheke Island and
Stewart Island and all sorts of places like that. I have still got a box full of the objections. I
think 1600 came from them and about .. and once we saw what they were doing we did the
same. We got about 1200 supporting (Interview transcription 24/8/2000).

Thus, strategies are responded to and tend to cancel each other out, and like internet polls they
do not give a reliable picture of how the public feel about the future of the baches, but instead
become part of the strategy for influencing decisions.
I think STBL is right to question the practicalities of deciding how to conduct a meaningful
survey. This is especially so since who gets asked, and how the questions are framed are always
going to be problematic. Is it a national, regional, local or perhaps even an international issue? Is
familiarity with the issues more important than regular usage of the area? Can you show someone
a photo or do people have to have been to the landscape in question. Do you ask people those
questions while they are actually wandering around in that landscape, and if you do, what
difference does the weather or the number of other people make to the experience of the place?
How do you explain what the issues are, without potentially framing the issues in a particular way
98

The respondent is referring to changes under the Resource Management Act (1991) which allowed submissions to be
made on notified issues from anywhere in New Zealand.
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or producing leading questions? Perhaps another reason for the reluctance from both sides to
fund an independent survey is that it may fail to confirm what each side is certain is the case. It is
far easier to remain convinced that the majority of the public support you, if you don’t ask them.
There is also a sense that the public don’t really understand the issues properly, because they are
just happy with what they are familiar. The public can be contrasted with experts who can look at
the bigger picture:
Int: How do you feel about people who say, ‘I’ve always known Taylor’s Mistake like that. I
think that the baches are really an integral part of why I like this place’?
Conservationist: I would be surprised actually! Now, I can see why people say that because
people get used to things the way they are and it is like saying ‘I’ve always known Taylor’s
Mistake with that dreadful surf club right in the middle of the beach with that great concrete
block that you have to jump off and therefore it should stay there for perpetuity. … It is not
that what has been proposed is bad, but it is going to change things and people don’t like
change. I guess that is true, people don’t like change but .. it is legitimate for individual
people to say, ‘Oh, this is what I know. This is what I’d like it to stay like’. But the chances
are that if things do change they do accept the change. … That is the way individual people
feel and I think that is a valid way for them to feel but I think there are bigger landscape
issues. There are bigger planning issues that – there are experts who perhaps can look at that
bigger picture and when looking at that bigger picture in a planning hearing they have to
consider and hear what people are saying but what the people are saying are not the only
considerations that have to be taken into account. So, yes I hear what people say about that.
I can understand what they mean but I personally don’t understand it. Taylor’s Mistake has
always been like that since I have been going there and I must say I don’t know that it
wouldn’t be improved without them (Interview transcription 28/8/2000).

The changes to which the conservationist refers include the removal of all but three of baches at
Taylors Mistake, Hobsons Bay and Boulder Bay, and their replacement with passive recreation
areas. In the area of The Row bach no 34 would be retained as museum piece while the rest of
the area was to become mown grassland with picnic tables. While on the rocky headlands and
caves of Hobsons Bay only the concrete foundations would be likely to remain. What is
interesting is the lack of faith in the public having a say, their ability to appreciate change once it
has happened, and instead a preference for expert opinions. However, in the case of the baches
there are nearly always experts on both sides. Here is an historian discussing the contribution of
the baches to the area:
I am involved quite a lot with tourists and overseas visitors; frequently acting as guide …
visitors I have taken to Taylors Mistake are interested above all, in two matters: the “severed
hand” mystery of 188599 and the cave/beach dwellings. They find the ingeniously
constructed baches most appealing and love to hear stories of the cave dwellings – invariably
expressing horror that none of them has been allowed to survive so that posterity could
admire the uniqueness of The Hermitage or Pilgrim’s Rest … As for the cave dwellings, who
has not heard of Cappadocia or the Troglodyte Caves in the Loire? Elsewhere, The
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This refers to fraudster Arthur Howard’s attempt to fake his suicide, to collect insurance, by placing his gold ring on the
finger of a severed hand. Dressed in a disguise; he then fished it out of the water at Taylors Mistake beach in front of
startled onlookers. The police were unconvinced when the hand turned out to be a female hand, which had been sawn-off,
rather than bitten-off by a shark. Howard was sentenced to two years in prison. See Ogilvie (2009 [1978]: 21-22).

279

Hermitage (had it been preserved would by now have been a major tourist attraction (Expert
Evidence, Christchurch City Council historian, Marquet 1998).

A lay witness at the same hearing, who did not own a bach but went to Taylors Mistake for
swimming and walking, would probably surprise the conservationist with her assertion that:
The special charm and heritage of Taylors Mistake with the original bachs [sic] and
surrounding hills and cliffs is something I believe should be preserved for our children to
enjoy and experience as a uniquely New Zealand beach settlement. I believe the bachs are [a]
valuable asset to the beach and Christchurch and must be preserved for the following
reasons: 1)… there are a number of baches still preserved in their original setting, unspoilt by
close building of a different period, the baches form a unique and valuable precinct
providing a glimpse back to a different era. This I believe warrants preservation as a piece of
Canterbury history and an asset to Christchurch. 2) Without the original bachs Taylors
Mistake becomes like any other beach close to a major city, with new housing development
encroaching on the surrounding hills, not all of which are sympathetic to the nature of the
beach, or to each other. The bachs are an integral part of the interest, charm and appeal of
Taylors Mistake. 3) As the bay is already developed, removing the baches does little to
mitigate the effects of development on the beach … I would suggest the general public is
less concerned with the baches than the residents. There are many undeveloped bays in
Canterbury where it is more appropriate [to] spend energy to preserve an untouched beach
front. 4) Christchurch is losing many of its heritage sites and seems to struggle preserving its
atmosphere and history. This is another chance to preserve something for future generations
to experience, enjoy and share with visitors to Christchurch (Lay evidence, woman, St
Albans Marquet 1998).

It seems quite plausible that this evidence might have been coached to some extent given the
frequent use of heritage, history and preservation, as well as such heritage issues as original
setting and precincts. The evidence does, however, suggest something more than just being
happy with what is familiar. It also highlights how removing the baches at Taylors Mistake would
not alter its developed quality very much because of the large number of freehold dwellings on
hillside.
The closest thing I have come across regarding an independent survey of the public about the
future of the baches is a vox populi in the Bay Harbour News, a local weekly community newspaper
conducted in October 2007 as the fate of the baches was again a matter for debate:
Bay Harbour Street Talk
Should the Taylors Mistake baches be retained or removed?
A: They should be retained as long as they are maintained and made to look like they fit in.
But the ones too close to the sea could go (Sheetmetal worker, male 20s,100 St Albans,
Christchurch).
B: They should stay but make sure they are maintained properly and don’t permit any new
ones to be built (Security officer, female 20s, St Albans, Christchurch).
C: I think it is very sad if they go. If people own them then they should be able to keep them.
The huts give the area character (Homemaker, female 50s, Keri Keri, Northland).
D: I definitely think they should stay. They have been in families for generations and it is not
right that owners are forced off their properties (Hairdresser, female 40s, Opawa,
Christchurch).
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Age is an estimate based on photographs of the people accompanying their comments; other details are in the article.
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E: I think they should stay. They have been around for a long time so I don’t see why
someone should have the right to take away a person’s home (Mechanic, male 30s Kaikoura).
F: I guess if they have been there for decades they must have complied with the building
codes at the time so I see no reason to knock them down now. They’re not doing any harm
(Student, male 20s city, Christchurch) (Anon. 2007).

Obviously this is an unreliable method of obtaining accurate public views on the future of the
baches, since we have no idea whether there was any precursor to the question, whether they
were just friends of the journalist or whether these were the only six people asked. From the look
of the photographs, most of the people were interviewed on the beach, with the exception of A,
who appears to be standing in front of a sports field. Despite these problems, the sample is
interesting in that there is even gender split, with two people from out of town, and a generally
younger age group, and probably less educated, than those typically involved in hearings. A
number of things appear to be significant. First, and most obviously, none of the respondents
thinks the baches should be removed, apart from (A), who thinks the ones closest to the sea
could go, effectively affirming the mediated solution. Second, no one uses the words heritage or
history, instead the language talks of them having ‘been in families for generations’, ‘been around
for a long time’, people should ‘be able to keep them’, that it would be very sad if they go because
they ‘give the area character’. I suggest this reflects an intuitive and untrained understanding of
heritage. Third, judging by the use of the words ‘properties’ ‘own’ and having ‘the right to take
away a person’s home’, several of the respondents are possibly not aware that the baches are on
public land. I suggest that those opposed to the baches would seek to highlight this fact, and they
may argue that this fact could/would/should/ make the respondents change their mind. Fourth,
two respondents are concerned with maintenance and aesthetic issues as well as not allowing new
baches to be built. Taken together, I suggest these very brief comments may highlight visitors’
experiential relationship with baches based on perhaps a brief visit or more regular usage. Thus,
they appear to give the area its particular character and ‘are not doing any harm’, but the question
remains; how much of this experience is potentially influenced by increasing knowledge of the
situation, and whose knowledge counts as valid knowledge. My research has focused particularly
on how individuals and groups influence planning decisions rather than what should happen in
those planning decisions, although, initially, I had sought to investigate future management
options. I realised that do this issue justice would require another thesis, however, a couple of
people’s views on the matter do highlight some of the issues involved.

9.4.1 The future management of the baches
If it was accepted that the baches did constitute an important part of New Zealand’s leisure
heritage, and it was deemed that they should stay,101 I had been interested in how they might be
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This appears to be the current situation, as of July 2010 (see Chapter 7), but arguably the situation is still fluid.
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managed in the future. Since a major sticking point for those who wanted to see them removed
was that they were privately owned structures on public land. I thought that perhaps the solution
adopted on Rangitoto Island of having a Trust manage the buildings and allow the previous
owners continued usage rights but also allowing the public to use baches on a booking basis
might offer some guidance for the Taylors Mistake situation. For someone opposed to the
baches remaining, the idea of allowing the public some usage rights of the baches was
appropriate, but it seemed only if it was a few historic ones that were retained. If the whole
settlement was retained, however, the idea was not seen as worthwhile because the location of
the baches no longer retained an historic atmosphere:
Respondent: … There is one around at Boulder Bay that you could say, which I did
recommend should be retained or was worthy of preservation as public, provided the public
were allowed access to them. That’s another thing, it is not right to claim it an historic area
and then say, ‘Well, this is private property. You keep out’. It is very annoying around
Boulder Bay with wandering people who practically commandeer the whole show except for
a little ledge which people can walk around. However, I’ve no doubt those baches will stay
there. It is a contentious issue but I still think Christchurch is the only place where it would
happen.
Int: Is there any sort of comparison with Rangitoto Island?
Respondent: Yes, well there was to the extent that they got them off Rangitoto - didn’t they?
It was a similar case. The Aucklanders decided that it was no longer on.
Int: They’ve removed some of them and there are some still there. … One of the things that
the remaining baches [owners] on Rangitoto Island .. have done is formed a Trust where,
although the original owners maintain an interest in the baches, the Trust organises for more
people to go out and experience the baches. I was wondering if you had any feeling about
how that might work or not in Taylor’s Mistake?
Respondent: I don’t think Taylor’s Mistake is any longer an isolated place. I don’t think that
would have any merit at all. Any more than people going to look at some of the old cottages
in Sydenham. Rangitoto Island has got a certain degree of isolation in that you have got to
get in a boat to get there. But Taylor’s Mistake is no longer isolated. You’ve only got to see
the car park which is chock-a-block…people go hooning over there just as easy as they can
drive to Hornby and so, no, I don’t think it would have any merit at all. If people want to
experience the sort of retreat into isolation that early baches represented then they want to
go somewhere isolated to see them. Taylor’s Mistake is no longer an isolated spot. It is
suburban. I mean the fact that there are suburban houses right down to the bay and then you
come to some baches on public land, that is not the experience. By going to those, seeing
those baches, they’re not experiences, the sort of isolation, retreat from the madding crowd
of civilisation that those baches originally represented (Interview transcription 30/8/2000).

It is difficult to know what sort of access is implied in the example of Boulder Bay, but I suspect
the respondent might be referring to a bach museum that people could visit at certain hours
rather than something people might stay in. The experience of the landscape was seen to revolve
around Taylors Mistake’s setting, which would taint any historic experience that the baches might
allow. Later in the interview the respondent discusses the example of high country stations that
have musterer’s huts, that they allow the public to use them:
It is on public land but it’s leasehold. They’ve got a lease to it. They don’t have to let
people…but that’s a proper approach. If they were going to say, ‘Right-o, well, we’ve got our
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bach here on public land and the public can put their names down for a weekend here ..’, it
would be a different story but it is private and it is used privately. Even walking along the
track in front of Rotton Row you don’t really feel you are on a public area because people
there, blowing their cigarette smoke or clinking their glasses right on your nose and they
actually regard it as a private space so that is how it is treated (Interview transcription
30/8/2000).

Thus the respondent appears to suggest that public usage of the baches would make a different
story, but potentially it might remain a contentious issue because whoever was allowed to use the
baches may still impact on the experience of the public space. Another respondent who was
opposed to the baches felt that the baches were so grotty that no member of the public would
want to stay in them and felt similarly about Taylors Mistakes’ proximity to Christchurch, but the
respondent was also suspicious how such an idea might be implemented:
Int: One of the other things that has been suggested is the idea of creating a trust where use
of the baches became much more available so that the family might still retain use of it at a
particular time of the year but it was administered in such a way that lots of other people
could use the bach over the year. I was wondering how you might feel about that.
Conservationist: Well I think most of them are so grotty that most people wouldn’t want to
use them anyway. I mean that is an offhand approach…I mean I personally can’t imagine
why anybody would want to stay at Taylor’s Mistake overnight when it is so accessible to
Christchurch now anyway and this to me seems like the same sort of argument for the Loch
Katrine102 baches and the thing that has been negotiated there about it …a public lodge built
instead, I mean this just becomes an excuse for putting up public accommodation on public
land. It is more acceptable but it’s not a sufficient reason – there are baches here now so let’s
turn them into public accommodation and somehow legitimise them – There should be
other reasons for creating public accommodation than that. Now if it was deemed that these
were an integral part of Kiwiana and they should be kept for posterity and they should
be…because they are on public land they should be maintained therefore for the public.
That seems to me to be a very different argument than the one that is before the
Environment Court now. It seems to me it’s an argument that has been put forward for
reasons other than it appears. I don’t know.

The respondent is quite correct that what I asked was not what was being presented in the
Environment Court, but her response, perhaps, illustrates the level of mistrust that those people
who are opposed to the baches have towards the bach holders, such that any idea seen to be
connected with them is considered dubious. These two responses suggest that any compromise
over the future management of the baches will struggle to satisfy the vehement critics of the
baches. A rather different set of problems was envisaged by a bach holder:
Int: …. [On Rangitoto Island] they’ve set up a trust. They’re looking to have other people
using the baches over time rather than them just staying solely in….occupied by one family. I
think the family would still retain the right to use it at particular times. Is that a sort of
scenario you could imagine at Taylor’s Mistake?
Bach, D: Well I suppose the bach holders have been a bit more cynical. They invited a lot of
friends over and let other people use their baches to get support for the bach … they’d never
actually discussed opening them up – but I mean, there’s a lot of Heath Robinson carpentry
in my place and plumbing and things like that .. and you’d have to explain to people how to
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A small lake in North Canterbury where caravans were towed to in the 1950s, had their wheels removed and became
permanent baches, which the Department of Conservation eventually removed and replaced with a public accommodation
lodge.
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open this door and things like that, otherwise the thing will fall off its hinges. Or you could
foul up the shower if you didn’t know the right way to work it. It’s not like just giving
someone the key to a motel and saying ‘Have a good time’. And also there’s a lot of personal
stuff in the bach. You might want to clear it out before you gave someone else the key.
Int: Do you know what other bach holders think of that sort of scenario?
Bach, D: Well, I don’t think it has ever been discussed, that they are just opened up to the
public and let people use them as they want. One lady with a bach down towards the sea has
announced her bach is available for disabled people or something like that and I don’t know
whether they use it or not. She lives in Nelson so it is just a way of her getting things used I
think (Interview transcription 24/8/2000).

The respondent highlights the close personal relationship that bach holders have with their
baches, where the intricacies of Heath Robinson carpentry require ongoing careful management,
which is likely to be quickly destroyed by less sensitive usage. I would suggest that despite the
many modifications the baches have received over the years, they are still likely to provide a very
distinctive experience of internal space and surroundings. The respondent also highlights the
possessions that are integral to the bach experience, so while it might be fine to allow friends to
use your bach, allowing strangers to use it creates the potential of damage and theft. So, while
public usage of the baches may address some of the issues related to private occupation to public
land, it also, potentially, creates other issues to do with the integrity of the building, and the
importance of a families’ ongoing connection to that bach, which is an integral part of what
makes it a heritage building. I would, therefore, be wary of proposing a too easy solution that
might make some people happier, while at same time devaluing the ongoing heritage of the
baches. Some form of increased occasional usage of the baches, however, does seem important,
as another bach holder noted:
Bach, A: You don’t get the same long term residents in the bay. The bach people aren’t
staying for the whole six weeks [of summer holidays]. They come over on weekends or come
over for a week and so there are quite a lot of times when the baches aren’t being occupied.
Maybe about two or three weeks. I get a wee bit annoyed about that, and so I wrote to all of
the people in the baches and said; “Well look, there are lots of people who would like to
have a bach. I am quite happy if you are prepared to let me sort of be a broker to that effect,
at no cost. I could get people, like my age [40s], who would come to the Surf Club, and got
the young kids – get them over to stay in a bach and their kids may become interested in the
Surf Club”. So we started doing that, and I had about four baches which I was doing that for
in the last five years. But less and less of the baches are being occupied on a long term basis
because it is too easy just to pop back into work and just go over there and clean the bach
and not stay there. So I found that disappointing (Interview transcription 22/8/2000).

So the heritage of the community is gradually being undermined by the modern world, as people
have more things to do and consequently spend less time at their bach, but small scale measures
may be most effective at retaining the heritage character of the area and the community. The fact
that the bach holders appear to have used their baches to enrol new members in the Surf Club
and gain supporters in their fight to retain the baches shows how important it is to have allies.
Building a network of allies is especially relevant to the dispute between the bach holders of
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Boulder Bay and the people who propose to establish a penguin parade in Boulder Bay, which is
the focus of Chapter 10.

9.5 Conclusion
This chapter has outlined the evolution of arguments relating to what constitutes an authentic
heritage bach, showing how, initially, the baches themselves were not even thought of as heritage;
however in attempting to preserve their ‘beachy bach lifestyle’ the discourse of heritage was
actively enrolled by the bach holders. This enrolment of heritage was just as actively opposed by
those who argued that public land should be free of private dwellings, and that only authentic
baches in public ownership should be deemed to constitute heritage. From the perspective of
those opposed to the baches occupying public land, authenticity of the baches centred primarily
on whether the original materials were retained, which could be immediately ascertained by the
external appearance of the building. The importance of originality did not apparently extend to
the internal configurations of the baches, because Stone End was considered an authentic bach
(minus its 1950/60s addition), despite the fact that there had been five internal alterations to the
stone portion of the bach since the external addition.103 The landscape context of the baches and
their curtilages were also deemed irrelevant since it was considered possible to relocate them to
an outdoor museum, while the prevalence of other bach settlements in completely different
landscape settings and with completely different social histories was argued to lessen the heritage
importance of the bach settlement as whole and was used to return the focus on to individual
baches. I would argue that this concentration on the originality of the external appearance of
individual baches, coupled with a lack of interest in their social history, represents a (particularly
impoverished) fine arts perspective on what constitutes authentic heritage.
Those who have argued for the retention of the baches, and this includes more than just bach
holders, have sought to widen what is considered authentic about the broader Taylors Mistake
bach settlement. They have highlighted the historic connections between the surf lifesaving club
and the baches, which created a distinctive beach/bach culture based around patrolling a
dangerous surf beach and competing in surf club competitions. They have also argued that the
shared history of the baches and the many stories connected with characters and events at the
bay have created an important social history that would be diminished by the removal of the
baches. In this context the alterations and additions to the baches become just another part of the
social history of the settlement, highlighting the changing fortunes of the bach holders, who were
able to make modifications during the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s, but have done very few since then
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I suspect the concentration on the exterior of the baches may have been a matter of necessity, because those opposed
to the baches were not offered access into the baches, or any cooperation from the bach holders to do with the history of
the baches, which the latter probably thought would be used against them.
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due to the precarious nature of their tenure. The settlement also exemplifies debates in
environmental history; showing how, in the 1970s, lack of electricity was considered the most
important factor as to whether the cave dwellings should be removed, and how this lack of
foresight is now lamented by many.
The long sequence of hearings have also highlighted the complex balancing of arguments relating
to natural character of the coast, public access to the coast, amenity issues as well as heritage
issues. It is interesting to note that the three main hearings I have discussed all occurred prior to
the Resource Management Amendment Act (Resource Management Amendment Act 2003), which
elevated heritage issues to a Section 6 matter of national importance. Thus, in the hearings,
heritage was just a s7(e) ‘other matter’ which decision-makers were required to ‘have particular
regard to’, while s6(a) ‘preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment’ and s6(d)
‘the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal marine area’ were
matters of national importance, which decision-makers are required to recognise and provide
for’. This framing of the legislation has definite effects on the decision-making process. I suggest
that the Resource Management Amendment Act (2003) can be seen as part of the ‘cultural
maturity’ spoken of by the TMA architectural historian, which has started to recognise that
heritage is about more than just preserving particular buildings, but also the social and cultural
history of places, and their ongoing usage, as well as their distinctive landscape settings. I would
argue that this expansion of what is considered authentic heritage reflects the influence of both
the humanities perspective and the environmental perspective on heritage, but I would suggest
that the embodied and affective dimensions of heritage have remained largely unexamined in the
assessment of heritage in New Zealand. The subtlety of these dimensions is hinted at by the bach
holder explaining how a door might fall off its hinges if it is not opened the right way. The
importance of the way both the interior spaces of the bach and their sometimes seamless merging
with the surrounding landscape constitute the bach experience needs to be taken account of in
the way the baches are managed into the future, if they are to be retained heritage buildings. This
chapter has highlighted the threat to the baches of Taylors Mistake posed by those who have
primarily argued for public access to the coast. The next chapter explores how nature
conservation and ecotourism might impact on the future of the baches at Boulder Bay.
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‘God, I’m using these words loosely’:
translating the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade
Int: Would they not be able to stay there [in the baches] during the time that
the penguins were in residence?
Respondent: That is how it has been presented to me. There is quite an
opportunity in that natural embayment for burrowing but birds will burrow
under foundations. They will squeak and root and stink and carry on and there
is quite a lot of risk about predators, especially dogs, and other sorts of things.
So, it is always been regarded as a ‘no’ option. Particularly, I think, when you
want to ..when there are plans to build a sort of viewing lodge type thing there
and to make it a – god I’m using these words loosely – a wilderness or natural
type of experience, you know in that place (interview transcription 6/9/2000).

10.1 Introduction
The previous two chapters highlighted the importance of classifications to both birds and
buildings. The taxonomic classification and threatened status of the white-flippered penguin are
an important aspect of proving the need for this project. While understanding how baches are
classified as heritage, and what constitutes an authentic bach is also a matter of great importance
since the proposed site of the penguin parade is currently occupied by baches. This chapter is not
a comprehensive empirical account of the case but rather an attempt to tell the story of the
proposed penguin parade using Callon’s sociology of translation framework, which highlights the
contention that power, is associative – no one acts alone. In order to successfully translate
potential power into, in this case, concrete structures, predator-proof fences, nesting boxes, car
parking areas and visitor lodges requires a network of allies, who are attracted by the project as a
solution to their problems; but, holding the network together requires careful management since
some allies may be attracted by other alignments, while there is also tension between other allies.
Indeed, managing the network involves dissociating from some allies in certain situations in order
to emphasise the importance of particular allies. Despite a broad range of allies, more or less
successfully enrolled, the final mobilisation of the network is seen to hinge on gaining an ongoing
majority of Christchurch City Councillors supporting the project. This alignment has, at least
until now, been successfully blocked by the competing network of Boulder Bay bach holders,
which I briefly outline in the final section of this chapter.
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10.2 The Boulder Bay Penguin Parade network
This section uses Callon’s notion of translation to tell the story of the proposed penguin parade.
The story begins with a translator or network builder or what Callon calls the primum movens who
presents their objective as a solution to the problems and goals of each of their potential allies.
Those involved with the penguin parade in Boulder Bay all readily acknowledged that the wildlife
expert was central to the project being proposed: ‘That was really from the suggestion of [wildlife
expert], he’d been dreaming about the possibility of a penguin parade for some time’ (interview
transcription 29/3/2000). But if dreams are to turn into reality they need to be based on a
plausible scenario and with the necessary expertise.
Int: Could we talk a little bit about how the penguin colony proposal got going?
Conservationist, D: How did it get going? As [wildlife expert] has worked on the penguin
colonies around the peninsula he saw [Boulder Bay] as an area where you could actually have
a penguin parade but he also saw it as a very good area for a penguin colony because it opens
up so much once you get off that little beach there is a lot of area to be able to put in nesting
boxes. So he saw it as one area that could be fairly easily protected against predators and
could probably support something like, I think he said 300 breeding pair. And so if it was
never anything other than just a second large penguin site in case something disastrous
happened on Motunau [Island], for example, it would be an ideal site and it is reasonably
close to Christchurch so you can maintain it and check on it relatively easily (Interview
transcription 28/8/2000).

Thus the wildlife expert’s initial goal of protecting a vulnerable species from predators around
Christchurch and mishaps on Motunau Island could be enhanced with a new colony in Boulder
Bay that was ideal because it could be easily protected by a fence and maintained due to its
proximity to Christchurch. Boulder Bay was seen as the perfect site despite the presence of
baches:
PH2000, B: I had heard about penguins being there before the project because I walk up
there quite a lot. I believe it was chosen because there was a historical precedent for penguins
being there, but in particular, [name omitted] – and now I am presuming here – almost
acting entirely alone, had assessed it as being the most viable place for them. So it was
conferred by physical, geographical features rather than ifs, whats or maybes. Clearly that is
the case otherwise we wouldn’t be dealing with the bach issue (interview transcription
6/9/00).

So the site was chosen as the best site for the penguins, but there was also a possibility of having
a penguin parade. The question is how do you turn a possibility into a proposal and then into
concrete project, especially when there are baches currently on the site you propose to use. The
answer is to attempt to enrol a series of allies who see your goal as a solution to their problems.
The goal of creating a penguin parade in Boulder Bay using translocated penguins thus becomes
an ‘obligatory passage point’, to use Callon’s (1986) term, since it becomes a goal which other
groups see as useful answer to their problems. The number of potential allies that might be
deemed part of the network is potentially enormous, and certainly more complicated than Callon
suggests. To keep the analysis from becoming completely unwieldy I outline nine potential allies.
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These are a millennium celebration group, a tourism organisation, the Department of
Conservation, conservation NGOs, public access anti-bach groups, city councillors, local people,
penguin scientists (who I have already discussed in Chapter 8) and the penguins themselves (See
Appendix D). I now look at how the project was problematized so that these entities were
‘interessed’ into the network

10.2.1 Millennium celebrations: Port Hills 2000
Port Hills 2000 was a community volunteer project that was set up to establish conservation
assets for the millennium, and involved ‘an advisory body with expertise in areas such as law,
ecology, conservation and forest management’ (Anon. 1998: 14). Six projects were undertaken,
including recreation and ecological restoration, upgrading a heritage walkway, land purchase for a
new park, a cultural garden, a guidebook and the penguin colony:
PH2000, E: We were trying to do different things in different places, hence the penguin
colony proposal at Godley Head because the Department of Conservation manage land in
that area and therefore are another major landowner, and it is a key biodiversity conservation
project. There’s no other that we were aware of at that stage, anyway a rare animal or plant
or something that was in the area (interview transcription 29/3/2000).

Port Hills 2000 wanted to include land managed by the Department of Conservation, and wanted
to include a rare animal or plant and apparently there were not any other potential candidates, so
Port Hills 2000 needed the penguins. But they were also aware of needing to appeal to both
locals and the broader Christchurch public if the project was to be a success:
PH2000, E… In trying to spread projects over the Port Hills we also wanted to make sure
that there were communities that might take ownership if you like of projects in their area
and we did get a very favourable response from Sumner people in that area to a penguin
project and a good response from all over Christchurch (interview transcription 29/3/2000).

Thus Port Hills 2000 needed something that would appeal more broadly and provide a marquee
project that would grab people’s attention and enlist their notional or actual support. As an early
newspaper report about the projects highlighted:
The development of a penguin colony at Godley Head probably has the widest appeal with
visitors hoped to “one day view a penguin parade as penguins returning from a day’s fishing,
pop like corks from a bottle out of the surf and parade across the beach to their burrows”…
Anyone who wants to become involved in the Port Hills 2000 projects should phone [phone
number] (Port Hills 2000 representative cited in Anon. 1998: 14).

So the goal of the wildlife expert of establishing a penguin parade in Boulder Bay seemed to fit
perfectly with the goals of Port Hills 2000, allowing them to have a high profile project that taps
into the charisma of penguins to interest people into becoming involved. However, one of the
main obstacles for Port Hills 2000, besides the fact that there are baches currently in Boulder
Bay, was that two of their objectives were 1) to celebrate the millennium and 2) to bring
community together, which meant not becoming embroiled in contentious issues:
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[Port Hills 2000 representative] agrees that the debate is between the bach owners and the
council. Any future decision on whether the baches go or stay would not involve her group.
Nevertheless, she has discussed the proposed project with bach owners. The thrust of any
millennium project, she adds, is to draw people together rather than divide them (Moore
1998: 3).

The difficulty of promoting the penguin parade while also bringing the community together and
the time constraint of the looming millennium meant that the responsibility for the project
needed to be transferred.104 Other allies are also needed to progress the project, particularly ones
that could spell out the benefits to the wider community of Canterbury, but first the wildlife
expert and Port Hills 2000 needed to enrol the support of the Department of Conservation, who
managed most of the land required for the project, and who have responsibility for the
translocation of endangered species.

10.2.2 Department of Conservation: land managers and species translocations
When the penguin parade plan was first mooted in 1997, as we saw in Chapter 7 (see Hamilton
1997), the article suggested that Port Hills 2000’s involvement was dependent on discussions with
the Department of Conservation. This is because the Department controls the translocation of
wildlife under the Wildlife Act (Wildlife Act 1953), and manages Godley Head under the Reserves
Act (Reserves Act 1977). Approvals of translocations are decided on a case-by-case basis
depending on the importance of the species.
DoC, B: We get advice from our conservancy technical specialists. There’s some that know
about penguins. … With the recovery, the Penguin Recovery Group, they would probably be
consulted. So yeah, just depending on the level of rarity and endangeredness and concern
that you go that far up the line, should we say, we make a decision. …
Int: How do you decide who can actually translocate birds?
Well, it is the sort of process, I think that is delegated to area management, transfer of birds.
But, if it is contentious enough we will kick it up the line to the Conservancy Manager. The
area manager signed out the Motunau transfer [46 birds]. Big major transfers to do with
setting up a penguin project we might put it up the line. Some of the technical advice and the
technical effect on the birds, is it good for the birds, the bird population. We get advice from
specialists, conservancy or further afield if necessary. I expect to see the homework done on
it and reports from like [wildlife expert] or whomever to say that, ‘I think it is vital’. In terms
of the site, in terms of actually setting up the penguin colony and an eco-tourism project,
that would be a major concession that would be managed by the conservancy office.

So, approval for the initial transfer of birds to Harris Bay may be granted, but this does not entail
successful enrolment of the Department of Conservation. This is because larger transfers of birds
104

Turning Point 2000 was wound up on 30 April 2001 and responsibility for the penguin parade project was transferred to
the White-flippered Penguin Trust, registered as a charitable Trust under the Charitable Trusts Act 1957. ‘The main
objectives of the [White-flippered Penguin Trust] are, firstly to preserve, protect and foster the White-flippered Penguin as
it is not only an endangered species but is also the only endemic species to Canterbury. Secondly it is the intention of WFPT
to establish an eco-tourist facility at Boulder Bay on Godley Head to fund the ongoing preservation of the species. Here, the
public will be able to view the Penguins as they arrive on shore at dusk before moving inland to their nesting boxes. A
viewing platform, a visitor centre, lighting and other facilities based on the successful eco-tourism ventures at Oamaru and
Phillip Island (Australia) are part of the Trust’s vision’. These are the only two objectives stated. See
www.penguin.org.nz/about-us.html
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would be more carefully scrutinised, and the project would also be a major concession (private
use of Crown land), a process that is managed by the Conservancy (region) office.
Reserves controlled by the Department of Conservation are managed according to their primary
purpose, which in the case of Godley Head is classified as Military Reserve. The primary purpose
recognises the predominant use, and therefore the penguin proposal needs to fit within a reserve
status, although this process seems fairly negotiable as a DoC staff member suggested:
DoC, A: Now with Godley Head having a 100,000, plus or minus 10 per cent, visitors per
annum, you would have to say that the principle purpose would be recreation because most
of the people are going there to do the walking tracks, you know, just sitting and looking at
the scenery or whatever and just general passive recreation. Having a Recreation Reserve
classification doesn’t impinge on the other values. The Reserves Act states that if it is
classified for recreation purposes then you have to administer the land and take into account
the other values such as historic, natural, archaeological and so forth. So the management
then takes in those other values. So, when you are managing the recreation part of it you’ve
also got to think about managing the historic part of it. … Now you could say that there are
enough values on Godley Head to actually have it as a Historic Reserve. Godley Head, for
instance, is the most complete World War II military installation or fortress left in New
Zealand (interview transcription 17/8/2000).

Thus, the Department has to recognise various values irrespective of the actual classification, so
other uses are likely to be allowed subject to them not conflicting with the other values of the
area.
The Department of Conservation gave its initial support to the project, subject to a number of
issues being resolved. The Department’s response to a letter from Port Hills 2000 dated 17
February 1998 requesting provisional approval for the penguin parade, noted that ‘[t]he concept
of establishing a penguin breeding colony on Godley Head is one that the Department supports’
(cited in Briggs 1999: 5). The letter also noted, however, that ‘[a] number of issues will have to be
resolved before approvals for the three early stages of site development (clean up, colony
construction, fence construction) can be given’. These seven issues were:
1) ‘Adequate public consultation’; 2) Formation of a registered body ‘responsible for the long
term implementation of the penguin colony proposal’; 3) ‘Preparation of detailed site
planning and transfer programme’; 4) Public access issues; 5) ‘A practical resolution to the
problem of the location of the 10 baches within the proposed colony or penguin access area’;
6) ‘The details of the penguin chick transfer from Motunau Island to ensure that the
breeding population on that island will not be adversely affected’; and 7) ‘The nature of the
supporting predator trapping programme on the rest of Godley Head’ (cited in Briggs 1999:
5).

So, although the Department gave its provisional support, there were a number of other issues
that PH 2000 had to address before the Department could be seen as successfully enrolled into
the network, most prominent among them was a ‘practical resolution’ to the bach issue.
Problematization seems incomplete since the Department of Conservation do not appear to
completely embrace the penguin parade as solution to their problems. Indeed, Port Hills 2000
appear initially reluctant to attempt to enrol the Department:
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Int: When did you first hear about the Penguin Parade proposal?
DoC, B: Oh, about three years ago, pretty much when it started to gain any currency and
interest. I mean we weren’t formally approached until – I was [staff position] actually. So that
has been in the last three years. In fact I got a little bit annoyed about the fact that they
weren’t actually going out saying, ‘We want to do this and that on DoC land’, and they
weren’t talking to us. So, I made that clear and made some formal approaches. And I wrote a
letter saying that we supported such a thing in principle but there needed to be a resolution
of the bach issue in some way, so it could work in practice. Plus there are a lot of things they
need to do in terms of assurances that they can actually run an operation and how they are
going to do it, etcetera, etcetera, etcetera. But they’re a long way from getting final approvals.
While I was prepared to say it was a good idea, if all other things were equal that it could be
organized. From our point of view, it would be of benefit to both the penguin population to
have a colony like that, that the site wasn’t inappropriate and Godley Head being a
recreational reserve and that valley could sustain that level of, should we say, tourism access
and impact as well as that level of intensive management of penguins. So I guess it was two
principles, one, wildlife management principle, was it a good thing? Yes it was. And our view
was that the eco-tourism operation wouldn’t adversely affect penguins if it was properly
organised. Secondarily, if that part of DoC land could be used for that purpose without
being a purpose that contravened the policies of the Reserves Act. … [although] there’s an
issue that we’ve thought of more recently, just what impact they would have on the road,
road access, the road being narrow and winding with large numbers of people, it’s not set up
for buses. Would the Council be prepared to upgrade it? But that is a Council problem I
guess, and in the end you might have the issue of the road being upgraded or widened.
Although there are a few historical aspects to that road that you might be concerned about
(interview transcription 13/9/2000).

So, provisional approval focused primarily on the wildlife management principles of whether a
predator fenced colony would be good for penguins, and whether eco-tourism would adversely
affect the penguins. While initial approval for translocating small numbers of birds may receive
approval, there is going to be greater scrutiny from bird scientists within DoC as the scale of
translocations increases. However, there is less emphasis on the potential impacts of a tourism
project. Thus it seems likely that the penguin parade network need to do a considerable amount
of work before the Department of Conservation could be successfully enrolled. While further
issues such as the historic aspects of the road (See Figure 10.1) may turn into greater obstacles to
that enrolment.
The potential conflict between the penguin parade and the historic aspects of the Summit Road
to Godley Head and the military tracks was explained by another DoC staff member:
DoC, A: If they get into the coach scenario your coach size is limited on the Godley Head
road because of its narrowness and windiness so you would probably need some road
widening. The road has not really been altered significantly since the military put it in, or
widened it. Originally it was just a goat track for the lighthouse which the military in 1939
upgraded considerably - which they had to do. And then the track from the military campsite
down to the Taylor Battery, a lot of it is cobble stoned. Now, if you started running coaches,
say down to, and then you put in a turning circle down there, then you are going to have
quite a bit impact on some of the World War II military sites down in that area…and your
cobble stone road wouldn’t last more than a few months…particularly if it rained. A bus
would soon rip out the cobbles in next to no time. So you would have to look at how you
protect those. Tar sealing over the top would protect them but you would lose the visual
aspect (interview transcription 17/8/2000).
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Figure 10.1: Summit Road looking west from near Godley Head terminus towards Evans Pass. The road is
mostly single lane with occasional passing bays, with limited fencing near the road, and seldom much
traffic. These characteristics give the road an isolated feel and make it popular with cyclists and runners.
Photograph by the author.

Thus a large tourism project may come into conflict with some of the historic aspects of the
World War II fortifications particularly the roads and tracks. Some of the people involved with
Port Hills 2000 and the White-flippered Penguin Trust also recognised the road might be
problematic, but more because of its width and alignment than for any historic associations:
But the main, I found the main constriction to the whole thing was the road from the
existing car park at the top back to the Evans Pass turn-off [6km]. That’s such a dangerous
road; you wouldn’t start getting buses on it. You could imagine the logistics involved and
that road would have to be wider no doubt about that if it’s going to take off. That’s only a
personal opinion because we haven’t even got round to discussing that in the committee.
The committee has been focused on this Boulder Bay issue – apart from the kind of baches
issue, there’s been very few peripheral issues like this involved. We haven’t really got down
to the tintacks and things. I think [name omitted] has drawn up some sort of quick concept
plan, again that is a promotional thing, but nothing has been got down to as far as levels and
you know tracks and roads and anything like that, it hasn’t really been discussed. Eventually
it will happen but at the moment it’s still focused on this – see there is another Environment
Court hearing coming up for I think it is Save the Bays, coming up in early August and I
think we [WFPT] are contributing expertise as far as [name omitted], and there was a
resolution put forward to the last meeting that maybe we could contribute financially to the
legal costs of this Save the Bays thing because it did involve the decisions as far as the baches
went (interview transcription 5/6/01).

So, more than three years after approval in principle from the Department of Conservation, Port
Hills 2000 and its successor organisation the White-flippered Penguin Trust are still primarily
focused on a practical resolution to the bach issue rather than any of the other issues to do with
site-planning for the proposed penguin parade, other than promotional material. It is difficult to
say whether Save the Bays Ltd are being enrolled by the White-flippered Penguin Trust or vice
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versa, but the wildlife expert made it clear that he was aware the boundary work (Gieryn 1995)
issues involved in giving expert evidence in the Environment Court:
I am employed by Save the Bay as an independent penguin specialist so that if I’m asked
what my links are I can say that I am merely a professional witness employed by them
(personal communication 21/6/2001).

This suggests that sometimes it is more effective for the primum movens to be seen as part of
someone else’s network, rather than as the instigator of their own network. It also suggests,
following Goffman (1990 [1959]), the importance of not allowing backstage preparations to
impinge on front stage performances. It seems that of list of issues that needed to be worked
through the White-flippered Penguin Trust is still almost exclusively focused on a practical
resolution to the bach issue. Thus, while the Department of Conservation may be tentatively
enrolled, other issues including the historic values of the World War II military fortress may
prove to be an obstacle to successfully enrolling the Department. Although the Department is a
crucial ally it may not be able to put cobbled tracks ahead of the benefits to an endangered
species of penguin and the wider community achievable through eco-tourism, if tourism allies
can be successfully mobilised.

10.2.3 Tourism organisations: Christchurch and Canterbury Marketing
Christchurch and Canterbury Marketing is the regional tourism organisation for Canterbury. Its
representative wrote a letter of support for the penguin parade to accompany a PH2000
deputation (24/6/1999) seeking the Christchurch City Council to reverse its stance of waiting
until the outcome of any Environment Court decision on the baches was known. In the letter the
representative points out that ‘[a]s an organisation we have clearly defined that we will only be
profiling globally, our uniqueness of what we offer – physically, by product (attraction) and by
establishment (companies/organisations)’ (CCM letter to Christchurch City Council 24/6/1999).
The importance of the penguin parade for the tourism industry in Christchurch is thus seen to
revolve around the uniqueness of the product,105 which the white-flippered penguin represents:
My excitement increases whenever a unique opportunity is identified in its “raw” state, such
as the white-flippered Penguin exists as an endangered species, found nowhere else, but
around Banks Peninsula and Motunau Island. After realisation of those endangered
penguins, I chose to gain clarity of what they as an opportunity, may present to the visitor
industry as a whole. The fact that they are one of only three penguins worldwide rated
‘endangered’ means that they are more exclusively unique than the already successfully
promoted Otago yellow-eyed penguin. Further development of the awareness of residents,
realising an economic visitor value to our city and region, clearly identifies the need for our
organisation to wholehearted[ly] support the development of an area best suited to
showcasing and thus promoting the benefit of the penguins, the environment, and the
community. As a tourist attraction, the visitor spend would provide a direct economic impact
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There are other little blue penguin parades at Oamaru 300km south of Christchurch, as well as Phillip Island near
Melbourne. There are also several places to view yellow-eyed penguins (Megadyptes antipodes) on the Otago Peninsula.
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not presently enjoyed by us all as residents (CCM letter to Christchurch City Council
24/6/1999).

Thus, the white-flippered penguin provides Canterbury with a more exclusively unique
‘endangered species’ than is found in the neighbouring region of Otago,106 and it could be a
solution to Canterbury’s current lack of in-situ wildlife viewing attractions. It would also benefit
the environment and wider community. As a city councillor makes clear, the project has
enormous potential to attract tourists to Christchurch:
Int: What do you see as the significance of the penguin colony proposal to Christchurch?
Respondent: Absolutely huge, it is totally totally huge. It is significant .. I mean I’m not a
penguin expert but I’ve certainly learnt enough over the last few months to be able to say
that the white-flippered penguin is unique to Canterbury and particularly in that area, and for
Christchurch to have such an umm .. I’m almost speechless because it’s so amazing to think
you’ve got an almost .. well you’ve got an endangered species right on our doorstep that we
have a chance of saving and other people can enjoy looking at them. I think basically that’s
what it is and I think we underrate the opportunities that this gives the city tourist wise. You
talk about 300,000 tourists coming to see a statue on a hill [Angel of the North]. There
would be millions come to see a penguin parade, and it can be planned and set up so that it
didn’t endanger the natural features (interview transcription 24/8/1999).

The tourism potential for the city is clearly seen as a major plus of the project although there
does seem to be a slight disconnect between not ‘endangering the natural features’ and ‘millions
of tourists’. However, the project makes the case that it should be considered as genuine ecotourism since it benefits the penguins and the environment, as a Port Hills 2000 paper makes
clear;
The proposal for an educational and visitor experience as well as conservation project is
described and evaluated against definitions of eco-tourism. Analysis indicates that few
ventures that claim eco-tourism practices in fact benefit nature conservation. Instead they
simply use the natural environment for visitor enjoyment. However, the Godley Head
penguin project fulfils the criteria [of eco-tourism] ([PH2000] 2002: 1).107

Thus, the penguin parade not only provides a unique visitor attraction for Canterbury, but also
one that can be marketed as genuine eco-tourism because the penguins are conserved in the
process. There are, however, several obstacles to realising the eco-tourism potential of the
project, including the accessibility of the site and its potential impacts on the landscape character
of the area.
The accessibility of the site for tourism
The first obstacle for tourism is that the site of the project needs to be accessible to tourists. As
Christchurch and Canterbury Marketing point out, it supports the development of an ‘area best
suited to showcasing’ the penguins, which means amongst other things, one that it is accessible to
tourists. As a Port Hills 2000 member explains
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Otago is seen as the premier wildlife viewing region in New Zealand, since it has the only readily accessible royal
albatross colony in the world, as well as yellow-eyed and little blue penguin attractions. See (Buckley 2003)
107 Authors’ names omitted.
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PH2000, B:… Presumably there are other bays around by Port Levy108 and that, but I don’t
know how extensive the survey has been made of those. But I think there is a very strong
hitch toward tourism potential made on this.
Int: So, the further out it goes the less the [tourism] potential would be?
PH2000, B: Yep. You see it is quite easy to bring people out from the city to drive down off
Godley Head on a nice evening, on a sunset – down to where those lamp posts are [Taylor
Battery] and have a big car parking area, and some of that sketch work has been done, and
walk people five or ten minutes down a hill to a viewing site. Less than 30 minutes from the
city centre you have got a nice set of infrastructure – cafes and bars and things in both
Lyttelton and Sumner which could benefit from that. (Interview transcription 6/9/2000)

Thus, tourism potential is seen to hinge around access to the site, not only in terms of proximity
to the city, with its infrastructure of cafes and bars, but also at the site itself, where a ‘big car
parking area’ needs to be as close as possible to the viewing site, so as to reduce the walk down
the hill. The ‘drive down off Godley Head’ is the same cobbled military track mentioned in the
previous section, and takes you to an exposed tussock grass covered ridgeline where parking
would be sited (See Figures 10.2,10.3 and 10.4). It is interesting to note what constitutes tourism
infrastructure in this statement, as it is the infrastructural development entailed with such projects
that is likely to be problematic for conservationists and others as we shall see below, and
consequently managing the presentation of car parking became a crucial aspect of keeping the
penguin parade network intact.

Figure 10.2: Looking east from trig point 246m on Godley Head. The majority of the military fortifications
are in the trees at the top right of the photograph and the existing visitor carpark is just to the right of the
closest group of trees. The Taylor Battery area is on the left of the photograph near the small isolated
macrocarpa tree, with Boulder Bay just out the picture to the left. Photograph by the author.
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Port Levy is the next major inlet to the east of Lyttelton Harbour.
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The open character of the landscape away from the cluster of fortifications and farming buildings
presents an obstacle to locating carparks within it, since they would be readily visible, and would
be within the coastal environment, thus potentially triggering the requirements in Section 6(a) of
the Resource Management Act (Resource Management Act 1991) to preserve the natural character
of the coast from inappropriate development. This difficulty is apparently recognised by some
people within PH2000:
Int: Various people have said to me that they really like the sort of openness of that place
[Taylor Battery ridge] and the fact that it’s quite a bare landscape. How easy is it going to be
to build a carpark or penguin viewing parade if it’s hugely successful, you know if it’s a
quarter as successful as Phillip Island with 100,000 [per year] people going to it?
PH2000, C: I know, that’s a big, big problem. The management side of it frightens me from
that point of view because penguin colonies can be so popular, and that ecological heritage
has got to be preserved, that open nature of the areas you mentioned. … They shouldn’t be
tampered with at all, but carparks can become part of it. It doesn’t have to mean that you
bulldoze huge flat areas out of hillsides, from my memory up there, it is not possible to have
one huge carpark because of the lack of flat areas. If you want to damage the topography,
sure you can do it by bulldozing and make a huge carpark, but if I remember rightly, I
suggested three different levels of car parks and which would take up even more capacity
than one huge one and at the same time you would not endanger that open nature of the
grasslands (interview transcription 5/6/01).

Figure 10.3: Looking east from Taylors Mistake beach toward Boulder Bay at dawn. The lone macrocarpa
from Figure 10.1 is on the skyline ridge in the sun and Boulder Bay is in the crease of the land in front of the
macrocarpa. Bach No. 28, the most easterly bach in The Row is to the right of the photograph. Photograph
by the author.

The respondent recognises both the sensitivity of the landscape into which a carpark at the
Taylor Battery might be located, and the difficulty of managing a successful tourism venture, but
then appears to minimise those potential obstacles by suggesting that three smaller ones will solve
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the problem. A different tactic is required in the Environment Court, where the potential that
tourism infrastructure has for changing the landscape becomes a liability.
Dissociating from tourism in the Environment Court
Enrolling tourism as an ally is potentially problematic, because the same thing that appeals to
people, namely thousands of visitors, can put other people off because of the concomitant
infrastructure required. This is especially a problem in a forum like the Environment Court in
which judges and commissioners as well as opposition counsel have the ability to probe
statements and assertions. The big obstacle for tourism is that thousands of tourists entail an
infrastructure of buses, roads wide enough to carry them, parking, visitor buildings, footpaths
and viewing platforms. These requirements can, however, be reduced if far fewer tourists are
envisaged. So, although the wildlife expert had replied to an audience question about the
proposed size of the penguin parade with the response ‘I’m not frightened of success’ (Notes
from Forest and Bird meeting, 13/7/2000), he took quite a different tack, later in the
Environment Court:
TMA Lawyer:109 I take it you would have been on Phillip Island more than once, but I
understand it’s quite a large place, and that on a popular night, if you like, there could be two
or three thousand people visiting the parade?
Wildlife expert: I understand the number of visitors they have in one year exceeds half a
million. If we use the figure of 20,000 for Boulder Bay, that is the yearly number of visitors,
then we are looking at an average number of visitors from one 25th the number per night.
TMA Lawyer: So it is not too surprising that in respect of Phillip Island there is a large
restaurant which is licensed, a visitors centre, shops and generally quite a significant
commercial operation, isn’t there?
Wildlife expert: Yes
TMA Lawyer: So would you not agree that if you had high visitor numbers to the Boulder
Bay parade it would be in the nature of human beings that before long you would experience
a demand for refreshment facilities, souvenir shops and other commercial opportunities,
would you not expect that to happen?
Wildlife expert: I hope it wouldn’t happen, but could I qualify that by saying that I would
expect those facilities, if provided, to be near the terminus of the Godley Head-Evans Pass
Road (cross-examination Environment Court transcript 2001: 47-48)

Reducing the number of tourists and shifting the focus to the existing road terminus meant that
access issues could either be downplayed: ‘The Godley Head Road is sealed and two-way, and
suitable for minibuses but not particularly so for large buses although they do use it.” (Wildlife
expert, Environment Court 2001, evidence paragraph 4.5), or other witnesses, rather than having
to deal with problematic access issues could, instead, promote the access road as an asset to the
project:
The road from Sumner via Evans Pass to Godley Head Road traverses stunning topography
and provides spectacular coastal views. The Godley Head drive has in itself extremely high
109

Taylors Mistake Association representing the bach holders
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visitor appeal. In places the road is narrow but large coaches have no apparent difficulty.
Enlargement of the terminal car park in the future is very feasible’ (WFPT trustee Y,
Environment Court 2001, evidence paragraph 5.25)

Thus, the road becomes an interessement device to attract tourists into the network and enlarging
an already existing car park is seen as straightforward. The previously floated idea of a carpark at
the Taylor Battery site can either be treated as merely the end of an access road, which only
penguin parade visitors would be able to use. Since ‘it seems reasonable to expect it [cobbled
track] could be formalised for a ‘public good’ venture. This could take the form of restricted
access for dedicated vehicles only’. (Wildlife expert, Environment Court 2001, evidence
paragraph 4.5). The car park could also be disavowed as possible, but not what is being
promoted:
The study indicated it is feasible to develop further car parking in the vicinity of this road’s
extremity [Taylor Battery site] … This was not advocated for by the [Port Hills 2000 Godley
Head] Task Group. Once the penguin ‘parade’ is established it may attract say 200 visitors a
night during peak viewing periods and some upgrading, enlargement and enhancement of
the existing car park at Godley Head may be necessary.” (WFPT trustee Y, Environment
Court evidence paragraph 5.26).

One explanation for this change of position about visitor figures, access roads and car parks
could be that the promoters of the project recognised the sensitivity of the landscape and had
permanently scaled down the proposal, or it could be that how it is presented is changed to suit
the rigour of the audience. I suggest the latter explanation is more likely, given that just after the
Environment Court hearing it was presented to a landscape architecture conference audience in
Malaysia in these terms:
The proposal is to build a new predator fence at Boulder Bay, adjacent to the existing small
penguin colony which is presently being enhanced. An access road and large car park on the
headland above would provide access to the area, which is currently in public ownership.
The bay has room for 300-500 nesting burrows and the plan envisages building a colony to
around 1000 penguins. A visitor centre is proposed, overlooking the beach and the landscape
plan provides for native plant restoration as well as continued recreational use of the area
([PH2000] 2002: 5).

While it is possible to argue that the access road and large car park could actually refer to the
existing terminus, there is no way a visitor centre could overlook the beach if it was sited more
than a kilometre away at the existing road terminus. Six years later the White-flippered Penguin
Trust made another presentation to a Christchurch City Council meeting seeking support for the
parade. During questioning about the difficulty of access to Boulder Bay site for tourists, the
WFP Trust’s representative argued that ‘other parties including DoC have access through that
[locked] gate and you can actually drive down towards Boulder Bay about halfway down the
hillside. So that gives very close easy access to the Boulder Bay location’ (Adventure Tours
Representative presentation to Christchurch City Council 29/9/2007). More conclusive evidence
that dissociating from the Taylor Battery car park was part of a strategy is offered by the
illustration currently on the White-flippered Penguin Trust website entitled ‘Godley Head
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showing road to Boulder Bay car park’ (See Figure 10.4) which shows the road extending 600m
beyond the existing Summit Road terminus car park. Thus having tourism as an ally can be
problematic, while it may help to enrol some entities, it can alienate others and has to be
strategically presented, yet at times even 20,000 people a year may be 20,000 too many:
Regional Council Lawyer: You have said that the number of expected visitors at the Penguin
colony are about 20,000 … Have you done an assessment of what the impact or effects on
the environment would be from the additional 20,000 people a year visiting the proposed
penguin parade?
Wildlife expert: No
Regional Council Lawyer: Do you accept the impacts would be great though?
Wildlife expert: I don’t really have a –

Figure 10.4: ‘Godley Head showing road to Boulder Bay car park’. This photograph shows an aerial view of
Godley Head with Lyttelton Harbour behind probably taken in late summer showing the marked contrast
with the green of the earlier photographs. The single macrocarpa is just beyond the end of the wide
dashed line. See www.penguin.org.nz/Penguin-Map.pdf (last accessed 17/11/2012).

Regional Council Lawyer: Is the penguin parade necessary for penguin conservation of this
type of penguin at Banks Peninsula? …
Regional Council Lawyer: I don’t believe you answered my question, which was, is the
penguin parade necessary for penguin conservation?
Wildlife expert: I think so
Regional Council Lawyer: Surely it is also a tourism enterprise, is it not?
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Wildlife expert: Yes it is part of a package. We can gain conservation benefits and lock them
in to a public benefit regime which will essentially secure those conservation benefits
indefinitely, at no public expense in the long run (cross-examination Environment Court
transcript 2001: 50)

So, in this scenario tourism is part of the network but it is seen as merely a mechanism for
benefitting conservation with no expense to the public, but also as something which will fall into
place, once the bach issue is sorted out. There is also another reason to deal with the bach issue,
however, and that is because they are likely to be seen as incongruous in a wildlife viewing
situation.
The wilderness experience of eco-tourism
The second obstacle for eco-tourism is the non-wilderness experience that eco-tourists will have
visiting the site if the baches are there. As the epigraph at the start of this chapter highlights, the
baches are seen to detract from a ‘wilderness or natural type experience, you know, in that place’.
As a tourism expert at the 2001 Environment Court hearing clarified, in this sequence of crossexamination by the judge, the baches are not a tourist attraction:
Judge: Are you familiar with the concept of globalising destinations, have you heard of that
phrase before?
Tourism expert: Yes I have.
…
Judge: Do you think in this case that the built environment both in Boulder Bay and Taylors
Mistake represent a point of difference in tourism terms?
Tourism expert: No I do not; I tend to regard them as rather shabby (Environment Court
transcript p68).

So, the penguin parade may interest tourists but that interest is likely to be diminished by the
presence of the baches. This is not an argument, however, that works everywhere, indeed in
certain circumstances it seemed that the best course of action was to completely dissociate from
the argument. As this example from slightly earlier in the same cross-examination exchange
reveals
Judge: Did you understand this reference was to do with the viability of the penguin parade
in Boulder Bay?
Tourism expert: In part, yes.
Judge: Can you tell me what gave you that impression?
Tourism expert: I had the impression that the penguin parade and the ongoing existence of
the baches at Boulder Bay are mutually exclusive.
Judge: So therefore I understand your evidence to be suggesting that by implication that
there is a conflict between the baches and the proposed penguin parade?
Tourism expert: That’s correct.
Judge: In light of your expertise what evidence can you point to in your evidence that
supports that proposition?
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Tourism expert: As I have said I have relied on the evidence of [wildlife expert] who is in a
better position to comment on the effects of human habitation on the establishment of such
a parade.
…
Judge: Are you giving any evidence to this Court from your expertise that supports the
contention that there is a conflict between the baches and the penguin parade?
Tourism expert: Not as such (Environment Court 2001 transcript: 67-68).

Thus, while the baches are deemed not to be a tourist attraction the tourism expert is unwilling to
make the argument that they conflict with the tourism experience of the proposed penguin
parade, instead preferring to rely on ecological evidence of the conflicts between human
habitation and penguins. It seems somewhat odd that a ‘big car parking area’ and a ‘viewing
lodge’ are compatible with a wilderness or natural type experience, while the baches are deemed
not to be. This is perhaps why the modality ‘god I’m using these words loosely’ is inserted into
the sentence, thus highlighting the speaker’s awareness of the apparent incongruity in
distinguishing between one form of building and another. I suggest, however, that those facilities
are, for many eco-tourists, a taken-for-granted part of the eco-tourism experience, while the
baches might be deemed by eco-tourists to be an intrusion into the purified natural space
inhabited by the penguins. So it appears there are limits to the effectiveness of having tourism as
an ally when it comes to justifying the penguin parade, since its infrastructural requirements may
be problematic and its arguments for removing the baches appear to be risky in some situations.
Perhaps the penguins themselves with their endangered species status, their potential charisma
and their ecological requirements might prove to be the perfect ally.

10.2.4 Enrolling white-flippered penguins
The problem for white-flippered penguins on Banks Peninsula is that they are being predated by
ferrets in large numbers which conflicts with their goal of living. Scientific evidence of that
predation and the penguins’ consequent threatened status was useful for enrolling a range of
other entities such as the Department of Conservation, and other conservation groups, while the
general public are enrolled by representations of the birds’ cuteness in either photos or
descriptions:
The penguins, which all wander back to their burrows at dusk each night, would walk up the
same path, creating a penguin parade. Imagine dozens of these amiable little creatures
waddling in a line like a group of midget concert pianists in their tuxedos off to a
performance (Robson 1999: 5).

But how do you enrol a free-living bird into your network? The answer varies depending on
whether you are dealing with individual birds or hundreds of them. Individually, this is a matter
of physically enrolling them out of their burrows; in order to enrol others, such as a group of
visiting natural history tourists (See Figure 10.5), conservationists or local councillors:
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Respondent: I was asked to give a reference for a funding application for the penguin colony,
which I was happy to do. So I suppose I got indirectly involved by doing that.
Int: Did you go out there and look over the site?
Respondent: Yes [wildlife expert] took me out … we went down into Harris Bay and looked
at penguins, he pulled them out of their nests and um we had a good look there and then we
walked further round to Boulder Bay and he explained why it was geographically and totally
suitable for a penguin colony and the offshoot of that, or the bonus would be to have a
parade as well because it lent itself to that (interview transcription 24/8/1999).

Figure 10.5: ‘US benefactors bring cheque on visit to rare penguins’.
‘A rare white-flippered penguin meets his benefactors in a group of American scientists and
environmentalists visiting the penguin colony at Godley Head. The group, from Harvard University and the
Harvard Museum of Natural History, chooses one endangered species to support each year, and presented
a cheque for $US 6,400 ($14,900) to the White-flippered Penguin Trust …’ This photograph, headline and
caption appeared in The Press January 30 2001, page 6. Among other things this article and photograph
highlight how penguin chicks are enrolled, and their charisma is used to enrol visitors. The article also
suggests the importance of an ‘endangered species’ classification. Photograph used with permission of
Fairfax Media/The Press.

In this case it appears as if the idea of the parade is more important than the individual penguins,
but for others there can be a quite visceral response to seeing penguins up close:
Conservationist, D:…Oh, the other thing that was critical in my becoming involved in it – at
one stage when I was running a Kiwi Kids Conservation Club [wildlife expert] took a bunch
of little kids out there and we looked at the penguins that are in Harris Bay, and of course
they are absolutely enchanting, and I don’t know if the kids were won over but I certainly
was and from that when the Turning Point 2000 was looking at some kind of enhancement
project for Godley Head I suggested they should talk to [wildlife expert] because I knew he
had dreamed of extending the penguin habitat on Godley Head and I also knew he had this
long term idea that it would be a good place for this penguin parade. (Interview transcription
28/8/2000).
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So, for some people, particularly conservationists I suspect, the penguins are ‘of course …
absolutely enchanting’ and likely to win over supporters. That support may be in the form of a
reference for a funding application, a recommendation as a potential millennium project, or
actual money in the case of the group of visitors from Harvard (see Anon. 2001: 6). Physically
enrolling penguin chicks is relatively straight-forward, although perhaps not such a pleasant
experience for the penguin:
[Wildlife expert] dons a pair of gardening gloves, and reaches into one of the burrows. After
a bit of fumbling about and squawking from the burrow, he pulls out the first penguin of the
day by its beak. To the nocturnal penguin, it is the equivalent of being woken up in the
middle of the night and pulled out of bed by the nose. [Wildlife expert] is used to being
pecked, but bears no animosity to his white-flippered friends. “It’s a risk that comes with the
job” as he puts the penguin back in its burrow, and jots down some figures in his notebook
(Robson 1999: 5).

This particular penguin (and many others) is also enrolled into the network through the use of
inscription devices that turn weight, nest attendance and chick hatching into statistics and then
into scientific papers (see, for instance, Challies 2001). Enrolling large groups of penguins to shift
them to a new colony is, however, rather a different matter.
Translocating white-flippered penguins
The Boulder Bay Penguin Parade proposal is highly dependent on the efficacy of penguin chick
translocation technique (introduced in Chapter 7) to initially establish a penguin colony, since
there is only a small nearby colony. There is a considerable network involved in even a small
transfer of chicks as this description from January 2000 suggests:
During January [three] members of the penguin task group spent a weekend on Motunau
Island selecting and banding suitable penguin chicks ready for the transfer. The chicks were
placed in purpose-made carriers divided into two compartments, with each compartment
holding a pair chicks. The penguin chicks from Motunau Island (60km offshore)(sic) [3km
offshore and 65km north of Godley Head] were airlifted [by helicopter] to the ridge above
Harris Bay. Volunteers unloaded the helicopter, fixing the penguin carriers to specially
modified backpack frames, one carrier per backpack, for the steep climb down to the bay.
[Name omitted], representing Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu, blessed the penguins before their
departure from Motunau Island and again on their arrival at Godley Head. The chicks were
placed in nest boxes until the following day when [name omitted] released them. Within
several days the chicks headed out to sea. They are expected to return to Harris Bay in
October 2000 (Anon. 2000c: np)

As the wildlife expert explained, ‘they imprint on where they go to sea, what we’re doing is
transferring them at that crucial point when the adults no longer have an interest in their chicks’
(cited in Ross 2000: 1). Thus, larger numbers of penguins can be enrolled during a brief time
window with the assistance of helicopters, specially designed carriers and volunteers. But this is
not the complete extent of the network required, since once they are at sea juvenile penguins
have less site fidelity than nesting adults. As noted in Chapter 7, site fidelity of juveniles is
problematic since ‘[e]xperience has shown that around 40 per cent of birds reaching breeding age
will nest near where released, 40 per cent in adjacent bays, and 20 per cent further afield’ (WFPT
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2003b: np). One way of improving juvenile penguin enrolment to the colony they were released
from is through the use of the interessement device of sound recordings which attempt to block
other options:
CCC Lawyer: Reading through your material, over the last 15 years or so you have
transferred some 350 chicks to the Harris Bay area?
Wildlife expert: Yes
CCC Lawyer: How many returned to reside and nest in Harris Bay?
Wildlife expert: Well of the – I couldn’t actually tell you.
CCC Lawyer: There are 20 penguins nesting at Harris Bay now?
Wildlife expert: Last, no that’s last season, breeding season of 2000, there were 21 nests, so
42 penguins. I couldn’t tell you off hand how many of those birds returned. What happens is
that the males and the females tend to engage in initial courtship and bonding at sea and it is
the male that tends to bring the female back to his proximity where he has bred himself. The
simple answer to your question is that I don’t know off the top of my head how many of the
transfer birds actually returned to Harris Bay or the colony which is about 150 metres long.
The significant thing is whether or not transferred birds behave the same way as locally bred birds and they
do.
CCC Lawyer: What I’m trying to understand, [wildlife expert], is even in round terms what
percentage of birds have returned when they’ve been transferred in the first place, you don’t
know?
Wildlife expert: No, I don’t know because, for a start some don’t survive, about 40 per cent
of fledglings survive to breeding age, then when they breed for the first time they may be in
the area where they were released or first went to sea, they may be within half a kilometre, so
I would have to know how many actually returned to breed over much of the definition (sic),
which is physically beyond me.
CCC Lawyer: But if they don’t return in reasonable numbers your penguin colony is going to
struggle isn’t it?
Wildlife expert: Well there are aspects of it that haven’t been exposed yet, for instance we
haven’t talked about the sound environment. By making the area sound for the colony and
by using particular calls we can make the area obvious to birds at sea (Environment Court
2001 transcript: 53-54, emphasis added)

This exchange raises a number of questions about the effectiveness of penguin chick
translocation. The first involves the wildlife expert’s apparent reluctance to answer what appears
to be an important question about the number of transferred birds that return to the colony,
which would be a useful figure to know. This is especially so, since he cites the figures of 40 per
cent of survivors returning to the colony, 40 per cent to nearby and 20 per cent further afield in
his evidence to the Environment Court and subsequently (see above) although without reference.
The second revolves around why he insists that the significant question is whether the
‘transferred birds behave the same way as locally bred birds’. I would suggest that a probably
more important question relates to the comparative survival rates of chicks remaining on
predator-free Motunau Island and those transferred to Harris or Boulder Bays, since there is
potentially a problem with predation at Harris Bay. Thus, the assertion that ‘[t]he overall effect
[of translocation] is to decrease the number of birds breeding at the original site and increase
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them in another area without affecting total numbers’ (WFPT 2003b: np), only holds true if they
are equally safe sites.
The apparent reluctance to give a figure for returning chicks may relate to the declining overall
population rate at Harris Bay in the three years preceding the Environment Court exchange. This
is despite translocations of 30 chicks a year from 1987-1996 (wildlife expert Environment Court
evidence appendix 1 page 3) and the installation, in 1995 of a predator-proof fence along the top
of the cliff by the Christchurch City Council. In the 1997 breeding season there were reported to
be 36 pairs in Harris Bay (see Moore 1998: 3), and this had gone up to 38 pairs in 1998 (see
Briggs 1999), yet as we have seen this had reduced to 21 pairs in 2000 breeding season, a decline
of nearly 45 per cent in two years. This reduction may be attributable to poor ecological
conditions at sea, but it seems more likely a result of ongoing predation by ferrets110 since they are
not completely excluded from the transfer colony site, as a Department of Conservation staff
member explains:
DoC, B: Harris Bay is quite restricted there, and it is not absolutely predator proof either. It
has got that, that fence, but I walk around there at low tide and walked from Taylor’s
Mistake end and I walked out the other end, out to Boulder Bay, so there is nothing stopping
a really cunning mustelid [ferret, stoat, weasel], I mean it is a piece of cake for any mustelid
to get around there, so it is partly [wildlife expert’s] extra tracking that is important (interview
transcription 13/9/2000).

Thus, the translocation network also needs to include ways of dealing with predators, since they
are likely to influence its effectiveness. As we can see, even if predator-proof fences stop
predators from getting through them, they are only as good as where they end, if they don’t
completely encircle a site. In this way, trapping becomes a crucial part of the network, but one
that relies on regular maintenance, and may not be completely effective either, since ferrets are:
Wildlife expert: … [S]urplus killers and an individual ferret can kill a large number of
penguins in one visit to a colony, so – the point I am making is that though mustelids are
easy to catch you can’t stop them all, and it’s very hard because if one gets through in five
years undetected it can undo five years of trapping, that is my experience (Environment
Court 2001 transcript: 52)

Both fences and trapping can also be thought of as interessement devices since they attempt to
interpose a barrier between the penguins and a third party (namely ferrets) who would carry them
off. Another entity that may attempt to carry off the penguin chicks are competing penguin
parades, since the chicks can theoretically be translocated to many different sites.

110

I witnessed a ferret within the fenced area of Harris Bay on Saturday 19/6/1999. The possible increase in ferret
predation may be due to the complex effects of the introduction of rabbit haemorrhagic disease (RHD) illegally by farmers
in 1997. In the mid-1990s Godley Head was swarming with rabbits, which are ferrets preferred prey, but as the rabbits died
off due to RHD there was likely to be prey switching by ferrets, although if rabbit numbers stay low for extended periods
this will reduce ferret numbers. For an analogous situation with banded dotterel (Charadrius bicinctus) on New Zealand
braided river beds see (Norbury and Heyward 2007)
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Competing penguin parade sites and penguin parades
One of the problems with enrolling penguins into the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade network
using translocation is that the logic of translocation is not site-specific. Penguins can be
translocated to other potential penguin parade sites. This raises two issues for the penguin parade
network. First, given that penguins are not already in Boulder Bay and the obstacle of the baches
are already there, why the penguin parade has to be located at that site. The second issue relates
to competing penguin parades, since there are only a limited number of chicks available to be
transferred without depleting the donor site. The issue of site selection was explained in the
following terms:
Int: But is there an inseparable connection between the bach issue and the penguin issue?
Could you not have both?
PH2000, B: No, as I understand it…
Int: I mean in separate places.
PH2000, B: Like relocate the baches?
Int: Or relocate the penguin colony?
PH2000, B: Well I understand that this, in terms of the penguins, that this is by far the ideal
site for them ..for ecological, public acceptance and touristic reasons, and there would be an
enormous reticence to relocate the baches because people have obviously got
intergenerational, very strong sense of place, and there is another whole group of people
who say, ‘How can you have all of these court cases to say they don’t have legal standing?’
Cause there was a ruling in about 1987 that said they must go and the Council negotiated
with them and the people wormed their way out of it and…some of the people I had contact
with on those issues say they should have just got in with the bulldozer and flattened them
but they were just too nice. So how can you move something somewhere else when the
something doesn’t really exist? You keep going back to that sort of issue (interview
transcription 6/9/2000).

So, while there might be ecological reasons to prefer Boulder Bay, the ideal site for penguins also
involves public acceptance and touristic reasons. However, when alternative sites on the coastline
near the existing colony in Harris Bay are officially suggested by Christchurch City Council staff
during the Environment Court case, these reasons have to be carefully justified. Thus, in rebuttal
evidence the wildlife expert states:
While viewing platforms could be built from the existing walking track above the cliffs
around Harris Bay as [City Council staff member] suggests, it is unlikely that visitors would
be able to see the penguins from them. Even if the occasional penguin was seen, this could
not match the experience of watching the predictable nightly ‘parade’ of penguins to and
from a large breeding colony behind Boulder Bay (Wildlife expert, rebuttal evidence
Environment Court 2001: para 2.1).

The potential obstacle posed by these alternative possible locations meant that a report was
written evaluating these two others sites’ feasibility as penguin parade locations. The objectives of
the report stated:
The purpose of this report is simply one of site assessment. Since its inception, the [Whiteflippered Penguin] Trust has formed the opinion that Boulder Bay is the only suitable site on
Godley Head for a Penguin Parade. … However, because of the controversial private
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occupation of public land at Boulder Bay, it has been suggested by others that two alternative
sites on Godley Head are also possible. The Trust, therefore, has undertaken an objective
study of all 3 sites to assess the potential for a penguin viewing ecotourism venture in the
area (WFPT 2003a: para 1.2).

The report explores the environmental impact of structures associated with a penguin parade, the
biological requirements of the birds, ecotourism aspects and social aspects (which include
heritage). One of the major obstacles to the use of Site A: Devils Elbow is seen to be a small (45m) bluff off the beach, which the report discusses:
If it were to be environmentally acceptable, a ‘chase’ could be blasted through the bluff on
the south side for bird access to/from this larger valley. The Trust does not favour such an
‘alteration’ to the landscape and anticipates there would likely be significant public
opposition to such a proposal (WFPT 2003a: para 2.2.1)

Yet, the report also notes in the section on number of car parks that ‘[t]here is also potential for
vehicle parking at the extremity of the old military road on the peninsula’ with summary stating
that the potential for car parking at Boulder Bay is ‘[v]ery good with the potential for alternate
sites’ (WFPT 2003a: para 2.3.13), but there is no mention of any public opposition that this
proposal might generate. The report also notes that only two baches in Boulder Bay ‘will have to
make way for the Penguin Parade. Fortunately, they do not reflect any heritage value that
enhances the Bay’ (WFPT 2003a: para 2.4.2). Perhaps unsurprisingly, the report concludes that
‘Site C [Boulder Bay] clearly is the preferred site and the Trust is of the view it is the only site that
warrants serious consideration’ (WFPT 2003a: para 3.0). Thus, alternative sites may be
problematic, but arguments can be found as to why they are unsuitable. A more serious problem
is constituted by competing penguin parade proposals.
In 2000, a competing proposal was mooted in Lyttelton Harbour on a headland opposite Ripapa
Island, where T.H. Potts had reported that ‘a place of great resort was the little island of Ripapa’
(1882: 214). This competing project also proposed to utilise the chick translocation method to
establish their colony, and thus threatened to reduce the supply of penguin chicks from Motunau
Island. Consequently,
The ‘White-flippered Penguin Trust’ [proposal] to establish a substantial new colony of
white-flippered penguins at Boulder Bay on Godley Head principally as a conservation
measure. … [H]as been put in jeopardy by a competing proposal for a site on Ripapa Point
on the south side of Lyttelton Harbour (WFPT 2003b: np).

In translation terms this constitutes a third entity attempting to enrol a crucially important ally,
namely the penguins, but if the competing project were to succeed they would also be
competitors for both tourists and conservation spending into the future. Therefore a case needed
to be presented that reduced this potential competition. One aspect of this strategy was to write a
report that compares and contrasts the two proposals entitled Suitability of Godley Head and
Lyttelton Harbour for a New Penguin Colony and ‘Parade’ (WFPT 2003b). The report notes that despite
the concerns implied by an IUCN ranking of an ‘endangered subspecies’ and a Department of
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Conservation ranking of ‘nationally vulnerable’, the ‘Department does not have a relevant
‘recovery’ or ‘management’ plan. So far it has left the penguin’s conservation to interested groups
and individuals willing to use their own resources’ (WFPT 2003b: np). Thus, the Department of
Conservation, despite its approval of the Boulder Bay proposal ‘in principle’, may also be seduced
away from the network, since there is not a bach issue to resolve at the Ripapa Point site. The
White-flippered Penguin Trust therefore needs to present the competing proposal as scientifically
unsound and an unsafe place to site a penguin parade. The report can thus be seen as an
interessement device that attempts to block the Department of Conservation’s enrolment by a
third entity.
The report focuses on availability of chicks for transfer, site fidelity, distribution and cohesion of
colonies, and provision of protection from predators. Thus,
The challenge for the proposers of the projects is to establish a self-sustaining, mutually
supporting group of penguin colonies with sufficient pairs at one site to provide a viable
‘parade’. The distribution and cohesion of the colonies established through the transfer
process are fundamental to their success. Ideally the colonies should be in close proximity
and physically separated from other areas of similar habitat. This is particularly important
where the number of chicks available for transfer is limited, which is the case here. Success is
unlikely where there is a continuum of suitable nesting sites and ongoing dispersal (WFPT
2003b: np).

The first tactic is to portray the Ripapa Point site as unlikely penguin habitat but present the
wider area as likely to appeal to penguins: ‘While penguins probably nested in this area [Ripapa
Point] in the past its coastline is unlike that presently in use elsewhere on Banks Peninsula.
Historically Lyttelton Harbour has supported significant colonies of penguins mainly on the
south side, but these no longer exist’ (WFPT 2003b: np). Thus transferred birds returning to
Lyttelton Harbour ‘would have a wide variety of sites to choose from … and it is reasonable to
expect that the transferred birds would end up distributed amongst these sites’ (WFPT 2003b:
np). This is important since ‘ongoing predator protection would have to be provided for all the
colonies on the south side of Lyttelton Harbour’. In order
[t]o match the coverage planned for Godley Head area it would be necessary to trap
predators over a wide swath of hill country extending several kilometres inland from the
coast; maintain ‘close-in’ trap lines in all of the colonies; and closely monitor the colonies for
predation. … [Since, with a predator fence it] would be difficult to secure the ends. As there
are few suitable coastal bluffs in the area it is likely they would need to extend across the
foreshore to below the low tide mark. These could easily be circumvented by predators
willing to swim a short distance (WFPT 2003b: np).

The report thus presents a cogent argument, which strongly suggests that birds translocated to
Ripapa Point will disperse widely and consequently become difficult to protect from predation,
but it is an argument that relies strongly on the dispersal scenario being accurate. Three reasons
to question this scenario are; first there is a complete lack of scientific citations in the report,
including any supporting the dispersal contention. The report instead states that ‘[e]xperience has
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shown’ the percentage of birds which return to the colony, nearby or further afield. This is
problematic since the second reason to doubt the specific figures of 40, 40 and 20 per cent
respectively is that the wildlife expert said, in the Environment Court, that he did not know how
many transferred chicks returned to the colony and that he was not physically able to check the
surrounding coastline. These figures thus appear rather speculative, without any corroborating
scientific evidence, and that evidence could probably only reliably be obtained by doing an
extensive study using the particular two locations. A third reason to question the dispersal
scenario is that published scientific evidence does not appear to confirm the proposed scenario,
or the presented 40 per cent of fledgling penguins that survive to breeding age. Priddel et al.
(2008) state that
… accumulated data from all banding studies indicate that Little Penguins generally exhibit
high site fidelity, with only a few individuals (probably all young birds that have not breed in
their natal colony) dispersing to other colonies (Reilly and Cullen 1982; Marchant and
Higgins 1990; Dann et al.1992). Recent genetic studies confirm there are low rates of
exchange between colonies of Little Penguins in south-eastern Australia … (Overeem et al. in
press). … It is thought that most of the birds that disperse long distances after fledging
eventually return to their natal colonies to breed (P. Dann, in litt.). For example, most birds
from Phillip Island in Victoria spend much of their first two years at the Bonney Upwelling
in Western Victoria and South Australia but remarkably few turn up breeding at the colonies
there (Dann et al. 1992).
Available data, although limited, indicate that up to 15 % of young that fledged from North
Harbour [in Sydney Harbour] returned to the colony, some taking four years to either return
or to be located and identified. Up to 11% of each cohort has returned and bred. This rate of
return is considerably higher than that reported elsewhere. For example, Knight and Rogers
(2004) found that only 1.9% of Little Penguins banded as fledglings returned to the area they
were monitoring within the Lion Island population (comprising about one-third of the 300
pairs) from 1990 to 1998. From 3500 fledglings banded on Phillip Island (population 13,000
pairs) over a period of 11 years only 37 (1.1%) were recorded breeding (Reilly and Cullen
1981). The high rate of return of fledglings from the North Harbour population is probably
a consequence of (1) the high body mass, and thus survival of more fledglings, (2) an
abundance of food locally, and (3) the fact that, unlike the other studies, we checked the
whole colony and likely sites around the periphery (2008: 40).

While a number of New Zealand studies of little penguins and white-flippered penguins address
breeding, hatching and fledging success, and colony fidelity of breeding birds (see Johannesen,
Perriman, and Steen 2002; Johannesen, Houston, and Russell 2003; Heber, Wilson, and Molles
2008; Allen, Helps, and Molles 2011) none of these studies addresses the question of fledgling
return and survival to breeding age. What Priddel et al.’s (2008) study highlights is the enormous
amount of work required to verify fledgling return rates and subsequent success at breeding. It
also suggests that the figure of 40 per cent of fledglings surviving till breeding age may be rather
optimistic, and instead a more reliable figure is perhaps 5-15 per cent. This has significant
implications for the potential of establishing a new penguin colony, and suggests that projections
(See Figure 10.6) showing a return of 36 per cent of the first 300 transferred chicks may be
significantly overestimating the likely colony population.
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Figure 10.6: Age composition of Boulder Bay population. Fledgling penguin chicks return to Boulder Bay.
This projection is based on the translocation of 2000 penguin chicks over a 10-year period: starting with 300
in the first two years, 250 in the next two, then a further 200, 150 and 100 for subsequent two year periods.
See (WFPT nd) www.penguin.org.nz/resources/WFPT-Document-3.pdf. Last accessed 11/11/12

Using the figures of 40 per cent survival, with 40 per cent returning to the release colony suggests
a figure of 48 rather than 108. With a more realistic first year return survival of 15 per cent
suggests a figure of 18 instead of 108, while a lower return survival of 5 per cent may lead to a
few as 6 birds returning to the Boulder Bay colony, and consequently these lower figures are
likely to compound through the following years. The previous two sections suggest that
successfully enrolling transferred white-flippered penguin chicks in large numbers into the
Boulder Bay Penguin Parade is highly problematic. This is because they are susceptible to
predation on land and they must survive a host of dangers at sea to return and breed, and they
may not return to the colony where they were released from. They may also be carried away by a
competing parade. They are, however, a crucial part of the network, because without them it is
very unlikely that tourists or the local public can be ‘interessed’ into the network.

10.2.5 Local people
Local people are enrolled into the network through descriptions and photos of the charismatic
penguin chicks, and the plight of an endangered species endemic to Canterbury. This does not
just happen; instead it requires work and a strategy:
The strategies adopted have been sound research, detailed plans, and the development of
goodwill with local politicians, industry leaders and the general public. In addition, a Trust is
being established, with key people as trustees, and continued wide publicity is intended. A
groundswell of popular opinion is the aim, to strengthen the resolve of elected
representatives and overcome the political intransigence ([PH2000] 2002: 7)

So, the suggestion is that elected representatives can be influenced by popular opinion, and the
best way to do that is to enrol penguin chicks into the network:
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PH 2000, B: So my kind of strategy on this one is to say, ‘Let’s get the chickies out there,
Let’s start talking about the penguin parade. Let’s get people out there looking at
them’…until the bach owners are kind of overwhelmed and they are effectively backed into a
position where they are seen as being, I suppose, self-interested. (interview transcription
6/9/2000).

Getting ‘the chickies out there’ presumably refers to penguin chick translocations, hence the
importance of the helicopter transfer of 46 chicks in January 2000. This event was subsequently
described as part of the ‘community involvement’ by PH 2000, but due to the difficulty of getting
the public to the site, only the media were invited (notes 6/9/2001, see [PH2000] 2001). The
transfer was reported on the front page of both Christchurch’s main daily paper The Press (see
Ross 2000: 1)and the suburban weekly Observer (see Birkett 2000: 1). An article about the transfer
also appeared in the Wellington evening paper The Evening Post (see Anon. 2000a: 11) and in
another local weekly the Bay Harbour News (see Anon. 2000b: 3). All the articles included
photographs of penguin chicks and include captions such as, ‘Home Sweet Home – Two whiteflippered penguin chicks peer from their new burrow at Harris Bay after being transferred from
Motunau Island’ (Anon. 2000a: 11). One of the significant aspects of these articles is that they
allow claims to repeated. Thus all four articles mentioned that the white-flippered penguin was a
separate species from little blue penguins, that it was endangered and that the population on
Banks Peninsula had fallen by 70 per cent since the 1980s. One also noted that ‘about 65 per cent
of the transferred chicks would probably return to the bay in October’ (Anon. 2000a: 11). While
the area’s local Member of Parliament said that ‘Canterbury’s unique penguins had an excellent
chance to thrive at their new location. The white-flippered is more at risk than the yellow-eyed
species and a public awareness campaign for that bird has seen its numbers significantly increase,
[name omitted] said’ (cited in Birkett 2000: 1). Interestingly, while all the articles mentioned the
proposed colony and tourist attraction in Boulder Bay, only the Wellington newspaper mentioned
that ‘further expansion of the colony into Boulder Bay requires the removal of several baches
built on council-owned Queen’s Chain land’ (Anon. 2000a: 11).
Three years later a further 50 chicks were translocated to Harris Bay, with similar themes about
endangered species unique to Canterbury, the proposed penguin parade and lack of mention of
the baches repeated (see Anon. 2003; Morritt 2003). The Press article also contained the claim that
‘the mass transportation of chicks signified a “return to Christchurch” for the species’ (Anon.
2003: 5). So both the penguin chick’s cuteness and their ‘endangered species’ status are used to
enrol local people, but the articles suggest that the feel good factor of penguin chicks is kept
separate from the bach issue, either by the proposers of the penguin parade or newspaper editors.
However, whether local people are actually enrolled into the network by penguin translocations
remains difficult to assess, especially without evidence of financial contributions or letter-writing
campaigns to newspapers.
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10.2.6 Conservation NGOs, conservationists and public access
In this sub-section I look at conservation non-governmental organisations (NGOs),
conservationists and public access campaigners together, because in the case of Boulder Bay all
three stances can be represented by the same people. Conservation NGOs involved in the
Boulder Bay Penguin Parade function at range of scales with Birdlife International functioning as
a global partnership of member organisations, and in New Zealand that member is the Royal
Forest and Bird Protection Society (known as Forest and Bird).111 Conservation organisations are
particularly likely to be enrolled by evidence of rarity and population decline hence the
importance, as outlined in Chapter 8, of getting the white-flippered penguin recognised as an
endangered taxon, and as a separate species. These classifications function as interessement
devices for conservation NGOs and individual conservationists. Thus in a letter of support for
the project, dated 4 December 1998 and addressed: TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN
Birdlife International congratulates Port Hills 2000 on their project to assist in the
conservation on an endangered penguin species, the White-flippered Penguin. We commend
this project including the establishment of predator fencing, nesting sites and set up for a
protected colony to you. Birdlife International is a global partnership of conservation
organisations with a presence in nearly 90 countries, representing some 2 million people. The
aims of Birdlife International are to prevent extinction of any bird species, to reduce the
number of any globally threatened species, to maintain and enhance the conservation status
of all birds and to conserve sites and habitats for birds. The God Ley [sic] Head Penguin
Colony project is an example of the endeavours which are required throughout the world to
protect endangered bird species and their habitats. One of our staff has inspected the
proposed site for the colony at Boulder Bay in Christchurch and discussed the project in
detail with Port Hills 2000 representatives. When site and technical transfer issues have been
resolved and the necessary approvals obtained, the project will provide a conservation asset.
The long term vision of providing a visitor centre for penguin viewing would provide an
educational resource. We urge you to support this worthy project. Dr [name omitted], Head,
Africa Division.

There are several things that are interesting about this letter. First, enrolling Birdlife International
brings with it some 2 million allies in 90 countries, as well as other conservation organisations.
Second, the writer talks about an endangered penguin species, yet at the time the white-flippered
penguin had only just been recognised as an endangered taxon (Eudyptula minor albosignata). Third,
presumably the baches are lurking as one of the ‘site issues’ that needs to be resolved, and fourth,
is the lack of mention of tourism, with the project referred to as a Penguin Colony and not a
Penguin Parade, while ‘penguin viewing would provide an educational resource’. This
ambivalence about tourism is also reflected amongst some local conservationists. For instance,
one Forest and Bird member felt there were some interesting issues with the penguin parade
related to charging for access on public land and bus parking on the headland (personal

111

Forest and Bird is New Zealand’s largest independent conservation organisation with some 70,000 members and was
founded in 1923. See www.forestandbird.org.nz/about-us
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communication Forest and Bird meeting 13/7/2000). Another conservationist involved with
Forest and Bird noted that Boulder Bay had the
Conservationist, D: possibility for a tourist site and that caught the imagination of the
subcommittee [PH2000] of Turning Point 2000 who then developed the ideas and how it
might actually go about achieving that. And I think it has been worked through that
subcommittee over the last two or three years. To my mind that is a.. that might be a good
way of paying for it and it might be another tourist attraction for Christchurch with those
kinds of values. The penguin parade in my mind is very much secondary to the idea of
actually getting a good, viable, large penguin population established away from Motunau
[Island]. Depending on how the rest of Godley Head is developed it may be appropriate and
it may not be appropriate to have a penguin parade there. To my mind the penguin parade
has been introduced in a sense as a, it has almost become a side issue to the issue of whether
the baches stay or remain and it would be subject to a different hearing. It would have to go
through a consent process at some later date (Interview transcription 28/8/00).

This extract illustrates the tensions for some conservationists, in that the primary issue is seen as
conserving the penguins by establishing a viable population of white-flippered penguins away
from their acknowledged stronghold on Motunau Island, while a penguin parade may be
inappropriate if there is too much focus on tourism:
… people like [representative of Christchurch and Canterbury Marketing], his presentation at
the regional council talked about, or made comparisons with the success of the Melbourne
[Phillip Island] fairy penguin parade, where you have got huge numbers. … [E]ven if you had
a fraction of that many it would imply a large number of buses. A lot of people coming and
going to that area and they may not be appropriate, depending on how that land is
developed. (Interview transcription 28/8/00).

Later in the interview the respondent makes it clear how she thinks about the bach issue and
distinguishes between the different bach settlements, which also help to explain the negative
sentiments towards tourism development:
Conservationist, D: I mean whereas Taylors Mistake is at least a frequently used beach, [the
baches] abut housing that is established, so it is almost like an extension of that outer
perimeter Christchurch, whereas Boulder Bay is miles .. not miles, a considerable distance
removed from it. It is accessible only by foot. You are out on headland. It is entirely
surrounded by DoC land and city reserve. It seems to me to be totally inappropriate to have
baches there. I have some reservations about what is happening at Taylor’s Mistake but the
ones at Boulder Bay are a different kettle of fish and seem to me to be inappropriate
completely. I can feel some kind of sympathy with the historical argument at Taylor’s
Mistake, Boulder Bay I can’t see that that exists except in the two little stone ones [No.s 1and
2] which do look as if they were kind of built out of the land and might go back quite a long
time, [and] which don’t stick out in the way the others do either (Interview transcription
28/8/00).

Thus, it appears that baches near other houses are more tolerable than those in nature yet
because the two stone ones look like they were built out of the land and are older they are more
tolerable. She subsequently acknowledges that the committee of Forest and Bird is not
completely agreed on what should happen to the baches, and that not all of its members share
the same views as the majority of the committee:
I think again….but the Taylor’s Mistake issue is complicated by the fact that there are some
[on the committee] who argue that there’s the historic, cute little kiwi bach argument as well
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and some who argue that the baches at Taylor’s Mistake are cute and at least some of them
should be retained for that reason. So it is a different argument but there is that element of
landscape not being a Forest and Bird issue. There is also this issue in the Taylor’s Mistake
one, there is that precedent value again only this time it is private ownership on public land
that is at issue and that has implications in all sorts of places on DOC land, and paper roads
and all sorts of places. So again there is a purity of legal precedent that is being followed by
the society and not all members are appreciative of a strategic stand being made in that way.
(Interview transcription 28/8/00)

These extracts illustrate the complexity and ambivalence of conservationist positions on the
penguin parade and bach issue. While conservationists might wholeheartedly support
conservation measures for the penguin, some are wary of the commercialisation that is entailed
with the penguin parade. The baches in Boulder Bay are seen to occupy a space that rightfully
belongs to nature for some, and retaining them potentially sets a bad precedent for all sorts of
places, although the two little stone ones might go back quite a long time and don’t stick out.
However, not all of the committee of Forest and Bird share these positions, and some bach
holders are also members:
Int: Does being a member of Forest and Bird, - do you have a sense of how many people in
Forest and Bird support the stance they’re taking?
Bach, D: Well that is one thing I am just sort or tossing up because I support a lot of the
things that Forest and Bird do. I didn’t just join to be devious, or anything like that. Taylor’s
Mistake has never been on the agenda, never been discussed locally. Local members of the
Forest and Bird Society haven’t been asked their opinion on it all, which surprises me. But
I’ve been talking, like the people and the fabulous way that Forest and Bird works because
they don’t expect local people to express opinions or they’re not swayed by them. I mean,
that’s what I’ve been told. Whether I go along to a meeting and raise it or not. I don’t
know…know if there’s much mileage in it because apparently [field officer] and those people
are pretty powerful and don’t have to worry about what the locals think. Is that right?
(Interview transcription 24/8/2000).

So, although Forest and Bird has been represented at each of the Council hearings and in the
Environment Court opposing the baches, the diversity of opinions within the organisation on
what should happen to the baches means that support for the penguin parade is likely to fluctuate
depending on who is on the committee, or employed as a field officer.
Establishing the relationship between the anti-bach pro-public access group Save the Bays Ltd
and the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade is somewhat difficult as I showed in Sub-section 10.2.2.
This is especially so since a prominent member of Save the Bay Ltd was also the Godley Head
Group Task leader for Port Hills 2000, and is a trustee of the White-flippered Penguin Trust.
This connection between Save the Bay Ltd and the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade is problematic
since it is likely to undermine trust during any negotiations between the proposers of the penguin
parade and the bach holders:
Int: How was the proposal portrayed to you [by PH2000]
Bach, C: I was telephoned by [name omitted] - at that stage she didn’t say to me that it would
involve the removal of some or all of the baches – she said to me that it would involve the
erection of a predator-proof fence right around Boulder Bay, and that it would involve the
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erection of a viewing platform, and it would also involve some restriction on the taking of
domestic pets, mainly dogs over to Boulder Bay. So ah I relayed that information to the
other bach owners at that time. It’s fair to say most of us were lukewarm about it, because
some of us take dogs over to the bach, ah but basically we didn’t see it as a runner because in
our experience penguins have never been known to nest naturally at Boulder Bay, and we
became deeply suspicious of the project when we became aware that it was being driven by
[name omitted] in his then capacity as the leader of the Port Hills group of TP 2000 and we
saw it as something of a Trojan horse in a sense that it could be seen as being an attempt to
force the removal of the baches through another means. And then latterly we became aware
that in fact the proposal would in fact require the total removal, or almost the total removal
of the baches and of course at that point we expressed our opposition to it (Interview
transcription 10/12/2001).

Thus, while it may be useful to enrol Save the Bay Ltd as allies, this alliance also becomes a
potential obstacle to developing co-operative solution with bach holders, since it also allows the
bach holders to suggest that the agenda is being driven by those with ulterior motives, whether or
not this is the case. So, while some conservationists are closely aligned philosophically to the antibach position, others are more driven by the plight of the birds. This complexity needs to be
clarified into a coherent position if conservationists are going to be successfully enrolled and their
arguments can be deployed. A Port Hills 2000 representative elaborates on how other entities,
such as city councillors, local people and penguin scientists might be enrolled using the argument
that; to not attempt to protect the white-flippered penguin is to renege on our international
obligations to protect biodiversity:
Int: Is there a broader feeling [about the baches] within the community?
PH2000, B: It is hard to assess, but I have constantly advocated on our committee that the
way to win this is to win the hearts and the minds of the people and to, in a sense, embarrass
the council into doing something. I don’t think that the core issue has actually been well
articulated because I have mentioned this to one or two city councillors and they haven’t
conceptualised it. But basically we have what is described as a, now as a subspecies through
these blood tests that we have had done in Toronto. Virtually 80 per cent of that total world
species living on Motunau Island, you only need one mishap with a fishing boat, an oil spill
or a virus to go through that and here we are, New Zealand 100% Pure,112 loses another
species.
So we have a chance here to significantly increase the biosecurity, or decrease the biosecurity
risk to our international nature conservation objectives and we have seven or nine individuals
who have very local interests on, you know, contestable legal standing, effectively able to
hold that up and I think that unfortunately, and maybe in the decision makers minds, a lot of
this boils down to a Save the Bay, ‘kick down the ladder behind you’, syndrome113 versus the
kind of pioneer freedom spirit of New Zealand issue. But I think we should actually argue
about it in terms of our international responsibility. I just read recently in The Mail that for
example, DoC is now advocating that the penguin become the symbol for Christchurch.
That would be an extraordinary turn of events, if you get DoC advocating that and we
actually lost the subspecies. So, you know, I think it basically boils down to this; international
obligations versus a very well-orchestrated…and there are some people out there who are very,
we have been told, are very well connected to that part of power which deals with the
planning documents and the Environment Court (interview transcription 6/9/2000
emphasis added).
112

New Zealand’s longstanding tourism marketing slogan.
The respondent may be referring to the fact that a number of the key members of Save the Bay Ltd own freehold houses
on the hill at Taylors Mistake overlooking particularly the baches in The Row.
113
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Thus, something crucially important about having an ‘endangered species’ is that it entails
international responsibilities and obligations, which the city councillors and other authorities
should be willing to recognise. This extract also frames the argument as a conflict between
international responsibilities and obligations to protect biodiversity that has become a symbol of
Christchurch versus a group of individuals with very local interests, but who are seen as
connected ‘to that part of power which deals with the planning documents’. The Port Hills 2000
conference paper to an international audience clarifies some of those connections and suggests
reasons why the Christchurch City Council may be reluctant to remove the baches:
The [Christchurch] City Council has dithered over the issue of the cottages [baches] for the
[past] twenty years. However, the variability of recreational use, location and day-to-day
conditions make resolution a particularly complex task. Their presence seems to evoke the
pioneering settler spirit, and few elected representatives relish the prospect of bulldozing
cottages, regardless of how primitive they may be. However, there are more pragmatic
reasons why the cottages have remained. A senior City Council staff member ‘owns’ the
central, two storied cottage and has vigilantly protected his private investment. In addition
the ‘owners’ have secured top legal advice and have used all legal recourses. Lobbying and
threats have also been used. In a small parochial city, private privilege is being supported,
with few willing to risk defamation or court battles on behalf of a rare penguin, or for the
eco-tourism and educational benefits that accrue to the whole community ([PH2000] 2002:
6).

Thus, it is seen to be primarily a small group of self-interested bach-holders who have used every
legal avenue available, as well as non-specified actions of council staff member that are holding
up benefits accruing to the whole community. In both statements there are also rather dismissive
mentions of pioneering settler spirit, which may be influencing the council. The importance of
securing the Christchurch City Council into either network cannot be overestimated since
Christchurch City Councillors have the final say on whether the baches should be allowed to stay
on council-owned land, or instead be removed. Thus, councillors are potentially the crucial entity
in both networks, and obtaining a majority of them could be considered the ultimate prize. So in
the next section I look at attempts to enrol city councillors by various groups allied to either side
of the dispute. In the concluding section I briefly outline the nascent Boulder Bay bach network.

10.3 Enrolling city councillors
All groups in the dispute over the baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay and the proposed
penguin parade have sought to enrol city councillors into their networks, since a sustained
majority of councillors have the power to decide on the fate of the baches. These efforts to enrol
councillors seem to have a long history, and it also appears there has seldom been a unified view
among councillors, as someone opposed to the baches noted:
Int: Was there sort of a different mood within Council in that time [1980s]?
STBL: Yeah, there have always been councillors both ways I‘d say. There was a Councillor
[name omitted] in early times who was very outspoken, ‘They should go’, and all this sort of
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thing and then of course, [name omitted] was very outspoken. I mean these are councillors
who now are well out of it. There was always strong ones. Of course the Council when they
produced that 1985 Discussion Document [CCC 1985] were very much of the view that they
should go. It just depends a bit on who’s in command and maybe what their officers think as
to the reports that get fed to them. Today there are still some councillors who would like to
see them all go just like that. I mean [name omitted] was very outspoken on the mediation.
… Yeah, so there was an era where the Council was quite strongly that they had to go and
that’s when they went into this license business from 1976 to ’86, a ten year license and that
was a way of ending it all. And of course there was quite a strong vocal group I think then,
from what I can understand that then sat back and said, ‘Well at long last it is resolved’. But
it doesn’t work like that (interview transcription 31/8/2000).

‘It doesn’t work like that’ because there is an opposing group who are intent on retaining their
links to Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay, and who realise that the best way to do that is to
influence councillors. As a bach holder explains about the transition from the end of licences in
1986 through to the proposed scheme change 32 in 1989:
Bach, D: We were getting some bad publicity. The opposition was starting to crank up about
the baches and there were some very good publicists among the people who wanted all of
the baches out of the bay and we lobbied the councillors and we got to know them quite
well. We had them over to the bay and took them in and showed them the baches. We gave
them a boat trip around the bay to look at the thing and to try to get them to see our side of
things. There was a councillor named [name omitted] and after a while the Council accepted
that the bach holders should be heard...just shouldn’t be ridden over. I will have to get my
dates right for you but…it finished up with the Council telling us, ‘We don’t mind the baches
in the bay but you’re on public land. You can’t stay there’. You know it’s paper road, the
Queen’s Chain and they said, ‘Why don’t you buy some land from the landowner in the
bay…so we bought the land and we had to get the land rezoned so that we could move the
baches and the bach holders could move onto that piece of land. We had to have a town
planning hearing to get the thing rezoned. There was strong opposition from the opponents
of that (interview transcription 24/8/2000).

So the bach holders appear to have enrolled some councillors who in turn convinced others that
the bach holders should be heard, which allowed a further planning process to be initiated. While
Scheme Change 32, which would have created a new bach subdivision further inland, was
rejected by Commissioner Milligan in 1989, the bach holders’ ongoing relations with councillors
meant that the mediation was proposed:
Int: What were the initial starting points of the people [organisations involved with
mediation]?
Bach, D: Well if you start off with the bach holders saying they hoped that every bach in the
bay would stay and the City Council sort of wanted a much wider removal of baches. The
Canterbury Regional Council came at it from not allowing the baches to spread to land, you
know, hillside land and things like that. DoC was more concerned with the actual coastal side
of it, the part near the sea I think. We had some pretty torrid meetings with the bach holders
getting the ones on the main beach to realise that they couldn’t stay. They’d have to go. We
had to sort of listen to them and go back to the Council and say, you know, ‘You’ve got to
find a solution for the folk who are leaving. They don’t want to leave the bay’. The other
people almost sort of went along with the ones who were being tipped out of the main
beach, being allowed to stay in the beach by rebuilding behind. That was the only reason for
allowing a couple more places to go there…well, not a couple, fourteen I think (Interview
transcription 24/8/2000).
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So, the mediated solution appears to represent the outcome of the various organisations major
concerns, with concessions made for those who were going to have to move their baches off the
beach. The respondent then went on to explain how the mediation process worked in practice:
Int: So when people came with their initial hopes, how was this sort of…?
Bach, D: There was a lot of sort of questions and answers that they…I mean one of the
examples was that they thought that there was some sort of ring going and that no one could
get a bach in the bay…that it was very strictly controlled and only families got them and
things like that. We were able to disabuse them about that nonsense. We gave examples of
people, strangers, who’d come into the bay and bought baches. They couldn’t see why they
didn’t come on the open market and all that but when you’re selling a place for 700 dollars
you don’t want to pay a land agent a thousand dollars to sell it…and no one bothered to list
them through a land agent because you just couldn’t afford to sell them that way. There were
a lot of sort of exchange of views ..the bach holders had to listen to what other people
thought about them. Baches being close to the waterfront where the public went and things
like that…it was quite an educational process.
Int: So were they quite heated?
Bach, D: No they were quite amicable actually. [Save the Bay members]…I think they missed
a trick not coming along, actually, because they could have killed the whole thing by
disagreeing and arguing...they could have killed it because for about the first three or four
months it looked as though it wasn’t going to succeed. Then you get councillors sort of
saying they’d learned what the baches meant to the bach holders and what they’re doing in
the bay and things like that and they changed their views and decided to support the baches
and it was mainly through educating them (Interview transcription 24/8/2000).

It is interesting how this process appears to have worked, with councillors and others enrolled by
the use of stories about the bach holders’ close affinity to the area, and particularly to their own
baches. These stories give the landscape an historic richness that may not be readily apparent just
looking at some scruffy baches. The respondent also highlights how tenuous the mediation
process was in its initial stages, and how easily it could have been derailed. However, once a
‘Mediated Solution’ was proposed, regardless of the undoubted flaws in the constitution of the
mediation process, the ‘Mediated Solution’ achieved some momentum and credence. This, in
turn, set in motion a planning process, which those opposed to the baches felt, allowed
councillors to use the planning process as an excuse for inaction:
Int: Do you think the Environment Court hearing will decide things one way or another?
STBL: I don’t really know. I mean I have to say – that it is the old story with anything like
this – that it is only a planning issue that is before the courts. I mean there will be councillors
who will try and make out, ‘Well the court made us do this or that’. But that’s not the case at
all because all the court is going to do is decide on the City Plan or, what was earlier on, Plan
Change 3. That is all a planning issue. So, if they overturn Council/City Plan decision, you
have to remember that the baches are still there. The only way for them to be then removed
would be for Council to take some action themselves or alternatively for someone to take
out action against Council to force them to then obey their plan. I guess councillors would
prefer always to sit back and do nothing. I mean it is in the ‘too hard’ basket for them. I
don’t know. The Environment Court could of course confirm Council’s decision, and then I
think that would probably end it (Interview transcription 31/8/2000).

This has meant that councillors have been able to argue that making a decision would undermine
the RMA process. For instance, a 1999 deputation from Port Hills 2000 attempting to get the
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Christchurch City Council to support the penguin parade and remove the baches in Boulder Bay
secured the support of seven Councillors and the Mayor out of the 24 on the Council. The
argument that held sway with majority was that ‘Council decided to use the Resource
Management Act [1991] process and it is quite wrong to change processes’ (Notes, Christchurch
City Council meeting, 24/6/1999). Thus, while some councillors made comments; such as that
the ‘most important issue is protection of an endangered species, a penguin parade should not be
foremost’, and that ‘penguins are a species under threat, baches are also under threat’ (Notes,
Christchurch City Council meeting, 24/6/1999). A councillor explained the reluctance in these
terms
[The penguin parade] doesn’t have council support at the moment but that doesn’t mean to
say that it won’t in the future and I believe that the city councillors that voted against looking
at it further were ignorant of the legal rights that we have as a council to remove the baches.
We cannot have a penguin colony there with the baches there as well and seven of those
should be removed (Interview transcription 24/8/1999)

This may be an explanation, but it was difficult to get a sense of councillors’ feelings about the
baches or the penguins because of the arguments about the process. These feelings were much
more apparent at a 2007 deputation to the Christchurch City Council.

10.3.1 Adventure Tours deputation to Council September 2007
The deputation to the Christchurch City Council supporting the penguin parade was made by a
representative from Adventure Tours.114 The Council meeting was discussing a proposal to
license the baches (see Gates 2007c), in accordance with the Environment Court (Save the Bay
Ltd and ors v Christchurch City Council and ors 2002) decision, which confirmed that the Council
retained discretion to remove baches at any time, and this was explained to the representative:
Councillor I: In terms of the report that is before Council today we have a proposed licence
which includes the Council having the absolute power to remove the licence from any bach
if the Council wishes to promote or support the proposed penguin colony. Are you
supportive of that?
AT: Could you just clarify that?
Councillor I: Sure, part of the licence says “the licence may be cancelled at any time by the
Council if the Council considers, in its absolute and sole discretion, that the continued
existence of the bach – and this relates to the ones at Boulder Bay – and or the continued
occupation of the bach is inconsistent with any purpose which the Council wishes to
promote or support including the proposed penguin colony at Boulder Bay” Would you be
supportive of that? ….
AT: Yes. (Council meeting transcription by the author 29/9/2007)

114

A private company that supported the White-flippered Penguin Trust’s proposal to establish a large colony in Boulder
Bay. The parade would be run by WFPT, and Adventure Tours would receive an allocation of 200 tickets to the site each
evening for paying customers.
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So, the Councillors retain the ‘absolute and sole discretion’ with regard to the fate of the baches
and need to be convinced that baches should be removed in favour of the penguin parade.
The Adventure Tours presentation took a different approach to the number of the baches that
were considered an obstacle to the penguin parade project going ahead. Instead of eight baches
needing to be removed, the presentation concludes that:
AT: The only obstacle holding up this project is gaining suitable access to site at Boulder
Bay. Two baches are on the proposed site, where the colony is planned, bach no 6 and bach
no 10a. Bach 10a has been purchased by the Department of Conservation and they have
confirmed to us that they will demolish it in the near future. Then the only remaining
obstacle against this project proceeding is bach no 6. We understand the occupier of this
building is a staff member of the City Council, and he has been regularly and actively
working against this project for a long period of time.
Point of Order (chorus)
Deputy Mayor: I would rather you didn’t refer to personalities. Stick to the issues not the
personalities.
AT: The project is important in view of conservation. It has huge benefits for the welfare of
the wider community, with substantial educational connections also. We wish to ask the
Council to support this exciting project and to seriously consider not to license this particular
bach. Or if doing so offering it for public tender, we would like to register now our interest
to tender for this particular bach. Let us save our penguins. We think our City Council
should take the initiative now to lead the local community towards active guardianship of our
white-flippered penguins. We stress all practical matters have been addressed – the project is
ready to go. The Penguin Parade project has been ready since first proposed 15 years ago in
1992. In that same year the Waitaki District Council took the bold step and initiative in
opening the Oamaru penguin attraction. The Oamaru penguin project has been very
successful in the conservation of their blue penguins, and in addition contributing
significantly to the local economy.
These bays and our peninsula are ‘our’ penguins’ home. They belong to our penguins and
penguins belong to them, previously being forced away by humans for our selfish reasons.
Now it is time to return them to what they once had. Now is also the time for us to do
something good for them. We hope it is not too late. It could be too late, but it is the only
thing we can achieve right now in order to protect this impressive species of ours. Thankyou (Council meeting transcription by the author 29/9/2007).

Thus, the only remaining obstacle was deemed to be a bach owned by a senior council staff
member, but this argument was not one that was well received by councillors. This is perhaps a
case of the performance falling flat (Goffman 1990 [1959]), something you might say in an
interview, a conference paper (see [PH2000] 2002) or a newspaper article (Gates 2007b) does not
work in a council meeting. Interestingly, the ‘project has been ready since first proposed 15 years
ago in 1992’, although this is five years before the public heard anything about it (see Hamilton
1997). The presentation’s approach contrasts the lack of council support for ‘our’ penguins,
which were previously forced away from their ‘home’ by humans, with the bold Waitaki District
Council who undertook to conserve ‘their’ blue penguins, apparently attempting to shame the
council into leading the ‘community towards active guardianship’. From the questioning that
followed it seemed apparent that the presentation of the proposal had still not successfully
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problematized the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade as the solution to the Christchurch City
Councillors’ problems.
The questioning of councillors apparently opposed to the project took three main approaches
regarding site selection and access, the design and permits required, and the wider threat to
baches, while councillors in favour of the penguin parade approved of the location’s proximity to
Christchurch for tourism reasons:
Councillor, G: Why wouldn’t it be better to translocate to a bay where you can get to straight
away where there is no baches at all, there is no resource consents and things that you have
to go through. It seems that you are taking the hardest possible thing to put it in there
instead of maybe translocating somewhere else. I’m quite confused as to why that bay has
been chosen, which is the only bay that actually has baches in it, and on quite a long stretch
of coast?
Councillor, H: Well it may be to do with the economic development that you actually put up
on the screen, the amount of money you believe this project could bring in. Would it be
better to be somewhere where it is more accessible or is inaccessibility going to bring that
amount of tourist return down?
AT: There is a small penguin attraction at Flea Bay, the access which is over from Akaroa is
too difficult. We have met three times with DoC management and talking with DoC in
conjunction with them and [wildlife expert], who is acclaimed as a world-wide expert on
penguins, the Boulder Bay location is seen to be the most suitable.
Councillor, H: So you’ve looked at alternatives?
AT: Oh absolutely with DoC, we’ve met with DoC three times at length to look at
alternative locations. It needs to be relatively close to the city with good road access, which
we believe this location does have.
Councillor G: You just said good road access. Now to me Oamaru has good road access,
Phillips Bay [Phillip Island] has great road access. The road access, when you said about
coming down from Godley Head I thought maybe you’d get the thing from the Antarctic
Centre, what do you call it the Hagglund115 that could probably get down there, but it’s a
very steep hill from the last possible place you could take a vehicle to down to there. I’m
sorry I can’t accept that there is good road access to Boulder Bay, I think it is one of the
most impossible road access places to get to in the whole of Canterbury.

Councillor, G116 clearly exaggerates the impossibility of road access for effect, but he highlights
both the access difficulties and the selection of a bay with baches in it, that were going to
complicate matters of starting a penguin parade. For Councillor, H, it is the economic projections
that act as an interessement device, but for Councillor, G the problematic site selection is likely to
decrease those projections. Instead, the site selection is justified by AT as the choice of someone
who is an ‘acclaimed world-wide expert on penguins’ in conjunction with the Department of
Conservation.
The second major line of argument concerned the claim that bach no. 6 was the only remaining
obstacle to the project:
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An all-terrain amphibious Antarctic vehicle.
Councillor G did not vote on the resolutions regarding the future of baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay, noting
that he had a share in a bach on public land on Banks Peninsula.
116
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Councillor I: [AT] when you spoke to us you said that bach no. 6 was the only remaining
obstacle … True … Have you applied yet for resource consent for this project?
AT: No. We’ve met the CEO or General Manager of the Council.
Councillor I: But no resource consent has been sought or obtained for this project?
AT: Not at this point
Councillor I: Okay. Has the consent of the Minister [of Conservation] been granted for this
project?
AT: Not at this point.
Councillor I: Okay. So I’m not quite clear how the only remaining obstacle then is bach no.
6?
AT: Well it would be in our view logically pointless in approaching the two that you
mentioned while there is still a practical issue in Boulder Bay itself.
Councillor I: An interesting approach. I would have thought that perhaps the resource
consent might have been a greater obstacle than bach no 6?
AT: I think we shouldn’t overlook here um - I appreciate what you are saying – but the wider
benefits to the economy and the community as given in examples in Melbourne and Oamaru
and Dunedin. I think we shouldn’t lose the wider picture here and the enormous benefits it
can bring to all of Christchurch City. We have our own penguins.
Councillor I: And that would be a matter canvassed at a resource consent if it were applied
for. So in terms of bach no 6 being the only remaining obstacle would you accept that there
might be another one or two more hurdles?
AT: Yes

Thus, a further six years after the Environment Court case, the solution to the bach issue is still
seen as the primary obstacle to conducting any further site-planning; while the benefit to the
economy and community of penguin tourism is still seen as the primary interessement device.
The problem with applying for resource consent is that it would require precise site-planning
documentation, with possible approval only for what is documented. So aspects of the proposal
such as the car park at the Taylor Battery ridge and the design and location of visitor buildings
would attract intense scrutiny given the likelihood of their triggering arguments related to Section
6(a) of the RM Act (1991) involving the ‘preservation of the natural character of the coast’.
The third line of argument was that the penguin parade was another attempt to chip away at
baches and consequently ‘kiwi life’ was being eroded, thus all the baches should remain.
Councillors also questioned that if these baches were removed, what the implications for the rest
of Banks Peninsula were. The final resolution, passed unanimously, resolved that council staff
were to investigate how many structures on Banks Peninsula are in a similar legal position to the
baches at Taylors Mistake (Gates 2007a). Thus, it appears some councillors are just as worried
about the precedent value that removing baches in one location may have repercussions for many
other structures, such as boatsheds and baches dotted around Banks Peninsula. This is an
inversion of the argument of anti-bach campaigners, that allowing the baches to stay at Taylors
Mistake will set a bad precedent. As of July 2010 (noted in Chapter 7) city councillors voted
unanimously in favour of retaining all baches at Taylors Mistake.
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It seems the longer the argument over the baches has gone on; the more historic they are seen by
Christchurch City Councillors. This is partly due to the retirement of some of the most vocal
critics of the baches, but arguably it also reflects a change in the popular mood towards baches
caused by the recent explosion in coastal property prices, which has seen so many bach
settlements on private land altered beyond recognition. This has had the effect of increasing the
scarcity value of some of the remaining bach settlements on public land which increasingly reflect
a bygone era.

10.4 The Boulder Bay Bach network
In this section I briefly outline entities that are or could become involved in the Boulder Bay
bach network (See Appendix E). I say ‘could become involved’ because until there is a finalised
site plan for the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade, many potential members of the bach network are
largely unaware of the penguin parade’s plans, and are only likely to be enrolled and mobilised
into the network once are a resource consent application is submitted.117 The Boulder Bay bach
network also has to be seen as a part of the already existing Taylors Mistake Association (TMA)
which represents bach holders in the broader Taylors Mistake area. Thus a number of key entities
such as heritage organisations, architects, which I discussed in Chapter 9, as well as some council
staff and some councillors had already been mobilised into the TMA network. Other entities
such as the Godley Head Heritage Trust (interested in the historic fortification landscape),
various recreation groups and local people are not part of either network. However, they may
seek to become involved if a resource consent application is officially notified which contains
controversial elements such as a cliff-top parking area and road-widening. While city councillors
are clearly the entities that have to be enrolled and mobilised if either the penguin parade or bach
networks are to be successful this support, or otherwise, is likely to be influenced by the
outcomes of the various planning hearings. Thus, the support of councillors may start to
evaporate if both the Marquet (1998) and Environment Court (2002) hearing decisions had
found against the baches. A key part of the success at these hearings was the legal cases that were
put together by the respective sides.

10.4.1 Legal aspects of the bach network
Legal cases at planning hearings can be thought of as networks since they include legal
submissions, experts in various fields such as heritage, architecture, coastal hazards, landscape
and planning, as well as lay witnesses. They are usually organised by the legal counsel who then
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It is theoretically possible that the Minister of Conservation could give consent for the penguin parade project as most of
the infrastructure is on land managed by the Department. However, fast tracking contentious proposals entails a political
risk, which makes a resource consent hearing more likely.
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decides which entities need to be enrolled. It was widely recognised that the Taylors Mistake
Association had retained the services of the leading resource management law practitioner in
Christchurch, as the authors’ of ([PH2000] 2002: 6) alluded to when they noted ‘the [bach]
‘owners’ have secured top legal advice’. One of the bach holders explained his role assisting the
lawyer to build up a case for the upcoming Environment Court hearing and the previous
Marquet hearing:
Bach, D: Well I will be guided by what [TMA lawyer] says. The last time he gave me a
shopping list. This is about six months before the hearing. He said, ‘I want expert evidence
on this and this and this and this and this and I want 20 witnesses who will stand up and say,
you know…laymen… say they like the baches’. We got City Councillors to come along and
bach holders and people from outside the bay, you know, with a bit of standing (interview
transcription 24/8/2000).

Thus, various experts need to be enrolled to cover particular matters and these are leavened with
lay people’s evidence, councillors and people with ‘a bit of standing’, all bookended by legal
opening and closing submissions. One important aspect of this is that you don’t necessarily know
what the other side are going to present in their case, as the bach holder explained:
Int: How do you think the Environment Court case coming up is going to go?
Bach, D: Well, Neville Marquet’s decision was quite favourable to us. The opponents have
heard our evidence now and if they decide – they didn’t really go to too much trouble with
expert evidence at the hearing before Marquet. They may come back with a lot of high
powered stuff at the Environment Court hearing. I don’t know. But ours will probably be a
repeat of what we put up at the hearing and some of it you probably won’t need to repeat. I
mean, Marquet was probably impressed with 15 bach holders getting up and saying what it
meant to them, but you won’t find the Environment Court – they’re more the sort of legal
side than the technical side of professional evidence. They’re going to be spending a bit of
money to run the appeal. We spent about $35,000 for the hearing with Marquet (interview
transcription 24/8/2000).

Different hearings require different tactics and expert witnesses are not inexpensive, unless they
are doing it because they believe in the cause. But this can also be a liability, as Marquet discussed
in his assessment of witnesses called by Save the Bay campaign:
Some indication of the tension associated with the issues can be had from the final comment
of [STBL Lawyer]
A landscape architect, a civil engineer, a registered surveyor and academic, a civil engineer and construction consultant,
an historian, a wildlife expert, a resource management consultant, and a lawyer, all of these professional witnesses are
giving evidence, (many yet again) not for a fee, but rather because of their impassioned belief in the Save the Bay
Campaign.
I have the feeling that this “impassioned belief” which is certainly genuinely held where present,
may have represented a disincentive to accept a mediated solution mentioned briefly later. In
any case I was in no doubt where those submitters stood on the issues (1998: 16 original
emphasis).

Thus, it appears that expert credibility may be undermined by ‘impassioned belief’. As the bach
holder suggested most of Save the Bay’s experts were seen as too closely allied to be accorded as
much credibility as someone who had no interest in the case. Possibly as a consequence of this
Save the Bay did employ a resource management law specialist to run their Environment Court
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reference as well as a number of new expert witnesses, which appeared for either Save the Bay or
Forest and Bird. These were mostly in connection with the penguin parade proposal. These
included a recreation planner, a tourism planner, an economist, and a Trustee of the Whiteflippered Penguin Trust. Although the Taylors Mistake Association’s bach holders and legal team
were aware that Save the Bay might call evidence related to the penguin parade (because it had
appeared at Marquet), it was not seen as a major problem:
Int: Are the bach owners looking to combat the penguin parade proposal?
Bach, D: No, I don’t think so. No. I mean, it hasn’t really taken off. I think they are waiting
to see if it is actually going to develop and come up and then plan how they’ll deal with it.
They’re probably a bit sceptical about the penguin thing at the moment. I mean I haven’t
done much on it myself but I would have thought that the costs of putting in a predator
proof fence would be a killer. The cost of bringing a road down and putting parking in for
tourists would be a bit of a killer. I could be wrong (interview transcription 24/8/2000)

Thus the broader Taylors Mistake Association was reluctant to commit resources to combat a
proposal that had apparently not achieved much momentum. As it turned out in the
Environment Court, this assessment (although possibly misguided that cost would be a problem)
was largely correct since Judge Smith regarded the possibility of a penguin parade in Boulder Bay
as largely beyond the scope of matters he was assessing, which were to do with whether the
baches should be scheduled on Conservation 1A land.

10.4.2 The potential network opposed to the penguin parade
The Boulder Bay Penguin Parade’s consistent focus on the need to remove a varying number of
baches from Boulder Bay and a strategy of reducing the tourism potential in the Environment
Court has meant that no specific plans, beyond promotional sketches, have been presented in
public. If the project were to go to a resource consent hearing, a full set of site design details,
including levels, and exact alignments of parking, roads, fences and buildings would be required,
as well as visualisations of the proposed infrastructure. This would entail a large number of
expert witnesses giving evidence (as Councillor, I intimated at the 2007 city council meeting) and
such a proposal may provoke opposition beyond just the bach holders given the site’s
prominence in the landscape and its existing history as a World War II fortification, and of
recreational usage.
A sense of the potential opposition can be gleaned from a couple of responses to a proposal to
predator-proof fence a larger part of the Godley Head headland as part of the draft AwaroaGodley Head Coastal Park Concept Plan. The chairperson of the Godley Head Heritage Trust
noted that
The installation of such a fence, its surveillance systems and its maintenance would cost
millions of dollars. In the battle for survival and protection of our native species,
conservation agencies decide which battles should be fought and where. To start a new
conservation battle on Godley Head to the detriment of established enterprises is an
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impractical use of the limited conservation dollar. This headland is a vital recreation area,
receiving about 100,000 visitors a year. Designated an historic area, it is nationally significant,
being the most complete World War II coastal defence battery in New Zealand. The Godley
Head Heritage Trust is establishing a heritage centre there, which will inform and educate
about the national and international significance of the area and all its values (GHHT 2007:
18)

While another conservationist agreed that Canterbury needed more mainland islands,
‘[u]nfortunately, Godley Head isn’t a suitable place for a Karori-like sanctuary … There is no
hope of developing a forest environment at Godley Head because it’s too dry. There are better
prospects nearby for ring-fencing and total protection’ (Burrows 2007: 10). Thus predator-proof
fencing is a competitive business with conservationists competing for both conservation money
and over what are the best sites to do it. Such a proposal was also seen to impinge on the
recreational and historic values of Godley Head. A resource consent hearing is also likely to focus
competing ecological scrutiny on the project.
So, while humans and dogs may scare off juvenile penguins, there is little ecological evidence that
the buildings themselves are a problem for penguins, as a penguin fieldworker noted:
Field, B: It seems to me that the argument is probably the wrong way around. They’re saying
‘remove the baches to help the penguins’ when we know from past experience that the
penguins are quite happy with the buildings, yeah really it’s just an argument maybe being
thrown up there to try and add weight to get rid of the baches type of thing rather than any
sound ecological reason. They’re just using the penguins as an emotive weapon really to get
rid of the baches when there is not really too much merit in it (Interview transcription
13/12/2001).

Thus, people who was familiar with white-flippered penguins but do not have a vested interest in
the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade may present evidence that undermines some of the ecological
arguments presented in favour of the parade. This argument may also help to explain why, as
time has gone on, the number of baches requiring removal has steadily reduced so that now only
one bach now impedes the project. The phrase ‘using the penguins as an emotive weapon’
probably also sums up the thoughts of many who are opposed to the baches being removed to
make way for a commercial venture.
The specifically landscape impacts of the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade are also likely to generate
opposition. As a bach holder who lives at Taylors Mistake noted, regarding a car park at the
Taylor Battery site:
Bach, A: You look out to the heads and you just see the odd the odd flash of light. If you’ve
got a big car park out there, that's more intrusive than the baches down on the foreshore – it
is a headland, it is a natural thing – you look at all the headlands all the way around Banks
Peninsula and none of them have got big car parks on the end (Interview transcription
22/8/2000).

As well as the impact of possible car parking in the broader landscape there was also the
experience of the landscape at Boulder Bay itself to consider with the impact that a commercial
operation and a predator-proof fence would have on the area:
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Bach, A: … It is still a commercial operation. It is going to bring people in, take people away
and you still have to protect the birds and if it is anything like the predator fence which
they’ve got further around – it’s just abhorrent. Currently you are able to walk down to
Boulder Bay from any way you want – down through the steep zigzag track from the hill or
come down through the valley, or drop down over the side. You’ve got all sorts of ways of
getting in. Once it’s fenced off they’ll have you come through a turnstile or safety fence. And
even just the appearance of that from Whitewash Heads looking across – seeing the Berlin
Wall around it – just doesn’t go down well with me. Not on a coastal environment like that.
Perhaps on a peninsula … something which you can go from water to water and leave the
peninsula, you can do that but to fence off, to bite off a natural hillside – crazy (Interview
transcription 22/8/2000).

Thus, actual proposals are likely to engender some opposition because of their effects on the
landscape. The respondent raises a number of issues related to the perception of the landscape,
both how it is seen from a distance, but also how material structures affect your experience of a
landscape, and the way commercial activities also alter the experience of a landscape. These brief
vignettes suggest that a larger network might mobilise to oppose a commercial penguin parade at
Boulder Bay if the project applied for resource consent, but since they haven’t applied for
resource consent, how that network might develop remains to be seen.
The last word in this story of competing networks goes to a White-flippered Penguin Trust
trustee who reports on a November 2010 trip to Motunau Island with a television crew which
‘gained some wonderful shots’ of penguins parading up the beach:
TV3 gained some excellent footage which was edited down and screened one Sunday night
after the news as a ‘feel good’ item. All this [2 days and nights scoping out the penguins’
routes] was undertaken by the Trust with the long term aim of setting up a similar parade at
Boulder Bay on Godley Head. Since Motunau Island is a DoC Reserve, it is not accessible to
the general public but if we can establish a breeding colony at Boulder Bay, the resulting
parade can be accessible to everyone. DoC is supportive but sadly the Christchurch City
Council considers the rights of the bach occupiers at Boulder Bay a higher priority than the
public and conservation of the bay and therefore oppose it. Ironically the baches are built on
public land but that means little to the Council. Watch this space! (WFPT 2012: np).

Thus, it appears that the White-flippered Penguin Trust has enrolled a new entity into the
network, but they are still stifled by the intransigent Christchurch City Council, which apparently
refuses to recognise the merits of the penguin parade proposal. Yet, despite these apparent
setbacks, the network continues.

10.5 Conclusion
This chapter has followed the construction of the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade network from its
inception as millennium project in 1997 (or 1992 when the idea was first thought of) through to
2012 as it has sought to build a strategic network of allies, using Michel Callon’s (1986) analytic
framework of translation. This framework highlights the importance of having multiple allies in
order to expert power in the landscape, but my analysis has shown that allies can be incompatible
and that sometimes it is important to downplay some allies in certain situations, so as not to
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alienate other allies. Callon’s approach allows non-human actors to be followed as attempts are
made to enrol them into the network. In the case of penguins, they can be physically enrolled
quite straightforwardly, but enrolling large numbers through translocation presents considerable
difficulties as there are many other entities trying to carry them off including predators at sea,
ferrets, other penguin colonies nearby and potentially competing penguin parades.
While the Department of Conservation have been interessed by data on species status and
population declines, at least one of the practical issues that needed to be resolved before they
were completely enrolled and their support mobilised has not been met; a resolution to the bach
issue. Consequently, only a couple of trial translocations have been undertaken and not the
initially proposed 300 chicks a year for 10 years. Translocations of this magnitude may trigger a
more careful investigation of the science under-pinning the penguin parade proposal, and might
illuminate the optimistic figures for translocated chick survival and breeding.
What has thwarted the project until now is the inability to successfully enrol a majority of
Christchurch City Councillors, and an insistence that Boulder Bay is the only possible site that a
penguin parade can be located. It appears as though retaining Boulder Bay as the site may help to
keep some members of the network enrolled, such as tourism organisations and anti-bach
campaigners, but at the same time potentially alienates others such as conservationists and city
councillors. The changing number of baches that need to be removed to accommodate the
penguin parade seems to be either part of the strategy of enrolling councillors and heritage
advocates, or a belated recognition that the baches in Boulder Bay are more widely appreciated as
heritage than just by their selfish owners, or perhaps both. However, such a strategy has still been
unable to interesse enough councillors, in part, I suggest, because they have consistently tried to
link councillors lack of action to the malfeasance of council staff members. While the Whiteflippered Penguin Trust has suggested only one bach needs to be removed, it remains unclear
what would happen to the use of the other baches if the penguin parade was really successful.
The relative lack of success of the Boulder Bay Penguin Parade can thus be seen as a failure to
enrol the most important entities into the network, namely the councillors, but even if they were
able to be successfully enrolled, in order to allow site works to commence, other entities would
then become crucial. The Department of Conservation would have to be convinced that larger
scale translocations would not endanger the population on Motunau Island, or increase the risks
to the translocated penguin chicks. Similarly, the chicks themselves may return to Boulder Bay in
very low numbers due to high fledgling mortality, and this is likely to delay the prospect of
millions of tourists turning up to Boulder Bay for many years.
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‘Still a practical issue’: discussion and conclusion
Watch this space! (WFPT, 2012: np).

11.1 Introduction
This chapter re-iterates my research questions and discusses some possible answers in light of my
research findings and concludes the thesis. My initial question was; how are classifications of
‘natural’ and ‘cultural’ heritage used to exert power in a landscape controversy? This question
evolved as my research progressed, and explicitly addresses the situation at Boulder Bay.
Consequently, aspects of this question are addressed in each of the chapters, with Chapter 2
particularly highlighting my adoption of a post-phenomenological approach to a more-thanhuman landscape that is constantly in process.
The second and third questions were aimed at unpacking what ‘natural’ and ‘cultural’ heritage
might entail. Thus the second question asked; what is heritage and how might it become
considered authentic? While the third asked; what is a species and how are taxonomic and threat
classifications achieved? These were examined in Chapters 3 and 4 respectively. The methods I
adopted for understanding power and controversy derived from the ethnographically-inspired
field of science studies known variously as actor-network theory, sociology of translation, or
more recently material semiotics, which entreat the analyst to the ‘follow the actors’. While this
approach allows a very in-depth focus on a particular controversy it has been criticised for
ignoring the broader context of disputes and neglecting the importance of topography and
landscape. Chapter 6 showed that actors in the Boulder Bay dispute draw on and are influenced
by a long and contested history relating to the coast, baches and birds, and how planning for
them is undertaken. My final question was: can a post-phenomenological approach to landscape
be combined with an actor-network theory approach to power to illuminate how and why
classifications of ‘natural’ and ‘cultural’ heritage might be used in a landscape controversy? With
this question I hoped to explore whether actor-network theory’s ability to answer how questions
about exerting power could be supplemented by using a post-phenomenological approach to
understanding the powerful attachments that people develop for particular landscapes, places,
buildings, trees and animals to name a few things.
In the rest of this chapter I first, summarise my findings from Chapters 6-10 before discussing
the possibility of a symmetrical approach to understanding species and baches. The following
section discusses the potential effectiveness of either side’s strategies of enrolling classifications
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into their respective networks. Section 11.5 discusses how scale can be understood in those
networks, while Sections 11.6 and 11.7 discuss limitations and implications of my research. I
conclude in Section 11.8 on the potential of joining together post-phenomenological and actornetwork theory approaches to illuminate landscape controversies, highlight the importance of
paying attention to classifications, and end with the proposal of a new species concept.

11.2 Summary of findings
My study has explored the importance of classifications of putatively natural and cultural heritage
for influencing the future management of a short stretch of coastal landscape near Christchurch,
New Zealand. As Matless (1998: 12) points out: what at first sight might appear to be a matter of
straightforward land-use regulation, quickly turns into ‘a complex philosophical and political
minefield’, but it is a distinctively antipodean minefield because of New Zealanders’ distinctive
relationships with the coast, dwellings at the coast and unique bird fauna. Initially important for
food and profit, the coast has increasingly become a site of recreation and leisure. For some, this
has primarily entailed access to the wild and scenic coast for aesthetic appreciation or recreation,
but others have sought to extend the duration of their relations with the coast by building
rudimentary dwellings. These started to appear in the late 19th century, quite quickly after the
European settlement of New Zealand, and especially Canterbury which only started in 1850. The
settlements were often on marginal lands owned by local public authorities, which at the time
either turned a blind-eye to, or actively encouraged. Arguably, the coastline around Taylors
Mistake, with evidence of habitation since the early 1880s, was one of the first areas in New
Zealand to develop a culture of coastal bach dwelling, which became increasingly popular after
both World Wars. The culture of bach dwelling has typically been seen as an indigenous response
to New Zealand’s extensive coastline and low population, but the fact that recreational dwellings
appeared in many other countries at similar times suggests that broader factors such as improving
transport and increasing leisure time were likely to be important influences. Perhaps more
distinctive was the way the bach was considered egalitarian, although what this might mean has
always been difficult to pin down. Since it could mean everyone could afford one, anyone could
build their own, that no one’s bach stood out too much from any other, or that those who could
afford more were happy to ‘rough it’, which led to mingling of social classes at the bach
settlement.
The proliferation of baches and cribs around the coastline in the 1950s and 1960s led in two
distinct directions, first an increasing appreciation of the coast as both an aesthetic environment
and as property, and second an increasing awareness of the inadequate planning processes
regulating coastal subdivision and development. These trends resulted in legislation to preserve
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the natural character of the coast, while at the same time it was increasingly being valued as
exclusive property. Consequently, baches built on private land in the initial phases of bach
building have increasingly been replaced by holiday homes and mansions by the sea, while those
on public land have faced more scrutiny from local and national authorities. The disappearance
of many baches, coupled with distaste for the excesses of wealth on display in the coastal
environment has fostered recognition of the humble or classic bach as threatened heritage, in
need of protection, and this wider story is captured in the microcosm of Taylors Mistake.
There has also been a transformation in New Zealanders’ relations with our distinctive bird
fauna. Initially valued as food, they became specimens for science as New Zealand was
‘discovered’ and explored by 18th and 19th century naturalists. The fate of many of these unique
birds was seen as inevitable, and it was the scientist’s role to collect museum specimens before
they became extinct. At a similar time as the first coastal dwellings were beginning to be utilised
for recreation, the naturalist T.H. Potts made one of the earliest pleas to retain a living avian
diversity, rather than having it supplanted by the fashionable acclimatisation of introduced
species, or merely collected for posterity. The only way New Zealand’s rarest species have been
able to be conserved has been to secure them from predators; first, on islands, and more recently
in predator-proof fenced mainland sanctuaries.
Increasingly, ecotourism has been seen as a way to financially support the expensive practices of
conservation, such as pest eradication, habitat restoration, or predator-proof fencing, as well as
contribute to the wider economy. Yet, only some species are especially amenable to ecotourism,
and it is their relative rarity, reliable aggregations and anthropomorphic habits and characteristics
that make the white-flippered penguin such a good candidate for an ecotourist venture, but they
have one particularly problematic feature. That is their tendency to come ashore in rugged,
isolated and inaccessible locations, which increases the difficulties of transporting tourists to see
them. One possible solution to these accessibility issues, that also has the potential to improve
the conservation status of the white-flippered penguin, is to translocate pre-fledging penguin
chicks to a new predator-proof fenced colony at Boulder Bay. The one significant impediment to
this proposal is that there are already ten baches occupying the bay, which have been there since
the early years of the 20th century.
This impediment has entailed a 15-year controversy, since those who want to develop the
penguin parade insist that Boulder Bay is the ideal site, while the bach holders will not voluntarily
demolish their baches. This controversy is set against the backdrop of an even longer-running
dispute over what should happen to the 45 baches on public land at Taylors Mistake, Boulder
Bay and Hobsons Bay, which was initially sparked by health concerns but has primarily been
about the private occupation of public land. While it has been important to give a sense of this
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broader dispute, particularly in relation to what constitutes a heritage bach, I have not attempted
to capture the entire bach dispute thoroughly, especially aspects related to property rights, public
access, coastal hazards and psychological impact of the baches on public space. This is because
my focus has been on how natural and cultural heritage are protected in the same landscape, thus
I have concentrated on strategies, tactics and arguments used to further the penguin proposal in
Boulder Bay, and those opposed to it.
While the proposers of the penguin parade have argued that it would boost regional tourism and
provide educational opportunities, their main arguments for the necessity of the penguin parade
centred on improving the penguins’ conservation situation, and hence emphasised the whiteflippered penguin’s endangered species status and consequent endemicity to Canterbury. The
primary strategy of the bach holders has been to adopt the concept of cultural heritage to defend
their baches remaining on public land. Thus, Chapters 8 and 9 followed the ways that
classifications of endangered species and heritage baches, respectively, were deployed by each
side of the argument, with Chapter 10 showing particularly how these classifications could be
used to enrol other entities into their respective networks.
My data show how important both taxonomic and threat classifications are to the conservation
status of the white-flippered penguin, since without recognition as a taxonomic entity the
penguin would not have been accorded a threat classification. However, once both these were
achieved, the classifications functioned as ‘immutable mobiles’ (Latour 1987) that held their
shape in different situations and lost all trace of the modalities involved in their achievement, as
well as any recommendations for further research. Thus, such classifications became available to
‘interesse’ other actors into the penguin parade network. For instance, the ‘more exclusively
unique’ status of ‘one of only three penguins worldwide rated endangered’ interesses the regional
tourism marketing authority into the penguin parade network, since the penguin’s status means it
provides a more exclusive attraction than other penguin ecotourism operations. Similarly, the
classification is likely to enhance conservation funding from the Department of Conservation,
and interesses international and national conservation organisations, and the general public. But
without the classification the Department of Conservation are likely to have more pressing
requirements for conservation funding, and they will not develop a ‘species recovery plan’ or
‘species recovery team’. Similarly, the white-flippered penguin is unlikely to attract international
and local conservation attention and funding, or have the same unique appeal as a tourist
attraction. I discuss issues related to the effectiveness of this strategy further in Section 11.4 and
propose the possibility of an Ecotourism Species Concept in the conclusion.
The evidence of my research suggests that the recognition of heritage baches involves a complex
mixture of evolving heritage theory that has extended the scope of what is considered heritage
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and influenced the principles of international heritage charters, such as ICOMOS New Zealand
Charter (ICOMOSNZ 1993). These developments have, in turn, influenced national heritage
organisations’ and local authorities’ practices. These practices can also be instigated by
individuals, and heritage baches are also, in part, constituted by the calibre of the arguments
presented to council hearings and various proceedings in the Environment Court and High
Court. They can thus be considered an achievement in ways that are similar to species
classifications, since they require work, but that work has to be ongoing because achievements
are precarious, they can, potentially, always be undermined. However, the factual status of a
classification increases as more evidence is gathered to support it, and other decisions ramify each
other. For instance, the legal historian John Page shows how, in judicial scrutiny of the bach
settlements at Rangitoto, Tongaporutu and Taylors Mistake, the earlier findings reinforced later
findings and contributed to changing fortunes for the bach, but these changing fortunes also
crucially depended on the tenacity of the bach holders, since the fate of the cave dwellings at
Taylors Mistake demonstrates, once things are physically destroyed they can no longer be
protected.
In Chapter 10 I showed how the two sides involved in the dispute over the proposed penguin
parade in Boulder Bay could be insightfully analysed by adopting Callon’s (1986) analytic
framework of translation but I suggested that both more entities and obstacles needed to be
taken into account. Callon’s approach is particularly good for showing the partiality of the
network, so that while a large number of entities may be problematized, in the case of the
penguin parade network, interessement was seldom straightforward and few entities were
successfully enrolled or mobilized, and sometimes mobilization became a liability and had to be
dissociated from. For instance, the landscape changes that large-scale tourism would require
became a liability that had to be carefully downplayed in certain situations. In contrast, the
Boulder Bay bach holders’ network remained largely virtual and is likely to stay that way until an
application for resource consent is made for the penguin parade, but this does not seem possible
while the baches are ‘still a practical issue’. The wider Taylors Mistake bach holders’ network
seems to have had a smaller network but it included crucial actors. Thus, they were able to
successfully interesse, most crucially, a sustained majority on the Christchurch City Council. They
were also able to mobilize the New Zealand Historic Places Trust, and also appear to have
increasing support from the general public. Another key element in the bach holders’ network
was their ability to assemble convincing legal cases, which have a ropey quality since many
strands are woven together to make a convincing presentation (Latour 1996c), and this ability has
also been crucial for retaining the baches in-situ over the past 15 years. In the next section I
discuss the potential for analysing species and baches symmetrically.
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11.3 A symmetrical analysis of authentic species and baches
Adopting a symmetrical approach to analyse the authenticity of putative natural and cultural
heritage makes an original contribution to understanding how the similarities and differences of
these two types of heritage are classified and come to be considered authentic. I suggest that both
species and baches vary along multiple dimensions of authenticity, literally ‘speciesness’ and
‘bachness’. For instance, for discerning different species these dimensions include morphology,
lack of interbreeding, ecological differentiation, and phylogenetic distance to name a few, which
are highlighted in Pigliucci’s (2003) family resemblance species concept. While discerning the
authentic bach involves dimensions that focus on the maker/designer, materials used, the skilled
craft involved, context of the building and surroundings, relation to landscape character, ongoing
usage, social relations, internal and external spaces created, the style or look of the building, and
the experience of the building, but again this list is not exhaustive. What complicates this
assessment is that the assessors are influenced by disciplinary affiliations and preferences, thus I
propose that species concepts are analogous to the heritage perspectives I outlined in Chapter 3,
where different concepts or perspectives emphasise certain dimensions but are less concerned
about others (Warren-Findley 2001). For instance, those adopting a fine arts perspective on the
authentic bach, place considerable emphasis on the originality of the materials and style of the
building, while also suggesting that sites make little difference. Consequently, they contend that
other areas may contain just as good examples, or that baches could be relocated to a heritage
park without reducing their heritage values. Those adopting such a perspective therefore consider
only three baches as truly authentic. Whereas, assessors from a humanities perspective argue that
it is the ongoing social history of the bach that is most important and originality of materials is
not emphasised, since modifications to the building help to tell the social history of the building.
Similarly, the environmental perspective places more emphasis on the landscape and context,
while an affective heritage perspective might emphasise the experiential qualities of materials and
spaces in and around a building and of the social relations, coupled with recognition of the
importance of the changing landscape surroundings and particularly the affective qualities of the
weather. In parallel with species concepts, I propose that, individual perspectives on heritage are
insufficient for capturing the authenticity of heritage; instead each can contribute to our
understanding of what might constitute an authentic heritage bach. Yet, individual dimensions of
bachness may be enough to almost singlehandedly contribute to that authentic heritage status, for
instance the rock that constitutes the ceiling of Whare Moki (no. 68) (See Figures 9.4 and 9.5),
although other dimensions obviously contribute in each situation as well.
One distinct difference between buildings (and other cultural heritage) and species, though, is
that the latter are not designed to be something, whereas the former function as particular types
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of building, although this may well change over time. I argue, therefore, that the authenticity of a
bach needs to be considered in relation to how their construction was an ongoing performance
of maintenance, reorganisation and extension. Thus, although a completely unmodified and
unused bach, such as Bach no. 34, might be considered authentic by those adopting a fine arts
perspective, I suggest that baches that have been continuously altered and lived in actually
contributes to their authenticity, rather than detracting from it. Yet, this may not be as applicable
to buildings that are not constantly renovated, such as churches, perhaps. The archaeologist Siân
Jones points to the ways ‘people experience and negotiate authenticity through objects’ and
suggests that ‘it is networks of relationships between people, places and things that appear to be
central, not the things in and of themselves’ (2010: 189). My research contributes to an
understanding of how these networks of relationships are constituted around the bach, and in
particular, showing how important people’s ongoing relationship with a building in a distinctive
landscape and social setting are to their experience of an authentic building.
The assessments of an authentic species are also influenced by the species concept adopted.
Hence, Kinsky and Falla’s (1976) morphometric analysis of the white-flippered penguin utilised
the biological species concept, which places most importance on the lack of interbreeding, and
consequently they demoted the white-flippered penguin from full species to merely one of six
subspecies influenced by evidence of interbreeding and Mayr’s arguments for the recognition of
polytypic species that might have numerous subspecies (see Zink 2004b). Similarly, the prevailing
emphasis of the biological species concept within avian taxonomy has meant that the
phylogenetic divergence first detected by Banks et al. (2002) between Australian and Otago birds
and all other New Zealand birds has not been recognised in The Systematics and Taxonomy of
Australian Birds (Christidis and Boles 2008). But, regardless of the naming, ornithologists would
still be left with the difficulties of distinguishing these possible species in the field (see Clark,
Banks, and Waas 2012). What this points to is the ongoing difficulties classifying what are
authentic taxonomic entities, since even though there appear to be two distinctive clades, there
are also differences within the New Zealand clade. As Scofield (2008: 54) points out in the
second epigraph of Chapter 4, without perfect genetic and morphological knowledge it is
impossible to draw a line in the sand and stick to it ‘by defining a species concept … [but it]
would be a great idea’. While perfect knowledge might be a great idea, it is also a dream of pure
order that can never be fulfilled (Law 1994). This suggests that taxonomists’ claims to have
uncovered the real taxonomic diversity of particular genus are instead political claims designed to
achieve a particular outcome, and some of those claims appear to have been made to improve
conservation status.
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Arguably, despite a number of molecular genetic studies, the taxonomic status of the whiteflippered penguin still appears to remain uncertain. But rather than debating whether it deserves
species status, the debate appears to have shifted to whether it can be distinguished as a
subspecies or is merely a colour morph, since the penguin’s most distinctive dimension of
difference involves a variable white stripe along the anterior edge of the flipper. My thesis
contends that decisions on the authenticity of entities’ taxonomic status cannot be based on facts
alone, since these are never indisputable, and in difficult cases (Mallet 2010) there will always be
contradictory dimensions of difference (Pigliucci 2003; Pigliucci and Kaplan 2006), and therefore
decisions have to be ‘made by the community of systematic biologists in a dynamic, iterative, selfcorrecting process’ (Armstrong cited in Crifasi 2007: 520). Yet, my research has shown that, in
the case of the white-flippered penguin, this self-correcting process does not appear particularly
robust. This is particularly in evidence in the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s designation of the
white-flippered penguin as a ‘threatened subspecies’ (USFWS 2011) which seems to have cited
but not been based on a reading of recent genetic studies (Banks et al. 2002; Peucker, Dann, and
Burridge 2007) that question the distinctiveness of the white-flippered penguin. Instead, the
USFWS mis-cite Banks et al. (2002) suggesting that they confirmed Kinsky and Falla’s (1976)
subspecies classification and rely on a submission from the New Zealand Department of
Conservation that states that ‘white-flippered penguins are a distinctive form and are worthy of
conservation’ (Houston 2007: np). This, perhaps, demonstrates an example of the unassailability
of named entities in the context of conservation (Mulvey and Lydeard 2000), and thus highlights
the potential inertia of species and subspecies names once they have been published. Another
aspect of species classifications is that most people cede a good deal of credibility to science
(unless it is climate change or weight loss ‘science’), and assume that if it has been published in a
scientific journal then it must be a ‘fact’ and are less likely to question such assertions.

11.4 Effectiveness of the respective strategies
Both sides of the Boulder Bay dispute attempted to enrol classifications into their respective
networks, the major difference was that while the penguin parade network were well aware that
the bach holders were trying to enrol the discourse of heritage into their network and could
attempt to combat that enrolment, the bach holders network had no idea that optimistic
taxonomic and threatened classifications were being enrolled into the penguin parade network. I
contend that it is the relative invisibility of the endangered species classification that gives that
achievement much of its power, and why ‘classifications should be recognized as the significant
site of political and ethical work that they are’ (Bowker and Star 1999: 319). More evidence of this
power is illustrated when modalities are deleted by others who are writing from a position of
power (Latour and Woolgar 1986). For instance, the report discussing the ‘Proposal for a
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Penguin Colony at Bay’ written by a Christchurch City Council staff member, states to ‘[t]he
white-flippered penguin (Eudyptula albosignata) is a rare and endangered species found only on
Motunau Island and Banks Peninsula’ (Briggs 1999: 1). When this report was written the whiteflippered penguin had been recognised as an endangered taxon, with sub-species status but
awaiting further taxonomic work, while in statements and letters it ‘may be a separate species’ or
‘is probably a full species’. These latter classifications leave considerable room for doubt that it is
a species, whereas, there are no modalities whatsoever in the Briggs report, the white-flippered
penguin is an endangered species with a scientific name to prove it. Thus, a type 1 modality
becomes a taken-for-granted fact, or what Latour and Woolgar (1986) call a type 4 modality, since
it does not even need to references to be taken as a fact. This invisible quality to species
classifications highlights an issue with the few studies that have attempted to engage with
taxonomic classification.
Endangered species classifications achieve their power by being largely invisible, yet most studies
concentrate on endangered species that are already contentious examples, and this potentially
misses the ways that power of classification might be exerted ‘below the radar’. While studies of
the deployment of endangered species status are not uncommon, far fewer studies have explored
the geographic effects of taxonomy, yet in both situations the studies have involved ‘so-called’
endangered species, where that designation was recognised as contentious, for instance, the
northern-spotted owl (Proctor and Pincetl 1996) or Preble’s meadow jumping mouse (Crifasi
2007). My research, however, highlights the value of conducting a ‘species biography’ that follows
an entity whose status has not been the subject of public controversy. While it is true that I
stumbled upon the issues surrounding taxonomic classification because of the broader
controversy regarding the penguin parade and the baches, it was my engagement with actornetwork theory’s interest in how the results of scientific research becomes fact that revealed for
me the power of classification. Different analytical approaches may fail to notice the salience of a
classification. For instance, Hannigan’s (2006) social constructionist approach to environmental
claims making accepts that scientists establish the facts of a particular environmental problem
and the researcher then analyses the processes of assembling, presenting and contesting
environmental claims. While these aspects are all relevant to the case of the white-flippered
penguin, the analyst adopting this approach might tell a completely different story if the
classifications of the penguin are accepted as facts rather than seen as precarious achievements
that have to be sustained in different scientific fora as well as being carefully mobilised depending
on the strength of the hinterland (Law, 2004).
Arguably the bach holders’ deployment of heritage classifications was more successful, in the
long run, because there was a suitable and sustainable hinterland to support such claims. Since a
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broadening consensus of heritage experts could enlist the support of the ICOMOS New Zealand
Charter, with its international connections, to back up their assertions, although this still had to
be done selectively since the proposals in the Mediated Solution were also potentially undermined
by the same Charter. In the next section I briefly discuss how matters of scale have played out in
the case study.

11.5 Transcending scale
Adopting an actor-network approach to studying how power is exerted in a landscape
controversy allows the analyst to show how networks combine actors of various sorts across
scales. Actor-network theory highlights the way the penguin parade network were able to draw in
the classificatory power of the IUCN and the taxonomic work of Baker et al. in Toronto into the
locally constituted sets of relations involving a land-use dispute along a short stretch of coastline.
(Murdoch and Marsden 1995). Thus, the importance of a cooperative effort among fellow
scientists at a penguin conference in Cape Town can be connected to the New England
Aquarium in Boston providing funding for a population survey around the rocky coastline of
Banks Peninsula. The population survey, in turn, requires extremely local methods such as
putting sticks on the top of rocks and the estimation of penguin population based on the strength
of odour from, and evidence of traffic in, the penguin’s excretions. Similarly, the DNA analysis
conducted by Baker et al. (2006) required genetic samples extracted from feathers collected by
co-workers from the different putative penguin species in various parts of the Southern
Hemisphere, which were subsequently stored in GenBank. This ‘centre of calculation’ allows
Baker et al. (2006) to mobilise the world (Latour 1999b). Polymerase chain reaction products for
nuclear RAG-1 and for mitochondrial 12S and 16S rDNA, COI and cyt b were ‘sequenced on a
LI-COR 4200 bi-directional automated DNA sequencer for all 18 recognised species of
penguins’ (Baker et al. 2006: 12). The results of this work are published in a British scientific
journal, and then cited by a Californian Environmental NGO (see Cummings, Orahoske, and
Siegel 2006) pursuing a climate change agenda, and then acted upon by the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS 2011). The results were also presented to a Christchurch City Council meeting
and appear on the White-flippered Penguin Trust’s website (see WFPT 2009). Where is the
‘global’ and where is the ‘local’ in this story and what is ‘science’ and what is ‘policy’? As Bruno
Latour (1999b: 87) argues they are both everywhere and nowhere, the important thing he asks ‘is
not to cut away the thread when it leads you, through a series of imperceptible transitions, from
one type of element to another’. My research shows how important it is to adopt Latour’s advice
to follow the threads where they lead you, which in my case involved inter-loaning 1970s books
on penguins cited by Baker et al. (2006) in order to test their strength of affiliation to statements
they were purported to support. Actor-network theory, thus, provides an important corrective to
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studies which treat local conflicts as mainly revolving around local issues, but the shape of the
networks elucidated seems to depend largely on the assiduity of the analyst because you can
follow things in so many directions.

11.6 Limitations
There are several limitations of my research. The first is that multi-sited participant observation is
dependent on being able to know when and where things happen that might be of relevance to
the research, as well as knowing what is potentially relevant. Thus some events at the start of the
thesis, in hindsight, now appear largely irrelevant, while others have subsequently taken on
immense importance for the argument of this thesis. However, even if you know about events it
is not always easy to know how relevant they will be and whether they are worth attending. I note
these points because of the importance I have placed on one particular statement from the
Oamaru Penguin Symposium: ‘but we were careful to not call it a species’. This statement
sparked my interest to try and figure out why scientists were so ‘careful’ ‘to not’ call it a ‘species’.
Yet, it was quite fortuitous that I was even at the Symposium, since I only learned of it three days
prior, at a lunchtime seminar at Lincoln University, where several of the presenters were doing a
run-through of their conference presentations. While the comment itself was during evening
drinks prior to the conference dinner, and was only one of a number of conversations that
evening. The serendipity of this observation, however, points to the potential of having missed
many other similarly important observations at events I knew nothing about or was unable
attend, either because of logistics or through lack of permission, (which was quite
understandable) for instance, the visiting Harvard academics’ study trip to the Harris Bay penguin
colony. This is, of course, unknowable, and as John Law (Law 1994) notes, finding out what is
really going on is an impossibility. Therefore, my thesis presents an interpretation based on
reasonably assiduous fieldwork using participant observation, interviews, informants, evidence,
court transcripts, documents and media coverage, but the interpretation could always have been
otherwise. There are many other potential stories to tell about the data I collected. The story I
chose to tell about the importance of classifications for exerting power in the landscape seemed
to be the most interesting and valuable story I could tell because it apparently tied together
concerns over preserving both natural and cultural heritage.
The second limitation of my research is that I do not understand the finer points (and possibly
some of the most basic points) about species delimitation methods because I have only a limited
background in natural and biological science. This is especially the case with molecular genetics,
and thus I have undertaken a layperson’s assessment of taxonomic science, and my
interpretations should not be taken to indicate that I have discerned what the white-flippered
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penguin’s true status is, since I have not. However, I would argue that the white-flippered
penguin does not have an essential status, but rather one that is agreed among professionals and
consequently always potentially subject to revision, in the same way that ‘so-called’ cultural
heritage is also always subject to revision. What my taxonomic research has shown is that there is
a tendency for taxonomic claims to persist despite the evidence underpinning them shown to be
apparently flawed or lacking, although this does not preclude subsequent evidence being
generated to support such claims.
The third limitation of my research is that I have only followed one particular species, which I
would suggest may well be highly unrepresentative of taxonomic practice in general, but as the
scientific literature attests, not unheard of either. Thus, my case study is not intended to be an
empirical instance of something more general, but rather in the spirit of Mol and Law (2002: 15)
hopefully my study ‘may sensitise the reader to events and situations elsewhere that have not
been recognised so far and that may well be improbable’ but are, perhaps, worth further
investigation.

11.7 Implications
This suggests that one implication of my research is that classifications of cultural heritage and
natural heritage, such as endangered species should not be taken at face value, but rather as
achievements that deserve to be carefully examined. Since significant work may go into achieving
such classifications, but their power is derived, in large measure, from the invisibility of that
work. My research complements Bell’s (2011) work showing how residents became actively
involved in the listing process of their heritage building, since I show how this might also involve
the assembling of expert witnesses to pursue such listing, thus, equally, the achievement of
classifications of cultural heritage status merit study. An explicit contribution my research makes
is to show how following both natural and cultural heritage classifications is worthwhile for
understanding how power is exerted in the landscape.
Another implication of my research highlights the complexity of land-use disputes, and shows the
challenges involved in making decisions over land-use in peri-urban situations. This is particularly
illustrated by the fact that the baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay are on Christchurch
City Council-owned land, but this does not make them straightforwardly illegal as many of their
critics maintain. Rather a ‘mosaic’ of public and private rights may ‘co-exist contemporaneously’
(Page 2008: 183) with a private right permitting conditional occupation occurring concurrently
with public access rights. My research shows how the legal situation evolves based in large part
on the tenacious efforts of those involved, but also develops in relation to the decisions on other
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similar places, and arguably a developing ‘cultural maturity’ concerning what constitutes New
Zealand’s heritage.

11.8 Conclusion
My research questions focused on the ways classifications of ‘natural’ and ‘cultural’ heritage could
be deployed to exert power in a particular landscape management controversy, and the potential
for combining a post-phenomenological understanding of more-than-human landscapes with an
actor-network or material semiotic approach to this controversy. Through my research I
demonstrate that a post-phenomenological approach helps to illuminate why people develop
attachments and dislikes in the more-than-human landscape, and particularly highlights the
importance of memory for shaping future commitments. For instance, playing cowboys and
Indians on a gun emplacement that is re-occupied by a bach, stealing an Edison Cylinder, a
cupboard that might fall off its hinges, or memories of being kept out by barbed wire. This
highlights the contention of a headstone epigram in the Lyttelton Cemetery that ‘we remember
moments, not days’. Thus, my research adds rich topographical texture and sensuous
embodiment to the powerful relational and topological geographies proposed by actor-network
theory and the sociology of translation (which I suggest is the direction in which material
semiotics is moving already). Yet these topological approaches are equally crucial for
understanding how methods enact multiplicity, and thus why there will be no solution to the
‘species problem’. Material semiotics also shows how exerting power involves multiple
intersecting networks of heterogeneous actors, whose allegiance can never be taken-for-granted,
but in certain circumstances may become a liability. Thus, I would contend that it is useful to
explore both topographical and topological aspects of the more-than-human landscape that
humans and others are continually in the process of protecting or reshaping.
The focus on classifications in my research highlights the often invisibly powerful role they play
in shaping arguments, since the deployment of the trope of saving the ‘endangered species’ has
become a ‘rhetorical gold standard’ (Haraway, 2008: 153). This rhetorical power is recognised by
those who want to save baches and other cultural heritage, but arguably the processes of
achieving such taxonomic and threat classifications go largely undetected in many circumstances.
There is increasing recognition of the importance of taxonomy in the potentially neoliberal
concepts of biodiversity offsetting (Hillman and Instone, 2010), and the valuation of ecosystem
services (Robertson, 2006), and my research suggests the importance of exploring the links
between taxonomy and ecotourism. But, I also maintain that a simultaneous focus on both
‘natural’ and ‘cultural’ classifications has the potential to highlight similarities and differences
between the two, and helps to understand how the processes of classification work.
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My thesis contends that ‘species’ are better thought of as an achievement rather than an accurate
reflection of underlying reality, since varying taxonomic methods enact multiple ways of sorting
species, and thus highlight the quality of ‘speciesness’, rather than the binary species/not species.
Since the increasing sophistication of phylogenetic methods tells slightly different stories
depending on which part of the mitochondrial or nuclear DNA is being studied. These multiple
dimensions of difference are often not readily interpretable, but rather provide a messy story that
acknowledged experts may frequently disagree upon. This potential for disagreement is increased
because scientists cannot decide on what a species is. There have been numerous attempts at
defining how to recognise an taxon as a species by defining an overarching species concept, but
stories surrounding Mayr’s promotion of the biological species concept suggest that having your
‘species concept’ recognised as the official yardstick for delimiting species is a highly political
process. The politics are potentially intensified when questions of conservation are tied to
taxonomy, since the ‘label “species” can often determine whether or not conservation actions will
be forthcoming’ (Mace, 2004: 715).
The politics of this connection are explicitly acknowledged by Karl and Bowen’s (1999) concept
of ‘geopolitical species’ and Gamauf et al.’s (2005) ‘conservation species concept’. On one hand,
the former highlights the way conservationists welcome new phylogenetic findings when those
findings support splitting taxa, but are reluctant to accept evidence that demotes previously
recognised species, thus highlighting the inertia of species naming, despite evidence that suggests
the taxon no longer deserves species status. Yet, for George and Mayden (2005) the same black
turtle taxonomy tells quite a different story; one about the insensitivity of molecular methods that
fail to delineate a properly recognised species. Thus, disputes over taxonomy can highlight
intense political differences. On the other hand, Gamauf et al. (2005) suggest the ‘conservation
species concept’ to highlight the potential that exists for systematists to present a case for species
status that goes beyond the evidence they have found for such a status, in order to improve a
taxon’s conservation prospects. My research reveals that elements of both the geopolitical species
and the conservation species concept are relevant to the story of white-flippered penguin
taxonomy, since it has retained species and subspecies status in the face of phylogenetic evidence
that suggests that it is not particularly distinct, but it is also a story of collaboration to get the
penguin recognised as taxon so that its conservation status can be improved. Yet, I suggest the
white-flippered penguin case highlights an extension of these concepts because of the crucial role
that ecotourism plays in promoting the idea of the white-flippered penguin as the only
‘endangered species’ of bird ‘endemic’ to Canterbury. The taxonomic status, the threat
classification and the ecotourism appeal are mutually reinforcing, since being considered a species
means it is one of the rarest penguins in the world, and effort should be put into conserving it,
and this conservation effort can be enhanced by having tourists helping to pay for that ongoing
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conservation. Especially since the tourists are likely to be attracted by the uniqueness of one of
the world’s rarest and most endangered penguin species. Yet, the deliberate enactment of species
status by Baker et al. (2006), and the ongoing presentation of that status, not just to improve
conservation outcomes, but also to promote a very specific ecotourism project, suggests that the
story of the white-flippered penguin highlights the first example of a new species concept – the
Ecotourism Species Concept (see Foster, Bowring, and Perkins 2010). The ecotourism species
concept also explicitly highlights the potential for spatial effects to derive from taxonomic
classification, since approval of the penguin parade proposal may well entail big car parking areas
in a rugged and open landscape and potentially an historic road widened to allow tour buses, as
well as the impacts of a two-metre high predator fence, and the impacts of commercialising the
landscape with visitor centres and souvenirs of penguins. Thus, most of the baches might be
retained, but the experience of the baches in the Boulder Bay landscape would be completely
different, and they would not seem nearly as ‘far away’ in time and space.
My research potentially highlights numerous directions for further study. I suggest that, broadly,
it reinforces the importance of paying attention to the seemingly mundane processes of
classification, particularly in landscape controversies, and the specialised knowledge practices and
processes through which scientific ‘facts’ are enacted. For instance, the distinctive spatiality of the
scientific practices involved with penguin taxonomy, threat classification, and population
surveying could be followed more closely in the field, than I was able to do for this study.
Another potential direction involves exploring the connections between weather, memory and
the particular configurations and affective experiences of space, landscape and people that
buildings like the humble bach or the back-country hut allow for. I conceive that this may help to
reveal why so many New Zealanders have a soft spot for the bach, and consider them a ‘surely
deep and abiding portion of our heritage’ (Round cited in Hayman, 2004a: 1). My concluding
suggestion for further research, prompted by my studies, is to ask; what happens now to the
baches of Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay and the proposed penguin parade project, since the
baches are ‘still a practical issue’? I have been following this ‘issue’ for nearly 15 years, and it still
seems remarkably unresolved. Thus, further research could explore what the wider public think,
specifically, of the baches at Taylors Mistake and Boulder Bay, and of baches more widely.
Particularly what constitutes an appropriate site for a bach and why, which my research hinted at,
but was unable to explore in any depth. Another strand of research might explore the ongoing
management of the baches, since even if they are ‘protected’, what that might actually mean is
still up for debate because a landscape of empty baches is not remotely the same as living
landscape, but whether that involves just the families that ‘own’ them, or some wider community
usage, remains to be seen, and each management option entails compromises that alter heritage.
While another strand of research might look at whether the taxonomic classification of the white344

flippered penguin will ever be settled? And if it is, whether that will undermine the claims that the
Boulder Bay Penguin Parade is needed to help conserve an ‘endangered species’ of penguin. I
imagine most probably not, since the Phillip Island Penguin Parade provides a powerful example
of the potential linkages between penguins, tourism and regional development.
I have nothing against the idea of penguin tourism, provided it does not increase the risks to the
penguins (by translocating them to less safe locations than their currently predator-free island, for
example), and the development impacts of ecotourism are recognised. Ecotourism infrastructure
is more than just local cafes and bars, and the impacts of ecotourism are far broader than just
those on the focal wildlife or landscape. Thus, while the principle of actively contributing to
natural and cultural heritage is laudable, my research shows the practical issues involved are far
from straightforward, especially when they occur in the same place.
It is clear that there are less sensitive sites than Boulder Bay for a possible white-flippered
penguin parade, yet these alternatives have been discounted because of potential predator
problems, and an attachment to the preferred accessibility of Boulder Bay. I would argue that
predators are a practical problem, and the increasing population at Flea Bay (Allen et al., 2011)
demonstrates that predators can be managed in an un-predator-fenced open landscape, while
accessibility depends on the mode of transport, and more sites would be accessible if access was
by boat, and utilised Lyttelton’s existing fleet of wildlife viewing launches. If a penguin parade is
pursued in Boulder Bay, I contend that the current historic atmosphere of both Godley Head and
the bach settlement at Boulder Bay would be irrevocably altered, whether or not most of the
baches were retained, and thus the implications of such a project need to be more widely and
‘openly’ discussed. Finally, the ongoing contentiousness revealed by my exploration of natural
and cultural heritage leads me to agree with Tim Winton (2004: 53) that, ‘the past is in us, and not
behind us. Things are never over’.
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Appendix A
Participant observation and observant participation
12-14 May 1998
19 March 1998
26-28 May 1998
8-12 June 1998
10 June 1999
24 June 1999
3 August 1999
16 October 1999
21 October 1999
3-4,10-11 April 2000
13 July 2000
15 September 2000
30 April 2001
9 May 2001
7 June 2001
9 June 2001
12 June 2001
21-22 June 2001
20 July 2001
13-18 August 2001
21-24 August 2001
12-15 November 2001
19-22 November 2001
5 July 2002
1 August 2002
27 September 2007

Christchurch City Plan Hearings-Port Hills
Save the Port Hills meeting-Opawa School Hall
Christchurch City Plan Hearing-Port Hills
Christchurch City Plan Hearing-Taylors Mistake
CCC Environmental Committee meeting –discusses Penguin Parade
CCC Council meeting-PH 2000 delegation
Civic Trust -heritage meeting at Town Hall
1 day heritage seminar-Provincial Chambers (including James Kerr)
Bach seminar-1
CCC City Plan hearing – Montgomery Spur
Forest and Bird meeting-WEA Hall-Penguin Parade presentation
Workday on Quail Island-restoration project
Christchurch Heritage Trust meeting
Environment Court-pre hearing conference
Forest and Bird AGM- WEA Hall
Landscape Architects participation workshop WEA Hall
Penguin taxonomy lunchtime seminar-Lincoln University B740
Oamaru Penguin Symposium- Hotel Brydone
ICOMOS New Zealand 1 day conference-Provincial Chambers
Environment Court hearing
Environment Court hearing
Environment Court hearing
Environment Court hearing
Department of Conservation planting day-Quail Island
Suspended PhD
Adventure Tours presentation to Christchurch City Council

Appendix A cont.
6-9 November 2004

Observant Participation
Environment Court: Lyttelton Harbour Landscape Protection Society
v Banks Peninsula District Council-cross examination questions
preparation
Environment Court: Nel Levestam v Banks Peninsula District Councilpresentation of expert landscape evidence
Braided river bird survey-Waimakariri River
Braided river bird survey-Hurunui River
Tauranga District Council resource consent hearing for coastal
sewerage pipeline- presentation of expert landscape evidence

5-9 December 2006
18 December 2006
21 November 2007
18 September 2008
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Appendix B
Interviewees
Penguin Parade promoters
31 August 2000
STBL
6 April 2000
PH2000 B
5 June 2001
PH 2000 C
17 September 1999
Scientist
30 August 2001
PH 2000 A
29 March 2000
PH 2000 E
24 August 1999
PH 2000 F
28 August 2000
Conservation D
Taylors Mistake Association supporters
30 April 2001
Bach B
21 August 2000
Working Party
24 August 2000
Bach D
22 August 2000
Bach A
20 August 2001
Bach E
10 December 2001
Bach C
14 December 2000
Bach F
Council Staff
Council Planner 1
Council Planner 2
Landscape Architect

26 June 1999
31 March 2000
24 June 1999

Department of Conservation (DoC)
Heritage Planner
Resource Management Planner
Manager

17 August 2000: DoC, A
19 August 2000: DoC, D
13 September 2000: DoC, B

Fieldworker 1
Fieldworker 2

13 December 2001: Field 1
13 December 2001: Field, 2

NZ Historic Places Trust

30 July 1999: HPT
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Appendix C
Evidence cited
Guthrie Hearing 1993
NZ Historic Places Trust
NZ Historic Places TrustDepartment of Conservation

Architectural historian
Heritage planner
Heritage planner

Marquet Hearing 1998
Taylors Mistake Association
Taylors Mistake Association
Taylors Mistake Association
Christchurch City Council
Christchurch City Council
Taylors Mistake Association

Architect
Sociologist
Landscape Architect
Historian
Landscape Architect
Lay witness

Environment Court 2001
Taylors Mistake Association
Christchurch City Council
Taylors Mistake Association
Save the Bay Ltd
Save the Bay Ltd
White-flippered Penguin Trust

Architectural Historian
Heritage Planner
Landscape Architect
Historian
Wildlife expert
Trustee
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Appendix D
Boulder Bay Penguin Parade Network

349

Appendix E
Boulder Bay Bach Network
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