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ABSTRACT

REFLECTING BICULTURAL MECHANISMS IN WATERSCAPE DESIGN AND
PLANNING IN AOTEAROA NEW ZEALAND

Emily Bowerman
University of Guelph, 2019

Advisor:
Dr. Sheri Longboat

Colonial urbanization in Aotearoa New Zealand has caused detriment to waterways that have cultural,
economic and environmental significance to Māori. Supported by extensive academic literature, a paradigm
shift recognizes opportunities to empower the Māori worldview as an equal guiding voice in practice. A
national example being the Whanganui River Agreement (WRA), awarding the River equal rights as
humans in federal law. The WRA showcases an unprecedented example of Māori cultural water values
upheld within a Western framework.
The research seeks to understand the ways practitioners; landscape architects, planners, designers and
environmental managers, uphold bicultural water values when designing or managing waterscapes in New
Zealand. Waterscapes are defined as a landscape in which water relationships are central to community
social, ecological, recreational, spiritual and cultural interactions. This study contributes professional
discourse toward waterscape design and planning in Aotearoa New Zealand, and opportunities to employ
a bicultural lens to achieve collaborative outcomes.

iii

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I sincerely thank my advisor, Dr. Sheri Longboat of the School of Environmental Design and Rural
Development at the University of Guelph. Thank you for your thoughtful teaching and for instilling me
with the confidence to pursue this research. I am immensely grateful for your time and energy expended to
organize this project. Furthermore, I thank you for encouraging creative freedom; lessons and teachings
from this experience extend way beyond the boundaries of this project.
I would also like to thank Daniel Irving and Sean Kelly for believing in me. As integral members of my
advisory committee, I greatly appreciate your mentorship, critical feedback, willingness to share your
networks, and guidance throughout this process. I further acknowledge Ian Henderson for your
encouragement and shared knowledge of cultural landscapes and histories of Aotearoa.
Furthermore, I would like to thank my friends Alex Luiten, Bela Grimsdale and Te Kerekere Roycroft in
New Zealand for your hospitality, listening and interest in my research, and for putting up with my Canadian
pronunciation of te reo Māori.
I am immensely grateful for the practitioners who shared their wisdom and knowledge. Thank you for
sharing personal narratives, for trusting me with your experiences, for investing your limited time in my
research, and for your patience and willingness to teach. A special thank you to those who referred me to
other practitioners; thank you for supporting my research by sharing extensive networks.
Foremost, I would like to thank my family for their patience and encouragement. Your support was essential
to the completion of this project. I would also like to thank my friends and partner for their optimism,
genuine interest in my work, and acting as sounding boards.
This research was made possible through the support of the SSHRC Canada Graduate Scholarship, the
University of Guelph’s Rural Planning and Development Travel Award, and the Board of Graduate Studies
Scholarship.

iv

POSITION STATEMENT

For me, I believe it is important to explicitly state that this thesis was created from a non-Indigenous lens.
I am very grateful to have been welcomed within the community of practitioners and researchers in
Auckland, Aotearoa New Zealand and am grateful for the opportunity to have interviewed Māori
practitioners who openly shared their stories and experiences. The intent of my research was not to extract
Māori knowledge or utilize shared narratives to inform design or planning, rather, to understand the
approach to collaborative design and planning initiatives. Research contributors were not asked to identify
themselves as Māori or Non-Māori but, cultural identity is inseparable from practice, therefore this research
utilizes a culturally sensitive methodology for interviews with practitioners. As a non-Indigenous foreign
researcher, the support of mentors and other academics with experience working with Indigenous peoples
was essential to the project. The intent of the project was to catalyze conversations and reflection in regard
to practitioner’ personal practice and the protocols within organizations in Aotearoa.
For the past three years I have been learning from Dr. Sheri Longboat, Indigenous water scholar at the
University of Guelph, to better understand appropriate and meaningful ways to engage with Indigenous
peoples in practice. This has involved course work, and focused readings on Indigenous research
methodologies from renowned Indigenous scholars. Furthermore, as a graduate research assistant, I have
worked on projects involving First Nations water security and water infrastructure research, waterscape
design and planning research and issues affecting First Nation communities in Canada. My research in New
Zealand emerged through my connection to Daniel Irving at the Unitec Institute of Technology, where I
spent a semester on exchange in 2016.
As an aspiring landscape design planner, it is highly apparent that the approach to Canadian city making
was driven by a colonial agenda without consideration for the Indigenous peoples in Canada. Indigenous
peoples have inherent relationships with landscapes that inform their approach to management, design and
development. Māori in Aotearoa are striving to reinstate identity within Auckland’s urban fabric and new
approaches to uphold Indigenous knowledge as guiding voices in projects and policy. I recognize that
meaningful and effective engagement strategies begin with an appreciation of alternative approaches to
contemporary “Western” practice. As a practitioner practicing within traditional territories in Canada, I felt
a responsibility to equip myself with the knowledge to effectively form partnerships. I completed this
research in hope it could contribute understandings for culturally sensitive water management and design
interventions in bicultural contexts.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS1

Aotearoa (noun) Aotearoa is the Māori name for the country of New Zealand. The literal translation of
Aotearoa is "land of the long white cloud".
Aroha (noun) affection, sympathy, charity, compassion, love, empathy.
Atua (noun) ancestor with continuing influence, god, demon, supernatural being, deity, ghost, object of
superstitious regard, strange being - although often translated as 'god' and now also used for the Christian
God, this is a misconception of the real meaning. Many Māori trace their ancestry from atua in
their whakapapa and they are regarded as ancestors with influence over particular domains. These atua also
were a way of rationalising and perceiving the world. Normally invisible, atua may have visible
representations.
Awa (noun) river, stream, creek, canal, gully, gorge, groove, furrow.
Hapū (noun) kinship group, clan, tribe, subtribe - section of a large kinship group and the primary political
unit in traditional Māori society.
Iwi (noun) a Māori tribe, often in a geographic area, at regional or district level
Kaitiaki (noun) trustee, minder, guard, custodian, guardian, caregiver, keeper, steward.
Kaitiakitanga (noun) guardianship, stewardship, trusteeship, trustee.
Karakia (verb) (-tia) to recite ritual chants, say grace, pray, recite a prayer, chant.
Kaupapa (noun) Framework, philosophy, purpose, scope, topic, sets cultural framework for discussion.
Kaupapa Māori Māori approach, Māori topic, Māori customary practice, Māori institution, Māori agenda,
Māori principles, Māori ideology - a philosophical doctrine, incorporating the knowledge, skills, attitudes
and values of Māori society.
Mahaki (verb) to be inoffensive, humble, tolerant.
Mahinga kai (noun) places where customary resources (e.g., plants, fish, food) are harvested or collected.
Mana 1. (verb) to be legal, effectual, binding, authoritative, valid. 2. (noun) prestige, authority, control,
power, influence, status, spiritual power, charisma - mana is a supernatural force in a person, place or
object.
Manaaki (verb) (-tia) to support, take care of, give hospitality to, protect, look out for - show respect,
generosity and care for others.

All terms are sourced from the following reference unless otherwise stated: Te Aka Online Māori Dictionary.
(n.d.). MāoriDictionary. Retrieved from https://Māoridictionary.co.nz/
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xii
Mana Tangata (noun) power and status accrued through one's leadership talents, human rights, mana of
people.
Mana Tangata Whenua (noun) Indigenous rights.
Mana Whenua (noun) territorial rights, power from the land, authority over land or territory, jurisdiction
over land or territory - power associated with possession and occupation of tribal land. The tribe's history
and legends are based in the lands they have occupied over generations and the land provides the sustenance
for the people and to provide hospitality for guests.
Mana Whakahaere (noun) governance, authority, jurisdiction, management, mandate, power.
Marae (noun) Meeting grounds within a Māori community belonging to a particular iwi, hapū or whanau.
Māori 1. (noun) Māori, Indigenous New Zealander, indigenous person of Aotearoa/New Zealand - a new
use of the word resulting from Pākehā contact in order to distinguish between people of Māori descent and
the colonisers. 2. (modifier) normal, usual, natural, common, ordinary.
Mātauranga Māori (noun) Māori knowledge - the body of knowledge originating from Māori ancestors,
including the Māori world view and perspectives, Māori creativity and cultural practices.
Mauri (noun) life principle, life force, vital essence, special nature, a material symbol of a life principle,
source of emotions - the essential quality and vitality of a being or entity. Also used for a physical object,
individual, ecosystem or social group in which this essence is located.
Maunga (noun) mountain.
Mihi (noun) speech of greeting, acknowledgement, tribute.
Moana (noun) sea, ocean, large lake.
Pā (noun) The word pā can refer to any Māori village or defensive settlement, but often refers to hillforts –
fortified settlements with palisades and defensive terraces – and also to fortified villages (Government of
New Zealand, n.d).
Papa Kāinga (noun) original home, home base, village, communal Māori land - sometimes written as one
word, papakāinga.
Papatūānuku (personal name) Earth, Earth mother and wife of Ranginui - all living things originate from
them.
Pepeha (noun) tribal saying, tribal motto, proverb (especially about a tribe), set form of words, formulaic
expression, saying of the ancestors, figure of speech, motto, slogan - set sayings known for their economy
of words and metaphor and encapsulating many Māori values and human characteristics.
Pou (noun) post, upright, support, pole, pillar.
Rahui (verb) to put in place a temporary ritual prohibition, closed season, ban, reserve - traditionally
a rāhui was placed on an area, resource or stretch of water as a conservation measure or as a means of social
and political control for a variety of reasons which can be grouped into three main categories: pollution
by tapu, conservation and politics.

xiii
Rangatiratanga (noun) chieftainship, right to exercise authority, chiefly autonomy, chiefly authority,
ownership, leadership of a social group, domain of the rangatira, noble birth, attributes of a chief. 2. (noun)
kingdom, realm, sovereignty, principality, self-determination, self-management - connotations extending
the original meaning of the word resulting from Bible and Treaty of Waitangi translations.
Ranginui (personal name) atua of the sky and husband of Papa-tū-ā-nuku, from which union originate all
living things.
Rohe 1. (verb) (-a) to set boundaries, set apart. 2. (noun) boundary, district, region, territory, area, border
(of land).
Rohe kōreporepo (noun) wetlands.
Tangata Whenua (noun) local people, hosts, indigenous people - people born of the whenua, i.e. of the
placenta and of the land where the people's ancestors have lived and where their placenta are buried.
Taonga 1. (noun) property, goods, possession, effects, object. 2. (noun) treasure, anything prized - applied
to anything considered to be of value including socially or culturally valuable objects, resources,
phenomenon, ideas and techniques. Examples of the word's use in early texts show that this broad range of
meanings is not recent, while a similar range of meanings from some other Eastern Polynesian languages
support this (e.g. Tuamotuan). The first example sentence below was first published in a narrative in 1854
by Sir George Grey, but was probably written in 1849 or earlier.
Tapu (stative) be sacred, prohibited, restricted, set apart, forbidden, under atua protection - see definition
4 for further explanations.
Te Ao Māori (noun) The Māori world.
Te Reo Māori (noun) Māori Language
Tikanga Māori (noun) correct procedure, custom, habit, lore, method, manner, rule, way, code, meaning,
plan, practice, convention, protocol - the customary system of values and practices that have developed
over time and are deeply embedded in the social context.
Tino Rangatiratanga (noun) self-determination, sovereignty, autonomy, self-government, domination,
rule, control, power.
Tipuna (noun) ancestor, grandparent, grandfather, grandmother - singular form of tīpuna and the eastern
dialect variation of tupuna.
Tohunga (noun) skilled person, chosen expert, priest, healer - a person chosen by the agent of an atua and
the tribe as a leader in a particular field because of signs indicating talent for a particular vocation.
Tumanako. (experience verb) (-hia,-tia) to hope for, wish for.
Wāhi Tapu (noun) sacred place, sacred site - a place subject to long-term ritual restrictions on access or
use, e.g. a burial ground, a battle site or a place where tapu objects were placed.
Wai (noun) Water.
Waiata. (verb) (-hia,-tia) to sing.

xiv
Wairua (noun) spirit, soul - spirit of a person which exists beyond death. It is the non-physical spirit,
distinct from the body and the mauri
Whakapapa (noun) genealogy, genealogical table, lineage, descent - reciting whakapapa was, and is, an
important skill and reflected the importance of genealogies in Māori society in terms of leadership, land
and fishing rights, kinship and status. It is central to all Māori institutions. There are different terms for the
types of whakapapa and the different ways of reciting them including: tāhū (recite a direct line of ancestry
through only the senior line); whakamoe (recite a genealogy including males and their spouses); taotahi
(recite genealogy in a single line of descent); hikohiko (recite genealogy in a selective way by not following
a single line of descent); ure tārewa (male line of descent through the first-born male in each generation).
Whakapono (verb) (-hia,-tia) to believe, trust.
Whakawhanaungatanga (noun) process of establishing relationships, relating well to others.
Whanāu (noun) extended family, family group, a familiar term of address to a number of people - the
primary economic unit of traditional Māori society. In the modern context the term is sometimes used to
include friends who may not have any kinship ties to other members.
Whanaungataunga (noun) relationship, kinship, sense of family connection - a relationship through shared
experiences and working together which provides people with a sense of belonging. It develops as a result
of kinship rights and obligations, which also serve to strengthen each member of the kin group. It also
extends to others to whom one develops a close familial, friendship or reciprocal relationship.
Whenua (noun) land, placenta.

1 | INTRODUCTION
It is a critical time for water. Factors such as changing climate, growing global population, heightened
development, urbanization and globalization are enacting extreme pressures on natural landscapes and
environmental entities (Marques, McIntosh & Hatton, 2018; Hatton, Marques & McIntosh, 2017b). The
deterioration of water quality and waterway health are critical concerns in Aotearoa New Zealand (Fenemor
et al., 2011; Land and Water Forum, 2010; Hatton et al., 2017b). Despite being one of the most ecologically
rich countries in the world, Aotearoa faces generations of water quality depletion and hosts one of the most
polluted rivers in the Western world (Salmond, Tadaki & Gregory, 2014). Environmental authorities,
academics and practitioners are realizing the unsustainability of previous demands placed on water systems
and the need for more stringent environmental and water systems management protocols and enforce
collaborative processes (Fenemor et al., 2011; Salmond, Tadaki & Gregory, 2014; Tipa, 2006; Williams,
2006). Fenemor et al. (2011), recognize the need for more holistic approaches to land and water
management since the middle of the twentieth century (White 1964; Schramm 1980; Cullen 1990), due to
intensified demands of land and increasing competition for water. Salmond et al. (2014) acknowledge that
most contemporary management focuses on water quality and quantity issues (Williams, 2006) yet, the “the
greater risk to the health of waterways is the philosophical disconnection between people and water,
expressed through institutions and technologies of alienation” (p. 47). Interesting parallels exist in New
Zealand between the health of water systems and the recognition of Māori within management protocols
and design of cities and waterscapes.
The relationship Māori have with water systems inform their kaitiakitanga (guardianship) and desire to
protect, preserve and sustain the quality and quantity of wai (water) throughout New Zealand (Harmsworth,
Awatere & Robb, 2016; Rolleston, 2006). Yet, since the arrival of Europeans beginning in 1642 a strong
power imbalance emerged as colonial impositions of technological progress, urbanization, Western policy
and law, and environmental management regimes countered those established by Māori (Christensen, 2013;
Grace 2010; Kanwar, Kaza & Bowden, 2016; Marques et al., 2018; Tipa & Welch, 2006; Strack, 2017).
Colonial impositions displaced Māori from traditional territories, dismantled kinship organizations,
polluted vital landscapes, and imposed Western cultural ideals (Grace 2010; Marques et al., 2018; Strack
2017). Eventually, a bicultural society emerged, and the Treaty of Waitangi was signed in 1840, to ensure
a partnership agreement between both peoples, Māori and Pakeha (of European descent) (Ruru, 2018;
Salmond, Tadaki & Gregory, 2014; Williams, 2006; Tipa & Welch, 2006). Despite the agreement Māori
were unable to sustain sovereignty over land and natural resources, intrinsic to their identity, spirituality
and culture. As formal urbanization occurred in the 1800’s, Māori values were largely omitted within the
planning and development of cities and the exclusion of Māori within the management of waterways
1

heighten contentions around land and waterscapes in Aotearoa (Kanwar et al., 2016; Harmsworth et al.,
2016; Hatton, Marques, & McIntosh, 2017a; Marques et al., 2018; Menzies et al., 2016; Tipa & Tierney,
2003; Strack, 2017). The lack of consideration and dismissal of the intangible relationships Māori have
with landscape, emerged a colonial framework for resource management, design2 and planning3 that
demands bicultural reform (Hatton et al., 2017a). In effort to re-instate Māori values and authority in
environmental management regimes, the Resource Management Act (RMA), 1991 was established to
uphold Māori values in federal legislation (Kanwar et al., 2016; Morgan 2006; Morgan & Voyde, 2012;
Ruru, 2018; Te Aho, 2010). The RMA aligned with the partnership values upheld by the Treaty, directly
related to the management of land and waters. Despite the RMA’s recognition of Indigenous values within
legislation and government policy, the Act fails to acknowledge the holistic approach Māori have toward
environmental management (Te Aho, 2010; Wai Māori, 2008). Moreover, implementations of the values
represented within the Act rely on local authorities, creating disparities in degrees of consultation and
engagement with local iwi4 (Morgan, 2006).
Despite limitations of the RMA, the Whanganui River, one of New Zealand’s longest rivers located in the
North Island, achieved personhood status in 2017. The Whanganui iwi pushed, for approximately forty
years, to acknowledge and protect the sacredness of the river as a living being, an ancestor Te Awa Tupua,
and to maintain control of their lands and rights. The Whanganui River’s legal personhood status
acknowledges Māori’s heightened sensibilities for water, and celebrates the belief of, “Ko au te awa, Ko te
awa ko au- I am the river and the river is me” (Hisao, 2012, p.1). The Act is an unconventional
representation of the rights of nature and a continual process to decolonize both nature and peoples.
Representing Māori cultural water values in federal policy, the phenomena embedded within the
Whanganui River Agreement, questions the applicability to other contexts within Aotearoa as a means of
environmental management. Despite the success of this case example, it remains unclear the degrees of
consideration for Māori water values in other contexts and at other political and social scales. Additionally,
as the RMA calls for local level action, it is unclear whether the water values upheld within the Whanganui
River Agreement permeate local level practice in the capacities of design, infrastructure, planning and,
policy development for waterscapes. The ways practitioners engage with bicultural spaces in daily planning

Design: do or plan (something) with a specific purpose or intention in mind.
Planning: the process of designing or making a plan of (something to be made or built).
4 Iwi 1. (noun) extended kinship group, tribe, nation, people, nationality, race - often refers to a large group of people
descended from a common ancestor and associated with a distinct territory 2. (noun) strength, bone.
2
3

2

and design remain largely unexplored. To catalyze collaborative outcomes, established by the Treaty of
Waitangi, understandings of current design and planning practices are required.
1.1 Research Goal & Objectives
The goal of this research is:
To understand the ways that practitioners including Landscape Architects, Planners and Environmental
Managers reflect bicultural perspectives toward water in the design and planning of waterscape
environments in New Zealand.
The Objectives of this study are to:
•

Identify Māori cultural perspectives toward water

•

Understand current policies and design initiatives that enforce bicultural approaches to water
management.

•

Identify opportunities and constraints of navigating the complexities of culture in research and
design/ planning practices.

•

Investigate how practitioners consider Te Ao Māori and bicultural relationships with water when
designing and managing waterscapes in New Zealand.

1.2 Thesis Structure
This thesis is comprised of seven chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the research and identifies the phenomena
under investigation, the research goal and objectives. Chapter 2 includes two literature reviews. Literature
review A sets the theoretical foundation for the study. Moreover, Literature review B analyzes current
mechanisms that integrate Māori and Western values for landscape and infrastructure design, policy
planning, land and water monitoring, assessment and management. Chapter 2 also includes a conceptual
framework developed and defined as a speculative lens for the research project. Chapter 3 defines the study
area and context in order to understand the progress of Māori and Pakeha relations in terms of land and
water management and policy development. Further identified are Māori values for water and the
relationships between culture and the natural environment that inform Māori kaitiakitanga (guardianship)
principles. Chapter 4 describes the methodology and methods utilized in the research. Also, limitations of
the study methods are defined; specifically, the limitations of researching with Indigenous peoples from a
Western lens. Chapter 5 presents findings from the 13 semi-structured interviews. In Chapter 6, key themes
from the interviews are identified and discussed. Chapter 6 concludes with the reconfiguration of the initial
conceptual research framework described in Chapter 2. Chapter 7 concludes the thesis by identifying future
research applications and overall limitations to the study. Figure 1 illustrates the thesis structure.
3

Figure 1 Research Structure
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2 | LITERATURE REVIEWS AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
2.1 Introduction
This chapter includes two literature reviews. First, literature review A contributes theoretical
understandings of waterscape design and management approaches and bicultural perspectives on water to
set the theoretical foundation for the study. Literature review B identifies the existing mechanisms, policies
and approaches to managing waterscapes in New Zealand. Next, gaps in the literature as it relates to the
research goal and objectives are discussed. Lastly, a conceptual framework is developed as a guiding
approach to the research. The framework serves as an overarching lens to observe, interpret and disseminate
findings from the literature and semi-structured interviews with practitioners. In Chapter 6, the conceptual
framework is evaluated, reflected upon and revised based on the research results.
2.2 Literature Review A: Exploring the Intangibles; Theories in Waterscape Design and Planning
2.2.1 Context
Over the past two decades, there have been heightened relevance and value for Indigenous knowledge
within planning and environmental management (Berkes, Colding & Folke, 2000). Emerging bodies of
literature recognize the need for specific, culturally sensitive frameworks for design and development on
Indigenous lands that encompass Indigenous paradigms (Jojola, 2008). Planning and development models
emphasize the pressing need for collaborative approaches, conducive of relationship building and sharing
of knowledge between Western landscape planners and Indigenous communities. Previous landscapeplanning approaches have largely been top-down, or helicopter style, where Western planners dictate
planning action, dismissing the fact that “planning has always existed. Indigenous communities pre-date
colonialism and were planned according to their own traditions and sets of practices” (Matunga, 2013,
p.14). Indigenous peoples had institutions, and planning practices in place, despite colonial ignorance.
Rather than enabling community input, common colonial planning typologies were imposed on Indigenous
lands without integrating Indigenous traditional knowledge systems (Mazzochi, 2006; Millette, 2011). A
Western or common planning model refers to a linear outcome driven approach without consideration for
culture, spiritual or traditional knowledge systems as critical drivers to the process (Matunga, 2013). The
injustices of colonial planning systems demand a revitalized approach focusing on reconciliation, “if
Indigenous peoples were planned into oppression, and equally they can be planned out” (Matunga, 2013,
p.31). A response relies on community engagement, consultation, and respect for Indigenes’ autonomy and
self-determination. To better equip designers and planners with understandings of the two worldviews in
practice, a paradigm shift is required within planning pedagogy. The reviewed literature, comprised of
twenty-three key journal sources, investigates culture as a catalyst for design, contested ideas of territory,
5

land and human relationships with water and lastly, multiscalar approaches to landscape decision-making.
The literature review offers foundational theories that shape the overall approach and interest in this thesis.
2.2.2 Culture as a Catalyst for Design; Design as a Catalyst for Cultural Change
Differing cultural values inform different design and planning outcomes. Environmental values initiate
contrasting approaches to managing, developing and urbanizing the land. Taylor (2008) highlights the
notable works of Relph (1976), to acknowledge, “both tangible physical identities, related to the
distinctiveness of our lived-in world and human experience are inextricably inter-woven with place
meaning and significance for people and the symbols, images, and meanings associated with places/
landscapes” (p.5). These ideas contribute foundational understandings of the linkages between cultural
constructs that inform landscape values and how they influence potential power conflict and collaboration
within waterscapes (Boelens, 2013; Perreault, 2015). A mission driven by the ideology that “culture itself
is a shaping force”, and landscapes are cultural expressions that occur through interactions between human
values and land, water and sky, throughout space and time (Taylor, 2008). Early colonial perspectives of
dominance over landscape informed a rather destructive approach to development (Christensen, 2013; Palti,
2017). Palti (2017) writes of architecture’s ability to shape human interactions and human ability to shape
architecture and quotes,
The dynamic created between environment and inhabitant can be understood through
the forms of expression each party possesses. Architecture presents affordances –
actions made possible to us through design – these range from ‘violent’ imposition, to
gentle guidance. The inhabitant can either accept the affordances on offer or create
alternatives by exerting force onto the space. Inhabitant-led dialogues can mean
physical alterations to architecture, but more often take form as unprescribed use of
space to meet needs (p.1).
The author speaks of design as either an impeder or an enabler (Palti, 2017). Similarly, Abdel-Azim &
Osman, (2017) identify the impacts modernity had to vernacular architecture and design typologies. There
is strong importance in considering culture within urban contexts in alignment with societal developments
and worldviews (Abdel-Azim & Osman, 2017). It is apparent that early settlement patterns enabled
development for settlers but largely impeded Māori practices and environmental sustainability. Sevtsuk
(2012) acknowledged that most early settlements emerged at paths of access including waterways, railways
and nowadays, airports. It is at the crossroads where decisions are made regarding economic and housing
developments, since activities are shaped by the initial geometry of the road (Sevtsuk, 2012). Emphasis on
pre-existing geometry forms the settlement pattern which then shapes human behaviors and decisions
(Sevtsuk, 2012). The way design or architecture influences human interactions is based on a physical
manipulation of space. Palti (2017) states, “the described exchange results in either the imprinting of the
environment’s intent and values on human behavior, or of the user’s values through the physical adaptation
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of space” (p.2). Abdel-Azim & Osman (2017) draw on case studies from Arabian countries to highlight the
unique psychological, environmental and social components of differing communities and how they
contribute to shaping design and architecture within corresponding environments. It is obvious that the
values upheld by the designer, planner, or influencer shape the outcomes whether that be a planning regime,
landscape install or management decision, and in turn, these mechanisms influence human well-being. Palti
(2017) determines that several types of human-environment interactions exist, and they all contribute to the
human physical and mental health, diversity and tolerance for varying demographics, ideologies of
possession, ownership and repellence of people within a space and contributions to the grouping of people
in a particular area that contribute to like-minded thinkers (Palti, 2017). Furthermore, the author analyzes
suburbia developments that dissociate people from the environment and support simplistic and selfrighteous stereotypes. Palti (2017) emphasizes the effects of built form and design on human well-being
and the great importance of design as a solution to cultural inequalities within built environments.
It is apparent that the inclusion of values informs design outcomes. Potential exists for Aotearoa design
typologies to address the disconnect Māori have from the urban environment by encouraging bicultural
design approaches (Marques et al., 2018; McIntosh & Marques, 2017; Hatton et al., 2017b, Menzies et al.,
2016). Hatton et al. (2017b) speak to an environmental regeneration project that re-instates Indigenous
identities in the landscape. The authors explore the development of an eco-sanctuary, Zealandia to catalyze
the re-introduction mātauranga (Indigenous knowledge) in the design process. Hatton et al. (2017b) state
that “embracing traditional Indigenous practices opens up a pathway to knowledge and
appreciation of the landscape as a physical, mental, spiritual and communal entity” (p. 7). The project is
approached from both a Māori and European lens offering a case example of collaborative conservation
processes that supports human and nature’s well-being, whilst celebrating the value of mātauranga.
Similarly, Marques et al. (2018) offers a case example of river restoration in New Zealand. The case study
adds that “Māori views of relationships between landscapes and people, and how the balance between the
two can benefit identity, health, and wellbeing for all” (Marques et al., 2018, p. 2). New Zealand is
beginning to appreciate biculturalism to approach national goals. In order to restore identity within the
landscape, recognition of Māori cultural values and kinship ties to land must be upheld in the design process
(Marques et al., 2018; Menzies et al., 2016).
Furthermore, Sevtsuk (2012) and Azim & Osman, (2017) use global examples to highlight the relationship
between the environment and human well-being. They enforce that culture informs design and design can
inform cultural change; the application of this theory in a bicultural context remains relatively unexplored
beyond the recent examples presented by Marques et al. (2018) and Hatton et al. (2017b). Further
investigation is required to understand the ways bicultural values can prompt cultural change, and the ways
practitioners can catalyze cultural change through mediums of design and planning.
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2.2.3 Undefined Territories
Barton (1995) explores Māori traditional approaches to representing landscapes through cartographic
mediums and surveying methods. It is apparent that Māori approaches to landscape representation differ
from the imposed European methods for land parceling and surveying (Barton, 1995; Strack (2017).
Cartographic representations prior to European encounters focused on mnemonic representations of
landscape features and shared Māori narratives (Barton, 1995). During European settlement, cartography
and mapping tools optimized land parceling, division of land ownership titles, and formation of European
governance boundaries (Strack, 2017). Contemporary New Zealand is largely modeled after European
traditions. Christensen (2013) acknowledges the spatial patterns within rural New Zealand landscape such
as property boundaries and clear-cut lines are a result of British heritage and European environmental
knowledge technologies. Christensen (2013) divulges the dichotomies that persist between value and truth
and how maps were most often designed with a specific interest in mind, one that often-disempowered
Māori relationships with land.
Architectural historian, Antoine Picon (2010) contributes to the understanding of what territory means and
the relationship to humans and the environment, “territory was from the start inseparable from practices
such as survey and cartography that were meant to provide a panoptic-like overview of what was available,
in what quantity and where” (p. 95). Picon (2010) explains that in European and colonized countries,
territories emerged through the establishment of institutions and trade route infrastructure. The construction
of territories emerged due to the circulation of man and goods within the landscape and formed spaces that
could be “mastered and policed by institutions and corporations (Picon, 2010, p. 95). These perceptions of
dominating landscape were contrary to Māori heightened sensibilities for the natural environment, and
understandings of human-nature relationship. Picon (2010) describes a critical distance that territorial
agencies imposed. Territorial praxes prescribed the idea that humans were separate from landscape within
decision-making and were superior to the natural environment. Progress in understandings now blur
perceptions of landscape and territory. Picon (2010) speculates that the future lies in blurring the
perceptions of natural and artificial (specifically referring to architecture). Furthermore, Galindo and
Sanjuan (2017), expand understandings to encompass the political, social and cultural dimensions of
territories to account for the complexity of processes that define space and boundaries. Similarly, Minang,
Duguma, Alemagi and van Noordwijk (2015) enforce that “space itself is a mental, social and spiritual
construct connected to institutions and therefore decision-making” (p. 122). In the New Zealand context, it
is apparent that bicultural constructs were not considered in the initial settlements and spatial organization
patterns that reflect a primarily Western planning agenda (Badie, 2000; Bharadwaj, 2014; Jojola, 2008;
Matunga, 2013). Galindo & Sanjuan (2017) reference the works of Elden (2010) who perceives territory as
a “political technology” (p. 801). Both works idealize the territorial scale to understand the production of
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treaties, policies, environmental management regimes and landscape politics (Elden, 2010; Galindo &
Sanjuan, 2017). Galindo and Sanjuan (2017) propose the role of architecture and design as key drivers to
address issues at the territorial scale. Interestingly, waterscape environments expanded beyond territorial
and political boundaries, making it a dynamic medium that prompts rethinking of current approaches to
landscape governance, policy and management regimes (Omernik & Bailey, 1997). Galindo and Sanjuan
(2017) support the reformation of cartographic mediums as a speculative tool that counters some of the
prescriptive measures initially imposed on the Aotearoa landscape by colonizers. The authors include a
map that illustrates alternative modes of mapping:
With the primary intention to survey and measuring the land so as to further control it, this map
[presented in the article] suggests the power of cartography, its ability to provide specificity,
accuracy, time-based qualities, a sense of evolution, and the synthesis between the natural and the
cultural and political. In this instance we can see how cartography is powerful tool that historically
has been complicit in the production of territory (p. 57).
Aligning with Galindon and Sanjuan (2017), Cohen (2012) discusses the concept of watersheds as boundary
objects. Rather than imposing prescriptive or constructed territories, perhaps the existing natural features
within the landscape might define governance responsibilities and boundaries. Indigenous ideologies and
relationships with water might prompt approaches to working with landscape processes that counter
colonial territorial impositions.
2.2.4 Multiscalar approaches to landscape decision-making
Regional and territorial scales offer a suitable scale to observe and manage water systems (Cohen, 2012).
Territories are often considered naturally constructed, actively developed, and historically produced
through the interactions of society, technology and nature (Boelens et al., 2016). Cohen (2012) idealizes
the watershed approach to managing landscapes. Watersheds are defined as boundary objects that have
interpretive flexibility as they can be understood differently by different groups. Cohen (2012) defines
boundary objects, based on the definition of Star & Griesemer (1989) as, “objects that are both adaptable
to different viewpoints and robust enough to maintain identity across them” (p. 387). The authors reinforce
the creation and management of boundary objects to help "maintain coherence across intersecting social
worlds” (Star & Griesemer, 1989, p. 393). The watershed approach acknowledges the fluidity of water as
a flow resource that exists in multiple states, crosses borders and permeates living and non-living things
(Cohen, 2012). Cohen (2012) and Omernik and Bailey (1997) acknowledge the opportunities for rescaling
governance for the management of watersheds. Rescaling refers to the change in either federal or provincial
governance structures around waterways to more local levels, for example scaling upward from local to
provincial or national governments; and scaling outwards from centralized to more inclusive forms of
decision-making (Gibbs & Jonas, 2000; Reed and Bruyneel, 2010). Omernik and Bailey (1997) conclude
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that activities occurring at the watershed scale can be determinants of water quality and quantity at local
scales. Cohen (2012) explains that political boundaries are something to be overcome to encourage more
participatory and ecologically sound governance. Ultimately, watersheds encompass the dynamics of
social, political, cultural and even spiritual dimensions of space and offer a sufficient scale for
understanding environmental and human interactions that inform governance, decision-making, design and
planning operations. Would the watershed scale offer an emergent platform for bicultural water values to
form new typology for design and planning of waterscapes in Aotearoa?
Minang et al. (2015) acknowledge the importance of scale in environmental decision-making. Particularly,
the importance of place that represents, “a geographic connection to space which in itself is a mental, social,
and spiritual construct, often connected to institutions and therefore decision-making (Minang et al., 2015,
p. 122). The authors highlight that landscape phenomena occur at varying scales, often, more complex at
local scales and less so at broader scales (Wu & Qi, 2000; Wilbanks, 2006). Scale mismatches result when
the environmental processes do not align with the scales of human interactions, causing an imbalance.
Ideally, social institutions address environmental issues at the coinciding scale (Minang et al., 2015).
Waterscape management is specifically understood as a phenomena-based approach to addressing scale
whereby solutions operate at multi-levels due to the complexity of watershed boundaries and the expanse
of social and cultural relationships with the water system. Cohen (2012) supports Minang et al. (2015) to
confirm that the catchment scale, sub-catchment scale or river basin level would be most suitable to design
or plan for waterscapes. Wilbanks (2006) recommends landscape phenomena analysis occur at the local
scale first, to account for the complexities of interactions. Both top-down and bottom-up approaches to
investigating the phenomena offer different outcomes for decision-making (Turner et al., 1989 in Minang
et al., 2015). The ways actors benefit from various ecosystem functions and services, the value of benefits,
and the importance various stakeholders attach to services determine what is prioritized at what scale. In
the Aotearoa context, Māori values might inform a different design or planning value than colonial outlooks
on environmental services. It is apparent that knowledge and values have the potential to influence the scale
at which landscape services, or waterscapes, are design and planned. Conclusively, the authors suggest a
nested scales approach as the most appropriate for landscape decision-making (Minang et al., 2015). The
approach abandons the vertical and horizontal compartmentalization of institutions, policies and
environmental processes to prompt dynamic, multiscalar responses (Minang et al., 2015).
2.2.5 Conclusion
The literature review reveals the interlinkages between concepts of colonial settlement, territory and
cultural perceptions of land in the formation of political, environmental and cultural constructs of a society.
The identified themes unveil several intangibles that contribute to designing, managing and understanding
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waterscape processes. The literature focuses on the opportunities to collaborate Indigenous and Western
knowledge in practice, and the barriers to actionizing planning, management and design agendas in
contested landscapes. It is apparent that culture influences design, architecture and decision-making; the
integration of bicultural values encourages the rethinking of territory and human relationships with water.
Opportunities exist to envision new ideals of territories where watersheds and water systems become tools
to guide settlements and developments in the future. Lastly, the literature understands that design, planning
and waterscapes operate at multiscalar levels of political, social and environmental tiers. A watershed
approach is idealized for waterscape design and management. Several literatures support the concept of
watersheds as boundary objects, understood at a broader scale. It is assumed that a watershed approach
could resolve water quality and quantity issues. The reviewed literature describes general theories related
to designing in bicultural landscapes, opportunities to combine both Indigenous and Western knowledge in
planning and design concepts, and how differing values have shaped the existing built form and
management regimes in colonized spaces.
The literature offers foundational theories for examining and understanding relationships that shape the
political and landscape contexts in Aotearoa New Zealand. The review offers generative theories for
integrated and collaborative efforts to for engagement, decision-making, and governance responsibilities
between Māori and Non-Māori practitioners. Literature Review A bridges the following section that defines
existing mechanisms in New Zealand for bicultural approaches to waterscape design and planning.
2.3 Literature Review B: Waterscape Design and Planning in Aotearoa New Zealand
2.3.1 Introduction
This literature review reveals the changing relationship peoples in New Zealand have with their
waterscapes. As mentioned within the introduction, waterscapes are defined as a landscape in which water
relationships are central to community social, ecological, recreational, spiritual and cultural interactions.
Defining waterscapes has been debated amongst geographers, anthropologists and historians who challenge
water as a material and a politically neutral resource, rather a hybrid of social and natural constructs, socionature (Perreault, Wraight and Perreault, 2012 in Norman, Cook & Cohen, 2015). Likewise, this thesis
aligns with the definition presented by Jackson and Barber (2016) that bring attention to the interplay
between social, political and environmental contentions that surround water bodies. “Uneven power
relations are manifest in such attributes as water rights, access, use, flow and quality and in turn, these
characteristics serve to shape, reinforce and reproduce those same power geometries” (Perreault et al., 2012,
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p. 489 in Jackson & Barber, 2016, p. 386). Disparities in leadership, ownership and governance within
water systems emerge conflicting power relationships between Pakeha5 and Māori decisionmakers.
In the last decade, a series of transformations within policy and design practice recognize Māori cultural
sensibilities for water. Practitioners in the fields of planning, environmental management, landscape
architecture and design recognize opportunities for bicultural approaches to planning and designing
waterscapes in Aotearoa New Zealand. The following literature review comprises twenty-nine thematically
organized book and journal sources as a foundational understanding of current water policy, management
practices and design approaches in Aotearoa that recognize Māori heightened sensibilities for water.
Furthermore, the literature review seeks to explore current phenomena, identify gaps in bicultural
approaches to water governance and waterscape designs and identify any current mechanisms that employ
bicultural or Māori approaches to design or management. Mechanisms are defined as a natural or
established process for designing, planning or managing the environment. Identified phenomena are further
investigated in the subsequent sections through semi-structured interviews with practitioners in the fields
of landscape architecture, planning, design and environmental management.
2.3.2 Bicultural policies, environmental management tactics and design interventions
2.3.2.1 Cultural Health Indexes and Restoration
Māori have culturally specific ways of managing, assessing and monitoring the environment according to
Harmsworth et al. (2016). The authors present a series of cultural monitoring tools that articulate Māori
values for decision-making and provide iwi and hāpu cultural modes to monitor and assess freshwater
resources. Authors reveal collaborative efforts to manage and monitor waterscapes that consider Māori
cultural tools, beyond scientific assessment methods (Harmsworth et al., 2016). The authors reference
numerous academic resources that investigate specific cultural monitoring tools and the contexts in which
they operated. The tools are abundant and are clearly utilized in various geographical and community
contexts across Aotearoa New Zealand.
Similarly, Kanwar et al. (2016) highlight the works of Tipa and Tierney (2003) where iwi Ngai Tahu
partnered with ecologists to develop a cultural health index to assess stream health for the Taieri catchment
in the South Island of New Zealand. They utilized iwi values to classify stream health indicators and develop
freshwater management strategies (Tipa & Tierney, 2003). Tipa and Tierney (2003) support the Cultural
Health Index (CHI) and explain the development of the CHI and its effectiveness in several river and
waterway systems. Indicators include water quality, water quantity, flow and habitat variety, catchment

5

Pakeha (modifier) English, foreign, European, exotic - introduced from or originating in a foreign country.
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land use, riparian vegetation, riverbed condition/ sediment, use of riparian margin and channel
modifications. The eight principle indicators were identified by consulting local iwi in the Taeri catchment
to understand traditional methods for evaluating the health of waterways. In practice, the indicators were
awarded a ranking between 1-5 to determine overall health. CHI approaches are considered an effective
way to gather data and generate waterway health standards, whilst integrating Māori traditional values and
methods to assess environmental well-being.
Similarly, Fox et al. (2017) expose several different case studies from different countries across the globe
enabling Indigenous knowledge to lead river restoration projects. They reflect examples where Indigenous
knowledge and holistic relationships with water systems guide restoration practices and serve the wellbeing of the riverway and human well-being in the process (Fox et al., 2017). The authors emphasize the
potential of restoration efforts to repair community relationships with waterways, empower community
members and encourage societal recognition of the importance of waterway health (Fox et al., 2017).
Typically, river restoration focuses on physical interventions, whereas Fox et al. (2017) focus on the
cultural, political and economic processes within restoration activities. The authors suggest that “rivers are
always hybrids of nature and culture” (Fox et al., 2017, p.2). Restoration in this context moves away from
reductionist approaches to incorporate personal narratives, place-based meanings and familial
conceptualizations (Fox et al., 2017). Ceremony is a large part of the restoration project along with the
incorporation of te reo Māori. Likewise, case studies reveal that language revitalization is fundamental to
cultural revitalization, that interweave river restoration processes. Language is essential to understanding
Te Ao Māori and cultural values (Fox et al., 2017). Furthermore, the restoration process prompts physical
interaction with the river, including visiting, to understand its contexts and needs. Community perspectives
reveal health of the community as inseparable from the river’s well-being, and community narratives
strongly encourage water protection in order to sustain life. In conclusion, the author iterates that Indigenous
knowledge is understood as a process and cannot be merely integrated at a given stage within the project
outline. It also reveals a key learning from New Zealand: “we’re so used to looking at the river, we never
bother to think about looking out from the river and that’s certainly something that we’ve learned” (Fox et
al., 2017, p. 10). This alternative lens enables Indigenous community members to explain ecological facets
of the project to engineers and consultants, supported by data and backed up by a spiritual narrative.
Building on these concepts of cultural health indices, Salmond et al. (2014) designed Te Awaroa (the long
river) to connect institutions of management and formulate multiscalar responses to waterscape design and
policy development. Salmond et al. (2014) offer critical understandings of potential for waterscape
management and design interventions at multiple scales and the inclusion of diverse stakeholders.
Opportunities are presented for both rural and urban environments and the respective stakeholders involved
at each scale ranging from streamside interventions to the broader global scope. The framework illustrated
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in Salmond et al. (2014) supports the inclusion of Māori and Western knowledge, with an example at the
streamside scale being rural stream restoration and urban stream daylighting. Streamside partners would
contribute to new ways of living off the land and new ways of urban living (Salmond et al., 2014). The
authors include emerging themes such as living neighbourhoods6 at the streamside scale to help community
members steward their unique environments (Salmond et al., 2014). At the catchment scale, integrated
catchment management (ICM)7 is described as a process to develop shared values and vision for
management of resources within a catchment area. Bioregionalism8, liquid urbanism9, and water sensitive
cities10 all fall under the regional intervention scale (Salmond et al., 2014). The three regional themes focus
on the reinvention of cityscapes. Interventions such as stream daylighting and management from rural
origins to coastal destinations are encompassed at the regional scale. Salmond et al. (2014) offer a
multiscalar understanding of landscape that aligns with the theories presented within Choy, Wadsworth and
Burns (2010), who idealize a regional scale to understand and apply Indigenous knowledge systems.
Similarly, Morgan (2006) identifies that catchments are the natural scale that Mana Whenua partition the
land to define rohe (territory) and hapū (kinship group). Choy et al. (2010) present a strategic regional
planning approach case study conducted in South East Queensland that investigates the intersection of
Indigenous values with public policy at the regional scale. The regional scale accounts for the four key
elements that underpin numerous Indigenous values: traditional boundaries; previous water flow pathways;
biodiversity accounts for Indigenous understandings of landscape indicators and environmental health; and
lastly, important sites and areas linked to ancestors, ceremony or other cultural significance (Choy et al.,
2010). Choy et al. (2010) and Salmond et al. (2014) highlight the opportunity to integrate Indigenous values
within regional scale planning processes.

Living Neighbourhoods an emerging theme in urban development and social initiatives that promote activities,
initiatives, restoration practices and landscape design to strengthen relationships between community members within
a particular neighbourhood and the natural environment, especially water systems (Salmond et al., 2014).
7 Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) is a facet of Integrated Water Management (Honti et al., 2015). It is
an approach to water management that addresses varying water uses across multiple scales through scientific and local
knowledge to understand how the catchment operates. The purpose of ICM is to protect and improve water, providing
a healthy, resilient, productive and valued resource that supports vibrant communities (Honti et al., 2015).
8 Bioregionalism a system of organization that emerges through knowledge of a specific area, landscape or region,
and connection to place. Bioregion literally means ‘life-territory’ (Sale, 2000). “Taken a step further, bioregionalism
refers to the organisation of human society within the ecological capacity of a natural region” (Gray, 2007, p. 792).
Bioregions are deﬁned by ecological characteristics such as mountain ranges, water catchments and vegetation
assemblages.
9 Liquid Urbanism is an urban theory whereby cityscapes are understood as a network of streams and water systems
(Clarke, 2012).
10 Water Sensitive Cities is an approach to urban design and development that recognizes the essentialism of water
quality and quantity to sustain human life. It encompasses varying policies, infrastructure developments, urban design
strategies and ecological rehabilitation strategies to enhance relationships between human inhabitants and water to
enhance resiliency and respond to conditions of climate change (Wong & Brown, 2009).
6
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2.3.2.2 Integrated Water Management
Building on the works of Choy et al. (2010) and Salmond et al. (2014), Fenemor et al. (2011) and
Harmsworth et al. (2016) reveal the progress of Māori involvement in water systems management.
Uniformly, Hatton et al. (2017a), Hatton et al. (2017b) and Marques et al. (2018) present case examples
water systems restoration projects guided by ki uta ki tai (from the mountains to the sea). The case study
builds on the example of Zealandia identified in Literature Review A, recognizing mātauranga practices
and values as a guiding lens to ecological regeneration (Marques et al., 2018, p. 5). “The concept of ki uta
ki tai considers the environment in its entirety as a holistic construct where all-natural systems are linked
together, from the understanding of freshwater ecosystems to the health and wellbeing of the people that
are connected to that natural environment” (Tipa, 2009 in Marques et al., 2018, p.5). Ki uta ki tai presents
a Māori cultural approach to water systems management.
Likewise, Kanwar, Kaza and Bowden (2016) speak to several examples of integrated water management
(IWM) schemes that acknowledge Māori cultural values for water, land, and Māori responsibilities as
kaitiaki, guardians; kaitiaki is one of the most important values to Māori when managing resources (Durette
& Barcham, 2009; Roberts, Norman, Minhinnik, Wihongi & Kirkwood, 1995). IWM addresses water
quality and quantity issues pertaining to the human consumption and wastewater production and the
environmental prosperity of water resources (Mitchell, 1990). IWM agendas can support partnerships
between Indigenous community members and Non-Indigenous practitioners and researchers (Stefanelli et
al., 2017; Simms et al., 2012). Harmsworth et al. (2016) and Fenemor et al. (2011) suggest integrated
catchment management (ICM) as an idealized approach for collaborative water management. Fenemor et
al. (2011) defines the phenomena as:
Integrated catchment management is a process that recognises the catchment as the
appropriate organising unit for understanding and managing ecosystem processes in a
context that includes social, economic and political considerations, and guides
communities towards an agreed vision of sustainable natural resource management in
their catchment (p.2).
The authors reveal through a case study example of the Motueka River in New Zealand, that ICM is “an
adaptive planning and action process” (p.8). ICM is by its very nature an ongoing social process, not an
output such as a catchment plan, or an outcome such as achieving a water quality target (Allen et al., 2011).
Fenemor et al. (2011) emphasis ICM as a process rather than an outcome, and the importance of
participation across all scales of projects (design or planning) developments.
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Aligning with Fenemor et al. Harmsworth et al. (2016) reveal the opportunities for cogovernance11,
coplanning12 and comanagement13 operate best at a catchment scale. Integrated catchment management is
a suitable lens, as it recognizes the interlinkages of land, water, social systems and accounts for cultural
values that shape management regimes in Aotearoa (Fenemor et al., 2011). Fenemor et al. (2011) explain a
case example for water management that engaged stakeholders from “an inclusive view that encompassed
the mountains to the sea” (p.5). The authors present numerous examples of collaborative water management
Acts and agreements, supported by over two decades of research. The authors acknowledge that the Treaty
of Waitangi strongly influences New Zealand’s abilities to have collaborative water management initiatives.
Despite the mention of successful water management agreements, there remains confusion over the degree
of responsibility shared by Māori and local governments14.
Kanwar et al. (2016) note several key water Acts integrate Māori values toward environmental
management, and all examples reveal multidisciplinary and multi-stakeholder research within the
development of waterscape management plans (Landcare Research, 2013). Most notably is the Waikato
Tainui-River Authority, established in 2010 to assert co-governance over the Waikato River, New Zealand's
longest river. This is one of the first examples of a co-governance strategy that was developed
collaboratively by iwi, government bodies and approved by local authorities (Kanwar et al., 2016).
The Ministry of Environment has recently integrated consensus-based approaches to water management
resulting the engagement of Māori in environmental management. Durette and Barcham (2009) highlights
the gap within cabinet strategies such as the “Fresh Start for Freshwater” that still struggles to define the
role of Māori cultural interests within management regimes. The disconnect needs to be resolved in order
for New Zealand to be cohesive in its approach to multiscalar water systems management (Durette &
Barcham, 2009; Ministry of Environment, 2013). Despite increased recognition for Māori values within
environmental policy in New Zealand, many authors argue that Māori have still not seen these strategies
come to fruition (Durette & Barcham, 2009; Harmsworth, 2005; Tipa & Tierney, 2003). Kanwar et al.

. Cogovernance: Formal arrangement to share decision making. In terms of iwi/hapū and the Crown, this should be
based on the Treaty of Waitangi. Through principles and collaborative guidelines, the treaty provides the basis for
meaningful ongoing relationships. Cogovernance agreements between iwi/hapū and the Crown are essential early on
in a collaborative process (Harmsworth et al., 2016, p. 5)
12 Coplanning: Coplanning is a shared process where iwi/hapū/tangata whenua interests and values, and the use and
understanding of mātauranga Māori, are incorporated into local or regional planning, including the development of
policies, goals, and objectives in council, regional and district plans, and/or urban design
(Harmsworth et al., 2016, p. 5).
13 Comanagement: Actions and responsibilities implemented jointly by the parties. Comanagement involves deciding
how a desired goal, objective, or outcome is best achieved (e.g., catchment, wetland, and farm plans, consents, riparian
planting, river clean-ups, restoration, etc.). Iwi/hapū groups work together with partner agencies (Harmsworth et al.,
2016, p. 5).
14 Local Government “includes territorial local authorities, unitary authorities, and regional councils that carry out
functions and administration regionally for the New Zealand Government (Harmsworth et al., 2016, p.14).
11
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(2016) dissects the role of Māori knowledge within multiscalar governance of the Kaipara Harbour. The
main purpose was to understand what Māori values were influential within management policies of the
Kaipara Harbour. Aligning with the water management Acts identified by Harmsworth et al. (2016), the
Kaipara Harbour Act celebrates the inclusion of Māori values, yet the use of language remains vague and
implicit: “recognize, have regard to and others that do not give a direct understanding of the degree of
implementation or how they are reflected in the outcomes” (Kanwar et al., 2016, p.15). Ultimately, Kanwar
et al. (2016) reveal the progress of integrating Māori knowledge in environmental management acts, yet,
Māori knowledge does not appear to be the guiding voice for the development of policies and remains
framed within a scientific lens.
2.3.2.3 Mauri Model
Several of the reviewed literature identify that water has its own life force, mauri, and restoration and
environmental management efforts should protect it (Kanwar et al., 2016; Morgan, 2006; Ruru, 2018;
Sterling et al., 2017; Te Aho, 2010). “Māori legal system has developed strong rules for protecting the
mauri of water. For instance, according to Māori law it is often abhorrent to artificially force the mixing of
waters from different catchments and to mix waters with human sewage, the preference being for sewage
to be treated on land” (Ruru, 2018, p. 3). Unique cultural health indicators and beliefs related to water can
inform likely unforeseen approaches to management and design interventions.
Sterling et al. (2017), highlight the increasing interest for the Mauri Model as a cultural index; it was
developed by Dr. Te Kipa Kepa Morgan to be repeated and objective. Morgan (2006) summarizes the
importance of protecting mauri (life force) from pollution, degradation and damage. The Mauri Model
helps evaluate infrastructure projects based on Māori sustainability principles (Morgan, 2006). The author
offers understandings of possible applications of the Mauri Model using the example of water recycling;
the quality of recycled water influences its future use. Morgan (2006) identifies the history of water
relationships and management of waterways since colonial settlement. Traditional perspectives on water
and the creation story with Papatūānuku and Ranginui require water to pass over land in order to cleanse
the water and rehabilitate mauri. As mentioned, Morgan (2006) suggests that the Mauri Model best operates
at a catchment scale, aligning with the natural environmental management scale for Māori. The Mauri
Model supports the physical and spiritual integrity of the environment and help assess environmental needs
from a Māori worldview. Morgan (2006) suggests that the Mauri Model offers an evaluative platform for
both conventional engineering assessments with Māori perspectives. The process helps expose areas of
disagreement between the two paradigms and reveals opportunities for collaboration (Morgan, 2006).
Ultimately, Morgan (2006) demonstrates opportunities for Māori knowledge and understandings of
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landscape to inform infrastructure solutions for water recycling to enhance social, cultural, environmental
and economic well-being.
2.3.2.4 Place-naming
Resource Planner, Belshaw (2005) writes of the importance of place renaming in New Zealand. Belshaw
(2005) emphasizes the value of place names to identify locations where “history, events, landscapes,
relationships and people are remembered, celebrated and reinforced” (p. 7). The author explains how
historical place-naming by colonial settlers masked Māori place names. For example, Dutch settler Abel
Tasman renamed the coastline near Taitapu Clyppyge Hoeck (Rocky Point) and Steijle Hoeck (Steep Point).
The newly instated place names did not speak to the original Māori relationships with the
coastline/waterscape. Belshaw (2005) reveals the political nature of place-naming and the role of planners
within the reintroduction of place names by forming collaborative relationships with mana whenua. Despite
forming new relationships with mana whenua, planners continue to resort to historical place-naming for
newly developed subdivisions. Many new subdivisions in New Zealand are developed on sacred Māori
lands, yet “give rise to unassuming places and street names, which serve to alienate Māori histories,
rendering them invisible” (Belshaw, 2005, p.9). Belshaw (2005) concludes by acknowledging the rising
movement among Māori to reinstate Māori place names.
2.3.2.5 Stormwater Management
According to Voyde and Morgan (2012), several commonalities exist between Indigenous values and
contemporary sustainable design practices and stormwater management interventions when applied in
Aotearoa New Zealand. The authors present a series of examples including low impact development (LID),
water sensitive urban design (WSUD) and low impact urban design and development (LIUDD) drawn from
the reviewed literatures. Societal shifts realize a more holistic understanding of water relationships and an
appreciation for the cleaning and repurposing of stormwater. The approach aims to maintain spiritual
balance or mauri of water. The basic premise is that “Water used for whatever purpose, should be returned
to Papatūānuku if the mauri of that water is not suitable for that subsequent use” (Morgan, 2006 in Voyde
& Morgan, 2012 p. 219). The authors highlight opportunities for mātauranga Māori to be recognized within
the design process without hindering urban development. Case examples of living roofs offer an approach
to stormwater management that binds both the sustainability principles within LID, WSUD, and LIUDD
with Māori traditional values. The success of the project is its ability to reduce, recycle, reuse or eliminate
stormwater flow (Morgan, 2006). Morgan and Voyde (2012) conclude that concepts such as LID might
have been achieved sooner had Indigenous values been considered within the formulation of sustainable
development paradigms. Practitioners reflect on the development of LID and the similarities to Indigenous
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values that could have served as a leading way forward rather than assuming the success of conventional
design approaches. Voyde and Morgan (2012) also present several limitations to this process including the
accessibility of knowledge and mātauranga Māori. Although Māori are often willing to share their
knowledge, according to Morgan and Voyde (2012) and Ministry for the Environment (2000), they desire
control over its use. Therefore, the general public are sometimes limited in accessing mātauranga Māori
and understanding its applicability in the context of sustainable development if Māori mentors and guides
are not iteratively involved in a project.
2.3.2.6 Urban Design
Te Aranga Design Principles is an approach developed by local iwi to ensure Māori values are appreciated
in contemporary urban design decision-making in Auckland (Kake & Paul, 2018; Paul, 2017; Titchener,
2016). Rolleston (2006) and Titchener (2016) emphasize the lack of consideration for Māori interests in the
development of urban areas in New Zealand. Both authors highlight that colonial tactics sought to alienate
and displace Māori from traditional rohe (territories) in order to gain control. Urbanization not only affected
the natural and built environments but altered the relationships Māori have with the environment and natural
resources. Rolleston (2006) acknowledges the opportunity to reinstate Māori identity within New Zealand’s
urban fabric by offering a new Māori cultural paradigm for design and development in Aotearoa (Rolleston,
2006). Qualities of both traditional Māori settlements and urban design perspectives are shared. The authors
question how practitioners uphold the discussed values within urban design, what incentives exist for
practitioners to include cultural design qualities, and most importantly, what these qualities look like in
practice. Rolleston (2006) concludes that the inclusion of Māori design in practice is a work in progress.
Interestingly, some of the questions raised by Rolleston (2006) align with the objectives of this thesis. Kake
and Paul (2018), Paul (2017) and Titchener (2016) offer insight on the development of the Te Aranga
Design Principles to actionize a Māori approach to urban design.
Paul (2017) and Titchener (2016) offer summaries of the development of the Te Aranga principles and
evaluate the inclusion of Te Ao Māori within the guidelines. Titchener (2016) describes the “Te Aranga
Māori Cultural Landscape Strategy” and how the Te Aranga Design Principles (TADP) are incorporated in
the “Auckland Design Manual”. Titchener (2016) speaks to the progress in landscape architecture since the
1990s that sought to reintegrate Māori knowledge in design and planning practices. A driving force was the
formation of Nga Aho in 2007, a collective of Māori design professionals (Titchener, 2016). The collective
formed the TADP to enforce Māori visions in the built environment (Titchener, 2016). Three key areas are
highlighted related to the empowerment of Māori within the design and planning processes. Firstly,
education of landscape architecture should include Te Ao Māori teachings secondly, the continual
involvement of the New Zealand Association of Landscape Architects to educate practitioners and provide
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upskilling and lastly, protect important sites to mana whenua to uphold community interests (Titchener,
2016).
Paul (2017) builds on the works of Titchener (2016) to investigate the applicability of the Te Aranga Design
principles to the Tamaki Regeneration Project in the Auckland region. Paul (2017) dissects the seven key
Te Aranga design principles and the applicability within the Tamaki context. Findings focus on celebrating
Māori place names, reconnecting community to the riverscape, stream daylighting, and promoting
sustainable management of waterways within catchment communities (Tamaki Regeneration Company,
2016). Paul (2017) concludes with emphasis on involving Nga Aho members to guide project development
and ensure guidelines are effectively interpreted and implemented.
2.3.3 Conclusion: Gaps in bicultural approaches to waterscape design and planning
The reviewed literature reveals outlooks on bicultural design and identifies ways that policy and
management regimes integrate Māori water values within the design and planning of waterscapes. The
review unveils a disconnect between community intent and implementation due to lack of collaboration.
Despite the success of many of the aforementioned approaches, there remains a gap between theoretical
knowledge and demonstrated practice beyond the selective examples above. The literature draws examples
from all different disciplines, timeframes and contexts. Despite the acknowledgment of selective practices,
specific policy agreements and overarching values, it is unclear how practitioners effectively integrate these
mechanisms at the ground level, beyond academia and research. The literature review demands further
investigation of the gaps between prescription and practice and how these identified practices come to
fruition within design and planning interventions.
2.4 Research Gap
It is widely understood that differences exist between Indigenous and colonial landscape values (Menzies
et al., 2016; Marques et al., 2018; Hatton et al., 2017a). There exists a unique political relationship between
Māori and non-Māori established through the Treaty of Waitangi, 1840. Practitioners in Aotearoa New
Zealand are challenged and benefited with navigating the complexities of bicultural values within design,
planning and environmental management. In recent years, the Whanganui River Agreement demonstrates
the ability to represent Māori water values within Federal policy. Despite the collaborative legislative
agreements; gaps in understanding exist as to how the principles embedded within the Federal policy
transcend practice at the local and territorial scale.
The goal for this project is to understand the ways practitioners consider bicultural perspectives towards
water in a range of disciplines across multiple scales. The study draws on historical narratives to understand
20

the ways Pakeha imposed Western values and prescriptive approaches to managing land and water through
settlement, development and policy interventions. Conclusively, the investigation speculates whether Māori
cultural relationships with water could inform alternative approaches to territorial planning, policy agendas
and urban settlement.
2.5 Conceptual Study Framework
Indigenous worldview informs a planning and design approach driven by Indigenous values. Whereas more
Western approaches formulate rights based legislative frameworks that operate at a more hierarchal scale,
dividing management, policy and landscape responsibilities jurisdictionally at the national, provincial and
local level (Cash et al., 2006). Both worldviews understand scale as a critical factor to understanding
landscapes. In the context of this thesis, scales encompass geographical and institutional operations (Wu &
Qi, 2000 Wilbanks, 2006; Minang et al., 2015). Literary analyses revealed that construction of scales within
Te Ao Māori and Māori relationships with the natural world differ from Westernized models for political
and territorial organization (Henry & Pene, 2001; Menzies et al., 2016; Salmond et al., 204; van Noordwijk
et al., 2014). The Western model has three guiding principles for landscape scales. Firstly, landscape
phenomena occur at different scales. As common rule for ecosystems, some might be more complex at
local scales and become less complex at the global level (Wu & Qi, 2000; Wilbanks, 2006; Minang et al.,
2015). Secondly, scales of agency such as institutions, rules, policies at local, sub-national, national and
global levels must be taken into account (Cash et al., 2006; Minang et al., 2015). Thirdly, landscapes are
comprised of the interactions between ecological and social processes (Minang et al., 2015). Sustainable
management solutions often rely on the harmony of social and ecological landscape scales; differing
understandings of landscape between Māori and Western values inform varying social and ecological
solutions (Minang et al., 2015). A scale mismatch occurs when ecological processes are unable to sustain
against economic and social processes (Cumming, Cumming & Redman 2006). It has been argued within
Literature Review A, that the regional scale is the idealized for understanding Indigenous relationships to
land and considered appropriate for understanding waterscape processes (Choy et al., 2010; Salmond et al.,
2014). This study explores the ways practitioners navigate the complexities of bicultural worldviews in the
context of multiscalar planning and design operations. Salmond et al. (2014) developed the Te Awaroa
Framework, Figure 2

that idealizes roles of stakeholders, institutions and design interventions for

sustainable water management from a multiscalar kaitiakitanga approach. Issues are addressed at five
principle scales: streamside (local), catchment, regional, national and global scales (Salmond et al., 2014).
The structure offers a nested scales approach to blend roles at multiple scales to expand cross-scalar
responsibilities. Salmond et al. (2014) offer the following design intervention and policy suggestions for
both rural projects and urban projects at varying institutional and landscape scales:
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Rural Projects could use stream restoration as a launchpad for creating new ways of living off the
land. [Projects of this nature are] defined by place from steam-bank to region wide under the
inspiration for Bioregionalism for outcomes of prosperity through broad cooperation (p.6).
Urban Projects could use stream daylighting as a launchpad for creating new ways of urban living.
[Projects of this nature] are defined by place from streambank to catchment to region-wide under
the inspiration of Liquid Urbanism for the outcome of well-being through renewed connection to
each other and place (p.6)
Acknowledging the framework by Salmond et al., (2014) identifies existing multiscalar approaches to
waterscape design and policy. The Te Awaroa framework offers foundational understandings of how
institutions, stakeholders and waterscapes operate across different scales and speculates the types of
interventions at particular geographical and institutional scales. Opportunities exist for collaborative
stewardship responsibilities and approaches for both Māori and non-Māori peoples within waterscapes
(Salmond et al., 2014).
A multiscalar approach speculates how policy phenomena at the federal level might influence decisionmaking practices within local design and planning institutions. The development of an adapted model from
LaBoucane-Benson, Gibson, Benson and Miller (2012) portrays the concept of scale within the Māori
context (cosmos and the spirit world, natural environment and Ancestors, iwi, hapū, whānau), illustrated in
Figure 3. The spiral is a significant symbol in Māori culture as it reflects the koru, silver fern, representing
a series of significant Māori ethics and beliefs (Henry & Pene, 2001).
…like a koru on the fern, each ethic reveals an inner core as it unfurls, and they are the
foundations of Māori epistemology and hermeneutics— knowledge and interpretation
of oral traditions, events and history . . . Together they constitute a cosmic, religious
world-view and its philosophy, from which can be identified an economy of affection
and the utilisation of resources (that) aims to provide for the people in Māori kinship
systems (Henare, 1998 in Henry & Pene, 2001, p. 3).
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Figure 2 52
Framework for enacting kaitiakitangaAnne Salmond et al.

Figure 1 A provisional framework for enacting kaitiakitanga across scales and sectors, through two
workstreams.
Source: Te Awaroa (2013).

© 2014 New Zealand Geographical Society
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Adapting the koru framework within the model for LaBoucane-Benson et al. (2012), offers a spiral
envisionment of Indigenous values-based approaches to landscape management. In the Māori world,
landscape operations occur holistically and are not hierarchal like Western governance frameworks. The
representation of Te Ao Māori worldview considers the cultural dimensions within the development of
water policies and design interventions. The framework seeks to understand the complexities of
collaborative bicultural multiscalar frameworks for landscape decision-making. The conceptual study
framework reveals that “phenomena manifest across scales, and institutions interact across and within
levels, a complex web of horizontal and vertical interactions may be required in seeking sustainable
solutions at the landscape level” (Minang et al., 2015, p.1). Both preceding literature reviews unveil
collaborative waterscape design and planning efforts at several scales, yet, it remains unclear as to how
practitioners operate within a multiscalar context.
Figure 3 visually depicts the current state of knowledge on bicultural waterscape design and planning and
offers a foundational lens for the investigation. This study seeks to understand how bicultural values
influence multiscalar operations. Furthermore, the framework provokes questioning as to whether Māori
and non-Māori water values could collaboratively devise renewed cross-scalar approaches. Upon
completion of the interviews, the conceptual study framework is critiqued and revised in discussion section
6.2.
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Figure 3 Conceptual Study Framework
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3 | STUDY AREA AND CONTEXT
3.1 Introduction
Chapter 3 defines the study area and background context for the project. Key policies influencing
waterscape design, planning and relationships between Māori and Pakeha are defined. The descriptions
provided support understandings of current mechanisms and the existing political landscape in Aotearoa
New Zealand. Summaries of Treaty of Waitangi, the Resource Management Act, Māori wai (water) values,
and the most recent Whanganui River Agreement are provided. The defined policies offer foundational
understandings of the discussion topics from interviews with practitioners, presented in Chapter 5.
3.2 Study Area
Aotearoa New Zealand is one of the most ecologically rich countries in the world. Ocean surrounds the
landmass and 820 lakes, and 70 major river system interweave the territory of only 268,021 km² (NZDOC,
2011), refer to context maps in Figure 4 . Aotearoa New Zealand is considered bicultural due to the two
dominant cultures being Māori, Indigenous peoples, and Pakeha, of European descent. Māori peoples
arrived from the Polynesian islands in the 13th century and some historians speculate that early Polynesian
settlers of New Zealand migrated from China, travelling to Taiwan, onward to the South Pacific to Aotearoa
New Zealand (Irwin, 2017). There exist some similarities between Māori language and other Polynesians
including the Cook Islands, Hawaii and Tahiti. According to Māori, Kupe was the first explorer to reach
New Zealand, landing in Northland on the North Island (Irwin, 2017). The arrival of the Dutch explorer
Abel Tasman in 1642, and British explorer James Cook in 1769 instigated colonial settlement in New
Zealand, greatly altering tribal lifestyles and forming the bicultural identity New Zealand hosts today.
Today, New Zealand has a total population of 4,885,3000 whereby Auckland comprises 33.4% of the entire
country’s population (Stats NZ, 2013). According to the 2013 census data, 789,306 residents identify as
European, 15,639 identify as New Zealander and 142,767 identify as Māori in Auckland (Stats NZ, 2013).
As Auckland is the largest metropolitan, hosting numerous design and planning practices, it was chosen as
the principle study location. Figure 5 showcases the Auckland Sky Tower, an iconic monument within the
Auckland CBD, particularly for recent immigrants. Furthermore, the city of Auckland and surrounding
region boasts countless waterscapes displayed in Figure 6, Figure 7, Figure 8, Figure 9 and Figure 10.
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Figure 4 Context Maps
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Figure 5 Auckland Sky Tower, CBD
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3.1 Treaty of Waitangi, 1840
It is critical to describe the Treaty of Waitangi to understand contemporary relationships between Māori
and Pakeha in Auckland and the entirety of Aotearoa New Zealand. In 1840, the British Crown and Māori
chiefs signed the Treaty of Waitangi to establish British authority in New Zealand (Te Ara, 2013a, 2013b).
The Treaty of Waitangi is New Zealand’s founding document, that negotiated a formal agreement with
Māori chiefs and the British Crown (Government of New Zealand, 2018a). Despite its intended purpose,
different understandings of the Treaty and breaches of it have caused conflict. Māori chiefs initially signed
the Treaty to assert control of Māori land. It was assumed that signing the Treaty would enhance
relationships with the British and reduce fighting between tribes, but many Māori did not sign in fear of
losing independence and power (Government of New Zealand, 2018a).
The Treaty governs the relationship between Māori and all other peoples in New Zealand and ensures the
rights of both Māori and Pakeha are protected. It does that by:
•

accepting that Māori iwi (tribes) have the right to organize themselves, protect their way of life
and to control the resources they own

•

requiring the Government to act reasonably and in good faith towards Māori

•

making the Government responsible for helping to address grievances

•

establishing equality and the principle that all New Zealanders are equal under the law.
(Government of New Zealand, 2018a)

The principles of the Treaty are referred to in several Acts of Parliament, and have actioned greater control
for Māori over fisheries, natural resources and the management of waterways. Furthermore, the Treaty
prompted the recognition of Māori language, te reo, as an official language, alongside English and New
Zealand sign language (Archives New Zealand, 2018). Despite the partnership agreement established by
the Treaty of Waitangi in 1840, Māori experience an ongoing plight for inclusion in government, policy
planning and decision-making that shape landscape development and management. There is a continual
push to recognize Māori as key decision-makers, and additionally, acknowledge the extensive connections
Māori have with the land, waters, mountains and sky in New Zealand. The Resource Management Act,
introduced in 1991, was a principle effort to uphold Māori land and water values in legislation.
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Figure 6 Auckland Harbor Front, CBD
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Figure 7 Bethells Beach, Auckland Region
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Figure 8 Te Henga Walkway, Auckland Region
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Figure 9 Te Henga Walkway, Auckland Region
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Figure 10 Te Henga Walkway, Auckland Region
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3.2 The Resource Management Act, 1991
Increased opportunities exist to include values and beliefs of Indigenous communities (Berkes et al., 2000;
Panelli & Tipa, 2007; Tipa & Welch, 2006). Kanwar, Kaza and Bowden (2016) highlight the emergence of
more bottom up approaches to solve complex watershed problems. Specifically, with the passing of the
Resource Management Act (RMA) in 1991, Māori values are more frequently incorporated within natural
resources management. The Resource Management Act is a federal document that regulates the
management of resources in New Zealand including land and water (Te Aho, 2010; Voyde & Morgan,
2012). The integration of Indigenous values within the RMA stems from the Treaty of Waitangi agreements,
previously described. The RMA introduces the concept of kaitiakitanga (guardianship) as well as traditional
relationships Māori have with lands, forests and waters (Morgan, 2006). Central government at the Federal
level are in charge of setting national environmental standards and national policy statements, but day to
day control is under regional governments and territorial authorities including regional and local councils;
regional councils15 have the most significant responsibilities for managing water (Te Aho, 2010; Wai Māori,
2008).
Two provisions exist within the RMA that recognize Māori participation within the management of
resources. The first type is the provisions in part ii of the Act, namely Section 6(e), 7(a) & 8. The second
type of provision arises as a direct result of the sections which require local authorities to consult or inform
iwi or tangata whenua (Wai Māori, 2008). Significant references to Indigenous values are included in the
RMA (1991) state that decision-makers must:
•

recognize and provide for the relationship of Māori and their culture and traditions with their
ancestral lands, water, sites, wahi tapu [sacred places], and other taonga [treasure] (Section 6e);

•

have particular regard to kaitiakitanga [guardianship] (Section 7a);

•

pay particular regard to the “intrinsic value of ecosystems” (Section 7d); and
take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (Section 8).

Regional Councils - “local government bodies responsible to carry out Crown or Government legislation
particularly centred on resource management, local planning and policy” (Harmsworth et al., 2016, p.14)
15
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Section 6 (e) references water specifically.
It states that as a matter of national importance authorities shall recognize the
‘relationship of Māori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral water’.
Section 7(a) refers to kaitiakitanga as another ‘matter’ to have regard to in exercising
their functions, and powers under the RMA. Section 8 is the specific reference to the
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi as another matter to recognize in exercising their
functions and powers. The Waitangi Tribunal has also articulated a number of resource
specific principles one of which states that the spiritual and cultural significance of a
freshwater resource to Māori can only be determined by tangata whenua who have
traditional rights over the river (Wai Māori, 2008, p.6).
The degree to which Māori values are considered relies on the local authorities. Contentions exist regarding
the degrees of consultation and involvement of Māori knowledge within decision-making despite the
supposed recognized importance of mātauranga Māori to restoration and management of waterways (Te
Aho, 2010). The gap remains in the adoption of inclusive approaches by local government due to the
juxtaposed paradigms of municipal engineering, colonial governance and exploitation of water, countering
Māori values and beliefs (Morgan, 2006). Insensitivities toward spiritual relationships with water and
traditional knowledge persist. The RMA offers guiding values to approach water governance and resource
managing from a bicultural lens, but the implementation of these values within legislation, planning
procedures or landscape interventions rely on local action with effective engagement and consultation
protocols.
3.3 Wai Māori
In order to appreciate the importance of engaging both Māori and Pakeha within waterscape design and
planning, it is important to understand differences in water relationships. Māori and Pakeha host differing
values and uses for water; contrasting values have resulted in the misuse and mismanagement of waterways
(Morgan, 2006). Although Māori communities are diverse, they share common values and knowledge
(Tipa, 2009). Māori share intrinsic relationships with the natural environment; these relationships are
foundational to Māori worldview, creation story, social, political and cultural systems within communities.
For Māori, water has physical and spiritual significance and is considered taonga, a treasure central to life
(Morgan, 2006). Māori attitudes toward water are fundamentally grounded in the creation story (Williams,
2006). When the Māori world was formed, Ranganui (sky father) and Papatūānuku (earth mother) were
woven in embrace in te kore, world of darkness. They had many children who were forced to live in between
them. To allow light into the world, their children separated them. When they separated, Rangi’s tears fell
like rain and Papa’s tears flowed as weeping streams forming wai, water. Māori identify six principal forms
of water. Firstly, Wai ora pure and healthy water; Wai Māori, fresh water; Wai kino, dangerous or polluted
water; Wai mate, dead water; Wai tai, seawater and saltwater; Wai tapu, sacred water (Grace, 2010; Water
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New Zealand, 2018). Water is formed of an undivided entity; therefore, iwi do not differentiate between
lakes, lagoons, rivers swamps and the extension of land to the base of the water body (Wai Māori, 2008).
Wai Māori (2008) identify five overarching values associated with water:
•

Wai ora- health giving water as a basis for life

•

Ki uta ki tai (mountains to sea)- whole systems approach to sustainable management

•

Mahinga kai (Indigenous freshwater species) as tohu (indicators) for environmental monitoring

•

Tau utuutu- reciprocity, the need to balance and restore what is taken

•

Wahi tapu- the need to provide for and protect sacred sites (p. 3).

The different forms of water are associated with particular degrees of cultural interactions, environmental
protection efforts and traditional uses for Māori (Grace, 2010). Historically and now, Māori utilize
waterways for transportation, food gathering, ceremonial practices and have ancestral connections to water
systems such as rivers. Williams (2006) states that Māori believe waters of different classifications should
not be mixed, or else the mauri, or spiritual well-being of the waterbody could be compromised (Morgan
& Voyde, 2012; Morgan 2006; Williams, 2006). It is understood by Grace (2010) that water systems
support the wider environment. Water health and Māori health are strongly linked and, Māori identity and
water are intimately connected (Marques et al., 2018; Wai Māori, 2008). Strong linkages exist between
ideals of identity and control of water uses and territories; a disconnect often occurs over rights to culturally
define and politically organize environmental (water) systems (Boelens, 2013). Indigenous water values
are dynamic and often formed through generational relationships with water and have deeply rooted preexisting water histories (Jackson & Barber, 2016). For Māori, among many Indigenous communities,
identity and sense of belonging are strongly rooted in landscape (Marques et al., 2018; Hatton et al., 2017a).
Indigenous knowledge of landscape precedes many academic descriptions of landscape as a defining feature
of identity.
Māori believe that water possesses mauri, and the degrees of mauri contribute to the water body’s ability
to support ecosystems and cultural use (Wai Māori, 2008). It is believed that mauri decreases as water
moves downstream and experiences increased human contact. Scientists have confirmed that waters also
change chemically and biologically as they flow downstream. Additionally, small streams at the start of
headwaters are often most vulnerable yet critical to sediment control and nutrient dispersal to downstream
areas (Tipa, 2009). For centuries, Māori have emphasized consideration for the catchment in its entirety,
“from the headwaters to the coast, including the source of the river, the passage, and network of tributaries,
the lower floodplains, the interface with the saltwater including the river mouth, estuaries, and harbors at
the coast” (Tipa, 2009, p. 103). This concept is frequently defined as ki uta ki tai, reflecting the connection
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between the mountains, rivers and sea, therefore, emphasizing that rivers connect the entire landscape
(Marques et al., 2018; Tipa, 2009).
The following paragraphs identify and explain some of the core Māori water values that inform
management, design and planning approaches (the purpose is not to explain how or why they inform
practice).
Whakapapa refers to genealogy. It is understood that Māori relationships with plants, land, animals, people
and other aspects of creation stem from the relationships with Papa and Rangi. There are no distinction
between inanimate and animate, abiotic and biotic. Water relationships are embedded within narratives
revealing the importance of places and the origins of landforms and landscapes that bind Māori to
indivisible whakapapa linkages (Kanwar et al., 2016; Tipa, 2009).
Atua means gods. It is a vessel that links the spiritual to the physical world. Particular gods share
responsibility for environmental entities. For example, Tangaroa is responsible for saltwater and freshwater
and all living things they support. Māori gods are not separate from the entities themselves and embody
spiritual and Whakapapa characteristics (Kanwar et al., 2016; Tipa, 2009).
Mauri and Wairua support the forests, waters and all life. They all possess mauri or a life force and a
spiritual essence, wairua. The protection of mauri is pertinent to all environmental management agendas.
In the case of freshwater, a waterbody with sustainable Māori can support ecosystem health and mahinga
kai. It is important to acknowledge the interconnectedness of mauri within the watershed. If one part of the
river is impacted, it can degrade the mauri of the entire catchment system (Kanwar et al., 2016; Tipa, 2009).
Mahinga Kai means food works referring to the ability to gather food, access a resource, the act of gathering
and the good health of the resource or entity. Knowledge of mahinga kai is essential to Māori’s ability to
gather food from land, waterbodies and the sea (Kanwar et al., 2016; Tipa, 2009).
Kaitiakitanga refers to the guardianship and protective responsibilities Māori uphold for the natural
environment. The belief embodies a reciprocal relationship with use of a resource, meaning, setting
parameters to avoid overuse of exhaustion. Māori adopt a heightened ability to read the landscape, evaluate
signs of resource sustainability and adapt accordingly in a culturally responsive manner (Kanwar et al.,
2006; Tipa, 2009; Williams, 2006).
Whanaungatanga is concerned with the intercommons of all living things in the natural world, including
people. Management, design and planning should seek to sustain the health, wealth and well-being of the
natural world, whilst supporting the dependent communities (Crengle, 2002 in Tipa, 2009; Kanwar et al.,
2016).
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Tipa (2009) presents the framework devised by Carbaugh (2007), to collectively organize the definitions
explored above.
•

Whakapapa establishes a person’s standing and identity.

•

Whakapapa and whanaungatanga explain relationships.

•

Rangatiratanga, kaitiakitanga, and mahinga kai describe actions within one’s
environment, and more specifically legitimize the right to act.

•

Whakapapa, rangatiratanga, and kaitiakitanga establish the relationships of people to lands, waters,
and resources. Rights and responsibilities stem from these relationships.

•

Encompassed within the concept of mauri, whanaungatanga, and wairua are
feelings, emotions, and personal experiences related to particular places
(Carbough, 2007 in Tipa 2009, p. 101)

Colonial urbanization regimes have systematically fragmented Māori traditional ways of regulating and
managing waterways (Wai Māori, 2008), and compromised iwi connections to water bodies (Grace, 2010;
Marques et al., 2018; Tipa, 2009). Especially over the last 100 years, waters of many catchments are treated
as an economic resource to be dammed, stored, diverted and extracted (Tipa, 2009). Māori are continually
challenged with explaining to decisionmakers that management decisions affect their cultural associations
with rivers and waterways (Tipa, 2009). Historically, water management was a complex community lead
practice through kaitiaki by tohunga (community experts) that instated rāhui, (temporary restrictions) and
tapu for long term bans on the use of a water resource. When Colonizers established the Treaty of Waitangi
in 1840, the Crown16 adopted the responsibility to maintain sovereignty over Māori interest related to water.
Through statutory intervention, the Crown has made efforts to uphold agreements within the Treaty
(Durette, 2007). An English common law was prescribed to managing waterways used for navigation ie.
boats, barges, punts or rafts (Wai Māori, 2008). This introduced ownership of the riparian land (land with
river frontage) to the centre point of the river. The ownership applied to the beds of the waterway, not the
water. These practices of early colonials conflicted Māori law, for example, the introduction of foreign fish
species decimated native fish populations, and the shipment of logs for settlement construction destroyed
traps for native eels (Wai Māori, 2008).
Conflicting views between Māori and Pakeha have created tensions for decision-making. Iwi and Māori
wish to maintain tino rangatiratanga, absolute sovereignty, over water to manage it as an undivided entity.
Whereas, colonization has imposed statutory regulations that inhibit traditional Māori ways and required

The Crown – “The Crown in New Zealand represents the constitutional system of government, the executive that
governs, forming a Westminster-style parliamentary democracy where legislative or judicial branches of the New
Zealand Government write and pass national legislation and policy” (Harmsworth et al., 2016, p.14).
16
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an adoption of a hierarchical Western governance approach. Wai Māori (2008) acknowledge conflicting
outlooks by stating: “the interconnected Māori model of river, lakes, swamps, lagoons, river/lake beds and
the adjoining land has been fragmented and replaced with a Pakeha model that had strong rules about land
ownership with water being a common commodity” (p. 4). Apparent disconnects exist between worldviews
and desired outcomes for waterscapes throughout colonization. Considering the impacts of colonization to
water quality, quantity, cultural sustenance and spirituality, decisionmakers should consider more diverse
sources of information that can be derived from human perceptions, meanings and water values (Tipa,
2009). It is pertinent to this study to identify Māori cultural values related to water in order to understand
guiding principles for water management and waterscape design processes. The following section describes
the Whanganui River Agreement, an unprecedented policy that upholds Māori water values in federal
legislation, beyond considerations made by the aforementioned Resource Management Act.
3.4 Whanganui River Agreement, 2017
In 2017, New Zealand announced the Whanganui River Agreement that awarded personhood status to the
river through federal legislation. The Agreement aligns with studies of environmental jurisprudence
presented by Berry (1977). The WRA supports a heightened understanding for environmental entities and
aligns with the principles of wild law that recognize environmental entities as equal to humans (Burdon,
2011). Burdon (2011) reviews the life works of Thomas Berry to offer a shift in perspective toward a more
holistic and balanced understanding of human relationships with the environment. The historical works of
Stone (1972) emphasizes the importance of environmental entities and necessitates equal rights for nature.
The Whanganui River Agreement runs parallel pre-existing values and knowledge embedded within Māori
belief systems and the academic constructs developed by Stone (1972) and Berry (1977). Māori have
always upheld stewardship values and understood their interconnectedness within nature. Therefore, the
ideas presented as rights of nature frame Indigenous environmental values within a Western lens.
The Agreement is unprecedented and moves beyond stewardship and iwi responsibilities over land (Ruru,
2018). The policy awards the Whanganui River an ability to defend itself in court; the law endorses Māori
ways of knowing and caring for the natural environment and reasserts tikanga Māori (Māori law) to govern
waterways (Ruru, 2018). Tikanga Māori refers to the desire to do things “the right way” and offers tools
for understanding the differences between right and wrong (NZLC, 2001 in Ruru, 2018). The Māori legal
system is predominantly values based, not rules based, and reflects an interconnected understanding of all
living and non-living things (Ruru, 2018; Strack, 2017). According to Ruru (2018), “Māori seek to establish
personal relationships with reciprocal obligations where the benefits to both parties involved occurs over
time, rather than an immediate return in a transactional Western approach” (p.215). Ruru (2018) cites Durie
(1996) numerous times to illustrate the differences between Western approaches to law and management
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and Māori perspectives. Opportunities exist to embed more Māori values and personify landscapes in
legislation and environmental governance regimes to support the intrinsic values of environmental entities
(Hatton et al., 2007a; Hatton et al., 2017b; Marques et al., 2018). Ruru (2018) and Marques et al. (2018)
highlight core environmental values upheld by Māori including: “whakapapa (genealogy),
whanaungatanga (family relationships), mana (authority), mauri (spiritual life-principles/life force), tapu
(sacredness), rāhui (prohibition or conservation) and manaaki (hospitality)” (Ruru, 2018 p. 216). Hsiao
(2012) examines uncertainties of how iwi and Crown values share decision-making, and whether a human
proxy for nature offers a viable approach to water management in Aotearoa. Despite advancements in
understanding the opportunities for Māori values to inform policy making, the RMA still omits any specific
mention of tikanga Māori. Ruru (2018) states that the WRA should lead to significant reform of the
Resource Management Act (RMA) for land, air and water. Furthermore, Hsiao (2012) explains the many
uncertainties of whether how iwi and Crown values will share decision making and whether a human proxy
for nature can truly represent the river’s interests. The Act exemplifies partnership of Western and
Indigenous knowledge to form a sustainable environmental governance model. Despite the Whanganui
River Agreement being located in the lower half of the North Island, the policy was introduced at a federal
level and embodies transferable values in other water networks and water policies in Aotearoa. This thesis
investigates the ways practitioners in ranging disciplines uphold similar values for waterways as highlighted
within the WRA at the ground level, so federal legislations are actionized.
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4 | METHODOLOGY
This research is exploratory research and uses a grounded theory approach. It should also be noted that in
this research context, community refers to the body of practitioners who participated in this study. In her
formative text “Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples”, Linda Tuhiwai Smith
(2012) says, “research is probably one of the dirtiest words in the Indigenous world’s vocabulary. When
mentioned in many Indigenous contexts, it stirs up silence, it conjures up bad memories, it raises a smile
that is knowing and distrustful” (p.1) Acknowledging Indigenous perspectives toward Western research,
this study employed a culturally sensitive approach to account for varying cultural identities amongst the
practitioners who contributed. In the interview process, the participants were not asked to state their cultural
identity prior to participating. Many practitioners did self-identify as Māori, non-Māori or both; cultural
identity was not one of the participant selection criteria, but if revealed, it was noted in the interview
process. This research did not seek to identify if participants were Māori or non-Māori, since the goal was
to examine the breadth and depth of approaches used in professional practice not based on the practitioners’
cultural background or identity. Although, many participants’ professional titles and roles link directly to
their cultural identity(ies). In order to accommodate both cultural identities and decolonize standard
research approaches, interviews with Māori and non-Māori practitioners optimized grounded theory (GT)
and Kaupapa Māori research paradigms (Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). The research
methods were framed within an iterative and participant lead approach in order to ensure all perspectives
were effectively and appropriately represented within the final publication.
The Conceptual Methods Diagram, illustrated in
Figure 11, graphically depicts the study’s development. The central circle in the diagram represents
precursory knowledge acquisition during the initial visit to New Zealand in 2016 that informed the problem
and phenomena identification. Coursework in the Rural Planning and Development program grounded the
study within current issues facing waterscapes and Indigenous peoples. Several papers and presentations
contributed to understandings of the Whanganui River Agreement and Indigenous contexts in Canada and
abroad. Furthermore, several courses focused on water infrastructure and policy. Other key stages of the
project included the preparation for the interviews and the development of culturally sensitive approaches,
the interviews themselves and the transcription and dissemination processes that followed. The process
legend reveals that many research activities permeated the entire project. For example, consultation with
key-informants and reflection with practitioners was an iterative process. The legend provides a chapter
reference to locate the information that
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Conceptual Methods Diagram

Figure 11 Conceptual Methods Diagram
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emerged through the methodology process within the final thesis. The diagram is conceptual in nature,
offering a depiction of the researcher’s journey.
4.1 Grounded Theory
Glaser (2005) describes grounded theory as a “research paradigm for discovery” (p.145), an exploratory
approach to understand the phenomena defined within the research goals and objectives (Strauss & Corbin,
1998). Grounded is defined as, “a general methodology for developing theory that is grounded in data
systematically gathered and analyzed. Theory evolves during actual research, and it does this through
continuous interplay between analysis and data collection” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 273). The grounded
theory approach optimizes a constant comparative method consisting of four stages: (1) comparing
incidents applicable to each theme that emerges from the data; (2) integrating themes and their properties;
(3) delimiting the theory; and (4) writing the theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Sampling, data collection,
and analysis occur simultaneously (Bowen, 2008). These approaches operate with iterative involvement of
participants and reflections with key-informants. The theories developed by the researcher through this
approach are exploratory rather than confirmatory and evolve as the research progresses (Walsh et al., 2015;
Charmaz, 2006).
4.1.1 Appropriateness of Grounded Theory
Grounded theory is most appropriate for non-hypothesis driven research that embraces unanticipated
findings (Timonen, Foley & Conlon, 2018). Grounded theory supported the free-form interviews structure
that supports open questions and altering questions where appropriate. Grounded theory requires the
researcher to formulate explanations regarding the phenomena by observing the collected data (Timonen et
al., 2018). The outcomes and observations must be grounded in the data. A grounded theory approach to
the interviews positioned the researcher to understand, “what is going on here, what are the major patterns
and what explains them?” (Timonen et al., 2018, p.8). The data analysis followed the grounded theory
theoretical saturation that established common themes repeated throughout the interviews to draw
commonalities and differences between the most commonly noted mechanisms for waterscape design and
planning. The saturation method was ideal for addressing commonalities and differences in the information
presented in the initial literature review.
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4.1.2 Limitations of Grounded Theory
In order to establish a general understanding of the phenomena in the New Zealand context, a literature
review was conducted prior to entering the field. Timonen et al. (2018) states that literature reviews should
not impose preconceptions on the researcher’s investigation and should act more as a background study
than information for comparison. Due to the nature of this study, the literature review was used as a
foundation for the researcher’s understandings and may have hindered the researcher’s ability to interview
practitioners without any preconceived notions of the findings.
4.1 Kaupapa Māori Research
To appropriately addresses cultural sensitivities within the research, the study draws upon teachings from
Kaupapa Māori research and Te Ara Tika Māori research ethic framework (Henry & Pene, 2001; Hudson,
Milne, Reynolds, Russell & Smith, 2010). Although constrained by the Western lens, the study
acknowledges the importance of Māori worldview within the research context and aims to reflect both
Indigenous paradigms within a Western research framework.
Kaupapa Māori research is defined by Linda Tuhiwai Smith (2012) as:
A social project; it weaves in and out of Māori cultural values, Western ways of
knowing, Māori histories and experiences under colonialism, Western forms of
education, Māori aspirations and socio-economic needs and Western economics and
global politics (p.193).
Kaupapa Māori research recognizes that Māori have specific and unique ways of framing the ways they see
the world. Considering the study was not conducted by a non-Indigenous researcher, it cannot be deemed
Kaupapa Māori Research, although extensive efforts were made to ensure the research methodology
aligned with the values and teachings of Kaupapa Māori. The concept of kaupapa is not the same as
epistemology or worldview but employs a specific way of approaching and thinking about ideas and
practices (Tuhiwai Smith, 2012). In order to reflect the principles embedded within a Kaupapa Māori
approach and justify them within a Western research framework, the project has been adapted to be less
prescriptive and linear. A main tenant of decolonizing research methodology is that community research
partners co-design the research (Wilson, 2008). The research embraces a circular and iterative approach to
generate emergent outcomes from interviews. The employed methods such as snowball selection and semistructured interviews enable participants to guide conversations. Furthermore, the researcher has met
continuously with mentors and key-informants to reflect on the process, approach, methods and
dissemination of information.
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This research project recognizes the cultural inequalities of Westernized research frameworks. To counter
colonial research constructs, Kaupapa Māori research enforces that research should benefit Māori people
(McLellan, McCann, Worrall & Harwood, 2014). As a non-Indigenous foreigner engaging with Māori and
Non-Māori practitioners, consideration for cultural appropriateness was made. In order to ensure a
culturally sensitive approach, several mentors were sought who are Māori themselves or have conducted
research with Māori communities before. The project was designed with consideration for the “Te Ara
Tika: Design Guidelines for Māori Research Ethics”, see Figure 12. Based on the pyramids identified
within the Te Ara Tika principles, the project follows Maintstream Research with some components falling
under Māori Centered Research such as the continual guidance of mentors and iterative engagement with
several participants to ensure Te Ao Māori and Māori knowledge are appropriately represented within the
study (Hudson et al., 2010).
Henry and Pene (2001) state that outcomes of Western research is often cumulative, and parts draw together
to discover universal laws. Conversely, the purpose of Māori knowledge accumulation is to uphold the
mana (authority) of a community. To counter contemporary Western research models, the findings from
this research offer an exploratory representation of conversations with practitioners. The research outcomes
reveal commonalities and differences in current practitioner perspectives, but do not translate to concrete
laws or guidelines for practice.
The research employed culturally sensitive approaches to acknowledge the bicultural perspectives toward
research as noted by Drawson, Toombs and Mushquash (2017). Henry and Pene (2001) and Tuhiwai Smith
(2012). Key efforts to ensure culturally sensitive research were as followed:
•

The project was conducted under the supervision of Dr. Sheri Longboat who has extensive
experience working with First Nations in Canada on water related research and consulting projects.
Furthermore, Dr. Longboat advised the researcher on appropriate protocols when navigating the
complexities of researching with alternative worldviews and research paradigms.

•

Recurrent meetings with mentors and guides (key-informants) in New Zealand with specific
knowledge of Māori culture or who have researched with Indigenous peoples.
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o

Key-informants recommended particular wording to frame the “engagement sessions” or
“conversations” to avoid Westernized research connotations such as “interviews” when
speaking directly with practitioners (I. Henderson, personal communication, October
2018).

•

The researcher had visited and studied in New Zealand two years prior where they formed several
professional relationships with Māori landscape architects and practitioners.

•

The researcher sought out two principal participants who identify as Māori to help generate the
research methodology.

•

This research does not have any direct benefits to participants, although, it contributes to
professional discourse around bicultural approaches to design and planning within New Zealand.
Conversations or korero17 serves as an opportunity to reflect upon personal practices and prompt
co-learning between the researcher and the participant.

4.1 Research Ethics Board Approval
Prior to the commencement of this study, an extensive ethical review was conducted by the Research Ethics
Board (REB) at the University of Guelph to ensure the researcher was equipped to carry out the study in
compliance with the University of Guelph REB standards. The researcher presented a thorough and robust
justification for conducting research in New Zealand and the considerations made for speaking with Māori
practitioners. The ethics application summarized the nature and purpose of the project, the interview
process, request for interview forms, interview schedule, and the dissemination process to ensure
confidentiality of participants. Complimenting the formal REB application approved on September 21,
2018 the researcher completed the Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct for Research Involving
Humans Course on Research Ethics (TCPS 2: CORE) in September 2017. Core themes addressed by the
Tri-council course include issues of scope and approach, fairness and equity for participants, privacy and
confidentiality, and potential conflicts of interest. The ethics approval process was carried-out in Canada
with consultation of key-informants in New Zealand. Document analysis and review of existing models for
ethical research with Māori, explained in section 4.1, were considered in the development of the ethics
proposal. Ethics approval from a New Zealand institution was not necessary as the key-informants and

17

kōrero (noun) speech, narrative, story, news, account, discussion, conversation, discourse, statement, information.
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Figure 12 Māori Ethical Framework

Graphic adaptation from Hudson, Milne, Reynolds, Russell & Smith
Original
(2010). graphic from Hudson, Milne, Reynolds, Russell &
Smith (2010).
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advisory committee deemed the rigor of the University of Guelph ethics review process sufficient.
Furthermore, justifications provided by the researcher in consultation with the key-informants provided
evidence of substantial considerations for researching within the New Zealand context. The REB number
for this project is 18-08-025, Appendix A.
4.2 Data Collection Methods
This research is qualitative within a relations-based research framework informed Western and a Kaupapa
Māori research paradigm (Botha, 2012). The methods rely on feedback from mentors and guides who share
a Māori worldview or have explicit knowledge working within an Indigenous or Kaupapa Māori research
framework. Drawson et al. (2017) acknowledge the ability for Western research methods to be applied
within an Indigenous research methodology. Therefore, this research recognizes the sensitivities of working
with Māori practitioners and embraces bicultural differences in practice. Employed methods encourage a
more participatory discussion in hope that the results embed a bicultural lens. The following section justifies
the data collection methods and identifies any possible limitations.
4.2.1 Semi-Structured Interviews
A series of 13 semi-structured interviews were conducted with practitioners who are currently practicing
or within 5 years of retirement. There were 10 Landscape Architects, 1 Architect, 1 Planner and 1 Engineer
who participated individually in a semi-structured interview. The participants were identified through
consultation with two principle key-informants followed by snowball sampling generated through
participant recommendations. Interview took place within the city of Auckland from the period of October
2018 to December 2018. Interview locations were mutually determined by the participant and the researcher
based on accessibility. The majority of interviews occurred in local coffee shops, at participant’s places of
work, and some at participant’s personal residences. Upon meeting the interviewee, the researcher began
with a brief introduction and purpose statement, as approved by the Research Ethics Board. The
interviewees were asked to sign an ethics form prior to the commencement of the interview to ensure
consent. The interviews lasted between thirty-five minutes to an hour and if the participant agreed,
interviews were audio recorded using an iPhone. Otherwise, notes were taken on pen and paper. Notetaking enabled the participant to draw and write in the notebook as desired.
All interviews were transcribed using hand written notes and Descript transcription software. Once the
interviews were transcribed, the interviewee was awarded an anonymous title related to their discipline. For
example, Landscape Architecture 1, was presented as LA1. The transcribed summary of the interview was
circulated by e-mail back to the participant for review. They were awarded two weeks to review, edit and
reflect upon the provided summary. If the participant was unresponsive, a follow up e-mail was provided
49

within the two-week period. Participants had the opportunity to review the anonymous identifier assigned
to them and provide an alternative title if desired (none of the participants did so). The transcription process
and dissemination of findings are further explained in the upcoming sections, 4.5.2 and 4.5.3.
The questions were framed to be culturally appropriate for both Māori and Non-Māori practitioners
respectively; questions were general in relation to the current state of knowledge and practice, rather than
questioning personal beliefs or cultural values. Furthermore, the participant was briefed that they did not
have to respond if they were uncomfortable with the discussion topic. Participants were asked to share their
perspectives on the incorporation of values within water management and waterscape design and planning
practices in New Zealand. Initial interview questions can be found in Appendix C. The initial interview
structure followed a series of questions to understand the practitioner’s approach to design or planning of
waterways and share perspectives on the integration of bicultural values in their approach. After reflecting
with the key-informants, it was decided that the interviews should be effectively tailored to suit Māori and
Non-Māori practitioners. Tailoring to suit Māori practitioners referred to altering the choice of words to
incorporate te reo Māori language, using engage rather than interview (to account for negative research
connotations associated with Western research, defined by Tuhiwai Smith (2012) in the previous section),
and approaching the conversations with limited preconceptions of the topics to be discussed.
Considering the researcher is non-Indigenous, it was important to account for the limitations of framing
questions that risk forceful knowledge extraction and potential misuse of information. Adopting elements
of Kaupapa as the researcher was able, a freer form approach was taken when speaking with Māori
practitioners. Some of the questions were used as probes, but the participant was encouraged to guide
conversation. The researcher established themselves as a learner in this context, enabling the participant to
shape conversation. Although this created some degree of inconsistency in the interview formats,
culminated responses were more specific individual participants. Open dialogue prompted the sharing of
stories that enriched the learnings and research outcomes- the content would have likely been restricted if
the participants were to conform to the initial interview structure.
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4.2.2 Key-Informants
Key informants were optimized in this study to connect the researcher with practitioners who have
specialized knowledge of a topic and thus can speak directly to the research questions (Trembley, 1956).
Two principle key-informants were chosen based on their professional experience and previous academic
relationships. Daniel Irving, Landscape Architect and lecturer at Unitec Institute of Technology, Auckland,
New Zealand, holds a Bachelor of Philosophy from the University of Western Ontario and a Master of
landscape Architecture from the University of Guelph, Ontario, Canada. Daniel has worked as a Landscape
Architect in Canada, the U.S.A and New Zealand, equipped with knowledge of the profession in ranging
geographical and political contexts. Ian Henderson, previous lecturer at Unitec Institute of Technology
holds a Diploma in Landscape Design and a graduate Diploma in Higher Education and is an accredited
member of the New Zealand Garden Design Society. Ian taught garden design, garden history and
indigenous landscapes in the Department of Landscape Architecture at Unitec for 19 years. His professional
interests include gardens and change, cultural landscapes, and the relationship of people to landscape. The
key-informants have meaningful relationships with Māori practitioners and individuals with suitable
knowledge to guide the project. The designated key-informants provided insight for resources and
individuals who do share a Māori lens. The recommendations lead to initial consultation and review
sessions with two Māori participants prior to the commencement of the interviews to ensure the
methodology and approach aligned with Kaupapa Māori values and Māori worldview. Key-informants
were essential to the success of the project in order to ensure the approach interviews, research methodology
and overall research agenda were appropriate for working with both Māori and non-Māori participants. The
participant recommendations from key-informants were followed by purposive sampling and snowball
sampling to identify other relevant representatives (Morgan, 2008).
4.3 Sampling
Purposive sampling was used to identify research participants. Participants were selected based on their
professional titles i.e. Landscape Architect, Planner or Environmental Manager. Moreover, all participants
were currently working within Auckland and the surrounding region, or within 5 years of retirement.
Participants were selected based on their knowledge of waterscape design, knowledge of Te Ao Māori or
experience with cultural landscape design. Snowball sampling was used a secondary selection technique.
As the interviews progressed, there were repeated mentions of particular individuals within the community
of practitioners. The majority of participants were selected based on recommendations from previous
interviewees and were chosen based on their experience, professional title and relevance to the outlined
goals and objectives of this study (Lavrakas, 2008). As snowball sampling occurred, many participants
identified their recommendation based on cultural identity, revealing this to the researcher. This process
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enabled the researcher to prepare and ensure the upcoming interview approach was culturally sensitive, as
mentioned in the previous sections.
4.4 Limitations to Data Collection Methods
There exist two principle biases within the participant sampling process including sampling bias, and the
engagement process such as response bias. Sampling bias encompasses any limitations related to the
number of participants, type of participant and the accessibility of participants for the study (Aguinis &
Edwards, 2014; Brutus, Arguinis & Wassmer, 2013). Secondly, response bias may have occurred when
developing a relationship with the participant. In effort to engage with participants, a more personal
approach utilized that could have potentially skewed perspectives within conversations (Aguinis &
Edwards, 2014; Brutus et al., 2013). The identified biases, accompanied by several data analysis bias, will
be further defined in Chapter 6.
4.5 Data Analysis Methods
4.5.1 Document Analysis
Document analysis was used to understand current initiatives and policies that reflect bicultural approaches
to water design and policy. Document analysis described current contexts of water management and
waterscape design in New Zealand to identify gaps and the role of practitioners within this space. These
documents were analyzed using a content analysis (Prior, 2008) through a keyword search. This was
complemented by a more complex qualitative content analysis (Julien, 2008). The document analysis
contributed to the literature reviews that set a foundational understanding prior to engaging with
participants. The literature reviews were analyzed from a grounded theory lens to identify emerging
theories, patterns and repeated phenomena that helped formulate the general guidelines for interview
questions. This approach aligned with the suggested approach to data analysis defined by Corbin and
Strauss (1990) supported by the recent works by Timonen et al. (2018).
4.5.2 Interview Transcription Process
All of the interviews were transcribed using Descript transcription software and then edited by listening to
each audio recording. The interviews that were not audio recorded had written notes that were typed and
formatted to match the audio recorded transcriptions. The transcription process was complicated due to the
use of te reo (Māori language) that was not easily identified by Descript. Once the transcription was
completed, summaries of the key themes, narratives, questions and concepts mentioned during the interview
were identified. The transcription process was incredibly helpful to reconnect with the dialogue shared and
process the key information for the summaries. Once the summaries were edited, they were sent back to
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the participants via email. The participants were then asked to share their perspectives toward the
summaries, correct any misinterpretations or misuse of language. The participants then sent a revised
version of the summary back to the researcher to review and update.
4.5.3 Iterative Participation
Aligning with Kaupapa Māori research best practices, as identified in 4.1 of the research methodology, a
circular and iterative process was followed. Upon the completion of interviews, a summary was provided
to the participant for review. Participants were offered the opportunity to review, reflect and suggest
changes to interview summaries. The researcher then incorporated the suggested changes within the final
interview summaries in Chapter 5, and the discussion in Chapter 6. Iterative participant involvement
enabled participant input to shape the project outcomes by ensuring information is effectively and
appropriately interpreted and represented in the final thesis. The process reduced any misuse or
misinterpretation of ideas, particularly Māori cultural perspectives and language. This was crucial to the
research methodology considering the research was conducted by a non-Māori researcher.
4.5.4 Representation of Findings
Coding involved an iterative approach and several readings of the transcriptions where each time the data
were further refined. Open-ended coding was used to identify common trends, themes and patterns in the
the interviews (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Patton 2002). Kandkar (2009) states that Open coding is generally
“the initial stage of Qualitative Data Analysis” (p.1). Open-ended coding includes “labeling concepts,
defining and developing categories based on their properties and dimensions. It is used to analyze
qualitative data and part of many Qualitative Data Analysis methodologies like Grounded Theory”
(Khandkar, 2009, p. 5). Open ended coding was best suited considering the interview questions were openended; open-ended questions require long answers, often informed by narratives specific to the interviewee
(Khandkar, 2009). The coding process aligned with the grounded theory method to recognize, “theories
can't be built with actual incidents or activities as observed or reported; that is, from raw data. The incidents,
events, and happenings are taken as, or analyzed as, potential indicators of phenomena, which are thereby
given conceptual labels” (Corbin & Strauss, 1990, p.7). The phenomena and trends evolved as the
researcher identified patterns and repeated themes within both the analyzed documents (literature review),
and the semi-structured interviews. As the open-coding process builds directly from the raw data, it
processes itself ensures the validity of the work (Khandkar, 2009).
The interview transcription summaries were analyzed and coded under 3 principle themes Frameworks,
Protocols and Procedures, and Design Outcomes with sub-categories that corresponded with the original
research objectives and the interview questions. The categories were defined by the researcher as general
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ways that practitioners reflect bicultural perspectives. Interviews with Māori participants that followed a
less structured interview process were still organized under the same categories if appropriate.
Appropriateness was determined based on discussions with mentors and guides. The information shared by
participants were organized under each theme to gain general understanding of what participants said and
identify emergent or repeated themes amongst participants.
Once general themes and sub-categories were identified, the information was consolidated under these
categories for discussion. Open-ended coding can be tedious and time-consuming. Moreover, the research
can risk missing vital concepts or themes. To combat potential limitations, feedback from practitioners was
essential to ensure the emerged themes were effectively represented and disseminated.
Once the information was organized under sub-categories, the data was further refined under the categories
of mechanisms within the discussion chapter, 6.2. Mechanisms are defined as a natural or established
process for designing, planning or managing the environment. In accordance with the initial literature
reviews, emergent trends from the interviews were then assessed to re-frame the conceptual study
framework. The purpose of this stage was to evaluate, critique and adapt the original framework to visually
depict the research findings.
4.6 Limitations within Findings
There exist several potential biases within the interpretation and triangulation of information, including
cultural bias or the potential for language bias. The identified bias within the findings will be extensively
defined within Chapter 6.
4.6.1 Limitations to Data Analysis Methods
Due to the isolated sample size, particular disciplines were largely underrepresented within the study. Ten
landscape architects were interviewed yet only one planner, one architect and one engineer were identified
within the study. The purpose of the results generated through the interview process were to represent a
general understanding of the ways practitioners operate in a bicultural space, rather than to draw specific
conclusions about the disciplines themselves. Comments made about specific discipline operations were
accounted for as observations or the identification of gaps but were not considered exhaustive or conclusive.
The triangulation of perspectives proved difficult, yet it is understood that waterscape design and planning
involved actors from varying disciplines, therefore, it was important to engage with practitioners of varying
backgrounds. It is also noted that many of the participants who hold a specific title have worked
collaboratively across disciplines.
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5 | FINDINGS: CONVERSATIONS WITH PRACTITIONERS
5.1 Introduction
In this chapter, I present the results from the semi-structured interviews with practitioners, or more
sensitively described as conversations with practitioners. The results highlight the ways that practitioners
including Landscape Architects, Architects, Engineers, Planners and Environmental Managers reflect
bicultural perspectives toward water in practice.
As described in the methodology chapter, the following section divulges the 13 conversations and highlights
three key themes framed by the categories: Frameworks, Procedures and Protocols, and Design
Outcomes.
Frameworks: In the context of this study, frameworks refer to the overarching lens or guidelines that
practitioners’ reference or follow in the design process. Frameworks present opportunities or limitations for
projects. For example, the Te Aranga Design principles are prompting a reconfiguration of design processes
within the urban landscape of Auckland- to be discussed in the upcoming section.
Procedures and Protocols: Design procedures are defined as the methods to carry-out a design project.
Methods might involve familiarization with particular iwi or hapū within the project area, or land surveying
or mapping as a tool for land assessment and territory identification. Design Procedures either include or
exclude Māori within the development and implementation of projects. Protocols refer to meeting and
engagement processes or approaches to working with mana whenua and bicultural perspectives.
Design Outcomes: Discussion of design outcomes reveal the opportunities and challenges of navigating
the complexities of culture to ensure values are effectively represented in built form, policy or other
landscape interventions. Effectiveness is subjective, context-based and deemed by the participating
authority. Design outcomes link closely with the aforementioned themes.
5.1.1 Practitioner Perspectives on their Knowledge and Implementation of Existing Mechanisms
LA2 emphasized the need for people to have a universal appreciation of water and forests. If everyone
embodied similar environmental values, agreements like the Whanganui River Agreement would not be
required. The Whanganui River Agreement (WRA) is an effective step in recognizing the significance of
natural entities to Māori stated LA2. LA2 celebrated the immense progress for hapū’s ability to influence
legislation from the bottom up considering Māori often operate within institutions and systems that do not
align with their values. LA2 stated that although the Whanganui River Agreement represents positive
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progress in federal legislation, people need to be working in these spaces on the ground, so actions are not
isolated, or silo chained at a high level. LA2’s statement revealed a prominent gap between prescription
and practice. Furthermore, LA2 highlighted the challenges in promoting Māori values due to lacking
capacity with the limited number of Māori practitioners. Despite these limitations, the legislative approach
to representing Māori values is a way of telling people “Remember!” (LA2), referring to the partnership
established by the Treaty of Waitangi (LA2). LA6 highlighted that the Treaty of Waitangi provides Māori
a number of seats in government and forces practitioners and peoples in New Zealand to question the
meaning of partnership. LA2 offered an alternative outlook on the Whanganui Agreement as they
emphasized the continual trend of Indigenous beliefs failing to gain traction unless validated within a
Western framework or process. Meaning that in many cases Māori values are not recognized without being
framed within a formal political or colonial system, this case being a legislative agreement. A1 re-enforced
that people are aware of the historical oppressions caused by colonialism, but many Māori are not able to
conceptualize how it affects their daily lives. LA2 reflected that the Whanganui River Agreement shows
example of both collaboration and conflict between Māori and Colonial systems. Despite the recognition
of the river for its intrinsic value, there still remains major responsibility for the Crown to uphold the
agreement and ensure proper resource provisions are available to respond to claims under the WRA.
Additionally, the Crown remains responsible for ensuring the WRA complies and aligns with provisions in
the RMA and the Treaty, which could result in disparities between iwi, local and jurisdictional authorities.
LA4 explained that Indigenous peoples often settled in close proximity to waterways because water sustains
life; there was access to water from the stream and food from the ocean. Māori share integral relationships
to water for sustenance and prosperity of future generations although, colonialism made it difficult to
sustain these relationships. Rather than considering the impacts of colonial settlements, colonials arrived
and just picked a place and developed it rather than considering “Where is the best place for [us]?”, narrated
LA4. Further consideration was needed regarding the resources required to sustain life and future
generations, whilst acknowledging the impact settlements had to local iwi. Colonial attitudes of dominance
have led to many current infrastructure problems around wastewater disposal and storm water management.
As Colonials arrived, Māori were homogenized, and the government tried to group all Māori together. It is
now realized the vast differences between iwi and hapū across New Zealand; management decisions and
requirements within each rohe align with individual iwi and hapū values. In relation to water, a management
decision or particular water uses differ across different landscapes. Iwi aspirations for water health may be
similar across tribes although the process in which this is achieved, or the parties or agreements involved
may differ (LA4; LA1).
The Whanganui River Agreement recognizes celebrates the river’s value not only as a legal entity but as an
entity in itself. Rivers and water-sources are highly important to Māori and support the relationship between
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the flow of water from the mountains to the sea- ki uta ki tai. From working with local iwi in the Whanganui
region, LA5 revealed two understandings of the Whanganui River; those of iwi and mana whenua, and an
alternative European outlook. Some community members do not understand the value of the river beyond
it just being a river, alternatively, other individuals view it as a sacred entity (LA5). Even within Māori
communities there exists varied appreciations and value for water. In project contexts, an established
agreeance exists between practitioners and community members around the larger project outcomes such
as employment, environmental health and overall well-being. Despite variances in cultural relationships
with water, partnered understandings can emerge a successful approach to a project, beginning with an
appreciation for both worldviews and a heightened sensitivity toward community perspectives. LA3
remarked that people in New Zealand are beginning to value Māori beliefs and Māori ways of life. Although
many practitioners appreciate the value of Māori knowledge, a gap persists. LA3 stated “there are still a lot
of people not accepting of Māori language yet, language is foundational to understanding culture and the
perceptions of Māori worldview” (LA3). LA3 reinforced the importance of having Māori views accepted
and integrated at all levels to ensure the endured prosperity of natural entities, waters, streams and rivers.
LA3 recognizes landscape architecture as a leading way forward to promote the relationship Māori have
with landscape.
5.2 Conversations with Practitioners
5.2.1 Frameworks that Guide Approaches to Bicultural Design and Planning in Auckland
5.2.1.1 Guiding Worldviews
LA1, LA2, LA3, LA4, LA6 and LA7 enforced the strong interdependence between the well-being of the
river, the well-being of the entire river system and the well-being of Māori. LA1 explained that Te Ao
Māori is a set of beliefs, values and principles that Māori culture and spirituality embodies. The creation
story within Te Ao Māori does not refer to one god, rather, many gods who are ancestors; Māori whakapapa
(genealogy) back to the gods (LA1). The gods are tangible, and they are the living systems in the natural
world. Ranginui is the sky father, Papatūānuku the earth mother, and their many children make up the
forests, rivers, oceans, and environments. Therefore, the gods can be felt, seen, and touched – and destroyed
(LA1). When an awa (river) becomes polluted it creates a disconnect between people and the environment.
The literal translation of wairua is “Spirit”, and when wairua is separated, “wai” “rua” translates to two
bodies of water. This represents a mixing of two entities (like that of a bloodline) creating something
powerful when healthy or when one source is polluted the other is degraded (LA3; LA4; E1).
LA3 mentioned a lake that was personally significant and was polluted for many years due to agricultural
runoff and human waste. LA3 mentioned their kuia (grandmother) who felt she had lost something as the
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lake played a vital part in her own identity and the well-being of herself, her tipuna (ancestors) and the
wider hapū and iwi. The lake acted as the principle livelihood and overall well-being of LA3’s tipuna. She
could feel the lakes mamae (pain) and too became unwell. Due to the degradation of the lake, four
generations of family have become disconnected from the lake - meaning a loss in identity and wellbeing
(LA3).
LA3’s practice acknowledges opportunities to bridge both Māori worldview and Western perspectives to
create more collaborative outcomes. When both knowledge systems are overlaid, many similarities exist
but “it is all about how we perceive it” (LA3). Māori have a strong spiritual sense that is not often embodied
within a Western outlook. In relation to water, Māori have a strong identity and connection whereas many
Western outlooks perceive water as a resource meant to be used for human consumption. Māori look at
water as “yes we can use it, but how will our use affect things along the way, within the greater circle of
life” (LA3). Every iwi and hapū have their own views and perceptions of how things should be managed,
but there are collective understandings of mātauranga Māori. Mātauranga Māori provides a lot for undoing
what has been done. LA3 is relatively new to working within an organization therefore, few opportunities
have enabled the participant to express Māori specific design identity. Despite the projects not being
specifically Māori oriented, LA3 intrinsically brings a Māori perspective to all their work.
Māori practitioners are priding themselves in the importance of Te Ao Māori and Māori knowledge within
projects and are pushing to further recognize bicultural landscape perspectives. The implementation of
knowledge and interpretation of Māori desires is often misconstrued which necessitates education. LA2 has
researched the colonial education system that frames landscape architecture in Aotearoa. Landscape
architecture education is often disconnected from Māori understandings of landscape, identity and cultural
narratives. LA2 emphasized, “It is critical to think about the succession”, if we expect practitioners to excel,
then the education needs to support their professional development by optimizing Māori lecturers and
mātauranga Māori teachings. A continuum of gaps persists as young professionals enter the workforce with
understandings of mātauranga Māori, but that become limited by working under more experienced
practitioners who lack understandings of Māori approaches.
Other ways of knowing have emerged through landscape interactions that better align with the futures, past
and present of land, according to LA4. It is critical to not impress one’s own knowledge upon the landscape,
rather seek to understand the land and its needs on a deeper level (LA4). LA4 highlighted a powerful quote
from within their own research:
We need these waterways. We need them to live. They don't need us they, be quite happy
if we didn't exist. So, we need to look after their future for our future because if we
weren't there, they would just go along their merry way. But if they were gone, we would
die (LA4).
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LA4 would want new practitioners or newcomers to Aotearoa to understand that we are the future of our
landscapes and if they have no future, we have no future. Many practitioners make effort to bridge both
Māori and Western lens in approaching design and planning, although challenges remain. LA5 revealed the
struggle of being called European or being labeled as Western by mana whenua. Practitioners who have
resided in New Zealand for generations embrace a genuine sensitivity and awareness for Māori worldview
that surpasses the knowledge of recent immigrants to New Zealand or true Europeans (LA5). Aligning with
comments by LA3, LA5 sees the need to move beyond polarizing people into categories considering the
many aligning values between Māori and non-Māori practitioners inform shared outcomes.
5.2.1.2 Te Aranga Design Principles
LA6 explained that during the initial development of Auckland, Māori identity did not transcend
urbanization and Māori felt practically invisible within the urban fabric. Therefore, the Te Aranga Design
principles in parallel with the formation of Nga Aho Design Council, contributed to the reinstatement of
Māori identity and celebration of Māori culture in Auckland. Nga Aho includes Architects, Planners,
Landscape Architects, Designers, Artists, Engineers and other Māori practitioners who all share in the same
kaupapa. LA2 agreed that the TAD principles have gained momentum over the last decade and many
practitioners are adopting them. LA7 explained the history behind developing the Te Aranga design
principles in the early 2000’s as practitioners recognized that culture was missing from the core design
guidelines. Practitioners realized that collaboration with mana whenua was critical to the success of projects
within Auckland. Therefore, the principles were integrated within the Auckland Design Manual; although
not a statutory process, it did give traction to applying the principles in practice. This followed the
overarching theme: “Our Faces in Our Places” and enhance meaningful engagement with mana whenua so
unique values could be effectively implemented within the design or planning process. The principles have
positively influenced ways that practitioners understand and apply Māori values in urban projects (LA2).
LA3 described that Te Aranga Design principles offer opportunities to connect people with waterscapes
and the whakapapa (ancestors) of water, essential to Māori identity. The principles have successfully
enhanced visibility of Māori values within Auckland, when meaningfully applied. Including Māori
practitioners within the TAD application process further enhance the effectiveness of their application.
LA5 stated that the TAD principles are not the answer necessarily, but they are a tool to reform procedures.
The role of the principles varies across the country, for example, Queenstown has lesser iwi presence
therefore the principles are not being used whereas, in Gisborne and Tauranga, there are interest in
incorporating the principles, stated LA5. This reveals the adoption and adaption of the principles and
grounding them in specific demographic and place-based contexts. Additionally, language differs across
the country, therefore developing the principles within a specific place is a good way in itself to gain a
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better understanding of a specific context, stated LA5. LA5 emphasized that many of the cultural values
align with personal values as a New Zealander and environmental values as a landscape architect. Similarly,
LA8 stated that many parallels exist between the Te Aranga design principles and good environmental
practices. Many of the values enforce good citizenship and stewardship of the earth by looking after
ecologies and biodiversity (LA5). The TAD principles offer a Māori cultural grounded approach to the
conversation around environmental values. Moreover, many of the values are often described and spoken
about differently amongst practitioners. Therefore, the principles encourage a unified dialogue rooted in
Māori understandings of landscape, and collaboration with people who may not have originally been
participants within the project.
When approaching a project, LA8 iterated that engagement with mana whenua is now at the top of the
agenda. Although, Te Aranga principles are rarely drivers for projects in urban contexts- perhaps a
shortcoming. LA8 referenced the Mana Whenua Kaitiaki Forum that developed to review and evaluate the
success of projects in Auckland from a Māori point of view. For this process, the designer might work
alongside Māori artists and may go through several workshops to gain common ground between designer,
artist and the forum. The review process questions proposed designs on the appropriateness and degree of
inclusion of the TAD. In public review processes, mana whenua have a role within to review and approval
of projects with Auckland, explained P1. Panel members frequently ask, “where have you applied the Te
Aranga Principles?” (P1). Members of the presenting team often have to then go back and look within the
finished design to check off where they have been applied. LA8 and P1 state that this process remains
backwards and a bit of a tick box exercise that demands resolution in the future however, it does offer
practitioners valuable exposure to cultural design considerations.
5.2.1.3 Urban Water Principles- Ngā Wai Manga
E1 explained, the Ministry of Environment development of a government policy document that supported
the design, management and sustainability of water in urban contexts. Approximately fifty people of all
urban water spectrums, including E1, formed a working group to develop ten key principles related to urban
water. Mātauranga Māori (Indigenous Māori knowledge) and Te Ao Māori (Māori worldviews) are
interwoven within the principles. This has been done previously at the iwi scale, however this is the first
time at a government scale. The purpose is to bridge both a Māori cultural lens with the technicalities of
planning, engineering, design and management. The principles speak about the mana (authority) or the
power of water, and the mauri (the life force), or wellbeing of water. There were approximately 10-20
percent Māori involvement in the development of the principles. The principles were formed by referencing
and building upon the Te Aranga Design Principles, and complimenting them with additional holistic
catchment, ki uta, ki tai principles and values to make them more water specific.
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To avoid the Te Aranga Design Principles or the Urban Water Principles existing as tick box exercises, E1
and P1 stated the criticality for practitioners to sit down and discuss with mana whenua and iwi to
understand how their narratives can be incorporated into the design. E1 explained that one of the major
limitations is the limited number of practitioners skilled in mātauranga Māori in the engineering space.
Māori are often reluctant to share mātauranga Māori and often want to keep it secret as it is there intellectual
property in fear of its misuse (E1). But a shift has occurred as Māori are more willing to share their
knowledge if it ensures things will be done properly (in accordance with Māori beliefs, values and
aspirations) (E1).
5.2.2 Procedures and Protocols that Prompt Meaningful Engagement and Relationships within the Design
and Planning Process.
LA1 promotes mātauranga Māori in all of their work but recognizes a lack of understanding for Māori
worldview in practice and institutional spaces. Upon arrival, Colonials lacked understanding and
appreciation for Māori values and environmental stewardship; ignorance that has led to narrow focused
design, planning and cultural outcomes in New Zealand, explained LA1. Growing up of both Māori and
European descent embedded heightened sensibilities for the environment and understandings of land within
everything. LA1 stated the need for people to want to understand Māori worldview therefore, having Māori
team members prompts cultural recognition within projects. LA1 naturally incorporates Māori narratives
and perspectives within their work and assumed that everyone should or would consider Māori values in
Aotearoa New Zealand; LA1 realized through increased exposure to the profession, that their outlook is
unfamiliar to many non-Māori practitioners. LA1 explained that a good place for new learners to start would
be to research the histories and narratives of a place and perhaps understand native or historical vegetation
in an area. Histories and ancestors are very important to Māori, therefore reflecting on the past to move
forward is a good way to approach the initial stages of a project.
To determine the iwi or community responsible for the landscape or rohe in which the project occurs, it is
important to understand the complexities of governance within rohe and recognize possible overlap between
iwi and whānau within an area. It is important that practitioners have an understanding of Māori worldview
and te reo to effectively engage mana whenua. Prominent disconnect persists between practice and
commitment. LA9 enforced that the integration of Māori values within a project must be authentic. E1
highlighted the problems in New Zealand with planners holding a lot of the engagement and consultation
responsibilities; this information is often poorly communicated to designers- this creates a gap in the
process. It is important to invite designers to engage at the initial stages so the entire process, from planning
and resource consent to physical built form, are collaborative. E1 iterated that this follows the Māori value
of whakawhanaungatanga - the process of establishing relationships and making connections to the people
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one meets. Similarly, LA8 emphasized the importance of relationship building within the project
development process. For example, learning a proper pepeha (introduction) to introduce oneself and closing
and opening meetings with a karakia (prayer). LA5, LA8 and LA6 acknowledged the evolution of office
protocols to include karakias or waitata (singing) and introductions in te reo to effectively host meetings
and interact with mana whenua. P1 mentioned a project in Auckland where project managers presented a
mihi mihi and were very proud of their ability to be more culturally sensitive. Establishing a working
relationship within a project will likely go beyond project boundaries. It is important for practitioners to
step back and abandon egos to appreciate the value of local knowledge and lived experiences rather than
taking a top-down approach, presenting ideas and assumptions on what the community needs. For certain
urban projects, a mentor has worked with practitioners to effectively educate them on the ideal approach
for working with mana whenua, language education and cultural protocols that should be followed. The
involvement of a mentor within the process is highly effective particularly for practitioners who have little
to no experience working with mana whenua.
LA9 emphasized that both practitioners and community members bring something different but of equal
value to the table, and the role of a good designer is to interpret and weave them together. Collaborative
input might transform the initial community desire for a waka into something more elaborate that represents
the deeper metaphorical, spiritual, cultural and physical meanings behind the waka- outcomes in this case
might not look like a traditional Māori symbol. The process requires a genuine willingness to acknowledge
everybody’s perspectives. Moreover, LA7 emphasized the importance of timing for meaningful
engagement. Timeliness often forces mana whenua to conform to project structures and timings that do not
necessarily align with community expectations. Ultimately, it is inappropriate to apply a Western model to
a project and expect mana whenua to fit within a linear mold. LA7 emphasized the need for an iterative
process whereby an awareness of mana whenua’s expectations permeates all project participants including
construction workers and project managers.
To ensure credibility, LA4 iterated the importance of first establishing an understanding of oneself and
place within the landscape and Aotearoa prior to working with mana whenua. When making management
decisions, both whenua and the relationships/narratives that Māori have with land must be equally
weighted. Therefore, having an understanding of one’s relationship to land and personal identity serves as
a foundational lens in approaching other land-based projects, policies and people. LA4 highlighted
important questions that rise through this process such as, “how do we use our stories?” and “how do we
use the teachings that have been passed down to influence the way we manage our places?” (LA4). LA4
spoke to an initiative that maps significant Māori marae, maunga, awa and moana areas attributed to
particular hapū. Once completed, it would enable practitioners to locate their project and identify significant
sites affected by the prospective project. Furthermore, it would contribute to identifying iwi and hapū to
62

engage regarding project outputs, helping organizations understand the space they are working in and who
needs to be involved (LA4).
It is important to find the correct people to fold into your project, for example artists, specific experts or
unique contributors that embody a collaborative approach to project outcomes (LA5). Opportunities exist
at all project stages to incorporate relationship building efforts. Firstly, conversations must establish agreed
principles for approaching the project, and then contributors can be selected to support these outcomes;
these people may come from the client or be suggested by the practitioner (LA5). It is important to find the
right people within the design process and people who have mana or authority within the community to
help ensure that principles are being effectively interpreted. LA5 emphasized the importance of establishing
partnerships that align with the Treaty of Waitangi, rather than thinking of mana whenua as stakeholders.
It is not always about finding an artist, it is about good design work and being sensitive and clever in the
approach. Despite the inquisitive approaches described by LA5, the difficulties of accomplishing a
collaborative working team whilst operating within the limitations of a project timeline prove challenging.
In conclusion, LA5 realized that although collaborative procedures are not out of the box, they cannot be
standardized. However, it could be of value to have a portion of the NZILA accreditation process mandate
an understanding of proper etiquette and engagement protocols for working with mana whenua.
5.2.3 Design Outcomes; Design interventions and that manifest physically within waterscapes
In the last ten years, Auckland has undergone drastic changes and collaborative design efforts are becoming
more common (LA9). Emerging appreciations exist for the overarching benefits Māori values have to all
people and the environment. LA2 highlights the challenges of bringing these values to fruition in the
physical landscape. Many designers have good intentions but when narratives and concepts are actually
built or constructed, they sometimes do not reflect intentions established by mana whenua or Māori artists
who were engaged within the process. The process of measuring and evaluating the successes of projects
are complex. E1 is trying to make changes within their own company by infusing current practices with a
Māori outlook. E1 idealizes that one day, Māori and Non-Māori design will not be seen as separate, rather
amalgamated to produce a “New Zealand Kotahitanga (unified) co-design approach”. E1 foresees an
increased shift in perspective toward this partnership within the design disciplines.
5.2.3.1 Reviving Waterways
LA7 re-enforced the various forms of water and water sources sacred to Māori used for cleansing,
ceremonial uses and burial purposes. Māori have a responsibility of keeping the mauri (life force) alive; in
order for the life force to be restored, water must undergo a filtration pattern over the land for example, rain
gardens or riparian plantings would be a contemporary urban example of water cleansing (LA7). E1 also
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referenced Dr. Kepa Morgan’s Mauri Model and iterated that water health can be measured based on mauri;
mauri can be low or high depending on the quality or health of the river.
There are several stages within the life cycle of water:
•

Waitai / Salt / Sea water – Water in the tidal environment

•

Wairehu / Evaporation – Evaporated water as its travels back to the sky.

•

Waiora / pure/healthy water -Water in its purest form. Ngā roimate o ngā atua – The tears of the
atua.

•

Wainuku – Water as is runs across the land, across Papatūānuku.

•

Waimoari/Wainoa – Ordinary water, available for consumption.

•

Waikino/polluted/bad water – Water that has the ability to harm life...

•

Wamate /dead water – Water that is not able to sustain life

•

Waitapu / sacred water – Water used in sacred ceremonies / holy water.

LA3 acknowledged opportunities to apply mātauranga Māori for the regeneration of waterways. Pollution
of rivers and lack of consideration for waterway health reveal the harmful implications of Western
dominance over landscape and the dismissal of Māori values within the original planning and design of
urban environments. Rivers are valued as ancestors yet were used for sewage disposal and wastewater
systems in the mid 1800s. Businesses developed along Queen Street and as this occurred, they used the
streams as ravines, similar to practices that occurred in England. If the river is our ancestor or our
grandmother, it begs the question “would you shit on your grandmother?” (LA1). Instead of designing and
planning for the river, people exploited waterscapes and now these practices must be repaired or undone
(LA1). E1 discussed storm water filtration systems and how they reference the creation story of Ranginui
and Papatūānuku. Rain references the tears of Ranginui falling towards his loved one, Papatūānuku. Water
is akin to the blood of Papatūānuku, hence the cultural significances to the process of water passing over
the whenua (land). The described stormwater network included a circular piping scheme to pay homage to
the creations story whilst cleansing water and enhancing mauri through filter plants in each stormwater
compartment. Engineering technicalities were not discussed, but the process demonstrates the ability for
mātauranga Māori to shape unforeseen infrastructure developments in contemporary urban contexts.
Similarly, LA1 echoed by LA10, described stream daylighting in downtown Tāmaki Makaurau (Auckland).
During colonial settlement and urbanization, many streams were destroyed or covered up. Stream
daylighting promotes Māori values for water, culture and histories in effort to decolonize the built
environment and landscape within the Auckland CBD. LA1 spoke to a stream daylighting project that
aimed to reveal hidden histories and reconnect people with the land, their identity and enhance the
ecological sustainability of the river system. The intent for the project was to enhance the relationships
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between community and the rich history of place- historically used as a place for food gathering and a
spiritual place. The daylighting generated a green corridor down the center of the city to connect people
more closely with nature within an urban context. This served as an opportunity to story-tell and optimized
geotechnical and technological mechanisms. The project described by LA1 offers a model in hope that
people might seek to discover the histories of a place or landscape and question what pre-existed. LA1 is
hopeful that this approach might be adopted when engaging, designing or visiting other landscape contexts.
LA6 discussed that water systems could be used a physical mapping mechanism to reveal that “human
settlements are just tiny stops within a massive natural network” (LA6). LA5 and LA3 understood
watersheds as a system and at a catchment scale, therefore, if one aspect of the river is affected this causes
detriment to the larger water system. E1 enforced that water interventions require consideration at a
catchment scale. Rather than focusing on mitigation in one specific area, people need to look at the larger
impacts of projects. This holistic catchment approach aligns with the Māori concept of ki uta, ki tai, from
the mountains to the sea. Furthermore, LA4 articulated that mitigation measures often focus on building
banks with filtration planting. “These efforts are to make ourselves feel better- they are all concerned with
mitigating impacts rather than actually considering the well-being of the stream or how to enhance it”
(LA4). Often, practitioners try to put up barriers and preventative measures rather than looking to
rehabilitate waterways. LA4 elaborated that a watershed approach is needed to help the stream in entirety.
Even if a project mitigates its impacts, LA4 still thinks the stream as a whole is likely sick. This requires
an approach beyond just single sightedness, meaning: “if it looks pretty therefore it must be good” (LA4).
Supporting questions could include: “can we swim in the stream? Can we fish from the stream?” (LA4),
even it looks ok, it is likely not when assessed through other senses, stated LA4.
E1 emphasized the lacking feedback loop between designer and site users; there is not enough going back
to review and evaluate the successes of projects. Things like water quality and ecological qualities are
monitorable and often go beyond the phases of the project. LA9 stated that practitioners, specifically
landscape architects in this context, slip out prior to monitoring stages. Often, landscape architects are
generally terrible at monitoring the successes or shortcomings of projects (LA9). Rarely do practitioners
reflect on a design and ask community or user groups about perceived success of the project, especially
from a cultural or social perspective. Most often, once a project is complete, there is no monitoring process
specific to design outcomes. Measuring the success of a project based on economic or ecological indicators,
such as “how many fish species can live here?” (LA4), are more easily evaluated. An iterative review
process could engage iwi and mana whenua throughout the entire project development, rather than merely
at the end. E1 explained that tools such as Kepa Morgan’s mauri index emerge from questioning “can I fish
in this stream? Can I eat the fish?” (E1), but other indicators for a project’s success might be “are people
attracted to a place or how do they feel about a place?” (E1). E1 and LA9 mentioned opportunities for
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practitioners to equip communities with a tool kit for monitoring and measuring environmental conditions,
so when the designer bows out at a certain stage within the project, community members are still able to
assess and evaluate the project. These evaluation strategies embody the concept of mauri and the ideology
that people and the environment are not separate. Not all water has mauri but mauri indicates the holistic
health of the whole environment and is based on relationships formed environmentally, economically, and
socially between humans and that space. LA4 stated that Māori do not have entire control over their
landscape anymore and have to go through structures such as the Hapū Environmental Management Plan.
LA4 offered the case study example of the Hokianga Harbour that enabled Māori to limit a development
from occurring by establishing wastewater discharge thresholds into the waterways. By decreasing
wastewater discharge allowances, the number of new houses permitted was also reduced. Alternative
wastewater infrastructures were implemented, enforcing that control over the water systems and protecting
the ocean, actually enabled Māori to delegate policies and limit development within their rohe (LA4).
5.2.3.2 Reinstating Bicultural Identities
Sometimes there are tendencies to look to mana whenua and the Te Aranga principles to offer a design
answer. But LA5 does not engage with mana whenua or iwi with the intention of having passive
involvement in the design outcomes, although some people do. Opportunities exist to move beyond
installing a waka or native plants or spiral symbols. Opportunities exist to collaborate and develop more
sophisticated and collaborative outcomes between community members and designers. Opportunities for
reconceptualization of values and cultural principles such as ahi kā, presence in the landscape, in a more
sophisticated manner. LA8 noted that early attempts to integrate Māori values within the design process
often lead to pou, or a design element with a waka (canoe) motif, or other traditional objects or patterns
being applied or simplistically added to a project, i.e. as a bit of an afterthought and without meaningful
integration with the rest of the design. LA7 elaborated that sophisticated interpretations of traditional Māori
symbols are effective when derived from place-based approaches that support unique identities and reflect
specific community needs. Design outcomes can be more abstract than merely representing the angles of a
marae but ultimately, they should be informed by the participants, explained LA7 and LA5. There is a
growing appreciation for sophisticating the representation of narratives. In order to translate these ideas,
practitioners must have an understanding of te reo, cultural protocols and how to effectively share these
ideas. LA8 explained that projects within their firm acknowledges the importance of learning te reo,
particularly with the pronunciation and use of Māori place names. In order to achieve collaborative
outcomes, practitioners must partner with individuals who are knowledge holders and have the ability to
interpret and express Māori stories (LA5). Although engagement can be time consuming, we must embrace
it and “go with it” as it is a matter of testing out different processes (LA10). There needs to be a mutual
understanding of the design process and design development procedures. There exist gaps in understanding
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between the practitioners understanding of community expectations and the community’s understanding of
design and project development.
LA8 and LA9 mentioned the City Centre Design Collective, a group of firms collaborating on projects in
Auckland. The group focused primarily on Front Street in Auckland. Rather than different practices
competing for work, they collaborated across the design industry to work with mana whenua. This enables
mana whenua to meet with a single collective of practitioners rather than repeating the same thing to
different parties (LA8 & LA9). The Collective establishes mutual understandings, by inviting all
practitioners within the same discussion. Although this process appears progressive and positive, enduring
political challenges persist when working with mana whenua. Political dynamics were not explicitly
mentioned, although alluded to throughout by several practitioners.
Another key consideration is place-naming, the re-instatement of Māori place names. For example,
Britomart was renamed when colonization occurred, originally known as Te Rerenga Ora Iti, the leaping
place of few survivors, a sacred pā (village site) where significant battles took place, and Te Roukai the pipi
beds that signified a place to gather pipi (shellfish). Place naming is a powerful way of continuing
narratives, histories and cultural practices. Many Māori place names are associated with a landscape or
significant event or person.
In conversation with LA6, a practitioner with previous experience working within the city of Auckland,
offered perspectives on Māori design initiatives occurring beyond Auckland boundaries, within the city of
Christchurch. The earthquakes that devastated Christchurch in 2011 prompted a reevaluation of Māori
presence within the urban environment. LA6 stated the increase in cultural practices and placemaking
events occurring within the city of Christchurch. Matapopore are leading numerous strategic planning
initiatives occurring in Christchurch to promote Māori visibility within the city. A series of guidelines were
developed based on the TAD, adapted to be specific to the Christchurch context. The adapted guidelines
embody more extensive kaupapa and paired with robust descriptions for each value. The reformed
guidelines demand implementation by the people who hold the values, not to be merely implemented based
on practitioner interpretations. The incorporation of Māori values within the design and development
process form alternative outcomes that support Māori and offer place-based approaches for community
planning. Several cultural design partners are involved, and many artists integrated within the process.
Limitations emerge when narratives are not fully realized in the outcomes. A growing public interest in the
meanings behind the works of Matapopore have initiated walking tours to educate visitors and the public.
LA6 explained that successful design efforts are reconnecting the larger community with the city. Local
iwi has a growing sense of pride sense of belonging within the urban fabric where they usually felt
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disconnected. LA6 concluded by celebrating the strong connection between pride, and health and
wellbeing.
5.3 Conclusion
The purpose of the research was not to analyze, compare or contrast practitioner views, rather, provide a
general exploration of the current state of knowledge. Conversations with practitioners revealed the process
and mechanisms for navigating the complexities of culture in practice, represented by three principle
themes: Frameworks, Procedures and Protocols, and Design Outcomes. What follows now in Chapter 6, is
a richer discussion and summary of the findings in relation to the research objectives and the conceptual
framework.
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6 | DISCUSSION
6.1 Introduction
Chapter 6 summates key findings from the conversations with practitioners. Findings from both literature
reviews and conversations with practitioners reflect, evaluate and re-envision the initial conceptual study
framework presented in 2.5.
6.2 Practitioner Perspectives
Narratives shared by practitioners reinforce initial understandings of Māori relationships with natural
entities stated within the literature. Māori strongly identify with the natural environment; practitioners
continually stated that environmental well-being is essential to the sustainability of Māori peoples and
culture. Personal narratives emphasize the degrees of water quality and how this influences daily life for
Māori who are spiritually, culturally and physically reliant on the water systems. Colonial settlement
disrupted Māori relationships with water systems due to the displacement of iwi and the destruction of local
governance regimes in order for Colonial urbanization agendas to take precedence. Practitioners re-iterated
the lack of consideration for Māori relationships with the land when colonials arrived and how this
decremented river systems. More contemporary urbanization has covered streams, polluted river systems
and lacked storm water infrastructure to properly manage waste and grey water. Colonial approaches to
water management lacked a heightened appreciation for the natural environment and now require
restoration and rehabilitation initiatives at grandiose scales to manage the water quality and quantity issues
facing modern Auckland and New Zealand.
In relation to the Whanganui River Agreement, the majority of practitioners had substantial awareness of
the implementation of the act and the meaning for Māori and the local iwi. The WRA exemplifies the
benefits Māori beliefs and values have for environmental management regimes. It is apparent that all
practitioners recognized the greater meaning of the Act for moving forward in legislative practices. The
Act serves as a nationwide reminder of the partnership established by the Treaty of Waitangi. Most
critically, practitioners highlight that despite the Whanganui River Agreement demonstrating immense
progress in celebrating and respecting Māori values there must be practitioners operating at the ground level
to enforce these values. A major gap would be the limited number of Māori practitioners specializing in
this field. Furthermore, practitioners commented that many people in the general population do not accept
Māori values as integral to environmental practices. But, the WRA does present some progress in
integrating water values at the Federal scale. Notably, landscape architecture does offer a leading way
forward to connect people and landscape in a holistic way. According to practitioners, several initiatives
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can be administered to better represent a bicultural approach in practice. The following section summates
current mechanisms. To re-iterate, mechanisms are defined as a natural or established process for
designing, planning or managing the environment.
6.3 Discussion: Current Bicultural Mechanisms in Waterscape Design and Planning
6.3.1 Mechanisms as Frameworks
Several key frameworks guide design and planning practices in Aotearoa. It is apparent that Te Ao Māori
is acknowledged by the majority of practitioners. The degrees of consideration for Te Ao Māori are still in
question, but there is promising recognition for bicultural values and a push to consider alternative modes
to Western (colonial) practice. Undoubtedly, design and planning initiatives within Auckland are
undergoing a shift to strengthen relationships with Māori and other nations. Design and landscape
architecture serve as suitable vessels for amending cultural and environmental relationships through built
form and policy interventions. These findings respond to initial project objectives to understand how
practitioners consider Te Ao Māori and bicultural relationships with water when designing and managing
waterscapes in New Zealand. To ensure continual and enhanced integration of bicultural values in practice,
education is key. Several practitioners necessitated a reform in the landscape architecture and design
education system including undergraduate, graduate and practice-based courses. Certain practitioners
explained their mission to educate and guide new and current practitioners on Te Ao Māori. Practitioners
asserted the criticality of educating the succession of practitioners to ensure a continuum of understanding.
Several practitioners raised the challenges of navigating the complexities of culture, considering negative
perceptions towards Europeans still permeate contemporary practice. Particular practitioners were opposed
to being called European in some instances, when the practitioner has a sensitivity to the New Zealand
context and Māori, much more than a European might. Contentions persist regarding cultural identity in
practice. This emphasizes the importance for practitioners to push for bicultural approaches to shaping the
landscape through design guidelines and heightened awareness for the opportunities to collaborate in all
landscape contexts. The interweaving of histories, narratives and cultural expressions through built form
are essential for reconciliation between Māori and Non-Māori nations going forward. Development of the
Auckland Design Manual and the Te Aranga Design principles offer validity and rigor to design operations
when meaningfully and effectively upheld. The guidelines offer a guiding lens and establish a renewed
approach for city development. According to practitioners, the principles are gaining traction across the
country and demonstrate a feasible model for mandating the consideration of Māori values in practice.
Guidelines are a seemingly effective mechanism to enhance biculturalism within urban developments.
Persistent challenges to the guidelines remain when the TADP are viewed as tick box exercises and do not
appropriately respond to the parameters of the framework in the intended manner. The TADP serve as a
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model, reflected in the development of the water specific Urban Water Principles for water management
within the city of Auckland. Despite the successes of the adaptation, it is still unclear how they will be
integrated and applied and to what degree they will affect design interventions and outcomes. Both
frameworks serve as tangible mechanisms to support bicultural design and planning agendas within urban
environments yet rely on meaningful engagement and empowerment of Māori leaders and authority to be
appropriately implemented.
6.3.2 Mechanisms as Procedures and Protocols
Despite the consideration for Māori worldview, there remains an overall lack of understanding for Māori
worldview in practice and within institutional spaces. This disconnect inhibits the integration of culturally
sensitive procedures and protocols. Practitioners need to want to understand the Māori worldview,
therefore, Māori team members can help educate willing learners. Mentors within teams serve as valuable
mechanisms to educate practitioners and bridge the gap between Indigenous and Western understandings
of the environment and project outcomes. A guiding theme for good practice is to research and investigate
histories and narratives, native plant materials, and identify pā 18 sites in an area. Practitioners determined
that landscape analysis should first operate at a regional or territorial scale to identity iwi within a particular
rohe and identify responsibilities within that area. Within the city of Auckland, there are nineteen iwi,
therefore procedures should consider the complexities of engagement and refer to Auckland Council, an
overarching leadership body, to devise an approach. Mana Whenua Kaitiaki Forum is an organization
established to help evaluate the effectiveness of engagement with Mana Whenua and the Te Aranga Design
Principles within Auckland. An evaluative board ensures decisions are reflective of Māori interests across
the city of Auckland. Projects work best as iterative processes; it is unjust to expect mana whenua to
conform to timelines and linear project agendas. Opportunities exist for likely unforeseen outcomes when
Māori knowledge is effectively and meaningfully incorporated. It is the role of the designer to find balance
between design agendas and community requests and expectations. Ultimately, awareness of mana whenua
expectations must penetrate all project participants including construction workers and project managers.
The Treaty of Waitangi and the ideology of partnerships support the abandonment of timelines to some
extent. Focusing on relationship building and shared understanding rather than budget or timely completion
of a project can be an obvious challenge for practitioners and stakeholders. The Māori value of
whakawhanaungatanga, the process of establishing relationships and making connections to the people one
meets, is crucial within the project engagement process. The purpose of engagement with Māori should be

“The word pā can refer to any Māori village or defensive settlement, but often refers to hillforts – fortified
settlements with palisades and defensive terraces – and also to fortified villages” (Government of New Zealand, n.d).
18
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more than merely a checkbox exercise and should foster relationships that extend beyond project
boundaries.
Persistent gaps exist between practice and commitment and the authentic integration of Māori worldview.
Disconnects exist between planner and designers engaging with project participants. Suggestions were
made to enhance participation of designers, planners and other stakeholders from the onset of a project, to
ensure the entire project agenda is collaborative. Offices are integrating protocols such as waiata songs and
karakia prayers, and introductions in te reo to effectively host meetings and engage with Māori.
Opportunities to familiarize and normalize Māori culture in workplaces support non-Māori practitioners to
feel more comfortable engaging within this space. For example, learning a proper pepeha or mihi mihi to
introduce oneself to mana whenua or Māori project partners is an effective way to form relationships. It is
important to abandon preconceived notions, expectations and egos, and appreciate the value of local
knowledge and lived experiences. Both community members and designers bring expertise of equal value
within a project. Opportunities exist to interpret and refine more abstract envisionment of community
desires with effective design consultation and creativity. Engagement processes demand personal
reflection, knowledge of oneself, ancestors and heritage prior to working with mana whenua, otherwise
practitioners lack credibility.
6.3.3 Mechanisms as Design Outcomes
Optimistically, many practitioners foresee a future where Māori and Non-Māori design amalgamate to
produce New Zealand Kotahitanga (unified) co-design approach. Several practitioners identified
mechanisms that reveal bicultural design outcomes and speculated that water systems could serve as a
physical mapping or planning structure, where urbanization and settlements are merely stops along the way.
It is envisioned that water takes precedence over development at a territorial scale, and water networks
guide development and shape-built form. This theory prompts the questioning of how settlement patterns
and development may differ in New Zealand had this been a guiding approach when colonizers arrived in
Aotearoa. Furthermore, policy planning and waterscape design are considered at a catchment scales,
aligning with ki uta ki tai, when one area of the river is affected, it can cause damage to the entire system.
Planning and design interventions must adopt a systems-based approach to respond holistically to water
quality and quantity issues. From current study, it is apparent that values of ki uta ki tai serve as a guiding
approach to understanding and managing waterscapes, that parallels or collaborates with practices of
integrated catchment management. The principles of ki uta ki tai, from the mountains to the rivers to the
sea embraces inherent cultural values for identity and relationships embedded with landscape (Marques et
al., 2018). Could this value inform a policy approach to water management at the catchment or watershed
scale? It remains unclear whether there exists a policy or agreement that is driven by a ki uta ki tai outlook,
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nor how it is embedded within legislation, but Literature Review B identified examples that optimize a
catchment scale in approaching management. Fenemor et al. (2011) acknowledged the mountains to the sea
lens in approaching the Motueka River project. Ki uta ki tai, aligning with integrated catchment
management, considers Māori identities, relationships with particular environmental entities, and helps
identify iwi and hapū to be engaged within a particular territory. Engagement with environmental managers
and planners who share a Māori kaupapa, would appropriately and respectfully frame a project process.
Following a ki uta ki tai approach could unearth a depth to integrated catchment management that is more
culturally responsive and aligns better with the emergent bicultural dialogue for waterscapes design and
planning. The technicalities of integrated catchment management are beyond the scope of this research, but
it is clear that Māori ki uta ki tai align with the process of integrated catchment management. Practitioner
perspectives on ki uta ki tai affirms the statement of Fenemor et al. (2011), that ICM is “an adaptive
planning and action process” (p.8). ICM is by its very nature an ongoing social process, not an output such
as a catchment plan, or an outcome such as achieving a water quality target (Allen et al., 2011).
Moreover, opportunities exist for ki uta ki tai to guide reterritorializing. Rather than water boundaries
conforming to regional boundaries, ki uta ki tai might reflect a traditional lens for organizing responsibilities
over water and land. Derived through community consultation and the understanding of Māori identity
embedded in landscape entities, ki uta ki tai could inform an alternative approach to zoning policies at the
regional or rohe (territory) scale. Would re-territorializing under a ki uta ki tai evoke more effective
representation of cultural identity within government legislations for land and water management in
Aotearoa New Zealand? Considering the frequent mention of ki uta ki tai as a guiding lens, this question
has likely been asked by other academics. No known policies or management protocols speak to this query
beyond the identified literature such as Hatton et al. (2017b), Marques et al. (2018) and Tipa et al. (2016)
that offer case examples of applying ki uta ki tai for environmental restoration.
Several practitioners acknowledged the ignorance of colonial settlers toward the importance of water
systems to human well-being. For example, European influence destroyed riverways by using them for
wastewater disposal and riverways were paved over in the urban context. Europeans did not design for the
river, they designed against it. A shift in perspective acknowledges the opportunity to design for water
systems. Mechanisms such as stream daylighting offers a regenerative opportunity to expose waterways.
Stream daylighting not only improves river health and creates habitat, but supports the cultural linkages
Māori, and all people have for water within the urban environment. Beyond the ecological and social
benefits, projects like this could serve as a model to prompt visitors and residents to question what preexisted within the city and other sites they may visit. A heightened awareness for culture and Māori values
are revealed through daylighting interventions.
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Similarly, examples were shared of physical storm water infrastructure, Figure 13, reflecting the creation
story and therefore embed Māori values for water within the built form. This is a highly novel concept that
interweaves culture, environmental processes and traditional knowledge with contemporary infrastructure.
It demonstrates the adaptability of traditional infrastructure with the use of modern technology. The
approach reinforces the value of Māori knowledge to all people and the environment. Māori hold unique
values for different types of water, therefore, countless opportunities exist to uphold stewardship
responsibilities across all scales.
From an ecological and restoration lens, mechanisms prompt a reformed approach for water rehabilitation.
Tendencies are to mitigate damages by constructing barriers or building banks with filtration plantings yet
require tactics that target existing river health. Barriers and filtration systems might mitigate future impacts,
but the waterway may remain sick. Assessments of river health need to involve all of the senses, beyond
juts visual assessments. Waterscape projects need to focus on designing and planning for the river along
with preventative measures.
Several mechanisms demand landscape architects to be a part of the monitoring and assessment stages of
projects. Landscape Architects need to be more involved in the reflection (post-implementation) and
monitoring stages to re-engage with participants and evaluate the success of projects. This would encourage
integrated involvement, foster meaningful relationships and support evidence-based landscape architecture.
Water quality, quantity and ecologies can be more tangibly monitored, but stronger evaluative
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Figure 13 Stormwater Infrastructure, Auckland
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criteria would consider the social and cultural perspective. Practitioners acknowledged that environmental
health, social and cultural well-being are inherently linked, therefore, opportunities exist to implement
monitoring tools that account for sociocultural dimensions of landscape. Repeated mention of the
interlinkages of human and environmental well-being were revealed in the literature reviews permeate
practice. Ecological restoration efforts and focus on sustainability within design and planning actionize
these values in practice. Practitioners highlighted opportunities to equip community members with a toolkit
to evaluate projects from a social and cultural lens rather than merely an ecological or economic valuation.
The Mauri Model offers a culturally significant measure for the health and well-being of waterways. It
offers a cultural and ecological lens for evaluating projects and could be further adopted. A practical
example includes policy mechanisms that enhanced Māori’s ability to control waterways and water uses
through policy, regulations and title acts. A practitioner discussed a case where cultural standards for water
health successfully halted a housing development. The shared example reveals that cultural values for water
standards have traction in policy and planning contexts; water health takes precedence over economic gains.
Design interventions help re-instate bicultural identities within cities. Notable mechanisms include placenaming, the adaption of the Te Aranga Design Principles, sophistication of Māori symbols and narratives
in built form and, sharing Māori connections to place through tourism (Māori are adopting a sense of pride
for the cities and places they live in when their values are upheld, and they see and feel a Māori cultural
presence within the landscape). Visibility and representation of values are some of the key mechanisms for
upholding biculturalism within urban environments. The importance of upholding bicultural values
ultimately links to preserving, enhancing and managing the well-being of the natural environment.
6.1 Applicability to the Canadian Context
The purpose of this study was not to draw concrete conclusions on how the gathered findings could apply
in the Canadian context due to the vast cultural, demographic and geographical differences between both
Māori in New Zealand and Indigenous or First Nations peoples in Canada. But it is valuable to speculate
the applicability considering this thesis was generated in alignment with coursework for rural Canadian
contexts, and the values and lessons emerged through this research render optimistic for design and
planning in other bicultural contexts. Since 1997, there has been a seven percent increase of Indigenous
peoples including First Nation, Metis and Inuit peoples in Canadian cities (Statistics Canada, 2017). A 2016
census quantifies approximately 46,000 Indigenous peoples in Toronto alone (Statistics Canada, 2017).
This statistic is likely to increase as Indigenous populations rise yearly. Current Canadian cities have the
opportunity to respond, by empowering an Indigenous lens within the disciplines of design and planning.
Through my own personal observation and previous undergraduate research, in Canada we often see
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opportunities for representation of Indigenous values through symbology and architectural representations
that reflect tangible portrayals of First Nation or Indigenous peoples. Moreover, the varying geographical
locations of First Nations and Indigenous peoples often mislead non-Indigenous Canadians to perceive
Indigenous knowledge as obsolete in contemporary urban contexts. Perceptions exist that Indigenous
knowledge is suited for reserve or community contexts yet has minimal traction in urban spaces. This
statement is grounded in the minimal representation of Indigenous peoples occupying urban environments
in south-western Ontario and other urban cities in Canada. Canada’s extensive history of cultural
assimilation proves the oppression faced by First Nation and Indigenous peoples and their traditional
knowledges.
This research offers an example of how Indigenous values and knowledge support opportunities for
bicultural collaboration across all scales of intervention including policy, planning or design, and amongst
design, planning, environmental management and engineering disciplines. Opportunities to reflect
bicultural mechanisms in contemporary contexts range from site scale storm water interventions, to
territorial policies and management regimes. In Aotearoa, all of the identified mechanisms respond to
culture, people and place to inform a New Zealand Kotahitanga (unified) co-design approach.
Empowerment of Indigenous voices within the design process showcase opportunities for a renewed
approach to design and management of cities and waterscapes. Ultimately, opportunities exist for bicultural
design and planning and the integration of Indigenous values (when Indigenous peoples are meaningful
engaged), to manifest across all horizontal and vertical landscape scales for the betterment of all people, all
communities and all landscapes.
6.2 Review/ Re-framing of Study Framework
The initial study framework speculated the ways practitioners operate in a bicultural context within
Auckland. The thesis sought to understand how bicultural values influence waterscape design and planning
mechanisms, and if Māori and non-Māori values for water could collaboratively devise renewed crossscalar approaches. Differences persist between Māori and Non-Māori ideologies and perceptions of
environment. Although, this study reveals that several efforts are made at varying scales to support a
bicultural lens in approaching waterscape projects. According to the research, waterscape design and
management is best procured at a watershed scale, embodying operations within territories and regional
jurisdictions or local scales (city scales). Figure 14 reveals the complexities of multiscalar waterscape
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Figure 14 Revised Conceptual Study Framework
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design and management processes. Due to the fluid, trans-boundary nature of water systems, it is necessary
to consider each intervention, policy or procedure from multiple scales. Moreover, human scale procedures
and protocols influence territorial and even country wide relationships between people and place. Therefore,
practitioners must consider the interconnectedness of complex and dynamic frameworks, procedures and
protocols and design outcomes across all vertical and horizontal scales.
Particular mechanisms operate at varying scales depending on the type of mechanism and the iwi
organizations or institutions involved in a particular project, the reformed framework offers renewed
representations of scale in practice. Moreover, the initial study framework makes assumption that three
principle scales exist within Western practice. The reformed framework introduces multiple definitions of
scale, beyond the previously identified local, regional and national scales. It is apparent that the applicability
of the defined mechanisms is multiscalar. A shift in perspective appreciates the impact a human scale
interaction or mechanism can contribute to regional a regional scale project. For example, meaningful
meeting protocols or procedures, can foster relationships that extent beyond project extents and influence
management decision-making at the federal scale. Similarly, collaboration between designers and planners
with local iwi can generate model examples, such as the Whanganui River Agreement to inform national
policy reform or changes in environmental management approaches nationwide.
Similarly, the WRA actionizes a federal policy that in turn renews community ancestral connections with
the River through environmental protection efforts. Another example being the Te Aranga Design
Principles in Auckland, actionized at a local scale, that serves as an adaptable regional and country-wide
model for urban design guidelines. The spiral envisionment presented within the initial framework, persists
in practice. The established spiral and holistic depiction of Indigenous understandings of landscape and the
model presented by Salmond et al. (2014) it is considered that “phenomena manifest across scales, and
institutions interact across and within levels, a complex web of horizontal and vertical interactions may be
required in seeking sustainable solutions at the landscape level” (Minang et al., 2015, p.11). The research
reveals this to be true in practice. Māori have an undivided relationship with natural entities and promote
the inclusion of values within all design and planning efforts, where possible.
Supporting the unique bicultural context in practice emerges mechanisms that service the environment and
equal representation of Māori, who were largely omitted when Auckland was first urbanized. Moreover,
mātauranga values parallel many sustainable environmental practices, therefore, many non-Māori
practitioners perform interventions that align with mātauranga Māori values, through contemporary science
and water systems management regimes. An evolving appreciation for the role of traditional knowledge is
emerging.
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In order for the reformed framework to gain traction in practice, education is required at all levels. Both
formal and informal education was spoken to several times amongst practitioners. In order for people in
New Zealand to appreciate bicultural values, teaching of cultural practices, language and opportunities for
collaboration is required at all institutional scales. Interestingly, education permeates all scales to amend
gaps from early education as elementary students, all the way to practitioners studying within landscape
design and planning disciplines. Further empowerment and appointments of Māori teachers and professors
are required to ensure the succession of people entering the work force are exposed to mātauranga within
the Western education systems to achieve bicultural outcomes. Opportunities to educate peoples on the
value of bicultural collaboration and how to effectively engage within these spaces is essential to practicing
land and water focused disciplines in New Zealand according to several practitioners. Moreover, practice
specific education could introduce engagement protocols and understanding of mātauranga Māori within
registration processes within the NZILA. Embedding bicultural teachings within the registration process
would ensure both new-comers and all practitioners in New Zealand have a degree of understanding and
appreciation for mātauranga within cotemporary practice.
6.2.1.1 Conclusion to the Revised Framework
There emerged countless definable mechanisms for design and planning within waterscapes. The on-set of
this project sought to identify the ways that practitioners consider bicultural perspectives. The initial
conceptual framework illustrated a divided understanding of water between both Māori and Western
practices and assumed juxtaposed approaches to contemporary waterscape design and planning.
The revised framework emerges a renewed understanding that focuses less on tangible outcomes and more
so on the processes for achieving them. Aligning with the grounded theory methodology, the data informed
the outputs of the project, therefore shaping the discussion and revised frameworks focus on process for
bicultural mechanisms rather than solely the mechanisms themselves. The majority of practitioners spoke
more to the process for achieving bicultural design and planning outcomes rather than the outcome
themselves; the success of a project, design or policy, rely on a bicultural process.
The initial framework illustrated a fragmented interpretation of landscape operations whereas the revised
framework illustrates the transparencies between landscape and institutional scales and the overlap that
immerses local or human scale operations within the broader national or federal contexts. The revised
framework, although complicated, renders optimistic in enforcing bicultural agendas at all scales. The
revised framework illustrates a cross-scalar depiction of waterscape design and planning perceptions and
operations in New Zealand. It is apparent that successful mechanisms focus on process rather than
outcomes, and they are transboundary and multiscalar reflecting the inherent nature of water processes.
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6.2.2 Limitations to Findings
There exist several potential biases within the participant sampling process including sampling bias; the
engagement process, such as response bias or focus of responses; and lastly, within the interpretation and
reflections of information, including cultural bias or the potential language bias. The identified biases are
specific to the engagement process and the findings section and differ from those highlighted within the
methodology.
6.2.3 Sampling Inclusion Bias
Due to the limited number of practitioners who work within the specific disciplines of landscape
architecture, planning, engineering and environmental management that met the selection requirements,
there was a very selective pool of participants. Within the snowball sampling process, a niche community
of practitioners emerged. This could be considered a convenience bias considering the majority of the
participants were selected based on their availability and feasibility of meeting with the researcher (Aguinis
& Edwards, 2014; Brutus, Stephanie et al., 2013). Several of the key-informant’s initial referrals were
unable to meet with the researcher, therefore, suggestions were made for other experts within Auckland
with increased availability. Snowball sampling method was selected to account for the highlighted
limitations of engagement and accessing participants.
6.2.4 Response Bias
The interviews opened with a discussion of the Whanganui River Agreement and the embedded principles.
This set a positive tone in regard to New Zealand’s efforts to be more inclusive of bicultural perspectives.
The approach to interviews followed a curious and exploratory approach. Despite attempts to reduce bias
and be as neutral as possible within the approach to interviews, there may have been some bias (Aguinis &
Edwards, 2014; Brutus et al., 2013). It is possible that whilst establishing a relationship with the
participants, there may have been a certain sense of amity that caused participants to omit negative
perceptions or shortcomings of design and planning efforts in New Zealand. Interview transcriptions reveal
the successful acquisition of a balanced understanding of the opportunities and challenges of navigating the
complexities of bicultural environments. It is important to acknowledge the potential limitations within
qualitative engagement processes particularly when integrated Kaupapa Māori and Indigenous research
paradigms rely on relationship building between the participant and the researcher. This often requires a
more intimate and less neutral approach to engaging with individuals as highlighted within the established
research methodology.
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6.2.5 Focus of Responses
Throughout the interviews, practitioners did not speak solely to design project outcomes focused to water,
considering land and water systems operations are both physically, politically and culturally interconnected.
Although water specific procedures and policies exist, responses from project participants varied.
Diversified understandings of landscape design and planning emerged, yet water specific mechanisms were
limited. Moreover, the majority of examples were focused to practice within urban contexts where
developments and built form focused on land planning and land-based design contexts.
The majority of interviewed practitioners spoke to the design process and procedures that affect engagement
protocols and frameworks that influenced design procedures rather than specific design outcomes, or
tangible examples of projects reflecting bicultural values. This observation aligns with the findings that
process is critical for integrating bicultural values, but, limited concrete understandings of how bicultural
values come to fruition within the landscape. Alternatively, it was difficult to achieve a balanced perspective
toward how bicultural values operationalize. Due to the small pool of selected interview participants, the
majority of interviewed practitioners shared Māori values and an Indigenous lens toward design and
planning. Snow-ball interview methods lead to other practitioners with aligning perspectives. This
substantiated the aforementioned perspectives that emerged, but it would have been valuable to acquire
additional non-Māori perspectives to achieve more balanced results. This may have enhanced
understandings of how non-Māori practitioners navigate the complexities of working within bicultural
contexts. Furthermore, the study did not isolate Māori or Non-Māori practitioners in separate categories,
but it could have been valuable to assess perspectives based on cultural identity to draw comparisons
between both groups; this approach was beyond the scope of the study and countered the ethical agreements
established prior to interviewing practitioners.
6.2.6 Cultural Bias
Potential cultural bias was critically mentioned within the methodology in Chapter 2 and introduction to
this chapter (Aguinis & Edwards, 2014; Brutus et al., 2013). It is important to acknowledge the permeating
bias of foreign non-Indigenous researcher engaging with Māori and Non-Māori researchers particularly
within the interpretation and dissemination of results. It is critical to reinforce the iterative participant
involvement within the presentation of interview transcriptions to ensure the information was effectively
interpreted and approved by the researcher. To avoid misconstrued findings or improper analysis of
information, the researcher is limited to merely presenting the results and recognizes that the findings are
not exhaustive, nor do they draw concrete conclusions regarding practice in New Zealand.
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6.2.7 Fluency in Language Bias
Limitations exist within the effective use of Māori language and terminology when presenting the findings
(Aguinis & Edwards, 2014; Brutus et al., 2013). Participant review of the interview summaries ensured the
proper use and spelling of te reo Māori. The strong interconnectedness between Te Ao Māori and te reo
could be misconstrued by the researcher. The researcher made their best possible effort to understand the
dialogue and te reo utilized by participants. Potential bias remains considering the researcher is utilizing
the terms and language from an underlying Western lens.
6.3 Conclusion
The identified mechanisms reveal several analogous themes that enhance understandings of how both Māori
and non-Māori perspectives manifest in design and planning efforts. Strong linkages exist between identity
and relationships to natural entities. Therefore, the intent for all bicultural design efforts should support the
well-being of people and the natural environment. Sustainable relationships may be cultural, political or
social. Furthermore, it is apparent that Māori and Western values regarding environmental stewardship can
align if collaboratively applied. Many Māori values for land and water support the longevity, sustainability
and regenerative efforts that could be achieved through either an Indigenous or Western lens. But, to
effectively represent bicultural perspectives toward aligning initiatives, the process must be inherently
collaborative at all stages.
Conversations with practitioners reveal the progress of practice toward embracing Māori values and
approaches as common-place. Although, gaps still exist and there remains push back from practitioners and
society, when a lack of understanding or appreciation for Indigenous knowledge proceeds. Interwoven
amongst all the aforementioned mechanisms, there exists a principle focus on human and water
relationships that exceed just physical infrastructure developments or design interventions. Embedded
within bicultural design processes, there is a push to educate non-Māori practitioners on the cultural and
historical relationships to land, water and place. Barriers persist as Māori practitioners continue to operate
within colonial institutions. It appears that higher level institutions and policies are optimal for promoting
Indigenous values. Although, it is critical for local level practitioners to actionize the policies, frameworks
and legislations. Educating non-Māori practitioners and people on the value of Māori worldview and
waterscapes that moves beyond protecting or merely preventing impacts to water systems but focuses on
regeneration, rehabilitation and resilience of mauri. Values focus on the prosperity of water and land and
reciprocally, the sustainability of humans. Evidently, commonly desired outcomes can be more effectively
achieved by following a bicultural approach, to not only celebrate the unique values and Māori knowledge
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of the Aotearoa landscape, but operationalize a reformed Aotearoa New Zealand design approach that
responds uniquely to culture, place and landscape.
Defined theories from the literature reviews, conversations with practitioners and supporting information
from the revised study framework, Figure 14, emerge concepts such as liquid urbanism and liquid planning.
Several academics have investigated the use of water systems as guiding patterns for physical urban
development, whereby the streams, rivers and networks suppport deeper connections to water and shape
physical built form such as community development patterns and building design (Clarke, 2012). Liquid
urbanism theorizes a unique vantage whereby water is perceived as “the exemplary form of movement and
informs everything that moves through the urban domain: people, cars, currency, air flows, rivers, wires,
networks etc. are part of the circulatory system or living movement of the city” (Clarke, 2012, p. 57).
Jacqueline Elizabeth Clarke’s thesis written in 2012 at the University of Auckland titled: “Liquid Urbanism,
the 21st city as a living waterscape” offers valuable insight to the emerging definition of liquid urbanism.
Liquid urbanism is naturally a sub-field of other disciplinary fields, just as water is one
dimension of the urban domain yet naming the field of liquid urbanism allows the liquid
dimension of the urban domain to come to the foreground, where it was once designated
to flow at the subterranean layer of the city. Liquid urbanism reminds us that water is
the catalyst of life, and also of the human habitat, but also that water is the exemplary
form of movement and so informs us that everything that moves through the urban
domain: people, cars, currency, air flows, rivers, wires, networks etc, are part of the
circulatory system or living movement of the city (Clarke, 2012, p. 57).
Theoretically, liquid urbanism recognizes the criticality of water quality and quantity within urban
cityscapes. Notably, urban waterscapes are becoming icons that attract residents, and act as key
infrastructures, and points for social convergence (Clarke, 2012), to argue that waterscapes form unique
public spaces which values differ from those of a marketplace, the agora, and the city square (Clarke, 2012).
Clarke (2012) argues that waterscapes might possibly be the point within cityscapes that hosts the strongest
social cohesion and becomes a new ordering system for built form. Moreover, Clarke (2012) states that
city’s most vulnerable to climate change, are those with road networks as the dominant circulatory network.
Furthering this assumption, it is noted that
Globalization also demands that the circulatory system of the city is an extension of
global logistical distribution network, geared towards product movement through
urban gateways, shipping routes, flight paths, etc., often by compromising local
pathways and networks. This logistical complexity is not defined by economy or
efficiency, or lowering climate emissions, but is geared towards cheap labour markets
in the manufacturing sector. Additionally, urban populations are becoming
increasingly defined by nomadic social flows defined by migration and transit within
every demographic, which requires new thinking on place and identity. The
increasingly fluid dynamical nature of the urban condition drives urban complexity
(Clarke, 2012, p. 59).
84

Ultimately, liquid urbanism offers a rethinking of our perceptions of contemporary city making and the
changing relationships people have with water. Clarke (2012) offers a substantial review of the evolving
theories around liquid urbanism including liquid perception (psychological), simultopia and
transpolitanism through a case study review of Brian McGrath’s, New York based architect/ urban designer
and theorist, who explores these concepts in “Bankok: The Architecture of Three Ecologies 19“. Liquid
urbanism appreciates the fluidity, transboundary and transitional attributes of water systems, and optimizes
these processes to inform responsive planning and design solutions to suggest new water-based typologies
for urban city making.
Similar to liquid urbanism, liquid planning theories focus on a water-based approach to design and planning
of cityscapes to address the common “mis-registration between urban infrastructure and natural water
systems” (Arquero de Alarcon & Maigret, 2013, p.1). Liquid planning aligns with notions of watershed
scales and bioregions being the idealized scale for water management and planning. Moreover, the theory
adopts holistic perspectives on the interconnectedness of water systems and the potential impacts that site
scale interventions have to broader local, regional and even nation-wide scales.
Because water is a critical component in an understanding of past and present
conditions and future paradigms for metropolitan regions, Liquid Planning utilizes
watershed thinking to foster approaches that bridge scales, work within temporally
dynamic systems, and establish processes that transcend established administrative
boundaries. In these ways, Liquid Planning recognizes the importance of design
disciplines in the innovation of more sustainable construction practices (Arquero de
Alarcon & Maigret, 2013, p.1).
Liquid planning is a systems-based approach that recognizes the links between urban materiality, storm
water run-off, infrastructure failures and water quality. The purpose of liquid planning is to approach
urbanism through a lens of interconnected water systems to understand the relationships between built form
and urban water systems quality, quantity and changing fluidity. Liquid Planning operates at multiple scales
to understand the types of boundaries, including disciplinary, perceptual and political that influence water
systems design and planning.
Liquid urbanism and planning offer unique understandings of landscape processes in an urban context, and
although few tangible examples of its application exist currently, it could be a viable mechanism for
approaching bicultural waterscape design at three principle scales. At the local scale, theories in liquid
urbanism might configure stream-oriented developments that challenge conventional housing, oriented
toward streetscape designs. By enhancing physical proximity to waterscapes, views to the river and
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orientation of urban built form could strengthen relationships between community and surrounding
waterscapes, moreover, heighten awareness for local ecologies and increase daily interaction with natural
waterscapes. At the Urban City Scale, interventions such as city-wide stream daylighting could enhance
urban ecologies, heighten visibility of urban water systems and could bring awareness to Māori
conservation and rehabilitation values for water systems. Water systems-based design could offer an
alternative to conventional city-making, focused solely on the transport of goods and people through street
and roadway developments. At the Regional scale, liquid urbanism could guide a reformed approach to
settlements around water systems. Water networks could serve as a guiding map for settlement patterns,
connecting communities and urban centers through water systems. Focus at this scale could be on the
sustainable development of cities and built form based on the connectivity of water systems to the greater
watershed network. Implementing rehabilitation strategies at a multitude of areas throughout the network
and managing policies with an understanding of the impacts point based interventions have to the holistic
water network.
In the context of this thesis, both liquid urbanism and liquid planning align mechanisms of ki uta ki tai
processes of integrated catchment management with holistic storm water management infrastructure to
imagine reformed ways of living and designing with water at varying scales. Findings within this thesis did
not present any existing or speculated plans driven by theories of liquid urbanism, although practitioners
realize the criticality of water. An approach driven by theories of liquid urbanism and planning could
potentially counter historical prescriptive land planning and zoning models that merely isolated developable
land and left waterways as unplanned areas. Theories in liquid urbanism could inform a new approach to
urbanism that suits coastal and water systems-based place-making aligning with frameworks for integrated
catchment management. Liquid urbanism and planning through collaboration of Māori water values and
Western science could emerge a multiscalar New Zealand Kotahitanga (unified) co-design approach to
waterscape design and planning.
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7 | CONCLUSION
7.1 Conclusion
This thesis understands both Māori and colonial landscape values upheld by varying practitioners can
effectively collaborate through several determined mechanisms to formulate alternative approaches to
practice. Identified mechanisms support new understandings of ways practitioners including Landscape
Architects, Planners and Environmental Managers reflect bicultural perspectives toward water in the design
and planning of waterscape environments in New Zealand. This thesis explored Māori cultural values for
water, identifying similarities and differences to colonial perspectives of ecological sustainability and
environmental management. Moreover, it investigated the ways practitioners consider Te Ao Māori and
bicultural relationships with water when designing and managing waterscapes in New Zealand. It is
apparent that values and perceptions of water, and heightened sensibilities for environmental entities
embodied within the Whanganui River Agreement permeate practice in Aotearoa New Zealand. Findings
presented several policies and design initiatives formed through successful collaborative engagement of
bicultural perspectives; the majority of findings revealed successful mechanisms to exist as processes rather
than outcomes. The identified frameworks, procedures and protocols, and design outcomes revealed
through this investigation are place-based and culturally unique, although collaborative processes and
engagement regimes could apply in other cultural contexts. The success of this project is the identification
of mechanisms and processes that could inform alternative ways of reading, understanding and narrating
landscape design and planning practices from a bicultural lens in the future. Furthermore, the study
contributes understandings of opportunities and constraints of navigating the complexities of culture in
research, design, and planning practices. The study itself reveals the intricacies of researching within a
bicultural context and the critical awareness needed to fulfill a culturally sensitive research process.
The methodology adopted within this study could serve as a model in practice. The circular and iterative
involvement of participants to develop the methodology itself, perform interview tasks and disseminate
findings operationalizes the importance outcomes reflecting project participants. Considering this study
emphasizes the criticality of process in landscape architecture and planning, opportunities might exist to
integrate the methodology followed throughout this thesis in a practice context. The purpose of this
methodology was to generate more reflective outcomes through the use of semi-structured interviews that
enabled practitioners to guide conversations. Furthermore, the methodology utilized Grounded Theory, so
outcomes emerged and formulated through a process of reflections with key-informants and participants.
This study reveals the importance of process and engagement within the practice of design and planning
for waterscapes. Similarly, this research promotes the value of process over outcome.
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7.2 Future Research
The following section offers insight to possible future studies and other future research paths. The
discussion in Chapter 6 suggests potential for ki uta ki tai to inform alternative approaches to Integrated
Water Management and imagine unconventional modes of city-making based on theories of liquid urbanism
and planning. The following section speculates additional future studies that expand on themes and lessons
from this thesis.
7.2.1 Comparative study between Canada and New Zealand
Future studies could consider the applicability of the identified mechanisms to the management of
waterscapes in Canada. A comparative study could encompass a socio-cultural, demographic and
geographical comparison of the New Zealand context to the Canadian context to draw out commonalities
and differences. It is critical to understand the core differences between treaty relationships between Canada
and the Indigenous peoples in Canada, and Māori in New Zealand. Future research might engage with
practitioners in Canada and New Zealand to understand the similarities and differences in mechanisms for
bicultural waterscape design and planning. Furthermore, the investigation might compare approaches to
engaging or working with Māori and Indigenous peoples. Comparative topics might investigate Māori and
Indigenous water values, how cultural values manifest in design and planning practices, tangible outcomes
of bicultural waterscape design and management and water policy and management protocols. The purpose
of this study would be to understand cultural mechanisms for bicultural waterscape design planning in two
colonized countries. The research might develop design or planning protocols in regard to best practices.
Successful formation of bicultural design guidelines for future planning policy requires engagement with
Māori and Indigenous peoples would be essential to its success.
7.2.2 Socio-cultural evaluation process
The Landscape Architecture Foundation (LAF), a professional body that invests in research, scholarships
and leadership initiatives to increase the influence and impact of landscape architects, has developed
landscape performance standards for landscape architecture practitioners, researchers, agencies, park and
land managers, instructors, students, and others to assess whether landscape solutions fulfill the intended
purpose and contribute to sustainability (LAF, 2019). The institution hosts a robust sustainability
philosophy, “No matter how sustainability is defined – zero carbon, net zero water, biodiversity, livability
– it cannot be achieved without considering landscape. LAF launched the Landscape Performance Series
to showcase the measurable contributions of landscape solutions” (Deutsch in LAF, 2019). The LAF
emphasizes the criticality of landscape to environmental and human well-being, yet, omits the importance
of cultural dimensions. Lessons from this study enforce the pertinence of harmonious social, cultural and
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spiritual relationships to sustain human and environmental well-being. This thesis reveals that cultural and
social dimensions of landscape are measurable in some capacities and can be assessed through criteria, such
as the Te Aranga Design Principles or the Urban Water Principles, or cultural health indices. Therefore,
future research could explore opportunities to integrate socio-cultural criteria within landscape performance
standards.
Findings from this thesis suggest that the Landscape Architecture Foundation, or comparable institutions,
could include an assessment for social or cultural metrics of finished landscape design projects. This process
could reflect back on the successes or limitations of project outcomes from a socio-cultural lens. Site users,
project stakeholders or participants, and local communities consulted within the project development period
could be interviewed or surveyed to evaluate project outcomes based on socio-cultural criteria developed
by the LAF. It would be important to note that evaluative metrics would need to be place-based (as the Te
Aranga principles were developed specific to the Auckland community, and the adapted by engaging local
communities in other contexts).
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Appendices
Appendix A
The Whanganui River Agreement
Since 1849, the Whanganui iwi (Māori tribe) have been fighting to gain kaitiakitanga (stewardship)
responsibilities for the Whanganui River, New Zealand’s third longest river (Hsiao, 2012). Whanganui iwi
are defined as, “Individuals who have exercised customary rights and responsibilities in respect to the
Whanganui River” (Hsiao, 2012 p.1). Māori identity is strongly rooted in their environment and they
believe natural entities such as Rivers, as taonga (treasure) and as descendants of their Ancestors. The iwi
upholds a sacred responsibility to protect the river and believe, “Ko au te awa, Ko te awa ko au. I am the
river and the river is me” (Hsiao, 2012, p.1). The Whanganui River is sacred to mana whenua in the area
and is recognized as tonga (treasure) as it is considered an ancestor (Ruru, 2018). The health of the
community relies entirely on the interconnections with the river’s wellbeing (Hatton, Marques, & McIntosh,
2017a). “Protecting the river is equivalent to protecting the people, and in this case, protecting (Māori),
people could also lead to better protection of the river” (Hsiao, 2012, p.1).
In 1990, the Whanganui River Māori Trust Board filed the Wai 167 claim on behalf of the Whanganui iwi
seeking to regain ownership of the riverbed (Whanganui River Māori Trust Board, 2013). The claim
addressed previous harm done to the riverbed, for example, in 1903 coalmines polluted and controlled the
river for a period of time (Whanganui River Māori Trust Board, 2013). The eradication of iwi rights to
govern the river opposed the original settlement in the Treaty of Waitangi, therefore, the Waitangi Tribunal,
who deals with claims against the Crowns settlements, addressed the case (Whanganui River Māori Trust
Board, 2013). Discussions between Māori and the Crown focused on two principles, published in the
Totohu Whakatupua Agreement in the following sections:
•

1.8.1 Te Awa Tupua mai I te Kahui Maunga ki Tangaroa- an integrated indivisible view of Te Awa
Tupua in both biophysical and metaphysical terms from the mountain to the sea;

•

and 1.8.2 Ko au te awa, to te awa ko au- the health and wellbeing of the Whanganui River is
intrinsically interconnected with the health and well-being of the people (Whanganui River Māori
Trust Board, 2013, p.6).

The two principles exemplify the Crown’s renewed commitment to consider the spiritual and cultural
connections Māori have with the Whanganui River. The shared commitment to managing the Whanganui
River demonstrates the relevance of Māori language and cultural terms within legal documents to fulfill
bicultural interests. Although negotiations are being assembled by governing parties, “the Whanganui River
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as Te Awa Tupua is intended to place status of the River at the center of the settlement and ensure that the
Whanganui River is viewed as an integrated whole when any matters relating to or affecting the River are
being considered (resources (Whanganui River Māori Trust Board, 2013, p.6). In 2011, the Crown and
Whanganui iwi came to an agreement and the Whanganui River was appointed legal personhood status
under the name Te Awa Tupua (Hsiao, 2012). This statute endorses Māori tribal visions for land and water
stewardship to reassert tikanga Māori (Māori law) to guide regional natural resource governance (Ruru,
2018).
What does Te Awa Tupua really mean?
Although guardianship was appointed, the riverbed has been given back to the River and is an independent
legal entity that therefore cannot be owned (Wilton, 2014). The purpose of Te Awa Tupua (Whanganui
River Claims Settlement) Bill is to recognize the interconnectedness of the river, sea and all of its physical
and metaphysical elements (Finlayson, 2016). Furthermore, the agreement includes a formal apology from
the Crown for their wrong doings toward the Whanganui iwi and offers financial compensation to
acknowledge the intimate relationship between the Whanganui iwi and the Whanganui River (Finlayson,
2016).
The proposed legal framework for Te Awa Tupua establishes Te Pou Tupua (the human face of the river),
who are appointed by both the government and local iwi representing the best interest of the River (Māori
Commission Board, 2016). One member would be chosen by the Crown and the other from the iwi; the iwi
would appoint a representative for their section of the River to advise the Te Pou Tupua, referred to as Te
Karewo, river advisory board (Māori Commission Board, 2016). Te Pou Tupua are responsible for
promoting and protecting the riverbed by considering the interests of iwi and hapū connected to the River
(Māori Commission Board, 2016).
Policy Limitations
Despite the changes in environmental perspective, questions arise toward the appropriateness of separating
a river from its watershed through policy. “To separate a river from its catchment is as arbitrary as to divide
it from its adjacent land” (Wilton, 2014, p. 44). Although the new laws affirm a more balanced relationship
between people and the environment, nature becomes bound to stringent laws (Wilton, 2014). Despite the
river obtaining legal recognition, government still holds rights to environmental resources within river
boundaries such as gold, silver petroleum and areas for harvesting electricity (Wilton, 2014). Consequently,
flaws in the Te Pou Tupua appointment process arose and amendments have been made so the Minister of
Environment nominates representatives (Māori Commission Board, 2016). Peter Moon, New Zealand
historian, states that the situations around the legal status of the river will be dealt with on a case by case
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basis and it will take a number of years to fully understand the legalities around rivers as ‘persons’ in law
(Wilton, 2014). Secondly, certain conditions are still undetermined, for example, whether the river would
be accountable for flooding or damaging nearby property due to erosion (Wilton, 2014). It is unclear as to
whether landowners could sue the River. Evidently, designating Rights of Nature to environmental entities,
specifically in New Zealand, has many uncertainties considering the modernity of the legal process.
Outcomes/ Significance
As a next step, the Crown and iwi will continue to exercise shared management strategies to collaboratively
amend the Treaty of Waitangi in relation to the Whanganui River (Whanganui River Māori Trust Board,
2013). Upon the 2014 Totuho Whakatupua agreement
(the physical agreement form, part of Te Awa Tupua Bill), the Crown extended a sincere apology for the
unjustifiable implications of the Treaty of Waitangi and ensured continual reconciliation between the
Crown, Māori and the Whanganui River system. The crown will continue to invite input from the local
government, other iwi with connections to the Whanganui River and other interested groups (Whanganui
River Māori Trust Board, 2013). Final legislations in the Tutohu Whakatupua agreement confirm that all
further developments will be considered by both the Crown and Whanganui iwi and any changes to the
final legislation will be reviewed between both parties prior to finalization (Whanganui River Māori Trust
Board, 2013).
This case demonstrates Māori people’s relentless fight for Indigenous rights, environmental sovereignty
and self-determination and the success of collaborative efforts between the Crown and local iwi for
environmental betterment. Ultimately, the Whanganui River agreement demonstrates the reciprocal
benefits of protecting environmental entities to in turn protect people (Hsiao, 2012). Changes in societal
perspectives guides a movement toward collaborative environmental management. Admirably, within the
published Bill, the first section begins with an ethnographic narrative of the Whanganui Iwi relationship to
the River and its significance to their ancestors. Opportunities arise for Māori to exercise traditional
knowledge in modern policy and legislation to re-shape Western approaches to environmental management
and develop renewed governing systems.
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Appendix C
Interview Schedule

August 2018
REB #

Interview Schedule
Interviewer: I

Landscape-Planner: LP

I: Question 1: Are you familiar with the Whanganui River Agreement and the personhood status.
What do you understand about it? How does this relate to your approach to design, landscapeplanning or policy development in your practice?
Probe(s):
A. Does your design or planning approach recognize water as a culturally
entity? How?
B. Has the implementation of this agreement influenced a change in your
capacity?

significant
approach in any

I: Question 2: Has consideration for unique cultural dimensions of mātauranga Māori (Māori
Knowledge) within Aotearoa informed aspects of your design process or landscape-planning
approach?
Probe: Do you think integrated approaches that engage Māori Worldviews
so, how can this be done?

are needed? If

LP: IF YES
Question 3 I: Could you please provide an example from a project that you have worked on?
I: could you elaborate on the opportunities and challenges in navigating the
complexities of
‘culture’ specifically in the context of waterscapes
or coastal
environments in New Zealand?
I: From your perspective, do you feel this project was successful? Could you
why or why not?

elaborate on

I: Could you provide an example of a project or planning policy that might
have had a
different outcome had mātauranga Māori been considered at the forefront of its implementation?
Waterscapes will be defined as “a landscape in which an expanse of water is a dominant feature”
(Oxford Dictionary).
LP: IF NO
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I: With your understanding of Question 1 (re-iterate their response) do you see a
landscape-planning to incorporate such aspects?

role for

How or where? Could you elaborate?
I: Question 4: Do you feel comfortable sharing the process for how you interpret and implement
Māori Worldviews within the design or policy development process?
Probe: Could you work me through your design process? I would like to
understand through this
project or another HOW you might interpret and
integrate Māori Knowledge.
I: Question 5: Lets think about this in the context of climate change now. Climate change is causing
sea level rise and increased precipitation calls for alternative approaches to landscape intervention
and planning policies. Do you think that ātauranga Māori could inform other modes for climate
change adaptation? Why/ Why not or How?
If available, could you please provide an example specific to a waterscape, coastal or riverbed
environment?
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