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Abstract  

In the mid-1980s, under the Fourth Labour Government, a committee of selected 

educators and officers from the Department of Education conducted a two-year long 

ministerial inquiry known as the Curriculum Review. To inform future policy on 

curriculum, the Curriculum Review Committee formulated a set of national guiding 

principles for a common curriculum in the compulsory years of schooling, a task not 

attempted before in Aotearoa–New Zealand. In its final report (Department of Education, 

1987a), the Committee accorded the Treaty a central position in one of its recommended 

curriculum principles. Based on archival material, relevant literature and the narratives of 

former teachers and public servants, my research considers how the Treaty almost 150 

years after its inception become entangled with the Curriculum Review report, the first 

official education policy-related text to include the Treaty. How did the Treaty gain 

traction in the thinking of Curriculum Review Committee members when at the time the 

Treaty was outside public discourse on education, an unknown quantity, a rumble in the 

background? 

My thesis explores the conditions of possibility that fostered a climate of 

hospitality towards the Treaty in the work of the Curriculum Review Committee. It 

anchors an understanding of this early Treaty-receptivity in the affective, political and 

ethical content of face-to-face Māori–Pākehā encounters during the 1970s and 1980s. 

When the Treaty ‘arrived’ in the discussions of the Curriculum Review Committee, it 

mapped onto prior relationships and practice, onto struggles to create a fairer education 

system and better learning environments for students that acknowledged Māori language, 

culture and histories. The Treaty was understood by the research participants as 

legitimising pre-existing aspirations that included a bicultural imperative and sense of 

Pākehā responsibility towards Māori. It was not so much the content of the Treaty itself 

(although this was part of the story), but who and what in the research participants’ 

professional concerns and personal experience the Treaty connected to. Published in April 

1987, the final report of the Curriculum Review Committee made the Treaty available for 

future policymakers working on national curriculum guidelines, albeit as a lively and 

productively uneasy presence capable of provoking conversations about the value of 

difference and supporting innovative school practices attuned to local contexts.
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The Treaty of Waitangi is a bit like a mountain; it’s sitting there, a significant part of the 

landscape. People come along and then they have the language to talk about those things. 

(Te Huirangi Waikerepuru) 
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Chapter 1: Overview of thesis entanglements 

A Treaty Wrinkle 

Huirangi:  That’s a museum artefact you’ve got there now.  

Rose:  Yes, it is. 

Huirangi:  All those wrinkles, you can name each one. 

During this exchange between Huirangi and me, he points to a well-thumbed copy of the 

1987 education report at the centre of this thesis (see Figure 1 below). Huirangi’s full 

name is Te Huirangi Waikerepuru and his tribal affiliations are Ngāti Ruanui and 

Tāngahoe.1 For a brief period in 1986, he represented the New Zealand Māori Council on 

the committee that produced the report. The report’s long title is The Curriculum Review: 

Report of the Committee to Review the Curriculum for Schools. This committee had the 

status of a ministerial inquiry and carried out the bulk of its work over a two-year period 

in 1985 and 1986. Published by the Department of Education (DoE; 1987a), the 

Curriculum Review’s report offered the then Labour-led government advice on 

curriculum reform. Its recommendations constituted a significant step in a process that six 

years later culminated in Aotearoa–New Zealand’s first national curriculum policy, The 

New Zealand Curriculum Framework (Ministry of Education,2 1993).  

In 2014, Huirangi talked with me about his involvement in key events3 of the mid-

1980s that influenced the Curriculum Review Committee and its report, a library copy of 

which I had brought along to our interview–conversation. His playful linking of the 

report’s creased appearance to the supposed comprehensiveness of my research summons 

up two thoughts. First, how the very materiality of a ‘thing’ has its own agentic quality, a 

theme that I explore in the thesis. Second, contrary to Huirangi’s optimism, how 

impossible it is to canvas all the intertwined discourses and attendant practices (the 

‘wrinkles’) that brought this textual object into existence. Indeed, my focus within the  

 

                                                 
1 In brackets after each Māori individual mentioned in the thesis I provide hapū and iwi (sub-tribal and 

tribal) affiliations where known. I use the macron symbol throughout to indicate a long vowel sound in the 

Māori language unless it is absent from an original work being cited. 
2 From 1 October 1989, a new administrative entity called the Ministry of Education (MoE) replaced the 

Department of Education (DoE) following major reforms in the education sector. 
3 Extracts from my re-storied interview–conversation with Huirangi feature in Chapter 7 and relate to the 

1985 Māori language claim lodged with the Waitangi Tribunal. 
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Figure 1. The cover of the final report produced by the Curriculum Review Committee (Department of 

Education, 1987a).   
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limits of this thesis is on one innovation contained within the pages of the Curriculum 

Review’s report, namely the invoking of the 1840 Treaty of Waitangi.  

My thesis depicts the Treaty of Waitangi’s convergence with the 1987 Curriculum 

Review report as a positively productive site of Māori–Pākehā4 relations in Aotearoa–

New Zealand’s educational history. Shortly before the Curriculum Review’s 

recommendations were published, Director General of Education William (Bill) Renwick 

declared in his annual report to parliament that 

for the first time in our history, a committee of Maori and Pakeha have 

acknowledged clearly and unequivocally that the culture and values of Maori as 

tangata whenua [indigenous people of the land] must be an integral part of the 

required curriculum for all New Zealanders. (DoE, 1987b, p. 12)5 

The Curriculum Review report was the first official policy-related education document to 

activate the Treaty’s strategic and ethical potential in decision-making about curriculum 

concerns. In doing so, it supported moves within educational discourse intent on 

transforming colonising settler logics centred on assimilation and assumptions of 

European superiority. The Department of Education had been established in 1877 without 

mention of the Treaty in its legislative origins. It took another hundred years before a 19th 

century agreement (the Treaty) intersected with a late 20th century policy-related text in 

education (the Curriculum Review report). My thesis investigates how such a memorable 

event became possible through an engagement with archival material, relevant literature 

and the narratives of former Curriculum Review Committee members and one-time 

employees of the Department. 

Section A of the thesis comprises three introductory chapters. In this first chapter I 

present my research question/s, and some of the theoretical concepts informing my 

analytical approach. I introduce the Treaty of Waitangi and its connection to the 

Curriculum Review report, and situate the study within the fields of indigene–settler 

relations, curriculum politics and policy studies. Chapter 2 considers in more detail the 

historical and political context of the Curriculum Review and the Treaty of Waitangi as 

separate entities. Chapter 3 introduces Sections B, C and D of the thesis and addresses the 

                                                 
4  I follow Fleras and Spoonley’s (1999) definition of ‘Pākehā’ as a descriptive term from the Māori 

language denoting “New Zealanders of a European background, whose cultural values and behaviour have 

been primarily formed from the experiences of being a member of the dominant group of New Zealand” (p. 

83). 
5 An extract from the Department of Education’s (1987b) annual report to parliament also appears under 

Bill Renwick’s own name in Hirsh and Scott (1988) with the heading “Biculturalism and Multiculturalism”. 
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research assemblage that enabled me to write the thesis. I discuss the constitutive 

elements of that assemblage including methods, participants, ethical considerations and 

provide a more detailed overview of the theoretical ideas that informed my 

methodological and analytical work.  

Co-existence and a Treaty 

Two versions of the Treaty text exist (see Appendix A), comprising nine Treaty sheets 

altogether. One text is in English known as the Treaty of Waitangi (one sheet) and the 

other in the Māori language commonly referred to as Te Tiriti o Waitangi (eight sheets). 

For simplicity’s sake, I use the English title throughout the thesis (‘the Treaty’ for short) 

as inclusive of both versions but without any intention of privileging the English over the 

Māori text or implying that they are equivalent. The differences in the two texts and 

associated politics are canvassed in Chapter 2.  

The Treaty was a 19th century attempt to formalise guidelines for co-existence 

amongst indigenous Māori and incoming European settlers and manifested a form of 

middle ground for ongoing cross-cultural relations. Prior to 1840, Māori individuals and 

tribal groups had for some decades interacted with the European world largely via their 

encounters with missionaries, the crews of whaling ships, British monarchs and their 

emissaries in Aotearoa–New Zealand (Jones & Jenkins, 2011; O’Malley, 2012; Salmond, 

1991). The Treaty – an agreement “between a representative of the British Crown and a 

group of Māori leaders” (Orange, 2017, p. 8) – marked another stage in that fledgling 

relationship. Whilst the Treaty has been subject to contestation ever since, it has become 

an acknowledged if unquantifiable part of the country’s present day constitutional 

arrangements (M. Palmer, 2008). The institutions of Aotearoa–New Zealand’s 

government apparatus, for example, are arguably ‘founded’ upon the fact of the Treaty: 

“without it, the legislature, and by implication, the public sector would have no 

legitimacy” (Piripi, 2011, p. 239). However, up until the 1987 Curriculum Review report, 

thoughts of applying its guarantees to state education languished outside official 

discourses. 

Two Gatherings 

Whilst the 1840 Treaty has grown in national significance, the details of the much more 

recent Curriculum Review inquiry are now mostly gone from the consciousness of the 

wider public. Nevertheless, the writing of both documents occupies some common 
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ground as events that brought people together with a shared purpose. Over two days in 

February 1840, rangatira (tribal leaders) and their entourages assembled along with 

British officials, missionaries and a sprinkling of early Pākehā settlers at a place called 

Waitangi in northern Aotearoa–New Zealand to consider the relational possibilities on 

offer. From within two different cultural frameworks, Europeans and Māori present had 

brought with them their varying aspirations and opinions, attachments and ambivalences, 

and, on the part of Māori, a readiness to engage in fiery debate and speechmaking 

(Orange, 2011). Before the gathering dispersed, Māori leaders made their marks in ink 

upon the first of nine Treaty sheets signed in various locations around the country over 

subsequent months. 

In a different space and time, the Curriculum Review Committee of the mid-1980s 

made up of mainly Pākehā and Māori met regularly over a two-year period for discussion 

and debate seeking a consensus. As individuals, they too came to the collective task at 

hand with their diverse experiences and emotional investments, beliefs and ethical 

orientations. One of the outcomes of the Committee’s shared work was an assertion via a 

proposed national curriculum principle that the Treaty had a role to play in advocating for 

the development of a fairer and more responsive education system for Māori families and 

their children. 

Curriculum ‘Principles’  

The Curriculum Review Committee offered a fresh set of ideas for policymakers of the 

future. Its 1987 report recommended, for example, that “there be a national common 

curriculum” outlining “a broad and general education” for the compulsory years of 

schooling from primary through to the third year of secondary education, and that such a 

policy should be underpinned by “national curriculum principles” (Curriculum 

Review/DoE,6 1987a, p. 8; see Chapter 2). The notion of principles provided a framework 

for the Committee to articulate desirable core attributes of a national curriculum common 

to all schools. Through the wording of these principles, its members promoted the value 

of educational practices that countered the deleterious effects of racism and sexism on 

learners. The Committee’s chairman argued that ‘principles’ had far greater import for the 

direction of the whole education system than the adoption of lower level ‘aims’ or ‘goals’ 

                                                 
6 To aid clarity, when referencing the Committee’s final report in Chapters 1 and 2, I insert ‘Curriculum 

Review’ alongside the Department (DoE) as author. In the reference list, the author of the report appears as 

the Department of Education (1987a). 
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(Brice, 1988). Ruth Mansell, a former member of the Curriculum Review Committee 

whom I interviewed as part of the research, expressed similar understandings: 

In my own view [aims and goals] tend to be expressed in ways that will enable 

people to say ‘yes, done that, can put it behind us and now let’s get on with the 

next aim, goal’. I believe that for non-racist and non-sexist issues, principles 

express a broad philosophical/values basis for continuing planning. What's 

important is not the actual ‘achievement’ but the sustained direction of 

policymaking, and the monitoring and development of everyday practices and 

relationships. We probably will never be completely satisfied that we've got 

‘there’ but will keep on working with those principles as our guide. 7 

The insertion of the Treaty of Waitangi into a national curriculum principle occurred 

during the Curriculum Review Committee’s final meeting in late 1986 (see Chapter 9). 

From that moment on, the Treaty became a rhetorical resource for curriculum policy 

development.  

The Treaty principle in the Curriculum Review’s 1987 report 

The Committee accorded the Treaty a prime position in the wording of principle number 

three in its list of 15 recommended national principles.8 That principle reads: 

The curriculum shall be non-racist.  

The curriculum will honour the promises of the Treaty of Waitangi to the Maori 

people on Maori language and culture. It will recognise and respond to the 

aspirations of all people belonging to the different cultures which make up New 

Zealand society [emphasis added]. (Curriculum Review/DoE, 1987a, p. 10) 

By deciding upon the phrase “honour the promises”, the Committee harnessed the 

Treaty’s ethical content in reminding educators of their role in acknowledging and 

protecting Māori difference. In connecting its vision for a national curriculum to the 

Treaty, the Committee reinforced the ideals of ‘biculturalism’, an emergent discourse in 

the 1980s predicated on the primacy of Māori–Crown interactions and evolving Māori–

Pākehā relations across multiple social sites including education (S. Middleton, 1992; 

Verbitsky, 1993). The wording of the principle in its entirety also reflects the 

Committee’s efforts to acknowledge an increasingly multicultural school population 

                                                 
7 Extracts from the re-story of my interview-conversation with Ruth Mansell feature in Chapter 8. 
8 Refer Appendix C for a complete list of all 15 principles conceived by the Curriculum Review Committee 

(DoE, 1987a, pp. 10-11). 
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alongside its focus on Māori–Pākehā relations. Keeping both bicultural and multicultural 

demands to the fore in a national curriculum principle represented an early attempt in 

educational rhetoric to reconcile the two based on a liberal discourse of inclusion 

(Barclay, 2005). Features of that discourse and the role played by the Treaty in the 

Committee’s struggle with the bicultural/multicultural tension are explored in Chapter 9. 

The Treaty principle in the Curriculum Review report linked the Treaty to teacher 

and school responsibility in relation to Māori educational aspirations. Earlier education 

reports of note from the 1970s (see Chapter 6) had already broken new ground by 

pointing out the need for the predominantly Pākehā teaching profession to learn from 

Māori and to make schools more hospitable places for Māori students and their families 

(DoE, 1973; National Advisory Committee on Maori Education, 1970). The 1987 

Curriculum Review report continued to highlight those concerns but attached them to 

responsibilities arising out of a relationship established by the Treaty, an historical 

agreement the report acknowledged as having contemporary relevance for any future 

national curriculum policy. The deployment of the Treaty by the Curriculum Review 

Committee set off discursive ripples that continue to have productive flow-on effects in 

curriculum policy. The two iterations of national curriculum policy since the work of the 

Curriculum Review, for example, retained the framework of overarching curriculum 

principles and continued to feature a principle dedicated to the Treaty (see Ministry of 

Education, 2007, 1993). Policy rhetoric alone provides no guarantees of changes in actual 

practice, but it does give permission to do things differently. It offers those charged with 

implementing policy a platform from which to argue for targeted funding, and helps 

foster a climate in which changed attitudes can flourish.  

Research Question(s)  

Initially I began this study with a focus on the Treaty in the national curriculum policy 

developed under the new Ministry Education in the early 1990s following on from the 

Curriculum Review inquiry (see Participant Information Sheet in Appendix E). However, 

as the research progressed I became increasingly curious about the earlier preparatory 

work under the aegis of the former Department of Education. Its publishing of the 1987 

Curriculum Review report was a significant turning point in the country’s curriculum 

history and the Treaty’s fortunes in education. Stories from that pre-Ministry era intrigued 

me and demanded further attention. My main research question emerged as 
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 how did the Treaty of Waitangi almost 150 years after its inception become 

entangled with the 1987 Curriculum Review report, the first official education 

policy-related text to include the Treaty? Other questions flowed from this initial 

line of inquiry: 

 how did the Treaty gain traction in the thinking of the Curriculum Review 

Committee members (which included senior officials from the Department of 

Education) when at the time the Treaty largely remained outside public discourse 

on education, an unknown quantity, a rumble in the background? 

 how did the members of the Curriculum Review Committee, in other words, 

become subjects of Treaty discourse? 

Based on my encounters with the literature, archival materials and the stories of people 

connected to the Curriculum Review inquiry and the Department of Education, the thesis 

became a response to the events, politics and relational complexities emanating from the 

above questions.  

Analytical Approach 

To present my research findings I adopted a sociologically-oriented approach to the 

historical events highlighted. As the study evolved I came to understand its characteristics 

as a genealogical inquiry into the intra-active conditions of the Curriculum Review’s 

entanglement with the Treaty of Waitangi. The theoretical concepts contained within this 

descriptor relate to the territory of poststructuralism and posthumanism, scholarly fields I 

moved across to support my analytical endeavours. In Chapter 3 I discuss in more detail 

how these concepts were useful for my study. Below, I briefly introduce some key 

aspects. 

Central to my thinking has been the notion of discourse. Theorised by Michel 

Foucault (2010), discourse does not merely represent things and ideas ‘out there’ but 

creates the objects of knowledge that it describes. The basic building blocks of discourse 

are statements spoken and written – discursive formations that repeat, multiply and 

modify as they circulate accruing practices, regularities, and knowledges that produce – 

amongst other material effects – texts, physical environments and persons as subjects 

(Foucault, 2010). Certain discourses become dominant by effectively harnessing 

technologies and expertise to make their tenets ‘true’ thus determining what is of greatest 

value to the exclusion of alternatives –  
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what is an educational system [for example] . . . if not the constitution of a 

(diffuse) doctrinal group; a distribution and an appropriation of discourse, with all 

its learning and its powers. (Foucault, 2010, p. 227) 

In short, the 1987 Curriculum Review report can be thought of as an effect of multiple 

intersecting discourses, power relations and the circulation, accrual and saliency of 

certain truths/knowledges about school curricula. 

The abovementioned concept of ‘power relations’ is another key Foucauldian 

idea. Relations of power infused the activities of the Curriculum Review Committee and 

the discourses it wished to promote in the policy development arena. In Foucault’s 

conception, power does not only adhere to individuals but is an energy perpetually 

exercised throughout the social field that is primarily productive in nature rather than 

repressive:  

What makes power hold good, what makes it accepted, is simply the fact that it 

doesn’t only weigh on us as a force that says no, but that it traverses and produces 

things, it induces pleasure, forms knowledge, produces discourse. (Foucault, 1980, 

p. 120) 

Made explicit by the term ‘power relation’ is that power’s energy passes between people 

fuelling everyday behaviour or conduct concerned with influencing the thoughts and 

actions of others (Foucault, 2003, p. 139). The individuals on the Curriculum Review 

Committee engaged in strong debates to affect one another’s opinions, and through their 

final report also sought to alter the thinking of politicians and government policymakers 

(see Chapter 9). In relations of power, there is always room to move – a liberating idea 

for Māori–Pākehā educational relationships where moments of success in shifting 

seemingly implacable discriminatory practices and structures have/do/can burst forth in 

unexpected ways. 

Other theoretical tools 

I bring into conversation with Foucault the work of Karen Barad (2007) and her notion of 

‘agentic materiality’ and ‘intra-action,’ amongst other concepts. Barad’s ideas, located in 

the field of posthumanism, proved helpful for theorising my research activities in ways 

that matched my actual sensate experiences of carrying them out. They also influenced 

how I framed my analytical engagement with both human and other–than–human 

participants (see Chapter 3). Posthumanist critique of qualitative research, including in 

education (see C. A. Taylor & Hughes, 2016), advances a view of the world where the 
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social and material are deeply entwined, “in which both people and things matter, and are 

found to be entangled co-constitutively” (L. Bennett, 2016, p. 69). Complementing my 

use of theories put forward by Foucault and Barad are other related concepts that I deploy 

as the content of Chapters 4 to 9 unfolds. They encompass notions of ‘thing–power’ (J. 

Bennett, 2010), emotion and affect (Ahmed, 2015; Massumi, 2015), and the ethical in the 

political realm (Barclay, 2005; Hoskins, 2010, 2012; Levinas, 1985). 

Settler–Indigene Relations 

[Maori concerns] are part of a wider historical experience which Maori share with 

indigenous peoples in many other parts of the world. All these peoples have had 

their rights trampled on by immigrant populations . . . (Renwick, 1993, p. 33) 

My research is located within the broad field of study concerned with settler–indigene 

relations. The terms ‘settler,’ ‘indigene’ and the related adjective ‘indigenous’ each have 

their own discursive lineages in the cross-cultural encounters characteristic of colonialism 

and its legacies in New Zealand, Canada, Australia and the United States (see A. Bell, 

2014; Haig-Brown & Nock, 2006; Somerville & Perkins, 2014; Stewart, 2017). In the 

academic contexts of Aotearoa–New Zealand, the focus is on the dilemmas of co-

existence for indigenous Māori and the settler population with relevant literature 

emerging in a range of disciplines including sociology (A. Bell, 2014), anthropology 

(Salmond, 2012), history (Binney, 2005), art history (Skinner, 2016), philosophy (Bidois, 

2013), literary studies (Turner, 1999), and psychology (Addy, 2008). The explorations 

and critiques within these disciplines concerning the ethical/political/social questions 

attached to Māori–Pākehā relations intersect with and inform similar matters of concern 

in educational research (e.g., Hancock, 2018; Hoskins, 2017b, 2012; Jones, 2017; Jones 

& Jenkins, 2011; Stewart, Tamatea & Mika, 2015; Yukich, 2010; Yukich & Hoskins, 

2011). The thesis contributes to that body of education knowledge.  

The hyphen as symbol 

As with all identity labels, ‘Māori’ and ‘Pākehā’ used in this study are wholly inadequate 

to express the varieties of cultural expression and ways of being the words attempt to 

convey. ‘Māori’ conceals the particularities of iwi and hapū (tribal and sub-tribal) 

affiliations and whakapapa (ancestral relations), as well as the fluidity of Māori identity 

over time (McIntosh, 2005). ‘Pākehā’ encompasses a plurality of European cultural 
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origins and present-day expressions of identity with discursive connections to the terms 

‘settler’ and ‘Crown’ (A. Bell, 1996).  

Used throughout the thesis and in need of qualification also is the phrase ‘Māori–

Pākehā relations’ with its hyphen connector. On the one hand, this phrase serves me well 

as a shorthand expression for two general social/political/identity categories, the hyphen 

alerting the reader to the fact of an entanglement. But the danger also exists of conveying 

a simplistic binary of two distinct, oppositional groups. Problematising the hyphen itself 

offers up a more nuanced view.  

The hyphen in ‘Māori–Pākehā’ and in ‘settler–indigene’ is an evocative relational 

symbol. It spans “a space of intense interest” (Jones & Jenkins, 2008a, p. 473) with its 

symbolism conjuring up opposing meanings – a gap or a bridge, connection or 

disconnection (Stewart, 2016). Moving across this hyphen are multiple tensions, shifting 

relations of power, and complex interplays of the past with the present, of subordination 

and domination, resistance and collaboration, mutuality and antagonism. The hyphen 

encompasses the fraught and the pleasurable, ethical acts and unjust practices, 

separateness and collaboration. Māori groups and individuals have actively reinforced the 

distance signalled by the hyphen, a strategic assertion of singularity for political and 

cultural survival (Hoskins, 2012); and Pākehā/settler/the Crown have frequently desired 

to collapse the hyphen for the sake of unity embodied by the phrase ‘we are all one 

people’9 and its “concomitant aversion to multiplicity and difference” (Hoskins, 2017a, p. 

146). These diverse qualities of hyphen energy are all features of the stories told in this 

thesis. It was onto the risky tightrope of the hyphen that the signatories to the Treaty of 

Waitangi stepped out in 1840, and along which, more than a century later, the Curriculum 

Review Committee ventured in its call for a better education system. As a Pākehā 

researcher of Croatian descent, I too pace that hyphen in the production of this thesis (see 

Chapter 3). 

Policy Formation and the Micropolitical  

In considering the Curriculum Review report as a site of settler–indigene/Māori–Pākehā 

engagement, my research benefits from understandings developed in the field of policy 

studies. The 1987 report produced by the Curriculum Review Committee was not policy, 

                                                 
9 ‘He iwi tahi tātou’ (with its contested translation ‘we are all one people’) was the Māori language phrase 

spoken by the British representative Captain William Hobson to each Māori signatory at the first signing of 

the Treaty in the Bay of Islands at Waitangi, 6 February 1840 (refer Metge, 2010, p. 27). 
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its purpose being to make recommendations for future policymaking carried out by 

government officials (see Chapter 2). Nevertheless, the report was an integral part of 

wider policy formation activity contributing to what eventually became national 

curriculum policy (see MoE, 1993). Thus, I refer to the Committee’s final report as ‘a 

policy-related’ text. Like a fully-fledged policy document, the empirical fact of the 

Curriculum Review report represents the ‘thingly’ outcome of heterogeneous processes 

that involved a multiplicity of (power) relations both from within and outside government 

structures (Fenwick & Edwards, 2011; Shore & Wright, 2011; Colebatch, 2002; Ball, 

1999). These processes were situated within a specific historical context and set of 

discursive–material conditions. Despite the strong presence of macro-level policy analysis 

in the literature,10 studying the role played by individuals and their relationships (i.e., the 

micropolitical dimension) provides a different angle from which to consider the 

complexity of policy development and its contingent and unpredictable qualities. The 

Treaty’s emergence in a national curriculum principle was an unexpected moment that the 

Curriculum Review Committee could not plan for in advance (see Chapter 9).  

While policy development is subject to macropolitical constraints, it is also shaped 

by interpersonal relationships and events through which the micropolitical is activated. In 

general terms, policy development involves “the exercise of political power and the 

language that is used to legitimate that process” (Codd, 1999, p. 235). In thinking about 

the Curriculum Review’s policy-related activity, I prefer Gale’s (2007) definition of 

policy as “the authoritative allocation of values” (p. 223), a description that readily 

applies to the report resulting from the Curriculum Review inquiry practices. Such a 

definition encourages curiosity about the ‘how’ of policy formation and the ‘who,’ and 

whose values, that is, the micropolitical. I concur with the notion that individual agency at 

a micro-level and the determining forces of macro-level structures in policy development 

need not be regarded as opposing points of a spectrum, but as aspects of the social 

experience that exist in a perpetual dialectical relationship with each other (Ball, 1999; 

Massumi, 2015). The members of the Curriculum Review Committee, were 

creative/active ‘subjects of’ the discourses at play as well as ‘subjected to’ and 

constrained by those same discourses (see Chapter 3). 

The emphasis of this thesis is on the constitutive vitality of the micropolitical 

realm in policy formation. The micropolitical encompasses the motivations of people, 

                                                 
10 Some examples include: Ball (2013); Lingard and Ozga (2007); Olssen, Codd and O’Neill (2004); and 

Marshall and Peters (1999). 
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their emotions and ethical/political orientations, and the flows of power (see preambles to 

Chapters 6 and 7). It occupies the space of relation between people where potential for 

change is first sensed/imagined (Massumi, 2015). This research focuses on the effects of 

micropolitical elements as manifested in the face-to-face encounters that featured in the 

recollections of research participants (Chapters 6 to 9). Without losing sight of the 

broader contextual factors (see Chapters 2, 4 and 5), I bring into view the content of 

Māori–Pākehā interpersonal engagement as a significant factor enabling the Treaty’s 

appearance in the Curriculum Review’s policy-related report. 

Curriculum politics along the hyphen 

Many Maori submissions drew the Committee’s attention to the way in which the 

history of Aotearoa has been presented in schools. Predominance has been given 

to European history. Maori history has been distorted. Many books and other 

resources currently in use will need to be revised or replaced. (Curriculum 

Review/DoE, 1987a, p. 27) 

The above statement from the Curriculum Review report demonstrates that curriculum is 

a site of contestation along the settler–indigene hyphen. More generally, it highlights the 

growing dissatisfaction amongst Māori at the time of the Curriculum Review with the 

monocultural bias of school resources. The term ‘curriculum’, however, can encompass 

more than the content of individual subject areas. The Curriculum Review Committee, for 

example, interpreted curriculum as “all the activities, events, and experiences that take 

place in the school’s learning programme” (DoE, 1987a, p. 6). The multi-faceted nature 

of curriculum implied by such a broad definition forms the backdrop to this study. 

Curriculum guidelines for individual subject areas are, however, still the most 

significant form of public policy to enter the schooling domain. They represent attempts 

to ‘fix’ certain knowledge as worthy of study and are created from within policymaking 

processes characterised by continual negotiation. The official knowledge implicit in 

curriculum decisions is “always part of a selective tradition, someone’s selection, some 

group’s vision of legitimate knowledge”, and thus capable of empowering some sectors 

of society at the expense of marginalising the knowledge of others (Apple, 1996, p. 22). 

Acts of policymaking enter existing relations of power and are never outside issues of 

equity and social justice (Ball, 1999). Unsurprisingly, curriculum design and content are 

sites of focused political activity for Māori (Dale, 2016; McMurchy-Pilkington & Trinick, 
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2008; Mead, 1996). As an indigenous minority, Māori struggles over school curricula 

have concerned not only taught subjects but also broader issues of the need to protect “the 

original cultures and languages that belong in the soil and landscapes of countries that 

have been colonised” (G. Smith, 2017, p. 92).  

In the historical context of Aotearoa–New Zealand, settler–indigene relations in 

education have been underpinned by colonial paternalism. From the late 1800s the focus 

of state education was on assimilation via both religious and secular schooling that sought 

to ‘Europeanise’ Māori and to inculcate students with the Anglo-Celtic world views 

regarded as superior to indigenous knowledge (Simon, 2000; Simon & Smith, 2001). 

Similar policies continued into the 20th century with severe consequences for Māori 

capacity to maintain their language and cultural practices (McMurchy-Pilkington, 2001). 

Māori insistence on a non-assimilable cultural distinctiveness coupled with aspirations for 

self-determination have always been part of the above scenario (Dale, 2016; M. Durie, 

2012; G. Smith, 2017, 2012).  

Since the 1980s, the history of curriculum development in Aotearoa–New Zealand 

has included ‘kura kaupapa Māori’ – a Māori-led initiative for schooling delivered in the 

Māori language within a framework of Māori cultural values and practices. From the 

early 1990s these ‘Māori-medium’ schools received state support and developed their 

own curriculum statements (Dale, 2016; Tocker, 2015). At the time of the Curriculum 

Review in the mid-1980s, the call for these ‘separate’ schools had only just begun to 

register within the state’s education bureaucracy (see Chapter 9). 

The Treaty of Waitangi’s appearance in the Curriculum Review report occurred 

within a context of increasing Māori activism in the public sphere out of which Māori 

critiques of the existing education system and the idea of the abovementioned Māori-

medium schools developed. Two seminal events from that activist history are the subject 

of Chapter 7. An awareness of Māori educational concerns was also expanding amongst 

non-Māori teachers and educational professionals from whose ranks the members of the 

Curriculum Review Committee were selected (see Chapter 8). Māori demands for change 

also affected the practices of senior bureaucrats from the Department of Education who 

either oversaw or directly contributed to the work of the Curriculum Review (see 

Chapters 6 and 7).  

The Treaty of Waitangi, first made available to policymakers in education by the 

Curriculum Review Committee, continues to feature prominently as a main principle in 

the current national curriculum policy for English-medium schooling (MoE, 2007). As at 
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the time of the Curriculum Review, most teachers are of Pākehā ethnicity and most Māori 

students attend English–medium primary and secondary schools (Education Counts, 

2018). Although my research does not address the question, teachers’ and school leaders’ 

understandings of how the Treaty might apply to the day-to-day life of schools varies 

considerably. A report on progress being made in implementing the guiding principles of 

the current national curriculum observed that the Treaty principle was one of “the least 

evident in practice within schools” (Education Review Office, 2011, p. 2).  

Responses to the Treaty’s presence in a current national curriculum principle 

range along a continuum. At one end, the Treaty represents an empty mantra, and at the 

other an opportunity for critical questioning of the status quo, for instance, regarding a 

school’s engagement with Māori students. Wherever educators place themselves along 

this spectrum, the resulting tensions attest to the potential of the Treaty for disrupting 

notions of educational processes as apolitical and ahistorical. These persistent challenging 

effects of an indigene–settler agreement signed in 1840 affirm the view that “the past is 

never finished” (Barad, 2007, p. ix). Investigating the circumstances of the Treaty’s 

arrival in the Curriculum Review Committee report has meant returning to a period in the 

mid-1980s when the Treaty was not ubiquitous in education policy as it is today. If this 

past is not done, how might it speak to critical questions in the present? Insights gained 

from this study may encourage thinking about the Treaty principle not as a ‘cold fact’ 

imposed from upon high, but as the ‘warm idea’ it appeared to be for the Curriculum 

Review Committee, a lively and productively uneasy presence capable of provoking 

conversations about the value of difference and supporting innovative school practices 

attuned to local contexts.11 

Remembering the People 

By foregrounding the narratives of former educators and public servants involved with 

the Curriculum Review Committee, my study contributes to the historical record, adding 

another layer of meaning and complexity to the archives of state education. In the doing 

of the research I have benefitted from the scholars who have followed the practice of 

peopling the historical events of which they write. In surveying the work of several 

education committees concerned with Māori education from the 1960s onwards, Wally 

Penetito (2010), for example, included the names of individuals as “a legitimate 

                                                 
11 The ‘warm idea/cold fact’ imagery is from Bochner (2009). 
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opportunity at least to honour the chair and the Māori members [of the committees],” who 

are “often not known and quickly forgotten” (p. 143). Similarly, anthropologist Joan 

Metge (2008) recalled by name creative educators, both Māori and Pākehā, with whom 

she interacted over a 30-year period from 1959 to 1990. She described them as working 

“to make a difference for Māori and other minority group students in the face of 

indifference and even hostility from many Pākehā” (p. 13). In the same 2008 article, Joan 

warned that time was running out to interview the now thinning ranks of such people 

from this earlier period. She also observed that “many of the problems which were of 

concern then are still on the agenda today” and that “perhaps there are lessons to be 

learned from those who struggled with them all those years ago” (p. 13). I have taken up 

her challenge to seek out some of these people and hear their recollections about a time of 

significant change in the dynamics of Māori–Pākehā relations in education.  

Research Boundaries 

The literature from the history of education in Aotearoa–New Zealand that my research 

draws upon brings into view the boundaries and limitations of my own efforts. I aim to 

contribute knowledge about a curriculum-related event from the mid-1980s but I do not 

provide a detailed overview of that educationally eventful period (e.g., see Butterworth & 

Butterworth, 1998; Openshaw, 2009). The thesis intersects with the field of Māori 

education in relation to the state but does not offer a comprehensive critique of that 

entanglement (e.g., see Mead, 1996; Penetito, 2010; Simon, 1990). As discussed earlier in 

the chapter, this study connects with curriculum development in Aotearoa–New Zealand 

(e.g., see Capper, 1991; Jesson, 1995; McCulloch, 1992; O’Neill, Clark & Openshaw, 

2004; Snook, 1985) but mainly in relation to the Treaty thread becoming interwoven into 

its fabric. A full history of the Curriculum Review has yet to be written, its impact 

overshadowed by the education administration reforms known as ‘Tomorrow’s Schools’ 

soon after the publication of its final report (Butterworth & Butterworth, 1998). My 

research does not deal with the activities and concerns of the entire entity that was the 

Curriculum Review, but through my focus on its engagement with the Treaty of Waitangi 

I attempt to make visible some elements of its transformative intent. The Curriculum 

Review inquiry and the Treaty are the two main characters in the story I seek to tell. 

Chapter 2 provides further contextual information about both. 
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Chapter 2: A tangle of people, politics and history 

Unravelling Threads  

The main purpose of this chapter is to clarify the historical timeframe of most 

significance to the study and its questions. I unravel some of the constitutive threads from 

the tangle of the Curriculum Review and the Treaty of Waitangi. I describe the political 

context of the Curriculum Review and the policy development practices to which it 

belonged. I discuss the differences in the Māori and English language versions of the 

Treaty as well as the Treaty’s changing fortunes over time including the advent of the 

Waitangi Tribunal in 1975 that enabled Māori to put forward claims concerning breaches 

of the Treaty’s guarantees by the Crown. This latter material supports the content of 

Chapters 4 and 7 regarding encounters between education officials and the Treaty prior to 

and during the period that the Curriculum Review Committee carried out its inquiry.  

Both the histories of the Treaty of Waitangi and the Curriculum Review are 

inextricably linked with the Fourth Labour Government that held power from 1984 to 

1990. The Curriculum Review began and ended during its first three-year term in office 

whereas the Treaty remained a political focus throughout its six years in power. By the 

end of 1990 the decisions of this government had enabled new Treaty discourses to 

proliferate and at the same time had resulted in radical structural reforms in education and 

across the state sector (Butterworth & Butterworth, 1998; Holland & Boston, 1990). 

These turbulent years entailed a contradictory mix of – and struggle between – emerging 

neoliberal philosophies of minimal state intervention and the more established liberal 

notions of the ‘welfare state’ and its responsibilities related to equity and social justice. 

The Curriculum Review embodied the latter discourse in education at its high point 

(Codd, 1990). 

The incoming Labour government’s policy directions in 1984 regarding Māori 

also reflected the country’s liberal democratic heritage. Ideas of ‘fairness’ and ‘equality’ 

pervaded its pre-election build up. Its manifesto, for example, referred to “the promises of 

the Treaty” and committed the New Zealand Labour Party (1984) to do more about 

injustices arising from the Crown’s past actions (p. 59). This chapter locates the 

Curriculum Review in the context of the Fourth Labour government’s first term in office 

from 1984 to 1987. It was during this period that members of the Curriculum Review 

Committee researched, wrote and then had their findings published. When they began 
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their deliberations in December 1984, the Treaty’s comeback on the national stage by 

1990, the ascendancy of neoliberal ideologies in education and the dismantling of the 

Department of Education in 1989 were all unknowns on the horizon. 12 

Curriculum Review 

The liberal tradition  

We [the Curriculum Review Committee] were very, very clear about what the 

purpose of learning and curriculum was. It was for people. The economy is not 

the end. (Ruth Mansell) 

The ethos behind the Curriculum Review inquiry reflected a long-standing liberal tradition in 

the country’s educational history. The views articulated in the Curriculum Review’s 1987 

report rest upon liberal notions of human potential in the broadest sense. In general, a liberal 

perspective “postulates a notional equality of citizens who are, in theory at least, born equal” 

(Monk, Winsdale & Sinclair, 2008, p. 143). The opening comments from the report, for 

example, emphasised the equal value of each student and described successful schools as 

those which 

help learners develop the power to be secure in their personal, cultural, and national 

identity, to accept the responsibilities of interdependence and independence, to form 

and maintain caring and co-operative relationships, to continue learning throughout 

adulthood and to lead satisfying and effective lives. (Curriculum Review/DoE, 1987a, 

p. 2) 

Central to these liberal ideals are the wellbeing of students, the intrinsic worth of education, 

and its contribution to the health of societal relations (S. Middleton & May, 1997). 

Preparation for employment was considered but one of a range of purposes in the process of 

educating the ‘whole’ child and a future citizen. Visiting the country and assessing our 

education system in the early 1980s, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD, 1983) examiners observed that its primary emphasis appeared to be on 

“the development and expression of personal capacity” rather than solely on instrumental 

economic goals (p. 22). The liberal approach gained impetus from the ‘neo-progressive’ 

                                                 
12  Promoted by the government’s Treasury (1987) department, the application of neoliberal tenets to 

education policy and practice aligned with developments in other western countries at a similar period (e.g., 

see Marshall & Peters, 2004; Neyland, 2004; Graham & Tytler, 1993). Economic theories associated with 

the rise of neoliberalism posited education as a commodity in the marketplace and its consumers as self-

interested individuals with teachers cast as providers of a service not as educational professionals entitled to 

inform policymaking (Codd, 2008). 
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discourse of the latter half of the 20th century, a set of ideas resisting narrow pedagogical 

practices that placed “students in the position of being merely passive and receptive” 

(Renwick, 1986a, p. 105). The uptake of these progressive values, I argue, also supported a 

receptivity towards the Treaty in the education sector (see Chapter 5).  

Ministerial inquiries  

Policy is what comes into systematic planning and legislation and provision and 

things being funded and so on. Actual policy is made by the people paid by the 

government to do that job. The Curriculum Review contributed to policy, but we 

were not finally the policymakers. (Ruth Mansell) 

As a group with the status of a ‘ministerial inquiry,’ the Curriculum Review Committee 

belonged to another tradition in the country’s educational practices – that of harnessing a 

broadly consultative approach to grapple with educational issues of concern and to advise 

the Minister of the day accordingly. Up until the end of the 1980s, government-

sanctioned structures like ministerial inquiries had evolved under the auspices of the 

Department of Education to include outside policy ‘activists’ in the policymaking process 

(DoE, 1983a), whilst the responsibility to produce a final policy text, as Ruth Mansell 

explains above, remained with elected representatives and their officials.  

High-level policy activity in the form of a ministerial inquiry welcomed input 

from non-governmental representatives. People who were not government officers were 

recognised as important contributors to policy formation processes for “putting matters on 

policy agendas, framing the problem, canvassing solutions” (Colebatch, 2007, p. 121). 

Most of the individuals on the Curriculum Review Committee were senior teachers and/or 

teacher union leaders known for their strong opinions about the future of education (see 

Chapters 8 and 9). Citing over 30 past examples of consultative groups in a report from 

the early 1980s, the leadership of the Department of Education acknowledged the pivotal 

role of inquiries like the Curriculum Review: 

The fact that the minister has decided to set up a consultative committee can be 

taken as an indication of the importance he attaches to the field of inquiry . . . The 

members of such committees are carefully chosen to cover interests and expertise 

relevant to the field of inquiry. Consultative committees consult widely; their 

reports and recommendations usually have the status of informed contributions to 

policy making. (DoE, 1983a, p. 29) 
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That the Curriculum Review Committee included a combination of teachers and senior 

public servants working side by side also reflected the symbiotic relationship that existed 

between professional practitioners and education bureaucrats during this era (Jesson, 

1995; Wylie, 2012; see also Chapter 8). 

A sense of optimism 

The Labour Party came to power in August 1984 ending the nine-year-long reign of a 

National-led government. For many progressive educators throughout the country, the 

release from the conservative agenda of the previous Minister of Education Mervyn 

Wellington, coupled with the liberal-minded approach of the incoming Minister Russell 

Marshall13, signalled a change for the better and cause for optimism about the future (S. 

Middleton & May, 1999). As former senior education officials whom I interviewed 

recalled: 

Merv Wellington was not teacher trained. He believed you got up there, drummed 

some facts into them, you tested them and got the facts back and that was 

education. That’s the way it went. And he had all the laudable motives in the 

world to continue with the status quo. His approach was common practice in 

secondary schools in those times. (Jim Ross) 

Russell Marshall appeared to be an ideal choice for the Department. He was 

known and (generally) respected as an intelligent, committed liberal 

educationalist pursuing a reformist agenda. His leadership created an historically 

unusual relationship with his Department head [Bill Renwick]. Both men shared 

similar kinds of aspirations. (David Wood) 

Long-held frustrations over authoritarian and outdated school practices, educational 

inequities (for girls and Māori students especially), and the administrative inefficiencies 

of the education bureaucracy fell on receptive ears within the offices of a new 

government eager to implement major reform programmes across all areas of public life 

(James, 1992, p. 100), a political atmosphere out of which the Curriculum Review soon 

emerged.  

The Labour Party’s pre-election manifesto planted the seed for the Curriculum 

Review. One of its pledges was to consult widely over education – “the education policies 

of the next Labour Government will be finally determined after extensive discussions 

                                                 
13 Labour Party politician Russell Marshall was a member of parliament from 1972 to 1990 and held the 

position of Minister of Education from 1984 to 1987. 
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with interested and concerned groups” (New Zealand Labour Party, 1984, p. 19), a 

promise the party kept once in office. The Curriculum Review Committee constituted one 

of several consultative and report-writing groups in the latter half of the 1980s. As an 

ensemble, these committees investigated every corner of the sector from early childhood 

to tertiary. Assessment procedures, qualification frameworks, the quality of teaching and 

ultimately the education bureaucracy itself all came under scrutiny (see Butterworth & 

Butterworth, 1998, pp. 272-276). The Curriculum Review Committee, whilst unique in its 

make-up and purpose, was situated within this broader movement agitating for greater 

responsiveness in education policies to societal changes.14 

Curriculum Review begins  

The new Minister of Education Russell Marshall announced in November 1984 his 

intention to revisit efforts to devise guidelines for a national core curriculum. A previous 

attempt under his predecessor (refer DoE, 1984a) had met with strong criticism. The main 

objections had centred on its limited focus on subjects and timetabling and the lack of 

adequate input from teachers and the community at large (Snook, 1985). Throughout the 

early 1980s, senior officials and practitioners alike had expressed a desire to think more 

broadly about “the objectives which the curriculum as a whole should be serving” 

(Curriculum Review/DoE, 1987a, p. 124). Upon instructions from the Minister, the 

Department organised for the selection of people to form a new committee that became 

the group tasked with carrying out the Curriculum Review inquiry. It comprised mainly 

Pākehā but included Māori and Pacific Island representatives. Narratives of three of the 

Committee’s former members feature in Chapter 8. 

Throughout 1985 and 1986, the Committee members gathered together monthly 

and consulted widely to ascertain the views of as many different groups and individuals 

as possible (including Māori communities) about the curriculum as well as schooling in 

general (Brice, 1988). By January 1986 the Committee had received a total of 21,500 

submissions and in mid-1986 published its draft report (DoE, 1986a). The draft attracted 

another 10,000 submissions before the Committee’s final report appeared in April of the 

following year (DoE, 1987a).  

                                                 
14 Liaising closely with the Curriculum Review Committee was a contemporaneous committee of inquiry 

that focused on assessment and qualifications chaired by James (Jim) Ross, Assistant Director General of 

Education (see DoE, 1986h). Its recommendations contributed to the development of the country’s current 

school qualifications framework. 
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Transforming the curriculum  

When you read the Curriculum Review report, there’s a lot more in there than just 

the curriculum. It provided a series of options for the reform of the whole school 

system. Big picture. Strictly speaking it’s not a curriculum review at all, it’s an 

educational review, a schools’ review. (Jim Ross) 

The Curriculum Review Committee’s final report critiqued the then current ad-hoc, 

subject-based curricula for lacking cohesiveness and not being relevant for all students. 

Based on a combination of its own members’ experiences as educators, research into 

international approaches and the feedback received from the public, the Committee 

advised the Minister and leaders of the Department of Education about the need to design 

a new national ‘common’ curriculum that would revitalise the purposes of state 

education. The report identified three inter-related “aspects of learning” as equally 

important for a common curriculum – knowledge, skills, and attitudes and values 

(Curriculum Review/DoE, 1987a, p. 12). Along with these conceptual innovations, the 

report contained Aotearoa–New Zealand’s first recommended list of overarching national 

curriculum principles introduced in Chapter 1, a set of values to be the basis of 

curriculum design in every school. 

In abbreviated form, the following are the 15 principles that the Committee 

conceived, the Treaty appearing under the ‘non-racist’ heading. The curriculum 

shall/shall be: 

 common to all schools  

 designed so that it is accessible to every student  

 non-racist (refer page 8 of the thesis for the full text of this principle that includes 

the Treaty) 

 non-sexist  

 designed so that all students enjoy significant success 

 reflect the fact that education is a continuous and lifelong process 

 whole 

 balanced 

 of the highest quality for every student 

 planned 

 co-operatively designed 
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 responsive 

 inclusive 

 enabling; and 

 provide learning that is enjoyable for all students (Curriculum Review/DoE, 

1987a, p. 10-11).15 

The expanded text for the final principle listed above reads: “Effective learning is 

satisfying. It can be challenging and disturbing. It can also excite and stimulate. It can be 

fun” (p. 11). This statement is arguably the first and last time that the words ‘fun’ and 

‘disturbing’ have been used alongside ‘learning’ in an official education report.16  

The 15 principles sat at the heart of a total of 99 recommendations put forward by 

the Committee. Aside from curriculum matters, these recommendations ranged across 

related topics of management, teacher education, staffing, accountability and resources. 

The report also brought culture, ethnicity and school responsiveness explicitly into 

relationship with one another. 

The [new] design will help those disadvantaged by the present curriculum. It will 

hold the attention of those students now “turned off” by school programmes. The 

Committee believes that by emphasising bicultural and multicultural skills, 

knowledge, attitudes, and values, the new approach will assist Maori students and 

those of minority ethnic groups as well as extending the cultural repertoire of all. 

(Curriculum Review/DoE, 1987a, p. 6)  

The overall changes proposed by the Committee can be understood as a continuation of 

the discourses of New Zealand’s humanist and liberal educational ideals outlined earlier, 

but incorporating the newer socially critical perspectives particularly those concerned 

with equity (Butterworth & Butterworth, 1998; S. Middleton & May, 1999; Mutch, 

2001). Accordingly, the Committee devoted a whole section of their report to ‘Sexism 

and the Curriculum’ and ‘Maori and Pakeha and the Curriculum’ (Curriculum 

Review/DoE, 1987a). As highlighted in Chapter 1 (page 8), the Committee also did 

something previously unthinkable – it placed the Treaty of Waitangi at the heart of a 

proposed national curriculum principle, a micropolitical event that 30 years later has been 

the igniting spark for this study. The Curriculum Review inquiry represented a unique 

                                                 
15 See Appendix C for the full wording of each principle.  
16 Principle number 15 irked officers within the Labour Government’s Treasury Department who critiqued 

the Curriculum Review report from within an antithetical neoliberal framework. Learning viewed as fun and 

as an end unto itself, the Treasury (1987) argued, “were not values which will assist most pupils in the 

workplace” (p. 115). 
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moment in Aoteraoa–New Zealand’s educational history in that it offered a rare 

opportunity to promote nationwide the liberal aspirations held in common by groups 

within the teaching profession and the leadership of the education bureaucracy. 

While the members of the Curriculum Review Committee set about creating 

guidelines and questions throughout 1985 to help the public engage with their inquiry, the 

Treaty of Waitangi waited in the wings not only to take its place in their report, but also 

to move into a more central position in the political life of the country. Next I introduce 

the Treaty texts and chart some of the plot points in the Treaty’s trajectory out of the 

political margins, as well as consider its resurgence in relation to the time of the 

Curriculum Review. 

Treaty of Waitangi 

Treaty as actant 

Generative of multiple discursive connections over time, the Treaty has proved itself 

capable of cultural and political repetition well beyond the milieu of its creation and the 

lifespan of its signatories. The Treaty’s ability to become applicable at different moments 

in time with transformative effects points to its ‘actant’ qualities (Latour, 1996). The 

concept of an actant refers to a human or non-human entity that can intervene and modify 

other entities, and be “a source of action” (p. 373). By their very nature, actants are 

“networky” and link into the goings-on of the time and place where they appear (p. 373). 

The competency of an actant is discerned through the depth and spread of the connections 

it either “loses” or “commands” (p. 372), its effectivity in power relations. For long 

periods since its inception the Treaty was weakly networked into dominant legal, political 

and educational discourse, dormant even, but managed nevertheless over time to remain 

eminently attachable to those social fields. In the past 40 years, Treaty discourses have 

given rise to narratives of national import many of which were embryonic during the 

1980s and the two-year period of the Curriculum Review inquiry (Orange, 2011; Walker, 

2004). As an entry point for engaging with the actant characteristics of the Treaty relevant 

to the thesis content, I adopt the conceptual framework that differentiates between ‘four’ 

Treaties (Metge, 2015a).  
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Treaties 1, 2 and 3 

The version written in ‘te reo’ (the Māori language) is Treaty 1, often referred to as ‘Te 

Tiriti’; Treaty 2 is the English language text. Writing, however, was a new type of 

technology that Māori in 1840 had only recently begun adapting for their own purposes 

(Jones & Jenkins, 2011). Thus, the third version of the Treaty is the one read out to and 

heard by Māori and includes the way in which missionary leaders and British officials 

explained its terms to rangatira (chiefs) gathered at Treaty signings around the country. 

Given that for Māori “relationships were customarily sustained and modified through 

lengthy discussions” (Orange, 2017), this oral/aural Treaty points not only to the different 

cultural ontologies at play, but also to how imperative the spoken word was for Māori 

understanding of the intent behind the written Treaty texts.  

Treaty 4 

The idea of a fourth Treaty gained popularity from the late 1980s onwards. This version 

emphasises the Treaty’s actant qualities in that it refers to “the living Treaty that we 

continue to negotiate [emphasis added]” (Metge, 2015a, 1.54 min). Shaping the Treaty’s 

identity as ‘living’ has been the work of the courts and the Waitangi Tribunal in their 

assertion of the importance of the continuing ‘spirit’ behind the Treaty articles as opposed 

to a limited focus on the literal 1840 meanings (E. Durie, 1991). The incommensurability 

of the English and Māori texts (Treaty 1 and 2 above) also contributes to the Treaty’s 

‘aliveness’ through its refusal to be contained by one set of meanings. The notion of a 

living Treaty perpetually open to re-invention in the present only has credence if the 

Treaty is understood as a relationally constituted assemblage; it is not solely an agreement 

about Māori people and Māori concerns but also involves other peoples in a relation of 

mutual respect and responsibility (Barclay, 2005).  

All four Treaties outlined above were evident during the period of the Curriculum 

Review in the mid-1980s but largely confined to the milieu of the Waitangi Tribunal, a 

government entity tasked since 1975 with hearing claims about Treaty breaches (see 

below). The new discursive resources that the Tribunal made available found their way to 

the Curriculum Review Committee via the content of Māori submissions received by the 

Committee and through the Tribunal’s 1986 report on the status of the Māori language 

(see Chapters 7 and 9). The Curriculum Review Committee’s final report (DoE, 1987a) 

harnessed the findings of the Tribunal to support its own advocacy for the place of Māori 
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language and culture in state schooling (see Chapter 9), an example of the living Treaty’s 

actant reach, this time into an official education text widely distributed and read around 

the country. 

Treaty texts and two languages 

Signed at nine different locations in 1840 by over 500 representatives of indigenous 

Māori hapū (tribal groups), both the English and Māori texts comprise a preamble and 

three articles (see Appendix A). The articles instantiated rules of exchange for ongoing 

mutual benefit of both parties by protecting the status and interests – including property 

rights – of indigenous Māori while in turn applying rights and responsibilities to the 

British Crown. That the document was “an agreement between two peoples with very 

different cultures and social systems” (Metge, 1990, p. 3) becomes apparent when 

considering the actual content of the two Treaty texts. 

The English text (the Treaty) was drafted by British officials, and its Māori 

language counterpart (Te Tiriti) by the missionaries who had some competence in the 

language and had established relationships with Māori groups in the north. The two 

versions were not presented together at the various signings around the country. The 

Treaty and Te Tiriti, the latter signed by most of Māori signatories, are also not direct 

translations one of the other. 17 Article One of the English text, for example, states that 

Māori ceded ‘sovereignty’ to the British Crown whereas in Te Tiriti, Māori agreed to 

allow ‘kāwanatanga’ (governorship), a much more limited from of authority that Māori 

most likely understood as being about British control of their own unruly subjects 

(Orange, 2017). Sovereignty and kāwanatanga are two concepts far apart in meaning and 

import in the historical context – “no [oral] explanation was given that Māori agreement 

to kāwanatanga would mean a substantial transfer of power that would bring international 

recognition of New Zealand as a British colony” (Orange, 2017, p. 20). Not until the 

1970s did knowledge of the differences between the Treaty and Te Tiriti resurface in the 

main public arena (see Ross, 1972).18 The different wording of Article Two across both 

texts also presented quandaries for future interpretation.  

Article Two in the English text guaranteed Māori the ‘full exclusive and 

undisturbed possession’ of their properties whereas Te Tiriti offered ‘the unqualified 

                                                 
17 The translations of extracts from the Māori text (Te Tiriti) used in this section are sourced from Hugh 

Kawharu (1989), pages 319 to 321. See also Appendix A for the English and Māori Treaty texts in full. 
18 Senior officials of the Department of Education encountered Te Tiriti as early as the 1950s, but were resistant 

to the implications of its meanings (see Chapter 4). 
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exercise of their chieftainship (rangatiratanga) over their lands, villages and all their 

treasures.’ That Māori tribal groupings could retain chieftainship (i.e., full independent 

control) set up an immediate contradiction with the handing over of sovereignty asked of 

them in Article One of the English text. Treaty historian Claudia Orange (2017) argues 

that “Māori might have expected that they were being offered an arrangement akin to a 

protectorate, or a shared authority in the new nation” (p. 20) with a promise of their mana 

being upheld, a far cry from ceding sovereignty as understood in British terms. Article 

Three, on the surface at least, appeared to be the most similar in intent across the two 

versions both granting Māori the rights enjoyed by British citizens. The struggle of 

negotiating meanings across the realms of kāwanatanga (the public service/the Crown) 

and rangatiratanga (Māori autonomy/self-determination) continues to be an active 

enzyme in Aotearoa–New Zealand’s political bloodstream, the living ‘fourth’ Treaty at 

work.  

Treaty ignored 

In the immediate aftermath of the Treaty signing, the lack of textual equivalence between 

the English and Māori language texts was irrelevant with the well-armed indigenous 

inhabitants secure in their belonging to their lands and cultural practices. In 1840, Māori 

also overwhelmingly outnumbered the newcomers, a situation that changed dramatically 

by the 1870s. The Treaty paved the way for an influx of European settlers, mainly of 

British origin. It marked not only the formal beginning of a full-scale Pākehā colonisation 

project, but also in its wake the rapidly-effected political, economic and cultural 

marginalisation of Māori groups (Orange, 2011; Walker, 2004). As settlers gained 

numerical and military superiority, European control of the country occurred through 

multiple factors including the compounding effects of European laws that supported 

settler desire for land, and that sought to quash Māori forms of land ownership. By the 

early 20th century, Article One of the English language version of the Treaty, which 

assumed the British acquisition of sovereignty, became the default basis of the new 

colony’s foundational narrative.  

At the convening of the first Westminster-style parliament in 1854 in Aotearoa–

New Zealand, the written constitution upon which it rested did not include the Treaty. By 

1877, a ruling by the Chief Justice of New Zealand Supreme Court declared the Treaty a 

‘nullity’ in legal terms (Williams, 2011, p. 2). The nullity dictum reduced the Treaty to a 

“non-event” in the country’s law-making functions for the next 100 years (Potaka, 2010, 
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p. 85). The creation of a Department of Education also occurred in 1877. Whilst the 

Treaty was present in some of its institutional activities (see Chapter 4), it was nowhere to 

be seen in its policy-related documents until the 1987 Curriculum Review report. 

In the face of the Treaty’s fast receding relevance to a land-hungry settler society, 

the task of maintaining an awareness of its guarantees of reciprocity fell largely to Māori. 

The Treaty remained central for Māori struggles “to regain control over Māori affairs and 

to have their tangata whenua [first people of the land] status recognised” (Harris, 2004, p. 

27). A Treaty presence in the political realm was kept alive from 1840 by the “dogged 

determination” of Māori (E. Durie, 1991, p. 158) via Māori political organisations from 

inside parliament as well as through the petitioning of British monarchs (Anderson, 

Binney & Harris, 2015; Orange, 2011; Harris, 2004; Walker, 2004) but with little effect 

upon legislation until the second half of the 20th century and the advent of the Waitangi 

Tribunal.  

Treaty comeback  

By the time the Curriculum Review Committee held its final meeting in December 1986, 

the marginalised status of the Treaty had already undergone some dramatic shifts, but not 

to the degree and wide-ranging public impact evident a few years later in 1990 at the 

sesquicentennial celebrations of its signing. I emphasise the latter years of the 1980s here 

to pinpoint more closely the Curriculum Review’s location in relation to the Treaty’s 

resurgence and my subsequent research questions.  

After the publication of the Curriculum Review’s report in April 1987, several 

interrelated events created a tsunami of Treaty effects in the government arena. These 

effects were felt across many public domains, for example, via legislation (Walker, 2004), 

in social policy (Hēnare & Douglas, 1988) and upon the professional practices of 

government officials (Department of Justice, 1989). In the middle of this flurry of official 

activity appeared historian Claudia Orange’s seminal book, The Treaty of Waitangi 

(1987), the first contemporary history written for a general audience of the Treaty’s 

evolution from its signing to the present. This timely publication educated Pākehā and 

Māori alike about a largely buried aspect of the country’s past and seemed to meet as well 

as create a demand for Treaty knowledge (see Spoonley, 2009, p. 111). By the end of the 

1980s, the Treaty had literally become an incitement to discourse in many spheres of 

public life: “the speed with which the Treaty of Waitangi became central to dialogue 

between Māori and the Crown has been easily forgotten” (Belgrave, 2017, p. 62). 
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Publications on the Treaty and related matters now total over 4000 compared to the 

handful of written texts available in the 1980s (Orange, 2011).  

The timing of the Curriculum Review 

The Curriculum Review Committee carried out its activities on the eve of the discursive 

explosion described above, the Treaty content of its draft and final reports forming part of 

the burning fuse. Prior to the Committee’s work across 1985 and 1986, the Treaty’s 

presence in the education sector barely registered. The Treaty was conspicuous by its 

absence, for example, in the published proceedings from a significant Māori-organised 

conference on education in March 1984 (Walker, 1984; see Chapter 7). For the former 

members of the Curriculum Review Committee whom I spoke with, Māori and Pākehā, 

they do not recall the Treaty being a topic of discussion in their full committee meetings 

until the very end of their two years together as a group. The Treaty also barely got a 

mention in the 30,000 public submissions received by the Committee, commentary from 

some Māori groups being the exception (see Chapter 9).  

At the time of the Curriculum Review Committee’s first gathering in December 

1984, the Treaty had yet to make the leap into mainstream discourses of state education. 

During the two-year tenure of the Committee, the Treaty managed to successfully 

network elsewhere – within the offices of certain government departments, marae settings 

and pan-tribal Māori organisations.19 By the mid-1980s, television coverage brought into 

the country’s living rooms the intensity of Māori-led protest actions at the annual 

Waitangi Day commemorations (Abel, 1997; McAllister, 2012). During the same period, 

liberal-minded Pākehā groups and individuals began to formulate ideas on how to educate 

other Pākehā about the Treaty (Consedine & Consedine, 2005). But the Treaty remained 

at arm’s length from debates concerning Māori and schooling. Hence my curiosity about 

the Curriculum Review Committee’s act of welcoming the Treaty when it was still not a 

normalised part of either the vocabulary of teachers or the Department of Education’s 

leadership. While the cumulative effect of the events described above contributed to an 

atmosphere of possibility around the Treaty in the government arena, I began to wonder 

about which micro-level elements – the between-people moments not visible or buried in 

the public record – had helped form a threshold for the Treaty to cross over into a national 

                                                 
19 See for example the recommendations in New Zealand Maori Council (1983) and the papers in He 

Korero mo Waitangi 1984 (Blank, Henare & Williams, 1985), the latter collated after a major hui (meeting) 

on the Treaty in September 1984. 
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curriculum principle. A significant macro-level influence through which Treaty discourse 

seeped into the micropolitical relational realm of the Curriculum Review Committee 

involved the practices of the Waitangi Tribunal.  

Waitangi Tribunal  

The formation of the Waitangi Tribunal represented a major challenge to policies of 

assimilation common to settler societies such as New Zealand, Canada and Australia. 

Like indigenous groups elsewhere, Māori activism from the 1970s onwards sought to 

disrupt “the assumption of white policymakers that the nation-state was a single unity” 

(Johnson, 2016, p. 2). With the Treaty as a touchstone, and through the inter/in-vention of 

the Tribunal, Māori asserted “their own intrinsic authority” and faced the government as 

political equals not subjects (Sharp, 1990, p. 251). An outcome of Māori persistence in 

the political realm, the Tribunal signalled a new beginning of Māori–Crown relations and 

in the Treaty’s career as an actant capable of making things happen. 

Devised from within the office of Matiu Rata (Ngāti Kuri), the first Māori to be 

appointed Minister of Māori Affairs, the Waitangi Tribunal was established by an act of 

parliament in 1975 under the Third Labour Government. It is a permanent commission of 

inquiry into claims by Māori against the Crown for breaches of the Treaty. Its creation 

was the culmination of Māori political agitation inside and outside government channels. 

Forty years of lobbying by Māori politicians within parliament complemented alternative 

tactics of a new wave of younger urbanised protest groups unafraid to use direct action to 

highlight grievances over language, land and broken Treaty promises (Anderson et al., 

2015; Walker, 2004). The Tribunal’s existence meant the Treaty “became for the first 

time the standard by which government conduct could be judged” (Belgrave, 2005, p. 

40). From the outset, however, political and legal constraints applied to its mandate. 

Tribunal constraints 

At first, the Tribunal could only consider claims relating to events dating back to 1975. It 

was also only able to make non-binding recommendations to the government regarding 

reparation for claims that were upheld, and this remains the case today. As for the actual 

texts of the Treaty, they are left in limbo by the terms of the legislation. Both the Māori 

and English language versions of the Treaty are appended as a schedule to the Act, which 

means they have no legal force in and of themselves. Instead, the Tribunal is charged with 

the responsibility of interpreting and working with ‘the meaning and effect’ of both texts, 
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and to consider any breaches in the light of the ‘principles’ (to be defined) of the Treaty, 

not the actual Treaty provisions, which, as outlined earlier, differ across the two texts 

(Sorenson, 2014, p. 285).  

Tribunal reports 

Setting the Tribunal in motion proved to be a slow process in its first decade of operation. 

Not until the appointment of Chief Justice Taihakurei (Eddie) Durie as its chair in 1981, 

did it begin “to develop a distinctive voice” (Renwick, 1993, p. 32) and to garner respect 

amongst Māori groups hopeful of action over long-held grievances against Crown 

practices (Belgrave, 2017). The Tribunal’s reports written in response to claims contained 

innovative interpretations of the newly-evoked concept of Treaty ‘principles’. The reports 

enhanced the Tribunal’s reputation and provided a rich resource not only for Treaty 

jurisprudence, but also for expressions of healing within communities and in Māori–

Crown relationships themselves through the processes of reparative justice the Tribunal 

embodied (Oliver, 1991; Renwick, 1993; Temm, 1990; Te Puni Kokiri, 2001). Despite 

the Treaty texts still not being accorded a legal identity of their own, the effects of the 

Tribunal rulings contributed to the moral force that the ‘spirit’ of the Treaty had begun to 

exert upon the “ideas and attitudes” of Crown officials and their actions in the exercise of 

public power (Renwick, 1993, p. 33). The Fourth Labour Government, responsible for 

bringing the Curriculum Review into being, also turned its reforming gaze upon the 

Tribunal. 

In late 1985, making good on another election promise, the Labour government 

increased the Tribunal’s size and resourcing, and granted it the power to hear claims 

against the Crown dating back as far as 1840: “only in that way can real justice be done” 

(New Zealand Labour Party, 1984, p. 59).20 Such a bold move occurred not just out of the 

largesse of politicians but as the result of continuous lobbying and relationship building 

by Māori since the 1975 inception of the Tribunal (Blank, Henare, & Williams, 1985; G. 

Palmer, 2013). Parallel and connected to the evolution of the Tribunal’s activities 

throughout the 1970s and 1980s, the Treaty underwent a metamorphosis into its 

contemporary ‘living’ persona, one with legal and political relevance. 

                                                 
20 Refer Jane Kelsey (1990) for a critique of the Fourth Labour Government’s policies in relation to the 

Treaty. 
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The Tribunal and the Curriculum Review 

The Waitangi Tribunal’s activities during the first half of the 1980s affected those 

officials and claimants appearing in person before it, and those belonging to the 

communities its findings directly touched, but its work remained largely unknown to the 

wider public including the teaching profession. Māori leaders and the Crown had begun 

to re-conceive of their present and future relationship as framed within the concept of 

‘Treaty partners’, but this was not popular in all quarters or necessarily widely understood 

beyond the corridors of parliament and government departments (King, 2003; S. 

Middleton, 1992). As mentioned earlier, the Tribunal’s activities did, however, have 

effects upon the members of the Curriculum Review Committee. A claim before the 

Tribunal about the status of the Māori language (te reo) coincided with the Committee’s 

first full year of meetings in 1985. Senior education bureaucrats associated with the 

Committee appeared at the hearings into the claim and experienced first-hand the Treaty 

as a revitalised force. The Tribunal’s 1986 report on the claim strongly criticised the 

Department’s historically poor performance in relation to te reo (see Chapter 7). 

Possibilities and Difficulties 

In this chapter I unravelled aspects of the Curriculum Review and the Treaty of Waitangi 

from their entanglement to explain broader contextual information and themes associated 

with each. As I now bring them back together what is uppermost in my mind are thoughts 

concerning the possibilities and difficulties of this research undertaking. The sheer fact of 

a treaty points to a better part in the country’s indigene–settler history, but the injustices 

towards Māori that later ensued represent a much less flattering national heritage of 

colonial domination and dispossession, of might over right. Narratives of productive 

Māori–Pākehā engagement at the heart of the thesis thus risk dissolving under the harsh 

light of analyses that necessarily dissect past and ongoing asymmetries of power and 

privilege. The voice of Māori historian and educator Ranginui Walker (2004) interrupts 

my thinking here. Walker maintained that Māori as a numerical minority  

cannot achieve justice or resolve their grievances without Pakeha support. For this 

reason, Pakeha are as much a part of the process of social transformation in the 

post-colonial era as radical and activist Maori. (p. 234)  

I understand the Curriculum Review, a shared Māori–Pākehā endeavour, as contributing 

to the transformative processes Walker alludes to despite the weight of the past and its 
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ongoing effects. This does not give me (a Pākehā) licence to view a relational project like 

the Curriculum Review through a romanticised and de-politicised lens. What it does allow 

for is an acknowledgment that the struggle of the Māori–Pākehā educational relationship 

along the intercultural space of the hyphen, with all its discomforts and imperfections, is 

also conducive to the possibilities of mutual learning and of innovative responses in the 

most unlikely places, such as a Pākehā-dominated, government-sponsored committee 

imagining the Treaty could belong in a national curriculum principle.   

And finally, for the time being, are the tensions associated with carrying out 

historical research. Historian David Armitage (2014) acknowledges that it is not easy to 

understand how people thought in the past or to orient such explorations to present 

concerns. As a researcher, I need to be mindful that I am dealing with an always contested 

present in relation to multiple pasts. My main responsibilities, he advises, are to not make 

things up and to use the available evidence. That research challenge, its difficulties and 

possibilities, are the subject of the next chapter.  
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Chapter 3: Entanglements in a research 
assemblage 

Thinking with an Assemblage 

For this last chapter of the introductory section of the thesis I discuss the assemblage that 

enabled my engagement with the research question: how did the Treaty of Waitangi 

almost 150 years after its inception become entangled with the 1987 Curriculum Review 

report, the first official education policy-related text to include the Treaty?  

A research assemblage is not a passive entity but lively and agentic. Agency 

distributed across its constitutive elements, rather than the force of a single attribute, 

contributes to an assemblage’s “emergent effects,” or actant-like ability to “make 

something happen” (J. Bennett, 2010, p. 24). The concept of assemblage refers to an “ad 

hoc grouping of diverse elements,” a kind of “open-ended collective” (J. Bennett, 2010, 

pp. 23-24). The collective out of which this thesis arose contained stories, histories, texts, 

people, and places to name just some of its co-functioning elements already evident in the 

previous two chapters. I regard this thesis text as an emergent effect of my 

wanderings/wonderings in and with an assemblage (Jackson & Mazzei, 2016) to which I 

already belonged before I began the research because of my former career as a secondary 

school teacher and current association with a tertiary institution that has involved me in 

teaching about the Treaty. During my travels across the assemblage’s terrain my role as a 

researcher has been to illuminate certain of its unexpected contours, quiet corners and 

entangled features. 

Through my research activities I added new elements to the assemblage as well as 

called on existing ones. An example of the former are the re-story texts created with 

participants (see Chapter 8) whereas the latter includes archival documents and relevant 

literature. In this chapter I discuss these textual things and their material–discursive 

presence in the thesis along with that of human participants and attendant ethical 

considerations. I provide an overview of the chapters to come and my use of diffraction as 

an analytical approach, but first, in what follows next, I outline the key theoretical ideas 

that functioned as conceptual moorings amidst the assemblage’s jostling elements as they 

and the thesis came to terms with one another. 
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Thinking with Theory  

Foucault and Barad 

Writing a thesis required me to have ‘theories to think with’ that could help me describe 

and discuss the workings of the research assemblage (Jackson & Mazzei, 2018, 2012). I 

found myself forming attachments with more than one set of ideas. Sociologist Stephen 

Ball (1999) argues that “a toolbox of diverse concepts and theories” is necessary for 

better understanding of the “localized complexity” (p. 14) of policy processes such as the 

Curriculum Review represented. As mentioned in Chapter 1, my toolbox filled up with a 

range of concepts articulated by philosopher and historian Michel Foucault (2010, 2008, 

2003 & 1980) and feminist theorist Karen Barad (2010, 2008, 2007). Their ideas provided 

a central focus around which other theories congregated.  

Both Foucault and Barad explore the intertwined nature of being and knowing 

within social and material webs of relatedness, and suggest where the possibilities for 

social justice and ethical responses to dominating practices might lie. Located in the field 

of poststructuralism, Foucault offers theories of the subject, discourse and power relations 

the latter two themes introduced in Chapter 1. He models a genealogical method for 

mapping and describing their interconnected effects. Barad incorporates and extends 

Foucault’s thought by applying insights gained from the quantum physics of matter to the 

social realm. Her work comes under the umbrella of posthumanism, a movement 

concerned with a critical re-assessment of the culture/nature binary and that advocates for 

the recognition of agentic materiality in social science research endeavours (C. A. Taylor, 

2016a; J. Bennett, 2010; Barad, 2007). Barad emphasises the intra-action of the 

discursive and the material, and promotes diffraction as a method for considering the 

complexity of the resulting entanglements. In thinking with Foucault and Barad my 

research project evolved as a genealogical inquiry into the intra-active conditions of the 

Curriculum Review’s entanglement with the Treaty of Waitangi. Below I discuss the 

theoretical terms highlighted in this paragraph as they relate to the doing of the research. I 

begin with Foucault’s concept of genealogy. 
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Genealogy 

Let us give the term genealogy to the union of erudite knowledge and local 

memories which allows us to establish a historical knowledge of struggles and to 

make use of this knowledge tactically today [emphasis added]. (Foucault, 1980, p. 

83) 

Foucault’s description of his genealogical technique appealed greatly to my researcher 

self. I was doing historical research concerned with Māori–Pākehā struggles in education 

that I hoped would inform critical conversations about the Treaty’s presence in current 

national curriculum policy. My analytical efforts in this thesis arose out of an engagement 

with ‘erudite knowledge’ (e.g., literature and official documents) and ‘local memories’ 

(e.g., participant narratives and archival ephemera). Genealogical research focuses on 

describing the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of discourse “as and when it occurs” in its contextual 

specificity (Foucault, 2010, p. 25). By contrast, generalised histories obscure the “rude 

memory of conflicts,” “hostile encounters” and “bodily effects” (Foucault, 2003, p. 277), 

that is, they leave out local and discontinuous knowledges that infuse the micropolitical 

arena, a central focus of the thesis.  

Conditions of possibility 

Carrying out genealogical research is not about seeking stories of pure origins. Nor is it 

about formulating a linear and coherent type of history based on a direct relationship 

between cause and effect. Instead, it focuses on the workings of discourse. Foucault’s 

(2010) theory of discourse concerns more than the constitutive role of language. 

Discourse also equates to “the conditions under which certain statements are considered 

to be the truth” (Ball, 2013, p. 19). In other words, discourse enables and constrains what 

can be said; discursive practices determine what is meaningful. Genealogies “do not to 

seek to uncover the truth of the past, but rather are interested in the conditions of 

possibility for truth making [emphasis added]” (Barad, 2007, p. 474). A genealogical 

approach to exploring an event from the past concerns the conditions exterior and 

antecedent to the moment in question, conditions that make the event possible. 
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Singularity and exteriority 

A genealogy…attempts to restore the conditions for the appearance of a 

singularity born out of multiple determining elements of which it is not the 

product, but rather the effect. (Foucault, 2003, p. 277) 

The singularity that was the Treaty’s appearance in the Curriculum Review emerged out 

of a field of possibilities. This field comprised social and material conditions within a 

network of relationships, the conduct of the individuals and groups involved, and the 

choices and decisions they made. Immanent in these conditions was the ebb and flow of 

power being exercised via everyday practices. Here the social world is imagined as being 

enacted on more than one plane, involving heterogeneous and contingent processes that 

are “fragile” and “perpetually mobile” (Foucault, 2003, p. 277). To engage with the 

conditions of possibility of the Treaty’s arrival in the Curriculum Review, from a 

poststructuralist perspective, is to become “caught up in the play of exteriority” (Foucault, 

2010, p. 122), and to find oneself moving through a web-like multiplicity of relations 

from over 30 years ago. 

Material matters 

Thinking with posthumanist concepts I now orient myself towards the material nature of 

the ‘conditions’ outlined above. Foucault (2010) writes of discourse’s “ponderous, 

awesome materiality” (p. 216). Discursive practices have material effects, and, in the case 

of education, the list is long – policy texts, classrooms and school grounds, uniforms and 

codes of behaviour to name just a few. Barad (2007) does not discount the importance 

accorded to the discursive in poststructuralist thought, but rejects the notion of the 

material as merely a consequence or effect of discourse. Through her concept of ‘agential 

realism’ she offers “an account of materiality as an agentive and productive factor in its 

own right” (p. 225). Non-humans are also capable of constraining and initiating 

discourse, that is, they can exercise agency. Humans are viewed as “emergent phenomena 

like all other physical systems” and as only one part of the larger ongoing materialisation 

of the world (p. 338).21  

With echoes of Foucault’s active network of social interconnections discussed 

earlier, matter itself is on the move in Barad’s conceptual assemblage. At the quantum 

                                                 
21 N.B. Māori concepts (along with those of other indigenous cultures) that evoke relational ontologies and 

posit objects as having a life force long predate western scholars’ engagement with posthumanist thought 

(Hoskins & Jones, 2017; Jones & Hoskins, 2016).  
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level of constitutive matter, humans and other–than–human entities “are not inherently 

different” (Barad, 2008, p. 141); in their ‘mattering’ both spheres of existence entail “a 

dynamic and shifting entanglement of relations” (Barad, 2007, p. 224). Matter is not just 

an attribute of things/people/nature but rather agentic, a doing/an enactment (Barad, 

2008). Barad has coined the term ‘intra-action’ to refer to the way diverse forms of 

matter/ing come into being through relation.  

Intra-action 

The concept of intra-action encapsulates a different understanding of the relationship 

between entities (whether human or non-human) than the term interaction allows for. 

Interaction presupposes pre-existing separate entities encountering one another. Intra-

action, however, deems that these entities are never absolutely separate to begin with. 

Whilst not reducible to one another, they are only distinct in relational terms, that is, they 

are co-constitutive “emerging from/through their intra-action” (Barad, 2010, p. 267). 

Similarly, “discursive practices and material phenomena do not stand in an external 

relationship to one another”; instead each inscribes the other and both are “mutually 

implicated in the dynamics of intra-activity” (Barad, 2008, p. 140). The material and the 

discursive are always–already material–discursive (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 115). 

How do these posthumanist ideas matter to this thesis project that for its production is 

preoccupied with my own meaning making and that of fellow humans? Based on my 

embodied experience of the research process over the past four years I offer three initial 

responses to that question.  

1) The agency of research things  

Living breathing PhD 

Piles of papers, towers of toppling books 

Desktop full of folders. (Fitzpatrick & Alansari, 2018, p. 225) 

First, posthumanist concepts enabled me to conceive of my research activities as 

emerging out of a series of intra-actions with the human as well as the non-human. Figure 

2 below depicts an area of my home office featuring, amongst other ‘things,’ copied 

documents from Archives New Zealand, literature downloaded and printed, books from 

the University of Auckland library, and correspondence with participants. While the 

image may serve as an apt visual metaphor for the “empirical mess” that lies beneath 

imposed methodological coherence (Law, 2007, p. 4), the items pictured are not merely 



42 

clutter-creating bi-products of research activity. Rather, they are co-constitutive of the 

research process, the researcher and the thesis text itself – a congealing of multiple 

agencies, my own doings just one of multiple entangled intra-active forces. At intervals 

throughout the upcoming chapters, I insert other images that serve to emphasise the 

 

Figure 2. A corner of my home office, February 2018 

agentic role of the other–than–human research participants in the project’s discursive–

material production, whether it be the tattered cover of an archival file, the marked-up 

pages of a published document, an extract from a re-story draft or a treasured photograph.  

2) Researcher as co-participant  

We are our participation – not some abstract entity that is somehow outside 

looking in at it all. (Massumi, 2015, p. 14) 

Second, the posthumanist lens has allowed me to understand my own location in the 

research somewhat differently. I could now think of myself as carrying out/writing up my 

findings from a position of entanglement with the human and non-human, a co-participant 

in an assemblage that I was always–already contributing to. As Karen Barad (2008) 

expresses it: 

Practices of knowing and being are not isolatable, but rather are mutually 

implicated. We do not obtain knowledge by standing outside the world; we know 
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because “we” are of the world. We are part of the world in its differential 

becoming [emphasis in the original]. (p. 147) 

One of the demands of my role as thesis writer was that I be analytical about the 

phenomenon under study, to materially enact what Barad (2008) terms “an agential cut” 

in the quest for making one aspect of the world intelligible to another (p. 133). However, 

such knowledge-producing practice, and the necessary cutting/standing apart it entailed, 

always remained an “exteriority within” (p. 143) as opposed to a distinctly separate 

activity removed from the research assemblage. My researcher–body was not a detached 

spectator, but one marked and produced (neurologically, intellectually, physically, 

emotionally) through my intra-action with the project’s discursive–material dimensions.  

3) The subject 

The third influence upon my thinking from the realm of posthumanist thought concerns 

the different theoretical understandings it promotes about the human being when viewed 

as a ‘subject’. This influence sat alongside my attachment to certain poststructuralist 

ideas, and it is these I consider first. 

The poststructuralist subject 

As a reader I travel in a cloud of language, everything that has ever rubbed off on 

me, a personal past preserved in ways of which I am largely unconscious. 

(Newton, 2017, p. 36) 

It’s difficult to put yourself back in time and realise that in the past you weren’t 

thinking like that because the language simply wasn’t there in the [public] 

discourse. (Vince Catherwood/former Department of Education officer) 

In the poststructuralist concept of the subject, human beings and their subjectivities are 

understood as socially constructed. They are the product of discourse and attendant 

power/knowledge configurations. Unlike the autonomous, sovereign individual of liberal 

humanist discourse, meaning and intention do not originate with the subject but are 

produced from discourse external to the self. The subject does not proceed “through 

history in a linear fashion with a stable, coherent identity” (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 

62) but is formed and re-formed through the iterative effects of shifting and often 

contradictory discursive flows immanent within specific historical periods.  
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A single individual can be formed via multiple subject positions that discourse 

makes available across different social contexts. For example, one person can be a 

teacher, union delegate and mother, all at the same time – “in each case one . . . 

establishes a different type of relationship to oneself” (Foucault, 2003, p. 33). Likewise, I 

carried with me into the research assemblage a variety of subjectivities arising from my 

social/cultural location that affected the production of the thesis text. My researcher–self 

encompassed Pākehā/Croatian/middle-aged-woman/teacher and all the historical–

material–discursive specificities and relations of power those subject positions imply 

including the effects of intra-actions with Māori people, places and histories. As a 

researcher and thesis writer I acted from specific positions and moments in time rather 

than from an ahistorical, all-seeing vantage point (Richardson & St. Pierre, 2018). In 

Chapter 5 I explore aspects of my researcher positionality further by considering my 

previous career as a teacher–subject in relation to the research topic. 

Importantly, the poststructural subject is not just a passive actor within discourse. 

Foucault (1980) reminds that “there are no relations of power without resistance” (p. 

142). The subject is also “a thinking, feeling subject and social agent, capable of 

resistance and innovation” (Weedon, 1997, p. 121). The subject thus can 

critique/refuse/transform modes of domination understood as human inventions, rather 

than expressions of a transcendent and fixed social order.  

The concept of the poststructural subject is of value to the thesis for the generative 

tension it maintains between the two notions of the world-in-the-person and the person-

in-the-world. It helps keep in sight the way subjects are produced by broader discourses 

and attendant relations of power in specific historical contexts. As well, it points to the 

diverse and unpredictable effects of power flowing between subjects (face to face) in the 

thick of events and encounters where possibilities for being/doing/thinking otherwise are 

in play. I have selected different forms of ‘subject-ness’ as conceptual drivers behind the 

themes of Chapters 4 to 9 to emphasise the multi-faceted nature of agentic entities 

(human and others) entangled with the conditions of the Treaty’s emergence in the 

Curriculum Review.  

The subject as relation 

What Barad’s posthumanist lens adds to my toolkit is the idea of the subject as a relation 

that owes its very existence to others. Subjects are “differentially constituted through 

specific intra-actions” (Barad, 2007, p. 379), a mutual entanglement with others that 
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precedes consciousness and gives rise to an ethical responsibility. Barad works here with 

the ideas of philosopher Emmanuel Levinas (1985) as do I (see Chapter 6). Barad’s view 

of the ‘other’ ranges over a continuum of relational possibilities that includes the other–

than–human: 

We (but not only ‘we humans’) are always already responsible to the others with 

whom or which we are entangled, not through conscious intent but through the 

various ontological entanglements that materiality entails. (Barad, 2007, p. 393) 

Posthumanist ideas of the subject unsettled my default focus on the human being. They 

encouraged me to attend to, or at least look sideways at, the material arrangements co-

constituting the entanglements with which I and the other human participants (as subjects) 

were involved. They also demanded that I be cognisant of what occurs when 

things/objects related to the Treaty and the influences on the Curriculum Review are 

recognised as subjects rather than passive matter, when as non-human actors they “intra-

act with force and affect” in the assemblage of which they are part (Jackson & Mazzei, 

2016, p. 106). 

Entanglement meets genealogy 

Earlier in the chapter I introduced Foucault’s theoretical use of the term ‘genealogy’. 

Whereas genealogy involves discourse, power relations and exteriority, Barad’s 

conception of ‘entanglement’ concerns agential realism, intra-action and exteriority 

within. Both sets of meanings speak to one another productively and readily convey the 

notion of inter/intra-relatedness within the social world. Barad (2007) fuses the two as in 

“entangled genealogies” (p. 389). I have found ‘entanglement’ an evocative term using it 

in most of the thesis chapter titles. On one level, the word conjures up the knotty 

complexity symbolised by the hyphen in the Māori–Pākehā relation. On another, 

following Barad (2010), entanglements (and the intra-active elements that constitute 

them) refer to “relations of obligation – being bound to the other” (pp. 265-6) where 

connections are also commitments, and where exclusions created by our discursive 

interventions in the world (agential cuts) are an ethical concern. The notion of 

entanglement enriched my genealogical inquiry not only through its recognition of 

agentic materiality in my research practices, but also through its ethical resonance – an 

energy at once both fragile and potent in the doing of the research and the wider struggles 

of cross-cultural relationships within education. 
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Vital participants 

When considering agency as distributed across both non-human things and human beings, 

political theorist Jane Bennett (2010) asks us to conceive of people as “vital materialities” 

(p. 21). I am not sure what my co-participants would think of being described as such but 

to me the concept captures their agentic presence in my thesis. Besides the matter of their 

physical selves (at times just a disembodied voice over the phone), participants brought to 

our conversations personal and professional biographies located in unique material–

discursive assemblages of their own. While I held a certain kind of power in relation to 

the production of this research text (see below), the participants–as–subjects were experts 

on their own lives, elders whom I learned from (Frank, 2012). I regard them in all their 

vital materiality as co-theorists to think alongside and with.  

Thinking with Humans  

Locating participant–subjects 

The participants in this study whose narratives helped me assemble the thesis had 

formerly worked in the education sector either as public servants, politicians or education 

advisors/consultants. Appendix D provides a list of their names and the organisations to 

which they belonged in the period under study. It was not unusual for participants to have 

occupied multiple roles in education across their lifetimes. One who became a Minister of 

Education began his working career as a classroom teacher. Given the small size of the 

country’s population and the tightly woven interconnections in the education field, it was 

mostly straightforward to source contact details. Nearly all participants were aged in their 

70s or older when our interview–conversations took place. Some main players in the 

events the thesis covers died many years ago and others just as my search for participants 

began. I was fortunate that the few family members I approached agreed to speak with 

me, and quotations from them appear as ‘personal communication’ (see Chapter 6). 

As my interest in the Treaty of Waitangi’s appearance in the Curriculum Review 

report of 1987 grew stronger, the list of potential participants expanded to include former 

members of the Curriculum Review Committee. Apart from retired public servants who 

had been on the Committee, the participants from this group also included former 

teachers and school leaders (see Chapter 8). In addition, I conversed with other 

individuals who, although not directly involved in the work of the Curriculum Review, 

had been associated with the Department of Education as employees or contractors 



47 

forging professional links with the departmental leadership in the 1980s. As with most 

participants, these individuals were storehouses of institutional memory, and I benefitted 

from their knowledge of, and continuing interest in, the country’s recent educational 

history. 

Several of the participants had worked as government officials across two 

different education bureaucracies. The Curriculum Review report was published by the 

century-old Department of Education (1987a). Subsequently, the country’s first national 

curriculum policy was developed six years later by officers in the new Ministry of 

Education (1993). The Ministry supplanted the Department from 1 October 1989 in the 

wake of major reforms in educational administration. The participants familiar with both 

entities often touched on the differences between the two worlds of the Department and 

the Ministry. Their recollections of ‘before and after’ enriched my understanding of the 

enduring agentic potential of Māori–Pākehā entanglements in education despite the social 

ruptures occasioned by the magnitude of the reforms. While my decision to concentrate 

on the Curriculum Review precluded a detailed engagement with the stories told by those 

participants involved with the later curriculum policy work of the new Ministry, their 

contributions remained part of the intra-active thesis–thinking–writing–process. 

Ethical reflections 

Ethics is about accounting for our part of the entangled webs we weave. (Barad, 

2007, p. 384)  

The ethical – at its simplest, care for our relations with one another – is one of the major 

themes explored in my analytical commentary about the historical events shaping the 

thesis (see Chapter 6). The ethical is also deeply entwined with the doing of the research, 

and the relationships that gave it life. As Carol Mutch (2013) reminds “researchers are in 

a position of power” (p. 76) with no moral or legal right to know when entering the 

private lives of others. Below I discuss some ethical issues involved from contacting 

participants to writing up the final report.  

Matters of cultural sensitivity, reciprocity and respect for the dignity and privacy 

of all participants were ethical concerns that suffused, worried and productively 

constrained my research activities, and are ongoing at the time of writing. Being ethical 

involves more than ticking off a checklist of preferred behaviours, although the latter can 

exercise a positive influence on research activity. Ethical practices are part of an 
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imperfect process, an orientation of responsibility to others that is always–in–the–making, 

the challenges of which cannot all be scoped out in advance or considered separately from 

actual research activities and contexts (Heggen & Guillemin, 2012). The University of 

Auckland’s ethics application provides an initial framework to help the researcher reflect 

upon aspects of ethical uncertainty. Using the university guidelines and my own intuitive 

ethical antennae differentially attuned in each situation, I contacted participants in the 

first instance mostly by email or letter and at times directly by phone or via a third person. 

Out of a total of 21 participants with whom I had interview–conversations, I met face to 

face with five Māori individuals. The rest were Pākehā. Whilst these encounters entailed 

ethical considerations that applied to all participants, I needed to be conscious of different 

cultural and political sensitivities. 

Māori participants/Pākehā researcher 

My preparation for engaging with Māori contained a unique set of apprehensions. Alison 

Jones and Kuni Jenkins (2008a) refer to Māori–Pākehā collaborations in academia as 

“contested and risky territory” (p. 479). The act of coming together for a research 

conversation is arguably a form of collaboration, and whilst I ventured into places far 

removed from academia to connect with most of the Māori participants, the historical 

reputation of academic research in relation to Māori did not remain behind at my 

university desk. As Māori scholar Linda Smith (1999) observed ‘research’ is “probably 

one of the dirtiest words in the indigenous world’s vocabulary” (p. 1) linked to the 

Western imperial tradition of knowledge-gathering that plundered, classified and 

objectified ‘native’ others.  

A Pākehā researcher engaged in research conversations with Māori cannot occupy 

a position outside the histories and politics of colonising settler populations and their 

impact on diverse Māori groups and individuals across generations. This statement 

applies beyond generalised national histories to the narratives of specific communities, a 

thought uppermost in my mind when I met with Māori participants in their home 

territory. Struggles to heal/recover from the effects of discriminatory acts by successive 

settler governments are part of local histories and often very much still a current fact of 

local Māori realities. In the present day, an unknown Pākehā researcher is rightly 

regarded with suspicion. In the end, I took a leap of faith, and hoped that life experience 

had taught me enough about my own Pākehā/Croatian cultural location and its privileges, 

and provided me with enough awareness of “the wider relationship of power in which 
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[research] engagement takes place” (Jones, 2017, p. 188). That leap, however, could not 

have taken place without the foundation of my continuing relationships with Māori and 

Pākehā colleagues. I was supported also by signposts in institutional ethics guidelines. I 

discuss these two dimensions next. 

Koha and connection 

Before setting out to interview Māori participants, the University of Auckland’s ethics 

application process makes a researcher stop and think. The ethics form asks if the 

researcher has considered certain Māori cultural practices that might be invoked in such 

encounters. An institutional checklist risks codifying and thereby essentialising who 

Māori are, but it does encourage the non-Māori researcher to consider behaviour 

appropriate to engaging with potential Māori participants as Māori. For example, karakia 

(incantation/prayer) and the sharing of kai (food) were significant aspects in three of my 

research encounters with Māori. Contributing food and other items as koha, where 

possible and appropriate, was an important component of building rapport and 

relationship with most participants, Pākehā and Māori alike. The Māori concept of koha 

refers to a gift, offering or contribution and is connected to practices of reciprocity and 

maintaining social links (Barlow, 2001). My uptake of the practice of koha was 

encouraged but not primarily motivated by institutional directives. Rather, it reflected an 

amalgam of influences from Māori relational practices I had been exposed to regularly 

and cultural traits imprinted upon me by the immigrant Croatian household of my 

childhood where food and the practice of hospitality are deeply intertwined. 

Hoamahi and whanaungatanga 

Shaping my encounters with Māori participants was also my location within a web of 

supportive relationships at the University of Auckland developed over the past decade. 

My supervisors together with other hoamahi (colleagues) in Te Puna Wānanga (School of 

Māori and Indigenous Education) assisted me with ongoing formal and informal learning 

of a cultural nature that included invaluable kōrero (discussions) related to the research 

topic. These collegial entanglements also had practical consequences for the research. For 

each of the Māori participants, a different Māori colleague provided me with a relational 

bridge from which to make contact. Māori networks across education in Aotearoa–New 

Zealand are, unsurprisingly, strongly interlinked. In some cases, this bridge consisted of a 

simple nod to go ahead on my own or an introductory email, but in one instance, 

connecting with a participant would have been extremely difficult to arrange without the 
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takawaenga (go-between) accompanying me in person to the first meeting, which 

occurred in another part of the country, a day’s car travel away. Interview–conversations 

with some Māori participants might not have happened without the established collegial 

connections described above, and the spirit of whanaungatanga22 that characterises them.  

Consent, confidentiality and anonymity 

The University’s ethics procedures disciplined me to consider other ethical concerns 

besides cultural issues already outlined – informed consent, anonymity and 

confidentiality being the main three. I provided all participants with a Participant 

Information Sheet and Consent Form (see Appendices E and F) 23  that outlined the 

research themes and requested their permission for our interview–conversations to be 

recorded. These documents explained their right to alter or remove information from the 

resulting textual material and to decide on what should remain confidential. In the interest 

of the historical record and given the former and/or current public profile of most 

participants, I asked that they consider being identified by their real names. They all 

agreed to forgo anonymity, which activated different responsibilities and vulnerabilities 

on all our parts.  

Information shared by the participants concerning identifiable others needed to be 

treated with care. In deciding what to include in the thesis text I was guided by what 

content the participants themselves were happy to sign off, what information was already 

publicly available in the literature and archives, and how my own judgement counseled 

me. Nevertheless, when writing the chapters that brought me close to the detail contained 

within participants’ stories, ethical uncertainties remained. As Heggen and Guillemin 

(2012) argue, attending to and accepting discomfort in qualitative research is an important 

dimension of “ethical mindfulness” (p. 472), an orientation required long after the first 

contact with participants. 

Ethical tensions in the analysis phase 

Sometimes people write stuff and they think they know what was happening and 

they don’t, and make assumptions. I am a bit disillusioned about historians these 

days because I quite often read stuff which they say is gospel, but sometimes they 

don’t know. (Russell Marshall/former Minister of Education) 

                                                 
22 ‘Whanaungatanga’ here refers to relationships built up through shared experiences and working together 

that create in people a sense of belonging.   
23  See also Appendix G for the schedule of guiding questions and Appendix H for the transcriber’s 

confidentiality agreement. 
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In the analytical phase of the thesis work, the assemblage expanded to include the 

academy to whom I had to communicate my findings. This relationship with the academy 

required me to stand apart from inside the research entanglements. As mentioned earlier 

in the chapter, by writing the thesis I enacted an ‘agential cut’ or interpretative 

intervention in the world’s becoming (Barad, 2007), fixing knowledge about events and 

people, a process that inevitably entailed exclusions and missteps that I was/am 

responsible for and that might adversely affect participants. 

Converting the experiences of others into objects of knowledge reduces social and 

personal complexity. How each of the human participants will respond to being “an 

illustrative character in the research text” is also an unknown at the time of writing 

(Josselson, 2007, p. 551). It can be unsettling to read about oneself, especially if one does 

not agree with the interpretations put forward. My analytical efforts are necessarily 

limited by the material I unconsciously or intentionally omitted and by the partial view 

made available to me by my own “horizons of understanding” (p. 556), the ‘not knowing’ 

referred to above by Russell Marshall. Alongside such ever present ethical tensions, I 

hope my interpretations captured something of the spirit or ‘feel’ behind the multiple 

truths residing in the stories that emerged from my interview-conversations with 

participants. 

Interview–conversations  

Many things must play together, so to speak, in order for qualitative interviewing 

to be possible, and the interview as a context does not just fall from the sky but is 

the result of numerous actors (some human, others nonhuman) orchestrating this 

complex episode. (Brinkmann, 2018, p. 595) 

I describe my meetings with participants as interview–conversations to convey more 

accurately the conversational and dialogical approach I adopted as opposed to a highly 

structured and standardised question and answer interview format. Like conversations 

other than those with an academic research purpose, mine with participants were 

collaborative enterprises (Gubrium & Holstein, 2012, p. 33) engendering their own 

indefinable quality, and at times instantiating what can be best described as sacred space 

(Munro Hendry, 2007). Most of these research encounters, whilst formal in tone, were 

heightened moments of human communion through which the participants and I together 

assembled knowledge/narratives/history, our subjectivities taking on new forms in the 
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process (Gubrium & Holstein, 2012). The interview–conversations were unique relational 

events conducted in varied settings, the latter contributing to the “magic” of what is, 

initially at least, a meeting between strangers (Brinkmann, 2018, p. 578). 

The interview–conversations with participants took place in various regions 

around the North Island of Aotearoa–New Zealand, and usually lasted up to two hours. I 

met with some participants in person more than once. Prior to the face-to-face meetings a 

preliminary phone conversation had in most cases taken place. For one meeting, I had 

only to walk 10 minutes from my front door to the participant’s house, whereas for others 

I travelled hundreds of kilometres north, east, west and south. The locations were as 

different as each conversation ranging from a business club, workplaces and noisy cafes 

to private homes in urban and rural areas. These settings were mini-assemblages in 

themselves. As Soyini D. Madison (2008) maintains, an interview is “a substantive event 

– a surrounding scene of signification and its objects – a gestalt where the immediate 

telling becomes a richly descriptive environment of symbolic worth” (p. 394). The other–

than–human elements of each milieu actively influenced the conversation and my sense 

of ‘who’ I was talking/thinking with. Re-reading the descriptions I wrote in my research 

journal after each meeting, I felt the pulse of that non-human agency afresh.  

Space restrictions mean that I have excluded in-depth discussion of the 

particularities of each interview context but the broader material environment of the 

research encounters remains a significant ‘unseen’ intra-active force producing this thesis. 

Interestingly, three of the conversations were conducted over the phone and, although a 

materially different experience, they were also memorable for the intensity of focus and 

positive engagement, perhaps aided by the prior communication and preparation via 

email. Interviewing as a research technique resists total quantification and facets of it as a 

lived experience remain mysterious – “we simply know too little about interviewing itself 

and how it co-constitutes human subjectivity” (Brinkmann, 2018, p. 890). Stories are part 

of the mystery. 

Stories 

Stories animate human life; that is their work. (Frank, 2012, p. 3) 

Stories told by the participants were integral features of the research assemblage and 

poured forth from the interview–conversations. Stories are relationally produced, an intra-

action of the narrator, listener, and environment (Frank, 2012, p. 7). In the world’s 
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becoming, narratives or stories – I use the terms interchangeably – are productive on 

many levels: for the individual sense of self, for the fabric of wider social and community 

networks, for the maintenance of culture and as a driver of political action (Randall & 

McKim, 2008; Clandinin & Rosiek, 2007). Whilst the strategic use of stories can operate 

to support discriminatory behaviours and effects, it can also fuel resistance against those 

same phenomena (Riessman, 2008; Squire, 2008).  

Narrating the past 

Stories are a form of representation. Whilst they enable us to make sense of our 

experiences over time, they do not hold up a mirror to an unchanging past. As occurred 

within this research assemblage, stories allow for a selective version of the past to be told 

from “a particular point of view for a particular purpose” (Ellis & Bochner, 2000, p. 750). 

In the dialogical process of the interview not only are recollected experiences re-

presented through the narrative act, they are also re-constituted. As happens in the 

process of writing a memoir or any historical piece, “old stories are constantly being 

reframed to have new effects” (Frank, 2012, p. 7). Every human is a work in progress and 

therefore our stories are continually open to revision “according to contingencies of our 

present life circumstances, the present from which we narrate” (Ellis & Bochner, 2000, p. 

745). Stories concern ‘truths’ rather than the truth. What is of value is the internal 

coherence experienced by the narrator, his or her subjective relation with truth-effects, 

and the individual’s agency as a storytelling–subject (Gubrium & Holstein, 2012). 

Active subjects 

The interview–conversations were thus narrative as well as collaborative 

accomplishments. The participants as ‘active subjects’ re-told and re-assembled stories 

out of the complexity of their pasts for the express purpose of aiding my research focus in 

the present: 

Indeed, the active subject pieces experience together before, during, and after 

occupying the respondent role. He or she is . . . “always already” a story teller. 

(Gubrium & Holstein, 2012, p. 33) 

In my role as researcher/co-participant I was “a working narrative partner” (p. 33), and 

during the interview–conversations I practiced being attentive to story arcs and significant 

turning points. From the participants as storytellers I learned about personal epiphanies, 

institutional changes, memorable encounters and significant political events. Viewed in 
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their entirety the interview–conversations, for the purposes of this research, enabled the 

telling of an extended story about a specific dimension of the participants’ lives in 

connection to Māori–Pākehā relations in education that informed my understanding of the 

context and processes of the Curriculum Review. I regard the resulting transcripts and 

subsequent ‘re-stories’ as empirical materials of a narrative nature.  

Thinking with Things 

In this part of the chapter I consider three other forces that were co-constitutive elements 

of the research assemblage: re-stories, archival documents and literature. Multiple 

discursive–material configurations comprising writers, storytellers and archivists intra-

acting with computer hardware, paper, pen, ink and more brought these three ‘things’ into 

existence. Once out in the world as agentic textual things, however, they networked with 

and circulated in varied spaces and places. Exercising what Jane Bennett (2010) terms 

“thingly power” (p. xiii) this trio of actants grabbed my attention, pointed me in certain 

directions, and made connections with one another and other parts of the assemblage in 

ways which could not have been foreseen by their original human co-creators. Below I 

present all three as lively matter in the becoming of this thesis. 

1) Re-story things 

‘Re-stories’ is the term I give to the textual things I created from the interview–

conversations post transcription of the raw interview data. The re-storying of each 

transcript unfolded in an idiosyncratic manner reflecting the uniqueness of each research 

encounter. Constitutive parts of key ideas, reflections, memories and happenings were 

spread unevenly throughout the transcripts reflecting the usual discursive digressions of 

loosely-structured interview events. Re-storying involved a re-organisation of plot, place 

and characters into a coherent chronological flow and/or a re-assembling of scattered 

commentary about the research topic under relevant headings (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015; 

Creswell, 2008). I also edited out repetition, tightened up sentence structure and removed 

my voice except for when the exchange with the participant enhanced the meaning or 

narrative aesthetic. The act of re-storying enabled me as the researcher to “slow down” 

(Frank, 2012, p. 108) and to spend time thinking with the participants’ narratives about 

the possible analytical directions in which they might take me.  

The next phase involved the participants checking the draft re-stories for any 

changes they wished to make as I intended sourcing quotations and extracts from these 
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texts. Participants either used the ‘track changes’ editing tool on an electronic version of 

the text or annotated a hard copy by hand. As well as making amendments they responded 

to the follow-up questions I had inserted in the re-story text. Figure 3 below provides a 

snapshot of a re-story entanglement in action featuring a participant and myself as we 

worked together to create another iteration. For some participants, the re-stories were a 

welcome addition to their personal and family archives, and thus became another form of 

koha for the time and knowledge they had shared with me. 

My aim with re-storying was not to close off the participants’ narratives once and 

for all. Following Mikhail Bakhtin’s thoughts on dialogue, Arthur Frank (2012) cautions 

that “to finalize is to claim to speak the last word” (p. 193). As Iris Young (1995) 

observes, “narrative carries an inexhaustible latent shadow . . . there is always more to be  

 

Figure 3. The re-storying process in action with a research participant. Image used with the permission of 

Ruth Mansell.  

be told” (p. 147). The re-stories were not the final word, but instead represented where the 

participants and I had got up to in our consideration of the research question at a specific 

moment in time. Like the human participants, the re-stories remained a work in progress, 



56 

new thoughts and narratives ready to spill out over the sides of the text at any further 

engagement over the content. The re-stories in their current form, however, acted as 

valuable touchstones for the research assemblage about the period of educational history 

that the participants helped constitute and that in turn shaped them. 

2) Archival things  

Entangled personal archives  

My engagement with archival things occurred across two different domains – the personal 

and the institutional. The former included documents and photographs belonging to 

participants from their association with the Ministry of Education and/or the Department 

of Education and the Curriculum Review Committee. Prior to meeting with each 

participant, I gathered up and read relevant information focusing my mind on the 

encounter to come. The participants too actively prepared before my arrival. Several had 

taken the time to sort and select items from their own library and archives that they 

thought might be of use. As Frank (2012) contends, “stories and material objects work 

together, each informing the other” (p. 7). This entanglement was palpable in some of the 

settings with files and books hauled out of storage for the occasion and placed between 

the participant and myself, an additional knowledgeable presence in the conversation.  

Archival things held in personal collections were objects co-constitutive of 

working lives and professional identities developed over time, and of contributions made 

inside specific relational webs within public education. The items included official 

minutes, reports and letters as well as some key publications from the 1970s and early 

1980s. A few participants had kept copies of the unpublished papers and speeches of 

William Renwick, Director General of Education from 1975 to 1988, who was prolific in 

chronicling the education issues of the day (see Chapter 6). “I’ve kept everything he ever 

wrote,” declared one participant, Renwick’s intellectual commentaries urging the present 

to re-discover them.  

My own much less illustrious records also came to life in the research assemblage. 

At the early stages of the research it did not occur to me to dust off my teacher archives 

from the 1980s, but there they were waiting for me – a filebox and scrapbook from over 

30 years ago. These long neglected archival entities insisted I pay them attention and 

summon up the stories held within their contents (see Chapter 5). Also at work in the 

assemblage were other “thing–materialities” (J. Bennett, 2010, p. x) of an archival nature 

beyond the private records belonging to the participants and myself. 
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Unruly public archives 

Bureaucrats keep files; bureaucrats lose files; bureaucrats burn files, as does 

happenstance. (Binney, 2017, p. xi)  

Prior to the closure of the Department of Education in October 1989, a century’s worth of 

files had to be disposed of or stored elsewhere. The above observation by historian Judith 

Binney acknowledges the contingent messiness, serendipity and impossible-to-control 

human tendencies upon which a public archive of an institution’s paper trail is inevitably 

founded. The process of sorting through the written records of the soon-to-be defunct 

Department of Education was no exception as one former departmental officer confirmed:  

There was quite a period of chaos with the change from the Department to the 

Ministry. A lot of files were just junked. A lot were bundled up in any old order 

and sent to that big warehouse in Auckland. Individual and arbitrary decisions 

were made. (Rory O’Connor) 

The original system of storing records in the Department’s head office was an unwieldy 

entity itself and dismantled during an era when computer technology was still in its 

infancy. 

The whole filing system of the Department was appalling. None of us trusted it. 

We kept our own files. It’s a wonder that the whole wooden building didn’t 

collapse under the weight of paper. What happened so often in the Department 

was that a document would be written and it would have the title on it, and it 

would be sent down to Records for filing. And then a records clerk, who was not 

necessarily in tune with what was going on, would file it and it could be a bit of 

lottery as to which file it ended up in.  

Understandably, former employees of the Department also took with them the files they 

were working on leading up to its closure either to new jobs in the Ministry, to positions 

elsewhere in education and into their private collections.  

I know that people did in the last few days take a lot of documents home, because 

they thought, ‘Hell – these could be valuable and who will have a memory of this 

sort of stuff?’ And I know they were asked about it for the next two to four years if 

they could remember this, that and the other thing.  

Rory O’Connor’s recollections above explain some of the ‘gaps’ I found when searching 

the official education archives. Entering a public archive as a researcher requires an 
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openness to chance findings and unexpected revelations as well as an acceptance of the 

frustrations at misfiled or missing items. 

Given the somewhat chaotic circumstances surrounding the undoing of the 

Department’s administrative nuts and bolts, I felt gratitude towards the unknown 

individuals or teams of people who retrieved historical documents from its head office 

and ensured they were deposited in a national institution. Archives New Zealand acts as a 

national repository for the government’s archives and is open to researchers. Here I found 

files related to the Department’s past entanglement with the Treaty of Waitangi from the 

20th century as well as folders containing an eclectic assortment of hand-written and 

typed letters and reports connected to the Curriculum Review Committee’s activities that, 

after the fact, had been put into some semblance of order for archiving. It was as if 

someone had recognised the future value of what they were looking at, even if some items 

were scraps of paper covered in handwritten scrawls and jottings. Such archival 

ephemera, that so easily could have been ‘junked’, were bursting with eventfulness and 

stories, some of which became part of the thesis (see Chapters 4 and 9). 

Working with archives 

When intra-acting with the worlds of people in archival texts, the circumstances out of 

which the texts arise are central to any understanding of the stories they harbour. 

Archives provide glimpses of specific times and conditions offering up multiple versions 

of the past and truth effects (Tesar, 2015). Historian Tony Ballantyne (2012) emphasises 

the importance of linking “texts with contexts,” and “tracing the material effects of 

discourse in specific and concrete ways” (p. 238). Writing found in the archives is best 

viewed not just as “a textual output” but “as a practice (and set of processes) embedded in 

social relationships and material culture” (p. 237). Literary historian John Newton (2017) 

posits that “texts know more than their authors know,” and that the purpose of critically 

engaging with them is to tease out this “incipient knowledge” (p. 35). The above words of 

guidance accompanied me when constructing analytical narratives that incorporated 

archival things. 

An ethical mindfulness also remained to the fore when working with archival 

content. This was especially the case over material that was not originally intended for 

public consumption and/or concerned individuals still alive or whose families might be 
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affected.24 Archival things are not neutral zones of engagement even more so when the 

events they are connected to are within living memory. Archival materiality exudes 

sociality, politics and the ghosts or traces of identifiable people, all of which is seductive 

for a researcher and thus potentially the source of ethical quandaries (see Tesar, 2015). 

3) Literature things 

The frontiers of a book are never clear-cut: beyond the title, the first lines, and the 

last full stop, beyond its internal configuration and its autonomous form, it is 

caught up in a system of references to other books, other texts, other sentences: it 

is a node within a network. (Foucault, 2010, p. 23)  

Foucault’s evocation of a book’s interconnected existence could just as easily apply to a 

thesis or to stories in general. As with a story no one ever thinks/writes a thesis alone. 

Anyone’s story presupposes external narrative resources and relations (Frank, 2012, p. 

14). In the production of a thesis, writing by others looms large. ‘The literature’ is the 

taken-for-granted thing–materiality of research. The term literature commonly refers to a 

suite of readings (e.g., in the form of books, papers, articles) about the field in which the 

research topic is located. The researcher then ‘plugs’ into these texts to discover what 

“thrilling liaisons of exteriority” might open up for her own writerly and interpretative 

endeavours (St. Pierre, 2014, p. 378). 

The literature that I plugged into for the writing of the thesis offered an already 

existing network from which to grow new discursive offshoots. Elizabeth St. Pierre 

(2014) encourages a view of writing as an act of collaboration with reading, with what 

has already been said: 

I collaborate, not in the conventional sense with a living, present co-author who 

stands guard over the text, but with writers absent, writers across the world or long 

dead, strangers I know intimately. (p. 376) 

Through my enagement with the literature, I dialogued with the living and the dead, and 

came to cherish certain texts for their enduring power to provoke and inspire. I roamed 

across the writing of theorists, historians, educationalists and the publications of teacher 

organisations and the Department of Education, one text “folding” into another (St. 

Pierre, 2014, p. 376). Literature–things were co-constitutive of each thesis chapter; intra-

                                                 
24 University of Auckland ethics guidelines do not include a section on working with archival material. 

Refer to Marek Tesar (2015) for a discussion of the complex ethical challenges that a researcher may 

encounter in the archives. 
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acting with archives, re-stories and the human participants (including myself), they 

helped activate the research assemblage forming the conditions for this thesis text to 

emerge. 

Thinking Diffractively 

Imagine how your research “objects,” texts, observations, and you, among other 

things, blend into each other and interfere with each other in unanticipated ways. 

(Koro-Ljungberg, 2015, p. 88)  

Koro-Ljungberg’s suggestion above for how to begin thinking analytically with the 

elements of a research assemblage draws its inspiration from the concept of ‘diffraction’. 

Scholars from the field of posthumanism advocate for diffraction as a productive 

metaphor/model to guide analyses arising from research entanglements (Barad, 2007; 

Jackson & Mazzei, 2012; C. A. Taylor, 2016b). Diffraction is an everyday physical 

phenomenon that is unique to the behaviour of waves whether pertaining to sound, light 

or water (Barad, 2007, p. 28). Taking the example of water–waves, diffraction occurs 

when a body of water courses through the space between two breakwaters. As the water 

passes through the gap, the resulting multiple waves do not emerge on the other side in a 

linear, uniform fashion but fan out into semi-concentric circles moving over, under, 

across and into one another forming differentiating but inseparable patterns of dispersal 

and interference. 

I imagine my main research question as the gap. The water rushing through 

consists of agentic elements (the data) from the research assemblage. The ensuing 

diffraction effect of wave movements represents my interpretative work in the form of 

thesis chapters. Thinking diffractively encourages a focus on “intricacies and 

reverberations,” the fine-grained effects of choices and exclusions, of the confluence and 

dissonance that intra-actions produce (Barad, 2007, p. 30). In applying a diffractive 

analysis, I viewed the data through different events, perspectives and theoretical angles to 

better understand some of the tightly interwoven conditions of the Treaty’s emergence in 

the Curriculum Review. I prised apart distinct dimensions of the conditions under study to 

form the basis of individual chapters, but the aspects that each chapter highlights remain 

always–already integral to a wider group of material–discursive intra-actions in which 

wave-like energies collided and blended into one another.  
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The beginnings of my interpretative dialogue with the assemblage did not proceed 

in an orderly fashion but emerged out of the middle/muddle of my entanglement with the 

research elements. This scenario of researcher–immanence rather than objective 

detachment offered 

an invitation to come as you are and to experiment, invent and create both with 

what is (already) at hand and by bringing that which might (or might not) be 

useful, because you don’t yet know, into the orbit of research. (C. A. Taylor, 

2016a, p. 18). 

Such was the ad hoc, contingent, explorative nature of thinking with a research 

assemblage, a being nowhere and everywhere feeling with an ethical precipice often 

coming into view. It is as if the assemblage’s agentic elements analysed me (see Frank, 

2004, pp. 6-7). They made me notice what I was drawn to and what I resisted, acting as 

signposts for the possible discursive spaces I could write into as the ideas for chapters 

began to form in my mind. 

Overview of Thesis Chapters  

The thesis is divided into five sections. Sections A and E contain the introductory and 

concluding chapters. Sections B, C and D include Chapters 4 through to 9. Each of these 

latter chapters is preceded by a preamble. Working together, the chapters and preambles 

operate on two levels. They re-assemble historical information into a research narrative, 

but with the content diffracted through sociological concepts constellating around 

different forms of the ‘subject’. I outline the chapters in brief below.  

Section B: The Treaty and discourses in education 1950s-1980s 

 Chapter 4 looks at the agency of Treaty ‘things’ in official educational practice of 

the 1950s and 1960s based on items in the state’s education archives. The later 

work of the Curriculum Review modified past constructions of the Treaty as a 

symbol of benign colonisation and harmonious race relations. (the thing subject) 

 Chapter 5 offers a view of the wider social and political discourses affecting the 

education sector during the 1970s and 1980s in the lead up to the Curriculum 

Review. My discussion takes its lead from items belonging to my own teacher 

archives. Evident during this era are educational beliefs and practices to which the 

Treaty became attachable. (the teacher subject).  
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Section C: Head office of the Department of Education  

 Chapter 6 describes the collegial entanglements in the head office of the education 

bureaucracy that housed the senior public servants charged with facilitating the 

work of the Curriculum Review. Affinity and affection amongst Māori and Pākehā 

colleagues during the 1970s and 1980s were, I argue, co-constitutive of a climate 

of hospitality towards the Treaty in the upper echelons of the Department of 

Education. (the feeling subject) 

 Chapter 7 follows these same education officers during the mid-1980s and their 

experience of two key historical events at which they came face to face with 

increasing Māori anger directed at discriminatory educational practices. The 

ethical content related to this political maelstrom, I argue, also contributed to an 

atmosphere of Treaty receptivity amongst the leaders of the Department of 

Education’s prior to and during their involvement with the Curriculum Review. 

(the ethical subject) 

Section D: The Curriculum Review Committee  

 Chapter 8 features edited extracts from the re-stories of three participants (one 

Māori and two Pākehā) about aspects of their professional and personal lives 

before being selected for the Committee. As former teachers and teacher union 

representatives they came with prior commitments to a more equitable education 

system and an openness to learning from and collaborating across cultural 

difference helping set the scene for the Treaty’s arrival in the Committee’s 

deliberations. (the learning subject)  

 Chapter 9 moves in closer to the work of the Curriculum Review Committee as a 

group, and how its struggles to support Māori educational aspirations played out. 

Motivating its work was the power flowing through the discourse of inclusion, a 

politically and ethically challenging space but one which encouraged the 

Committee to write the Treaty into a national curriculum principle. (the including 

subject) 

To conclude this final chapter of the introductory section, I turn to the words of a co-

participant who provided me with another metaphor through which to visualise the 

workings of my/our research assemblage, but one that also evokes diffractive energy: 

You are weaving a cloak, aren’t you? You’ve got so many strands, so many fibres 

running across and through, and you’ve got a pattern, and another pattern on top 
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of another pattern. Have you explained them well enough? It’s very complex. You 

can only ask some questions. (Rory O’Connor) 
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Section B: The Treaty and discourses in 

education, 1950s-1980s 
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Preamble to Chapter 4: The thing subject 

Treaty thing–power 

Intra-action with original Treaty sheets and their facsimiles helped me form the narrative 

and interpretative arc of Chapter 4. I adopt Karen Barad’s (2008) concept ‘intra-action’ to 

emphasise the entangled nature of Treaty things and human actors in world-making 

through which the material and the discursive are mutually implicated in the “constraints, 

conditions and practices” of Treaty-related activity (p. 140). In paying attention to such 

entanglement, Treaty things become actants with ‘thing–power’ (J. Bennett, 2010); as 

material entities, they are not passive objects but “a doing, a congealing of agency,” an 

integral part of the workings of power as much as the social (Barad, 2008, p. 139). The 

chapter also draws on Māori-centred ways of thinking about and relating to the life of 

things.  

Past intra-actions with the Treaty via facsimile productions, whilst reifying the 

Treaty as thing, were also enmeshed with practices that sought to assimilate Māori into 

European social and political norms. Historian of Māori–Crown relations Richard Hill 

(2009) comments that the policy aim of full assimilation was part of the government’s 

agenda until the 1970s: “whatever the niceties of internal debate between public servants 

and ministers or the occasional official decision that gave them some relief or hope, that 

is what Maori had constantly to contend with [emphasis in original]” (p. 4). My 

investigation of Pākehā intra-action with Treaty things sits inside this larger struggle of 

the Māori–Crown relationship characterised by what Avril Bell (2014) terms “settler 

desire for mastery” (p. 171). 

Treaty things rescued and copied 

Given their long-standing symbolic role as foundational documents of the Māori–Crown 

relationship, Treaty historian Claudia Orange (2011) has described the haphazard care-

taking of the Treaty sheets as “a remarkable paradox of New Zealand history” (p. 220) 

and cites two noteworthy incidents. The first event involved records clerk George Elliot, 

who saved the nine original Treaty sheets from going up in flames in 1841 when fire 

broke out in the Auckland-based government offices. After his rescue efforts Elliot 

“fastened the sheets together, and the holes in the top left-hand corner of each sheet where 

he did so can still be seen” (Lash, 2017, p. 119). In 1908, collector and bibliophile 
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Thomas Hocken rescued the same documents after coming across them by chance water-

damaged and rat-chewed in the basement of Wellington’s Government Buildings “buried 

in a heap of old papers and rubbish” (Hocken, 1909, quoted in Lash, 2017, p. 119). 

Individuals as diverse as a clerk and a public intellectual responded to the thingly power 

and vibrant matter (J. Bennett, 2010) of the Treaty objects. Whatever their varied 

understandings of the Treaty’s social and political significance may have been, the 

demand of that ink on paper compelled the two men to protect and preserve its material 

vibrancy. 

Prior to Hocken’s rescue efforts in the first decade of the 20th century, Treaty 

things came out of storage on certain occasions. In 1877, the state’s publishing arm 

(known as the Government Printer) used the latest photo-lithographic methods to produce 

the first ever set of facsimiles of all nine Treaty sheets, which were then published in 

book form. Written by missionary and Member of Parliament Henry Hanson Turton, a 

12-page preface provides some historical context plus transcriptions of archival letters of 

key European players in the Treaty signings. Hanson Turton deemed the Treaty objects 

both “curious and important” (p. 1). A second facsimile print run by the Government 

Printer appeared in 1892. As neglect of the original sheets was to continue for some 

years, these acts of reproduction increased the chances of the Treaty’s thing-ness 

surviving, and were to provide the lithographic plates for further facsimile re-issues in the 

mid-20th century discussed in Chapter 4.  

Encounter with File 5/1/12  

File 5/1/12 was the only archival entity from the second half of the 20th century I found 

dedicated to the Treaty in the surviving records of the Department of Education (see 

Figure 4 below). Its first entry dates from 1959 and the last from 1989, the year the 

Department ceased to exist. Considering it was an active file for 30 years, the number of 

items is small. Turning its pages, however, is to sense the changing flows of power 

exercised by the Treaty, not only upon me the researcher, but also within the narratives 

the file contains.  

File 5/1/12 helped mark out the boundaries of the chapter by supplying texts to 

think with and write from. I use selected items from the file in dialogue with related 

literature to build a narrative that highlights certain instances of Pākehā engagement with 

the Treaty–as–thing prior to the 1970s and the role played by key individuals. The 
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Figure 4. The upper half of File 5/1/12 created in March 1959. Department of Education archives, Archives 

New Zealand, Wellington. 

 

approach I take to ordering the historical is somewhat rhizomatic in nature rather than 

organised around a linear chronology of events (Sermijn, Devlieger & Loots, 2008). This 

allowed me a variety of purposeful entry and exit points from which to make 

interpretative connections between the archive and the literature as I mapped specific 

effects of Treaty intra-activity. In my quest to learn about the educational past from 

Treaty things, it is impossible to outline all the multiple of practices involved, but by 

walking the path that File 5/1/12 led me down, I attempted to acquaint myself with some 

of the people and events in the crowded landscape I passed through. 
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Chapter 4: Entangled Treaty things in the archives 

Originals and Facsimiles 

The Treaty hardly figured at all in my early years in education. It was a facsimile 

on the wall pretty much. (Wally Penetito) 

In the discussion below I trace the life of Treaty things in the education archives to gain a 

sense of their role within education phenomena from the recent past, and the relational 

dynamics they were part of. I use the term ‘Treaty things’ to refer to two specific ways in 

which the Treaty of Waitangi manifested itself materially in the world. One concerns the 

‘real–thing–Treaty,’ that is, the original paper objects; and the second refers to the 

‘Treaty–as–facsimile,’ the photolithographic copies made of the originals in the late 

1800s referred to in the preamble. In total, nine real Treaty things exist – eight produced 

in the Māori language and one in English (Archives New Zealand, 2016). The real things, 

each with their own narrative, are the objects which travelled to different locations around 

the country in 1840 acquiring signatures. 

The process of thinking with Treaty things (both the originals and the facsimiles) 

has provided me with a means to reflect upon the Treaty’s influence inside the head office 

of the Department of Education. I interrogate aspects of the historical context surrounding 

Treaty things from the mid-20th century to understand the discourses producing and 

regulating effects in the educational sphere, that is, what it was possible to say and do in 

relation to the Treaty with a specific focus on Pākehā attitudes. These discourses were 

part of an inheritance that the later Curriculum Review intra-acted with in making 

possible a new role for the Treaty in education. 

Prior to its convergence with the Curriculum Review report in 1987, the Treaty 

constituted at best a syllabus topic mentioned in passing rather than a topic for close study 

in schools. It featured as a fleeting presence in teaching resources (e.g., Whitcombe & 

Tombs, 1928; Ross, 1958), which also included a book of Treaty facsimiles sent to 

schools in 1960 (Government Printer). The Treaty was, tenuously, part of the curriculum 

but informing neither education policy in general, nor curriculum development. To build 

a picture of the historical context out of which the Treaty was to emerge more centrally in 

curriculum matters and in the concerns of Department officials, I select key moments 

from the first half of the 20th century up until the 1970s. The catalyst for my engagement 

with the Treaty discourse from the educational past, both its continuities and disruptions, 
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is the archival folder introduced in the chapter’s preamble — File 5/1/12 (DoE, 1959-

1989). 

Ontological contrasts and crossovers  

Certain items from File 5/1/12 caused me to reflect upon aspects of officialdom’s 

engagement with Treaty things as a Pākehā project. Such a project reveals both 

significant departures from as well as resonances with Māori viewpoints. A Māori 

perspective of Treaty things as objects with a life force of their own is encompassed 

within the concept ‘taonga’ (cultural treasure), where the Treaty is in and of itself “an 

instantiation of ancestral efficacy” generating ongoing relational consequences across 

time (Henare, 2009, p. 64). Cast in a Māori ontological framework, “the identity of 

‘things’ in the world is not understood as discrete or independent, but emerges through, 

and as, relations with everything else” (Jones & Hoskins, 2016, p. 96). By contrast, 

documents of historical import in Western world views are generally perceived as 

inanimate artefacts for storage or display in archival institutions, de-peopled items from a 

de-activated past. Yet the primacy accorded to the written word by Western knowledge 

systems, evident, for example, in the value accorded contractual obligations signed and 

sealed on paper, also speaks to the potential ongoing ‘aliveness’ of the real–thing–Treaty 

intra-acting within Pākehā cultural understandings.  

Another thread of connection between the seemingly incommensurable Treaty–

as–taonga and of Treaty–as–artefact, is the call to relationship that brought the real–

thing–Treaty into being. This chapter reveals that historically Pākehā government 

officials deployed the Treaty–as–facsimile to keep at arm’s length Māori insistence on a 

just relationship promised by the articles of the Treaty. Inherent in that Pākehā behaviour, 

however, was still the acknowledgement of a relationship to Māori, albeit tethered, for 

lengthy periods, to Treaty things as one-dimensional emblems of racial harmony and 

national identity. Whilst for Māori, in terms of Treaty–as–taonga, “it is the relation, or 

connection, not the thing itself, that is ontologically privileged” (Jones & Hoskins, 2016, 

p. 96), the emphasis was markedly otherwise in the Pākehā project concerning Treaty 

facsimiles explored in this chapter. For Pākehā officials, the Treaty things themselves 

became the primary focus in a way that attempted to render the objects not of, but outside, 

an active relationship with Māori. 
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A new facsimile project 

Symbolic use of the Treaty as central to a national imaginary of peaceful colonisation and 

harmonious race relations was a feature of Pākehā discourse surrounding early 

commemorations of the Treaty. Pākehā engagement with the Treaty attached itself to 

notions of “nationhood, citizenship and the ‘one people philosophy’” (Harris, 2004, p. 

27). This was evident throughout the 1930s in the lead up to the nationwide centennial 

celebrations of 1940 (Belich, 2001; Orange, 2011; Renwick, 2004a), and in official 

education policies that sought to assimilate and ‘civilise’ Māori whereby, in practice, ‘we 

are one people’ meant ‘being like Pākehā’ (Simon & Smith, 2001). Similar strands of 

thinking pervaded the upper echelons of the education bureaucracy in the late 1950s as 

another Pākehā-led Treaty facsimile project came to the attention of the then Minister of 

Education. The Treaty as a symbol of the beginnings of a benign colonising process – and 

the use of the Treaty–as–facsimile to promote such an interpretation – prompted an 

official in the Department of Education to create File 5/1/12. The file’s first item is a 

letter written in 1959 from a ‘Mr Lambert’, a Pākehā businessman from the upper North 

Island proposing to make a Treaty facsimile available to schools.  

The Story of Mr Lambert and Treaty Things  

With the annual February 6 celebration of the Treaty signing at Waitangi fresh in his 

memory, Whāngarei-based publisher Mr E. H. Lambert (1959) set out a proposition for 

the Minister of Education, Philip Sköglund. Lambert wished to persuade him that all 

schools should have a framed facsimile of the Treaty, a copy of one of the original sheets 

in the Maori language. Like most New Zealanders of his generation he would have 

regarded the Māori text as having no life of its own outside of it being a direct translation 

of the one surviving Treaty sheet in English. Lambert’s company – named on his 

letterhead as ‘E.H. & C.H Lambert/Publishers & Proprietors of Lamberts’ N.Z. Farmers 

Bookkeeper’ – was poised to take on the task of facsimile production of a Treaty sheet, if 

the Department of Education would pay for it. 

Lambert’s 1959 letter included the names of as many high-status individuals as he 

could muster to support his campaign. He wrote of hearing Prime Minister Walter Nash at 

the recent Waitangi celebrations speak of making February 6 “a permanent public 

holiday” – perfect timing for a facsimile printing. He suggested to education officials that 

Governor General Lord Cobham could be the person to present the facsimiles to schools 
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as Lambert understood him to be “anxious to associate himself with this historical event 

in some way or other” (p. 1). Lambert had also paid a visit to Mr le F. Ensor, the 

Auckland District Superintendent of Education, who had agreed that the facsimiles had “a 

definite educational value” and that “he would be pleased to see a copy in each of the 

schools in New Zealand” (p. 2).  

To give added weight to his campaign, Lambert forwarded to the Minister a 

sample facsimile along with a letter from a Māori supporter. Mr Paewai (1959), a doctor 

from the northland town of Kaikohe, lamented the lack of “colour” in New Zealand’s 

Waitangi Day commemorations compared to the impressive occasions associated with 

national shrines in America, and was concerned that a “neglected” Waitangi Day has “no 

real meaning for most of our people” (p. 1). He endorsed the Lambert facsimile proposal 

because of its potential to help teachers and young people appreciate the Treaty’s value in 

understanding Māori–Pākehā shared history: “some day perhaps we may come to view 

with greater importance that grand day when my Maori people joined hands with the 

Pakeha to become united as one nation” (p. 1). Efforts to elevate the national importance 

of the place and time of the first Treaty signing had in fact taken a significant step 

forward almost three decades earlier. 

The Bledisloe gift and Mr Lambert’s first Treaty facsimile 

In 1932, the incumbent Governor-General Lord Bledisloe and his wife gifted the 

Waitangi Estate to the people of New Zealand. The two British aristocrats had been swept 

along by the enthusiasm of lawyer and politician Vernon Reed, who for the previous 20 

years had fought a lone crusade to have the government fund a national memorial at 

Waitangi (Belich, 2001). The well-connected Lambert enclosed a letter of support from 

Reed with his 1959 facsimile–for–schools proposal, but no copy of it survives in File 

5/1/12. 

The Bledisloe bequest encompassed the former property of the British Resident 

James Busby, site of the first Treaty signing at Waitangi, and over 2000 acres of 

surrounding land. This action by the Bledisloes “more than any other single factor . . . 

contributed to a renewal of Pākehā interest in Waitangi and the events of 1840”; as well, 

it promoted awareness amongst Māori of the Treaty and the Waitangi site (Orange, 2011, 

p. 218). With the Ngāpuhi iwi hosting, Māori groups from around the country played a 

pivotal role in the ceremonies for the official opening of the site in 1934, and at the 
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abovementioned centennial celebrations in 1940 (Orange, 2011; Renwick, 2004b). It is 

likely that members of the Lambert family attended both occasions.  

Lambert’s 1959 letter to the Minister of Education makes specific reference to the 

Bledisloe gift as it was the catalyst for his company’s first printing of a Treaty facsimile 

in the early 1930s. The Lamberts had asked permission from Lord Bledisloe “to make a 

block of the Treaty for reproduction purposes” to which he agreed, stipulating that it must 

not be done for commercial purposes (le F. Ensor, 1959, p. 1). Accordingly, Lambert 

(1959) presented facsimile copies only to selected friends as a memento of the occasion. 

The enterprising Lambert is perhaps the first and last known individual to make a copy of 

an original Treaty sheet for a private purpose! The real–thing Treaty was not yet so well 

regarded as to be off limits – to a Pākehā at least. Having held onto the same printing 

block for almost thirty years, Lambert now hoped to use it again for his latest facsimile 

project, a commercial motive now obvious with the planned distribution to schools.  

The limits of Pākehā Treaty symbolism 

As reflected in Mr Paewai’s sentiments above, Māori shared some common feeling with 

Pākehā about the Treaty as a symbol of a special unity of two peoples in one nation. 

Whilst Māori cultural understandings of the ongoing relational ties, responsibilities and 

demands of reciprocity in such a unity differed from those held by Pākehā, it is the 

general connotation of a special relationship arising from the Treaty that Lambert wished 

to capitalise on. Pākehā understandings about the concept of ‘unity’ were so dominant 

that Māori actions that troubled the limitations of such thinking were most likely faint 

noise in the background for Lambert.  

Focused on the intent and meaning of the English Treaty text, the respective 

narratives of Māori and Pākehā politicians and community leaders by the late 1950s were 

clearly divergent. The English text of the Treaty enjoyed a common-sense acceptance by 

both Māori and Pākehā as the Treaty until the 1970s. Māori political agitation thus 

centred on the Crown’s imperfect record on Article Two’s guarantees in the English text 

regarding their land, fisheries and other possessions (Orange, 2011; Phillips, 2004) (see 

Appendix A).  

Māori engagement with earlier ceremonial displays of togetherness at the 

Waitangi centennial celebrations in 1940 did not, for example, preclude prominent Māori 

politician Apirana Ngata from using the occasion strategically to challenge the reality 

behind the symbolism of unity being celebrated: 
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Where are we today? I do not know of any year that the Maori people approached 

with so much misgiving as the New Zealand Centennial year. In retrospect, what 

did the Maori see? Lands gone, the powers of the chief crumbled in the dust, 

Maori culture scattered—broken. What remains at the end of the one hundred 

years after the signing of the Treaty of Waitangi, Your Excellency? What remains 

of all the fine things said then? (Ngata, 1940, quoted in Phillips, 2004, p. 274) 

Historian Jock Phillips (2004) observes that few Pākehā heard these sentiments, and that 

newspapers of the day emphasised only Ngata’s positive comments despite ample 

evidence of similar misgivings from other Māori leaders. Princess Te Puea and the Māori 

King from the Waikato region boycotted the Waitangi centennial hui to draw attention to 

the unresolved issues arising from the government’s 19th century raupatu25 practices; and 

members of the host iwi Ngāpuhi sitting at the front of the official proceedings “displayed 

red blankets in protest at the compulsory acquisition of ‘surplus lands’ in North 

Auckland” (Phillips, 2004, p. 274). Regardless, Pākehā views of New Zealand’s 

exemplary race relations and laudable pioneer character dominated centennial fervour 

(Renwick, 2004b). 

While all around the country 1940 centennial events marked New Zealand’s entry 

into the British Empire via the Treaty, the original Treaty things themselves barely 

figured in the proceedings. The nine original Treaty sheets may have been displayed at 

Waitangi in 1940 for the first time, but they were part of “a passive display in the Treaty 

house with other memorabilia . . . and no one seems to have remarked that [they were] 

written in Māori [emphasis added]” (Renwick, 2004b, p. 110).26 The Treaty’s symbolic 

limit was reached for Pākehā with its cosy representation of organised British style 

government coming to New Zealand shores (Phillips, 2004, p. 274). The Treaty–in–

history had become primarily about British agency, not a relationship with Māori. 

The self-congratulatory tenor of Pākehā containment of the Treaty’s meanings 

was based on the premise of the moral and material improvements brought to Māori by 

British colonisation. Letter-writing businessman Lambert and his peers, and Pākehā 

                                                 
25 ‘Raupatu’ refers to the officially sanctioned act of confiscating Māori land as punishment for alleged 

Māori rebellion against settler government policy during the land wars of the 1860s. 
26 Notable, however, in the annals of Treaty thing-power, were the actions of W.H. Goldsworthy, a Pākehā 

records clerk for the government’s internal affairs section. He accompanied the real–Treaty–things on the 

train there and back between Wellington and Waitangi for the centennial celebrations of 1940. Goldsworthy 

was the lone individual who catalogued and championed the Treaty sheets and persisted in reminding his 

superiors to house them in better conditions. Stefanie Lash (2017), curator of the current national Treaty 

exhibition at the National Library, argues that New Zealanders owe him a debt of gratitude as his “care for 

these special archives was a service to the nation at a precarious time in their history” (p. 134). 
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politicians and officials of the Department of Education, carried out their duties shaped by 

discourses that enabled paternalistic attitudes towards Māori and assumptions of Pākehā 

racial superiority. An extract from Prime Minister George Forbes’s 1932 public 

acknowledgement of the Bledisloe bequest reveals elements of the racial hierarchy at 

work in the public domain: 

At Waitangi the proud Maori aristocrat surrendered his primitive policy to a 

political conception founded on acts in English constitutional history, and 

consecrated in the Sovereignty of the British Queen, but in fact, it was the meeting 

of cultures, exemplified in the Maori, who admired, respected and trusted 

Englishmen and in Englishmen, whether Governor, missionary or magistrate, who 

appreciated the many qualities of Maori. The Treaty of Waitangi was founded on 

mutual respect, depending on honour, forbearance and sympathetic consideration 

of the stronger race, and challenging the best response in the weaker people to 

strange laws and customs, pressed upon them with increasing rapidity. (quoted in 

Reed, 1957, p. 21) 

Nineteenth century beliefs in the essentialist nature of European superiority reflected in 

Forbes’s comments functioned well into the 20th century with stereotyping of Māori as 

either primitive, exotic or noble (Phillips, 2004; Simon & Smith, 2001;). The official 

view of the Treaty emphasised the righteousness of British intentions and minimised the 

contemporary lived realities of Māori experience of the relationship that the Treaty had 

formalised. Phillips (2004) surmises that Pākehā continued to make such claims in the 

face of Māori challenges because of the lack of physical and social proximity to one 

another: “the Māori were barely visible to the Pākehā and so were simply not considered 

a threat” (p. 275). By 1959, even as greater cross-cultural contact ensued with Māori 

arriving to live and work in the cities in increasing numbers, a complacent pride in good 

race relations (as well as the commercial motive) informed Lambert’s intentions around 

his facsimile proposal. 

Lambert, however, would not have been encouraged by the response he received 

from the Department of Education. After having canvassed the opinions of primary 

school inspectors about Lambert’s facsimile plan, Auckland’s District Superintendent of 

Education advised the Department that a high quality thick paper version was preferred 

for schools and not a framed facsimile, “because it was not desirable to have the Treaty 

on display continuously” and that an English translation on the back would be needed (le 

F. Ensor, 1959, p. 1). The Minister of Education’s (1959) own reply to Lambert informed 
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him that “as it so happens” (p. 1) the Department was already considering its own 

distribution of Treaty facsimiles to schools building on a similar government project from 

some years ago. It is worth pausing here to consider the circumstances of this previous 

facsimile project.  

The first Treaty facsimile for schools, 1945 

The first government decision to print and distribute a facsimile of a Treaty sheet to 

schools was made over a decade earlier by the Native Affairs Parliamentary Select 

Committee in 1945. The aim was to “hang copies of it in every school and Māori meeting 

place in the country, ‘as a sacred re-affirmation’ of the 1840 agreement” (Orange, 2011, 

p. 223). In this instance, the Treaty–as–facsimile acted as a pacifier, a means by which to 

deflect a long-standing demand by supporters of the Māori religious and political Rātana 

movement to have the Treaty incorporated into legislation (Orange, 2011; Sorrenson, 

2014). In 1932, Rātana Member of Parliament Eruera Tirakatene had presented a petition 

to parliament with over 30,000 signatures requesting that the Treaty become law. The 

petition’s main premise was 

that the Treaty of Waitangi be embodied in the Statute Book of the Dominion of 

New Zealand . . . in order that all may know that the Treaty of Waitangi is 

operative, also to preserve the ties of brotherhood between Pakeha and Maori for 

all time [emphasis added]. (Petition No. 239/1932-33 quoted in O’Malley, 

Stirling, & Penetito, 2010, p. 23) 

Here, as in Pākehā discourse, the value of intercultural connection is reiterated but within 

a relational and hopeful frame of an activated Treaty in the political as well as the 

symbolic realm. Two further Rātana-led petitions in the same vein were submitted over 

the subsequent 13 years; all three petitions were ignored with the 1945 offer of a 

facsimile distribution to schools constituting the belated and cosmetic government 

response (Orange, 2011; Sorrenson, 2014). The facsimile brush-off did not deter 

Tirakatene and his supporters in their efforts to keep the Treaty’s reciprocal guarantees 

alive on the government agenda. 

Treaty facsimiles and the 1960 Waitangi Day Act  

Leading up to the first term of the second Labour Government in the late 1950s, 

Tirakatene was instrumental in starting the campaign for February 6 (the date of the first 

Treaty signing at Waitangi) to become a public holiday. For Māori, such a move aimed to 
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give the Treaty at least some official recognition, and had the potential to strengthen its 

connection to Māori rights in the public sphere (Orange, 2011, p. 223). Amid this 

lobbying, Lambert’s 1959 letter with its facsimile proposal arrived on the desk of the 

Minister of Education. Prime Minister Walter Nash’s name is written by hand on another 

item of Lambert-related correspondence (see le F. Ensor, 1959). The facsimile issue 

appeared to be attaching itself to matters of high political interest as the debates over 

February 6 becoming a public holiday continued.  

The Waitangi Day Act came into force in 1960, but it represented a diluted 

version of the Māori MPs’ original request. The Act declared February 6 a national day of 

thanksgiving for the Treaty signing, but it was not accorded the status of a paid public 

holiday: “without this provision the Act caused barely a ripple on the nation’s waters” 

(Orange, 2011, p. 223). Prime Minister Nash had given the Rātana MPs “a poor hearing” 

over the Waitangi Day proposal (p. 223). In line with the enduring paternalism of Pākehā 

political leaders to date towards Māori, he was reluctant about giving too much symbolic 

significance to Waitangi Day as it would encourage divisiveness and threaten the 

preferred national identity-myth of ‘one people’ (Ministry for Culture and Heritage, 

2014). With the government considering a re-issue of the 1877 facsimiles to coincide with 

the passing of the Waitangi Day Act, the Treaty–as–facsimile was yet again being co-

opted as proof of Pākehā good will in tandem with a Pākehā rebuff to Māori political 

aspirations. 

Unfortunately for Mr Lambert, after the above political machinations within 

parliamentary precincts of Wellington city, his earnest facsimile campaign waged from 

the rural North came to nought. Rejecting Lambert’s offer, the government went ahead 

with its own plan to re-issue the book of facsimiles first printed in 1877 (Government 

Printer, 1960). File 5/1/12 does not contain any written record of the advice Department 

of Education officials gave directly to the Minister of Education before the publication of 

the book, but it does contain proof that they most certainly did receive advice themselves, 

including a letter of strongly worded recommendations from independent Pākehā 

historian Ruth Ross (1959). Her comments, however, were to have minimal influence on 

the Department’s final decision. Ross’ critique of the hitherto simplistic symbolism 

accorded the Treaty and its facsimiles was so at odds with the norms of the time that her 

words stayed within the covers of File 5/1/12. 
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The Story of Ruth Ross and Treaty Things  

The 1959 letter from Ross lies amongst its archival bedfellows in File 5/1/12 like a time 

capsule from the future. Addressed to the editor of the School Publications Branch of the 

Department of Education, its contents foreshadow the themes of her ground-breaking 

academic article 12 years later (Ross, 1972), in which she became the first scholar to 

argue “effectively” that the actual Treaty was the text in Māori, albeit crafted in 

“Protestant missionary Māori” (Binney, 2001, p. xiii). The fact that the Treaty was an 

agreement in the Māori language had been “consistently ignored,” she argued (Ross, 

1972, p. 129). Ross exposed semantic difficulties arising from the supposedly equivalent 

understandings of key concepts: ‘kāwanatanga’ used in the Māori text, for example, was 

not a translation of ‘sovereignty’ in the English text. These ideas were already well 

formed in her mind when she sat down to compose her letter to the Department of 

Education. 

At seven foolscap typed pages the letter is the longest item of correspondence in 

File 5/1/12. Ross wrote from her Northland base in the remote Māori settlement of 

Motukiore where she lived for several years from 1955 with her children and Pākehā 

husband, a teacher at the local Māori school (Boyd, 2014). Headed up “The Treaty of 

Waitangi – problems attending re-issue of the facsimiles,” the letter represents an early 

articulation of Ross’ controversial views. Her research shifted the emphasis not only to 

the Treaty text in the Māori language but also to Māori people as “active historical 

agents,” a move away from the usual focus on British intentions (R. Bell, 2014, p. 132). 

The full force of her thinking had not impinged upon the political scene in 1959 even 

though Ross already had connections with government agencies. Her advice on the 

facsimile re-issue was solicited because of her existing relationships within School 

Publications (the Department of Education’s publishing arm) and her prior association 

with the Government Printer. 

Finding a home at School Publications 

Ross had twenty years of research on Treaty-related material behind her. In 1942 she was 

employed as a research assistant in the Centennial Branch of the Department of Internal 

Affairs where her initial work in the archives “exposed her to a Māori perspective of early 

land transactions” (R. Bell, 2009, p. 40). Between 1954 and 1957 she was hired by the 

Government Printer to research and write a new introduction to the book of Treaty 
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facsimiles from 1877 in preparation for a planned re-issue (R. Bell, 2014), but Ross 

withdrew from this project before completing it. Publicly the reason she gave was that 

living in remote Motukiore made it difficult to access official research facilities (Ross, 

1959). In private, however, she talked of the negative responses from the academic 

community to her critique of entrenched myths about the Treaty, leading her to doubt “the 

wisdom of including such views in an official publication” (R. Bell, 2014, p. 123). 

Members of the staff at School Publications, who were responsible for producing original 

New Zealand-focussed resources for schools, proved more sympathetic to her innovative 

work on Māori−Pākehā history.  

A progressive editorial team at School Publications supported New Zealand artists 

and writers like Ross to look afresh at the way New Zealand history was being presented 

to primary and secondary children. They encouraged the bringing of Māori perspectives 

into mainstream history and were not averse to grappling with contentious issues (R. Bell, 

2014). Ross wrote a series of fictional stories for children about early Māori–Pākehā 

interaction that made their way into the classroom via School Publications regulars such 

as the School Journal series and ‘school bulletins’ (e.g., Ross, 1958, 1955). Rachael Bell 

(2014), historian and chronicler of Ross’  work, observes that writing these pieces 

provided Ross with an outlet for her research findings and in the process enabled her “to 

confront assumptions about the benign nature of Britain’s colonisation and early race 

relations” (p. 125). Ross’ work for School Publications contributed to a marked change in 

direction in historical writing for school children such as that found in the standard 

textbook of the 1920s, Our Nation’s Story, from which a whole generation learned that 

“‘Our Nation’ was Britain, not New Zealand” (Belich, 2001, p. 118).  

One of the school bulletins written by Ross for older primary children was Te 

Tiriti o Waitangi. Published in 1958, it centred on the signing of the Waitangi Treaty 

sheet on February 12, 1840 at Mangungu in the Hokianga area close to where she and her 

family lived. Using Pākehā documentary evidence of the signing and interpretative work 

she had already done with Māori colleagues, Ross created in Te Tiriti a series of 

“fictitious conversations and Māori characters to convey how ambivalently the Treaty 

was perceived by Māori and the gulf in understanding that existed between the two 

cultures” (R. Bell, 2014, p. 125). The story’s themes highlighted that any understanding 

of the Treaty involved not just analysing the words of the document itself, but demanded 

also an engagement with the complex set of relationships that gave rise to it, and the risk 

taking and courage displayed by Māori in the face of its possibilities and dangers. Ross 
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(1959) wanted it on record that her aim with Te Tiriti was “to leave children in some 

doubt and confusion over what the treaty actually meant” (p. 5). The story ends with a 

Māori character chanting a karakia and the sound of “thunder at sea, a long way off,” a 

warning of troubles ahead (Ross, 1958, p. 48). 

Ruth Ross on the Treaty in 1959  

Ross’ accumulated experience made her well qualified to comment on the facsimile 

publication being proposed by the government. The tone of her 1959 letter to School 

Publications in File 5/1/12 is authoritative, and the advice she dispensed forthright. She 

dismissed, for example, any educational value to be gained from the Department of 

Education printing just one facsimile sheet as suggested by Lambert. To do so, argues 

Ross, would be “a distortion of history and an unpardonable insult to all Maoris whose 

marae are situated south of the Auckland isthmus” (p. 4). All nine Treaty facsimile sheets 

must be published as one package to show that the signings at Waitangi represented a 

beginning point only, and that signatories from other iwi outside the north were not 

simply confirming what had happened at Waitangi. She also disputed the oft heard claim 

“that the chiefs and tribes of New Zealand signed the treaty of Waitangi” (p. 2). Many 

refused to sign or were excluded or not offered the opportunity. Whilst Ross agreed that 

the first Treaty signing should be remembered, it needed to be recognised that it was part 

of a larger and incomplete process and those Māori excluded from that process 

constituted an important part of the story too: “it is the duty of the government that it does 

not mislead the nation about what anniversary it is celebrating” (p. 7). 

Reluctant at the time to publish these views anywhere else, Ross’ 1959 letter 

provided her with an opportunity to challenge the common-sense primacy accorded the 

English language version of the Treaty. She referred to the English text as a ‘draft’ that 

struggled across the cultural divide to inform the real Treaty (i.e., the text in Māori):27 

The English draft of the treaty is of limited significance. It is what the British 

government and Captain Hobson probably thought or hoped the treaty meant. . . 

.To print the English draft with the facsimiles would be misleading. The English 

draft is not a translation of the treaty. It is merely a draft in one language, 

expressing ideas and concepts of one civilisation, which Messrs Henry and 

                                                 
27 See Appendix A for the two Treaty texts in their entirety including a translation of the Māori language 

version. 
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Edward Williams attempted to translate into the language and concepts of another 

people [emphasis in original]. (p. 5) 

When considering what the Queen of England was giving to the chiefs and hapū (sub-

tribes) via the Treaty, Ross delved into the discursive possibilities of the phrase from 

Article Two of the Māori text – te tino rangatiratanga o o ratou w/h/enua o ratou kainga 

me o ratou taonga katoa translated by Hugh Kawharu (1989) as “the unqualified exercise 

of their chieftainship over their lands, over their villages and over their treasures [taonga] 

all” (pp. 319-320): 

‘Taonga’ has always meant more than just material possessions. The Maori has 

always prized highly a great deal more than just material possessions. Did not the 

Maori of 1840 prize his customs, his laws, his beliefs, his language, his land and 

all his rights over it? All these were his ‘taonga’.  . . .Could it not be argued, from 

the language of the actual treaty, that the Queen by the treaty of Waitangi 

guaranteed to the chiefs, the tribes and all the people of New Zealand the 

sovereignty of their lands [emphasis in original]? (p. 3) 

The fruits of Ross’ interpretative work are now accepted as a turning point in Treaty 

scholarship, but views that brought Māori experience and language to the fore in 1959 

had not yet found their way in from the periphery to the centre of academic discourse, let 

alone into the wider public domain (R. Bell, 2009, 2014).   

The distance Ross had travelled in her thinking from those of her mentor 

Professor John Beaglehole is apparent from the contents of his letter to the Department 

that also survives in File 5/1/12. Beaglehole (1959) supported the gist of Ross’ 

recommendations but his comments reveal the norms within which an older academic 

generation operated by describing Māori language as “foreign,” and by alluding to the 

Treaty text in Māori as a translation of the English draft, thus missing Ross’ main point 

(p. 1). As for the Treaty–as–facsimile, he questioned its value for school children: “If it 

was beautifully-written, it might have some decorative, aesthetic appeal, but as it is, it has 

nothing” (p. 1). Ross’ intra-action with the Treaty’s materiality was in stark contrast to 

Beaglehole’s and as such enabled a new reading of the Treaty texts to emerge. It is three 

aspects of that intra-action that I focus on next.  
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Ruth Ross and Treaty thing–power 

Firstly, in a memoir fragment about the years spent living in Motukiore, Ross (1969) 

revealed an emotional dimension in her response to the tangible fact of the Treaty. She 

mused that: 

whatever its meaning or the intentions of its sponsors, there is something rather 

satisfying about those lists of names of the 540 New Zealanders, who, over a 

period of seven months, in settlements from Kaitaia in the north to Ruapuke in the 

south, wrote their names or made their marks or stood on one side while someone 

else did it all for them [emphasis added] . . . (p. 55)  

The Treaty–as–thing had “issued a call” to Ross (J. Bennett, 2010, p. 4). She sensed that 

those marks and names had a story to tell, or that the signatures carried what historian 

Lindsay Head (2001) has described as “a dignified weight,” that a chief’s name embodied 

“his people, place, history and strength” (p. 109.) For Ross, Treaty things were lively, 

latent with meaning not just passively emblematic.  

Secondly, Ross’ research approach that led her to challenge dominant views of the 

Treaty texts relied on a materially-based, or as called by her, ‘empirical’ method. Her 

“intention was to strip away the cultural and political overlay that had accumulated 

around the Treaty and to consider it afresh at its most elemental level” (R. Bell, 2014, p. 

122). Her strict empirical mode of inquiry equated to what contemporary scholars 

invoking ‘the material’ in early Māori–Pākehā encounters describe as “the desire for the 

real” (Jones & Jenkins, 2008b, p. 135). With her detailed examination of the actual 

genealogy of the production of the Treaty and related texts, the language used, and the 

people involved, Ross concluded that “studying the Treaty from a Māori perspective was 

not just one of a number of possible approaches, but, ethically and logically, the only 

one” (R. Bell, 2005, p. 41). Ross had not set out to champion the Māori voice, but in the 

face of her deep immersion in the material evidence, she could no longer give any 

credence to the national Treaty narrative based on British rationalities, the English 

language and simplistic notions of racial unity.  

Thirdly, her empirical approach to Treaty texts drew her into relationships with 

Māori inside and outside of academic contexts. In the writing of the school bulletin Te 

Tiriti o Waitangi, Ross based its fictional setting and characters upon her experiences of 

living amongst a Northland Māori community: “I could never have written this bulletin 

without knowing the area and the people. Not only is the scene Motukiore but the people 
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of the hapū [sub-tribe] are Motukiore people, living and dead” (Ross, 1958, quoted in R. 

Bell, 2014, p. 126). Engaging with the webs of materiality in the archives concerning the 

Treaty’s past was not separate from the relational and cultural experiences that infused 

her research methods in the present. Recalling her years at Motukiore, Ross described 

how she and local Māori elders pored over the facsimiles produced in the late nineteenth 

century of the Treaty sheet signed by their ancestors: 

I spread the first sheet of the facsimiles on the floor one Sunday afternoon and sat 

back and waited. But the old men found the writing too difficult to decipher and I 

was told to read out the names to them. Slowly we worked our way down the lists, 

the roll-call frequently interrupted while they corrected my pronunciation, 

reminisced about this signatory or speculated about the identity of that one. From 

Land Court and old Land Claim records I knew the names of many nineteenth 

century Hokianga personalities . . . The old men knew the names and tribal 

affiliations and ramifications of their fathers’ and grandfathers’ tribal 

contemporaries. But between their knowledge and mine there was often a gap, a 

missing generation as we came to call it. (Ross, 1969, p. 55) 

On that afternoon, the Treaty–as–facsimile became, not just a container for a flat one-

dimensional reading of the past, but a spur for a social gathering and an opening up of a 

space for questions, for learning on both sides, and the summoning of memories, 

connections and ancestors. It further prompted Ross to attend a cemetery-cleaning event 

with locals as a way of continuing their mutually satisfying knowledge-gathering 

exercise, searching for a name on a headstone, trying to fill in a gap (p. 56). Ross’ 

connections with the Māori world did not end with the people of Motukiore.  

In the introduction to her 1958 school bulletin, Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Ross 

acknowledged the help of Matiu Te Hau in translating lines from the Māori Treaty text 

used in the story. Te Hau was part of a network of Māori scholars that Ross linked into 

over many years including, amongst others, Pei Te Hurinui Jones, and Bruce Biggs: “I 

could not have taken this course unaided” (Ross, 1955, quoted in R. Bell, 2009, p. 44). 

Ross and her Māori colleagues pioneered a form of cross-cultural research practice that 

attempted to make visible indigenous perspectives of early entanglement with Europeans 

through a material (for Ross ‘empirical’) reading of historical events and archival 
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evidence.28 The type of knowledge they produced together formed the basis of Ross’ 

letter and its recommendations to the Department of Education over the distribution of 

Treaty facsimiles to schools, which for Ross was not a straightforward undertaking.  

Two facsimile options 

Ross (1959) presented two possible options for the Department of Education regarding 

the facsimile quandary playing out in File 5/1/12. If School Publications were to take 

responsibility, “the facsimiles of all nine sheets is all that is required, or desirable” but a 

separate school bulletin should be produced to provide “information about the treaty, its 

intention, drafting, meaning, signing and historical importance” (p. 5). Despite her own 

efforts in writing the fictional Te Tiriti o Waitangi for primary schools, Ross remained 

conflicted about how the Treaty could be adequately addressed as a history topic: “the 

treaty is too complex a subject for primary school study or even for post-primary school 

study” (p. 5). She was supported in this ambivalence by Beaglehole (1959):  

How many school teachers are going to be capable of explaining it properly to 

their kids? If it isn’t explained properly, is that fair on the kids, let alone fair on 

history, or the Maoris, or on anyone else? If it isn’t explained at all, what’s the 

point? (p. 1) 

A small-scale research project conducted a few years later revealed that teachers with 

little knowledge of New Zealand history were already having difficulty in using the 

historically-themed school bulletins such as those created by Ross (Kenyon, 1965 cited in 

R. Bell, 2014, p. 131). The study also presented evidence that some teachers resisted the 

use of Māori language and the focus on Māori perspectives.  

For the second option offered to the Department by Ross, she moved away from a 

focus on schools. If the Government Printer was to re-issue the 1877 facsimiles, she 

suggested that an updated introduction be included summarising research done since on 

the Treaty, which “would be of considerable value to historians, teachers, politicians and 

the general public” (p. 5). Beaglehole (1959) concurred in the hope that when the new 

historical knowledge had “sunk into the community, you could go ahead with something 

for the schools – but not before” (p.1). As noted above, Ross herself had given up on 

writing a revised introduction to the proposed re-issue, and no one else had come forward 

                                                 
28 Recent examples of such research practice in education are Jones and Hoskins (2016), and Jones and 

Jenkins (2011).  
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to complete the task. Ultimately, the Department was to leave the main thrust of Ross’ 

ideas and recommendations within the covers of File 5/1/12. 

Treaty Facsimiles that Went to School in 1960 

When the Department of Education decided to use the Government Printer and not the 

more adventurous School Publications team as publisher, the 1960 re-issue of the 1877 

Treaty facsimiles became primarily a public relations exercise for the government rather 

than a pedagogical opportunity. The resulting book, Facsimiles of the Treaty of Waitangi 

(Government Printer, 1960) constitutes a much grander affair than Lambert’s humble 

proposal and gives credence to the theory of the re-issue’s ameliorative purpose in the 

face of Māori disappointment over the limitations of the recent Waitangi Day Act. A 

memorandum in File 5/1/12 confirms that each primary and secondary school was to 

receive a copy for its reference library but without any accompanying explanatory 

material (Director General of Education, 29  1960). Unable to offer adequate teaching 

guidance and resources to schools about the facsimiles, the idea of educating the public 

first as promoted by Beaglehole and Ross must have seemed an even more awkward 

proposition, and not likely to yield the same easy political mileage as doing something 

supposedly of immediate value for schools. 

That the Department put to one side Ross’ unsettling comments about the 

facsimile project is not surprising. Ross was a wife and mother in a male-dominated field 

working from home far from the locus of political power where Treaty discourses 

emphasising a singular reading of the Treaty texts remained entrenched. The 1960 

Waitangi Day Act, for example, included only the English text of the Treaty, a point Ross 

(1972) later critiqued in print, and only the English text appears in Vernon Reed’s (1957) 

recounting of the Bledisloe’s gift of the Waitangi estate. A significant government report 

on Māori–Crown relations published within a year of the facsimiles ignored the Treaty 

altogether. 

Known after the surname of its public servant author, the Hunn Report was 

released by the Department of Māori Affairs in 1961, and attempted to give a concise 

(Pākehā) overview of the economic and social status of Māori. Its analysis and 

recommendations emphasised the virtues of Māori integration into Pākehā society if 

                                                 
29 Only the job title appears in File 1/5/12 on the memorandum. The Director General of Education of the 

time was A. E. Campbell who took over from Clarence Beeby in January 1960 and held the position until 

1966.  
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Māori were to thrive in the modern world. Described as “the single most important mid-

twentieth-century document on Māori relations with the state” (Anderson et al., 2015, pp. 

400-401), the report contains not a single mention of the Treaty. In the section where a 

short history of the Department of Māori Affairs (1961) is presented, the first date in the 

timeline is 1833 marking James Busby’s arrival as British Resident “to protect Maoris” 

(p. 108). The next date skips to 1841 when the “Protectorate Department” was 

established. The Treaty’s role in allowing the new department to exist in the first place is 

overlooked or forgotten, erased from the historical record. In the corridors of government 

bureaucracy, the pulse of the Treaty was still weak in terms of its ability to register at the 

heart of political processes. Instead, the government focused on keeping the Treaty out of 

the political via its latest publication of Treaty facsimiles.   

The 1960 book of Treaty facsimiles 

A new “introductory note” in the 1960 facsimile re-issue for schools contains not a hint of 

Ruth Ross’ research findings, and stays with the familiar and comfortable myths of the 

Treaty as symbol of a benign form of colonisation. Author of these opening comments is 

C. R. H. Taylor (1960), chief librarian of the Alexander Turnbull Library. He writes with 

confidence that whilst the Treaty  

has been frequently attacked and criticised as having no legal standing . . . there is 

no doubt that the negotiation of the Treaty enabled Governor Hobson to proclaim 

sovereignty over the North Island. (p. 2) 

Revealing traces of the racial hierarchy discourse at work, he states the reason the Treaty 

could not be a legal document is that its authors “knew that only the simplest and clearest 

ideas could be understood by a native people with no experience of a civilised legal code” 

(p. 1). Taylor then hints at and smooths over the consequences of not honouring the 

Treaty articles to date, and concludes by emphasising New Zealand’s exemplary record in 

race relations compared to other countries.  

To compare the 1877 and 1960 facsimile publications is to see no substantial 

difference in their thing-ness apart from Taylor’s introductory note – it is as though time 

has stood still in the intervening 83 years. Both are printed from the original lithographs 

of 1877, and are handsome, hard-cover publications. Thick paper stock has been used, 

and all the Treaty facsimile sheets are original size with the largest – the Waitangi sheet – 

folding out impressively well beyond the confines of the book’s covers. Matters of special 

historical import are evoked by the totality of both publications’ material parts – the feel 
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of parchment, the wordsmithing efforts evident in the inky handwriting of the British 

officials, and of the Māori present, who were in the process of making this new 

technology of tuhituhi (writing) their own (Jones & Jenkins, 2011). To turn the pages of 

the 1960 reprint, and to unwrap the Treaty sheets one by one, is as close to handling real–

Treaty–things as the intended audience of school children was likely to get, and full of 

possible teaching moments, not to mention thing–power. Yet the overt message from the 

Department to teachers was to keep their students (and themselves?) mystified about the 

stories the Treaty facsimiles might offer up. 

As if to approve such mystification, a public announcement was made in the 

national teachers’ magazine Education30 to mark the book’s release. Selectively using 

Ross and Beaglehole’s comments, and no doubt guided by senior advisers in the 

Department, Minister of Education Philip Skoglund (1960) informed the nation’s teachers 

that “a detailed study of the Treaty itself is too difficult for primary or even for post-

primary-children” and intimated that “work is still proceeding on the extended 

introduction to the Treaty” (p. 165).31 The distribution of the book of facsimiles was 

justified by the moral symbolism arising from Article Three of the Treaty: “it is fitting 

that all children . . . Maori and European alike, should begin to understand as far as they 

are able, the significance of the signing of the Treaty, and particularly the significance of 

the third clause which conferred on the Maori people ‘all the rights and privileges of 

British subjects’” (p. 165). 32  Article Three is also highlighted by Taylor in his 

introductory note discussed above, and by Ruth Ross (1959) in her letter to the 

Department: “Whatever the first and second clauses meant, or were intended to mean, 

there can be little doubt about the meaning, and intention of the third clause . . . It is the 

moral duty of all New Zealanders to see that that guarantee is honoured” (p. 4).  

Compared with the threat to harmonious race relations posed by any scrutiny of 

Articles One and Two, Article Three offered a seemingly unproblematic vehicle of 

expression of Pākehā good will and intentions. It dovetailed with the values of 

egalitarianism, a strong element in New Zealanders’ evolving sense of a national identity, 

and a key strand in the post-World War Two liberal philosophy underpinning the 

                                                 
30  Produced and distributed by the Department of Education via its School Publications division, the 

Education magazine “became a valued forum for educational ideas and developments” (Renwick, 1992, p. 

12). 
31 In fact, it was to be another 30 years before any other textbook resources would appear specifically on the 

Treaty (e.g., Stenson & Williams, 1990; Naumann, Harrison & Winiata, 1990; Te Tari Awhina Whanau, 

1990). None of these were produced by a government department. 
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purposes of state education (Renwick, 1986) (see preamble to Chapter 9). Given the 

government’s assimilationist agenda, being granted the same rights as British citizens 

proved to be a double-edged sword for Māori. Was the price of receiving the same rights 

and privileges the shedding of Māori cultural distinctiveness, or could those rights expand 

to accommodate a “non-assimilable Māori difference” (Liu, 2005, p. 82)? And what of 

the rights that Māori already had before the Treaty was signed (McHugh, 2001)? Such 

questions had not yet begun to disrupt a defining characteristic of the country’s 

institutions (including schools) – the desire for homogeneity within a monocultural ethos. 

The 1960 book of Treaty facsimiles for schools entered a social space where 

conformity to and measurement against Pākehā norms were rarely questioned. Offering 

up the book as an impenetrable set of artefacts, rather than as lively things from the past 

of relevance to the present, helped seal in its knowledge-producing potential away from 

all students including Māori. Without curiosity (from teachers and students), facsimiles 

are prone to sit idle on the school library shelves seldom opened, resistant to intra-

activity. Having arrived one day in the school’s mail bag, the book with its elegant 

exterior and remarkable contents most likely soon after was accorded the status of 

museum relic by educators, who were already officially discouraged from using it as a 

teaching resource.33  

Paradoxes, Possibilities and Ontological Struggles 

In this chapter I explored the role of Treaty things in the educational past prompted by my 

engagement with the contents of File 5/1/12 from the archives of the former Department 

of Education. The historical terrain I traversed revealed contradictions, paradoxes and 

exclusions as abiding features of Treaty intra-activity over time. For Māori, from the 

1860s onwards, the Treaty took on an instrumental role in their fight for justice and 

participation in the new colonial order (Head, 2001). For Pākehā, whilst it served an 

instrumental purpose at its signing, the Treaty increasingly became an abstraction, an 

artefact symbolising the rightful enactment of British sovereignty. The more abstract and 

symbolic the Treaty became in Pākehā eyes, the less it was to have actual effects in 

political practice. As Pākehā worked on turning the Treaty into a “monument” to good 

race relations (Head, 2001, p. 99), Māori stoked its possibilities for intervening in the 

                                                 
33 The official line in 1960 that ‘the Treaty was too difficult’ for school students was perhaps an early sign 

of what has become a persistent reluctance concerning the teaching of cross-cultural complexities in New 

Zealand history (Belich, 2001, p. 546). See also Hanly (2007) and Sheehan (2010). 
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devastating consequences arising from the political and cultural domination of Pākehā 

laws and institutions. 

Pākehā government officials’ intra-action with the very materiality of Treaty 

things, as investigated in this chapter, illuminated a paradox in Pākehā attitudes towards 

the Treaty’s existence. This paradox was characterised by a struggle between detachment 

and attachment. On the one hand, there was a desire to relegate the Treaty (and Māori 

insistence on its guarantees) to the nation’s symbolic imaginary by hanging a facsimile on 

the classroom wall or by providing a book of facsimiles to sit on the library shelf. At the 

same time, there was a desire to hold fast to the Treaty’s ‘real-thingness’ via the 

discursive practices associated with facsimile production. In a picture frame or in book 

form, the facsimiles constituted a tangible expression for Pākehā of a special relationship 

with Māori, who had to be treated as equal citizens, as ‘one of us’. 

The narrative of Pākehā engagement with Treaty things highlights a form of 

cultural divide between Māori and Pākehā in attitudes towards objects of value. Different 

cultural understandings about what was being agreed to also suffused the intra-action out 

of which the real–thing–Treaty sheets materialised in 1840. Salmond (2012) refers to the 

effects of such divergent cultural assumptions as an “ontological struggle” (p. 123). The 

Treaty–as–taonga is “animate and therefore always–already in an active relationship with 

those who encounter it” (Jones & Hoskins, 2016, p. 96), but for Pākehā officials, the 

Treaty either as facsimile or real thing became an object unto itself, a closed record of the 

past, resistant to inquiry and interpretation.  

The processes associated with the Pākehā project of Treaty–as–facsimile 

contributed to limiting the effects of Treaty in the world. Reflecting on taonga (cultural 

treasures) housed in international museums, Tina Makereti (2015) observes the paradox 

that is museum practice from a Māori point of view: “[the museum] preserves and 

contains treasures, but also captures and immobilizes things that make sense only in 

motion, things that should breathe and transform” (p. 41). The capturing of the Treaty 

inside the facsimile projects constrained its agentic potential to be a source of action and 

change. It was to be the apparatus of the Waitangi Tribunal established in 1975 that 

marked the first point of departure from the Pākehā paternalism of the past enhancing 

both the Treaty’s influence and connect-ability in the government arena. 

Paradoxically again, the state’s investment in Treaty–as–facsimile also contained 

the seeds of ethical potential for a different form of Pākehā/Crown responses to Māori 

grievances in the future. The Western imperial practices of archive creation and document 
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conservation enabled the survival of Treaty things, and thus as enduring textual proof of 

promises made to Māori. The continuing existence of tangible Treaty documents–as–

witness held open the possibility of invoking Pākehā relational values of benefit to the 

Māori–Pākehā relationship in the present. Salmond (2012) highlights relevant values in 

the Pākehā cultural framework as those of ‘honour,’ ‘truth’ and ‘justice’ (p. 132), all 

capable of supporting the de-tethering of the Treaty from its status as passive symbol.  

Reworking what matters 

The voice of Ruth Ross in File 5/1/12 revealed the possibility of a more expansive and 

just Pākehā engagement with Treaty things, an unsettling but livelier intra-activity 

problematised by a critique of dominant Treaty understandings, and nested within a web 

of active Māori–Pākehā personal relationships. Ross and her Māori collaborators offered 

up a radical revision of national myths surrounding the Treaty’s materialisation in 1840, 

knowledge deemed too risky to take to school in the 1960s. In the dynamics of ongoing 

intra-activity  

particular possibilities for acting exist at every moment, and these changing 

possibilities entail a responsibility to intervene in the world’s becoming, to contest 

and rework what matters and what is excluded from mattering.  

(Barad, 2008, p. 144)  

Ross’ 1972 article on the Treaty texts constituted one such responsible intervention, and 

the creation of the Waitangi Tribunal in 1975 another. The views of Ross and her Māori 

colleagues regarding the primacy of the Māori text had been taking root in Māori and 

Pākehā political circles since the 1950s to such powerful effect that it had become 

possible to give the Māori text the same status as the English text in the schedule of the 

1975 act of parliament that brought the Waitangi Tribunal into being (see Chapter 2). The 

dominance of the English text was now legitimately open to contestation. A decade later, 

the work of the Curriculum Review Committee intersected with that of the Tribunal 

unshackling the Treaty from the confines of the earlier Pākehā facsimile projects 

canvassed in this chapter.34  

  

                                                 
34  In 1976 the Government Printer produced another book of Treaty facsimiles the same as the 1960 

version apart from a different cover. The book was made available to the public with no updated contextual 

information. Not until 1990 was the first Māori-led Treaty facsimile project published (see National Library 

of New Zealand), a venture that emphasised the identity of Treaty signatories. 



93 

Preamble to Chapter 5: The teacher subject  

In the previous chapter on Treaty things I ventured back to the mid-twentieth century. 

Travelling there I aimed to understand something of what Foucault (2010) terms the 

“interplay of rules” (pp. 32-33) that produced and constrained certain knowledge and 

truth regimes about the Treaty within the central education bureaucracy at earlier 

historical junctures. I now turn my attention to the first half of the 1980s by which time a 

different set of discourses had coalesced to configure Māori–Pākehā relations in new 

forms. I consider some of the intra-active elements characteristic of this later period that 

contributed to conditions of possibility for the Treaty to surface in the Curriculum Review 

(DoE, 1987a). I take an autobiographical approach to highlight discourses that shaped 

professional entanglements on the ground in classrooms and staffrooms during the era of 

the Curriculum Review a period in which I worked as a high school teacher. In utilising 

my own story, I have taken my cue from chroniclers of teaching history in Aotearoa–New 

Zealand – Sue Middleton and Helen May (1997). They describe the biographical as useful 

for providing a “grassroots” (p. 10) perspective on the broader socio-political discourses 

experienced by teachers over time and at specific historical moments.  

Through my intra-action with discursive–material elements of the 1980s – events, 

strategies, knowledges, places, people and things – I became a certain kind of teacher 

subject. My teacher archive contains evidential traces of the discourses circulating in the 

professional sphere I had entered. Whilst this archive reveals that I was actively engaged 

in fashioning a teacher identity, I did not invent the resources that made up the raw 

materials of such a project. Instead, as Foucault (2003) theorises, I drew upon the models 

“proposed,” “suggested,” and “imposed” (p. 34) by the cultural and social milieu in which 

I participated. 

Power and discourse, from a Foucauldian point of view, are deeply implicated in 

the work of identity formation. Relations of power, he argues, “have a directly productive 

role, wherever they come into play” (Foucault, 2008, p. 94) including their capacity to 

“grip us at the point where our desires and our very sense of possibilities for self-

definition are constituted” (Sawicki, 1991, p. 10). In occupying the subject position of 

‘teacher’ in the 1980s, which discourses and their attendant relations of power operated to 

construct my teacher identity, to ‘grip’ my imagination? Which ones troubled me? What 

can I gauge about my learning with regards to the Treaty and Māori? Revisiting my 
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teacher archive provoked an exploration of these and related questions in a bid to add to 

my understanding of the social and political climate from which the Curriculum Review 

emerged. 

The members of the 1985-1987 Curriculum Review Committee were, in the main, 

current or former teachers of an older generation than me. Their individual teaching 

contexts arose out of unique assemblages of history, biography and place, but their 

experiences link to my own in that we were all once recognisably teacher subjects of 

Aotearoa–New Zealand. What the contents of my personal archive reveal about the wider 

socio-cultural and political relations shaping me as a novice teacher arguably point to the 

influences working on the subjectivities of Curriculum Review Committee members 

during the same period. Within the broader discursive contexts that we had in common, a 

mood of Treaty–receptivity was gestating around and within us. Chapter 5 explores 

elements of this shared past based on a singular, partial view of myself as a teacher 

subject.  
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Chapter 5: Teacher entanglements 

Out of the Cupboard 

Sparking this chapter into life are two objects from my teacher archive. From the far 

recesses of a cupboard at home I retrieve a filebox labelled Te Reo [Māori language] and 

Culture Resources from 1980s. Stored alongside the filebox is a second archival item 

from the same decade – a scrapbook of photographs, letters, and speech notes from my 

time as a beginning teacher. Scrawled on its cover is the title Green Bay High School, 

’84-’87 (see Figure 5 below). The assemblage of texts and images contained within these 

items collectively represent past choices about what I deemed worth saving from a one-

year pre-service teacher training programme in 1983 and five years as a secondary school 

teacher from 1984 until 1988. 

 

Figure 5. A 1980s scrapbook and filebox from my teacher archive.  

Amongst other literature, two main sources informed my intra-action in the 

present with the above archival objects. The first was the 1997 book Teachers Talk 

Teaching 1915-1995 by Sue Middleton and Helen May, the two scholars introduced in 

the preamble. Based on life history interviews with 150 New Zealand teachers, the 

authors’ analyses and selections of ‘teacher talk’ illustrate how social movements, new 

theories and political ideas were taken up, subverted or resisted by educators. The second 

most useful text was the memoir of Des Mann (1987), which explores themes arising 
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from his tenure as principal of Green Bay High School where I worked as a beginning 

teacher. His thinking about state education, which included a commitment to creating a 

welcoming school environment for Māori students, attracted respect at the time but also 

provoked heated public debates (Mann, 1987; Pountney, 2000). Des Mann’s recollections 

together with the historical overview and verbatim interview extracts presented in S. 

Middleton and May (1997) enabled me to confirm my own teacher experiences as 

belonging to the larger picture they painted of discourses intra-acting with the compulsory 

education sector in the 1970s and 1980s. Key events from across these two decades 

inform my thesis and are pivotal for understanding the context of the Curriculum Review. 

The discussion below seesaws between these two decades as I re-visit some central 

preoccupations of my identity work in becoming a teacher subject. 

From the Scrapbook 

Encountering the scrapbook memento of my entanglement with staff and students at 

Green Bay High School summoned up memories of related events that have stayed with 

me as part of my teaching biography. In late 1983 at the end of a year-long training 

course to qualify as a secondary teacher I had my first job interview at an Auckland high 

school. The male principal talked at me at length about why he supported corporal 

punishment, and told me that a school of their size was entitled to two guidance 

counsellors, but he had employed only one woman in the role – he wasn’t sure what she 

did, he said, the implication being it (and she) were a waste of time. I left his office 

despondent about whether I would ever ‘fit in’ as a secondary teacher unaware that this 

principal’s attitudes exemplified a tradition of authoritarian school leadership soon to be 

modified by emerging discourses of an entirely different hue, influences that had already 

begun to shape my evolving teacher identity. Shortly after that interview, I found my way 

to a more congenial political and philosophical home at Green Bay High School, the 

scrapbook a tangible reminder of my formative years as a beginning teacher.  

New school, new principal 

I taught at Green Bay High School (GBHS) from January 1984 until April 1987. Located 

in west Auckland in the suburb of Titirangi, GBHS opened its doors in 1973 with Des 

Mann (a Pākehā) as the foundational principal, his last year at the helm in 1984 

coinciding with my first year at the school. Prior to his appointment he had spent 10 years 

as principal of Ōpōtiki College, a predominantly Māori school in a rural area, a day’s 
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drive from Auckland. With his liberal education philosophy, Des considered his 

appointment to the urban, mostly Pākehā GBHS as “unusual”, a consequence of the 

controversy then facing the appointing board over the high expulsion rate of Māori and 

Pacific Island students at two other local schools under its jurisdiction (Mann, 1987, pp. 

16-19). Protest actions by the pressure group ‘Nga Tamatoa’outside the gates of nearby 

Kelston Girls High School, for example, had attracted both media and government 

attention, and openly challenged the education system to do better by Māori students 

(Bowler & Openshaw, 2006; Mann 1987). 35 

Given such circumstances, a principal like Des Mann – an unknown quantity 

locally – but who was perceived as being able to exercise cultural ‘sensitivity’, 

determined the board’s decision to appoint him. Des did not fit the image of principal–as–

distant–authority–figure I remembered from my own high school experience in the early 

1970s. He was regularly mistaken for the school’s caretaker by newcomers to GBHS as 

he was often out and about in the grounds picking up litter and conversing with students.  

Neo-progressivism 

From the outset, under Des Mann’s leadership, GBHS was different from nearly all other 

state schools. The school eschewed uniforms, authoritarian practices and corporal 

punishment – the latter not banned in practice nationwide until 1987, and legislatively 

abolished as late as 1990. Un-streamed classes, themes of pastoral care and self-esteem, 

treating students as individuals and the learner as a whole person – all these elements 

shaped the school’s vision, and reflected its uptake of cutting edge educational thinking in 

the secondary teaching profession (see New Zealand Post-Primary Teachers’ Association, 

1969). 

Accordingly, GBHS encouraged open-ended inquiry by students and active 

learning experiences. Along with pockets of liberal-minded innovation elsewhere around 

the country, the school took a stance “against curricula that were narrow in conception 

and limiting in the way they were taught” (Renwick, 1986a, p. 105). Writing of the 

professional hurly-burly of the school’s early years, Charmaine Pountney (2000), 

GBHS’s foundation Head of English, described it as “one of the most exciting [schools] 

in New Zealand” because of its different perspectives on relating with and teaching 

students (p. 44). Des Mann promoted the view that secondary education had to be about 

                                                 
35 For an overview of Nga Tamatoa’s political activity, see Walker, 2004 (pp. 209-212). 
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more “than a treadmill to obtain credentials for a select few” (Mann, 1987, p. 71), and 

suggested that “a school curriculum can be an instrument of servitude or an invitation to 

liberation” (p. 91). These theories belonged to what S. Middleton and May (1997) term 

‘neo-progressivist’ educational discourses.  

The practices of neo-progressivism built upon the educational ideals of 

‘egalitarianism’ and ‘equal opportunity for all’. Such catchphrases had defined an earlier 

movement in Aotearoa–New Zealand to reform the curriculum and pedagogy within state 

schooling (S. Middleton & May, 1997, pp. 23-27). By the 1970s these ideals had begun to 

be problematised by the new and pressing concerns of ‘equity’ and ‘cultural diversity’ (p. 

221). This latter wave of progressive educational thought found its way into New Zealand 

classrooms mainly via American critiques of schooling of the 1970s. Andy Begg, a 

GBHS foundation teacher (and later employed in the Department of Education’s 

Curriculum Development Division), recalled the first staff meeting under Des Mann in 

1973: 

It was just wonderful. The first letter we got after we had been appointed told us 

that we’d have a staff meeting in the last week of January and how before that we 

were to read Teaching as a Subversive Activity [Postman and Weingartner, 1971]. 

This was from the Principal and this just seemed mind-blowing. (quoted in S. 

Middleton & May, 1997, p. 218) 

Other key publications in the neo-progressivist canon included Ivan Illich’s Deschooling 

Society (1971) with the author coming to New Zealand in 1972, and Paolo Freire’s 

Pedagogy of the Oppressed (1972). The enduring legacy for both Māori and Pākehā 

educators of Freire’s ideas and his 1975 visit to these shores was commemorated in a 

series of essays, Paulo Freire, Politics and Pedagogy (Roberts, 1999).  

Neo-progressive ideas also influenced practices in long-established and outwardly 

more traditional state schools. In 1973, leading educationalist Jack Shallcrass edited a 

series of papers written by teachers from around the country for the publication 

Secondary Schools in Change. His aim was to provide “a record of some of the 

interesting, sometimes daring, changes that have begun to sweep through many schools” 

(p. 5), examples of which included incorporating Māori language and culture. During the 

same decade, inspired by the ‘schools without walls’ movement, alternative ways to 

structure schooling that upended the norms of timetabling and teaching practice gained 

state support with Auckland’s Metropolitan School opening in 1977 and Christchurch’s 

Four Avenues School in 1975 (see Vaughan, 2002). I recall the aura surrounding these 
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two schools, their practices representing for me a more radical implementation of the 

philosophies espoused at Green Bay High School. 

Review Day at GBHS, 1984 

Another departure from the norm at GBHS was a practice unique for its time and not 

officially sanctioned – the setting aside of a school day for an annual ‘review’. On 

Review Day students were sent home so that the staff could devote time to re-affirming 

and refreshing the school’s values and direction (Mann, 1987, pp. 78-79). The focus of 

the reviews was for the most part on philosophical issues rather than pedagogical matters, 

the latter often the aim today of ‘professional development’ at now commonplace 

‘teacher-only’ days.  

Found in my scrapbook, the following is the opening paragraph of a short 

presentation I gave at GBHS’s 1984 Review Day as a member of a panel alongside 

veteran staff members: 

This school was being built while I was finishing my secondary education down 

the road. My initial feelings about GBHS have a lot to do with the lasting 

memories I have of that experience. A few months before I finished school in 1974 

I had a confrontation with the senior mistress in which she instructed me about 

how I should dress for the annual prize-giving and with me refusing to do as she 

suggested. As senior students in our last year, we had the privilege of wearing 

mufti, and she was worried about the image my unconventional attire would 

convey. I realized how irrelevant school had become for me if this was what was 

considered important by the adults I was supposed to respect. Any moving away 

from a dictated norm and you were sat on like a ton of bricks. I hated it.  

Forty years on, my teenage encounter with the senior mistress in 1974 symbolises for me 

the tensions evident in the 1970s not only inter-generationally, but also between 

conservative and liberal approaches to education. In brief, the term ‘conservative’ during 

this era denoted an emphasis on “religious or other traditional values” in relation to 

schooling whereas ‘liberal’ points of view tended to conceive of education “as a means of 

achieving democracy and equality” with teachers as agents of social change (S. 

Middleton & May, 1997, p. 9).  

In the 1970s, the seeds of the tension between the conservative and liberal poles 

were dispersed more widely ultimately flowering during the 1980s into oppositional 

discourses that cohered around the right and left of the political spectrum. Attached to the 
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right was the emergence of ‘libertarian’ beliefs associated with individualism, 

competition and the free market (S. Middleton & May, 1997, p. 9). Caught in the crossfire 

of these competing factions, GBHS was derided by sections of the media and the wider 

community (Mann, 1987, p. 155; Pountney, 2000, p. 112).  

Noteworthy for its polarising effect, for example, was journalist Carroll du 

Chateau’s 1987 feature article in Auckland’s popular Metro magazine entitled “The Lost 

Generation,” with an image of students from GBHS on the cover. The article mined and 

helped construct the fissures over the purpose and content of education. In the same issue, 

editor Warwick Roger (1987) referred to liberal teachers as “dangerous” social engineers, 

with the Minister of Education Russell Marshall (responsible for convening the 

Curriculum Review) as their “weak puppet” (p. 4). Two months later in a special section 

entitled “Readers react to the lost generation” (1987), the magazine published over 30 

letters in response, a few in agreement but most – mainly from teachers and academics – 

castigated du Chateau’s article for its inaccuracies and one-sidedness. Defending GBHS 

against ill-informed criticism became an unwelcome feature of teaching at the school. In 

his memoir, former principal Des Mann (1987) reflected that tackling “a different 

interpretation of educational reality was demanding and exposing” and that it “was 

probably unrealistic to expect otherwise” (p. 6).  

The viewpoint promoted at GBHS with its emphasis on a relational and critical 

model of education drew upon national as well as the international publications 

mentioned above for sustenance. I recall, for example, reference being made at staff 

meetings by the school’s leaders to the Johnson Report.36 Published six years earlier in 

1977 by the Department of Education, the report’s full title reveals its focus on human 

relationships and the ‘non-academic’ curriculum: Growing, Sharing, Learning: The 

Report of the Committee on Health and Social Education. Derailed by conservative lobby 

groups because of its suggested role for schools in providing sex education, the Johnson 

Report received high praise in the GBHS staffroom for its “timely and challenging 

analysis of the influence of school ‘climate’ upon the well-being of students” (Mann, 

1987, p. 161). The report contained early examples of Māori language incursion into an 

educational policy related text, and, vis-à-vis Māori, it asserted an openly political 

position: “The Maori people as tangata whenua [indigenous people of the land] . . . have 

                                                 
36  The report’s shorthand title acknowledged the pivotal role of Garfield Johnson as the chair of the 

committee that produced the document. Johnson (Pākehā) had been the principal from 1966 to 1976 of the 

multicultural South Auckland school, Otara College (later Hillary College) (Yukich, 2010, pp. 32-35). For a 

history of the Johnson Report, see Josephine Bowler (2005). 
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the same rights to the promotion of their cultural heritage in our schools as the dominant 

Pakeha society” (DoE, 1977, p. 16). The Treaty had not yet attached itself to such 

sentiments in official reports.  

I concluded my presentation at the GBHS 1984 Review Day with the following 

comments: 

The relational focus here makes for demanding work as a beginning teacher but 

the school has never seemed to me as completely irrelevant to our students as my 

own school was for me. It is more humane and puts academic achievement in its 

rightful place as far as I am concerned – second to personal development. All we 

have to do now is change the world out there to fit the school!  

Youthful idealism aside, I was a willing subject of neo-progressive educational ideals.  

But for all its student-centred values, GBHS still belonged to the state’s education 

system, which annually failed half of the country’s secondary students through the scaling 

of marks in the norm-referenced School Certificate examinations. 37  This constituted 

another source of tension across the left and right of the political spectrum with battle 

lines being drawn at national and local levels in the latter half of the 1980s during the 

time of the Curriculum Review (Pountney, 2000, p. 241; Wylie, 2013, p. 71). The 

moderation of School Certificate raw marks involved an imposed subject hierarchy in 

which the Māori language, for example, was considered a non-academic subject 

compared to French and German, and consequently the scaling system allowed 

significantly fewer students to pass (Spoonley, 2009, p. 115). As a young teacher, I was 

only just beginning to understand the bias in a system from which I had benefitted when a 

student myself. The unmasking of these dividing and sorting practices via assessment 

procedures provoked anger and calls for change amongst Māori educators and 

progressive teachers in general.38 My own skills at critique were meanwhile being honed 

via the feminist movement. 

                                                 
37‘School Certificate’ comprised the country’s first rung of school leaving qualifications and was usually 

awarded after three years of secondary schooling. Moderation processes were tinkered with in the latter half 

of the 1980s, and some internal assessment introduced, but it was not until 2002 that School Certificate was 

replaced with the current standards-based system known as NCEA (National Certificate of Educational 

Achievement). 
38 The controversy surrounding School Certificate also features in Chapter 7 and in the teacher re-stories of 

Chapter 8. 
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Feminism 

What I have worked out is that some things in teaching are probably always hard 

but you learn how to cope with them more effectively. That sounds like a universal 

truth and as though I have heard it before – maybe from you! Sounds like the sort 

of sane thing you would say. And I do value your sanity. 

In my archival scrapbook I find a copy of a letter I had written to the GBHS deputy 

principal Karen Sewell from which the above extract is quoted. Written in November 

1985, the letter is in support of my application for a permanent position at the school. 

Glued beside it into the scrapbook is the reply I received from Karen on GBHS letterhead 

offering me the job. Karen was soon to become the principal upon Des Mann’s 

retirement. 39  During the Review Day discussed earlier, she related to me what had 

occurred behind the scenes two years prior in 1982 after my interview for Teachers 

Training College. She was the sole female amongst three men on the Training College 

selection panel, and I recollect answering her questions at my interview about my 

interests, which included volunteering at the downtown Auckland office of the feminist 

magazine Broadsheet, and helping establish Supportline, a service for women seeking to 

leave violent partners. According to Karen, the men on the panel vetoed my application, 

arguing that I was not suitable teacher material. Karen had to persuade them otherwise.  

The memory of that conversation with Karen prompts other recollections of my 

engagement with discourses that enabled challenges to the established norms of how to be 

‘female’. The typewriter my employer father presented to me on my 15th birthday in 

1971 symbolised the acceptable limits of female employment aspirations – secretary–

servant to a male being one of the available options. The response of the men on the 

Training College interviewing panel a decade later indicates perhaps that I had not co-

operated with that typewriter closely enough to be deemed appropriate even for another 

traditional female occupation such as teaching! Support for my transgression/s of gender-

based social expectations came from what Sue Middleton (1990) describes as “the second 

wave of feminism” beginning in the 1960s, the first wave having occurred when the 

women of Aotearoa–New Zealand (including Māori women) gained the right to vote in 

1893 (p. 82). As a student at Auckland University in the late 1970s, the feminist lens 

became paramount for how I viewed my life and society in general – its heroines (e.g., 

                                                 
39 Karen Sewell later held senior positions in the education bureaucracy including the role of Secretary of 

Education for the Ministry of Education from 2006 to 2011. 
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Germaine Greer) and related literature including popular fiction such as The Women’s 

Room (French, 1978) were enthralling (see also S. Middleton & May, pp. 216-17). The 

new possibilities for a female identity that they proffered reached into the minutiae of my 

day-to-day life both on and off campus. 

From the 1970s onwards, political agitation inspired by feminist discourses 

affected the practices of those in positions of authority in the education hierarchy. The 

Department of Education, for example, “put in a number of policies with respect to the 

removal of sex-role stereotyping from the school curriculum, the encouragement of girls 

into non-traditional subjects, and the promotion of women into senior positions in 

teaching” (S. Middleton & May, 1997, p. 217). New Zealand-based critiques of 

discrimination against women in education emerged as the feminist discourse 

strengthened in the 1980s (e.g., S. Middleton, 1985; Ryan, 1985). As more women 

attained positions of influence in schools and teacher unions, a backlash occurred. Some 

conservative teachers and commentators publicly claimed that feminist viewpoints were 

contributing to the lowering of standards in education (du Chateau, 1987; Roger, 1987). 

For me, however, feminism was having a productive effect beyond the problematising of 

traditional gender relations. In becoming a subject of feminist discourse I acquired some 

analytical ability about social disadvantage, and it provided one avenue through which I 

could eventually engage with Māori protest politics and critiques of race-based structural 

inequalities. It is the theme of Māori–Pākehā relations that my teacher archive leads me to 

next.  

From the Filebox 

The contents of my 1980s filebox attest to explorations of my own cultural origins, and 

my engagement during that decade with what is popularly known as the ‘Māori 

renaissance,’ a term that invisibilises the corresponding ‘Pākehā awakening’. The filebox 

is full of items relating to Māori language, rituals and politics. Included are hand-outs 

from the Māori language course taught by Meremere Penfold (Ngāti Kurī) that I attended 

in the mid-80s at Auckland University’s Continuing Education Department. Present also 

are numerous clippings with a selection of the NZ Listener magazine’s “Korero” columns 

written by Ranginui Walker (Whakatōhea) in which he canvassed subjects from tikanga 
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(cultural practices) to the politics of Waitangi Day.40 Re-reading these latter pieces today 

I am struck by Walker’s energy for educating the Pākehā public about things Māori. For 

the sections of their book on teacher stories from the 1970s and 1980s, Sue Middleton and 

Helen May (1997) chose sub-headings such as ‘revolution and reactions’; ‘issues of 

equity’ and ‘tino rangatiratanga [Māori autonomy]’ and ‘cultural self-determination’. 

Similar themes suffuse my filebox and inform the discussion below regarding how my 

evolving teacher identity became interwoven with a Pākehā subjectivity constituted in 

relation to Māori.  

A tentative Pākehā 

During my undergraduate years at the University of Auckland from 1976 to 1978 I was 

aware of Māori protest activities but only peripherally. I did not participate in any street 

demonstrations. Instead, I stayed nervous and curious at the margins witnessing some of 

the effects closer to home – a Māori acquaintance called John reclaimed his Māori name 

‘Hōne’ seemingly overnight; another was arrested while protesting at annual Waitangi 

Day celebrations at Waitangi, the site of the first Treaty signings. I attended my first tangi 

(Māori funeral rite) in the late 1970s, affected by its emotional power but bewildered by 

the contours of the ritual.  

Hardly any language was available yet to my mainly Pākehā peer group to 

articulate either cultural discomfort on our part or to engage in debates about Māori–

Pākehā politics. I was brought up in a Dalmatian/Croatian immigrant household, and the 

secondary schooling I received in the first half of the 1970s made me, like many of my 

generation, a little knowledgeable about British history but not about the past of my 

family’s adopted country. I was unaware of the then new courses available at Auckland 

University on New Zealand history that would have partially compensated for that lack. 

Travelling overseas from 1979 to 1982 after University study, I also missed the 

politicising impact of the 1981 Springbok Tour. This visit to Aotearoa–New Zealand by 

the racially selected South African rugby team ignited widespread protest on the streets 

and sports fields around the country that I watched on a television screen halfway around 

the world from home, surprised by its vehemence. Whilst the protestors campaigned 

against apartheid policies elsewhere in the world, the local anti-racism debates incited by 

                                                 
40 Edited by Jacqueline Amoamo, the 1987 book Nga Tau Tohetohe: Years of Anger is based on Ranginui 

Walker’s columns for the NZ Listener. Aspects of Walker’s role in advancing Māori political and 

educational aspirations during the 1980s are explored in Chapter 7. 
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the tour also turned a critical gaze upon the state of New Zealand’s own race relations 

(Spoonley, 2009).41 At the same time, a nascent biculturalism discourse was making 

inroads into the education sphere I was about to join via a strategy known as ‘taha Māori’.  

Taha Māori 

‘Taha’ Māori refers to the Māori ‘side’ or ‘dimension’. Wally Penetito (2010) offers other 

definitions – Māori “knowledge” and “ways of doing things” (p. 33). The term appears 

several times in the texts preserved in my filebox, for example, in course materials 

entitled “Taha Maori in Education” that Ranginui Walker [ca. 1984] produced for another 

Continuing Education course I attended at Auckland University in the mid-1980s. A 

Māori dimension to primary school curricula had already existed for some decades mostly 

focused on the arts, but by the 1980s taha Māori encapsulated a policy platform that 

promoted a holistic, whole school approach including at high school level. It encouraged 

educators to incorporate Māori language and cultural practices into the “the philosophy, 

the organisation and the content of the school” with the aim of it becoming “a normal part 

of the school climate with which all pupils and staff should feel comfortable and at ease” 

(DoE, 1984c, p. 1).  

Taha Māori in this latter incarnation began to appear in official educational texts 

from 1984.42 Its discursive influence within the education bureaucracy was apparent, 

however, from the early 1970s nurtured by Māori leaders and educators along with senior 

public servants at the Department of Education. 43  The limitations of taha Māori in 

practice soon became evident. Engagement with its ideals by schools and teachers varied 

from enthusiastic to token (Metge, 2008; S. Middleton & May, 1997, pp. 240-251; 

Simon, 1986). Māori academic Graham Smith (Ngāti Porou, Kai Tahu, Ngāti 

Kahungungu) critiqued the initiative as a superficial response to Māori educational 

disadvantage. A focus on cultural dimensions without attending to structural elements of 

discrimination and the asymmetrical power relations amongst Māori and Pākehā, 

rendered taha Māori a “sticking plaster” solution to the crisis facing Māori in education 

                                                 
41 For teacher stories about the effects of the 1981 Springbok Tour, refer S. Middleton and May (1997, pp. 

280-281), and Yukich (2010, pp. 65-67). 
42 The term ‘taha Māori’ first appeared in an official text via the Department of Education’s (1984a) 

discussion document, Review of the Core Curriculum for Schools, a precursor to the reports of the 

Curriculum Review (DoE, 1987a & 1986a). 
43 Chapter 6 of the thesis highlights departmental initiatives throughout the 1970s that later came to be 

understood as ‘taha Māori’; and Chapter 9 considers how the Curriculum Review Committee extended the 

concept. 
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(G. Smith, 1990, p. 183). Taha Māori, Smith (1986) argued, was primarily “a Pakeha 

privilege” geared towards “the needs and interests of the dominant Pakeha society” and 

only “indirectly” of benefit to Māori students, with Māori cultural capital being eroded in 

the process (pp. 1-2).  

Despite its shortcomings, taha Māori and the attendant idealism were generative 

of different forms of Māori–Pākehā relationality, albeit unevenly across the educational 

terrain. The Department of Education employed Māori to become teachers of Pākehā 

teachers (Penetito, 2010), and for some Māori students and colleagues I knew, taha Māori 

initiatives enabled them to re-connect with and re-value the uniqueness of their Māori 

identities. I was, however, without a doubt, one of the many privileged Pākehā teachers 

touched by taha Māori’s pedagogical reach. Exposure to discussions, key texts, courses 

and school practices via the taha Māori imperative drew me (and many of my colleagues) 

into inhabiting the subject position of ‘Pākehā,’ which in turn introduced me to the notion 

of intertwined Māori and Pākehā histories and politics for the first time. In terms of the 

energy devoted to remedying Pākehā ignorance, taha Māori was indeed ‘captured’ by 

Pākehā (G. Smith, 1990).44 The training I received to be a secondary teacher encouraged 

me to more deeply inscribe the resulting Pākehā identity onto my fledgling teacher 

subjectivity.  

A journal from Auckland Teachers College, 1983  

In my archival filebox I find a journal of words and pictures produced within a 1B5 

exercise book, on the cover of which I have written ‘Multiculturalism’ (see Figure 6 

below). It is one the few items I have retained from my year at Auckland Teachers’ 

College in 1983 training to be a high school teacher of English and of the German 

language. Writing the journal was a requirement for an optional course taught by Stuart 

Middleton45 called ‘Introduction to Multicultural Education’. The concept ‘multicultural 

education’ surfaced alongside taha Māori in the educational debates of the early 1980s. 

The bicultural focus on Māori and Pākehā, epitomised by the taha Māori approach, was 

officially promoted as a springboard for understanding other cultures (DoE, 1984c, p. 4).  

                                                 
44 The Curriculum Review report (DoE, 1987a) continued to promote the potential of taha Māori as a policy 

platform – refer discussion in Chapter 9. By the time the country’s first national curriculum policy was 

published six years later (Ministry of Education, 1993), the term ‘taha Māori’ had disappeared from 

education policy. 
45 Stuart Middleton became the principal of Aorere College in the early 1990s, and at the time of writing is 

Director of the Centre for Studies and Multiple Pathways at the Manukau Institute of Technology. In an 

article for the PPTA Journal he reflected on the course discussed above (see S. A. Middleton, 1982b).  
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Stuart’s course, however, demanded that we students examine our own cultural 

location as the priority. My lecture notes from the journal contain this sentence:  

Perhaps one of the most urgent language tasks for white New Zealanders is for us 

to develop the skills of describing for ourselves and for others just what our 

cultural values are.  

This same sentence appears marked in red by me (amongst other excerpts) in a 1983 

 

 

Figure 6. Pages from my journal assignment for a course on ‘Multicultural Education’ at Auckland 

Teachers’ College, 1983. 

unpublished paper by Stuart also in the filebox, copies of which he gave to students on 

the course. Entitled Lip Service to Learning: Language issues and Multicultural 

Education, it describes New Zealand as “aggressively mono-lingual” (p. 2). For me as a 

European New Zealander in the process of becoming Pākehā, these views were 

confronting but intoxicating. 

The constitutive effects of the power flowing through the discourse of Pākehā 

identity politics are evident in my writing for the Journal assignment. In its pages, for 

example, I recorded the impact of a public lecture at Auckland University the previous 

year in 1982 by Māori academic Pita Sharples (Ngāti Kahungunu, Ngāi te Kikiri o te 

Rangi, Ngāti Pāhauwera):  
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Until arriving at Training College this year the last time there was anything 

passed on to me about Maoritanga [things Māori] within our education system 

was in primary school – over 20 years ago! Nothing at high school. Nothing at 

university. The point of view was exclusively white European, oriented towards 

individual success in a highly competitive, materialistic system. You either fitted 

in or you failed. I didn’t realise how much I was part of this system and how much 

I had contributed (by my ignorance) to denying the Maori culture in New Zealand 

until last year when I heard a talk given by Pita Sharples . . .  

With my growing sense of a ‘Māori’ New Zealand and the recent disrupting of my world 

view by Pita Sharples’ presentation, I was drawn to Stuart’s course.  

Glued into my Journal is the course outline. It describes the main aim of the 

course as “to introduce students and prepare them for education in a multi-cultural 

community” and to achieve this under three broad themes of study – “informational,” 

“preparation for teaching” and “affective” (S. A. Middleton, 1982a, p. 1). Under the latter 

heading are a series of bullet points about what the adjective ‘affective’ encompasses:  

 development of attitudes towards ethnically different groups 

 awareness of student’s own attitude 

 development of perception about the situation faced by the ethnically different 

child 

 and recognition of feelings about the future of and for a multi-racial society. (p. 1) 

Whilst current pre-service teacher training courses on topics related to cultural difference 

hope for similar bi-products, this is not made explicit in course material and assignments 

today – the words ‘affective’ and ‘feelings’ have disappeared with the advent of crowded 

timetables and the demand for assessable/measurable outcomes. In 1983, assessments 

were far fewer with more opportunity to run a course such as Stuart’s that was explorative 

and experiential.  

Across five pages of the Journal I attempted for the first time to tease out the 

cultural nuances of growing up in a Dalmatian/Yugoslav household during the 1950s and 

1960s. This early theorising about my experiences of assimilation as a member of a non-

Anglo-Saxon cultural minority opened another intellectual window from which I could 

view and interact with Māori difference and protest politics. I also wrote about what it 

was like to be a young adult living in Kingsland, then a multicultural, working class 

Auckland suburb with many of its long-term Pacific Island families having settled there 
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from the 1950s. The Journal contains the first written record I have of my use of the word 

‘Pākehā’.46 I find the term in the notes I have scrawled about the time allocated to the 

Training College’s compulsory taha Māori module taught by Huri Callaghan (Te 

Whānau-ā-Apanui): 

Taha Maori should be far more integrated into every aspect of the course. I found 

16 hours only of something so vital for teachers very token. This tokenism is 

symbolised for me by the pokey prefab Huri works from surrounded by the flash 

Pakeha buildings.  

Despite my ignorance of any localised historical context, I had sensed something about 

the politics of space and dominance. A marae (Māori/tribal cultural centre) had recently 

opened on campus, but I remained unaware of this significant event happening in 

proximity to my life as a student until many years later. Elsewhere in the filebox are my 

notes from Huri’s course that include the first timeline of Māori interaction with state 

education that I was exposed to, a diagram of the relational dynamics of a rural marae 

(another first), and a question I noted down: “Are you teaching a subject, or children?” In 

Huri’s class, I was a sponge. 

Māori activists 

Buried in the filebox is a copy of the first article by Donna Awatere (Ngāti Porou, Ngāti 

Whakahue) in 1982 on the theme of ‘Māori sovereignty’ from a series of three published 

in the feminist magazine Broadsheet. Awatere’s 1984 book of the same name is on a 

reading list provided by Ranginui Walker for the taha Māori course I attended in the mid-

1980s referred to earlier. The hard-hitting language of the Awatere article presented the 

statistical facts of Māori disadvantage across education, justice and health with a focus on 

Māori gaining control over their own destiny and on decolonisation for both Māori and 

Pākehā. Its style of delivery and uncompromising content became synonymous with the 

radical edge of Māori politics.47 In the filebox is a related piece by Pākehā political 

commentator Bruce Jesson (1983) from his column in Auckland’s Metro magazine. 

Jesson had had regular discussions with Awatere48 and he supported her critique of the 

                                                 
46 The revival of ‘Pākehā’ as an identity label amongst sections of the Pākehā community dates from the 

1980s when it began to appear increasingly in a range of sites across “academic and official texts, as well as 

in the media and in everyday conversations” (A. Bell, 2006, p. 264).  
47 For an overview of the new wave of Māori activism in the 1970s and 1980s, see Walker (2004, pp. 220-

247). 
48 Alison Jones, personal communication, 23 January 2017.  
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lacuna surrounding Pākehā identity noting that “a less sympathetic magazine” than 

Broadsheet “might have been daunted by the length and complexity of the [three] articles, 

but they’ve been read avidly, and have created a furore in radical and feminist circles” (p. 

24). Thirty years on, Awatere’s Maori Sovereignty (1984) still earns its place in the two-

hour, short-term loan library at the University of Auckland.  

The media images of Awatere and fellow writer and activist Ripeka Evans 

(Ngāpuhi, Ngāti Kahu, Te Aupouri, Ngāti Porou) in their dark glasses and black boots 

stay with me. They were scary but they had my attention.49 Awatere (1982) asserted that 

“Māori courtesy has allowed white supremacy and cultural imperialism to pass under the 

name of monoculturalism” (p. 38). Amid widespread Māori anger being vented in the 

1980s, I was fortunate to be on the receiving end of much ‘Māori courtesy’ thanks to the 

educational opportunities created by the tertiary lecturers mentioned earlier in the chapter, 

and by my Māori colleagues at the secondary schools where I worked. 

Cultural go-betweens 

Two Māori teachers at Green Bay High School, Pat Heremaia (Ngāti Ruanui, Ngāti 

Ngarauru) and Ra Kohere, acted as cultural go-betweens providing a bridge for Pākehā 

staff to things Māori that included the world of the school marae.50  

Many [teachers] unfamiliar with Marae protocol and Maori perspectives in 

relation to land and people and ‘te taha wairua’ [the spiritual dimension] have 

mentioned how the school marae has helped them to be more sensitive to Maori 

pupils in the classroom and to look at issues from a more bicultural perspective. 

(Heremaia, 1984, p. 74)  

Pat is the one direct past link I have with the Curriculum Review. His name appears in the 

list of committee members provided in its report (DoE, 1987a, pp. 127-128) and in the 

stories of some of the research participants. He worked on the Curriculum Review 

Committee throughout 1985 withdrawing at the end of the year most likely because of his 

appointment to the position of principal at Hillary College. As a frantic beginning teacher 

                                                 
49 In her 2000 teaching autobiography Learning our Living, former principal Charmaine Pountney recounts 

the unsettling but productive impact on staff and students of an invited presentation by Ripeka Evans to a 

senior assembly at Auckland Girls Grammar in 1981 (p. 88).  
50 I use the term ‘marae’ to describe a complex of buildings but its more specific meaning refers to the 

courtyard outside the ‘wharenui’ (main meeting house) where formal gatherings and greetings usually take 

place. Kakariki Marae began its life at Green Bay High School in 1978 (see Clareburt, 1992 and Mann, 

1987, pp. 115-123). Pat Heremaia (1984) outlined the history and the role of the GBHS marae in a paper he 

presented at the 1984 Māori Educational Development Conference, a pivotal event in the history of Māori 

education (see Chapter 7).  
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focussed on classroom management, I have no recollection of the Curriculum Review 

itself, but I do have an enduring visual memory of sitting and listening in the staffroom to 

Pat speaking on intercultural matters. 

Some Pākehā staff members at GBHS were also active in promoting the 

educational opportunities offered by the school marae. The filebox contains 14 pages of 

neatly hand-written information for teachers on protocols for third form (Year 9) classes 

visiting the marae and how teachers could incorporate such an event into their curriculum. 

Reproduced using a banda machine in the pre-Xerox era, its inky purple text is surprising 

in its relaxed style but thorough attention to detail. Penned in 1980 by Jim Titchener, a 

Pākehā colleague in the English Department, I wonder now – how did he come to learn 

all this? On one of the pages he observes:  

Students on visits [to the school marae] so far have responded well to expectations 

of participation and respect – however it is important to have good organisation 

and clear briefing given. Pakeha students may have vaguely negative ideas about 

maraes varying from ‘places where anything goes’ to ‘spooky places where you 

keep quiet and [are] very serious’. We have an opportunity to represent Maori 

ways meaningfully and to encourage positive understanding. (Titchener, 1980, p. 

2) 

Marae were at first ‘spooky’ places for me too.  

A new teacher in my mid-20s I was intellectually engaged with issues represented 

by the taha Māori discourse, as the contents of my filebox confirm, but I had little actual 

lived experience of personal relationships with either Māori people or Māori spaces. I was 

nervous of the GBHS school marae – it felt strange, a complete unknown. I do not recall 

taking class groups there. Whilst pōwhiri (welcome ceremonies) for incoming students 

were the norm at the start of the year, individual class visits to the marae seem to have 

been on the wane by the time I arrived at the school. Beneath the heading “Aspects of the 

system” in my 1983 Journal from Training College, I noted down this observation: 

“Teachers devoted and sympathetic but not knowledgeable about Pacific Island and 

Maori languages, societies and cultures” – an accurate description of my teacher-self in 

the 1980s. 
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My second teaching position was at Western Springs College (WSC) from April 

1987 until December 1988.51 There I built on my experiences at GBHS and continued to 

learn about cultural difference from colleagues, both Māori and non-Māori, and from 

Māori students and spaces. Signalling a change of direction, WSC had dropped its former 

name of Seddon High School in 1986. Under the leadership of Jim Peters (Pākehā),52 and 

following a similar path to GBHS, uniforms and corporal punishment were no longer to 

be part of the school’s practices. When I arrived at the school in early 1987, a Māori 

bilingual unit was being established at the same time as the school marae.53 I recall the 

phenomenon of ‘the disappearing Māori students’ from age 15, and what the school 

should do about it, being agenda items at staff meetings. As at GBHS, student-centred, 

neo-progressivist educational ideals paved the way for thinking about Māori difference, 

and how the school might be more supportive of Māori cultural and educational priorities. 

WSC and GBHS  

The two Auckland schools I taught at – Green Bay High School and Western Springs 

College – were two of the notable crucibles for liberal ideas in the 1980s that included a 

focus on tackling the effects of monoculturalism in the New Zealand educational context. 

Leaders from both schools, Jim Peters and Karen Sewell, participated along with five 

other Pākehā secondary school principals in a week-long workshop in 1985 organised by 

the Race Relations Office. Their discussions formed the basis of the booklet The 

Challenge of Taha Maori: A Pakeha Perspective (Scott, 1986),54 which promoted the 

value of practices related to taha Māori in schools well beyond lip service. Innovative and 

nuanced responses to cultural diversity were also evolving in other schools around the 

country especially in South Auckland and Porirua East, the latter an outer suburb of 

Aotearoa–New Zealand’s capital city Wellington. Significant numbers of Māori and 

Pacific Island students populated the new schools that opened in these regions from the 

1960s onwards (see Bowler & Openshaw, 2006; Gadd, 1976; Greenwood & Wilson, 

2006; Johnson, 1989).  

                                                 
51 Influential colleagues at Western Springs College included Deidre Walker (Pākehā/wife of Ranginui 

Walker), Massey (Mahia) Nathan, Mina Pomare and Margaret Taurere. 
52 Jim Peters was principal at Ōpononi Area School before arriving at Western Springs College. He was 

New Zealand’s first appointed school guidance counsellor at Aorere College in South Auckland. 
53 Oho Ake! Rehu Marae, Ngā Puna o Waiōrea by Jenny Bol Jun Lee and Chris Selwyn (2010) charts the 

history of the school marae at Western Springs College.  
54 Another important source of information for teachers and Pākehā in general was Hiwi and Patricia 

Tauroa’s (1986) Te Marae: A guide to customs and protocol.  
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What distinguished the leaders at GBHS and WSC was their engagement with 

Pākehā change and taha Māori in urban schools where Māori students were a small 

minority. This turning to relationship with Māori in the Pākehā-dominated mainstream 

meant walking along an intercultural fault line, a risky balancing act for cultural go-

betweens, both Pākehā and Māori (Metge, 2008). Des Mann (1987) recalled being 

verbally attacked by a Pākehā school leader from another school:  

There was a session in 1975 when, after addressing a group of senior teachers at a 

Lopdell House in-service training course, I was violently denigrated by one 

participant for saying that if we made our secondary schools more congenial 

places for Maori students, they might also become more pleasant for the Pakeha 

too. (p. 121) 

Competing discourses clashed in such encounters, but as S. Middleton and May (1997) 

argue, the liberal progressive idea that education could be emancipatory “for all people 

regardless of race, class or . . . gender . . . became influential in New Zealand educational 

policymaking at both national and school levels during the 1970s and early 1980s” (p. 

215). And, I would add, at the level of individual teacher subjectivity, which my re-

acquaintance with the contents of my teaching archive has sought to explore in this 

chapter. 

The missing Treaty  

Few traces of the Treaty appear in the filebox. In Des Mann’s 1987 memoir about Green 

Bay High School, the Treaty had not yet connected with his meaning-making either. The 

filebox contains a resource I used when teaching fourth form (Year 10) social studies 

entitled Getting to Know New Zealand that includes lesson plans and teacher’s notes. 

Commissioned by the Auckland office of the Department of Education, no date is given. 

The material is concerned with early Māori–Pākehā relations but the Treaty does not get a 

mention. It does appear, albeit in passing, in the early 1980s’ texts by Donna Awatere and 

Ranginui Walker discussed earlier in the chapter, both university-trained Māori 

academics. It is in the newspaper and magazine clippings from the filebox – such as an 

NZ Listener article (Ray, 1984) about Waitangi Day protests featuring a Māori 

community-based activist called Hone Harawira55 – that I find an active Treaty presence. 

My Treaty education in the mid-1980s was in the main sourced from magazines such as 

                                                 
55 Hone Harawira was a spokesperson for the Waitangi Action Committee (WAC) in the 1980s. For an 

overview of key moments in WAC’s activist history, see Walker (2004, pp. 220-1, pp. 229-36). 
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Metro and the NZ Listener; the Treaty was ‘out there’ percolating in the background but 

had not yet networked into my teacher life. I ceased filing items for my teacher archive in 

1987, the same year the report of the Curriculum Review was released.  

Closing the Scrapbook and Filebox  

If I tell the truth about myself, as I am now doing, it is in part that I am constituted 

as a subject across a number of power relations that are exerted over me and I 

exert over others. (Foucault, 2003, p. 96)  

In this chapter I have constructed narratives inspired by my teacher archive in an attempt 

to tell some truths about myself as a teacher-subject. The process has enabled me to 

consider from a ‘bottom-up’ perspective key discourses and their constitutive relations of 

power that shaped practices within the education sector leading up to and during the 

Curriculum Review. Stuart Hall (1997) describes how certain discourses “attempt to 

‘interpellate,’ speak to us, or hail us into place” (p. 5). Those that drew me into their orbit 

as a beginning teacher included practices associated with neo-progressivism, the feminist 

movement, taha Māori and multicultural education. The latter two eventually congealed 

into the discursive umbrella terms ‘biculturalism’ and ‘multiculturalism’ (see Renwick, 

1988).  

Intersecting discourses 

Throughout the chapter I have explored the above discourses as separate themes, but they 

intra-acted with teacher subjectivities in complex, intersecting ways. These discourses 

gained traction, whether contested or embraced by individuals, in the practices and 

language of teachers through the interplay of ‘at home’ politics and international 

movements that included civil rights and the political recognition of ethnic minorities (S. 

Middleton & May, p. 215). Māori protest movements and their influence on education 

during the first part of the 1980s, whilst buoyed by related activism overseas, benefitted 

also from the local impact of the challenges to education’s shibboleths posed by feminist 

politics and the ideals of neo-progressivism. Monocultural approaches to schooling and 

the view of Māori students as ‘brown Pākehā’ could no longer be sustained as 

unassailable norms. Writing in the thick of this social turbulence, commentator Colin 

James (1986) observed that New Zealand “society, morals, the economy and politics are 

in convulsion” (p. 7). In such a change-filled climate, relations amongst Māori and 

Pākehā in education faced fresh possibilities, and the traditional discursive bonds that tied 
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the Treaty to a passive form of symbolism, as discussed in the previous chapter, began to 

unravel.  

Māori visibility, Pākehā responsibility 

Two other themes stand out from this chapter’s intra-action with my teacher archive. 

First, there is my waking up to a Māori presence, and the beginning of a more conscious 

relationship not only with Māori as individuals but with Māori difference. Glimmers of 

understanding had surfaced in my mind about approaching the Māori–Pākehā relationship 

in the way suggested by Alison Jones (2005) three decades later “as one where, for each, 

education takes on different meanings and has different histories, and therefore a different 

present [emphasis in original]” (p. 25). The second theme centred on my taking up the 

subject position of ‘student’ in that relationship, with Māori individuals and spaces as my 

teachers.  

In hindsight, I interpret the above two relational dimensions as positively 

productive, but not without personal disruption on my part and a growing but not yet well 

articulated awareness that knowing about one’s own cultural location was more possible 

and more important than knowing all about culturally different others (Yukich & 

Hoskins, 2011). What came with this new orientation to things Māori was something akin 

to a sense of responsibility, an ethical prompt, a floundering around in my teaching 

practice about what and how to be and act once I had acknowledged the relationship. This 

process is one of endless becoming, and is ongoing at the time of writing 30 years after I 

created the teacher archive at the heart of this chapter. 

Beyond my teacher-subjectivity 

The teacher narratives related here are a partial exploration of my twin roles of being both 

subjected to and a subject of the discourses highlighted, touching on only a few of the 

multiple social and political moments/movements that contributed to their saliency in the 

1980s. This territory of my teacher–subjectivity has encompassed notions of the ethical 

(responsibility), the political and the affective in Māori–Pākehā relations – three aspects 

that I engage with more fully in the thesis chapters to come. That later content includes a 

dialogue with narratives told by the research participants, who as former educators and/or 

public servants lived through the same period out of which my teacher archive came into 

being (see Chapters 6 to 9). Their stories, alongside those in the literature and within the 

national education archives, enlarge the picture I have painted here by re-visiting my 
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teacher archive. Whilst including both different and similar experiences to my own, the 

participants’ stories confirm the attention-seeking power of the ideas and attendant 

practices surveyed in the chapter. As an ensemble, these material–discursive elements 

helped form a threshold for the Treaty to step over into the work of the Curriculum 

Review.  
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Section C: Department of Education’s head office  
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Preamble to Chapter 6: The feeling subject 

I think of the excerpts from my teacher biography deployed in the previous chapter as 

dispatches from the frontline of the educational terrain, namely schools and classrooms of 

the 1980s. For Chapter 6 my attention turns to a different part of that terrain, to the 

administrative hub of the education bureaucracy, that is, the Wellington head office of the 

Department of Education from which the Curriculum Review process was co-ordinated. 

Most individuals employed as officers in the Department, whether in the head office or 

the regional offices around the country, were ex-teachers who had “served their time in 

classrooms” (OECD, 1983, p. 11). Thus, many of them had also intra-acted to varying 

degrees with the discourses illustrated in Chapter 5. I focus next on those public servants, 

Māori and Pākehā, who worked together in the Department’s head office, some of whom 

became Curriculum Review Committee members. I include the images below to depict 

two different sets of material–cultural realities that productively intersected in the 

narratives featured in Chapter 6. 

Two realities 

 

Figure 7. Old government buildings in Wellington city, headquarters of the Department of Education from 

1966 until its closure in 1989. 

The architectural complex of the ‘Old Government Buildings’, its grand façade pictured 

in Figure 7, opened in 1876. It housed the entire civil service as well as the ruling Cabinet 

of the country’s inaugural governing body. The building’s scale and style symbolise 
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settler grandiosity, an unmistakeable announcement of the arrival of the expanding British 

Empire in a corner of the Pacific. In 1966, the ‘old wooden building’ as it is popularly 

known, became the headquarters of the Department of Education. From the 1970s 

onwards Māori education officers from the Department were to lead certain of their 

Pākehā colleagues out of this colonial edifice numerous times accompanying them to 

Māori places and onto Māori architectural spaces known as ‘marae’ (see Chapter 5, p. 

108). 

 

Figure 8. Members of the Department’s Curriculum Development Division (CDD) and its School 

Publications arm in September 1984 on a visit to Hauiti Marae in Tolaga Bay while staying at nearby 

Whangara on the East Coast of the North Island at the home marae of colleague Hone Taumaunu. 

Photograph used with permission of Sue Douglas.56  

The second image above (Figure 8) depicts a group of public servants (Pākehā and 

Māori) from the Department of Education head office and their Māori hosts. It is late 

September 1984 and they have gathered near a marae on the East Coast of New Zealand, 

which they had visited while on a weekend-long stay at another marae in the same region. 

For many of the Pākehā, this journey was a life-changing, first-time experience. The 

                                                 
56 Pictured from left to right where known are: 

Back row: (between carved sentinels) Chris Davidson (Geography), Bevan Werry (Assistant Director 

CDD), David Wood (History), Jack Cox (Director CDD), Michael Keith (School Publications Chief 

Editor), Tony Naftel (Primary School Maths), Andy Begg (Secondary School Maths) 

Middle Row: Moni Taumaunu (Hone Taumaunu’s father), Diane Crew (Economics), ?, Barbara Collins 

(Health Education Resources Project), Judy Chambers (Home Economics), ?, Sunny Amey (Drama), Anne 

McKinnon (Primary Maths), ?, Don Ferguson (Primary Science), Tim McMahon (Computer Education 

Development Unit), Hone Apanui (Editor in School Publications). 

Crouching:  Steve Benson (Energy), Frank Mahoney (Visual Production Unit), Hone Taumaunu (Māori 

Language), David Bretton (Secondary English), Abe Hurihanganui (Support for Primary Māori Language). 
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photograph, a fond memento, remained on display for some years on an office 

noticeboard within the old wooden building until the Department was dismantled in late 

1989. Shadowing Chapter 6 is the abiding memory of the energy that began to travel 

between head office in the old wooden building and Māori spaces such as that pictured in 

Figure 8, influencing not only the politics of Māori education, but Māori–Pākehā relations 

in the upper echelons of the Department. The affective–feeling content of those collegial 

connections is the focus of the chapter with my discussion informed by theories of 

emotion and affect. 

Affect and emotion 

Emotion and affect are interrelated concepts and take many forms. For the most part, I 

use the term ‘emotion’ to refer to individuals’ bodily changes/responses associated with 

meaning-making; and ‘affect’ in more general discussions of the emotional content of 

events and wider discourses (Ahmed, 2015). The two terms, however, provoke varying 

theoretical emphases with some of the contrasting nuances useful touchstones for the 

concerns of the chapter. These contrasts are evident in the ideas of Brian Massumi (2015) 

and Sara Ahmed (2015) outlined next. 

In her exploration of the cultural politics of emotion Ahmed (2015) privileges the 

word ‘emotion’ when discussing affect. For her, “emotions are a matter of how we come 

into contact with objects and others” (p. 215). Emotions register ‘inside’ us but they are 

not something possessed or confined to the body; they are also ‘out and about’ circulating 

between bodies and objects, ‘sticking’ to some and sliding over others (p. 4). I follow 

Ahmed’s lead in regarding affect and emotion as practices that are social and cultural, 

that “work to shape the ‘surfaces’ of individual and collective bodies” (p. 1) informing 

the political stances we adopt.  

Ahmed regards affect and the work of emotions on the body as involving two 

sides of the same coin – ‘the ability to affect and be affected’. This latter phrase also 

forms the baseline of affect theorist Massumi’s (2015) approach, but he prises apart 

emotion and affect, viewing emotion as “a very partial expression of affect” (p. 5). As 

conceptualised by Massumi, affect is confined to the unconscious, non-intentional and 

pre-personal realm. It is akin to a constant hum of potentialities of varying intensities and 

capacities in the fabric of life – “we always have a vague sense that they’re there” 

(Massumi, 2015, p. 5). Belonging to this logic of affect as intensity and potential is Jane 

Bennett’s (2010) descriptive phrase “a landscape of affect” (p. xii), which refers to a 
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palpable but indeterminate, general ‘mood’ that pervades certain moments in time. 

Emotions here become the naming of those abstract sensations of potential once they 

have irrupted into the bodies of individuals at certain moments and in specific contexts 

(Massumi, 2015). Consciously felt, an emotion represents a codified form of affect in the 

domain of the personal through which “discourse, culture, cognition and consciousness 

come on the scene and develop a story line” (Wetherell, 2012, p. 59). Affect and its 

intensities thus reside in the ‘virtual’ realm holding open possibilities in the world’s 

becoming, whereas emotions close in on meaning, shaping and structuring the ‘actual’ in 

the here and now (Wetherell, 2012).  

Importantly for my purposes, one of the common theoretical strands is the 

constitutive relational aspect of affect and emotion and their bearing on the political. 

Ahmed’s (2015) concern with “how we are moved” through emotion extends to the 

“implied relationship between movement and attachment, being moved by as a 

connection to [emphasis in the original]” – emotions engage bodies in the moving 

“towards and away from others, such that there are “worldly effects,” for example, 

engaging in political actions (p. 209). Likewise, Massumi (2015) regards affect as “proto-

political in the sense that it includes relation in the definition . . . one always affects and is 

affected in encounters” (p. ix) through which political attachments may emerge.  

The micropolitical 

The face-to-face meetings among Māori and Pākehā individuals that feature in Chapter 6 

– and the emotional texture and latent potential of those encounters – belong to the 

micropolitical. Jane Bennett (2010) argues that the bodily disciplines of the affective 

realm “through which ethical sensibilities and social relations are formed and reformed 

are themselves political and constitute a whole (underexplored) field of ‘micropolitics’ 

without which any principle or policy risks being just a bunch of words” (p. xii). The 

notion of micropolitics offers a helpful conceptual lens for considering how affect is 

implicated in the power flowing through Māori–Pākehā entanglements in the moments 

and events described in the chapter.  

Relations of power are concerned with more than the top down disciplinary 

techniques of the impersonal and institutional. As Foucault (1980) contends, they also 

pertain to the effects of power on the body where the realm of the micropolitical is 

located (p. 119). The ‘micro’ here is not about scale; but instead signals the way bodily 

engagement with the world occurs in generative moments producing an “internal 
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commotion” (Massumi, 2015, p. 79). With the flow of power “exercised at the minute 

level of individual subjects,” the micropolitical is where affect and feeling are activated 

and attitudes, desires, beliefs, inclinations and judgements formed (Scherer, 2007, p. 564). 

Massumi (2015) argues that projects at the macropolitical level achieve limited success 

“without a complementary micropolitical flourishing [emphasis added]” (p. 81). The two 

spheres are bound up together.  

Chapter 6 explores the ‘micropolitical flourishing’ in intercultural collegial 

encounters and the atmosphere in the Department of Education’s head office affected by 

the quality of Māori–Pākehā relations. I highlight certain individuals in the Department’s 

leadership group, and reflect upon them as ‘feeling’ subjects. The Treaty’s arrival along 

the old wooden building’s corridors as well as into the practices of the Curriculum 

Review seems unlikely without concommitant strong feelings roiling in its wake. 
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Chapter 6: Collegial entanglements 

A Mood of Hospitality 

The [Curriculum Review] Report became the first major educational document to 

acknowledge clearly and unequivocally the status of the Treaty of Waitangi in the 

school system and to acknowledge racism as an inhibitive factor to children’s 

learning. (Brice, 1988, p. 15)  

We were very lucky to have Peter Brice as the Curriculum Review Committee’s 

chairperson. With regards to the Treaty, it could have swung the other way. Peter 

was unafraid about that. He was fearless. (Wiremu Kaa) 

Colleagues Peter Brice (Pākehā) and Wiremu Kaa (Ngāti Porou), whose words open this 

chapter, worked together as public servants in the Department of Education’s head office 

during the 1970s and 1980s, and were members of the Curriculum Review Committee. As 

Pākehā and Māori respectively, their comments sit in a relational counterpoint that is 

more than just physical proximity on this page. The quotation from Peter Brice above 

signals a discursive shift in official orientation towards Māori via the inclusion of the 

Treaty of Waitangi in the rhetoric of national curriculum development; and Wiremu 

Kaa’s admiration of Brice’s advocacy is indicative of a collegial bond that developed 

over time through shared concerns and experiences. 

Along with their other colleagues featured in the chapter, both men lived through 

a period when an increasing number of Māori public servants appeared in the engine 

rooms of government departments providing senior Pākehā bureaucrats with 

opportunities to learn from Māori up close. My aim in this chapter is to explore aspects of 

these new forms of Māori–Pākehā entanglement in the head office of the Department of 

Education. The term ‘entanglement’ I adopt here from Karen Barad (2007) is concerned 

with “our connections and responsibilities to one another” out of which “a yearning for 

justice” can flourish (p. xi). Barad’s use of the word ‘yearning’ identifies the necessary 

work emotions do in igniting and sustaining projects through which ethical concerns for 

others may find political expression.  

In the discussion below I argue that the nature of Māori–Pākehā collegial 

entanglements experienced by the Department’s leaders – in particular their affective 

content – constituted a significant facet of the historical social and political conditions 
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that made it possible for the Curriculum Review Committee to promote the Treaty as a 

source of rights for Māori in state education. My focus on these relationships signals the 

emphasis of the chapter on the micropolitical realm where, as outlined in the preamble, 

face-to-face encounters and the potential of their emotional qualities to shape political 

commitments are central. Keeping in mind Barad’s (2003) notion of material–discursive 

entailment, I am concerned mainly with how Māori and Pākehā colleagues came to matter 

to one another, and how in particular these relational connections and their co-constitutive 

materialites imprinted the bodies and identities of Pākehā occupying positions of 

influence. 

The chapter ranges across the period from 1970 to the early 1980s, the years 

immediately prior to the Curriculum Review when the Treaty’s name was still un-attached 

to the practices of education officials. Political theorist Jane Bennett (2010) contends that 

“if a set of moral doctrines is actually to be lived out [and here I think of the ethical and 

political demand of the Treaty articles] the right mood or landscape of affect has to be in 

place” where “human dispositions and cultural ensembles are hospitable to the desired 

effects” (p. xii). During the above decades, a certain mood arising from relationships 

between Departmental leaders and Māori helped create a hospitable climate for the 

Treaty. My intention is to bring into view some of the intra-acting affective and material 

elements capable of disrupting what Wiremu Kaa called “the token days,” when official 

attitudes from the recent past (as explored in Chapter 4) constructed the Treaty as a 

passive symbol. 

Positions and People 

Technically the Curriculum Review was set up as an independent ministerial inquiry to 

engage in a public consultation process. Department of Education officials were in the 

minority on the Curriculum Review Committee. Most of its members hailed from the 

ranks of teacher unions and other education and community organisations (see Chapters 8 

and 9) but the facilitation and administration of the Committee’s work fell to 

departmental personnel. Education officers like Peter Brice and Wiremu Kaa, whose 

comments opened the chapter, provided crucial input and oversight connected with 

aspects of the Curriculum Review’s processes. Hence my interest in how the collegial 

relationships in the Department’s head office may have contributed to shaping Brice and 

Kaa’s support for the inclusion of the Treaty in the Committee’s draft and final reports 

(DoE, 1986a, 1987a).  
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The key position of the Curriculum Review Chair was filled by Peter Brice. A 

former teacher and experienced public servant, he was third from the top in the 

departmental hierarchy as Assistant Secretary School Operations and Development (see 

Figure 9). The two other most senior positions in the Department at the time of the 

Curriculum Review were occupied by the Director General of Education William (Bill) 

Renwick, and James (Jim) Ross as Assistant Director General. Their usual leadership 

practices involved regular meetings with Brice throughout the Curriculum Review period, 

and like him they occupied senior positions in head office from the early 1970s until the 

Department’s closure in the late 1980s. Extracts from Jim Ross’ re-story feature in this 

chapter57. Bill Renwick died in mid-2013 just as my research began but he left behind a 

raft of published and unpublished writing related to the themes of this study including 

about the Treaty produced after he retired as Director General in early 1988 (e.g., see 

Renwick, 1986a, 1990, 1991,1993).58 

Lines of communication flowed between the above three senior departmental 

leaders and the ‘directors’ from the next tier down of the bureaucracy comprising the 

organisation’s various ‘divisions’ (Figure 9). As a Māori Adviser working in schools for 

the Department from 1975 to 1984, Wally Penetito (Ngāti Hauā, Ngāti Tamaterā, Ngāti 

Raukawa) recalls Bill Renwick as  

a powerful figure. I first saw him in action at a meeting with PPTA [the secondary 

teachers union]. If he got tricky or detailed questions about a number of things 

that he couldn’t answer, he would just look at one of his senior public servants 

and they would respond. Just watching him operate, he had his finger on 

everything.  

The departmental areas that Renwick oversaw included the large Curriculum 

Development Division (CDD), whose members later played a major role in translating the 

Curriculum Review’s recommendations into a draft policy statement (DoE, 1988); and the 

smaller division known as Māori and Pacific Island Education (MPIE).  

                                                 
57 Jim Ross held the position of Assistant Director General of Education from 1980 to 1988. His prior roles 

included Deputy Principal of Upper Hutt College and Head of the Auckland Secondary Schools District 

Inspectorate for the Department later becoming Superintendent of its Curriculum Development Unit. 
58 A selection of Bill Renwick’s papers is held at the Alexander Turnbull Library Collections in Wellington, 

New Zealand: https://natlib.govt.nz/collections/a-z/alexander-turnbull-library-collections. 
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Wiremu Kaa became the first Māori to be appointed as Director of MPIE in mid-

1983. After a career teaching at and leading Māori schools,59 he began work for the 

Department in 1973 as an Adviser for Māori Education in the Wellington region and then 

as an Education Officer under the previous head of MPIE, the late Alan Smith, who 

features in the second half of the chapter. Wiremu’s re-story also helped me construct this 

chapter along with the narratives of former officers of the CDD and Departmental 

employees based at locations other than the head office.60  

Figure 9. Skeletal outline of the organisational framework of the head office of the Department of 

Education during the era of the Curriculum Review. The names included are those of individuals referred to 

in the text of the chapter; an asterisk denotes a research participant. 

Colleagues Peter Brice and Bill Renwick 

Peter Brice died in 1993. He was first employed as Bill Renwick’s liaison assistant in the 

mid-1970s (Brice, 1980), before rising to third in charge of the Department. I came across 

him in various places – in the few instances when he wrote for publication (e.g., 1988, 

1980), in departmental paperwork from the archives, and in the narratives of participants 

who worked closely with him. He was respected by his colleagues for his ability to 

                                                 
59 Māori schools operated in rural areas under the auspices of the Department of Education until they were 

officially closed in 1969 (see Simon & Smith, 2001). 
60 Refer Appendix D for a complete list of research participants. 
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facilitate discussion in groups of diverse individuals: “Peter made people feel comfortable 

in his presence, but he had a toughness about him; he knew how to run a meeting and had 

an analytical mind that could see the way through complex matters (David Wood61). In a 

selective appraisal of ten education committees from 1960 to 2000, Wally Penetito (2010) 

emphasises that a chairperson’s leadership skills and knowledge of the topic at hand are 

significant factors in the quality of group processes and the final report produced (pp. 

142-3). As chairman of the Curriculum Review Committee Brice played a significant 

guiding role in its deliberations. How he may have been affected by Māori–Pākehā 

entanglements is a question that runs throughout this chapter and the next. 

In regard to exploring the potential of the Treaty in education, Brice and Renwick 

undoubtedly influenced and supported each other. By the time of the Curriculum Review 

they had developed a close association. With a lengthy collegial history behind them, they 

shared similar motivations in tackling the challenge of how state education could better 

serve Māori children. Wiremu Kaa recalls both men’s personal investment in the issues:  

Peter knew what he wanted for New Zealand because he wanted his mokopuna 

[grandchildren] to be that. He wanted them to be bilingual. That was the driving 

force for Peter. I think he and Bill Renwick always had that conversation, that 

they wanted their mokopuna to have this as part of their armoury. 

When Brice greeted the members of the Curriculum Review Committee at their inaugural 

meeting he would have been keenly aware of the strength of emotion that lay behind 

Renwick’s attachment to Māori educational concerns as it matched his own. Both men 

embodied what their former colleague and friend David Wood describes as “the best of 

education’s humanitarian and liberal principles”. 

In the following section I consider texts produced by Bill Renwick that 

contributed positively to the official discourse on Māori–Pākehā relations in education. 

Renwick’s style of leadership and commitment to liberal educational ideals had effects on 

the ethos of the Department’s head office. He belonged to “a small but influential group 

of public sector leaders” of this era who supported bicultural developments when such an 

approach was still resisted across the public service (Workman, 2017, p. 179). Though 

politically constrained by the ‘rules’ of the position he occupied, behind the scenes he 

                                                 
61 David Wood (Pākehā) worked as a Curriculum Officer for Music and then History in the Department of 

Education’s Curriculum Development Division (CDD) from 1981 to 1989. Later he was a senior policy 

analyst for the Ministry of Education becoming the ‘project manager’ for the 1993 New Zealand 

Curriculum Framework, the country’s first official national curriculum policy. 
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enabled the innovative practices of like-minded colleagues such as Peter Brice and others 

featured in this chapter. 

The Enchantment of Bill Renwick 

In his years as Director General (1975-1987), Bill Renwick became adept at the difficult 

balancing act demanded of a senior public servant. ‘Loyalty’ and ‘neutrality’ were long-

established cornerstone values of the behavioural conventions expected of departmental 

heads in the administrative and advisory service they offered to the Minister of the day 

(see James, 2002). Keeping his personal beliefs to himself, Renwick had to adopt an 

outwardly politically neutral persona for the changing roll call of education ministers and 

the interests they represented (Renwick, 1979, p. 9), and at the same time maintain 

continuity in the administration of the Department’s activities. As his second-in-

command Jim Ross recalls: 

You had to work with whoever the Minister was in spite of their idiosyncrasies. In 

those days, there was a kind of interacting system and we had to do the best we 

could to keep those systems running smoothly and convince Ministers that this 

was the way to do it. It wasn’t always easy to get Māori issues onto the agenda.  

Another senior Pākehā colleague commented on the tensions inherent in Renwick’s role: 

“He couldn’t wear his heart on his sleeve because he would have been shot down by 

politicians” (Rory O’Connor62).  

Consequently, to those who did not work closely with him, Renwick appeared 

distant and without emotional investment in the issues of the day. To outside observers 

his public stance regarding Māori educational aspirations was thus perceived as 

“impartial advocacy” (Wally Penetito). How can one be an advocate and impartial at the 

same time? Sustaining this contradiction proved impossible as a selection of Renwick’s 

writings from the late 1970s onwards attests. What remains evident in his prose on 

Māori–Pākehā relations are traces of affect of the kind that Jane Bennett (2001) equates 

with a sense of enchantment – “that strange combination of delight and disturbance,” a 

mix of shock and wonder (p. xi). Such affective leftovers on the page appear to stem from 

Renwick’s seminal experiences of encountering Māori difference, some instances of 

which from his public texts I touch on next.  

                                                 
62 Rory O’Connor (Pākehā) worked in the Department of Education’s head office from 1974 until its 

closure. He held various senior positions including a brief period as Director of the Curriculum 

Development Division when he participated in the Curriculum Review from mid-1985 to February 1986. 
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Bill Renwick as public commentator 

Unlike a contracted chief executive of a government Ministry working today, Bill 

Renwick enjoyed ‘permanent head’ status of the Department of Education. Also unlike 

today’s top public servants who are more constrained by the Ministers they serve, he had 

the inclination and the freedom to publish his evolving reflections on the issues 

confronting the sector his department administered (Wylie, 2012, p. 65). Wally Penetito 

surmises that “he was able to write all those papers because politicians were confident 

that he wouldn’t reveal inner thoughts of the ministers.” A historian63  and a former 

teacher, Renwick often focussed his mind and pen on the complex dialectic of schooling 

and a changing society. One such instance was his presentation of the 1987 Beaglehole 

Memorial Lecture, in which he reminisced about the earlier impact vis-a-vis things Māori 

of reading a text by Ruth Ross, the Pākehā historian featured in Chapter Three.  

For the Beaglehole Lecture, Renwick (1987a) highlighted Ross’ piece in a 1969 

collection of historical essays edited by Peter Munz. In memoir style, the essay by Ross 

(1969) recorded her sense of discovery as well as confusion in the face of Māori lifeways 

in the Hokianga community where she and her family lived in the 1950s (see Chapter 4). 

Revisiting Ross’ chapter 18 years after it first appeared, Renwick (1987a) acknowledged 

that Ross was ahead of her time. He respected her scholarly contribution in asking 

“questions that had not occurred to me or many other Pakeha” and for confronting the 

challenge of how scholars trained in the western tradition (like himself) should “relate to, 

live with, and learn from the Maori with whom they associated and shared a century and 

half of history, but whose heritage, traditions and ways of experiencing the world were so 

different” (p. 203).  

Unusually for Renwick, who rarely ventured into private territory in a public 

forum, he credited Ross with influencing his personal development. Her 1969 piece 

inspired him “to document changes in my own awareness over the years as I have thought 

about what it means to be a New Zealander” (Renwick, 1987a, p. 203). He admitted his 

non-comprehension upon first reading about Ross’ experiences: 

I found it baffling and I thought it eccentric. . . .I can now see I was not ready for 

it . . .Now that I have had some experience of the Maori cultural renaissance of the 

last 15 years, I find that her essay speaks to me in ways I begin to understand. (p. 

204)  

                                                 
63 In 1962 Renwick completed a Master’s thesis in history at Victoria University, Wellington. 
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The shift in perspective Renwick describes above occurred over the time that he was 

appointed Assistant Director General of Education in the early 1970s and during his 12-

year tenure as Director General from 1975. 

Renwick’s earlier publications from the 1970s reveal a growing sense of 

appreciation of Māori worlds as they became more visible to him. Noting the atmosphere 

of upheaval being experienced by both Māori and Pākehā, he observed: 

we have in this country another cultural tradition, one with its own defining 

norms, one which Pakeha New Zealanders are now, late in the day discovering 

and which Maoris themselves are wondering if they still possess. It is the cultural 

tradition of Maoridom. (Renwick, 1976, p. 18)  

In a public address also delivered during 1976 and later published in a 1986 collection of 

his selected essays, Renwick attempted to outline halting moves away from the 

paternalistic attitudes of the colonial era: 

Until quite recent years . . . when we spoke to the New Zealand way of life, we 

were really referring to the Pakeha way of life. . . .[Pakeha New Zealanders] are 

now attempting to broaden our understanding of Maori culture by learning 

something of the meaning not that Pakeha but that Maori New Zealanders give to 

it. (Renwick, 1986a, p. 5)  

Renwick’s use of the collective ‘we’ might as well be substituted with the personal 

pronoun ‘I’. Underlying his critique of Pākehā monocultural habits lay his new-found 

recognition of Māori cultural practices:  

Knowledge of the traditions of the tribe, observance of protocol, respect for 

elders, maintenance and defence of the marae, generosity in hospitality – these are 

essential Maori values. (Renwick, 1976, p. 18) 

He enthused about the potential that Māori “life-styles” offered in the forging of a distinct 

New Zealand identity and criticised the pervasive individualism of the Protestant ethic in 

Pākehā culture (pp. 18-19). Wiremu Kaa commented to me about Pākehā in positions of 

authority during this era as having to shift their gaze from Māori as an object of concern 

to self-reflection about their own cultural values and practices: “the mirror was turned 

around”. 

With Māori-led protest movements gathering momentum from the early 1970s 

into the 1980s, Renwick continued to be attuned to and educated by Māori political 
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activity occurring within and outside the system.64  In 1986, for example, during an 

address to a gathering of education administrators, he debunked the ‘we are all one-

people’ myth: 

The view that many Pakeha have of their developing relationship with the Maori 

people is, quite simply, wrong. . . .In a society which Pakeha New Zealanders 

have long believed to be dedicated to the social ideals of justice, fair dealing, 

equity, and humanitarian concern, Maori New Zealanders are documenting long-

standing evidence of injustice, inequity, subjection, and indifference. (Renwick, 

1986c, p. 4)  

These comments appear representative of Renwick’s stance during the period the 

members of the Curriculum Review were in the process of writing their final report in the 

latter half of 1986. He was ‘moved’ enough on the above occasion to drop any semblance 

of the public servant persona of detachment referred to earlier. In the process of critiquing 

Pākehā social norms, he came into “a different affective relation to those norms, partly by 

‘feeling’ their costs as a collective loss” (Ahmed, 2015 p. 196), a shift experienced by 

other senior colleagues: “Māori issues weren’t just about a subject in the curriculum, it 

was about a cultural change for all New Zealand, both Māori and Pākehā” (Rory 

O’Connor). 

Renwick participated regularly in the country’s cultural and intellectual discourse 

in a variety of public domains. One especially notable example was a presentation on 

Māori art which he first delivered in 1978 (Renwick, 1987b). As an historian, he had a 

keen interest in the workings of the then fledgling Waitangi Tribunal65 and maintained a 

dialogue with scholars 66  active in the field of Māori–Pākehā relations. Through his 

writing he theorised the unsettling of his own preconceptions about Pākehā selves and 

Māori others, and sought to understand his enchantment with Māori difference. 

In Jane Bennett’s (2001) view, to be enchanted is to be taken by surprise in an 

encounter with “the extraordinary that lives amid the familiar and everyday” (p. 4). How 

did Renwick come to be affected by the always–already–there presence of indigenous 

Māori? The answer is multi-faceted, and space precludes me from exploring his story 

                                                 
64 Defining encounters for senior education officials such as Bill Renwick with Māori political activity 

during the mid-1980s are the focus of the next chapter. 
65 Renwick’s first book after his retirement from the Department was The Treaty Now (1990), which 

covered the rulings of the Waitangi Tribunal to date. 
66 Renwick respected, for example, the research carried out with Māori by Pākehā anthropologist Joan 

Metge, whom he commissioned to write for the Department (see Metge, 1990, 1983).   
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more fully here. His exposure to things Māori and emotional links to Māori individuals 

were forged over a lifetime (M. Renwick, personal communication, November 26, 2015). 

Undoubtedly inhabiting the role of Director General of Education provided him with 

significant opportunities to deepen his connection to Māori. 

Via his positional authority, Bill Renwick was accustomed to operating at the 

macropolitical level. He provided advice to ministers, and met regularly with senior 

Māori leaders whose influence was being felt across certain government departments 

during the 1970s and 1980s.  

People who were in top places in terms of the Māori education like John 

Rangihau67 and company, they trusted Bill and he in turn trusted them. It was a 

very powerful relationship. He would take them into his office when they’d come 

to Wellington, and offered them hospitality. They all thought the world of Bill. 

(Wiremu Kaa) 

These face-to-face encounters in his office, generative moments of the micropolitical, 

clearly strengthened Renwick’s attachments to Māori individuals and concerns.  

In the 1970s, along with other senior Pākehā education officials like Peter Brice, 

Renwick took tentative steps to use Māori greetings when speaking in public, and 

underwent a new and at times no doubt daunting initiation into marae protocols 

encountering many Māori community leaders along the way. His bodily engagement with 

Māori spaces and sounds would not have been possible without a corresponding 

connection to Māori colleagues and the rare knowledgeable Pākehā acting as guides and 

mentors. Participants’ recollections of such Māori–Pākehā entanglements and their 

constitutive effects on the atmosphere of head office are considered next.  

Collegial Attachments and Affinities 

The Māori presence in head office made a big difference and people like Bill 

Renwick and Peter Boag68 acknowledged that. It broadened their thinking and 

gave them an appreciation of looking at another perspective. (Wiremu Kaa) 

                                                 
67 John Rangihau (1919-1987) of Tūhoe was a significant contributor to the Māori cultural and spiritual 

renaissance of the 1970s and 1980s. Through his promotion of understanding between Māori and Pākehā, 

he influenced social and education policy (Rangihau, 2014).   
68 From 1976 to 1980 Peter Boag (Pākehā) was Assistant Director General of Education. He came to the 

Department after holding leadership positions in the secondary teachers’ union PPTA (Grant, 2003, p. 41) 

and after teaching at Kaitaia College in the 1960s where one third of the pupils were Māori. There he 

worked under principal Tom Hawthorn along with Garfield and Athol Johnson, Barry Mitcalfe and Jocelyn 

Tarrant who all “went on to make major contributions to Māori and multicultural education elsewhere” 
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Māori public servants were initially thin on the ground in government departments, and 

few came face to face with Pākehā education bureaucrats until the late 1960s. In 1968 the 

Department of Education established the Division of Māori and Island Education at head 

office with a staff of two, one of whom was Māori (Metge, 1990, p. 23). The number of 

Māori employed grew throughout the 1970s as new policy initiatives supported the 

appointment of Māori Advisers and Itinerant Teachers of Māori language to work with 

schools around the country (Amos, 1974; Metge, 1990, 2008). Frequent contact thus 

occurred among a small core of Māori education officers and senior Pākehā public 

servants with friendships and mutual feelings of trust evolving. Wiremu Kaa recalls a 

respectful collegial environment: 

I felt quite comfortable as a human being working there. I felt at ease with my 

colleagues. I was very much part of a family, close together. People like Bill 

Renwick, Peter Boag and Peter Brice . . . there was a sincerity about them in 

dealing with me on an eye to eye basis, kanohi ki te kanohi [face to face]. I could 

trust them and they in turn trusted me. My wife Jossie and I went to Bill and 

Margery Renwick’s house on several occasions in Wellington just to have lunch.  

Peter Brice’s widow Diane remembers a similar atmosphere: “The Department was very 

close. There was friendship with everyone out of work hours; it was like a big extended 

family” (personal communication, September 10, 2015).  

The relationships among departmental leaders and Māori officers were 

characterised by warmth and mutuality. In his position as Assistant Director General Jim 

Ross valued the reciprocal nature of these cross-cultural connections: 

I had very close relationships with Wiremu’s team. They enlarged my horizons 

immensely when I went into the Department. From them I learned about 

teamwork, their passion and energy about what they were doing, and their good 

humour. We educated each other. It was a lifelong learning process, the whole of 

our careers.  

The workload for Māori public servants was to become onerous as the effects of the 

Māori cultural renaissance throughout the 1970s and 1980s reverberated in government 

                                                                                                                                                  

 

(Metge, 2008, p. 15).  Former Māori Education Adviser Wally Penetito recalls Boag as being “far more 

forthright in his support” than Bill Renwick was publicly able to be – “he was a very useful ally to have in a 

national bureaucracy.” 
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circles. As a senior Pākehā bureaucrat, Jim Ross understood his relationship to Māori 

colleagues as one of assisting them to navigate the increasing demands placed upon them. 

We had to try and create a supportive environment for them. We had to help them 

to get answers to policy questions, which they had. . . .The techniques that went 

with writing papers, we had to do a lot of that, which was probably the sensible 

thing to do as we had some skills in that. They had so much on their plate. The 

pressures on them were quite extraordinary. They rarely had any weekends at 

home.  

The support the Māori staff provided to their Pākehā colleagues, however, was of a 

different kind.  

From the 1970s onwards, Māori knowledge was in demand in the state’s 

apparatus. Māori staff acted not only as conduits between government bureaucracies and 

Māori communities, but also as ‘cultural workers’ to provide departmental staff with 

guidance on tikanga and te reo (Hohepa, 1978). This was especially the case with the 

Department of Education.  

Along with my many Māori colleagues I played an important role during those 

years of providing assistance in a variety of different ways to numerous 

individuals and groups helping them into being comfortable and secure with the 

use of Māori language and customs as part of our tools of trade within the 

Department. (Wiremu Kaa) 

The Māori staff were wonderful. Without their help, Peter [Brice] and the others 

would have just floundered. They wouldn’t have gone on the marae, because they 

wouldn’t have known how to behave. There would have been trouble. (D. Brice, 

personal communication, September 10, 2015) 

Consequently, the path to the door of the Māori and Pacific Island Education division 

within head office was well-travelled: 

The MPIE division that I headed was different because every other division in the 

Department often used to come and consult me, and sometimes members of my 

team would work with other groups of people like the Curriculum Development 

Division. We had a big input into the Curriculum Review. (Wiremu Kaa) 

The skills and services offered by Māori staff to Pākehā colleagues went beyond creating 

Māori language resource material for schools, although that was necessary and urgent 
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work. The educating of Pākehā peers new to things Māori was an ongoing part of their 

role in the life of the organisation. 

Prior to being employed in the Department’s head office, Pākehā officials featured 

in this study had had varying degrees of exposure to things Māori. For some, engagement 

had been minimal, whereas others recalled seminal experiences working alongside Māori 

when they were younger and employed in factories and on the chain gang at the freezing 

works. However, only a few had had intimate experience of Māori cultural settings such 

as marae.  

Peter was in that age group where you learned nothing in depth about Māori at 

school. None of the others had any real knowledge so someone had to help them. 

(D. Brice, personal communication, September 10, 2015) 

For me personally it was a steep learning curve. I had come from a rural 

background in Canterbury growing up with very little contact with Māori people. 

It was a revelation to come to Wellington to work with colleagues who were 

Māori. The influential people for me were Tilly Reedy [Ngāti Porou] who was the 

first Education Officer for Māori in the Curriculum Unit, and then Hone 

Taumaunu [Ngāti Porou] who came as the driver for the first initiative on Māori 

language for primary schools. People like Wiremu Kaa and Monte Ohia69 and 

Sonny Mikaere who were from MPIE were also able to supply support. They were 

an important part of a lot of the curriculum work. (Vince Catherwood)70  

Unlike nearly all their Pākehā peers, Māori in head office were accomplished bicultural 

citizens. Māori staff brought a cultural repertoire unfamiliar to most of their Pākehā 

colleagues into the context of their shared work.71 They possessed an understanding of the 

mores of the Pākehā majority just by being members of an indigenous minority, a prime if 

imposed vantage point from which to observe the ways of the dominant group. The 

reason for their employment in the Department in the first place was their ‘Māoriness’ – 

however that may have been defined. Māori cultural practices concerned with relational 

responsibility such as those of aroha and manaaki infused the dispositions and 

                                                 
69 Monte Ohia (Ngāti Pūkenga, Ngāiterangi, Te Arawa) later served as a departmental representative on the 

Curriculum Review Committee. 
70 Vince Catherwood began work in the Department as a Curriculum Officer for English in 1979. From 

1985 to 1989 he was the Assistant Director of the Curriculum Development Division (CDD). 
71 The difference is highlighted in Joan Metge’s (2015b) investigation into Māori methods of learning and 

teaching based on interviews she carried out in the early 1980s with 40 Māori, several of whom were 

employees of the Department at the time including some of the people featured in this chapter. 
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professional practices of Māori staff. In brief, ‘aroha’ is a form of love with connotations 

of “unconditional concern and responsibility for others [emphasis in the original]”; and 

‘manaaki’ emphasises the proper attention to and care for others in the rituals of 

hospitality (Hoskins, 2012, p. 91). These cultural attributes privileged the value of kanohi 

ki te kanohi (face-to-face relations) and helped engender a work place atmosphere 

conducive to Pākehā learning. 

For their part, Pākehā departmental leaders were open to being taught by their 

Māori colleagues. A stance of respectful curiosity and a willingness to be guided melded 

with a concern to do the right thing. Such an orientation connected directly for some 

Pākehā participants to moral precepts deriving from a Christian framework, a belief 

system where common ground could often be found with the spiritual and religious 

practices of Māori peers especially when confronted with occasions of loss and grief. Jim 

Ross describes the aftermath of Pākehā colleague Alan Smith’s funeral:  

I will never forget that when we got back to Wellington – we had hardly slept – 

there was a feeling among the group about whether we could now do something at 

work. At that stage I was involved in church things as a lay reader. So we had a 

prayer meeting with the group, a ceremony in head office that we felt Alan would 

have wanted. That was terribly important and that was the Māori way. Bill 

Renwick turned up to that. One or two others who were declared atheists or 

agnostics turned up as well in respect for the people who were there. 

Through shared responses to tragic circumstances, Māori and Pākehā colleagues 

deepened attachments to one another with the Māori way ‘rubbing off’ on the Pākehā 

way. The new experience for many Pākehā of the possibility of Māori tikanga (customary 

cultural values and practices) becoming a wellspring that they could also draw from in 

certain circumstances strengthened “affective affinities” (J. Bennett, 2007, p. 162) across 

cultural difference. Certain individuals in head office like Sonny Wilson and Alan Smith 

were particularly adept at nurturing such affinities. They are the subject of the next 

section. 

Takawaenga/Go-Betweens 

All the Māori individuals in the Department’s head office in the 1970s and 1980s could 

be regarded as ‘takawaenga’ or ‘go-betweens’ engaged in the project of advancing 

Pākehā understanding of things Māori. Since Europeans first stepped ashore, Māori have 

had more than their share of takawaenga or “karangarua (those perceived to have a double 
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calling)” (Penetito, 2010, p. 63), but the historical record also documents the handful of 

Pākehā able to fulfil the role of bridging the cultural divide (Derby, 2012). Below I 

highlight two education officials, Alan Smith (Pākehā) and Sonny Wilson (Ngāi Te Ata 

and Waikato) who featured in participants’ narratives for their ability to communicate the 

value of having a bicultural lens to non-Māori in and beyond head office.  

Smith and Wilson became colleagues and friends through their work for the 

Department. After a career in secondary teaching, Smith joined the Department’s 

Wellington head office in 1970 as head of the then nascent Māori and Pacific Island 

Education Division, a position he held until his death 13 years later. Sonny Wilson began 

work for the Department’s Auckland office in 1973 as one of the original specialist 

Advisers in Māori. In 1975 he took up an appointment in head office to work for Smith 

providing “national leadership” to the fast-growing number of Māori Advisers employed 

by the Department around the country (Metge, 2015b, p. 299).  

The combined presence of Smith and Wilson and the effects of their relational 

practices were significant given the political environment. The maintenance and 

recognition of Māori language had been a low priority for the previous 100 years with 

state funding limited, political support minimal, and wider public attitudes either 

lukewarm or hostile (Benton, 1987; Metge, 2008). In the face of such obstacles, the 

connections Alan Smith and Sonny Wilson made with colleagues across the departmental 

hierarchy fostered not only friendships but also emotional attachment to the value of 

things Māori. Ahmed (2015) posits that how we respond to others via emotions creates 

changes in bodily surfaces and boundaries: “bodies take the shape of the very contact they 

have with objects and others” (p. 1). I think of Wilson and Smith literally making a 

lasting ‘impression’ upon their colleagues. 

[Alan and Sonny] both had the happy knack of attracting others to their cause. 

Everyone who knew them warmed to their company, enjoyed being with them, 

respected them, and developed strong bonds of loyalty to them. (Renwick, 1983, 

p. 4) 

Both men, and the emotions attached to them, are entwined in participants’ memories for 

several reasons including the circumstances surrounding their untimely deaths.  

Smith died while delivering an oration at Wilson’s tangi on his home marae in 

mid-1983 and later lay there side by side with his friend in death. Aged 57 and 53 

respectively, they were a big loss to the Department: Two key people going like that, it 

was very sad (Vince Catherwood). The text of Bill Renwick’s (1983) eulogy for their 
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joint memorial service at Wellington Cathedral, which I quote from in these pages, 

revealed the deep imprint upon him of both men, and his own learning arising from the 

affinity the three shared.  

That Renwick’s own bicultural understanding had strengthened via his relational 

ties with these two colleagues is evident throughout his tribute, which wove in not only 

Māori words but also references to Māori cultural practices and values that had become 

meaningful for him. 

To have aroha is to have a warm regard for others, the kind of regard that has 

pleasure in giving rather than receiving. Aroha is a combination of love, 

compassion and respect. Alan and Sonny had great aroha. (Renwick, 1983, p. 4) 

While a memorial service is by its very nature an event saturated with affect and 

heightened emotion, the way Renwick (1983) honoured the influence of Alan Smith and 

Sonny Wilson rendered publicly visible the affective dimensions of Māori–Pākehā 

relations behind the organisational facade at the time of their deaths. In the ordinary 

processes of intra-activity of a government head office, such intensity of affect would not 

normally manifest itself in focussed written and public expression: “That day Bill spoke 

from the heart. People were moved to tears” (M. Renwick, personal communication, 

November 26, 2015). Beginning with Sonny Wilson I take a closer look at the nature of 

the impression made by the two men on their colleagues, and some of its tangible effects.  

The enchanting Sonny Wilson   

In the mid-1970s when the current Minister of Education Les Gandar 72  (Pākehā) 

approached Bill Renwick with a desire to learn te reo (the Māori language), he was 

referred to Sonny Wilson. 

Les fell in love with te reo and demonstrated it by using it. He was ahead of his 

time. Sonny took Les to Waipiro Bay on the East Coast. They’d come with a pup 

tent each. The creek that they camped at is still there. I had a house nearby in 

Tikitiki those days. Sonny rang so I drove up and met with them at their campsite. 

There they were cooking on an open fire, and kōrero [speaking] Māori.  

(Wiremu Kaa) 

Sonny Wilson’s passion for advancing te reo led a government Minister to follow him to 

one of the remotest spots in the country to practice the language. Gandar lost his 

                                                 
72 Les Gandar was Minister of Education from 1976 to 1978 under a National-led government. 
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parliamentary seat after one three-year term, but there were flow-on effects from his brief 

entanglement with Wilson. Gandar passed School Certificate Māori and “made te reo 

classes available in London when he was posted there as High Commissioner in 1979” 

(Russell Marshall). Under his watch as Minister, the Department was able to authorise 

funding for the intensive marae-based in-service courses for educational leaders discussed 

below. 

Bill Renwick (1983) described Wilson as “one of the most gifted Māori orators of 

his age group and a great storehouse of knowledge of Māori language and culture” (pp. 5-

6). Wilson’s sense of purpose coupled with an “enviable gift for communication with 

people of very different ages and very diverse backgrounds” (p. 6) enabled him not only 

to influence the attitudes of a member of parliament, but also to transcend departmental 

hierarchies: “Sonny was a very dear friend of mine and much loved by me and many 

others. We had a very close affinity” (Jim Ross, former Assistant Director General). As 

was evident in his relationship with Les Gandar, Wilson was skilful in drawing Pākehā 

colleagues into a Māori cultural orbit: 

Sonny would put you in a situation where you had to perform the Māori way 

[laughter]. He used to put me on the spot where I had to speak Māori. On school 

visits together, we’d be in front of kids who were learning Māori and Sonny would 

nod at me ‘e koro’ [you sir], and I had to say something in te reo. Sometimes I got 

a clap [laughter]. It was good for me, brought me down to the ground. (Jim Ross) 

The teaching of te reo by Māori officers like Sonny Wilson to their senior Pākehā 

colleagues constituted a lively multi-layered site of power relations with Māori seeking to 

enlist Pākehā engagement in the joint enterprise of ensuring the survival of the Māori 

language.  

Relations of power concern the influence of one person’s actions upon another’s 

possible actions. The effects need not be direct or immediate and are distinct from 

relationships where one party exercises complete domination over another (Foucault, 

2003, p. 137). Instead, they constitute a form of relating between subjects who are both 

capable of acting, and who are both located in a “field of possibilities” on which a range 

of “responses, reactions, results, and possible inventions may open up” (p. 138). The 

inspired teaching acts of Sonny Wilson shaped the actions of his Pākehā students in ways 

that had multiple effects and cut across the immanent asymmetries of power and 

influence in Māori–Pākehā relations.  
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The learning of te reo encouraged close physical proximity between the bodies of 

teacher and learner, between Māori staff and Pākehā departmental leaders. It engaged 

them in a dance of calling to and answering one another, Māori leading and Pākehā 

following. It placed the Pākehā learner in a position of vulnerability and identified the 

Māori teacher as a holder of desirable knowledge – a reversal that is often humbling for 

the Pākehā pupil accustomed to being ‘at home’ and self-contained within the dominant 

English language currency. The Pākehā emoting body experienced the pain of the hard 

work required, the inevitable frustration of getting it wrong, but also the pleasure of 

success and enjoyment of the teacher’s company in a shared enterprise.  

The power exercised by Sonny Wilson’s quiet charisma and talent for teaching 

thus reached into the embodied practices of senior colleagues in the Department of 

Education. The stakes were high for senior Pākehā public servants, who were being called 

upon to speak on the marae more frequently from the 1970s onwards. As a result, 

Margery Renwick and Diane Brice witnessed the sounds of te reo entering the domestic 

sphere. 

Peter [Brice] started to learn to speak the language. Sonny Wilson and Wiremu 

Kaa helped him. Sonny used to come and give him lessons here at the house. I 

remember Sonny telling a story about the three bears in Māori and Peter had to 

follow it along and work it all out. He got fluent enough so he could speak on a 

marae or at a conference. Alan Smith and Sonny made sure that he didn’t do the 

wrong thing. They gave him time. (D. Brice, personal communication, September 

10, 2015) 

Bill [Renwick] was not a Māori speaker, but he took it seriously about being able 

to say more than kia ora. I can remember him walking around the house here 

practising. Māori colleagues coached him. They would put the words on tape for 

him, and he would play them at home. (M. Renwick, personal communication, 

November 26, 2015) 

These teaching–learning encounters facilitated by Wilson and other Māori staff provided 

another vehicle through which relationships of trust and affective affinities among Māori 

staff and Pākehā leaders were strengthened. Whilst on paper he was the leader of the 

Māori and Pacific Island Division, Alan Smith was in turn led by Sonny Wilson: “Alan 

relied on Sonny for his gifts in te reo Māori and his experience as a teacher” (Wiremu 

Kaa). The influence of Smith is the focus of the next section, but his work in the 
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Department and its positive effects always materialised in relationship with Māori 

colleagues such as Sonny Wilson. 

A Pākehā rangatira 

Alan Smith’s arrival at head office in 1970 coincided with a subtle sea change in 

departmental thinking via a ground-breaking policy-related document. The report of the 

National Advisory Committee on Māori Education (DoE, 1970) and its recommendations 

are regarded as a catalyst for a soft revolution in Māori education (Penetito, 2010). For 

the first time, official discourse turned away from the idea of the Māori child as a 

problem towards the need for Pākehā teachers to become educated about Māori language 

and cultural values (Metge, 1990, p. 24). Smith’s response to this challenge earned him 

the title of the Department’s Pākehā “rangatira” (Renwick, 1983, p. 7). Non-conformist as 

Smith was compared to the usual conservative norms of a public servant persona, Bill 

Renwick embraced his brand of official activism considering him “the spearhead of all 

our efforts to build greater understanding and respect for all things Māori” (p. 3).  

In a similar vein, Assistant Director Jim Ross respected Smith’s creative ability to 

innovate despite the constraints and conservatism within a government bureaucracy: 

Alan was special. He was not prepared to accept the status quo. He had been 

headmaster of Edgecumbe College and had a very close relationship with Tūhoe. 

[Once in the Department] he helped to establish four bilingual schools in that 

area with government policy supporting it.73 Because Alan wasn’t a Māori, there 

were criticisms. But he was respected by the Māori people for what he was doing. 

We got a big group of Māori behind him – outstanding people.  

The ‘big group’ were the Advisers on the Education of Māori and Pacific Islanders 

(AEMPI). 

Smith set about assembling the AEMPI team during the 1970s. Wally Penetito 

(2010) credits Smith as the prime mover of this initiative, which attracted people who 

“were thoroughly knowledgeable about what it meant to be Māori, to be a teacher, to be 

bicultural and, in most cases, bilingual” (p. 153). Employed as one of these advisers 

himself, Wally placed high value on Smith’s skills and personal demeanour: 

Alan was always totally courteous, friendly and all-round good guy as far as I 

was concerned. He was familiar with Māori protocols, spoke some reo and was 

                                                 
73 The first was Rūātoki Bilingual School, which opened in 1978; by 1980 three more bilingual schools 

were approved.  
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completely open to talking about developments in Māori education. Alan's wife74 

was Māori which undoubtedly contributed to his sensibilities in the work.  

Much of Smith’s own education by Māori occurred during his time as deputy principal 

and then principal (1962-1970) at Edgecumbe College where 40% of students came from 

the surrounding Māori homes. 

Drawing on his experiences with the rural College’s feeder communities, Smith 

occasionally put his ideas into print. In a 1974 piece, he articulated the need for teachers 

“to give reinforcement and recognition of the child’s home culture” (p. 140). For 

educators to connect productively with a local Māori community, he considered it 

“important for a teacher to know its history, its tensions, and where mana [authority] lies” 

(p. 139). As no other Pākehā education bureaucrat of the era was expressing these finer 

points of cross-cultural relating, Smith became a valued takawaenga for both his Māori 

and Pākehā colleagues. During his stint as a Māori Adviser in the Wellington region, 

Wiremu Kaa felt “comforted” knowing that a person like Smith was at the helm, literally 

one of his “backstops”. Bill Renwick (1983) shared a similar confidence in Smith’s 

presence: 

I was myself never more proud of being an officer of the Department of Education 

than when accompanying Alan on a marae or at some multicultural function. I 

always knew that everything he did would be just right. He would make sure that 

members of his party were briefed and feeling comfortable. (p. 8) 

The link that Renwick makes above with Alan Smith and the Māori institution of marae 

points to Smith’s stewardship of marae experiences as learning opportunities for Pākehā 

educational leaders and bureaucrats. As a small-scale professional development exercise, 

the use of marae-based courses to unsettle monocultural Pākehā mind sets was also 

quietly revolutionary.  

Smith’s Circus and noho marae (marae visits) 

Peter [Brice] was going along to marae in the 70s for the first time. He was 

helped tremendously by Alan Smith and Sonny Wilson. (D. Brice, personal 

communication, September 10, 2015) 

                                                 
74 Miriam Rehutai Hoskins (Smith) of Ngāti Hau/Ngāpuhi. 
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It was only a week on a marae but they [school leaders] were exposed to a whole 

lot of things that they never dreamed of before. To that extent it was a pretty 

important piece of work. (Jim Ross, former Assistant Director General) 

Marae are tribal cultural centres distributed across the New Zealand landscape. They 

represent one of the few institutions that are Māori-defined and controlled, places where 

the usual majority-minority power relations are subverted, with Māori the hosts and 

Pākehā the guests (Walker, 1974, p. 53). I do not have the space here to consider in any 

detail the dynamic intra-activity that constitutes marae in all its vital materiality, but what 

I do want to emphasise is the cultural experience of the marae in binding senior Pākehā 

departmental leaders affectively not only to their takawaenga colleagues but to the 

educational aspirations of Māori communities. When Massumi (2015) states that “one 

always affects and is affected in encounters … through events” (p ix), gatherings at marae 

are event-full, a coming together of individuals into a relational milieu where emotion is 

to the fore as a normal part of proceedings.  

One of the most extensive marae-based initiatives facilitated by the Department 

was nicknamed ‘Smith’s Circus’. This colloquial tag acknowledged Alan Smith’s 

leadership of the project and the way in which its activities involved setting up camp at 

different marae venues around New Zealand and inviting Pākehā educators to stay for the 

whole time. The aim was “to change attitudes about handling Māori kids” (Wiremu 

Kaa). An earlier report commissioned by the Department described marae visits as having 

the potential to counter the “deep ignorance of the values and attitudes of the Maori and 

Polynesian people” prevalent amongst educational professionals, (DoE, 1973, p. 5) .75 

Smith and his supporters placed great store on the transformative emotional work that the 

protocols and atmosphere of a marae stay could activate: “no one who has been exposed 

to the warmth of Maoridom in depth remains the same as he was before” (DoE, 1973, p. 

25). 

Between 1976 and 1980 Smith’s Circus travelled from one end of the country to 

the other and ran a total of 17 live-in marae courses of up to four days long that came to 

be known as ‘noho marae’ or marae stays. The courses were attended by a mix of school 

leaders and administrators, and inspectors employed by the Department’s regional offices. 

                                                 
75  The committee responsible for producing the 1973 report (entitled Parent-School Communication) 

comprised school principal Garfield Johnson (Pākehā), Race Relations Office employee Pita Sharples 

(Ngāti Kahungunu, Ngāi te Kikiri o te Rangi, Ngāti Pāhauwera), Mira Szaszy (Ngāti Kuri) of the Māori 

Women’s Welfare League and two Pākehā officers from the Department – Alan Smith and D. R. Thurlow. 
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They all met during the day and slept at night in the wharenui (meeting house) of each 

marae complex whilst being hosted and catered for by the local Māori community 

(Norman & Donn, 1982, p. 3). For many participating it was a first-time surprising 

encounter with Māori collective cultural practices, the emotional charge of which was 

akin to being “torn out of one’s default sensory-psychic-intellectual disposition,” a 

micropolitical event producing bodily effects of shock accompanied by a sense of wonder 

(J. Bennett, 2001, p. 5). 

For the Pākehā attending the marae courses, it was life changing. I mean four 

days sleeping on a marae alongside someone who’s not related to you. It brought 

tears to the eyes at the end of the week. They saw the rewards they could gain 

personally as well as professionally from being in that environment. It’s not just a 

head thing. It’s organic. It has to come from the heart. (Wiremu Kaa) 

Contributing to the landscape of affect that Wiremu attempts to describe was a group of 

resource people knowledgeable in Māoritanga,76 who led sessions at each of the noho 

marae.  

Speakers included representatives of the hapū connected to the marae venue and 

its histories alongside presentations from nationally recognised Māori leaders. Tūhoe 

elder John Rangihau, for example, was a regular contributor. His words and presence 

have been described as “spell-binding” for both Māori and Pākehā listeners (Rangihau, 

2014; Penetito, 2010, p. 82). The line-up of presenters also featured Pākehā who were  

the movers and shakers of the bureaucracy. We had them all there. ‘The old gang’ 

we used to call them. The departmental support staff for this development were the 

Māori Advisers and many of our Itinerant Teachers of Māori. We needed that 

input from them to attack the attitude which was prevalent at the time among the 

principals such as ‘waste of time teaching te reo Māori’. It was an uphill battle. 

(Wiremu Kaa) 

The opening speaker for each marae stay was usually Bill Renwick: “that was the general 

policy of the Māori and Island Division of the Department” (Wiremu Kaa). If Renwick 

was not available that spot was reserved for his Deputy. 

During these marae occasions Renwick and his senior Pākehā colleagues gained 

“hands on experience” (Wiremu Kaa) of a Māori milieu at a frequency rare for most 

                                                 
76 In general terms, Māoritanga refers to ‘things Māori’ or ‘Māori ways’ and encompasses notions of pride 

in Māori histories and traditions (Walker, 1974). 
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Pākehā. Whilst they may have had more prior exposure to marae than the novices on the 

courses, their own understandings and commitments were continually being re-shaped 

and re-inscribed through these repeated acts of engagement. One of the regular Pākehā 

speakers for ‘Smith’s Circus’ was former school principal Garfield Johnson (1989) 

respected for his innovative educational leadership at South Auckland’s multicultural 

Hillary College. After a lifetime working with Māori in secondary education, he still 

found the experience of hearing Māori viewpoints on history, education and race relations 

from so many people up and down the country at the noho marae profound:  

It influenced my thinking in education and gave me insights I could have gained 

in no other way. . . .I know that few Pākehā are lucky enough to have these 

opportunities – I would be insensitive indeed if I didn’t find myself becoming 

increasingly bi-cultural. (p. 103) 

Likewise, for Renwick and his deputies their attachment to things and people Māori were 

reinforced by the powerful emotions circulating at these events, and the sense of potential 

created by the accumulation of affect (Massumi, 2015).  

At one noho marae event in 1978, for example, that potential in the atmosphere 

was translated into a plan for marae arts-based courses for secondary school students. The 

Cross-Cultural Community Involvement Programme (CCCIP) ran for the following ten 

years with the support of the Department (see Greenwood & Wilson, 2006, pp. 35-37). 

Through being placed literally “in the thick of things” (Massumi, 2015, p. 71) amidst the 

micropolitical stirrings of a marae gathering and its attendant bodily enchantments and 

disruptions, Pākehā bureaucrats glimpsed/felt new possibilities for state education 

connected with Māori realities.  

An Ethos-in-the-Making 

Through a reading of participant narratives and the literature I have depicted some of the 

elements shaping the mood in the Department of Education’s head office regarding 

Māori–Pākehā relations during the 1970s and early 1980s. By the end of this period the 

combined efforts of the Department’s Pākehā and Māori leadership had taken Māori 

concerns into the heart of the organisation’s concerns. Such an orientation infused the 

institutional atmosphere of the Department’s head office to a degree that it was palpable 

to incoming Minister of Education Russell Marshall in mid-1984: 

Bill Renwick and his senior officials had recognised for several years the 

challenge to educate Pākehā New Zealand and to move our society as a whole to 
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accept that Māori have a right to live more meaningfully. For the good of the 

country this needed to happen. They were ahead of public opinion, and also ahead 

of almost all politicians. I wasn’t aware of how much this ethos had developed in 

the Department until I got to be the Minister.  

In this chapter I have drawn attention to the emotional texture of Māori–Pākehā collegial 

entanglements as integral to developing the ethos that Marshall sensed. Without the warm 

personal attachments in “the lively relationalities of becoming” (Barad, 2007, p. 393) that 

characterised the intra-action between senior Pākehā bureaucrats and Māori colleagues it 

would not have been possible, I argue, for the Department’s responsibility towards Māori 

in education to take new political forms that would include the Treaty.  

Māori relational practices 

A striking feature of the intra-actions that formed the atmosphere in the Department’s 

head office was the generosity exhibited by Māori given the social and political 

disadvantages they constantly battled. The content of the participants’ re-stories reflects 

“the Māori culturally generated predisposition for establishing courteous relationships 

with others” and the prioritising of the face-to-face relation (Penetito, 2010, p. 108). If 

every meeting is an opportunity to act responsibly to those we are entangled with, then 

“the Maori cultural orientation to relationality . . . is a powerful ethical dimension that 

Maori bring to sociality” (Hoskins, 2012, p. 92). Pākehā senior bureaucrats benefitted 

from the relational orientation of their Māori colleagues, but it also obligated them to 

behave with care in return, an ethical realm where the Treaty might find a home.  

Pākehā bodies 

Implicit in the term ‘intra-action’ are the dynamic and continuous constitutive processes 

of individuals being formed in relation. Māori and Pākehā bodies in this study were not 

“singular, bounded, closed and fixed” but porous, open to being affected and affecting 

one another as they made meaning and navigated a specific social and historical context 

(Blackman, Cromby, Hook, Papadopoulos, & Walkerdine, 2008). Anthropologist Joan 

Metge, who collaborated on several education-related projects with head office 

employees, observed that the Pākehā staff “absorbed not just ideas” from Māori 

colleagues “but also a relational attitude, with open give and take in conversations”. In 

taking their Pākehā bosses under their wing and “deliberately feeding them with 

something valuable,” Māori colleagues enacted what seemed right relationally to them. 
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Establishing relationships of solidarity for future mutual benefit also constituted a 

strategic act on the part of Māori staff who, as Wiremu Kaa expressed it, were “seeding 

the ground”. 

Whilst the generative nature of the micropolitical in Māori–Pākehā encounters 

presented in this chapter had bodily effects for Māori as in the pleasures of their teaching 

and mentoring roles and the fruits of a mutual form of assimilation, the effects on 

dominantly positioned Pākehā were particularly dramatic. The work accomplished by 

emotions upon Pākehā leaders through their connections with Māori colleagues and 

repeated exposure to Māori cultural practices and milieu marked the surface of their 

bodies/identities (Ahmed, 2015) with Māori stories and histories, and the Māori language. 

The flow of power that emotions piggy-back on produces identities; or, as Massumi 

(2015) expresses it citing Foucault, power “doesn’t just force us down certain paths, it 

puts the paths in us, so by the time we learn to follow its constraints we’re following 

ourselves” (p. 19). The path being laid down in the Department’s leaders took the shape 

of a commitment to a fledgling discourse of a bicultural future, fertile ground for the 

Treaty to take hold in. 

Via the learning of te reo Māori by Pākehā in positions of authority the ethical, 

political and affective converged. For both Māori teachers and their colleague–students 

this pedagogical project entailed the ethical task of “making oneself available to others” 

(Frank, 2010, p. 95). Inscribing Māori language onto Pākehā bodies fostered Pākehā 

emotional attachment to the language, so that they too recognised it as “the heart of a 

culture” (Renwick, 1983, p. 3) and thus lent their support in the political strategies aimed 

at its survival and maintenance. As Ahmed (2015) observes, when emotions become 

attached to a cause, the ensuing political discourse can be potent, “as it can turn intangible 

feelings into tangible things that you can do things with” (p. 227).  

Similarly, I referred to a form of affect termed ‘enchantment’ in relation to the 

micropolitical experiences of Pākehā officials being both charmed and shaken up by their 

novel encounters with Māori cultural practices and values, especially at marae events. 

Jane Bennett (2001) posits that feelings of enchantment or wonder encourage affective 

affinities with our non-human and human connections. The potential for individuals to 

then experience an augmented attachment to those same connections is enhanced, and 

feelings of ethical generosity towards others more likely to emerge (p. 162). The traces of 

affective affinities in the participants’ re-stories point to the mutual feelings of trust and 

respect that had evolved over time as senior Pākehā bureaucrats learned from at first 
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unfamiliar Māori contexts with their Māori colleagues as guides. I venture that these 

collegial bonds helped strengthen their resolve to combat the ongoing prejudice and 

paternalism towards things Māori that endured as part of the wider social and institutional 

landscape in which they worked. The cross-cultural knowledge and interpersonal 

affection sourced in collegial affinities were, I contend, to also inform and sustain 

departmental leaders when they experienced the sharp edges of an intensifying Māori 

challenge concerning discriminatory practices in state education. The next chapter re-

visits two events that encapsulated the spirit of that challenge. 

  



151 

Preamble to Chapter 7: The ethical subject 

The themes and historical content of Chapter 7 centre on two political events from the 

mid-1980s. The knowledge/power effects generated by these events contributed to the 

atmosphere surrounding the work of the Curriculum Review and to the conditions of 

hospitality forming towards the Treaty. In reflecting upon the two events, I make room 

alongside Foucault’s (2003) theory of the human subject as a social form constituted 

through discourse for a complementary view of the subject as an “ontological 

entanglement” with ethical consequences (Barad, 2007, p. 393). Both sets of theoretical 

understandings give attention to “practices of the self” (Foucault, 2003, p. 40), how 

certain attitudes and behaviours can mitigate or counter the effects of domination amongst 

groups and between individuals. 

The ethical in the political 

In the previous chapter I touched briefly on the ethical possibilities of affective 

engagement and how feelings of generosity towards the political and social circumstances 

of others may be augmented through positive experiences of emotional connection. For 

this chapter I wish to explore the ethical dimension further to shine a light on its 

constitutive co-presence in Māori–Pākehā intra-activity particularly during tension-filled 

political events. I am supported in this endeavour by the ideas of ethics philosopher 

Emmanuel Levinas and other scholars who interact with and build upon his work.  

The unknowable Other 

Core to Levinas’ thinking is the nature of the relationship to the singular Other. The 

‘Other’ denotes any person an individual comes into relation with (Levinas, 1996, pp. 5-

6), and is a concept that equates to that other person’s absolute alterity, an unknowable 

difference that “infinitely overflows the bounds of knowledge” (p. 12). Individuals will 

always exceed the categories that we attempt to define/know them by, for example, 

‘Pākehā,’ ‘Māori,’ ‘bureaucrat,’ ‘activist’ – it is impossible for these forms of cultural and 

social identity to “capture the whole of who one is” (Hoskins, 2012, p. 92). In Levinasian 

terms, it is thus a “mark of respect” to relate to others with an “awareness of the limits of 

our understanding” about them (A. Bell, 2014, p. 177). Central to notions of respect and 

care in relation to the Other is that of responsibility, a recurring theme throughout the 

chapter. 
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Responsibility for the Other                          

Responsibility in Levinas’ thought is tied up with the origins of subjectivity and sociality. 

The subject (the self/‘I’) is itself an ethical event in that it is a product of an irreducible 

relation of “responsibility for the Other” (Levinas, 1985, p. 95). Such a relation “precedes 

the intentionality of consciousness” and gives rise to sociality itself (Barad, 2010, p. 265). 

The self is not an autonomously achieved event, but heteronomously constituted through 

the Other – we are “always-already bound to the Other” for our very existence as social 

beings, and thus infinitely obligated/responsible to the Other (Hoskins, 2010, p. 43). As 

individuals, we experience this ethical dimension as an innate demand, a “moral 

consciousness” in the presence of others whether we choose to act upon it or not 

(Levinas, 1996, p. 10). The sensation of being ‘put on the spot’ by the fact of ‘someone 

else’ signifies “the impossibility of complete indifference to others” (Hoskins, 2012, p. 

95), a permanent vestige of the primary ethical relation of responsibility. 

Uncertainty and the ethical 

The ethical for Levinas centres on the responsibility for the singular Other. The political 

by contrast is the realm in which wider social concerns and interests come into play, and 

competing demands are manifold. The ethical can “make appearances” in and “disturb” 

the political but from a Levinasian point of view the relation between the two is “an 

undetermined space” (Hoskins, 2010, pp. 29-30). Responsibility for the singular Other is 

an infinite demand but one that comes with no fixed or universal guidelines regarding 

how to behave in the finite material contexts of specific political events (Hoskins, 2010). 

Without the disruption of the ethical, however, politics “risks becoming tyrannical” 

(Critchley, 2004, p. 182); the two spheres are bound together in a necessary tension. The 

challenge posed by Levinas is to consider our responses/responsibility afresh for each 

event and the people we encounter – an ethical risk-taking without guarantees that 

demands interpersonal care-taking. Similarly, Massumi (2015) understands ethics as 

“pragmatic”; a situational expression of care for the event of relationality, of what 

happens “between people, in the social gaps” and “how we inhabit uncertainty together” 

(p. 11) when the consequences of our decisions cannot be known in advance. 

Locating the ethical 

Whilst I acknowledge the political significance of the two events at the heart of Chapter 

7, at the same time I search for evidence in the gaps and at the edges of their eventfulness 

of how struggles with, and responses to, the ethical demand in face-to-face relations were 

made tangible. Even as political and structural concerns enfold the impersonal of the 
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‘many,’ attentiveness to the ethical in one-on-one encounters remains a vital component 

of a just politics (Hoskins, 2010). A Levinasian ethics of infinite responsibility for 

singular others is impossible to fulfil completely, but its overriding value lies in that very 

quality – it “should be infinitely demanding” (Critchley, 2007, p. 69). The temptation, 

otherwise, is to rely on de-contextualised, prescribed moral codes that preclude localised 

imaginative responses in the face of ethical dilemmas as they arise in actual encounters. 

Lively texts, lively spaces 

 

Figure 10. Report on the 1984 Māori Educational Development Conference and the 1986 Waitangi 

Tribunal report on the Māori language claim (Wai 11). 

My analytical work in the chapter would not be possible without the thingly power of the 

two texts that resulted from the events in question, one compiled and edited by Ranginui 

Walker (1984); and the other published by the Waitangi Tribunal (1986) – see Figure 10 

above. These texts are an agential, material manifestation of past intra-activity in the form 

of matter recognisable as ‘reports’. Visible in the images are the marks of my own and 

others’ ongoing intra-action with them. Drawing inspiration from these lively reports 

along with selected literature and archival material, I tease out the content of the pages 
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that follow. Other important resources were the recollections of former education officials 

present at the events, and whose re-story fragments reveal emotion recollected from 30 

years ago. I also draw upon memories shared by participants who once worked as 

teachers and attended either one or other of the events, and who were later invited to join 

the Curriculum Review Committee. I do not aim to paint a complete picture of the 

histories and people of the two events, but continue to bring my focus back to the 

Departmental leaders highlighted in the previous chapter because of their official and 

personal proximity to the Curriculum Review.  

A material dimension co-constituting the two events highlighted in the chapter 

were marae spaces. My discussions of marae complexes thus far have presented them in 

terms of their agentic role in teaching and welcoming Pākehā (Chapters 5 and 6). The 

wharenui (main meeting house) and/or the marae courtyard are also spaces that become, 

when the need arises, a container or platform for robust debate, for what can often be a 

frank and emotion-filled airing of all the issues before a form of temporary consensus or 

truce is reached. Some Pākehā I interviewed recollected that when encountering this 

charged atmosphere on marae for the first time as public servants in the 1980s, they found 

it a disconcerting experience until Māori go-betweens explained the underlying rituals of 

engagement. Citing a Māori proverb Ranginui Walker (1987) observed, “A man should 

stand and speak on the marae where his words are exposed to the bright sun and blown 

about by the wind” (p. 80). Such elemental forces were at work upon Departmental 

officials at the two events described in Chapter 7. 
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Chapter 7: Ethical–political entanglements 

A Mood of Discontent 

“The unmistakable message was that a substantial minority of the education 

system’s clients [i.e., Māori] are dissatisfied with the service they are receiving 

and they are now very angry about it.” This was how PPTA’s77 assistant secretary, 

Phil Capper summed up the education hui [conference] held at Turangawaewae 

Marae. (“Turangawaewae – Scene of Anger and Frustration,” 1984, p. 3)  

By the mid-1980s leading up to and during the Curriculum Review, anger and 

recrimination increasingly became attached to debates about the Māori experience of state 

schooling administered by the Department of Education. These emotions are at work in 

the above quotation concerning the 1984 Māori Educational Development Conference 

(MEDC) that focussed on Māori education from early childhood to university. The 

following year similar sentiments were expressed during the 1985 Waitangi Tribunal 

hearings on the claim for official recognition of the Māori language (Wai 1178). The 

Tribunal’s (1986) subsequent report commented on the “bitterness in many of the people 

who came before us . . . when they spoke of the education system and the way it has 

affected them and their children” (p. 38). The MEDC and Wai 11 events, through which 

Māori discontent with state education found potent, organised political expression, 

provide the framework for this chapter. Anger is arguably “the first political emotion,” 

the one that motivates people into action against injustice and “provoke[s] an ethical 

response” (Critchley, 2007, p. 130). In considering the eventfulness of the MEDC and 

Wai 11 I foreground the appearance of ethical attitudes and practices amidst the politics 

and attendant anger as an integral constitutive dimension of the developing Treaty-

friendly atmosphere that the Curriculum Review Committee was later affected by. 

The effects of the political ferment generated by the MEDC and Wai 11 were felt 

at the highest level of the Department of Education catching Director General of 

Education Bill Renwick and senior colleagues off balance. In the discussion that follows I 

argue that such disruption helped create optimum conditions for the Treaty to take hold in 

national curriculum discourse alongside the effects of interpersonal experiences of 

                                                 
77 PPTA is the acronym for the secondary teachers union – the Post Primary Teachers Association. 
78 Refer to Chapter 2 for a brief history of the Waitangi Tribunal. Each claim made to the Tribunal is given 

a unique file name combining ‘Wai’ with a numeral.  
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affection and affinity explored in the previous chapter. Both modes of relational 

engagement – the rewarding and the conflictual – were features of Māori and 

departmental intra-action, the affective and political content of each infused with the 

‘ethical,’ which, as outlined in the chapter’s preamble, I cast as an orientation of 

responsibility towards others (Levinas, 1985).  

Inter-eventfulness 

Whilst the MEDC and Wai 11 arose out of different forms of Māori–Pākehā political 

entanglement, the two events shared a purpose that centred on the survival and 

maintenance of Māori language and identities, and associated cultural practices. The 

MEDC channelled micropolitical stirrings at the flax-roots of education circles involving 

teachers and educators from the classroom and lecture halls (L. Smith, 1992, p. 221) 

whereas the claimants who activated the Wai 11 process had to engage with the Waitangi 

Tribunal, a permanent commission of inquiry legitimised through the macropolitical, 

namely the 1975 Treaty of Waitangi Act (Hamer, 2004). Regardless of the different 

outward and internal characteristics of the two events, flowing into the atmosphere of the 

Wai 11 proceedings in 1985 was the energising residual affect from the 1984 MEDC. The 

earlier event created “a reservoir of political potential” to draw upon (Massumi, 2015, p. 

57). Just as any one single text is always intertextual, and can only be understood in the 

light of other texts, so the MEDC and Wai 11 may be thought of as inter-eventful with 

each other and related happenings of the time.  

Dissimilar but connected, the two events saw key individuals traversing both, and 

the same arguments invoked, the same support material shared. Each event involved on 

the one hand many teachers (mostly Māori), and on the other a small group of senior 

education bureaucrats (mostly Pākehā). A total of eight individuals 79  present at the 

MEDC in March 1984 were selected for the Curriculum Review Committee in December 

of the same year, four80 of whom also later attended the 1985 Wai 11 event in person. The 

deliberations of the Curriculum Review could not remain unaffected by either event.  

                                                 
79  On the Curriculum Review Committee and at the MEDC: Peter Brice and Wiremu Kaa from the 

Department; and teachers Peter Allen, Greta Firth, Pat Heremaia, Maiki Marks, Tony Steele, and Te 

Huirangi Waikerepuru. 
80  On the Committee and at the Wai 11 hearings in person: Peter Brice and Wiremu Kaa from the 

Department; and teachers Te Huirangi Waikerepuru and Pat Heremaia. Assistant Director General of 

Education Jim Ross, though not a member of the Curriculum Review Committee, was also present at both 

the MEDC and Wai 11; Director General of Education Bill Renwick attended the opening night of the 

MEDC. 
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As political in-/inter-ventions the MEDC and Wai 11 represent two of the many 

forms that an event can take in scale and effect. Following Massumi (2015) I regard 

‘events’ as a constitutive glue of co-existence. It is in the event that we coalesce into 

relation with one another, to affect and be affected. Through the event people come “out 

of their simple diversity as individuals” and “into concern for each other, in an emergence 

that takes them all up together” (p. 199). Such relational belonging or “care for the event” 

(p. 202) prepares the ground not only for the political to take root but also signifies the 

presence of the ethical in the sense of Levinas’ (1985) conception of responsibility 

outlined in the preamble. 

Searching for the ethical 

Contexts of heightened emotion involving anger at injustice such as the MEDC and Wai 

11 events are where responsibility for the singular Other (Levinas, 1985) is easily 

eclipsed in the assertion of group claims or conversely by a desire for self-protection in 

those in the firing line. Department of Education leaders attended both the MEDC and 

Wai 11, experiences akin to being “Daniel in the lion’s den” as one former senior official 

expressed it. How a person behaves in response to being in such “a tight spot” stirs up the 

ethical because of the possible consequences for others; care is needed (Massumi, 2015, 

p. 11). Māori anger at entrenched Pākehā institutional power found an outlet through the 

MEDC and Wai 11, but in the unfolding of the two events, traces of ethical practice as 

responsibility and relational concern for individual others are discernible holding Māori–

Pākehā oppositional politics open to interruption, and to the possibility of the Treaty 

finding its way into educational policy. This chapter seeks to make visible aspects of 

those ethical traces and that accompanying possibility. 

In the Lion’s Den – MEDC  

The full title of the MEDC report is Ngā Tūmanako: Māori Educational Development 

Conference (Walker, 1984). In its plural form the noun ‘tūmanako’ means ‘hopes,’ 

‘desires’ or ‘wishes,’ words that attempt to capture the essence of the report and the 

collective aspirations of those who participated in the event. Before I look closer at 

aspects of the MEDC itself, I outline the inciting incident that brought the event into 

being, a tense moment that provoked an ethical response. 
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An act of omission 

One of the main spurs to convene a national conference on Māori education was an act of 

omission by the Department of Education. As precursors to the more wide-ranging 

Curriculum Review, two working parties were established in 1982 by the Department of 

Education to review the ‘core’ curriculum, but neither group had any Māori 

representation. One working party concentrated on the primary sector, and the other on 

secondary schooling. Comprising 11 and 12 members respectively, each committee 

included representatives from the teacher unions, private schools and officers from the 

Department, none of whom were Māori. Senior departmental officials Jim Ross and Peter 

Brice sat on both committees with Ross as chairman of each.81 The two groups met 

separately and came together to compare notes in August 1983, presenting the then 

Minister of Education Merv Wellington82 with a jointly agreed upon set of draft proposals 

in November of that year (see DoE, 1983b). 

As to the reason for the absence of Māori on these early working parties I along 

with others can only speculate about some coinciding factors. In his introduction to the 

MEDC report, Ranginui Walker (1984) offered a global critique that this misstep by the 

Department exemplified “a clear revelation of the asymmetry in power relations” 

amongst Pākehā and Māori on decision-making bodies in New Zealand society across the 

board (p. 1). Walker’s statement accurately reflects the outward reality of the 

dominant/dominating position of Pākehā in state structures, but a glimpse behind the 

scenes also reveals the struggle to behave responsibly at the face-to-face level.  

The two working parties did in fact engage with Māori views. The content of their 

draft set of proposals, not publicly available at the time,83 describes how the two groups 

had presented their evolving ideas concerning “Maori language and multi-cultural 

education” to a conference of advisers from the Department’s Māori and Pacific Island 

Education Division, and that they had consulted directly with the recently appointed 

Director of the division, Wiremu Kaa (DoE, 1983b, p. 2). Perhaps through such efforts 

senior officials felt they had done the right thing in terms of Māori input, and were 

disinclined to draw too heavily on already over-worked ‘go-to’ Māori individuals. The 

                                                 
81 A complete list of names of members of the working parties can be found on page four in A Review of the 

Core Curriculum for Schools (DoE, 1984a). 
82 Merv Wellington was the Minister of Education during the National Party’s two terms in office from 13 

December 1978 to 26 July 1984.  
83 The inside title page of this draft document is headed “In confidence”. 
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practice of ‘Māori representation’ on departmental committees was also a recent 

phenomenon not yet normalised in structural relations, and undoubtedly ingrained habits 

of Pākehā paternalism – doing things ‘for’ rather than working ‘with’ Māori – helped 

create exclusionary effects (Penetito, 2010). Another possible factor relates to the 

departmental officials featured in the previous chapter, Alan Smith and Sonny Wilson, 

who died a few months before the final meeting of the working parties. The loss of these 

valued takawaenga (intermediaries) may have contributed to a faltering in political 

imagination on the part of departmental leaders at the new frontier of Māori–Pākehā 

educational entanglement that curriculum matters were fast coming to represent. 

Whatever the array of possible reasons, when word of the oversight entered the wider 

political arena, it attracted the ire of the New Zealand Māori Council.84 

At first the Council took to task only the secondary teachers union (the PPTA) 

over its responsibility to ensure a Māori presence on the working parties. The union 

pointed out that in this particular instance “the onus was more on the Department of 

Education than the PPTA” (Walker, 1984, p. 1). As the Council turned its attention to the 

Department, other events intervened. The Minister disbanded the working parties, and 

called for a special weekend-long conference to finalise the review. The original members 

of the working parties were not invited to the conference. Regarded as undemocratic by 

the teacher unions,85 this move saw a select group of school principals meet over the 

weekend 27 February to 1 March 1984 to reshape the draft produced by the working 

parties (see DoE, 1984a). Most likely chastened by the earlier Māori Council 

admonishment, the Department ensured that amongst the 23 conference attendees were 

four Māori.86 Three weeks after this conference took place, a further outcome of the 

Māori Council intervention was the coming into being of the MEDC. 

Ethical demands, ethical responses 

Whilst the MEDC event was convened by the Māori Council in response to the 

Department’s oversight discussed above, it was not their idea alone. Emphasising the 

affective, Ranginui Walker (1984) described Council members as being “stung by this 

                                                 
84 Established in 1962, the New Zealand Māori Council (Te Kaunihera Māori o Aotearoa) is a national 

advisory and policymaking body that works pan-tribally through a network of district councils (refer 

http://www.maoricouncil.com/). 
85 See the article in PPTA News, “Core curriculum rush unacceptable” (1984). 
86 For the complete list of those attending the weekend conference refer to A Review of the Core Curriculum 

for Schools (DoE, 1984a, p. 5). 
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latest example of official oversight of taha Maori87 [the Māori dimension]” prompting 

them to sponsor “a national hui” [the MEDC] (p. 1). Walker gives the impression of sole 

agency on the part of the Council, but the MEDC emerged out of the connectivity 

amongst Māori and Pākehā leaders. Former director of the Department of Education’s 

Māori and Pacific Island division Wiremu Kaa recalls the initial reaction of senior 

colleagues to Māori anger over the lack of representation on the working parties: 

Peter Brice [third in the departmental hierarchy] took up the challenge of the 

criticism. He took it to heart and he talked about it at our Directors’ meeting and 

the idea of a national conference to look at those issues was born then at a 

Directors’ meeting.  

Given the already established relationships between leading Māori spokespersons and 

senior officials at the head office of the Department, the suggestion would have found its 

way to the Māori Council, who transformed an idea into an opportunity for a Māori-run 

education forum. This igniting spark for the MEDC necessarily disappeared from view as 

other long-standing and pressing educational concerns for Māori became woven into the 

event’s planning. 

In the moment of departmental processes being found wanting by Māori, the 

ethical came into play interpersonally. By tapping senior education officials on the 

shoulder with the imperative ‘remember us,’ the Māori Council raised a political issue 

that also doubled as an ethical demand to unforget the institutional relationship 

with/responsibility to Māori. From Wiremu Kaa’s account above, the issue became a 

matter of conscience for senior departmental official Peter Brice. The content of 

conscience here is a prompt by the ethical demand of infinite responsibility for others, 

one that “counsels us to act in a specific situation” (Critchley, 2004, p. 179). In heeding 

this prick of conscience, Brice entered the terrain of vulnerability occasioned by the 

relation of responsibility towards (Māori) others. He committed to engaging across the 

tensions, doing so without himself or his colleagues being able to control the planning of 

the MEDC, or the reception they would receive at the event itself. I attempt now to evoke 

the atmosphere that greeted the Departmental leaders upon their arrival at the conference. 

                                                 
87 ‘Taha Māori’ – the Māori dimension – was the name given to an educational policy and practice during 

the 1980s (see Chapters 5 and 6) and featured prominently in the Curriculum Review’s report (DoE, 1987a) 

– see also discussion in Chapter 9. 
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Convergence at Tūrangawaewae88 

We all assembled outside Tūrangawaewae at about three or four in the afternoon, 

and then there was the pōwhiri. (Maiki Marks/research participant)89  

Reading the 1984 report of the Māori Educational Development Conference report is a 

noisy affair. The life-enhancing sounds of pōwhiri, the formal ritual of a Māori welcome, 

rise from its pages. Up to 300 people descended upon the marae atea90 as the relational 

work of the pōwhiri cleared the air for the shared business of the gathering to commence. 

People had travelled from ngā hau e wha (the four winds) to be part of the purposeful 

weekend-long convergence that was the MEDC. 

Conference delegates had left behind the classrooms of kōhanga reo (Māori 

language pre-school), primary and secondary schools, and the lecture halls of training 

colleges and universities. Māori academic Linda Tuhiwai Smith (1992) who was present 

described the attendees as a mixture of “conservative, liberal, and radical Maori teachers, 

community people and educationists” (p. 221). The MEDC report contains a list of those 

at the conference’s workshop sessions over the weekend (Walker, 1984, p. 4). This list 

records the names of soon-to-be influential theorists of Māori education and of the 

trailblazers for the kura kaupapa Māori 91  movement yet to unfold (Tocker, 2015). 

Attending also were representatives of the new wave of politicised Māori language 

teachers working in mainstream English-medium schools (Lee, 2008). The conference 

provided a rallying point for experienced and novice Māori educators who, though 

diverse in their political and educational views, shared frustrations with Māori failure 

rates within state education.  

Apart from a few officials from the Department of Education, only a small 

handful of other Pākehā attended the conference. Amongst them were PPTA 

representatives including the union’s president and its general secretary (Grant, 2003, p. 

81). Greta Firth of the PPTA contingent (and later a member of the Curriculum Review 

Committee) recalls the atmosphere:  

                                                 
88 A marae of national significance, Tūrangawaewae is located at Ngāruawāhia in the Waikato region of the 

North Island of Aotearoa–New Zealand, and is the headquarters for Te Kīngitanga, the Māori King 

Movement.  
89 Maiki Marks is of Ngāphui, Te Rarawa, Ngāti Paoa descent. Extracts from her re-story feature in Chapter 

8. 
90 The ‘marae atea’ is the open area of a marae complex in front of the wharenui (meeting house) and is 

where visitors are formally welcomed usually through the ritual of pōwhiri. 
91 Kura kaupapa Māori “provide a primary school level of education rich in Māori knowledge, traditions 

and cultural values communicated through the Māori language” (Tocker, 2015, p. 23). 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ngaruawahia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Waikato
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/North_Island
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_Zealand
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/M%C4%81ori_King_Movement
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/M%C4%81ori_King_Movement
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The thing I remember quite distinctly about Tūrangawaewae and Waahi92 was the 

sense of excitement that was attached to them, absolutely charged with enthusiasm 

and the feeling that there was an opportunity to really make some changes. I felt 

very privileged to be at Tūrangawaewae, a sense of how lucky you were to be 

invited to be part of it and the tremendous sense of anticipation and hopefulness 

from the Māori representatives who were there.  

From Greta’s account, an excess of affect as “transindividual” intensity, a collective 

feeling of potential, was palpable at the opening of the MEDC (Massumi, 2015, p. 94). A 

variety of individual experiences and motivations informed the way individual delegates 

immersed themselves in the event, a “differential attunement” (p. 95) that coalesced into 

an event-feeling of being in concert. This ripe atmosphere was harnessed to significant 

political effect by conference director Ranginui Walker.  

MEDC ringmaster  

Ranginui Walker took on the role of director for the MEDC from his base at Auckland 

University’s Centre for Continuing Education and through his membership of the 

Auckland District Māori Council. As an “observer, chronicler and advocate in the genesis 

and development of Māori activism” (Metge, 2008, p. 19), Walker had a steely focus on 

the education of Māori children. Skilled at incorporating Pākehā style meeting procedures 

to channel the energy of hui (meetings) on marae (Spoonley, 2009, p. 66), he structured 

the MEDC in a such a way that recorders and rapporteurs were in place for each of the ten 

workshops with delegates asked to articulate agreed upon resolutions by the end of the 

conference – no mean feat given the diversity of views represented in the gathering (L. 

Smith, 1992, p. 221). Walker (1984) had called for articles from both Māori and Pākehā 

academics and teachers, and distributed these “data papers” to delegates in advance of the 

conference (p. 1). Feeling the strain of being one of the then few public faces of Māori 

teacher activism, Maiki Marks recalls Walker’s insistence that she contribute a paper: 

It was very stressful writing that paper for the Tūrangawaewae hui. When I wrote 

that I was frustrated with Ranginui Walker. I thought how could he ask me? What 

am I going to write about? He said, ‘But I’ve read stuff that you’ve written in 

                                                 
92 Hard on the heels of the Tūrangawaewae gathering the secondary teacher’s union PPTA organised 

another education hui nearby at Huntly’s Waahi marae in April 1984 to consider Māori perspectives, and to 

create a blueprint for future union policy on Māori education (refer Grant, 2003, pp. 81-82 and see also the 

re-stories of Maiki Marks and Peter Allen in Chapter 8). 



163 

Broadsheet magazine.’ And I said, ‘No, I didn’t write that Rangi: I was 

interviewed.’ He said, ‘Well, that was brilliant. Write that.’  

Walker’s instincts were finely tuned to the political rewards that emotions in texts could 

offer (Ahmed, 2015). Once unleashed at the MEDC, Maiki’s piece took on a life of its 

own surfacing again in the Wai 11 submissions, its concluding metaphor often quoted 

elsewhere for years to come: “The frustrations of a Maori language teacher are essentially 

summed up in the feeling that the education system has invited you to be a mourner at the 

tangihanga [funeral rites] of your culture, your language – yourself” (Marks, 1984, p. 43; 

see also Lee, 2008, pp. 180-2). Her paper was one of 16 assembled by Walker.  

The papers appear to have left no stone unturned regarding contemporary Māori 

educational issues. They “provided the facts, the historical perspective, and the theoretical 

framework” (Walker, 1984, p.1) outlining the negative impacts upon Māori of state 

education, but also the innovative responses coming from Māori that needed greater 

official recognition and financial support. Topics covered ranged from the fledgling 

kōhanga reo (Māori pre-school) movement (Douglas & Barrett Douglas, 1984) to the 

advent of the first Māori tertiary institution (Winiata, 1984). One argued how the 

Department of Education’s well-intentioned policy of including Māoritanga (later termed 

‘taha Māori’) in school curricula was in practice being subverted by Pākehā teachers and 

principals (Simon, 1984). Others critiqued the monocultural nature of most school 

environments and testing regimes (Gadd, 1984). Ian Mitchell (1984) exposed the scaling 

system (norm-referencing) of exam marks for the country’s major school leaving 

credential ‘School Certificate’ as discriminatory towards Māori students with Māori 

language placed at the lower end of the subject hierarchy. The latter was a sore point top 

of mind as it was knowledge only recently confirmed and made public via the PPTA 

News just prior to the MEDC.93 

The delegates thus converged on Tūrangawaewae armed with anger at fresh 

information and long-held passions for change borne out of personal experience. This 

“clarity of thought and unity of purpose” (Walker, 1984, p. 1) supported them in carrying 

out the MEDC kaupapa (purpose), which was not “to shore up the existing system which 

is patently failing Maoris” but to offer up creative solutions “from a Maori perspective” 

(p. 27). Facing the intensity of this MEDC atmosphere to deliver a keynote address was 

Bill Renwick, Director General of the Department of Education.  

                                                 
93 Refer “Marae meetings for Maori education” (1984). 
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Bill Renwick as an object of emotion 

When I first read the text of Renwick’s (1984) address published in the MEDC report, my 

thoughts focused on its length. Did he really speak for that long? An abiding memory of 

Renwick as a person for conference advisor Blackie Tuteira Pohatu (Ngāti Porou) was his 

mana: “When he spoke you usually listened; he could hold an audience and was easy to 

follow” (personal communication, December 3, 2013). Only one workshop group out of 

ten from the weekend mentioned Renwick’s speech in their recorded comments: “We 

heartily commend the Director General for his paper, for setting out so clearly what he 

knows, to the best of his ability” (quoted in Walker, 1984, p. 19). Recollections by 

individual Pākehā present reflect a different attitude to Renwick percolating in the 

atmosphere. PPTA representative Lena Orum, for example, compared Renwick 

unfavourably to the Māori speakers: 

The DG [Director General] talked at people for an hour and a half, about what 

they [the Department] had done and then Sir James Henare and the other Maori 

leaders talked to us . . . Bill Renwick justified for an hour and a half. (Orum, 

quoted in Jesson, 1995, pp. 271- 272) 

Judith Simon (1984), a Pākehā academic active in critiquing the schooling of Māori, 

attended and contributed a paper to the MEDC event. She understood the lukewarm 

reception of Renwick as connected to his institutional role: 

The Department seemed very awkward at the Tūrangawaewae hui. Bill Renwick’s 

speech was very long and not well received. He represented the Department. The 

Department was seen as the problem. (personal communication, May 30, 2014) 

Renwick’s address is now regarded as a valuable historical record of the Department’s 

change of direction in the period defined by taha Māori policies (Metge, 2008, p. 21). But 

in the MEDC context and its atmosphere of discontent and impatience with government 

powerbrokers (good intentions aside), the speech and Renwick himself were simply out 

of ‘sync’ with the mood.  

The ensuing feelings of discomfort Renwick experienced do not appear to be 

about any harsh words directed at him personally. He departed the event before fiery 

debate of the issues commenced. My impression is that he was affected by the bodily 

impact of the emotions becoming attached to him. Assistant Director General Jim Ross 

accompanied Renwick to the MEDC opening and remembers the atmosphere: 
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You could feel the tension in the air. . .it was an unfriendly group. I have never felt 

so uncomfortable in a situation as I recall. I said to Bill, ‘I don’t think I can do 

anything to help you,’ and he said, ‘You being here is helpful.’…We didn’t stay 

the night…. He was extremely disturbed by what happened. 

Sarah Ahmed (2015) argues that it is not emotions that circulate as such amongst bodies 

but the objects of feeling: “such objects become sticky, or saturated with affect, as sites of 

personal and social tension” (p. 11). The emotions on the move at the first evening of the 

MEDC transformed Renwick into an object of grievance associated with the legacy of the 

Department’s policies. For many teachers present, senior education bureaucrats remained 

distant figures: “In those days they were very faceless. We used to call them the grey-

suited men” (Maiki Marks). The politically inflected collective mood of the gathering, 

regardless of different individual attitudes, closed against ‘who’ Renwick was and the 

realities of the financial and bureaucratic constraints he as a singular person had to work 

within. When he rose to speak, I imagine it was like stepping onto a politically and 

emotionally charged fault line, tectonic plates on the move beneath him with a force he 

could not have anticipated.94 In searching for the ethical associated with the encounter 

described above and the tensions it generated, I highlight next certain acts of 

responsibility towards others on the part of Bill Renwick and Ranginui Walker. 

Glimpsing the ethical  

Bill Renwick’s colleague Wiremu Kaa, Director of the Māori and Pacific Island 

Education division, was one of the few senior departmental officers at the MEDC. 

Whereas the majority of his Pākehā director colleagues opted out of attending, Wiremu 

recalls Renwick’s willingness to show up and “take the heat”. Staying behind in the 

office and sending others to face the music was a choice he could easily have made. 

Instead, Renwick felt the pull of the ethical demand to respond in person to Māori 

concerns, an obligation strengthened by the mutually respectful relationships that he, 

according to Wiremu Kaa, had already forged with Māori leaders like John Rangihau and 

Bob Mahuta who were also present at the MEDC opening.  

That Renwick later felt compelled to leave the MEDC early may, I venture, also 

be understood as an ethical response. During his keynote address the power bestowed on 

him by virtue of his institutional position appeared to drain away in the presence of group 

                                                 
94 My thanks to Caroline Bensinger for this metaphor. 
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frustration and eagerness for independent Māori-centred solutions. He perhaps 

(unconsciously) acted to get out of the way of this unexpected intensity of affect not just 

for self-protection, but to let its flourishing proceed uninhibited. The experience of 

hostility may also have disrupted any certainties that had settled within him about his 

relation with Māori in general through his many previous visits to marae as an honoured 

guest. Here at the MEDC he felt the shock of alterity anew, a reminder of the limits of his 

understanding about (Māori) others (A. Bell, 2014), an ethical demand at work as a 

warning against complacency and sedimentation of thinking.  

Renwick absented himself for the remainder of the MEDC weekend, but he was in 

a sense still present. The list of conference delegates (Walker, 1984, p. 4) reveals that his 

deputy and long-time trusted colleague Peter Brice (later chair of the Curriculum Review 

Committee) stayed behind along with Wiremu Kaa and departmental officer Judith 

Carter. Brice and Carter participated in the weekend workshops thus maintaining 

relational (responsible) links between the Department’s most senior officials and the 

concerns of Māori educators even as the latter put the education system on notice.  

In organising the MEDC event and later publishing the conference report, 

Ranginui Walker’s actions also reveal his responsiveness to relationality across the 

Māori–Pākehā binary and its political fault lines. He chose to include Bill Renwick as a 

keynote speaker even though, for many present, he was a symbol of Pākehā domination. 

And to provide a closing evaluation of the conference Walker approached Wiremu Kaa: 

“Rangi Walker put me on the roster, ‘Your turn,’ he says, ‘Tell us what you think about 

the hui.’” As part of a small group of Māori public servants in the Department and the 

only one at the MEDC, Wiremu was, in his own words, often accused of “romancing with 

the enemy” by Māori working for change from outside government structures. Walker 

went on to publish both Renwick’s address and Wiremu’s concluding remarks alongside 

the other papers in the MEDC report. His inclusion of all the MEDC’s intra-acting pieces 

showed more than political acumen. It also revealed a care for the event and belonging 

(Massumi, 2015), an awareness that the potential for an ethical response from individual 

Crown agents in support of justice for Māori would more likely be activated in a stance of 

“connective autonomy” (p. 41), of ‘thrashing it out’ together even as Māori participated 

from a politically disadvantaged position in relation to the state.  
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MEDC postscript  

A few months after the MEDC, Ranginui Walker and chairman of the Māori Council Sir 

Graham Latimer visited Renwick in his office to continue the debate begun at the 

conference over Māori exam pass rates (Spoonley, 2009, pp. 115-116). Renwick’s 

political boss, the Minister of Education Merv Wellington (1985), placed great store on 

the competitive exam system and openly referred to Walker as an “embittered” activist (p. 

123). Renwick himself avoided such categorisations and kept the spirit of responsibility 

alive by meeting face to face with Latimer and Walker. His annual report to parliament 

the following year explicitly acknowledged the influence of the MEDC on the long 

overdue changes being made to the subject hierarchy of School Certificate (DoE, 1985a, 

p. 37). Whilst Renwick may have suffered a shock at the MEDC, he recovered his 

composure by responding to the renewed ethical demand that Māori made of him; he 

listened and deepened his commitment to addressing systemic injustices. Not long after 

the MEDC and after the Curriculum Review had been set in motion, Renwick and his 

senior officials were once more on the receiving end of Māori anger that on this occasion 

found political expression through the Wai 11 claim to the Waitangi Tribunal. 

In the Lion’s Den – Wai 11  

They [the Wai 11 claimants] say that it is intolerable that a Maori should be 

treated like a mascot. They say that the dignity of the Maori race is in issue and 

the preservation of the Maori tongue is at the heart of the matter. (Waitangi 

Tribunal, 1986, p. 25) 

The Wai 11 claim to the Waitangi Tribunal in 1985 built on a major concern of the 

MEDC – the survival of te reo, the Māori language. The claim was lodged with the 

Tribunal in late 1984 a few months after the fourth Labour government came to power, 

and Russell Marshall was appointed Minister of Education (see Chapter 2). Against the 

backdrop of this political sea change the Tribunal’s profile, though not yet part of general 

public consciousness, was growing within Māori communities and amongst politicians 

and public servants (Walker, 2004).  

Wai 11 was the last claim to be heard by the ‘small scale’ Tribunal,95 and the first 

to be generic, that is, applicable to all Māori rather than to a specific locale and tribal 

                                                 
95 From December 1985, the Tribunal increased in size and resources with its mandate extended to include 

Māori claims against the Crown dating back to 1840.  
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group. It is regarded as one of four “cornerstone” early Tribunal decisions each of which 

helped create a baseline of new Treaty jurisprudence (Temm, 1990, p. 33). Unlike the 

land and water focussed claims preceding it, Wai 11 dealt with the intangible, the cultural 

property of the indigenous language. The claimants argued that the protection of the 

language was a Treaty responsibility, and the Tribunal, exercising its legal mandate to 

rule over application of the Treaty and its principles, agreed. 

Turning the pages of the Tribunal’s Wai 11 report (1986) I find it a much quieter 

affair than the MEDC text. The energy of the Wai 11 event spread itself over several 

weeks, and occurred within a different set of constraints. In the measured prose of the 

three-man Tribunal,96 the report summarises the evidence heard and provides an historical 

overview of the factors contributing to the decline in the use of te reo. It concludes with a 

series of recommendations for government agencies including the Department of 

Education. 

By far the most evidence to come before the Tribunal during the Wai 11 hearings 

concerned the education system. Within the limits of its methodical and legalistic style 

the Tribunal’s report attempts to convey the human dimension of the educational 

experiences narrated by witnesses. It quotes liberally from some of the 100 plus oral and 

written submissions concerned with schooling and teaching including comments made by 

several people who attended the MEDC the previous year. On behalf of the Auckland 

District Māori Council, Ranginui Walker (1985) also submitted a paper that drew on the 

MEDC event. In response to this outpouring of sentiment, argument and personal 

narrative, the Tribunal members did not seek to disguise the fact that they too were 

moved by the content of Wai 11 offering up their report “to all New Zealanders who have 

the welfare of their country at heart” (Waitangi Tribunal, 1986, p. 5).  

Below I provide more details of the context and atmosphere of the Wai 11 event. 

In the limited space of this chapter I do not traverse all the concerns of the claim nor 

explore all the cultural and political richness that constituted the Wai 11 event. What I am 

interested in teasing out is how the ethical appeared at the edges of its political 

eventfulness, how small gestures of care for relationality between Tribunal members and 

senior education bureaucrats persisted amidst hurt feelings and expressions of anger over 

the Wai 11 report. My discussion also encompasses certain Māori relational cultural 

                                                 
96  The Tribunal comprised Pākehā lawyer Paul Temm QC and  two Māori members – Chief Justice 

Taihakurei (Eddie) Durie (Rangitāne, Ngāti Kauwhata and Ngāti Raukawa) and Sir Graham Latimer (Ngāti 

Kahu), President of the New Zealand Māori Council. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rangit%C4%81ne
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Ng%C4%81ti_Kauwhata&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ng%C4%81ti_Raukawa
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values that resonate with Levinas’ prioritising of responsibility for the individual other 

(Hoskins, 2012). 

Securing the Māori language 

The Wai 11 claimants presented their case under the umbrella of the group known as Ngā 

Kai Whakapūmau i te Reo (the Wellington Māori Language Board) led by chairman Te 

Huirangi Waikerepuru (Ngāti Ruanui, Tāngahoe). The group’s Māori title encapsulated 

the motivation of its members: 

The name was created by Sid [Hirini] Mead. He was there with us when it all 

began and the group became Ngā Kai Whakapūmau i te Reo, in other words, the 

creators, the establishers of the Language Board to secure the Māori language. It 

was a very active group and included both Māori and Pākehā. ‘Whakapūmau’ is 

to secure; you establish a pole in the ground that’s secure in its entity like a hill.  

(Te Huirangi Waikerepuru) 

Invoking the wording of Article Two of Te Tiriti (the Treaty text in the Māori language – 

see Appendix A), the group argued that te reo was a taonga (treasure) that should be 

actively protected by the state through the practices and policies of its broadcasting, 

health, justice and education departments; and that under Article Three it should enjoy 

official recognition on par with English (Waikerepuru, 1984). The failure of the above 

Crown entities to adequately recognise and resource te reo was in the claimants’ eyes a 

breach of the Treaty triggering their claim before the Tribunal.  

The Wai 11 quest for the official recognition of te reo represented a high point in a 

long-running campaign. Brought into the public domain by Māori-led protest activity 

from the early 1970s, the battle for te reo was intensified by research that documented just 

how endangered the language had become (Anderson et al., 2015, pp. 452-3; Te Rito, 

2008). By the time the Wai 11 claim came into being, the te reo cause was already 

strongly interwoven into discussions on marae, at hui such as the MEDC, and into the 

concerns of activist groups and educators (including many Pākehā). The claim tapped into 

micropolitical stirrings that had amplified into a groundswell: 

There was the strong support from kaumātua right around the country for that 

kaupapa. In a sense, they were very much the drivers of the action. It clicked 

within their minds that ‘hey this is our language, ko tātou reo tēnei,’ and so they 

were like time bombs that sparked off. . . .The language issue suddenly became a 

bonfire and people realised, especially those who couldn’t speak the language, 
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‘Hell, who are we?’ And the old people who could speak it saw it disappearing 

before their very eyes. The urgency was there to electrify people around the 

country. (Te Huirangi Waikerepuru) 

Reflecting Te Huirangi’s assessment, the Tribunal (1986) noted that the small group 

lodging the Wai 11 claim was symbolically “the spokesperson” for a much larger 

selection of the population. Submissions received or heard by the Tribunal represented 

“every major tribe and district”; as with the MEDC, people had come “from the four 

winds” to participate (p. 11).  

The Wai 11 hearings spanned four weeks in the second half of 1985 at two marae 

venues in the Wellington region.97 In a working process the Tribunal had evolved with 

earlier claims, it first heard from the claimants to define the issues followed by time spent 

eliciting responses to those issues and receiving final submissions (Oliver, 1991; Temm, 

1990). While the Tribunal is not a court, it does carry a degree of quasi-legal formality 

and authority – this coupled with the enabling constraints of marae tikanga (protocols) 

engendered a hushed tone98 compared to the MEDC (see Renwick, 1993, p. 16; Temm, 

1990, pp. 11-12). To be in the audience observing the inquisitorial nature of the Wai 11 

proceedings was “a novelty” that demanded a certain level of decorum: “It was exciting to 

see all this going on; but we’ll just sit here and be gentlemen” (Te Huirangi 

Waikerepuru). As with other government agencies implicated by the claimants in the 

declining use of te reo, the Department of Education was asked to appear before the 

Tribunal.  

Face to face with the Tribunal 

The call issued by the Treaty via the Wai 11 claim created a flurry in the head office of 

the Department. No blueprints existed for engaging with the Waitangi Tribunal. Wiremu 

Kaa was charged with writing the first draft of the Department’s official response. 

When I was drafting up the Department’s submission it was actually a journey of 

justifying why I was in Wellington with my family. For me [the Department was] 

pioneering a track for New Zealand to walk down that was going to be bilingual, 

Māori and Pākehā. It was for the benefit of my mokopuna [grandchildren] that we 

were doing this. Jim Ross and Peter Brice went through my draft and did a slash 

                                                 
97 Waiwhetu Marae in Lower Hutt and Te Herenga Waka Marae at Victoria University of Wellington. 
98 While the constraints may be similar, this kind of atmosphere has not been universal across future 

gatherings for Tribunal hearings. See Hoskins (2017a) for a vivid evocation of recent Tribunal events. 
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and burn and it was cut down considerably. That’s fine. That’s the nature of being 

a bureaucrat. 

The final version of the Department’s submission ran for 20 pages and concentrated on its 

policies “for the preservation and promotion of the Maori language” (DoE, 1985b, p. 3). 

It covered similar ground to Bill Renwick’s MEDC speech but was briefer, much less 

dense in content and plainer in style. Attached to the submission were the Department’s 

annual reports from the past two years to parliament that recorded the still unsatisfactory 

level of Māori students’ educational achievement when compared to their Pākehā 

counterparts (DoE, 1984b, 1985a). Wiremu Kaa, Peter Brice, and Assistant Director 

General of Education Jim Ross represented the Department in person at the Tribunal. 

In its findings, the Tribunal all but put the Department’s submission to one side. 

At the time of the Tribunal hearing, Jim Ross had a sense of foreboding. 

I found the whole Tribunal process we went through not very satisfactory . . . it 

was their lack of understanding about how a government department worked . . . I 

can recall the feeling I had of doom. I came away feeling empty. There was no 

recognition of anything we had achieved. 

His premonition was correct in that the Tribunal’s Wai 11 report of 1986 did not concern 

itself with the day-to-day realities of bureaucratic procedures and political constraints, nor 

did it focus on the Department’s efforts in the previous 15 years to break with the past 

and implement new forward-looking policies. Instead, in its judgement the Tribunal 

concluded that “something ha[d] gone wrong” (p. 49) in the educating of Māori, stating 

that much of what they heard from witnesses about the effects over time of educational 

policy made “dismal reading” (p. 4). Whilst the Tribunal deemed it noteworthy that the 

aspirations of the current departmental leadership matched those of the claimants, this did 

not change the clear evidence of system failure before them, and the obvious gap between 

well-meaning policies and actual implementation. The Tribunal accordingly ruled that 

judged by the system’s own standards Maori children are not being successfully 

taught, and for this reason alone, quite apart from a duty to protect the Maori 

language, the education system is being operated in breach of the Treaty. (p. 51) 

The Tribunal had taken a long view. As an act of responsibility to the content of that ‘big 

picture’ it decided to unforget and name the cumulative effects on Māori people and 

Māori language of a largely monolingual and monocultural education system.  

In a sense, the Tribunal had delivered a decolonising jolt from its officially 

sanctioned public platform to encourage government agencies to go beyond the current 
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piecemeal and underfunded efforts to ‘secure’ the indigenous language. A witness for the 

claimants, Pākehā linguist Richard Benton (1987) observed that the Tribunal  

weighed the whole New Zealand administrative system in the balance, and found 

it wanting. Unfortunately, the education system happens to be in the front line, 

and thus has had to bear the full force of the ensuing attack. (p. 69) 

While the Department had made the most consistent effort around Māori language and 

culture of all the government agencies, after over 100 years of state education “only about 

one percent of Māori children have the chance to attend a bilingual primary school, and 

the bottom streams of many secondary schools are still populated mainly by Māori 

children” (Benton, 1987, p. 69). Most outside observers, Benton argued, would have 

come to the same conclusion as the Tribunal. Understandably for departmental leaders the 

Tribunal’s ruling was dispiriting. 

Given that whole period of time when you are doing that early preparatory work, 

trying to build a cadre of informed people, recruiting people to the cause 

progressively, and then you have to face harsh criticism for not doing something. 

It was always hard to handle. You had to be prepared to bite your tongue and roll 

with the punches. (Rory O’Connor) 

In the immediate aftermath of the Wai 11 report and the tensions it generated, the 

conflicting demands to care for individual others and meet the justice needs of the many 

formed part of a knotty entanglement of ethics and politics, a few strands of which I 

attempt to unravel below.  

Māori Cultural Resources and the Ethical 

A feature of the intra-action between the Department and the Tribunal post the Wai 11 

hearings was the desire of senior education officials and Tribunal members to maintain 

the integrity of face-to-face relations. Supporting them to this end were the ethical 

resources of Māori relational practices that speak to Levinas’ ethics of responsibility for 

singular others, in particular the values of ‘mana’ and ‘aroha’ connected to the cultural 

practice of manaaki (hospitality/unqualified caring; Hoskins, 2012). These values 

featured in the content of the one-on-one relations described below, and though not 

highlighted in my earlier discussion they also infused the relational texture of the MEDC 

event.  
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Mana on the page 

Mana is popularly understood as being about a person’s prestige and standing but its 

meanings extend much further. As a spiritual concept mana is difficult to define. It 

concerns the unique energy and identity of others (Hoskins, 2017a), and is a quality that 

every person possesses to varying degrees “shown in sound conduct and personal 

bearing” (E. Durie, 2004, p. 95). From a Māori cultural framework, “good relationships 

…depend first…upon mana recognition” (p. 94). Enhancing the mana of others is a 

valuable cultural–ethical practice for promoting reconciliation where anger and hurt 

threaten to dominate, such as occurred post the Wai 11 report for departmental leaders. 

Awareness of the importance of mana by the three Tribunal members is manifest 

in the pages of the Wai 11 report in a number of ways. It is worth re-iterating that two out 

of the three Tribunal members were Māori, for whom concepts such as mana and aroha 

would have been ingrained cultural knowledge. For my purposes, I focus on their acts of 

responsibility towards the Department of Education leaders who appeared before them. 

The Tribunal (1986) in its report, for example, qualified their general judgement of the 

Department by showing respect towards the individuals their words might adversely 

affect:  

We wish to make plain beyond any doubt that we have no criticism whatever to 

make of Mr Ross, Mr Brice or Mr Kaa. All three gentlemen were open and candid 

in their evidence and we do not doubt their sincerity and their dedication to their 

task as educational administrators. (p. 49) 

In expressing an attitude of care towards the officials in and beyond their institutional 

roles, and over and above the power invested in those positions, the Tribunal acted to 

recognise their mana as unique individuals, and to have that acknowledgment recorded 

for posterity.  

Kanohi ki te kanohi 

Both Bill Renwick and Wiremu Kaa, however, were still moved to express their 

dissatisfaction directly to Chief Judge of the Tribunal (Eddie Durie) about certain aspects 

of the Wai 11 report. After several years of working on the ground with teachers and 

principals to change attitudes to things Māori, Wiremu felt the Tribunal’s criticisms 

keenly. 
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The Tribunal report, it stung me . . . their criticism of the Department wasn’t quite 

on the mark from my perspective. I couldn’t say that publicly as a bureaucrat at 

the time because people would have seen that as sour grapes on my part. 

Already in relationship with Durie through a web of familial and other connections, 

Wiremu approached him in person: 

I went to have a cup of tea with Eddie Durie. I talked to him about his report. He 

didn’t look at it the way I looked at it. He had a totally legal perspective. A 

different view and context, and he admitted that. 

Part of respecting the mana of individuals is to “acknowledge others according to how 

they see themselves” (E. Durie, 2004, p. 96). Meeting kanohi ki te kanohi (face to face), 

the two men allowed for opposing viewpoints and experience of the same event to be 

heard even as their differing positions cast them as hoariri (enemies), literally translated 

as ‘angry friends’. A hoariri may be “someone with whom I fight but whose mana in 

defending their position is respected” (Hoskins, 2012, p. 94), a culturally specific ethical 

orientation to an adversary even in the moment of disagreement. Bill Renwick (1986b) 

communicated with Durie as a hoariri also, but in writing. 

Anger and aroha 

Renwick’s letter (1986b) to Durie survives in the archives as a material trace of the 

struggle to maintain responsible relations between the Department and the Tribunal. The 

letter reflects a senior Pākehā public servant’s attempt to express anger in the spirit of 

‘aroha’. Translations of the word aroha include love and affection, compassion and 

empathy, although the practice of aroha encompasses more than these meanings (Barlow, 

2001). In Māori terms, aroha, like mana, is “critical to building both interpersonal and 

political relationships” (Hoskins, 2012, p. 91). As with Levinas’ concept of responsibility 

in relation to the Other, aroha is extended without discrimination towards the 

social/political location of the person concerned and without thought of reciprocity 

(Barlow, 2001, p. 8). Its appearance in Renwick’s official letter is both unexpected and 

fitting. 

Renwick (1986b) begins his letter with the salutation ‘tēnā koe’ – ‘there you are’ – 

a culturally distinct Māori form of hailing that recognises the presence of the other person 

as a unique individual, in this case Chief Judge Durie. The letter sets out Renwick’s 

objection to the manner in which the Wai 11 report “seriously distort[ed] the 

department’s evidence to the Tribunal and the context in which [his] colleagues were 
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questioned” (p. 1). He itemises examples of the report’s “improper use of written 

evidence and unfair comment” (p. 1), and then signs the four-page formal letter 

“Arohanui” – ‘with deep affection’. Tēnā koe and arohanui, these terms constitute ethical 

parentheses within which Renwick expressed his concerns. His use of them reflects not 

only the way that Māori relational nuances had rubbed off on him, but also his desire to 

defend the mana of his colleagues and at the same time show respect for Durie as a 

person and the larger cause at stake. He appeared to reach for the term arohanui, the 

deeper meanings of which he appreciated (see Renwick, 1983), as an act of responsibility 

to another in the midst of being caught up in political tensions together. Aroha “does not 

mean agreeing with others” but “may be displayed in the ability to disagree with 

equanimity” (E. Durie, 2004, p. 98), which certainly Renwick’s fluent and restrained 

prose achieves. Protestations of aroha by Māori letter writers to Pākehā public servants in 

the previous century were not uncommon (p. 98). For it to occur the other way around in 

1986 was an anomalous gesture but one I believe made with ethical intentions.  

Aside from misgivings about the treatment of the Department’s evidence, 

Renwick’s (1986b) letter made it clear that he and his senior colleagues welcomed the 

Tribunal’s conclusions. He acknowledged that the Wai 11 report had to express “the deep 

feelings of anger and frustration among Maori” (p. 1) the Tribunal hearings gave vent to. 

He re-affirmed the ongoing commitment of the Department’s staff “to do everything in 

[their] power to advance Maori language as a taonga of the tangata whenua and a vital 

cultural treasure for pakeha as well as Maori New Zealanders” (p. 3). Like Renwick, 

Assistant Director General Jim Ross resolved his conflicted feelings about the Tribunal 

process by looking to larger shared aspirations: “We used the Tribunal to help us. What 

they produced in the end is what we were doing anyway, and wanted more of, so we were 

all heading down the same street.”  

Minister of Education Russell Marshall came to a similar conclusion. He decided 

not to implement the enquiry into Māori education as recommended by the Tribunal: “the 

senior department staff believed that we were already substantially lifting our efforts to 

address the Tribunal’s concerns, and I shared that belief,” but for all concerned the Wai 

11 experience had been “salutary and a warning,” a visitation of conscience in senior 

officials and their Minister provoking deeper reflections on practice, policies and future 

goals. The Tribunal’s findings had ultimately served to reinforce the infinite nature of the 

Department’s responsibility and elicited a re-statement of official commitment to do 

better by Māori – and to support policy directions towards that end.  
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Finding a Treaty pulse 

Bill Renwick’s letter to Eddie Durie also registered the stirrings of a new kind of Treaty 

energy in the education bureaucracy. In its opening paragraphs Renwick commended the 

Tribunal’s report for its “clear statements of the legal requirement” that the Wai 11 claim 

had been judged within (p. 1). He assured Durie that his officers would take “very careful 

note of these statements” and be guided by them (p. 1). He is writing of the Treaty here, 

even though he does not refer to it by name. The Tribunal’s (1986) detailed use and 

discussion of the Treaty articles to legitimise the grievance identified by the Wai 11 

claimants (pp. 27-33) piqued not only Renwick’s intellectual interest, but also activated 

his ethical–political antennae, a tuning in to fresh avenues of argument for justice for 

Māori others. I imagine Renwick listening to Māori voices while he soaked up the 

interpretative work of the Wai 11 report, the Treaty coming into sharper focus for him as 

he did so.99 Via the disruptive but productive effects of the Wai 11 report that his letter 

sought to express, the pulse of the Treaty began to beat more strongly in the upper 

echelons of the Department. 

Eventful Effects 

The MEDC and Wai 11 events enabled Māori to convert anger at injustice into political 

actions. These actions disrupted the status quo and demanded that continuing Māori 

disadvantage in the structures of state education be faced squarely. Through Wai 11 and 

the MEDC, desires for Māori self-determination to be a guiding principle for Māori in 

education also entered the political arena (Simon, 1990, p. 145). Evidence of this 

fledgling discourse in practice flowed from both events in their immediate aftermath. The 

MEDC resolutions made public for the first time the vision for kaupapa Māori schooling 

and launched a campaign against the scaling practices for the School Certificate 

examination (Walker, 1984, p. 26). Wai 11 set in motion the political processes for te reo 

to be declared an official language, and for Te Taura Whiri i te Reo Māori (the Māori 

Language Commission) to be established (Anderson et al., 2015). The call for indigenous 

autonomy in relation to state education sparked by the MEDC and Wai 11 was to unsettle 

the tenets of liberal inclusion that inspired the Curriculum Review, the effects of which 

are discussed in Chapter 9. 

                                                 
99 Renwick’s annual report to parliament the following year reveals how firmly the ethical promise of the 

Treaty had taken root in his thinking-feeling about Māori–Pākehā relations in education (see DoE, 1987b, p. 

13). 
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Whilst the MEDC and Wai 11 centred on Māori struggles for recognition and 

representation, this chapter has focused on the ethical content of face-to-face relations 

weaving through that political project. The tensions generated by the MEDC and Wai 11 

presented challenges for the interpersonal relations among Māori and senior officers from 

the Department of Education. In emphasising the ethical content of these face-to-face 

encounters my aim has been to draw attention to its contribution to a climate of 

hospitality for the Treaty based on relational responsibility.  

Ethics and politics  

The helper concept for the chapter’s interpretative work has been that of the ethical 

conceived as infinite responsibility for the singular other. “To be an I” in the presence of 

the other “signifies not to be able to slip away from responsibility” (Levinas, 1986, p. 

353). Politics, however, entails a move beyond the face-to-face relation to the concerns of 

the many; political decisions and judgements are “boundary-making practices” that 

necessarily include and exclude (Barad, 2003, p. 821). Whatever the cause at stake, the 

ethical can disturb the political by encouraging an orientation of responsibility and 

openness beyond group interests and self-preservation to what or who has been excluded 

(Hoskins, 2012).  

For the sake of the political, the MEDC and Wai 11 necessarily cast senior 

education bureaucrats as symbols of the flawed education system and Māori leaders 

representing their people as its fiercest critics. To complicate that picture, I have brought 

into focus relational moments of uncertainty and strong feeling where ethical 

attentiveness to and responsibility for exclusions were enacted across oppositional 

politics. The face-to-face encounters highlighted in the chapter occurred for the most part 

behind the scenes, or at the edges of the main event. As Te Kawehau Hoskins (2017a) 

argues “these encounters are not incidental to our larger political concerns and 

aspirations, but the very stuff of them” (p. 144). Not only is the ethical relation to the 

singular other the source of “the desire for justice,” it also “offers a guide to justice” (A. 

Bell, 2014, p. 181) informing the political whilst in tension with it, and without any 

guarantees. Amid the emotional heat and the many-sided concerns of the MEDC and Wai 

11, the guidance offered by the ethical content of interpersonal relations was productive 

of new meanings, and re-invigorated political engagement and personal commitments for 

senior education officials. Justice for Māori was inevitably a relational undertaking 

struggled for amongst the many and in one-on-one encounters.  
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Bill Renwick and languaging the ethical 

In considering interpersonal relations, I have deployed a certain kind of vocabulary to 

describe what the ethical might entail. Terms used have included: conscience, belonging, 

aroha, mana, respect, commitment, alterity, unforgetting, naming, disturbing, provoking, 

and listening. The ability to listen was a particularly vital ethical component in the skills 

of a senior public servant like Bill Renwick because of his positional authority. Within 

the constraints of his role, he could not be seen to be pushing his own views directly, but 

he could report those of others as he understood them. That he had listened to and been 

changed by Māori in the crucible of the MEDC and Wai 11 events is evident in the tenor 

and content of official texts he later produced for parliament and the teaching profession 

(DoE, 1987b; Renwick, 1986a). In articulating what he had learned from Māori anger, he 

became one of the Pākehā conduits for Māori voices to be heard in government circles. 

The responsibility to Māori difference, culturally and politically, that both the MEDC and 

Wai 11 insisted upon, generated an expanding vocabulary around Māori–Pākehā ethical 

relations for Renwick and his colleagues to draw upon. Helping create that discursive 

phenomenon was new language inspired by the Treaty via the work of the Waitangi 

Tribunal in claims such as Wai 11. Such language also reached into the work of the 

Curriculum Review Committee (see Chapter 9). 

Inter-eventfulness with the Curriculum Review 

The Treaty was the reason for Wai 11’s becoming, but at the earlier MEDC it hovered in 

the background. It was mentioned in passing only once in the 87-page report compiled by 

conference director Ranginui Walker (1984, p. 2). The success of the Wai 11 claim made 

it possible for Māori educational concerns such as those arising from the earlier MEDC to 

become attachable to the Treaty. The wider potential of that “networky” actant effect 

(Latour, 1996, p. 373) was further realised when the Treaty (via Wai 11) reached into the 

eventfulness of the Curriculum Review. Within a week of the Wai 11 report appearing in 

late April 1986, a copy was delivered to a meeting of the Curriculum Review Committee. 

Minutes of that meeting record Minister Russell Marshall’s request for Committee 

members to “look at the report in terms of what they are doing” (DoE, 1986d, p. 3). Only 

a few people on the Committee, its chairman and Bill Renwick’s colleague Peter Brice 

among them, had attended both the MEDC and Wai 11 in person. From the shared 

collegial experience of Wai 11 especially, Brice would have gained a sense of Treaty 
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possibilities and the ethical challenges for education, but this was not necessarily so for 

all Committee members. For most, when they began their work for the Committee in 

1985, the Treaty remained, as it did for the wider public at the time, the preserve of 

academics, politicians and Māori rights activists and their supporters. In the next chapter I 

turn my attention from departmental officials to the narratives of non-governmental 

Committee members to see what conditions for Treaty receptivity might be found there. 
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Preamble to Chapter 8: The learning subject 

Non-governmental Committee members 

Chapter 8 focuses on another set of intra-acting elements forming the conditions for the 

Treaty’s emergence in a national curriculum principle, namely the prior experiences that 

non-governmental members brought with them onto the Curriculum Review Committee. 

In Chapters 6 and 7, I considered the qualities of Māori–Pākehā relations within the head 

office of the Department of Education. Whilst Departmental officers on the Committee 

performed key administrative and advisory roles, the political mandate for the review 

process rested with the other Committee members:  

           The Minister had said, ‘You are the ones who are going to take control of this. 

          You are shaping and reporting on what the people have said through your own 

          eyes. It’s your Curriculum Review, not the Department’s’. (Ruth Mansell)  

Unlike the public servants, non-governmental members were not constrained by thoughts 

of what might or might not be acceptable to political masters in parliament.  

When individuals first gather for a political purpose such as the Curriculum 

Review inquiry represented, they bring with them “their own already-arrived-at positions 

and priorities” (Massumi, 2015, p. 199). A diversity of experience and opinion was 

immediately apparent when the Committee’s monthly meetings commenced: 

            Most of the people on the Committee were very strong. You should have heard 

            some of them. We all came from disparate points of view…and suddenly we 

            were working together and I wondered how this was going to be. Peter Brice as 

            the Chair was quite diplomatic. I can remember him making sure that we all had 

            equal respect and time and were listened to. I think we all wanted to do that. 

           (Ruth Mansell) 

To give some idea of the ‘positions and priorities’ coming from outside the milieu of the 

Department’s head office into the work of the Curriculum Review, Chapter 8 is made up 

of three re-stories of former Committee members and concerns the influences shaping 

them before they joined the Committee. 

These re-stories comprise selected extracts from the much longer re-story 

narratives I constructed with the research participants. They are unmediated except for a 

prologue and footnotes included as part of each, and the commentary in this preamble. 

They contain the recollections of Maiki Marks, Peter Allen and Ruth Mansell, all of 
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whom had worked for several years within the teaching profession prior to their 

participation in the Curriculum Review. The timeframe of each re-story reaches only as 

far as the commencement of the Curriculum Review in late 1984 with some content 

exploring what lay ahead. Each re-story concludes with brief reflections from the 

participants about the Treaty, which appeared only in the margins of their pre-Curriculum 

Review experiences. This preamble provides background context for the re-stories, and 

considers the narrators as ‘learning subjects’. 

A learning relation 

Underpinning Chapter 7 was the concept of the connection between the Self and the 

Other as “an ethical relation” (Levinas, 1991, p. 51). Otherness also creates the conditions 

for ‘a learning relation’, that is, the potential for the Self “to be taught” through the 

inherently instructive presence of ultimately unknowable others (p. 51). The usefulness of 

these ideas for Māori–Pākehā relations is that they eschew desires for epistemological 

mastery, and instead encourage “an attentive orientation to others that opens us to 

learning from and being altered by others, by difference itself” (Hoskins, 2017a, p. 146). 

Such attentiveness and alteration suffuse the re-stories in Chapter 8. 

The thematic arc of each of the participants’ re-stories emerged in response to my 

questions about Māori–Pākehā engagement in their lives over time. Maiki, Peter and Ruth 

had common ground in their activism as teacher professionals with points of shared 

connection related to people and events. Marae spaces again featured as constitutive 

material dimensions of these pedagogical entanglements. As with my exploration of the 

leadership practices within the Department of Education, the re-stories reveal Pākehā 

learning from Māori and correspondingly Māori as guides and teachers of Pākehā. They 

also offer up vignettes of Māori and Pākehā teachers involved in mutually beneficial 

collaborations. Experiencing schooling first as a Māori pupil and later as a teacher, 

Maiki’s re-story reflects her attunement to Māori social and educational disadvantage. 

Those Pākehā colleagues supportive of justice for Māori earned her admiration and 

became resources for her own learning about political strategies and innovative classroom 

practice. By contrast, the re-stories of Ruth and Peter emerge from their lives as members 

of the Pākehā majority and their learning encounters with Māori others. The resulting new 

knowledge fortified their emotional investment in, and political commitment to, 

extending teachers’ understanding of Māori educational realities and viewpoints.  
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Teacher professionals as union members 

The three participants’ commitment to improving the educational experience of Māori 

students found practical expression beyond the classroom through their membership of 

teacher unions, the professional bodies that had selected them to be part of the 

Curriculum Review Committee. As individuals, Maiki, Peter and Ruth contributed to the 

cultural and political shifts that their respective unions underwent, their own teacher 

subjectivities in turn being shaped by such involvement. Union membership denoted 

more than a concern for pay and conditions. Being active in a union was also about 

advancing and debating professional concerns connected to the welfare of students and 

the purpose of education. Ruth Mansell worked for the primary teachers’ union, the New 

Zealand Institute of Education (NZEI), and was one of three NZEI members on the 

Committee. Maiki Marks and Peter Allen were two of the three representatives for the 

secondary teachers’ union – the Post Primary Teachers Association (PPTA). Like most of 

the other Committee members, they were chosen because of their length of experience in 

education and the value placed upon their knowledge of and interest in broader issues of 

curriculum and school reform. 

Teacher unions and the Department of Education 

Before the major re-structuring of the public sector in the late 1980s, teacher unions 

enjoyed an interconnected, automatic relationship with the Department of Education. 

Regarded as “educational professionals”, teachers took part in “curriculum development 

at both the macro level and the school level” (Jesson, 1995, p. 249). 

The idea was that when major changes were being made in education, it was right 

            and proper that teachers via the PPTA and the NZEI should be at the table  

            expressing the views of teachers and be part of shaping education policy. Teacher  

            organisations are seen as a pressure group, a lobby group, which they are, but 

            nevertheless back in the 80s, the 70s and the 60s, there was this feeling that we 

            were all on the same side and that we were all working together for the betterment 

            of education. (Peter Allen) 

In its 1983 report on the New Zealand education system, the OECD noted the unusually 

high degree of consultation and crossover amongst teachers and public servants. As 

mentioned in the preamble to Chapter 6, many of the latter had been classroom teachers 

and/or school leaders themselves, contributing to an oft-heard phrase by the OECD 

examiners about the country’s “education family” (p. 19). Whilst not a ‘family’ without 
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tensions and conflicting priorities, the relationships amongst education bureaucrats and 

teacher union officials at this historical juncture were markedly more interconnected than 

the oppositional model promoted by the public-sector reforms of the late 1980s and early 

1990s (Grant, 2003; Jesson, 1995).  

Education Development Conference, 1970s 

In Chapter 5 using my own teacher archives I explored some of the wider discourses that 

enabled and constrained the thinking and practices of the Curriculum Review Committee. 

Two discursive elements that I identified as important were the rise of the feminist 

movement and the influence of neo-progressivism in education, both emphasising the 

quality of human relationships for a school climate conducive to better teaching and 

learning (S. Middleton & May, 1997). The effects of these discourses are, unsurprisingly, 

also evident in the re-stories featured in Chapter 8. Maiki, Peter and Ruth were, however, 

experienced teachers by the mid-1980s, their recollections thus bringing into focus 

educational events and attendant discursive investments outside my beginning teacher’s 

world as related in Chapter 5. I background here briefly one such event from their re-

stories – the Educational Development Conference (EDC). 

Phil Amos, Minister of Education under the third Labour Government (1973-75), 

was responsible for convening the EDC. The conference hoped to create amongst 

teachers, policymakers and the public a deeper engagement with “the liberal-progressive 

spirit” influencing schooling practices (S. Middleton & May, 1997, p. 219). A forerunner 

to the Curriculum Review’s consultative approach, the EDC welcomed the views of a 

wide cross-section of the public through study groups and seminars involving teachers, 

parents and business groups over a 12-month period in 1973 and 1974 (p. 219). Bill 

Renwick (1992), then Assistant Director General of Education and one of the organisers, 

described the EDC as “the most comprehensive public discussion of public education the 

country had ever known” (p. 28). With an estimated 60,000 people taking part, much 

talking and recording of information ensued. A subsequent report from the conference 

attempted to leave no stone unturned in its overview of the educational landscape (EDC, 

1974). Ten years later, the underlying concerns of the EDC remained relevant for many of 

those selected for the Curriculum Review Committee. Ruth Mansell recalls that the 

experience “laid the foundations in several of us who ended up on the Committee. Many 

of the other early childhood and primary-focused people had done a lot of work for the 

EDC.”  
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After a change of government in 1976, the liberal momentum embodied by the 

EDC and related initiatives like the Johnson Report (DoE, 1977) discussed in Chapter 5 

stalled under the traditionalist Minister of Education, Merv Wellington (Jesson, 1995, p. 

258). The return of a Labour government in 1984 with Minister of Education Russell 

Marshall and the Curriculum Review provided the oxygen necessary for the liberal, neo-

progressive ideas of the EDC to flourish in the open once more: “We saw the Curriculum 

Review process as a logical progression moving from the thinking that arose from all 

these kinds of prior experiences, like the EDC, to giving thought to what we could now 

suggest for schools” (Ruth Mansell). How Māori students fared had been one of the key 

considerations for the EDC. 

The EDC’s 1974 report devoted a chapter to the subject of Māori education. It 

noted that “education has an important function . . . in fostering the growth of a society in 

which diversity of cultural background is a strength rather than a weakness” (pp. 195-

196). Similar concerns featured in Chapter 5 as relevant to my evolving teacher identity 

during the 1980s, specifically in relation to Māori cultural and political revitalisation and 

its effects upon me via ‘taha Māori’ practices in education. These themes are also present 

in the re-stories against the backdrop of the participants’ union activism. 

Teacher unions and Māori  

Advocacy for Māori language and culture in schools can be traced in the histories of 

Pākehā-led teacher unions back to the mid-20th century. A 1970s PPTA policy on 

‘multicultural education,’ for example, made several recommendations centred on 

improving schooling for Māori including the provision of in-service courses “for teachers 

already in the classroom to gain an insight into Maori culture and an understanding of 

how to relate to Maori pupils” (New Zealand Post Primary Teachers Association, 1978, p. 

16). In 1981, NZEI’s Advisory Committee on Maori Education produced Te Tatai Hono. 

This report was arguably the first publication from a union to be both bicultural in vision 

and in its forms of expression. The above initiatives by the PPTA and NZEI leadership 

complemented the new directions taken by the Department of Education covered in 

Chapters 6 and 7. Such intra-action between teacher unions and bureaucracy deepened 

convictions about the need to tackle entrenched monocultural norms.  

It was not until the mid-1980s on the eve of the Curriculum Review, however, that 

Māori cultural influences began to alter the Eurocentric nature of the unions’ own 

organisational practices. The 1984 national education hui on Māori education at 
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Tūrangawaewae marae highlighted in Chapter 7 had flow-on effects for PPTA and NZEI 

unions. Of note, and appearing in the re-stories of Maiki Marks and Peter Allen, was the 

PPTA-led gathering at the Waahi marae in April 1984. Inspired by the gathering at the 

Tūrangawaewae marae one month earlier, the focus at Waahi was on secondary education 

from a Māori perspective (Grant, 2002, pp. 81-82).  

At the Waahi event, a new vocabulary within union circles became possible. 

PPTA were now holding a ‘hui’ as opposed to a ‘conference,’ and simple instructions 

were being provided to members for the first time about staying on a marae (“No limits 

on hui discussion,” 1984, p. 3). Likewise, NZEI organised an inaugural ‘hui’ in January 

1986 on Māori education for primary teachers at Tūrangawaewae (“Reviewing more than 

the curriculum,” 1985, p. 189). In November of the same year, a strong focus on Māori 

concerns continued at the NZEI’s annual general meeting. As part of that meeting’s 

structure, elements of tikanga (Māori cultural practices) took their place alongside 

Pākehātanga (Pākehā cultural practices), prompting an NZEI executive member to note 

the radical nature of this phenomenon, his comments containing traces of the paternalistic 

attitudes towards Māori that it upended: 

                There must have been people in the hall who remembered annual meetings 

                when to devote so much time and energy to consideration of the needs of one 

                section of New Zealand society would have seemed profligate of the 

                Institute’s resources; when the  suggestion that the official opening would be 

                preceded by a welcome from the tangata whenua [emphasis in original] would 

                have been deemed unnecessarily theatrical; when the notion would have been 

                quite foreign, that anyone addressing a large gathering unable to string together 

                a sentence in Māori would appear ill-educated for the task. (Buck, 1986, p. 103) 

The desire for ‘including’ and ‘getting to know’ Māori during the era of the Curriculum 

Review was strong amongst the leadership of teacher organisations such as the PPTA and 

NZEI. Māori themselves appeared to have responded with aroha and manaaki (care and 

hospitality) at union events100 even as difficult political conversations took place (see 

Chapter 7). As one former PPTA and Curriculum Review Committee member observed: 

“To some extent I think it was a bonding time between Māori and Pākehā” (Greta Firth). 

Like the experiences of collegiality within the leadership of the Department of Education 

                                                 
100 The journal of the primary teachers union, National Education, reported on the January 1986 hui in an 

issue centred on the theme of being responsive to communities (New Zealand Institute of Education, 1986). 

Its content offers a glimpse of the increasing if cautious involvement by Māori groups and individuals in 

support of the union’s efforts to learn from Māori concerns ‘kanohi ki te kanohi’ (face to face). 



189 

considered in Chapter 6, the content of the re-stories reveals a surge in Māori–Pākehā 

relational engagement in certain corners of the teaching profession. 

A partial view 

With 17 non-Departmental individuals on the Curriculum Review Committee, and not all 

PPTA and NZEI representatives, my efforts with the three re-stories in Chapter 8 are 

obviously only partial. I am unable to encompass all the diversity of knowledges and 

personal histories that contributed to the formation of the Committee’s group identity. I 

am mindful of the narratives belonging to other dedicated Committee members stirring in 

the background. Some former members have already appeared in previous chapters, and 

others feature in Chapter 9. Given that the 1980s was an explosive time for the re-

configuring of Māori–Pākehā relations in education and the wider public sector, the 

themes in Chapter 8’s three re-stories of learning from difference would, I believe, also 

surface in narratives left untold here. My hope is that the three re-stories as an ensemble 

capture something of the creative energy and liberal spirit that enhanced receptivity 

towards the Treaty in the deliberations of the Curriculum Review Committee. 
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Chapter 8: Māori–Pākehā entanglement in the  

re-stories of three participants 

Maiki Marks Re-story 

Just sitting here talking to you and looking at those documents from the 1980s I 

know why it was such a stressful time. So many new things were happening – two 

significant education hui at Tūrangawaewae and Waahi, full-time teaching in 

between PPTA work as well as the Māori language claim before the Waitangi 

Tribunal, and then the Curriculum Review. It was all going on at the same time. 

Prologue 

During the 1970s and 1980s, Maiki Marks (Ngāphui, Te Rarawa, Ngāti Paoa) advocated 

for Māori language and culture in the schools where she worked and through her union 

activities as a member of PPTA’s Multicultural Committee. She was a secondary teacher 

in a range of Auckland communities including on the North Shore (Birkdale College), 

and at Hillary College and Henderson High School in the south and west of the city 

respectively. Alongside full-time teaching she was the public face of Māori teacher 

activism during a turbulent period of change appearing often in the PPTA Journal and 

other forms of media. Her seminal paper on the frustrations of being a Māori language 

teacher (Marks, 1984) gave expression to widespread concerns amongst Māori educators 

(see Chapter 7). Following on from her contribution to the Curriculum Review she 

continued to take on teaching and advisory roles. Her story begins in the Northland 

community of Mangamuka where she was raised and attended the local Māori School or 

Native School as it was once called, a form of state education that ended in 1969. 

Schooling experiences 

At Mangamuka Native School in the early 1950s, we had nothing Māori, no reo, 

absolutely nothing. We sang songs about the green glades of Britain and we marched 

around to Colonel Bogie. The responsible kids got sent out to light the fire every morning. 

I had to light the copper to boil up the water, and mix up powdered milk. That took up all 

the morning. I believe that is why I missed out on Maths. I’m hopeless at Maths. I left 

Mangamuka for secondary schooling in Auckland. My mother was determined to get us 

educated. She had to pay for me because the Native School did not have a scholarship 
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programme organised at that time. All students attended the local district high school at 

Okaihau. The principal organised the relevant paperwork by the time my sister left to 

attend Queen Vic.101 My younger siblings all won the scholarship. That’s an example of 

how we tried to make use of the system. 

I attended Queen Vic from 1958 to 1962. It was a continuation of the Native 

School in terms of the values instilled in us. We learnt to polish silver. We were taught 

how to be good middle class Pākehā women. Being Māori wasn’t overt. It was very 

covert. If you ever get hold of old copies of Te Ao Hou,102 have a look at the images of 

Queen Vic students performing. We were performing to Victoriana with the lovely little 

poi dancing. We didn’t call it kapa haka [Māori performing arts] then. It was what I call a 

sanitised version.  

But we did have te reo at the school. Hoani (John) Waititi was our te reo teacher, 

and by the time I got to the 6th form [Year 12], Ranginui Walker relieved him and taught 

the senior classes. Hoani meanwhile researched and wrote the Rangatahi series still in 

use today. All of us girls knew Māori language when we got to the school, and you could 

see that in the Rangatahi books. We lived the life that’s reflected in those books. Hoani 

was the Māori section in the Department of Education during the late 1950s and early 

1960s – he was it. His office, if you could call it an office, comprised prefabricated old 

army sheds in Gillies Ave in Auckland. He burnt himself out. I think he was one of those 

Māori who believed that he could change the system from within.103  

Playcentre  

When I first got married and had children we lived in Birkdale on Auckland’s North 

Shore. I grew up in that era of assimilation policies that that awful man Hunn supported. 

104 That whole area of Birkdale from 1966 to 1980 was developed for housing, and Māori 

were ‘pepper potted’. A Māori family housed among Pākehā meant – in the mind of Mr 

Hunn – that they would become just like Pākehā. It did not work because Māori had 

larger families, low paid jobs and extended whānau responsibilities. 

                                                 
101 Run by the Anglican Church, Queen Victoria School for Maori Girls opened in 1903 in the suburb of 

Parnell in Auckland City. It closed in 2001. 
102 Founded by the Māori Affairs Department in 1952, the magazine Te Ao Hou appeared until 1975, its aim 

being to portray aspects of contemporary Māori life. 
103  For further information on Hoani Waititi and his achievements refer 

https://www.teara.govt.nz/en/biographies/5w2/waititi-hoani-retimana. 
104  A senior Pākehā public servant, J.K. Hunn’s 1961 report on the Māori Affairs Department made 

recommendations concerning the ‘integration’ of Māori into Pākehā urban settings. 



193 

When I first went to the local Playcentre105 I was the only Māori mother and the 

Playcentre lady said, ‘Do you think you can bring other Māori women?’ And I said, 

‘Well, I’ll have to go and see them.’ With my baby in the pushchair I went from house to 

house, waited for this one to get dressed and then on to the next house. By the time we got 

to the Playcentre it was closing at half past 12 so they gave us the key. We used the 

Playcentre from about two o’clock until half past four. That was one of the earliest 

Playcentre groups for Māori mothers, or it was certainly the only one on the North Shore. 

Because of their involvement in Playcentre in the 1970s those women, Māori parents, 

became actively involved in their children’s primary and secondary schools.  

That was also how we came to be present at those meetings about curriculum 

going on around the country tied in with the nationwide Educational Development 

Conference of the mid-70s. People were invited to attend meetings at local schools and 

various components of schooling were discussed. I listened to people talking about the 

curriculum and the changes that could be possible, and thought at the time this was a 

good idea. I was only a young mother then. I can remember participating and being very 

interested in what the presenters had to say about the curriculum, and reflecting on the 

type of schooling I had experienced myself.  

The path to teaching 

My own pathway to teaching began in the early 70s when Toby Rikihana rang me. Toby 

was another fighter in primary schools for te reo and tikanga Māori [Māori language and 

cultural practices]. I observed him at Birkenhead Primary school. He was on the stage 

leading the school through waiata [song]. I became his secretary and worked closely with 

him. Toby, together with George Parekowhai, a lecturer in Māori studies at the North 

Shore teachers training college, established and led Te Ropu Tautoko i te Reo Māori 

[Support Group for the Māori Language]. The Pākehā teachers who attended the 

meetings of this group were very keen to incorporate te reo and tikanga into their 

teaching and learning programmes. As they grew in confidence Toby responded by 

writing early Māori readers [reading books], games and programmes.106 I remember 

                                                 
105 Playcentres developed from the 1940s as a form of early childhood education run by parents. As part of 

their involvement, parents received training to be the teachers and managers of their own centres. See 

Suzanne Manning (2014) for an overview of the Playcentre organisation’s struggles from 1989 to engage 

with the implications of the Treaty. 
106 Toby Rikihana’s Waiata Maori (Māori songs) comprises two volumes and is in its third edition (2006) 

in the form of stapled, photocopied documents as they originally appeared.  At the time of writing this 
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packaging up Toby’s resources and posting them off to Wellington . . . the Department of 

Education did not respond to Toby’s request for funding, instead it produced some of his 

readers under their name! 

I was invited by a young Pākehā woman at Birkdale College to help her teach 

‘kōrero i te reo’ [spoken Māori] with three 7th form [Year 13] students, all Māori, who 

were undertaking a te reo correspondence course. I planned whakarongo, kōrero and 

tuhituhi [listening, speaking and writing] sessions with the teacher sitting in on the first 

few lessons. She had a very busy workload because she had to teach those three students 

with another class. After some months, she suggested that I apply to the one-year Māori 

language teachers training that had just started up. Phil Amos, the Minister of Education 

for the Labour Party [1972-75], was responsible for introducing the programme in 

response to calls for the teaching and learning of te reo in schools. I said to her, ‘I have 

heard that the graduates from this course aren’t getting jobs. If I apply for this, I don’t 

want to go all over the country.’ She said, ‘You apply, do the course and come here.’ I 

was in the third-year intake. During that year Toby's booklets were very popular. Apart 

from Hoani Waititi's Rangatahi booklets, there were very few resources. Mainstream 

students in secondary schools were only just beginning to learn te reo. Wherever te reo 

was being taught in primary and secondary schools, the photocopy machine was kept 

very busy.  

Teaching at Birkdale College 

After training I got a job back at Birkdale College in 1975, but when I arrived they didn’t 

have a Māori language class for me. I had to grow it. I asked where all the Māori 

children were. They were in the largest slow learner department called Combined 

Studies. Almost all Māori children who came through Birkdale were put into this 

department – it had three 3rd form classes, two 4th form classes and a 5th form class 

[years 9 to 11], and they were all the same Māori families. It was awful. And there were a 

lot of Pākehā kids who were English migrants with mothers who didn’t want to be here. 

So, in my class I had children with psychological problems and stroppy Māori kids. 

I taught English and Social Studies during the first year and promoted the 

learning of te reo Māori to students and their parents. By the time I left four years later, 

                                                                                                                                                  

 

thesis, a Māori primary teacher informed me that these were still the best resources to use when introducing 

waiata into a classroom programme. 
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there were two 3rd form te reo classes, a 4th form and a 5th form class at the end of three 

years. With support from the school, a marae was also built in the school grounds. 

Birkdale College was the first secondary school on the North Shore to have a school 

marae.  

Over time I learned about norm-referencing [refer p. 99 in Chapter 5] and its 

terrible effects. I didn’t know why the kids who would normally pass were failing until I 

realised what was happening. I blame that on those vested interests in the Department, 

the power it gave those subject areas, that entrenched belief that French and German 

were better than Māori. Maurice Kelly, a nice Pākehā inspector who came to my class 

when I was first teaching at Birkdale, he apologised about how the system worked. He 

said that it was arrogant. He agreed that every language has its own merit.  

Hillary College  

I applied for an English teaching position at Hillary College in South Auckland and 

taught there from 1980 until 1985. They were doing what Russell Bishop at Waikato is 

advocating for now without his resources plus they had to take all the flak.107 When I got 

to Hillary I saw wonderful things happening but there was a lack of interest from the 

Department of Education, in fact we were told off for what we were doing. We were told 

that the sooner we had the students reading from the same set texts in English the better. 

And we should stop the ‘play way’.  

We had home rooms set up where the children met in the morning in vertical 

classes [a mix of ages]. There was a little square where we sat together and talked about 

what the day would bring. I tried to get the students to think about the positives for the 

day. The point of it was communal contact before students moved on to their various 

classes.  

I used to take our students to restaurants. When they got into the 5th form [year 

11] it was an area of learning the students looked forward to. They would all dress up. 

They’d have the afternoon off. Appointments were made with the hairdressing school 

down the road at Manukau Tech. Outfits were made in advance during Home Economics 

learning. The students remembered the whole learning experience for their lifetime – not 

just going to the restaurant but the skills they acquired before and after the event. 

                                                 
107 From the early 2000s, with the support of the Ministry of Education, Russell Bishop and his research 

team led a project known as Te Kotahitanga based on a ‘culturally responsive pedagogy of relations’ 

designed to improve the achievement of Māori students in mainstream schools (see Bishop & Berryman, 

2006). 



196 

To hold our students at school, we were doing things that were illegal. For part of 

the day they went to the teachers they liked. We had negotiated with Māori Affairs down 

the road and with various other groups that for the rest of the day they would spend 

learning whatever it was. That had to be done with the permission of the parents. That’s 

how I saw the potential of the Curriculum Review – that it would offer different options 

and pathways for learning.  

Teachers fell into two camps – those who were ultra-conservative and those who 

were creative and exciting people whose sole aim was to keep students at school and 

learning. Learning was very much student led and organised. The teacher facilitated the 

process. Planning for this process to happen took many hours.  

The introduction of tikanga into school happened suddenly. Certain teachers had 

difficulty accepting tikanga in action during pōwhiri [Māori welcome ceremonies] for 

international or local officials. While at Hillary College, I recall having to clean up a 

spill in the school hall, and upon opening the broom cupboard was amazed to see 

teachers in there avoiding the pōwhiri.  

Working with Pākehā colleagues  

I had strong working relationships with some of my Pākehā colleagues at Hillary. That 

for me was the Treaty in action. In terms of the principles of the Treaty that was certainly 

in the everyday way they worked. We didn’t talk about it in those terms, but that was the 

Treaty being enacted particularly with people like Ian Mitchell and Tom Newnham.108 

They believed in what was fair, and that was what they strove for. They established the 

Citizens for Racial Equality (CARE). I went to some of their meetings. I was very 

impressed with those people. They were out on a limb and way ahead of their time.  

The principal of Hillary College was Brian Watson who followed in the footsteps 

of Garfield Johnson. Brian was a lovely and unassuming man who let Ian Mitchell and 

the rest of us do what we planned. Ian and I taught double English lessons – eight hour-

long periods per week to 6th and 7th formers [Years 12 and 13]. I learned as much from 

the students as I did from Ian. Other important Pākehā colleagues were Bernard Gadd, 

Jill Amos and Warren Lindberg . . . they were outstanding in terms of working towards 

                                                 
108 See Ian Mitchell’s 1984 critique of the examination system, and Joce Jesson (2011) on Tom Newnham’s 

contribution to education. 
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equality. Bernard Gadd did that through writing fiction.109 He wrote a story about going 

to Rātana Pa, for example.110 It was an area of interest for some of his students who were 

Rātana, and who talked about those special trips they went on in January. Bernie 

captured the wairua, the essence, of their experiences.  

Becoming politically active  

Māori like me gradually realised that there was a ‘them’ and ‘us,’ and that what we were 

saying and thinking was being influenced by standards and values that were prescribed. 

That was how we grew up, that was the thinking. One faction of society had it all sweet 

and that even if we emulated them, even if we tried to be like them, you still wouldn’t be 

the winner. You had to be quiet. I think that all my generation — and I am 70 this year 

[2014] — that’s the way they are. They feel things very strongly. They feel the injustices 

and the pain, and they know that they are invisible. But if you stay invisible, you don’t 

make waves.  

Belonging to PPTA  

PPTA had been involved with curriculum change since the 1970s and the Labour Party’s 

Education Development Conference (EDC). The union had a real commitment to this 

curriculum work and they had interesting people. I got on well with Pākehā from other 

schools active in PPTA’s Auckland Branch like Charmaine Pountney, Maryan Street, 

Joce Jesson and Shona Hearn. It was a struggle with a right-wing backlash from loads of 

teachers. I’ll never forget the then prime minister Robert Muldoon referring to us as ‘the 

reds under the bed’. 

I was on the PPTA Multicultural Committee with Pat Heremaia from Green Bay 

High School. My job was to remind people about the 1984 PPTA Waahi hui – I didn’t 

have to remind them actually – people like Peter Allen [see next re-story] would tell the 

PPTA Executive whenever we met. The recommendations about Māori education that 

came out of Waahi had to be implemented through the following years. PPTA people kept 

                                                 
109  Bernard Gadd’s pioneering literature for the multicultural classroom is surveyed at 

http://www.bookcouncil.org.nz/writer/gadd-bernard/. 
110 A place of pilgrimage for Māori who are followers of the Rātana faith, Rātana Pā is a town in the North 

Island of Aotearoa New Zealand that hosts annual Rātana celebrations in January. The Rātana movement 

has historically advocated for the political recognition of the Treaty (see Chapter 4). 
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saying, ‘These are the recommendations – we’ve got to realise them’. PPTA pushed and 

pushed for that work.111  

The articles that appeared in the PPTA Journal challenged the various people in 

the Department and pushed them along the way. One of the jobs I did for PPTA was to go 

to Wellington early before the PPTA Executive meetings. I was like a rocket. I would get 

off the plane and go straight to the Department’s head office in the old wooden building 

and check to see where they were with whatever the issue. I would go and hassle them. 

This was very much the follow-up to the hui at Tūrangawaewae and Waahi. The articles 

in the PPTA Journal reinforced what had happened at these two hui and continued to 

challenge where people were at. I kept saying to Māori teachers, ‘If you want to make 

changes and challenge people’s thinking, you’ve got to get into the PPTA Journal 

because it’s read by everyone’. That’s what I was doing – challenging people’s thinking.  

In 1988, after the Curriculum Review, PPTA had the Treaty as one of its 

conference themes and as a result established a Māori arm, a Treaty-based structure for 

the organisation, the first union in the country to do so. Another conference theme around 

the same time focused on women and girls. They didn’t use the word ‘women’. It was the 

issue of ‘equality’. The membership was polarised over these issues. The Auckland 

Branch remit meetings were just chock-a-block. My memories of that time are about the 

flak we got, what we had to wade through at the regional meetings. The same schools 

came out, busloads, saying that women won’t be able to do bus duty, and all that. It was 

very stressful. At the meetings, there were hardly any Māori. It was the kaupapa [topics] 

that brought members out of the woodwork – the Treaty issue, the non-racist and the non-

sexist issues. Conservative teachers throughout the country flooded into PPTA meetings 

to vote against proposed remits. The atmosphere was electric. I am filled with admiration 

for Pākehā members who organised the conferences to ensure that critical remits were 

passed.  

The Treaty 

I was born in 1944, and we were raised Rātana. From about 1950 onwards I was brought 

over to Waitangi every year for Treaty signing commemorations on February 6th. I know 

                                                 
111 The wide-ranging remits from the Waahi hui numbered 23 in total and appeared as part of a special 

supplement in the May 1984 issue of the PPTA News. One remit called for “Maori to be recognised as the 

official language of Aotearoa” and another that “the system can and must include Maori values as an 

integral part of teaching and learning” (New Zealand Post Primary Teachers Association, 1984, n. p. no.). 

There was no mention of the Treaty. 
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people complain about what the event was back then, but those years were lovely. The 

army had all the tents up at Waitangi. I was the eldest in the family and my aunt and 

uncle would pick me up. They had a little old car which they drove on the raggedy and 

horrible roads to get there. Back then the event was true Ngāpuhi kotahitanga [unity of 

the Ngāpuhi tribal group]. 

I can recall one of the few waiata we sang at my primary school in Mangamuka. It 

went like this: [singing] ‘Te Tiriti o Waitangi he mana mō tātou’ [The Treaty gives us all 

power]. We sang that forever. The Treaty wasn’t discussed much in the 1970s period, 

certainly not by Māori, apart from singing about it and hoping about it probably. Then 

the actions of the young people in the Nga Tamatoa group at Auckland University had an 

impact [see Chapter 5, p. 95]. That was when the Treaty started coming along. The 1980s 

were heady years and you had factions with a group of people passionately opposed to 

any changes. During the early part of that decade before the Curriculum Review, the 

Treaty wasn’t mentioned at all. I just wasn’t aware that we could use it. I wasn’t aware 

yet that the Treaty could be a tool.  
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Peter Allen Re-story 

I see the 1980s both for myself and others as a time of progressively becoming 

more aware of issues in education that caused disadvantage for groups of people, 

women for one, Māori for another, and that we shouldn’t be accepting the status 

quo, that we should be challenging that disadvantage and finding ways to better 

cater for those groups. 

Prologue 

Peter Allen (Pākehā) began his career as a secondary school teacher in the early 1970s in 

the subject areas of geography and social sciences. In 1982 he became Deputy Principal 

at Taupō-nui-a-Tia College. An active member of the PPTA teachers’ union, he was 

appointed its president from 1986 to 1987. He served on a range of PPTA committees, 

including those concerned with Māori education. In the early 1980s he was for a short 

time the union’s spokesperson on Māori issues – “that shows you how far things have 

come.” Amongst many other roles, he represented the PPTA on the first curriculum 

working parties of the early 1980s before being selected for the Curriculum Review 

Committee. In 1990 he was appointed the principal of Rangiora High School and went on 

to hold a senior position at Christchurch Teachers College. His learning from Māori 

began in the 1960s whilst a university student in the Waikato region.  

Waikato University  

I was the first graduate of Waikato University because of my surname beginning with the 

letter A. I was at the 50th celebrations earlier this year [2014]. I was vice-president of the 

New Zealand Universities Student Association (NZUSA) for what they called 

International Affairs. This somehow morphed into me organising groups on various 

projects. For one of those projects I took a group of university students from around the 

country to stay on a marae in Tauranga for a week. I had made a close connection with a 

man by the name of Mo Raureti who was in the Department of Māori Affairs at the time. I 

probably first connected with him around my wanting to organise the above project. Mo 

and I had various conversations at different times about the possibility of this, and about 

how Māori viewed the world.  

I felt that University students had very little understanding of Māori issues and 

education. There was a sad record of underachievement for Māori in education and a 

considerable lack of understanding about why that might be the case. We spent the week 
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on the marae in Tauranga and we talked with the local people and visited schools. It 

became clear that there was entrenched institutional racism in schools around how Māori 

youngsters were catered for. 

I was born in Tauranga and brought up in Cambridge. There were Māori kids at 

school but there wasn’t a lot of contact. I came from a reasonably conservative family. 

My main two areas have always been history and geography, and I became interested in 

issues of social justice. My MPhil was a thesis on the military settlements in the middle 

Waikato. Through some of that reading, and through talking to people like Mo Raureti 

about Māori people’s perspectives on the land wars, I came to realise that the Pākehā 

view was completely at odds with Māori views. Pākehā were completely oblivious to this 

and did not understand the huge sense of injustice and deprivation that Māori were still 

experiencing because of those wars. All of that contributed to my input and why I did 

what I did. 

Part of NZUSA activities at Waikato University included supporting the Vice 

Chancellor, the Registrar and a few others. The VC was Don Llewelyn, a feisty 

Welshman. We went along on what was called ‘the wine and cheese circuit’ at various 

places in the Waikato, the King Country and Bay of Plenty to sell the benefits of going to 

the then fledgling Waikato University. That involved on several occasions staying on 

marae and we got talking with Māori there about their views of the world. All these 

experiences gelled together for me. 

This is happening in the 1960s, which was also the time when Pākehā like James 

Ritchie112 and others came on the scene at the university and started to make connections 

with Waikato tribes resulting in staff and students having quite a bit of contact. That 

whole ‘noho marae’ [marae stay] concept for Pākehā was only beginning to emerge and 

it was all new and strange to me because it was completely outside my experience as a 

Pākehā. When I began teaching at secondary schools in the 1970s, staying on a marae 

wasn’t in the experience of most teachers I worked with. 

Teaching  

I first taught at Te Puke High School in the early 1970s. A group of us younger teachers 

became aware of local Māori who were dissatisfied with the education they were 

                                                 
112  A Pākehā professor of psychology, James Ritchie (1930-2009) developed a close connection with 

leaders of the Tainui iwi. His book Becoming Bicultural (1992) distilled for a Pākehā audience what he had 

learned in the process.  
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receiving through the high school. We eventually organised a noho marae at Maketu 

where we got a large number of teachers staying on the marae and talking to parents 

about what might lead to change for the future. I went overseas for a couple of years and 

when I came back my wife and I ended up teaching in Dargaville High School where we 

found much the same situation. Māori youngsters were traditionally at the bottom end of 

each of the classes and there was a high level of absenteeism. I became interested in the 

education system and specifically PPTA to see what we could do to raise the 

understanding of the issues, and secondly to get some action on them.  

Curriculum  

I was part of the secondary school working party of Merv Wellington’s113 review of the 

core curriculum in 1983 [see Chapter 7]. As a teacher, I was frustrated about the 

curriculum framework that we were working with in schools. I felt it was outdated, that 

the time allocations were unrealistic, that it didn’t recognise some of the changes that 

were going on in schools around teachers trying to make education more relevant to their 

students. That’s why I put my hand up for being involved in that exercise. 

I worked on these curriculum issues with Judith Carter114 and Ian McKinnon115 

and someone from NZEI, I’m trying to think of the surname now, but we met at different 

locations all around the country. I can remember at one stage we met at Ian McKinnon’s 

father’s place in Taupō for a couple of days. We produced a series of discussion booklets 

for community consultation around the core curriculum to generate a bit of debate about 

reviewing the current curriculum and getting some understanding of why change was 

necessary and some degree of consensus. That approach got lifted several cogs the 

following year via the Curriculum Review when Russell Marshall became the Minister of 

Education. The Curriculum Review reflected his commitment to bring in wide sweeping 

change, until he got derailed by David Lange and company.116  

I had good working relationships with a lot of the Department of Education 

people. Russell Marshall and I worked well together. I had been at various meetings with 

him earlier in the 80s on curriculum development and even shared a hotel room with him 

                                                 
113 Merv Wellington was the Minister of Education from 1978 to 1984. 
114 Judith Carter was a member of the support staff for the Curriculum Review Committee in 1985 before 

becoming the principal of Palmerston North Girls High School. 
115 Headmaster of the private school Wanganui Collegiate from 1980 to 1988, Ian McKinnon was a member 

of the Curriculum Review Committee for one year in 1985. 
116Labour Prime Minister David Lange relieved Russell Marshall of the education portfolio in August 1987 

and took on the ministerial role himself in preparation for a major reform of education administration (see 

Butterworth & Butterworth, 1998). 
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at one stage. Towards the end of the 1980s, with changes in the industrial employment 

law, the union was put into a more adversarial position with the government in 

negotiations over our contracts, so it did start to become more difficult.  

Two education hui in 1984  

Hard on the heels of the curriculum work in the early 1980s were two education hui in 

1984, one in March at Tūrangawaewae [see Chapter 7] and one at Waahi in April 

organised by the PPTA. They were major milestones in PPTA’s involvement with Māori 

in terms of education issues. There was a real buzz at the Waahi hui. The Māori voice 

came through very clearly about their dissatisfaction with what education wasn’t doing 

for Māori kids. The experience created a few pointers for PPTA about how it might go 

about changing its own structures to make it more responsive, let alone any sort of 

reforms that it might be pushing in education itself. The hui gave momentum to PPTA in 

terms of its stance on Māori issues in general. That was the time of the big debates about 

the future of School Certificate and the whole assessment system. There were different 

groupings at that Waahi meeting – conservative Māori who were strongly in support of 

retaining School Certificate, and other groupings that produced the statistics showing 

that the assessment system of school certificate was failing Māori. That provoked some 

fierce discussions about the practice of scaling marks [norm-referencing].  

Māori representation in PPTA  

PPTA had begun looking at changing its representational structures earlier in the 1980s 

under the leadership of Tony Steele [PPTA president 1984-85]. Tony replaced me on the 

Curriculum Review Committee early in 1986 when I became PPTA president. He was a 

widely admired leader and very strong on equity for Māori in education.  

The drive for change in PPTA’s structures also came through giving women in 

education more say in the union – this spun off to the discussion about Māori 

representation. Impetus for change came through the growing strength of the secondary 

school Māori speech contest as well, and handing over to Māori the responsibility for 

organising these. It went from a marginal English-medium event to a Māori-medium one 

with much greater status.117 

                                                 
117 Still sponsored by the PPTA, the national secondary school speech contest for Māori students known as 

‘Ngā Manu Kōrero’ was in 2017 held for the 52nd time. 
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PPTA created other initiatives with the Department of Education, for example, the 

Te Atakura scheme. For all its failings, its intentions were good. The idea was to locate 

native speakers of Māori and fast track them into teaching. The outcomes of that were 

disastrous for a number who weren’t equipped or supported to stay there, but 

nevertheless those were the sorts of policy initiatives that were floated and worked on 

through the 1980s. When I became PPTA President [1986-87] we were quite a long way 

down that track. Next we moved to creating a separate Māori structure within PPTA and 

established the post of Māori Officer [Te Apiha Māori], and Ken Mair was the first 

person appointed to that role.  

The process could be fraught at times but the PPTA leadership managed that 

reasonably well. We brought in the likes of Syd Jackson and Maiki Marks [see previous 

re-story]. Some sectors of society regarded them and Ken Mair as radical but I think we 

managed to provide them with a voice, which assisted us to shape or change the 

organisation progressively. It wasn’t a big bang type of situation; it was an evolution 

where those people were given the chance to raise issues within PPTA. I am talking about 

PPTA as a representative body for teachers, but also about its role in terms of helping 

progress issues to do with Māori education.  

We did have our pretty furious debates. One was about the role of female PPTA 

representatives on the marae in terms of speaking protocols. As we went through the 80s, 

this became more heightened with presidents like Shona Smith and Ruth Chapman. What 

would be their position if and when they went onto a marae in terms of the expectations of 

their role as a PPTA spokesperson and speaking at pōwhiri? The way we dealt with that 

was through the Māori structures in PPTA. We had a kaumātua [male elder] who would 

speak for all presidents, regardless of whether they were male or female. So, on the 

marae you found ways to respect the traditions but not challenge PPTA’s beliefs at the 

same time. We tried to keep going forward whilst at any turn you could be embroiled in 

something that could bring you to a shuddering halt. 

The Treaty  

I got nothing about the Treaty at school and so had no awareness growing up. I became 

slightly aware of it in doing my university research around the military settlements in the 

Waikato, but the Treaty as a kind of living document that is going to affect the way people 

live, work, breathe didn’t come into it then. In the 80s, people were slowly starting to 

become conscious of Māori grievances and that they were very real. There was an 
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awakening in many Pākehā of the injustices done to Māori. Something needed to be done 

about it. 

In my first year as principal at Rangiora High School in 1990 I got the Race 

Relations Office to run seminars for senior students on the Treaty and its significance to 

young people. Groups of my senior students walked out of school as a result. I realised 

then that I was in the South Island and that I was dealing with a different audience than 

the one I was used to in Taupō and the upper North Island.  

When I stopped being PPTA president in 1987 I went back to Taupō-nui-a-Tia 

College as Deputy Principal and led the construction of a marae on our school grounds. 

During that time, I had very close contact with local iwi and got to know much more 

about their views of the history of the area, of Māori–Pākehā relations, and of the Treaty. 

Most of my education about the Treaty, however, came through my PPTA connections. 

Over the years I talked and worked with many Māori involved in the union and they 

contributed to shaping my ideas. 

  



206 

Ruth Mansell Re-story 

Often when kids asked me a question I would say, ‘Well, I don’t know the answer 

to that, let’s see how we can find out together’ . . . certainly re things Māori, 

teachers I knew saw it as something that we were working on together and no one 

group had all the answers, and we would do a lot better if we talked to each other 

about it and pooled our resources and our thinking. 

Prologue 

Ruth Mansell (Pākehā) worked as a classroom teacher, then deputy principal and acting 

principal in the Wellington region from 1972 to 1981 including five years teaching at the 

multicultural primary school, Petone Central. From the late 1970s she helped develop 

resources for the Schools Without Failure project that focused on the importance of 

student–teacher relationships, and in 1982 she was seconded by the Department of 

Education to contribute to the new Health Education syllabus. She became a full-time 

Curriculum Officer for the primary teachers’ union (NZEI) in 1984, a position which 

involved her in the Curriculum Review process for its duration. She returned to university 

study in the late 1980s completing a Masters degree through Victoria University. 

Amongst a variety of other subsequent roles in education she was a senior lecturer and 

Director of Programmes at Wellington College of Education. Her story begins with 

recollections about her parents. 

Early life  

I was one of the very first Playcentre children, and my mother one of the first supervisors 

in 1943. They thought that I might possibly be the first person who had been a Playcentre 

child and then a Playcentre mother (in 1961). Others on the Curriculum Review 

Committee had also been through Playcentre, and were imbued with its values about 

sharing of power. It was a cooperative and collaborative model. 

I was born in Gisborne. My father Cyril Burton was a child welfare officer in the 

early 1940s and used to go right up the East Cape and work with Māori families. I found 

a box with all the letters that were written when he died 40 years later. In one letter a 

well-known social activist wrote that ‘Cyril Burton was the first child welfare officer I 

ever worked with who treated the Māori children as equals with himself, who could talk 
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to them as an equal’. My father was like that. I didn’t have first-hand interaction with 

Māori as I was only three when we left Gisborne. 

When I went to Victoria University in 1956, there weren’t many Māori students. 

In our social circle was Whatarangi Winiata with whom we did lots of things. We always 

called him Whata. He had also been at high school with my husband Jim at Horowhenua 

College and then played rugby with him at University. Whata became a Professor of 

Accountancy at Victoria. I do remember that we all felt that he had the benefit of 

something very special, being Māori. His whānau were very important to him and we 

respected that. 

Teachers College  

Through my husband’s job we spent a couple of years living overseas in the late 1960s. 

When we came back to New Zealand and all my children were at school I went to 

Wellington Teachers College to do the one-year graduate diploma for primary teaching 

in 1970. The Māori input into the course was significant. Barry Mitcalfe and Tipene 

O’Regan had been lecturers there and had influenced the nature of the College. We were 

a special group of graduates in that we didn’t mix with the rest of the students much. We 

had about three lecturers whom we spent most of our time with except for a few subject 

specialists. Gabriel Rikihana was one of those lecturers, and we valued her influence. As 

part of the course, we spent a couple of nights on the marae at Raukawa. 

We didn’t have a marae at the College when I was a student. The marae that was 

there when I returned as a staff member in 1987 was relatively new, and would have been 

established in the 1980s. That was why we students back in the early 70s went up to Ōtaki 

to the Raukawa marae. It’s the marae that Whata Winiata’s family are part of along with 

a lot of other well-educated people who at the time wanted to make changes. I can 

remember very clearly being on that marae and thinking, I hope I don’t do the wrong 

thing. That was the first time I had slept on a marae but once we got there we were very 

well supported. Whata had a big family in the area including a brother who was a church 

minister. He came and talked to us. Some years later Raukawa was the place they started 

Te Wānanga o Raukawa with Whata as its first tumuaki [head] .118  

                                                 
118 Te Wānanga o Raukawa was the first Māori-led tertiary education body to be established in Aotearoa 

New Zealand beginning in 1981, and was officially recognised by the Crown in 1993. 
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Petone Central  

In 1972, my second year of teaching, I went to Petone Central primary school, where I 

taught for five years. At the school were several Māori families, but also many Pasifika 

families along with Greek, Chinese and Indian immigrant families. It was very 

multicultural. The fathers of some of the children worked at the Gear Meat Works in 

Petone. The Gear employed hundreds of people at that time. Lots of Māori worked there. 

Several children I taught had whānau working at the factory, some in management 

positions. 

During my time at the school I got to know many Māori parents. Some of them 

were actively thinking about Māori kids and their schooling, and interested in talking to a 

teacher about it. Moira Waimarama, a Pākehā married to a Māori, was one of the 

teachers at the school and very much committed to Māori culture. She was a wonderful 

support to us all, sharing her knowledge across the whole of our team. 

When I was appointed to Petone other teachers told me I would not be able to use 

the language experience approach to teaching kids to read as these kids ‘had no 

experiences’! Of course, I did not believe that. We had to find out what their real 

experiences were, and build their language learning on their own lives. It worked – they 

were all capable and enthusiastic students. 

The EDC and the Johnson Report  

While I was working as a primary teacher, the Education Development Conference 

(EDC) happened in 1974 and I was part of it. I had meetings of local people in my house. 

It went on for at least a whole year. That was wonderful and very much in tune with the 

later Curriculum Review. Then in 1977 the Johnson Report came out, which was also the 

result of community consultation [refer Chapter 5, p. 98]. That report was very important. 

It looked at what was the real purpose of education and at the question of what do we 

mean by education? It had a strongly humanist point of view. Some of us on the 

Curriculum Review Committee had come through those times. Later when I was seconded 

to work on the Health Education syllabus in the early 1980s we had wanted to implement 

some of the concepts, beliefs and values from the Johnson Report. What a lot of 

opposition there was to that report from the Minister at the time [Merv Wellington], who 

just vilified it. 
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Schools Without Failure  

I began working on the Schools Without Failure (SWF) project from about 1979. The 

purpose of SWF was to provide professional development for teachers based on teachers 

making changes in the way they related to children and families. It was about teachers’ 

relationships with and expectations of children, about developing a positive school 

climate, and helping teachers do better than they were. Māori children weren’t doing 

well enough so this was part of its focus.119 

SWF was very much inspired by the Wellington Primary Inspectorate120 and one 

senior inspector in particular – Jack Ennis [Pākehā] who was passionate about Māori 

education.121 A core group of us worked on the project and collaborated with other 

groups of teachers that we knew. We produced resource boxes that went out to several 

hundred schools. Most of the funding for SWF was simply in the form of teacher release 

days (TRDs) of which the primary inspectorate in Wellington had a generous supply. Jack 

was very clear that it was best used for cohesive well thought through school-based in-

service work, as it was called then, and that the involved commitment of the principal and 

of the staff as a group was crucial to seeing something change as a result.  

The way Jack used his TRD allocation for SWF meant that I and the others in our 

little team working on SWF could get away together for several days at a time over a 

period of about three years. We often went to stay at my family's bach in Raumati South 

sleeping on the sofas and sun chaises, cooking for ourselves, walking on the beach in the 

evenings – lots of time and energy to talk and develop our ideas, and heaps of fun and 

laughter too. SWF was a ground up, not a top-down approach. 

Jack had a lot of nerve to make very smart use of every contact he could and 

ensured that our core group was supplemented frequently by a lot of other people – not 

just teachers – who came and shared their thinking with us. Neville Harris the Regional 

Superintendent of Education (secondary) came out, and Ken Nicholson, the District 

Senior Inspector Primary. Director General of Education Bill Renwick met with us 

several times and was very encouraging. Jack also got the project good publicity through 

                                                 
119 For a detailed discussion of the Schools Without Failure project and the range of resources developed, 

refer to Wylie (2012, pp. 28-31) and Mansell (1985). 
120  The ‘inspectorate,’ a senior professional group within the Department of Education, comprised 

individual ‘inspectors’, who supported primary and secondary teachers in an advisory capacity enabling the 

dissemination of new knowledge and the fostering of professional connections across schools – see Chapter 

Two in Wylie (2012). 
121 In 1990 Jack Ennis wrote an article for the PPTA Journal on the experiences that had motivated him to 

improve state education for Māori.  
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a series of national radio programmes and interviews. I remember going in to the old 

Broadcasting House and being interviewed by Maggie Barry who was then a humble DJ. 

One of the SWF resources was specifically about Māori children. It was called He 

Tumanako mo te Ao Hou: Success at School for Māori Children [1983]. This booklet was 

the one that we prepared with a lot of help from Kerehi Waiariki (Dick) Grace then 

principal of Titahi Bay Intermediate. He was very influential, and spent time with us at 

our Raumati South retreats. We also got help from Wiremu Kaa,122 an adviser in the 

Department of Education, and other good people. We started on the SWF project in 1979 

and as you'd expect, the booklet about Māori children was the most challenging of the 

resources to do. It was finally finished and out for schools in 1983.  

I am sure nobody except the relievers in our classrooms was paid anything for 

their time on SWF. Artist Robyn Kahukiwa did the beautiful illustrations in the He 

Tumanako booklet for love. We believed fervently in the value of what we were doing, 

and we learned so much ourselves. The printing of the paper material and the making of 

the accompanying audio tapes were done cheaply and simply. Jack Ennis managed to 

find a little funding in the Department for the SWF resource boxes but certainly not much. 

They were sent out to regional inspectorates so schools around the country could request 

them.  

We were unable to do any systematic evaluation of the SWF resource but we did 

hear from people in schools over the next several years that they had made good use of 

the material for staff meetings and teacher development. Some told us it had made a real 

difference to what teachers did in their schools, and long term to the students. No 

documentation of that unfortunately. This was well before I joined NZEI or the 

Curriculum Review Committee but the SWF process certainly fortified my real concern 

and care about Māori kids' learning.  

NZEI Curriculum Officer  

In 1984 I began work for the primary teachers union, the NZEI, as their Executive 

Officer, Curriculum. Whenever there was any new curriculum development, NZEI formed 

a reference group to support the NZEI representative. My job included facilitating that 

process, and it related to different curriculum areas not just the Curriculum Review, 

although that was a priority. As the job was full-time, I didn’t have other competing 

                                                 
122 A departmental representative on the Curriculum Review Committee, Wiremu Kaa is one of the thesis 

research participants (see Chapters 6 and 7). 
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responsibilities work wise, which meant that I could be there for the Curriculum Review 

the whole way through. Some Committee members were only available for a few months 

at a time. Being based in Wellington made a difference too. I must have gone to all the 

meetings. 

I was so interested in the Curriculum Review, even though a lot of other things 

were going on too, but it was all connected. One of my other projects was about involving 

the community in schools and trying to persuade schools about the benefit of this. Some 

principals did not want the community interfering so we had this long carefully thought 

through process to try and encourage them that this would be worth their while. 

Eliminating corporal punishment was one of our suggestions. I could see that through the 

Curriculum Review all this work would weave together well.  

Māori education  

When I got the NZEI job the union had already been doing a lot of work, and teachers 

had too, on improving education for Māori. ‘Taha Māori,’ as we used to call it then, was 

the concept around which all sorts of groups of teachers had been working with Māori 

people to see what needed to be changed in the system for the Māori children. Our 

driving interests were social justice and equity issues, which included educational success 

for Māori children. NZEI gave a lot of leadership about these concerns in the primary 

sector as did some of the school inspectors. NZEI had taken steps before I got there, for 

example, its Te Tatai Hono report in 1981 with recommendations on Māori education. It 

was quite radical then, but always you start up with a radical minority who toil away and 

do some solid groundwork, and who try to encourage and shift the perception gradually 

of those in the rump behind. For any union that was a tough job so we had a lot of work 

on.  

An inspector called Bob Rogers did good work in Porirua schools. Some people 

didn’t agree that his was the best strategy saying that he was focusing too much on things 

like haka [Māori performing arts] taking kids away from the time that they needed to 

learn things that would help them make progress in a Pākehā-dominated culture. Some 

questioned his methods and thought that there was too much shunting the Māori kids into 

a special group which was a dead end. I can see that point of view, if it’s overdone. You 

need to have some kind of balance.123 

                                                 
123 Other recollections of Bob Rogers’ then radical initiatives in Porirua schools feature in S. Middelton and 

May, 1997 (pp.  245-246). 
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NZEI, and PPTA too, were already having dialogue with and listening to the 

members of the NZEI Advisory Committee on Māori Education. That committee included 

influential people like Pita Sharples and Rose Pere whom I got a lot of help from. NZEI 

had a range of valued Māori teachers we drew on for advice and support on anything 

where we needed to get a Māori perspective. NZEI had people like Bill Hamilton, for 

example, who daily came and looked over things for us and gave us good ideas for what 

needed to be done.124 

I was also grateful for help from Graham Hingangaroa Smith, then an 

intermediate school classroom teacher. I secured a full-time position for Te Tuhi Robust 

to work with me at NZEI. He was a good friend and together we learned a lot. He was 

very young at the time. As well as people like Dick Grace whom I mentioned earlier, key 

individuals included Turoa Royal, Pem Bird, Wally Penetito, Kuni Kaa Jenkins and 

others from the NZEI’s national executive Māori team. Department of Education officers 

from its Māori division like Wiremu Kaa and Monte Ohia also supported me over 

resources for teachers that NZEI was developing. I did feel totally inadequate to address 

Māori issues myself, but always found plenty of Māori teachers to learn from and to 

support me. That was very important to me. 

There were also Pākehā like Richard Benton at the New Zealand Council of 

Educational Research, John Dickie (a reading specialist) and teacher John McCaffery – 

all were doing research at a time when they could do it without being Māori, and they 

were very respected by Māori. It was very dynamic. Differing points of view were 

contested and thought about, argued about.  

Kōhanga reo  

The kōhanga reo initiative [preschool Māori language ‘nest’] had started just a couple of 

years prior to the Curriculum Review.125 It was so influential, so dramatic. Some people 

certainly questioned it, ‘What’s this all supposed to be about?’, but NZEI’s line was very 

supportive. One of the first kōhanga reo was at the Waiwhetu marae in Lower Hutt. I 

remember going out there on behalf of NZEI to listen and to see what they were doing, 

and we thought, ‘This is wonderful’. Later I also visited Hoani Waititi marae where Pita 

                                                 
124 As an NZEI executive officer, TeHuia Bill Hamilton (Ngā Rauru, Ngāti Kahungunu and Ngāti 

Raukawa) later also provided support and guidelines for how primary teachers could give effect to the 

Treaty of Waitangi (see Hamilton, 1989, pp. 129-131). 
125 Emerging out of Māori communities in the early 1980s, kōhanga reo provide pre-school children with a 

learning environment immersed in Māori language and cultural values.  
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Sharples had set up a kōhanga reo. NZEI made the case that they needed much better 

resourcing because they never got much in the way of resources.  

The kōhanga reo movement made an impact on and a contribution to our thinking 

– we did not have to keep on assimilating Māori things into a Pākehā environment, and 

that there are different ways of teaching and learning, and one way is not the only way. 

That enlivened things and opened up conversations, dialogue and challenges. I don’t 

think anybody was saying, ‘We’ve got to stick with what we’ve always done’ or ‘Māori 

children have got to change’. It was, ‘We are the ones who’ve got to change’. I think that 

was a given, a premise for the people I worked with – the system has to change. 

The Treaty  

I did not have an opportunity to learn anything about New Zealand during my history 

degree at Victoria University in the 1950s. The only piece of New Zealand history I 

remember occurred when I was at secondary school. A very young innocent teacher 

copied some basic facts about the Treaty from a book onto the blackboard. She then told 

us to copy it down and remember it. There was no discussion of the context or meaning. 

We had no idea, and she couldn't answer any questions we had. It was never mentioned 

again. I think this blackboard writing was my first introduction about the Treaty, and it 

was so boring. Looking back, how it was presented was an insult to the Treaty. It was 

probably all the teacher knew how to do but it wasn’t what I think of as teaching. 

From memory, it was not until around 1990, with the 150-year celebration of the 

Treaty signing, that people started saying, ‘Hey we’ve got to make sure that the Treaty is 

visible’.  When the Curriculum Review began, the Treaty was not at the forefront of my 

thinking. I don’t think that we talked much about ‘the Treaty says this and so we’ve got to 

do it’.  It wasn’t like that. 
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Preamble to Chapter 9: The including subject 

The photograph in Figure 11 below is from the personal archives of Ruth Mansell whose 

re-story appeared in the previous chapter. She described the image to me as “a precious 

photo of all of us who were still part of the Committee at the very end.” It holds memories 

of the Curriculum Review Committee finalising its recommendations and of two years 

engaged in a collective enterprise: “I don’t think we were ever completely satisfied, but 

we were pleased with what we had done.”  

 
Figure 11. Curriculum Review Committee and support staff, December 1986. Photograph used with the 

permission of Ruth Mansell. 126 

Ruth recollected that the Committee members “essentially got on well”. The body 

language of the assembled individuals in the image conveys a degree of warmth and good 

will towards one another, perhaps also a mood of relaxation given that the demands of the 

                                                 
126 Names of people pictured (an asterisk indicates employees of the Department):  

Back (standing), L to R: Monte Ohia*, Tony Steele, Margaret Feist*, Maiki Marks, Marie Bell, Peter Singh, 

Michael Lawrence, Maureen Bamford, Merle O’Donnell, Ruth Mansell, David Brooks*, Lyn Blunt, Bill 

Robertson, Judith Carter, Wiremu Kaa*  

Seated, L to R: Greta Firth, Joan Paske, Margaret Rosemergy, Janet Kerr (Winter)*, Fa’afua Laban, Peter 

Brice*, Carmen Goldsmith*, Mary Ann Meha, Paul O’Connor* 

Absent: Te Hemara Maipi, Te Huirangi Waikerepuru, Aleki Silao. 

N.B. See Appendix B for a full list of all participating Committee members. Peter Allen, Pat Heremaia and 

Rory O’Connor, who feature in the thesis, were unable to be on the Committee for the duration of its 

inquiry and thus do not appear in the photograph. 
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Curriculum Review inquiry were over. The degree of commitment and concentration 

required from Committee members to articulate curriculum principles and 

recommendations with the whole country in mind should not to be underestimated. I 

imagine as individuals each of them could not have envisioned at the outset how complex 

the exercise would be. Former committee member Merle O’Donnell127 recalled “it was a 

tremendous amount of work” (quoted in S. Middleton & May, 1997, p. 284). 

The presence of the photograph signals another shift in my attention, this time to 

aspects of the Committee’s work and group atmosphere shaped by the ethical premise of 

‘inclusion’ outlined below and its significance in creating a climate receptive to the 

Treaty. The power/knowledge effects of inclusion and its attendant ethical content 

represent the final set of intra-acting elements I consider in my exploration of the 

conditions for the Treaty’s first appearance in a national curriculum principle. Chapter 9 

does not complete the genealogical picture, if that were ever possible, but marks an 

endpoint within the thesis boundaries. 

Vocabulary of the ethical 

For Chapter 9 I turn again to the ethical dimension of human existence and its importance 

for disrupting actors and actions in the political sphere. In Chapter 7, I set about building 

‘a vocabulary of the ethical’ that emphasised the intersubjective, the ‘between us’. The 

first items I added to this vocabulary arose from ideas about the constituting relationship 

of the Self to the singular Other, which provided concepts such as ‘infinite responsibility’ 

and ‘unknowable alterity’ (Hoskins, 2010; Levinas, 1985). My list of words and phrases, 

including some sourced from Māori cultural values, continued to grow as I searched for 

traces of the ethical in the tension-filled political events involving senior public servants 

from the Department of Education. I now add the concept of inclusion to my nascent 

lexicon. 

The struggle of/for inclusion has been implicit in earlier chapters but here I bring 

it centre stage. Within the context of this thesis, inclusion relates to desires for a form of 

state education that actively seeks to recognise and protect cultural distinctiveness, a 

transformative movement away from the dominance of Pākehā traditions and values. 

Inclusion and its adjective ‘inclusive’ give expression to an ethical impulse central in 

liberal education discourse, namely, to care for the participation of different others. This 

                                                 
127 At the time of the Curriculum Review, Merle O’Donnell was the principal of the private St John’s Girls’ 

School at Invercargill in the South Island. 
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ethically-inflected motivation underpinned the Curriculum Review Committee’s efforts to 

conceive of a responsible/responsive template for a national curriculum. I have entitled 

this preamble ‘the including subject’ to emphasise that the desire to ‘do’ inclusion was an 

important feature in the relations of power shaping the subjectivities of research 

participants and the group ethos of the Committee. Inclusion’s ethical demands, I argue, 

also contributed to the Committee’s decision that the Treaty belonged in a national 

curriculum principle. 

Education and the politics of inclusion 

At its simplest, inclusion denotes fairness, equality and a place for all within an imagined 

unifying framework. The individual classroom, the school, the national curriculum – 

these are some examples of ‘unities’ in education tasked with being inclusive. In the 

wider domain of a liberal democracy such as exists in Aotearoa–New Zealand, the idea of 

the ‘nation state’ represents an overarching inclusive unity (‘we are all New Zealanders’). 

The discourse of inclusion and related politics of recognition have a long history in the 

country’s democratic traditions (Barclay, 2005; A. Bell, 2014). My specific interest here 

concerns inclusion’s enduring influence within the country’s educational history.  

As the first wave of progressive educational ideas took hold mid-20th century, a 

bold pronouncement on inclusion became its centrepiece. Liberal-thinking Clarence 

Beeby, leader of the Department of Education for 20 years, drafted the following 

statement of intent in 1939 for Minister of Education Peter Fraser: 

            The government’s objective, broadly expressed, is that every person, whatever his  

            level of academic ability, has a right, as a citizen, to a free education of the kind 

            for which he is best fitted and to the fullest extent of his powers.  

            (quoted in S. Middleton & May, 1997, p. 27) 

Even a cursory analysis of this landmark statement’s social and political environs reveals 

the challenge faced by its inclusionary and egalitarian intentions. Māori cultural 

difference, for example, was subsumed into the supposedly neutral ‘every person’ that 

represented Pākehā norms and values of the era, and through which others were socially 

recognised and compared (Walker, 2016, 2004). Ample evidence also exists that 

educational practices prescribed and ensured that most Māori pupils were ‘best fitted for’ 

work in manual trades reflecting colonial discourses of social hierarchies based on 

European superiority (Simon & Smith, 2001). Despite the rhetoric of inclusionary ideals, 
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participating in the education system was a two-edged sword for Māori with pressure to 

assimilate and become the ‘same’, and often ‘less than’. 

Almost half a century later, the Curriculum Review Committee appeared to refresh 

the Fraser/Beeby vision but from the standpoint of 1980s liberal discourse. The 

introduction to its final report states: 

            All children in New Zealand, whatever their colour, race, gender, religious beliefs,  

            intellect, physical abilities, economic or social background, are entitled to an 

            education which respects their dignity and uniqueness. Without such respect, the  

            relationship between learners and teachers is impaired and learning suffers. (DoE,  

            1987a, p. 2) 

This wording expanded upon the 1939 statement by stipulating inclusionary categories 

now made available by the discourses of equity and identity politics, and connected them 

to the student–teacher relationship. As with the Fraser/Beeby text, the Curriculum 

Review’s rhetoric above is not ahistorical, but mapped onto persistent educational 

inequalities and discriminatory practices increasingly under attack from Māori and others 

during the 1980s (see Chapter 7). Māori had in fact much cause to declare themselves 

‘outside’ the state’s inclusionary frameworks (Barclay, 2005; Hoskins, 2012). 

As a discursive practice, inclusion is thus not outside structures of domination of 

the time and place in which its principles are invoked. Interrogating the historical 

conditions of its emergence reveals simplistic assumptions about what constitutes fairness 

and equality. In the Aotearoa–New Zealand context, problematising inclusion makes 

visible the prevailing norms of uniformity and resistance to difference, and the 

subsequent effects upon Māori schooling experiences. A more critical consideration of 

inclusion also brings to light another facet of inclusion’s ethical resonance relevant to 

Chapter 9, which I consider next. 

The constitutive outside 

The desire to be inclusive on the part of the Curriculum Review Committee did not just 

result in ‘doing good,’ but also in ‘leaving out,’ an ethical dilemma previously touched on 

in Chapter 7. Political decisions made in the interest of inclusion entail an exclusionary 

element, “a constitutive outside” (Barclay, 2005, p. 128). This latter concept is akin to 

Barad’s (2008) notion of ‘consitutive exclusions’ and Foucault’s (2010) ‘relations of 

exteriority’. Any points of temporary fixation or resolution in the political sphere such as 

those represented by policy interventions are contingent, “interconnected” phenomena 
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that “exist in dynamism with something beyond,” an outside that simultaneously partially 

constitutes them (Barclay, 2005, p. 128). The dynamic intra-actions through which 

recommendations for public policy are enacted involve meaning-making and, therefore, 

create boundaries that give rise to ethical questions about responsibility towards what or 

who has been excluded (Barad, 2008, p. 122). 

Inspired by neo-progressive liberal educational discourses of the 1980s the 

Curriculum Review Committee could not have come into being without what it sought to 

counter, its ‘outside’. The Committee’s ethos partially formulated itself in opposition to 

the more conservative forces in education and the New Right neoliberal philosophies 

gathering on the horizon (Mutch, 2001; Olssen & Morris Matthews, 1997). The 

Committee’s decisions also attracted criticism from groups it aimed to support/include. 

The necessary friction occasioned by constitutive outside(s) emphasises the “unsettling 

relationality” of democratic practice, through which justice is continually being worked 

out, negotiated and renegotiated, (Barclay, 2005, p. 128). Uncritical ideals of ‘full’ 

inclusion flatten difference and erase the conditions for justice-seeking, whereas the 

notion of the constitutive outside and attendant contestations presuppose otherness and 

the struggles of relationship (Dam, 2018).  

Paradoxically, caring for/including others involves exclusions. Policymaking 

processes seek, rhetorically at least, to make coherent tangled heterogeneous and often 

adversarial social intra-actions that give form to as well as exceed the resulting policy 

texts. The experience of the Curriculum Review Committee was no exception. Ethical 

challenges faced by the Committee that are explored in Chapter 9 arose from exclusions 

created by its own decisions, the consequences of which helped make space for the 

Treaty. 
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Chapter 9: Inclusion and its entanglements 

Convergence 

Converging in this chapter are two realms featured as distinct entities earlier in the thesis. 

Chapters 6 and 7 explored the climate of the Department of Education’s head office with 

regards to Māori–Pākehā relations amongst senior public servants with proximity to the 

Curriculum Review. The personal narratives in Chapter 8 highlighted the learning from 

cross-cultural engagement of three teacher professionals selected for the Curriculum 

Review Committee. I attempt now to give some sense of the group ethos that evolved 

when these differently positioned individuals from the teaching sector and the 

Department (along with others) came together as a committee. I am interested in the 

various ways that the Committee’s practices contributed to and were shaped by the 

discourse of inclusion outlined in the preamble. Whilst the Committee’s interests ranged 

over several areas of curriculum and schooling concerns, my focus is on its attentiveness 

to Māori–Pākehā relations and how the Treaty came to be part of its struggle to be 

inclusive.  

The chapter foregrounds how the liberal desire for inclusion manifested in the 

selection of Committee members, and how the including practices of the Committee itself 

helped keep responsibility towards others to the fore. I outline the Committee’s processes 

for including Māori viewpoints and the exclusions that accompanied its vision of a 

bicultural curriculum. I also attempt to understand the challenge faced by the Committee 

to be inclusive of/responsible to ‘other others’ outside Māori–Pākehā entanglements in 

particular to the growing number of school students from Pacific countries. The quandary 

of how to reconcile bicultural and multicultural demands brought the Treaty into sharper 

focus for Committee members at the very last stages of their two-year-long association 

with one another. 

The chapter has a chronological momentum in that it charts aspects of the 

Curriculum Review inquiry from inception to completion pausing to note the arrival of 

the Treaty at three specific junctures along its timeline of actions. I have constructed the 

commentary below intra-acting with relevant literature, re-storied interview texts and 

official and personal archival sources that included Committee minutes. While the 

materiality inherent in the entanglements explored is co-constitutive of the events I 

present, it is the discursive aspects of the Committee’s work I emphasise. Inevitably, the 
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limits of my research efforts and the process of deciding which information to include 

have created their own exclusions.  

Two reports 

The Committee published two reports. The first appeared in July 1986 entitled The 

Curriculum Review 1986: A Draft Report Prepared by the Committee to Review the 

Curriculum for Schools (DoE, 1986a). Five months later in December 1986, the 

Committee completed its final report published in April the following year (DoE, 1987a). 

The table below summarises the phases of the Curriculum Review’s inquiry over two 

years. The interval between the two reports (July to December 1986) was an intense 

period for the Committee during which it considered public feedback on the draft report 

and amended the content of its recommendations. A significant change from the draft  

 

A timetable of the Curriculum Review’s activities based on information provided in its Final 

Report (DoE, 1987a, p. 128) 

TIMETABLE CURRICULUM REVIEW 

December 1984 – July 1985 Planning and organisation for public 

consultation 

August 1985 – January 1986 Public discussion and response 

February 1986 – July 1986 Study of responses and writing of the Draft 

Report 

August 1986 – October 1986 Public response to Draft Report 

October 1986 – December 1986 Writing of Final Report and presentation to 

the Minister. 

 

report  to the final version was the elevation of the Treaty into a national curriculum 

principle. To aid clarity, I hereafter refer to the two abovementioned Curriculum Review 

publications as the ‘Draft Report’ and the ‘Final Report’ including for in-text referencing. 

The reference list, however, cites the Department of Education (DoE) as author of both, 

1986a and 1987a respectively. 
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Inclusionary Tendencies  

Selection of Committee members 

In selecting people for the Curriculum Review Committee, the leaders of the Department 

of Education sought input from groups hitherto absent from curriculum discussion at a 

national level. The composition of the Committee bore little resemblance to an earlier 

group tasked with reviewing the core curriculum that had consisted almost entirely of 

male secondary school principals (DoE, 1984a, p. 5). Looking back on this latter exercise 

under his predecessor, the then Minister of Education Russell Marshall described it as 

“one of the last gasps of the elitists who had dominated secondary education for a 

century.” By contrast, the make up of the Curriculum Review Committee reflected a 

strong inclusionary intent, an openness to viewpoints and people previously excluded.  

Figure 12. Curriculum Review Committee members featured in Chapter 9. An asterisk denotes a research 

participant. Refer Appendix B for a full list of all those who were full-time members or temporarily part of 

the Committee and its support staff. 

Figure 12 above names members of the Curriculum Review Committee and its 

support staff who are referred to in this chapter. Aside from departmental officers, the 

Committee comprised individuals nominated by seven different organisations across the 
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early childhood, primary and secondary sectors. The Minister and the Department 

relinquished control of who should be on the Committee leaving that decision to 

participating organisations (DoE, 1984d). The Committee’s membership represented 

private schools, school governing boards and school committees, and – as highlighted in 

Chapter 8 – secondary and primary teacher unions. Other national bodies with a voice 

from outside the education sphere included the Māori Women’s Welfare League, the New 

Zealand Māori Council and the National Youth Council as well as two representatives 

from the Pacific Island community. Whilst the Committee maintained a core of the same 

members throughout, others joined over the two-year meeting period either to replace 

those no longer available or because of a perceived need. Mary Ann Meha (Ngāti 

Kahungunu, Te Āti Haunui a Pāpārangi), for example, arrived five months into the 

Curriculum Review process. 

Some of us kept pushing to get more Māori-thinking people. I made sure to push 

for a representative from the Māori Women’s Welfare League, and it was good 

having Mary Ann there.128 (Maiki Marks) 

A core of six Māori including two from the Department (Wiremu Kaa and Monte Ohia) 

served on the Committee at any one time out of a total of 17 consistent members.  

Alongside experienced educators on the Committee was a small contingent of 

younger people that included the then president of the National Youth Council, Te 

Hemara Maipi (Te Atiawa, Waikato). Some months earlier she had taken part in political 

action while still a student at Huntly College.  

Te Hemara was invited because of what she said at PPTA’s Waahi hui [April 

1984] on Māori education. . . .she was very clear about what she wanted schools 

to be, how it was all about feeling right when they were at school, feeling as 

though they could maintain their Māoriness and not having to change it. (Maiki 

Marks) 

The Committee welcomed a recent school leaver like Te Hemara with direct and troubled 

experience of the education system’s engagement with Māori students.129  

                                                 
128 Mary Ann Meha was a teacher of te reo Māori at Ashburton College until 1990. For a short biography of 

her life, see Meha (n.d.).  
129 Te Hemara Maipi’s critique of her schooling experiences appeared in a PPTA Journal article entitled Te 

Reo Maori as of Right (Marks, Morgan & Maipi, 1986). 
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Committee member Marie Bell 

Compared with gender representation on other ministerial inquiries and official education 

committees of the era, the Curriculum Review had more women members than men 

revealing the effects of a strengthening feminist discourse (see Chapter 5). Chapter 8 

featured the stories of two female Committee members, Ruth Mansell and Maiki Marks. 

Here I introduce another – Marie Bell. Described by education historians as a “radical and 

feminist educationalist” (May & Bell, 1992, p. 3) and “a beacon of progressive ideas” (S. 

Middleton & May, 1997, p. 123), Marie’s career in education had spanned several 

decades inside and outside the Department by the time of her involvement with the 

Curriculum Review. She was appointed to the Committee by the Minister of Education 

who held her in high esteem: 

Marie Bell was a significant figure in the early childhood movement which was 

taking off, and though she was Pākehā she had become immersed in [the Māori 

world] because of her first marriage to Paetahi Mete Kingi whose family were 

from the Whanganui River so she had two good qualifications for which she was 

well respected. (Russell Marshall) 

Ruth Mansell recalled Marie’s impact on the Committee: 

She had been active in so many things and started that independent school Te 

Matauranga in Wellington. She was articulate, forceful and charming, just a ball 

of enthusiasm and energy. You had only to listen to her and she made a big 

impression. . . .I think she was quite influential on the Committee.  

Marie Bell devoted her life to transforming restrictive educational norms affecting 

women and children (Dalli, 2013; May & Bell, 1992). Her presence brought to the 

Committee’s liberal ethos strong convictions forged at the frontier of educational practice, 

including a deep attachment to Māori concerns.130 

Critique and tentative tikanga 

Another notable aspect of the Committee’s selection process was its openness to 

educators, both Māori and non-Māori, who had been outspoken in their criticism of the 

Department, either as independents like Marie Bell or as representatives of teacher unions 

and political bodies such as the New Zealand Māori Council. When I made this 

                                                 
130 Marie Bell’s 2003 doctoral thesis, completed when she was in her 80s, contains a section on her teaching 

biography and her engagement with Māori schools (pp. 10-24). 
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observation to a former senior education official, he recalled the advice of colleague and 

member of the Committee Wiremu Kaa: “It was Wiremu’s doctrine – you embrace them 

[the critics]; you don’t have to hug them to death. That was always what he used to teach 

us” (Jim Ross). These comments suggest the imprint on the Committee’s departmental 

representatives of an attitude to conflictual relations based on a distinctively Māori 

approach to inclusion highlighted in Chapter 7. 

The incorporation of tikanga (Māori cultural practices) in meeting procedure itself 

was unchartered territory for the Committee as for most government bodies of the time. 

The Curriculum Review was conducted in a Pākehā committee format, even as its 

inclusionary motivation supported Māori to carve out a significant space in its practices 

and decisions.131  

Most of the meetings were Pākehā style run meetings but the tikanga part, the 

Māori part of it, was a tentative approach by all the members. They were still 

reluctant to go full on with things Māori, because the backlash was always 

around and that’s the heat that some of the members felt at those Committee 

meetings. (Wiremu Kaa) 

In his role as head of the Department’s Māori and Pacific Island Education division, 

Wiremu experienced in person the opposing forces that accompanied initiatives to change 

hitherto monocultural structures and traditions. He recalled how one Pākehā school 

inspector well-known for his championing of bicultural school practices was derided in 

some quarters of the education bureaucracy and teaching profession as  

‘a nigger lover’ because he’d always back up the Māori. People were threatened. 

It comes from fear. Their way to deal with it is to attack it. 

Ignorance, prejudice and attachment to the status quo were facets of the constitutive 

outside of the Committee’s liberal character. 

Face to face on the Committee 

Whilst the discourse of inclusion informed the macropolitical concerns of state education 

policy, its articulation through the work of the Curriculum Review Committee emerged, 

in the first instance, out of face-to-face relations at the micropolitical level. 

                                                 
131 Refer Wally Penetito (2010) for a discussion of Māori experiences on government education committees 

throughout the 1970s and 1980s (pp. 175-6). 
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We were very anxious to encompass and be inclusive of the points of view of all 

the kids out there, and so we had to listen to what different people on the 

Committee were saying about how they interpreted that. (Ruth Mansell) 

Committee members literally sat across the table from one another, privileging certain 

values and excluding others, and ultimately making considered judgements that would 

enter the wider political arena via their Draft and Final Reports. 

For the two-year duration of the Curriculum Review, the Committee members 

gathered together once a month for two or three days at a time holding 25 full meetings in 

total. Whilst together, members also regularly broke into sub-groups:  

We would have the big meetings about a topic, and we would be walked through 

what the key issues were or where to from now, and then we would pick up on that 

in small groups. (Maiki Marks) 

Ten times as much discussion went on informally and in the small working groups 

that were set up. Structured discussion occurred in the sub-groups who reported 

back, but then there was a great deal of just informal talking over our meal times 

and so on. (Ruth Mansell) 

These varied configurations facilitated exposure to one another’s beliefs and priorities, 

and enabled the ebb and flow in relations of power in the Foucauldian sense as 

individuals sought to influence the conduct/thinking of one another, to affect and be 

affected (Foucault, 2003): “Nobody played the person. The debates and the 

disagreements were always issues-based which was good for me to experience and learn 

from” (Greta Firth).132 

Committee members thus did not cease being ‘learning subjects,’ allowing 

themselves to be altered by others. This occurred particularly along the Māori–Pākehā 

relational hyphen. 

At the meetings, you listened to everyone and tried to hone down your own 

attitudes about what you thought was right. A lot of us changed, not dramatically 

changed, but honed down what we thought…we continued to learn a lot from one 

another…I can remember listening to Pat Heremaia and Maiki Marks. There were 

some great people. Monte Ohia was one from the Department. (Ruth Mansell)  

                                                 
132 Greta Firth (Pākehā), one of the PPTA representatives on the Committee, had recently been appointed as 

principal of Otago Girls High School. Her memories of the 1984 Māori Educational Development 

Conference (MEDC) appear in Chapter 7. 
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Committee members also engaged with opinions from the public, the soliciting of which 

formed the heart of their inquiry activities. 

Hearing from the public 

The Department poured a significant amount of resources into publicising the 

Committee’s wish to ‘go to the people’ utilising radio, television and newspapers 

amongst other avenues. Janet Kerr, 133  a senior education officer and head of the 

Committee’s secretariat, recalled that the consultation exercise “was an ambitious 

undertaking” (Winter Love, 2001, p. 143). To encourage public participation, Committee 

members also attended “many meetings, hui and fono134 throughout the country” (Final 

Report, 1987a, p. 122). As a full-time NZEI employee Ruth Mansell, for example, 

travelled extensively: 

I spent a huge amount of time writing things that were sent out to all the NZEI 

union branches and going around the country talking to teachers saying, ‘We 

really want to hear from you, this is what we are doing and why we are doing it 

and this is your chance to tell us and we will speak for you’. So, it wasn’t just our 

individual views. It would have been the same with PPTA. Then I fed back to the 

Committee, ‘This is what people told me when I was in the Wairarapa’ or 

wherever it was that I had just been. Continuing dialogue was going on in this 

way.  

To help people frame their responses, the Committee devised and distributed over 

150,000 copies of seven ‘issue booklets’. These booklets contained guiding questions for 

individuals and groups, and reflected the Committee’s concern about inclusion. Booklet 

3, for example, asked “How should schools reflect the many cultures of New Zealand? 

And Booklet 4 posed the question: “How should all people be given a fair chance in our 

schools?” (Final Report, 1987a, p. 126). By the end of January 1986, the Committee had 

received 21,500 written responses, with another 10,000 coming in the five-month period 

between the release of the Draft Report in July 1986 and the last meeting of the 

Committee in December 1986. 

                                                 
133 Of Ngāi Tahu descent and a former school inspector, Janet’s surname was ‘Kerr’ at the time of the 

Curriculum Review. Shortly after, she reverted to her family name ‘Winter’ (see Winter, 1988). Her 2001 

unpublished memoir written under the surname ‘Winter Love’ also features in this chapter. 
134 ‘Hui’ is the Māori language term for ‘meeting/s’; ‘fono’ also means meeting/s and is a term used across 

several Polynesian languages. 
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The impact of reading the written submissions remained a strong memory for the 

research participants, the content often surprising. 

All the lead questions were put up in a room in the Department’s wooden building 

and the responses were categorised. Everybody’s submissions were read, and they 

took statements that related to each other and put them under various headings 

…through this working process everything was displayed and the members of the 

Committee could read it all. It was powerful. (Maiki Marks) 

We were dying to know what the responses would be…I was in Wellington and I 

could go in and see what had arrived, and when I started reading some of it I 

remember thinking, ‘Oh wow I didn’t know there were people out there who 

thought that’. There were quite a lot of rednecks but you’ve got to take that on 

board too. (Ruth Mansell) 

A summary prepared for the Committee of the public feedback on its Draft Report noted 

the resistance from some quarters to its liberal stance: 

More conservative, doggedly monocultural districts e.g. Southland, have produced 

many submissions which reflect negative reaction to things Maori for all and to 

anti-sexism initiatives. Claims are made there is a disproportionate emphasis on 

proposals concerned with equity issues. (DoE, 1986g, p. 2) 

The Committee did not endorse views in direct opposition to its own liberal outlook, but 

in the spirit of inclusion acknowledged the receipt of such opinions in the quotations 

selected from the public submissions that appeared in the Draft and Final Reports. Māori 

responses to the themes of the inquiry booklets were, however, of central importance to 

the Committee. 

Reaching Māori 

The Maori people felt that the Government had for the first time set up an official 

channel for the Maori voice on education to be heard across Aotearoa. (Final 

Report, 1987a, p. 25)  

While its own internal procedures stayed for the most part within Pākehā norms, the 

Committee’s consultation strategies reflected a new sensitivity that different approaches 
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were needed to communicate with those previously disengaged from government-led 

inquiries.135  

When we were designing the booklets, we were aware that some needed to be 

delivered personally, not just posted…Most of the submissions from Māori 

weren’t from a Māori person sitting down by themselves at home and writing 

something and sending it in. Most of it came from groups…We came up with a 

process to draw out what people wanted to say enabling them to get it through to 

the Committee and onto the page – it worked very well. (Ruth Mansell) 

Part of the process Ruth refers to saw the Department employ Tungia Baker as “a 

consultant for Maori hui’’ (Final Report, 1987a, p. 128). Over a period of four months, 

Tungia contacted organisations across the country such as the Māori Women’s Welfare 

League and Māori District Councils to encourage discussion in relation to the Curriculum 

Review (Final Report, 1987a, p. 125). Overseeing the consultation, the Committee’s 

secretariat officer Janet Kerr was determined to obtain substantial Māori input “in order 

to provide a valid report of their opinions. [Tungia] visited people everywhere, in 

workplaces, maraes, even prisons. She did her job brilliantly” (Winter Love, 2001, p. 

143). Committee member Maiki Marks also contributed: 

I can remember going to talk in a girls’ home in Auckland and encouraging them. 

I wrote down what they had to say. I had a lot of roles to play but it was mainly 

pushing for people’s views to come through. I also met with kōhanga reo whānau 

[people working in Māori language pre-schools]. 

By the end of this energetic inclusionary activity, the Committee had heard from several 

thousand Māori mostly via group submissions (Winter Love, 2001, p. 143). From the 

public consultation, including that with Māori, it was hoped that “the weight of support 

on key issues would help the Committee in reshaping the curriculum” (Final Report, 

1987a, p. 126). The Māori responses offered up heartfelt analyses of social and 

educational inequality in which the Treaty surfaced. 

Including Māori  

The feelings of anger and frustration informing earlier events such as the 1984 MEDC 

and the 1985 Waitangi Tribunal Wai 11 te reo claim (see Chapter 7) were unsurprisingly 

                                                 
135 An analysis of the earlier smaller scale review of the ‘core curriculum’ under the previous government 

observed that “a notable feature” of the public responses was “the small number of submissions from the 

Maori people” (DoE, 1984e, p. 34). 
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also evident in the Māori submissions to the Curriculum Review. A written summary of 

Māori views collected during the consultation exercise appeared in a report for the 

Committee entitled “Maori and Pakeha /What Maori People Have Said” (DoE, 1986f). 

Hereafter, I refer to this report as the ‘Māori Summary Document’ or ‘MSD’. Compiled 

with the support of officers from the Department’s Māori division, the docusment is a 

poignant and prescient object in the education archives, one created out of the 

commentaries shared at hui around the country.  

Māori Summary Document (MSD) 

Accentuating the negative effects of assimilation and the low rates of Māori educational 

success compared to Pākehā, the Māori Summary Document (MSD) canvassed critical 

issues for Māori education many of which resonate 30 years later. Emphasised were the 

structural barriers preventing Māori from being involved as equals with Pākehā in 

decisions pertaining to their children: 

These practices of Maori people having to seek permission on purely Maori 

matters from Pakeha people who know very little about Te Reo Maori is 

frustrating and insulting. (DoE, 1986f, p. 2)  

Another key theme focussed on the Māori language, its survival and maintenance: 

. . . if we are serious about a Maori–Pakeha partnership, this must start by raising 

the status of Te Reo Maori and allow it to become a natural part of life in 

Aotearoa. (p. 6) 

Concerns about racism and the dominance of the Pākehā “racial group” across public 

organisations and in government policy also featured prominently. 

Racism and power go together, and power is a challenging device. The channels 

have so far ensured that Pakeha people are led to the success orientated sections of 

society and the Maori people are directed towards the lower socio-economic 

levels which is the start of a vicious cycle. (p. 11) 

Such differences in societal status, Māori respondents argued, was a form of “separate 

development under a guise of development for all” (p. 11). Providing further comment for 

fellow Committee members on the Māori submissions, Mary Ann Meha (1986) observed: 

“As an emotional people I would say the tears have been flooding the classroom for 

years” (p. 1). 
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Treaty arrival 1 – the MSD 

A notable feature of the MSD content was the references it contained to the Treaty. By 

contrast, in the dozens of quotations from other public submissions selected to appear in 

the Committee’s Draft and Final Reports, not one cites the Treaty. Research participant 

Dale Ashenden-Williams, a contracted writer who helped sort through the thousands of 

incoming submissions (mainly from non-Māori), recalled that only a handful mentioned 

the Treaty. For most respondents to the consultation throughout 1985 the Treaty was 

unavailable discursively in connection to ‘fairness’ and ‘inclusion’. In certain Māori 

circles, however, the Treaty had taken hold as strategically useful in framing their 

arguments about education. 

The MSD, for example, invoked the Treaty both as a reminder of injustice and for 

its potential role in remedying that injustice. The MSD’s use of ‘Te Tiriti o Waitangi’ and 

not the English title ‘Treaty of Waitangi’ conveyed the political message that the hitherto 

neglected Māori language version of the Treaty now had a viable presence. Mentioned in 

the MSD also were the losses suffered by Māori following the signing of the Treaty 

compared to the many gains made by Pākehā (DoE, 1986f, p. 11). To address current 

inequalities, it stated, the Treaty must be appreciated as “an exchange of taonga 

[treasures] between Maori and Pakeha” (p. 13). This latter comment pointed to a re-

invigoration of Māori-centred understandings about the historical and cultural context of 

the Treaty articles wherein Māori gifted certain rights to Pākehā without relinquishing 

chiefly power (see Salmond, 2012). It also revealed that the fresh Treaty interpretations 

expressed by the early Waitangi Tribunal reports had begun to enter wider public 

discourse.136 

The MSD made one further mention of the Treaty. It asked that the Treaty be 

“recognised as a legal document sealing the partnership between Pakeha and Maori in 

Aotearoa” (p. 15) thus asserting the status of Māori as ‘tangata whenua’ (original people 

of the land) and expressing the possibility of a rehabilitated Treaty relationship. While 

officers from the Department of Education collated the content of the MSD, a sub-group 

of the Committee convened to discuss how the Committee’s own forthcoming Draft 

                                                 
136 In its 1983 report on the Motunui-Waitara claim (Wai 6), for example, the Waitangi Tribunal stated that 

the Treaty represented an “exchange of gifts” – “the gift of the right to make laws, and the promise to do so, 

so as to accord the Maori interest an appropriate priority” (p. 53).  
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Report should reflect the concerns coming through in the Māori submissions that the 

MSD had highlighted. 

Committee sub-group on the “Maori issue” 

The proceedings of the sub-group appear in a report entitled “Maori Issue Meeting”. It is 

the only official record of a Committee sub-group session that I found in the archives 

(DoE, 1986b). Present at the meeting were four Māori members of the Committee – 

Maiki Marks of the PPTA, and three departmental officers (Wiremu Kaa, Monte Ohia 

and Janet Kerr) along with two Pākehā members – Ruth Mansell of NZEI and Marie Bell. 

Their discussion concluded with a call to the Curriculum Review “to make a stance on the 

Maori issue” (p. 7). They recommended devoting a whole chapter of the Draft Report to 

the Māori responses and that Māori viewpoints be interwoven throughout to expose “the 

mainstream” to Māori perspectives (p. 2). Both these suggestions were subsequently 

followed in the Draft and Final Reports. It was the Committee’s responsibility, the sub-

group insisted, to counteract “the argument that things Maori are educationally marginal” 

(p. 2) and to acknowledge that “a loss of language and culture” was “a loss of dignity and 

soul” (p. 7). The Treaty made one appearance in the sub-group’s discussion with the 

suggestion that the Committee utilise “statements on the Treaty” to indicate the losses 

incurred ever since by Māori (p. 3).  

The sub-group’s reflections on ‘the Maori Issue’ coupled with the Māori 

viewpoints expressed in the MSD fed into the atmosphere of the larger Committee 

supporting its efforts to articulate transformative goals for Māori in state education. In the 

writing of its Draft Report, the Committee’s challenge became one of how to word 

recommendations for future curriculum development in such a way as to engage the 

majority Pākehā population and still be responsive to Māori. This dilemma epitomised the 

struggle of liberal inclusion and the unequal relations of power constraining and shaping 

its ideals. A common grievance for Māori taking part in other education committees of 

the era was the ‘watering down’ of their contributions in the final text (Penetito, 2010, p. 

175). The Curriculum Review Committee did not escape such critique (see Mahuta & 

Ritchie, 1988) but its advocacy for equal participation by Māori went further than any 

officially-mandated group preceding it. The unifying framework the Committee chose to 

recommend was that of a more expansive vision for the existing ‘taha Māori’ concept. 
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Taha Māori as inclusion 

Individual Committee members carried with them into their work for the Curriculum 

Review a range of experiences associated with taha Māori. The following statement 

summarised their understanding of its basic tenets: 

The term “taha Māori” is at present used in schools. Taha Māori is not a subject of 

the curriculum. It is a “Māori dimension” which is meant to permeate the school: 

in murals, artefacts and language about the school, through its curriculum, and in 

the school practices and activities. The Committee strongly supports taha Maori, 

and expects all schools to develop this dimension. (Final Report, 1987a, p. 29)  

In Chapter 5 I discussed the pedagogical effects of taha Māori on Pākehā teachers during 

the 1980s and the emerging Māori critique of its limitations. Taha Māori dovetailed with 

student-centred liberal education principles and, as an umbrella term, became attached to 

practices that had been evolving since the 1970s to improve teacher and school 

engagement with Māori (see also Chapter 6). By the mid-1980s, the Department was 

promoting taha Māori for its perceived value in enhancing Māori students’ self-worth and 

cultural identity, and for the opportunities it provided for greater bicultural understanding 

(DoE, 1984c). 

The taha Māori initiative, however, had only lukewarm political support. The 

Department had to manage on meagre financial resources (Metge, 2008). Wiremu Kaa 

recalled taha Māori’s marginal status during his tenure in the Department: 

You can have taha Māori but there’s no funding. It was the political reaction . . . 

there was a hue and cry about these Māoris getting favouritism from the Crown. 

They should be here to follow the ordinary curriculum. Why are we wasting time 

on the Māori language? . . . It was hard work.   

In their desire to transform the conditions described by Wiremu, the Committee 

conceived of a more radical version of taha Māori: 

The Committee wishes to establish a goal for greater use of Maori language and 

for New Zealanders to become bilingual in Maori and English in the future. Maori 

is the language of the tangata whenua,137 it can survive only in New Zealand. 

Schools have a role in ensuring that Maori language does survive. In time, taha 

Maori programmes could well become te reo Maori (Maori language) and tikanga 

                                                 
137 The literal meaning of tangata whenua is ‘people of the land’ – “a term that is more in keeping with the 

way ‘Maori’ people do refer to themselves” (L.  Smith, 1986a, p. 10). ‘Tangata whenua’ began to be used 

more widely by government officials from the late 1970s including in education documents. 
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Maori (Maori culture) programmes, as teachers grow in confidence and skill, and 

the resources are provided. (Final Report, 1987a, p. 29) 

By enlarging the scope of taha Māori, a term already familiar to many in the teaching 

profession, the Committee articulated a more ambitious bicultural vision calling on 

Pākehā to deepen their commitment to learning the Māori language.  

Taha Māori was the term we hung things on. It seemed to be comfortable enough 

for us and for people to accept. ‘Taha Māori’ was an easy language. You could 

always say, ‘That’s one side of us’ – that’s much easier to live with when you 

discuss [these ideas] in those terms. (Ruth Mansell) 

Ruth’s use of the pronoun ‘us’ suggests a togetherness, an overarching imaginary unity or 

national identity. By the mid-1980s, certain Māori groups, however, were nurturing an 

educational project outside the taha Māori discourse that tested Committee members’ 

beliefs about inclusion. 

The spectre of separate development  

In the Department of Education’s 1987 annual report to parliament in the month 

preceding the publication of the Curriculum Review’s Final Report, Director General Bill 

Renwick forewarned politicians that Māori parents were “becoming aware of alternatives 

to the state system” (DoE, 1987b, p. 13). Since 1982, Māori communities had with great 

enthusiasm started up independent Māori language pre-schools (ngā kōhanga reo). These 

pre-schools acted as a “politicising agent” and “conscientising” force for Māori parents 

regarding educational processes (G. Smith, 1986b, p. 20). Worried about the schooling 

future awaiting the graduates of kōhanga reo, a group of parents had begun, by the time of 

the Curriculum Review, to organise the first te reo immersion primary schools based on 

Māori knowledges and cultural practices (Tocker, 2015). These schools later became 

known as ‘kura kaupapa Māori’ (kura).138 

The Curriculum Review was the first government body to mention the fledging 

kura, but the Committee’s Draft Report resisted the stand-alone nature of these schools, 

and rejected requests from some Māori quarters that 

a percentage of the money provided each year by the Government for education 

be set aside for use by the Maori people, in ways which they would decide, for 

                                                 
138 Two years after the publication of the Curriculum Review ’s 1987 Final Report, kura kaupapa Māori 

were recognised by the state via the 1989 Education Act (see Tocker, 2015). 
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Maori education. The Committee does not agree with such separate development. 

(Draft Report, 1986a, p. 100) 

The Committee held onto the belief that the education system could accommodate Māori 

aspirations that had sparked the advent of kura. Perhaps encouraged by the small but 

growing number of state schools already classified as ‘bilingual’ (see Chapter 6), the 

Committee expressed faith in the potential for all schools to become more responsive to 

Māori once necessary (and far-reaching) changes – in consultation with Māori – had been 

made over time. Such a scenario would eliminate “the possibility of separate 

development” (Draft Report, 1986a, p. 100). The idea of autonomous and self-governing 

‘by Māori for Māori’ kura belonged on the constitutive outside of the liberal conception 

of universal state educational provision supported by the Committee. Premised on its 

vision of a strengthened taha Māori intervention, the Committee emphasised the value of 

Māori and Pākehā “sharing cultures by learning together” within a singular framework 

(Draft Report, 1986a, p. 100). 

Fears of apartheid 

The prevailing discourses shaping the Committee’s resistance to conceiving of a plurality 

of options for Māori education comprised a complex enmeshment of ideologies. Here I 

highlight only a few of the interwoven strands. My aim is not to critique the Committee’s 

stance but to illuminate the sticky entanglements and provocative exclusions that are part 

of liberal inclusion’s terrain. The country had been deeply divided over the 1981 

Springbok Rugby Tour, for example, and the apartheid politics of South Africa were top 

of mind for the Committee (see Chapter 5).  

People were fearful of it [separate development] in the initial stages [of the 

Committee meetings]. This was a remnant of the Springbok Tour. That was the 

thinking originally – we don’t want to set up a system of two streams of schools, 

one for Māori and one for whitey. (Greta Firth) 

We didn’t want to get into an apartheid situation…looking back, we see this 

through different eyes. (Ruth Mansell) 

The apartheid example of South Africa was uppermost in the minds of the 

bureaucrats. But also the need to control…the tino rangatiratanga idea – Māori 

determining our own future – was born long ago but the state closed the gate on 
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it. A colonial view prevailed that we know what’s best for you.  

(Wiremu Kaa) 

Wiremu’s comments above point to the double bind he experienced personally as a Māori 

public servant within the political environment of the Department’s head office.  

The thought that Māori might already have, or wish to have, different forms of 

political and social organisation outside the unifying framework established with the 

Crown challenged entrenched coloniser/settler logics. On the one hand was the legacy of 

coloniser/settler dispossession of the indigenous population. On the other were the 

negative effects for Māori of the ‘majority rules’ ethos and the unitary nature of 

citizenship that accompanied the Western model of democracy. Recalling her work for 

the Curriculum Review, former departmental officer Janet Kerr reflected that the 

Committee and the government’s perception of kura as “a breakaway movement” was 

evidence of “the extent to which colonisation had been absorbed into the New Zealand 

psyche” (Winter Love, 2001, p. 144). The lack of clear support for Māori agencies to 

deliver their own educational solutions to maintain Māori culture prompted other critics 

to conclude that the Committee remained “trapped in the backwash of colonial history” 

(Mahuta & Ritchie, 1988, p. 36). Settler societies have “a powerful political and social 

orientation to unity and sameness” (Hoskins, 2017, p. 146), a deeply ingrained outlook 

that constrained the Committee members even as they sought to transform its dominating 

effects.  

Pākehā exclusion 

Other constraints on the Committee’s thinking amid the tensions arising between the ideal 

of inclusion and the fear of separatism resided in meaning-making about the 

interpersonal, specifically the Pākehā desire to have proximity to Māori.  

At the time of the Curriculum Review, kura were just beginning to be talked about. 

I can remember people saying: ‘It’s the Pākehā children that will lose out if you 

take off all the Māori separately. The Pākehā won’t have the benefit of working 

with them. There needs to be a two-way interaction.’ (Ruth Mansell) 

Added to this anticipated loss for Pākehā was a concern that ‘separate’ Māori schooling 

would lead to complacency and diminution of responsibility in non-Māori educators.  

NZEI people would have been quite anxious that [Māori schooling] wasn’t spun 

off into something separate, that it was still part of and contributing to 

mainstream, because it was the mainstream that had to change. I think we were 
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aware that if the kōhanga and later the kura were strong, it should mean that the 

mainstream had changed. We wanted to make sure that [they were] part of [the 

state system] from the beginning to preclude just totally separate schools that 

could end up with the mainstream people thinking ‘oh we don’t have to worry 

about that anymore because they are doing their own thing out there.’ There is no 

one clear way to do it, but I do know that we talked about that quite a lot. … We 

didn’t want it to be just some little niche. That was how we saw it then. 

In 1986, the year that the Committee’s Draft Report was published, Māori critiques 

acknowledged that taha Māori did contain some positive value for cross-cultural 

engagement (see G. Smith, 1986b).  

Early theorists of the kura movement, however, also argued strongly that taha 

Māori’s primary emphasis on educating Pākehā towards bicultural understanding was 

depriving Māori of badly needed resources for cultural redress and language recovery. 

Taha Māori’s premise of an ‘us’ still left Māori susceptible to assimilative processes and 

the gate-keeping decisions of the more politically powerful and numerically dominant 

Pākehā group (G. Smith, 1986b; L. Smith, 1986b). The advocates of kura were intent on 

making space for, and actively protecting, Māori cultural distinctiveness on Māori terms 

(G. Smith, 1986b). Kura represented a self-determining form of Māori education, and was 

not primarily an act of exclusion of the dominant group.139  

Ongoing public feedback as well as debate amongst its own members continued to 

influence the Committee’s struggle with the ethical dilemmas prompted by kura, their 

existence at the time representing a constitutive outside to the Committee’s expanded 

vision for taha Māori.  

[Committee member] Huirangi [Waikerepuru] was…pro the idea that Māori have 

control of their own schools. I am sure it was Huirangi who talked about that 

Māori children have suffered in the current schooling system and if there were 

kura that could meet the standards, then they should be able to go there. (Maiki 

Marks) 

The Committee altered its stance slightly in the Final Report. It removed the words 

‘separate development’ and acknowledged more fully the views of those people 

advocating for kura. But it did not relinquish its optimism that the best option was for the 

                                                 
139 For a contemporary critique of Pākehā responses to perceived exclusions by Māori, see Alison Jones 

(2017), and for recent critical reflections on inclusion/exclusion from within Kaupapa Māori politics, refer 

Te Kawehau Hoskins (2017, 2012).  
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state system to become fully responsible to Māori over language and culture (Final 

Report, 1987a, p. 30). What had also accompanied the revised concept of taha Māori into 

the Committee’s Draft Report was the Treaty, albeit initially to provide background 

context. 

Treaty arrival 2 – the Draft Report 

Most of the research participants, both Māori and Pākehā, talked of the minimal role the 

Treaty played in their own education and upbringing. As the participant’s re-stories in 

Chapter 8 reveal, the Treaty was not uppermost in their thinking when the Curriculum 

Review commenced. The Treaty offered a language that at first was foreign-sounding to 

everyday educational discourse: “It was really difficult to talk about the Treaty in those 

days” (Maiki Marks). Being part of the Committee gave its members an opportunity 

(unavailable to most other New Zealanders) to directly encounter the Treaty’s changing 

political status. This occurred via specific conduits – the exposure of Committee members 

to the views of one another, the opinions expressed in the Māori submissions to the 

Committee and the content of the 1986 Waitangi Tribunal report on the Wai 11 Māori 

language claim (see Chapter 7). Departmental officers and others on the Committee 

attended the Tribunal hearings and all had subsequently “studied” the 1986 Tribunal 

report (Brice, 1986, p. 1).  

Regarding the Treaty’s arrival in the Draft Report, the Committee followed the 

lead of another sub-group comprised in the main of its Māori members many of whom 

were also part of the smaller “Maori Issues” sub-group discussed earlier. Referred to in 

Committee minutes as “the Maori Group”, it had the complete support of the Committee 

to write the section of the Draft Report focused on Māori viewpoints and Māori–Pākehā 

related educational issues (DoE, 1986c, p. 4). 

Through the efforts of the above Maori Group, and with the full Committee’s 

agreement, the Treaty appeared as part of the historical and moral framework 

underpinning the taha Māori vision in the Draft Report. The effects of the recently 

published report on the Wai 11 claim (Waitangi Tribunal, 1986) are apparent in the 

choice of phrasing: 

The Treaty of Waitangi promised Maori people equal status as citizens of 

Aotearoa and promised to honour their right to retain their way of life and their 

language. This has not happened. Recent findings of the Waitangi Tribunal have 
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stressed the importance of the Treaty in guaranteeing the place of Maori language. 

(Draft Report, 1986a, p. 97)  

This extract remained unchanged for the Final Report (1987a, p. 26) as did the 

Committee’s recommendation that “the school system portray a balanced view of the 

historical development of this country and the Treaty of Waitangi” (Draft Report, 1986a, 

p. 102; Final Report, 1987a, p. 41). Such Treaty language may be commonplace in 

education today but the two passages quoted above marked a dramatic departure from 

previous official representations of the Treaty as a passive emblem (see Chapter 4). The 

Treaty’s contribution to the Committee’s meaning-making did not end there. Its rhetorical 

presence was soon to be amplified in its Final Report, a move in part prompted by 

exclusionary effects of an earlier decision by the Committee that I discuss next. 

Including Other Others  

‘Other others’ in the subtitle refers in the main to immigrants from the islands of the 

Pacific for whom the Curriculum Review Committee’s sense of responsibility deepened 

over the duration of its inquiry. The 1981 census recorded the country’s population as 

3.17 million – 80% European/Pākehā, 12% Māori, and 3% of Pacific Island origin (DoE, 

1983a, p. 11). Increasing ethnic diversity propelled the discourses of ‘multicultural 

education’ from the 1970s onwards and was evident in teacher training programmes of 

the 1980s, and in the practices of some schools especially those located in larger urban 

centres (see Chapter 5). A Department of Education report in 1983 acknowledged the 

twin effects of the growing Pacific population and the Māori cultural revitalisation 

movement: 

Coming to terms with cultural diversity, with particular reference to Maori and 

Pacific Island cultural forms, is a major national concern as New Zealanders 

respond to the separate and very different European and Polynesian strands of 

their national tradition [emphasis added]. (DoE, 1983a, p. 11)140 

An education system premised on British cultural values with most of its teaching 

workforce of Pākehā ethnicity now had to navigate not only the substantial and vocal 

presence of politicised, city-dwelling Māori, but also another set of relationships with 

                                                 
140 Other migrant groups from Europe and Asia were still small enough in number for the same Department 

of Education (1983a) report to describe them as having “unobtrusively” got on with adapting to the country 

in their own way (p. 11). Soon after the Curriculum Review, the 1987 Immigration Act set in motion 

dramatic changes for the country’s ethnic composition. Ethnic groups classified under the label ‘Asian’ in 

the 2013 census made up 11.8% of the population. 
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expanding ‘Pasifika’ communities. As a high profile, intra-acting phenomenon within that 

scenario, the Curriculum Review Committee was motivated to envision a culturally 

inclusive educational future and to reflect such values in national curriculum principles, 

the writing of which had not been attempted before. 

Writing curriculum principles  

Phew, that was hard enough to do, the principles. (Maiki Marks) 

The Committee’s first major task as a group was to compose a set of draft foundational 

principles for a national curriculum framework that would be applicable to all schools. 

Initially 14 in number (rising to 15 by the Final Report), these draft principles acted as 

guidelines for the Committee’s ongoing discussions: “We were aware that it was 

important for us to work from principles, to articulate them early on to keep us focussed 

on what was important” (Ruth Mansell). The draft principles the Committee first devised 

consisted of a series of main headings followed by a brief explanatory descriptor for each. 

Two of the headings stated, “The curriculum shall be responsive” and “The curriculum 

shall be inclusive” (Draft Report, 1986a, pp. 118-119) under which acknowledgement of 

cultural diversity was identified as important for student learning. The Committee also 

desired to articulate an overarching principle that would explicitly support the unique 

position of Māori (the bicultural) without denigrating the fair and equitable treatment of 

all cultural groups (the multicultural).141  

The Committee’s preliminary discussions featured the recently-coined terms 

‘multiculturalism’ and ‘biculturalism,’ which described differing but connected forms of 

inclusion. The political relation of one concept to the other had only begun to be explored 

from the 1970s onwards (Metge, 1990, pp. 17-19). Some viewpoints relegated the status 

and concerns of indigenous Māori to the same order as that of other numerical and 

cultural minorities. This collapsing of indigenous interests into a general category 

provoked the ire of respondents in the Māori submissions to the Committee: 

The submissions are adamant that the Maori people are not a minority group. The 

concept of tangata whenua and turangawaewae [place where one has the right to 

stand] take precedence over numerical considerations (DoE, 1986f, p. 7) 

                                                 
141 Current practice in national curriculum policy is to have two separate principles, one acknowledging the 

Treaty and the country’s “bicultural foundations” and the other focusing on broader “cultural diversity” 

(MoE, 2007, p. 9). 
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Wiremu Kaa of the Department’s Māori and Pacific Island division remembered the 

effects engendered by the ‘multicultural/bicultural’ debate: “It was always a big bogey 

around us . . . our struggle was making sure that Māori had a place.” Peter Allen, a 

PPTA representative on the Curriculum Review Committee in its first year, recalled the 

prevailing attitudes: 

A lot of the Committee’s earlier discussions were around the place of bicultural 

education and multicultural education in the curriculum structure and how that 

was going to be given expression. There were some quite heated debates. Some 

people took the position that this was not something that would run with the 

public in general so we had to water it down, the whole thing about how do you 

accommodate the majority culture? There was this fear about pandering to Māori, 

this thing that floats around about. It comes from politicians particularly.  

The individual members of the Committee, both from within and outside the Department, 

had joined the Curriculum Review with an ethical–affective openness to Māori political 

and educational concerns (see Chapters 6 and 8). Such allegiance to Māori came to the 

fore when the Committee made a unanimous decision to prioritise the ‘bicultural’ in a 

curriculum principle (Brice, 1988).  

Principle Three and the bicultural 

The Committee did not regard its focus on the bicultural as a total exclusion of the 

multicultural dimension. Its members thought long and hard about how to hold onto the 

productive qualities of relation that adhered to both terms. 

Many responses came in from communities saying, ‘What are you talking about? 

We are a multicultural society.’ The Committee spent a lot of time slogging out 

that whole understanding and concluded that it’s got to be bicultural first – we 

will develop our understandings and our skills around that area first, and then 

once you’ve got that – I won’t say you’ll get it right – but once you’ve improved in 

that area, then that’s the time to start thinking about multiculturalism. You can’t 

do one without the other. You can’t do multicultural and forget about the 

bicultural. (Ruth Mansell) 

The Committee’s view, as explained by Ruth above, underpinned its expanded vision for 

taha Māori discussed earlier. It also informed the wording of what became Principle 

Three in its list of 14 national curriculum principles for the Draft Report: 
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The curriculum shall become bicultural 

The curriculum will reflect the nature of New Zealand society and a national 

character. Progress toward a bicultural curriculum indicates a major step in the 

recognition of both the diversity of background and unity of the New Zealand 

people. (Draft Report, 1986a, p. 118) 

According to Committee chairman Peter Brice (1988), the intention of draft Principle 

Three was to promote “Pakeha/Maori biculturalism” but also to support the possible 

development of “other ethnic group biculturalism” such as “Pakeha/Samoan” and so on 

(p. 14). 

Principle Three and its bicultural emphasis, however, proved to be a source of 

confusion when made public via the Draft Report, not unexpectedly given its general 

terms. The wording did not mention ‘Māori’ specifically and nor was it explicit about the 

other biculturalisms envisaged. Apart from the outright rejection of things Māori evident 

in some submissions, the vocabulary used in the Draft Report around cultural difference 

in general proved troublesome. A summary of public feedback on the report noted that 

terms used by the Committee are sometimes misunderstood, require further 

explanation or are given opposing interpretations by readers of the [Draft Report]. 

These include [words such as] culture, bicultural, ethnic, second language, 

minority . . . (DoE, 1986g, p. 1)  

In reifying the Māori–Pākehā relationship, the Committee had entered a contested zone of 

inclusion’s domain. Pasifika communities, for example, felt excluded from the envisioned 

bicultural framework. Their feedback led to the Committee re-working the content of 

Principle Three.  

A Pasifika presence 

Helping keep the Committee’s ethical antennae tuned to the fact of ‘other others’ were its 

two Pacific Island representatives, Fa’afua Laban (Samoan) 142  and Aleki Silao 

(Tokelauan). They joined the Committee in October 1985 ten months after the 

Curriculum Review process had commenced, and after most work on the draft principles 

had been completed (Final Report, 1987a, pp. 127-8). The dilemmas of the 

                                                 
142 Two years after the Curriculum Review, an article by Fa’afua Laban (1989) on equity from a Samoan 

perspective appeared in the PPTA Journal. A former teacher she became an Education Officer for the 

Department with responsibility for Pacific Island education in the Northern Region. 
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multicultural/bicultural debate, however, were made real by their presence with face-to-

face interactions a source of learning and ethical challenges: 

The Pasifika people on the Committee like Fa’afua Laban were strong-minded 

and spoke a lot. I can remember feeling uncertain about the relationship – how 

much to be promoting the Treaty and Māori as the first indigenous people in 

relation to these newer indigenous people. I remember the feeling of the 

Curriculum Review being anxious not to alienate Pasifika interests by identifying 

Māori interests, anxious not to give an excuse for belittling other cultures. It was 

all very tricky. (Ruth Mansell) 

The Committee’s push to hear from Pacific Island communities across the country 

occurred outside the main consultation timeline (see below). Most Pasifika submissions 

arrived towards the end of 1986 as the Committee made finishing touches to what would 

become its Final Report. The ‘last-minuteness’ of the Pasifika consultation reflected the 

dynamics of the Committee’s ‘coming to’ about different understandings regarding wider 

relational commitments and a concern not to exclude their importance. 

Hearing from Pasifika groups 

Mid-way through 1986, regional fono (meetings) of Pacific Island groups were organised 

by Committee members Fa’afua Laban and Aleki Silao to explain and discuss the purpose 

of the Curriculum Review inquiry. This consultation process culminated in a national 

meeting of Pasifika representatives in Wellington on 24 October 1986, three months after 

the publication of the Committee’s Draft Report containing Principle Three with its 

bicultural emphasis. Other Committee members attending this larger forum in person 

were Peter Brice, Janet Kerr, Ruth Mansell and Marie Bell (DoE, 1986e, p. 2). 

Subsequent reporting back to the full Committee on the Pasifika viewpoints heard at this 

event had tangible effects on its members with the boundaries of inclusion moving 

outwards. Recognition of and respect for Māori concerns had been voiced at the fono, but 

Pacific peoples along with other ethnic groups expressed discomfort about Principle 

Three’s implied focus on Māori/Pākehā biculturalism: 

Although this was seen by them to be of benefit to the Maori people, they felt they 

themselves would not be able to take their place in New Zealand society. They 

feared that in thirty or forty years they would find themselves still in a position of 

non-recognition and non-acceptance that Maori people are in at this time. (Brice, 

1988, pp. 14-15) 
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Pasifika groups did not want the past mistakes made in the education of Māori to be 

replicated for their own children (Winter, 1988). The challenge of how “to meet the needs 

and the wishes both of Maori people and of other ethnic groups – pakeha as well as other 

smaller groups” (Brice, 1988, p. 15) now confronted the Committee. The Treaty offered 

the Committee one pathway through this tangle of responsibilities that I explore next. 

Treaty arrival 3 – the Final Report 

The Committee members re-wrote Principle Three at some time during one of their last 

two meetings in late November and early December 1986. Chairman Peter Brice (1988) 

described the outcome as the result of “a momentous decision” (p. 15). The wording of 

Principle Three changed from “The curriculum shall become bicultural” to “The 

curriculum shall be non-racist” with the following new descriptor: 

The curriculum will honour the promises of the Treaty of Waitangi to the Maori 

people on Maori language and culture. It will recognise and respond to the 

aspirations of all people belonging to the different cultures which make up New 

Zealand society. (Final Report, 1987a, p. 10) 

Of all its finalised 15 principles (see Appendix C), the Committee acknowledged that 

Principle Three in its re-worked form “would be the major challenge and would require 

the most work, the greatest change of attitude and the longest time, to effect” (Brice, 

1988, p. 15). Reaching a consensus over the content of the re-worded principle “did not 

come easily” (Winter, 1988, p. 37).  

Details of the Committee’s deliberations about Principle Three at its last meetings 

do not appear in the archived minutes or the literature, but some impressions remain with 

the research participants. Maiki Marks recalled, for example, that “getting the Treaty into 

the principles was like pulling teeth”, a reminder of the challenging and experimental 

nature of inserting Treaty language into educational discourse at this moment in time. 

That the leap of the Treaty into Principle Three was most likely encouraged by a mix of 

Māori and Pākehā voices on the Committee is supported by participants’ varied 

recollections of the emotion and personal political convictions involved: 

The Treaty was always coming from Māori, we had to stand up for that. Repeated 

time and time again whatever the committee was. (Wiremu Kaa) 

Te Hemara Maipi, Mereana Meha and Huirangi and myself. We were the ones 

who fought hard for the Treaty on the Committee. (Maiki Marks) 
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I remember Marie Bell [Pākehā] fighting very hard to keep the Treaty content in.  

(Ruth Mansell).  

We were very lucky to have Peter Brice [Pākehā] as the Curriculum Review 

Committee’s chairperson. With regards to the Treaty, it could have swung the 

other way. Peter was unafraid about that. He was fearless. (Wiremu Kaa) 

Whatever the actual content of the cut and thrust of the Committee debate may have been, 

what is clear from the public record is that helping prepare the ground for the Treaty to 

take root in Principle Three, was the Treaty’s perceived moral heft in relation to racism 

and the education sector. 

Racism and its effects had featured as major themes in the Māori and Pacifica 

submissions. The Committee’s Draft Report included recommendations about the need 

for greater understanding of racism in the classroom and of how to combat it (Draft 

Report, 1986a, pp. 132-133). In revising Principle Three, the Committee chose to bring 

the ‘racism’ strand of its inquiry – along with the Treaty – into the forefront of its Final 

Report. Principle Three now unequivocally affirmed commitment to a non-racist 

curriculum and accorded contemporary educational relevance to Treaty guarantees for 

Māori (Brice, 1988). Both were firsts for an official education document. 

At the eleventh hour, Treaty effects travelled inwards from satellite locations 

orbiting the Committee into the heart of its concerns. After making itself felt in the Māori 

submissions, in the discussions of Committee sub-groups, and as part of the Draft 

Report’s background commentary, the Treaty entered a full Committee debate to 

reconfigure Principle Three. This principle’s reference to the ‘promises’ made to Māori in 

the Treaty provided the Committee with a platform to connect seemingly 

incommensurable responsibilities: 

The inclusion of the Treaty changes your mindset from that of a purely Pākehā 

and English perspective, and the Committee saw that it could, ideally, open up our 

way of thinking to be multicultural as well…We came to believe or persuaded 

ourselves that by honouring the Treaty we were laying the groundwork for an 

honourable relationship with the Pasifika people and other newcomers…The 

Treaty gave us an honest and solid basis for respecting them all. A way to 

understand and speak about all the relationships to the authorities would be more 

valid if the Treaty issues had been acknowledged and respected first. 

(Ruth Mansell) 
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The Treaty’s career in curriculum policy development was underway, its strategic 

usefulness in the struggle for a more inclusive and responsive education system now 

signalled in a substantive official report.  

Inclusion and its Outside(s) 

These are big, big issues and questions and carry a lot of weight when you think 

of them in terms of power sharing and power enabling, and the facilitating of 

powerful relationships. It was amazing that we could all sit down and struggle 

with those things. (Ruth Mansell) 

In this chapter I have tried to show how the discourse of inclusion, its paradoxes and 

quandaries, contributed to the conditions enabling the Treaty’s arrival in a national 

curriculum principle in the Final Report of the Curriculum Review Committee. The 

liberal traits of the Committee’s membership, the style of its consultation, its commitment 

to improved Māori participation and sense of responsibility to other others outside Māori–

Pākehā entanglements – all were part of an inclusionary atmosphere that infused the 

Committee’s receptivity towards the Treaty.  

Applying the concept of the ‘constitutive outside’ to the work of the Curriculum 

Review Committee has been useful for illuminating the multiple entangled interests 

amongst different ethnic groups within the educational sphere. Through its articulation of 

curriculum recommendations and principles, the Committee enacted an agential cut in the 

world’s becoming (Barad, 2008), a necessary intervention for keeping notions of equity 

and fairness at play in educational policy discourse. The decision-making involved, 

however, was inevitably conflictual not only amongst Committee members, but also in 

relation to the constitutive forces exterior to (and intra-acting with) its group ethos.  

The liberal orientation of the Committee’s reports stood in counterpoint to 

emerging neoliberal ideologies about schooling as well as to the divergent views of those 

who, whilst allied with the Committee’s purpose, disagreed with, and were excluded by, 

some of its resolutions. A desire for independent Māori-centred forms of education 

expressed in the Māori submissions, for example, was resisted by the Committee. Certain 

Māori collectives at the time of the Curriculum Review were nurturing educational 

projects for the transmission of Māori culture and language independent of state provision 

(Tocker, 2015), moves that were already having material effects by the time the 

Committee’s expressions of inclusion in the Final Report went to press. The possibility 



248 

that forms of autonomous practice by Māori could remain connected to, and co-exist 

with, the state’s educational apparatus was an idea still-in-the-making. 

The Treaty and the non-racist imperative in Principle Three doubled as an act of 

generosity towards other others anxious about how their own educational futures would 

fit within a primarily bicultural curriculum paradigm.143 Principle Three sidestepped the 

use of the adjective ‘bicultural,’ but by foregrounding the Treaty maintained the visibility 

of Māori curriculum concerns and attendant Pākehā responsibility. The Final Report’s 

promotion of the taha Māori concept in the content of its chapters kept the ‘bicultural’ 

emphasis alive. Taha Māori, despite its limitations, represented a form of ethical response 

to Māori inclusion by the Committee just as its revised Principle Three reflected a sense 

of responsibility to who and what taha Māori excluded. 144 

Exclusions and their intra-active energy can disrupt proceedings as the Committee 

experienced, and therefore be ethically productive. They challenge sedimentation of 

thinking and, in the case of the Curriculum Review and its deployment of the Treaty, 

helped keep the Committee’s responsibility towards others alive – interpersonally and in 

the political sphere – even as it remained impossible to meet all demands. As Kelly 

Barclay (2005) argues, there is no pre-existing, transcendent all-inclusive and just space 

to arrive at. Implicit in the process of re-working Principle Three were relational 

commitments being made and re-made in the face of complex circumstances that cannot 

be contained within one text or a singular liberal rationality. The Curriculum Review’s 

Final Report was not intended to be a settled once-and-for-all prescription for inclusion. 

While Principle Three can be regarded as a critical anchoring point for important ethical 

concepts, it did not represent closure. Instead, the Committee’s elevation of the Treaty 

signalled new possibilities for curriculum policymaking to come. 

  

                                                 
143 An aspect of Treaty discourse that has become stronger since the time of the Curriculum Review are 

understandings that the Treaty belongs to and secures a place for all New Zealanders (e.g.; see Human 

Rights Commission, 2011, p. 9). 
144 Taha Māori as a concept for curriculum policy rhetoric disappeared after the Curriculum Review. In its 

place came the phrase ‘te reo me ōna tikanga’, which among other translations can be understood as ‘the 

Māori language and all related cultural practices’ (see Ministry of Education, 1993, 2007). 
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Section E: Concluding reflections 
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Chapter 10: Becoming Treaty subjects 

Back to the Beginning 

It is August 2014. I am standing with Ruth Mansell in her lounge poring over a pile of 

documents retrieved from the basement, archival records of her time as a member of the 

Curriculum Review Committee. I am looking at her annotated copy of the Draft Report 

featured in Chapter 9. Turning the pages, I see traces of the Committee’s efforts to revise 

the report’s content in late 1986. By ‘traces’ I mean the flows of green ink from the pen 

Ruth used almost 30 years ago to write in the amendments suggested by the Committee’s 

discussion occurring around her and in which she took part. We both peer at her 

handwriting at the bottom of page 118 (see Figure 13). I think to myself, here is the 

Treaty materialising in Principle Three! The ink gives shape to almost its exact wording 

in the Committee’s Final Report (DoE, 1987a, p. 10). Picking up on my preoccupations, 

Ruth says, “But how did the Treaty get there?” That question and the stories it holds 

became the heart of the research assemblage out of which this thesis emerged. 

 

Figure 13. The bottom section of page 118 from a copy of the Curriculum Review’s Draft Report (DoE, 

1986a). It shows the re-working of Principle Three to include the Treaty of Waitangi. Image used with the 

permission of Ruth Mansell. 
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Elusive Origins and Missing Minutes 

The textual question that can bring the text to life is one to which the answer is 

unknown. (Newton, 2017, p. 37) 

I have found no single answer to the puzzle posed by the green ink in Ruth’s document 

above, no straightforward explanation for how the Treaty first became available to 

curriculum policy development via the Curriculum Review Committee’s Final Report 

(DoE, 1987a). Understandably after three decades, knowledge of who suggested the 

wording for the revised Principle Three no longer resides in the memories of the research 

participants.  

I can’t remember . . . you should find out. (Maiki Marks) 

It was either something I wrote or it was something that we as a Committee came 

up with. I am not sure. (Ruth Mansell) 

Minutes of the Committee’s last meetings that might have provided more clues exist 

neither in official or personal archives I had access to. As one former senior education 

official surmised, the tail end of the Committee’s work translated onto the pages of the 

Final Report, and as Committee members were not to meet again, formal minutes were 

not required.  

Opacity about the crucial moment evoked by the green ink steered me away from 

attempting to create a definitive ‘this is what really happened’ story. I appear, however, to 

be doing just that in Chapter 9 with its narrative of the Treaty’s arrival in the Committee’s 

Draft and Final Reports. Based on the empirical materials available to me, Chapter 9 

hopefully has coherence and integrity concerning the theme of inclusion, but my aim was 

to contribute understandings rather than offer a totalising form of truth about the events in 

question. Thinking genealogically, it is rarely possible to locate “the elusive nucleus” or 

“the innermost secret of the origin” that brings forth singular events (Foucault, 2010, p. 

140). I find the idea of ‘origins’ seductive but, as some of the research participants 

reminded me, change starts a long way back and involves the confluence of input from 

many different people and sources. When, where and how exactly a stream of new 

thoughts first began to flow remains inevitably unknowable and out of reach.  

A Genealogical Threshold 

Rather than seek origins, a genealogical approach to my research questions encouraged 

me to learn what I could from exploring aspects of the complex web of relations and 
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attendant social–political–material conditions exterior to the Treaty’s first emergence in a 

national curriculum principle. I focused on the conditions that both shaped and were 

shaped by the Curriculum Review Committee with its mix of non-governmental members 

and officers from the Department of Education. To reveal something of the complexity of 

those conditions, I adopted a diffractive analysis that afforded a consideration of the 

research questions and participant narratives through diverse but interrelated forms of 

being a subject of discourse (Foucault, 2003). In so doing, I drew attention to the agency 

of non-human subjects and to the contribution of former teachers and public servants to 

the political sphere of the Curriculum Review as feeling/ethical/learning/including human 

subjects. 

Throughout the thesis I have variously referred to the abovementioned conditions 

as being a climate, mood or atmosphere of hospitality/receptivity/welcome, and as 

forming ‘a threshold’ for the Treaty to step over into the pages of the Curriculum Review 

reports. I have attempted to keep in mind how material and discursive elements together 

helped build such a threshold (Barad, 2008). These elements intra-acted/became 

entangled, that is, they were mutually constitutive. Out of this intra-activity of humans, 

places, public buildings, marae, events, stories, histories, protests, theories and texts, to 

name just some of the co-functioning elements, the threshold for the possibility of the 

Treaty to connect with a national curriculum principle grew sturdier and more inviting. 

The Actant Treaty 

My research engaged with the Treaty’s actant-like nature (Latour, 1996), namely its 

ability to network into the Curriculum Review Committee and to have effects upon the 

task at hand. Such connect–ability equates to the notion of the Treaty as a ‘living 

document’ that can make things happen in the present, as occurred when the Treaty 

appeared in the final wording of Principle Three. My thesis contends that the 1840 Treaty 

of Waitangi was able to enter Principle Three not because of the Treaty’s content per se 

(although that is part of the story), but because of what it connected to. 

The Treaty’s resurgence during the 1970s and 1980s, for example, productively 

aligned itself with the wider socially progressive movements some of which are 

canvassed in the thesis including the impact on the home front of Māori-led cultural 

revitalisation and the establishment of the Waitangi Tribunal. The intersection of these 

events with liberal educational discourses in Aotearoa–New Zealand provided structuring 

planks for the threshold that enabled the Treaty to link with the Curriculum Review 



254 

Committee’s thinking. However, there is more to the complex picture of the Treaty’s 

networking with national curriculum discourse than a discussion of the macropolitical 

alone can depict. 

Connecting to relationships 

Central to the conditions making possible the Treaty’s first incursion into a national 

curriculum principle were the goings-on between people as creative subjects of macro-

level discourses. The interpersonal is the realm of the micropolitical to which the Treaty 

productively connected. Micropolitics explored in this study consisted of dynamic intra-

actions along the Māori–Pākehā hyphen (Jones & Jenkins, 2008a), the latter a symbolic 

intercultural space along which power flowed to and fro as Māori and Pākehā 

individuals/subjects came face to face. Many tales of such encounters dominated my 

interview–conversations with participants. We spent little time discussing the Treaty. I 

managed to bring the conversation back to the Treaty only at the very end of our meetings 

or later via the re-storying process. Instead, our talk in the moment was of their 

experiences of walking/working/attending to the Māori–Pākehā relational hyphen in 

education – that is what the Treaty connected to.  

The content of the participant narratives and of the stories from the literature and 

the archives that I drew upon ranged across the territory of the hyphen and included 

events leading up to and during the Curriculum Review inquiry. Face-to-face encounters 

(kanohi ki te kanohi), the realm of the micropolitical, formed the very fibre of such 

events. As Te Kawehau Hoskins (2017a) argues, these interactions are “the site of ethical 

responses and the starting point for the flourishing of commitments to justice” (p. 138). 

Encounters highlighted in the thesis took place on marae, in schools and government 

offices, in private homes and during teacher union gatherings, Waitangi Tribunal hearings 

and Curriculum Review-related meetings. They included Māori teaching, Pākehā listening 

and learning, Māori anger, Pākehā discomfort, mutually satisfying shared endeavours as 

well as disappointment and disagreement. Forged in these relational practices of 

encounter were feelings of affection and attachment amongst colleagues that enhanced 

commitments to tackle injustices beyond the interpersonal self–other relationship 

(Ahmed, 2015; J. Bennett, 2001). These collegial affinities sustained those same 

relationships amid the ferment and frictions of the political arena. 

My main point is that the values stemming from the Treaty, as participants 

understood them at the time, mapped onto pre-existing Māori–Pākehā relationships in 
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their professional and personal lives. Before the Curriculum Review inquiry commenced, 

the content of these relationships had, in the case of Pākehā participants, already shaped 

their openness to bicultural imperatives and struggles for a fairer education system. The 

‘coming after’ of the Treaty was evident in comments of both former teachers and 

government officials. 

The Treaty was ‘out there’ and gave us a good reason to hang on to what we [the 

Committee] believed. It justified what we were doing. (Ruth Mansell) 

The Treaty was a symbol of what we were already doing. (Jim Ross, former 

Assistant Director General of Education) 

As another former senior Pākehā official observed, the Treaty provided a “theory or 

framework” to which she could attach all her prior learning and understandings.  

Connecting to children’s learning 

The Treaty networked into another major concern of the participants – the quality of 

children’s experiences in the country’s classrooms. That concern was a prime motivation 

behind Māori and Pākehā participants’ involvement in the Curriculum Review Committee 

and the challenge of devising principles and recommendations for a future national 

curriculum. They hoped the Committee’s report would set in motion much needed 

changes in school attitudes and practices associated with cultural difference. 

From our [the Committee’s] point of view, it was all about the children, whānau 

and communities out there, and this has got to be different for those people to 

have a fair and equal share, to play a part in New Zealand society and to be able 

to succeed. Learning will become important for them because they are succeeding 

and they feel justified by their learning. (Ruth Mansell) 

In [the Department’s] Curriculum Development Division . . .was the strong feeling 

that this [our work] was about kids in schools, including Māori kids. For kids to 

grow well, they must have security within their own culture if you like, their own 

history, within their own set of relationships. (Rory O’Connor/former head of the 

Curriculum Development Division and for a brief period a member of the 

Curriculum Review Committee) 

For me as a teacher I wanted to see what the Treaty would look like in the    

classroom. . . What does the Treaty mean in practice? That’s always where I have 
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been coming from: What does it look like and what does it feel like? (Maiki 

Marks) 

For Pākehā public servants and educators whose stories inform the thesis, the learning 

and affective content of their face-to-face engagements along the Maori–Pakeha hyphen 

not only created affinity with Māori individuals/whānau they knew personally, but also 

had the added effect of encouraging them to support their Māori colleagues in advocating 

for an education system that included Māori language and culture, and that welcomed 

students’ identities and histories into the school environment. The Treaty became 

connected to the pursuit of such aspirations. 

Connecting to the ethical  

I have come to think of the green ink of Ruth Mansell’s handwriting in Figure 13 above 

and its materialising of the Treaty in Principle Three as ‘the colour of the ethical’ – for 

two main reasons. First, in the sense that the Treaty wording of the principle represented 

an ethical intervention by the Committee that happened in the ‘thick of things’ as the 

group navigated uncertainty together and decided upon a direction. Micropolitics is about 

the unpredictable happening between people in an atmosphere of potential, when 

something previously unimaginable becomes “doable and thinkable” (Massumi, 2015, p. 

82). Writing the Treaty into Principle Three was an unanticipated, courageous move by 

the Committee made in the interest of Māori, without the benefit of an institutional 

prescription or checklist to follow145, or support from the 30,000 public submissions in 

which the Treaty, aside from some Māori viewpoints received, barely rated a mention. 

Second, fuelling the Treaty’s appearance in Principle Three was an ethical prompt 

sourced in prior relations to singular Māori others that interrupted the Committee’s 

political task of attempting to cater for the needs of many (Levinas, 1996). By deploying 

the Treaty, the Committee strengthened its orientation of ethical responsibility towards 

Māori in the face of Pākehā cultural and numerical dominance, and asserted the place of 

indigenous Māori as tangata whenua (people of the land). The wording of Principle Three 

also acknowledged the broader challenge of difference beyond Māori and Pākehā 

entanglements by responding to the presence of non-indigenous minority groups. 

Following Levinas, a stance of ethical responsibility towards different others is infinitely 

demanding, and like the intent of curriculum principles and the Treaty articles, comprises 

                                                 
145 By 1989, the Fourth Labour Government had produced a Treaty ‘checklist’ with the heading Principles 

for Crown Action on the Treaty of Waitangi (Department of Justice). 
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necessary ideals always being worked towards rather than finalised (Hoskins, 2010). The 

Curriculum Review’s Principle Three signposted that ethical complexity for future 

policymakers. 

Connecting to Treaty thing–power 

The Curriculum Review Committee ‘became’ subjects of the Treaty in that they 

incorporated into Principle Three new language then available about the Treaty thereby 

themselves creating Treaty discourse in the educational domain. The Committee’s use of 

the phrase “honour the promises of the Treaty of Waitangi” in Principle Three reflected 

the combined discursive effects of the activist milieu of protest and the official work of 

the Waitangi Tribunal during the preceding decade. The Tribunal’s hearings and reports 

re-invigorated the Treaty’s thing–power reifying the weighty import of the 1840 

documents and intra-acting with the past to offer interpretations of the Treaty applicable 

to the present (E. Durie, 1991). Consequently, for Pākehā participants associated with the 

Curriculum Review Committee, Treaty things had attained a seemingly ‘legal’ as well as 

moral status: 

The Treaty has got a lot more authority. You are sharing authority. And rights. It 

is much tougher. . . At least people believed the Treaty had a legal basis. It wasn’t 

just somebody’s idea. It was something that had been signed. (Ruth Mansell) 

The Treaty is a legal document. It had been signed in good faith, and you can’t 

ignore it even though successive governments over the decades have done so.  

(Rory O’Connor) 

Whatever the finer points of the ‘legality’ of the Treaty, they were irrelevant outside legal 

circles. Pākehā participants in comments like those above, drew on Western cultural 

understandings of the value of signed agreements, and the integrity of individuals making 

commitments in writing (Salmond, 2012). Such a view was strengthened by the existence 

of a body like the Waitangi Tribunal that took seriously the intentions of all Treaty 

signatories. But this form of discourse about the Treaty was emergent across the 

education sector in the mid-1980s; the Treaty only became part of a full Committee 

discussion at the very end of its two-year inquiry in late 1986. Using the Treaty to 

theorise educational practices was still a tentative enterprise for both Pākehā and Māori. 

A senior Māori public servant and member of the Committee recollected its initial 

challenging effects for the leadership of the education bureaucray: “The Treaty gave us a 
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lot of food for thought. Twisted our thinking, buckled our thinking, led our thinking” 

(Wiremu Kaa). The rehabilitation of Treaty things in the political realm via the Tribunal 

resonated sufficiently within the Curricuum Review Committee fortifying Treaty 

connectivity to their curriculum concerns and supporting the singularity of Principle 

Three to come into existence.  

After the Curriculum Review 

Immediately after the Department of Education published the Curriculum Review report 

in April 1987, staff members in its head office and its Curriculum Development Division 

dedicated themselves to producing a draft policy in response. Entitled National 

Curriculum Statement: A Discussion Document for Primary and Secondary Schools, it 

was distributed to schools in 1988 (DoE) with the Treaty of Waitangi maintaining a 

strong presence in its pages via a set of curriculum principles revised yet again. This 

official momentum to finalise a national curriculum policy was brought to an abrupt halt 

by the large-scale administrative reforms that closed the Department of Education as of 1 

October 1989. From that date on, the jobs of departmental officers featured in this thesis 

ceased to exist, and staff of the newly-created Ministry of Education (MoE) soon moved 

out of the old wooden building that had housed the Department since 1966. 

The small contingent of education officers re-employed by the Ministry of 

Education were allocated one filing cabinet each in the new premises to store items from 

their former working lives in the Department. One participant told me that the 

abovementioned 1988 curriculum draft document was among the files she kept, and 

undoubtedly other former employees of the Department, concerned about a still 

undetermined national curriculum policy, held onto copies of the Curriculum Review’s 

1987 report. Some commentators have described the vision promoted by the Curriculum 

Review report as stillborn; lauded by sections of the teaching profession upon its release, 

the report attracted strong criticism from other quarters for its liberal and expensive 

proposals and lack of attention to economic imperatives (Peters & Marshall, 2004, p. 

113).  

With a National government elected at the end of 1990, the Curriculum Review 

fell even further out of favour for its ideological association with political opponents. Yet, 

several of the Curriculum Review’s innovations, including commitments to non-sexist, 

non-racist educational provision, made their way into two subsequent iterations of 

national curriculum policy: The New Zealand Curriculum Framework in 1993 (MoE) and 
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The New Zealand Curriculum in 2007 (MoE), the latter the country’s current active 

document. The Ministry of Education’s own publicly available information now 

acknowledges the role of the Curriculum Review in the history of curriculum 

development in Aotearoa–New Zealand (MoE, 2018).  

And what of the Treaty? Its place in the official national curriculum policies of 

1993 and 2007 was not automatically guaranteed. In the draft versions of both texts sent 

out for public feedback, the Treaty disappeared altogether from the suggested curriculum 

principles (see MoE, 1991, 2006). Since the Curriculum Review Committee first opened 

the door to the Treaty, its position in national curriculum policy development has been 

contested. The Treaty’s inclusion in policies for compulsory schooling is not required by 

the legislation under which the sector operates (i.e., 1989 Education Act). The Treaty re-

appeared in the finalised national currriculum policies of 1993 and 2007 because it had 

been argued for by some combination of public servants, teachers and other interested 

individuals and groups. I think of the Treaty’s value in these spaces of contestation as that 

of “a permanent provocation” (Foucault, 2003, p. 139) to the comforts of Pākehā 

dominance and to the ethical responsibility implicit in Māori–Pākehā relations in 

education. The struggles of policymakers behind the scenes to secure the Treaty in the 

two later national curriculum policies – and how their meaning-making intra-acted with 

that of the Curriculum Review Committee – is a story yet to be told. 

Epilogue: Exchanges with Wiremu Kaa 

In January 2014, Wiremu Kaa (Ngāti Porou) and I had two interview–conversations at his 

home in Rangitukia that he shares with his wife Jossie. Wiremu was formerly director of 

the Māori and Pacific Island Education Division in the Department of Education and a 

member of the Curriculum Review Committee. 

Rose: When you were growing up on the East Coast back in the 1940s was the 

Treaty talked about? 

Wiremu: Not really. Not directly as a document or even as a thought. It wasn’t 

part of our general discussion topics, even on the marae. The people were 

concerned with ordinary things in life but I think indirectly the Treaty was 

implied. For example, one of the things that worried my parents and my people 

here was the differential funding of schools where the city schools got better 

treatment than the rural schools. That also applied to health matters for Ngāti 
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Porou, that Lambton Quay [in Wellington city] got better medical care than 

Rangitukia. This differential funding was always part of the problem for my 

people and I guess behind all that is the Treaty and the unjust distribution of 

funds…I also came to understand that equality is not what we are on about as 

people of Ngāti Porou. ‘We don’t want to be equal with the Pākeha’ is what our 

parents kept saying. ‘We want to be treated differently to the Pākehā because we 

are Māori’. That’s always what our people said. I guess behind all that is the 

Treaty. Although we didn’t speak directly to or about the Treaty, it was implied in 

our conversations. It was always there; the wairua [spirit] of the Treaty was 

always there. 

. . . 

Rose: What do you think about the Treaty being there in the Curriculum Review 

report of the 1980s? What is the effect of the Treaty’s presence? 

Wiremu: It gives us mana and a status. It shows that we are there and we are 

participants in this environment and we belong. Having a tūrangawaewae [place 

to stand] in the curriculum is having the Treaty there. 

 . . . 

Rose: You talked earlier to me about the Treaty as a shield. Do you mean like a 

shield to fight with? 

Wiremu: No, not that kind of shield. The Māori word would be a pūeru. It’s a 

canopy like a shelter. Some people use the word korowai instead of pūeru. 

Whakaruru, you see, that’s the sheltering word. The Treaty’s something under 

which to shelter and get protected by. That’s what the Treaty is for a lot of us. 

. . . 

Rose: Principle Three in the Curriculum Review report says: “The curriculum 

will honour the promises of the Treaty of Waitangi to the Māori people on Māori 

language and culture” and then goes on to say, “it will recognise and respond to 

the aspirations of all people belonging to the different cultures which make up 

New Zealand society.” 

Wiremu: Work in progress there. 
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Appendix A: Treaty texts146 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi  

Most chiefs signed Te Tiriti o Waitangi – the te reo Māori (Māori language) text of the Treaty. This was the 

text signed at Waitangi on 6 February 1840, and thereafter in the north and at the Hauraki Gulf. The Māori 

is reproduced as it was written – no ‘wh’ was used as it had not yet come into use in written Māori. 

Ko Wikitoria te Kuini o Ingarani i tana mahara atawai ki nga Rangatira me nga Hapu o Nu Tirani i tana 

hiahia hoki kia tohungia ki a ratou o ratou rangatiratanga me to ratou wenua, a kia mau tonu hoki te Rongo 

ki a ratou me te Atanoho hoki kua wakaaro ia he mea tika kia tukua mai tetahi Rangatira – hei kai wakarite 

ki nga Tangata maori o Nu Tirani – kia wakaaetia e nga Rangatira maori te Kawanatanga o te Kuini ki nga 

wahikatoa o te wenua nei me nga motu – na te mea hoki he tokomaha ke nga tangata o tona Iwi Kua noho 

ki tenei wenua, a e haere mai nei. 

Na ko te Kuini e hiahia ana kia wakaritea te Kawanatanga kia kaua ai nga kino e puta mai ki te tangata 

maori ki te Pakeha e noho ture kore ana. 

Na kua pai te Kuini kia tukua a hau a Wiremu Hopihona he Kapitana i te Roiara Nawi hei Kawana mo nga 

wahi katoa o Nu Tirani e tukua aianei amua atu ki te Kuini, e mea atu ana ia ki nga Rangatira o te 

wakaminenga o nga hapu o Nu Tirani me era Rangatira atu enei ture ka korerotia nei. 

Ko te tuatahi 

Ko nga Rangatira o te wakaminenga me nga Rangatira katoa hoki ki hai i uru ki taua wakaminenga ka tuku 

rawa atu ki te Kuini o Ingarani ake tonu atu – te Kawanatanga katoa o o ratou wenua. 

 

Ko te tuarua 

Ko te Kuini o Ingarani ka wakarite ka wakaae ki nga Rangatira ki nga hapu – ki nga tangata katoa o Nu 

Tirani te tino rangatiratanga o o ratou wenua o ratou kainga me o ratou taonga katoa. Otiia ko nga Rangatira 

o te wakaminenga me nga Rangatira katoa atu ka tuku ki te Kuini te hokonga o era wahi wenua e pai ai te 

tangata nona te wenua – ki te ritenga o te utu e wakaritea ai e ratou ko te kai hoko e meatia nei e te Kuini 

hei kai hoko mona. 

Ko te tuatoru 

Hei wakaritenga mai hoki tenei mo te wakaaetanga ki te Kawanatanga o te Kuini – Ka tiakina e te Kuini o 

Ingarani nga tangata maori katoa o Nu Tirani ka tukua ki a ratou nga tikanga katoa rite tahi ki ana mea ki 

nga tangata o Ingarani. 

[signed] W. Hobson Consul & Lieutenant Governor 

Na ko matou ko nga Rangatira o te Wakaminenga o nga hapu o Nu Tirani ka huihui nei ki Waitangi ko 

matou hoki ko nga Rangatira o Nu Tirani ka kite nei i te ritenga o enei kupu. Ka tangohia ka wakaaetia 

katoatia e matou, koia ka tohungia ai o matou ingoa o matou tohu. 

Ka meatia tenei ki Waitangi i te ono o nga ra o Pepueri i te tau kotahi mano, e waru rau e wa te kau o to 

tatou Ariki. 

Ko nga Rangatira o te Wakaminenga 

 

                                                 
146 The Treaty texts used in this Appendix and the short opening descriptions for each are sourced from the 

book Te Tiriti o Waitangi/The Treaty of Waitangi 1840, a co-production in 2016 by Archives New Zealand, 

National Library of New Zealand and Bridget Williams Books (pp. 116-18). 
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Translation of ‘Te Tiriti o Waitangi’  

This English translation of Te Tiriti o Waitangi – the Māori Treaty text – was made by Professor (later Sir) 

Hugh Kawharu. It was printed in the Report of the Royal Commission on Social Policy, Wellington, 1988, 

pages 87 to 88. A comparison of this text with the English text of the ‘official’ version shows the 

differences of meaning, especially in the first and second articles. 

Victoria, The Queen of England, in her concern to protect the chiefs and subtribes of New Zealand and in 

her desire to preserve their chieftainship and their lands to them and to maintain peace and good order 

considers it just to appoint an administrator one who will negotiate with the people of New Zealand to the 

end that their chiefs will agree to the Queen’s Government being established over all parts of this land and 

(adjoining) islands and also because there are many of her subjects already living on this land and others yet 

to come. 

So the Queen desires to establish a government so that no evil will come to Maori and European living in a 

state of lawlessness. 

So the Queen has appointed ‘me, William Hobson a Captain’ in the Royal Navy to be Governor for all parts 

of New Zealand (both those) shortly to be received by the Queen and (those) to be received hereafter and 

presents to the chiefs of the Confederation chiefs of the subtribes of New Zealand and other chiefs these 

laws set out here. 

The First 

The Chiefs of the Confederation and all the Chiefs who have not joined that Confederation give absolutely 

to the Queen of England for ever the complete government over their land. 

The Second 

The Queen of England agrees to protect the Chiefs, the subtribes and all the people of New Zealand in the 

unqualified exercise of their chieftainship over their lands, villages and all their treasures. But on the other 

hand the Chiefs of the Confederation and all the Chiefs will sell land to the Queen at a price agreed to by 

the person owning it and by the person buying it (the latter being) appointed by the Queen as her purchase 

agent. 

The Third 

For this agreed arrangement therefore concerning the Government of the Queen, the Queen of England will 

protect all the ordinary people of New Zealand and will give them the same rights and duties of citizenship 

as the people of England. 

(signed) William Hobson 

Consul and Lieutenant-Governor 

  

So we, the Chiefs of the Confederation and the subtribes of New Zealand meeting here at Waitangi having 

seen the shape of these words which we accept and agree to record our names and marks thus. 

Was done at Waitangi on the sixth of February in the year of our Lord 1840. 

The Chiefs of the Confederation 
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The English text – the Treaty of Waitangi 

This English text was signed at Waikato Heads in March or April 1840 and at Manukau Harbour on 26 

April. A total of thirty-nine chiefs signed. This text of the Treaty of Waitangi became the ‘official’ version. 

Her Majesty Victoria Queen of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland regarding with Her Royal 

Favor the Native Chiefs and Tribes of New Zealand and anxious to protect their just Rights and Property 

and to secure to them the enjoyment of Peace and Good Order has deemed it necessary in consequence of 

the great number of Her Majesty’s Subjects who have already settled in New Zealand and the rapid 

extension of Emigration both from Europe and Australia which is still in progress to constitute and appoint 

a functionary properly authorized to treat with the Aborigines of New Zealand for the recognition of Her 

Majesty’s sovereign authority over the whole or any part of those islands – Her Majesty therefore being 

desirous to establish a settled form of Civil Government with a view to avert the evil consequences which 

must result from the absence of the necessary Laws and Institutions alike to the native population and to 

Her subjects has been graciously pleased to empower and to authorize me William Hobson a Captain in Her 

Majesty’s Royal Navy Consul and Lieutenant Governor of such parts of New Zealand as may be or 

hereafter shall be ceded to Her Majesty to invite the confederated and independent Chiefs of New Zealand 

to concur in the following Articles and Conditions. 

Article the first 

The Chiefs of the Confederation of the United Tribes of New Zealand and the separate and independent 

Chiefs who have not become members of the Confederation cede to Her Majesty the Queen of England 

absolutely and without reservation all the rights and powers of Sovereignty which the said Confederation or 

Individual Chiefs respectively exercise or possess, or may be supposed to exercise or to possess over their 

respective Territories as the sole sovereigns thereof. 

 

Article the second 

Her Majesty the Queen of England confirms and guarantees to the Chiefs and Tribes of New Zealand and to 

the respective families and individuals thereof the full exclusive and undisturbed possession of their Lands 

and Estates Forests Fisheries and other properties which they may collectively or individually possess so 

long as it is their wish and desire to retain the same in their possession; but the Chiefs of the United Tribes 

and the individual Chiefs yield to Her Majesty the exclusive right of Preemption over such lands as the 

proprietors thereof may be disposed to alienate at such prices as may be agreed upon between the respective 

Proprietors and persons appointed by Her Majesty to treat with them in that behalf. 

 

Article the third 

In consideration thereof Her Majesty the Queen of England extends to the Natives of New Zealand Her 

royal protection and imparts to them all the Rights and Privileges of British Subjects. 

[signed] W. Hobson Lieutenant Governor 

 Now therefore We the Chiefs of the Confederation of the United Tribes of New Zealand being assembled 

in Congress at Victoria in Waitangi and We the Separate and Independent Chiefs of New Zealand claiming 

authority over the Tribes and Territories which are specified after our respective names, having been made 

fully to understand the Provisions of the 118foregoing Treaty, accept and enter into the same in the full 

spirit and meaning thereof in witness of which we have attached our signatures or marks at the places and 

the dates respectively specified. 

Done at Waitangi this Sixth day of February in the year of Our Lord one thousand eight hundred and forty. 

The Chiefs of the Confederation 
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Appendix B: Curriculum Review Committee 

A list of Curriculum Review Committee members and support staff as presented in the Committee’s final 

report (Department of Education, 1987a, pp. 127-128). 

 

 



266 

  



267 

Appendix C: Curriculum Review’s national 
curriculum principles 

Recommended list of 15 ‘National Common Curriculum Principles’ as they appeared in the Curriculum 

Review Committee’s final report (Department of Education, 1987a, pp. 10-11). 
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Appendix D: Research participants 

Research participants, date interviewed and associated organisation/group/document. 

PPTA  Post Primary Teachers Association 

DoE    Department of Education 

MoE    Ministry of Education 

CR     Curriculum Review Committee 

NZCF    New Zealand Curriculum Framework (MoE, 1993) 

WMLB  Wellington Māori Language Board (Ngā Kai Whakapūmau i te Reo) 

Name  & organisation    Date of contact 

Peter Allen   PPTA/CR   29/7/2014 

Alan Burton   MoE   24/4/ 2014 

Vince Catherwood  DoE/MoE  8/9/ 2014 

Sue Douglas   DoE/MoE  27/8/2014 & 8/9/2014 

Greta Firth   PPTA/CR  18/6/2014 

John Gill   DoE/MoE  2/10/2013 

Wiremu Kaa   DoE/CR/MoE  8 & 21/1/2014  

Roimata Kirikiri  MoE/NZCF  3/9/2014 

Ruth Mansell   NZEI/CR  1 & 6 & 7/9/2014 

Maiki Marks   DoE/CR  1 & 29/5/ 2014  

Russell Marshall  DoE/CR  1/10/ 2013  

Rory O’Connor  DoE/CR  23/6 & 11/8/ 2015   

Maris O’Rourke                      DoE/MoE/NZCF 30/4 & 20/6 & 4/12/ 2013; 26/6/2014 

Wally Penetito   DoE/MoE  24/7/2014 

James (Jim) Ross  DoE   16/10 & 13/11/2014 

Sir Lockwood Smith             MoE/NZCF  28/11/2014 

Te Huirangi    WMLB/CR  7/7/2014 

Waikerepuru      

David Wood                            DoE/MoE/NZCF 17/12/2013; 19/3 & 29/8/2014; 

23/12/2015 
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Interview-conversations transcribed but not re-storied: 

Joan Metge: 28/8/2014 

Dale Ashenden-Williams (DoE/CR): 17/6/14; 5/9/14   

Anne McKinnon (DoE/MoE): 11/11 & 12/11/2014 (phone & email) 

 

Personal Communication  

Diane Brice  10/9/2015 

Margery Renwick 26/11/2015; 14/3/2016 

Judith Simon   30/5/2014 

Fraser Smith   8/10/2015 

 

  



271 

Appendix E: Participant Information Sheet 

 

 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 

 

Project title:  

Writing the Treaty of Waitangi into the national curriculum: Stories from the front line    

 

Invitation and researcher introduction: 

My name is Rose Yukich and I am currently undertaking doctoral studies in Education at The 

University of Auckland. I am writing to invite you to participate in a research project that will be 

the basis of my PhD thesis. I am a first generation Pākehā New Zealander of Croatian descent.  I 

worked as a secondary school teacher for five years in Auckland during the 1980s.  For the past 

decade most of my work experience has been as a writer and researcher in local government for 

the former Waitakere City Council, and more recently I have worked part-time as a tutor and 

lecturer for the University’s School of Māori Education – Te Puna Wānanga in the Faculty of 

Education. Both my supervisors are located in this school, and their contact details are available 

below. 

 

Project aims and description: 

The project I am hoping you will agree to be interviewed for concerns the emergence of the Treaty 

of Waitangi in the national curriculum. The aim of the proposed research is to record the stories, 

and explore the meaning-making, of policymakers who participated in the process of writing the 

Treaty into the national curriculum umbrella documents in 1993 (The New Zealand Curriculum 

Framework) and the revised version in 2007 (The New Zealand Curriculum).  The scope of the 

research also includes the role of the Treaty in the Curriculum Review process carried out by the 

former Department of Education in the 1980s.  The word “policymakers” refers to individuals who 

belong or have belonged to a professional public service community either as public servants, 

politicians or education advisors/consultants/writers.  The study aims to explore the effect of the 

Treaty at two significant moments in our recent educational history through the narratives of these 

policymakers who shaped the debate at the time.  The main research questions are: 

 How did policymakers experience the policy making environment in relation to the Treaty during 
the process of creating the national curriculum documents in 1993 and 2007?  

 How did their personal attitudes towards the Treaty and their own educational histories 
influence their contribution to the process? 
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 How did they experience the relational work involved in securing the Treaty’s eventual presence 
in the final versions of the national curriculum documents?  

 In what ways did feedback from the education sector/wider community about the Treaty 
influence the eventual outcome? 

I will be analysing the information gathered and reporting on the common themes and 

issues that emerge.  My research design is called a case study approach through which I will be 

emphasising the value of storytelling and personal experience. 

 

Your participation in the project – confidentiality and informed consent: 

If you agree to be involved in the study, your participation may initially involve one interview 

that will take possibly close to two hours.  Two or three follow up interviews may be required of 

a similar duration to capture your story in depth.  I would like to digitally record and/or 

audiotape the interviews.  I will treat any sensitive information shared about former employers 

or about former colleagues with the utmost care. You can request that the recorder be turned 

off at any time, and/or that certain information remain “off the record” and confidential 

between you as participant and myself as the researcher.  I will transcribe the recordings, but 

the services of a transcriber may also be used. The transcriber will be asked to sign a 

confidentiality agreement. No one else will have access to your interview recording or your 

transcript. 

I will be interviewing up to twelve participants. Aspects of the stories shared with me 

will appear as part of my final thesis and some extracts will be quoted verbatim where relevant 

and appropriate. This may also occur if any articles I write based on the research findings are 

published or become part of conference presentations.  A transcript of the interview will be sent 

to you as soon as possible after the interview so that you can verify that it is an accurate record, 

and so that you can make changes, and add or delete material, should you so desire.  You have 

the right to withdraw from this study at any time, or withdraw information you have provided 

up until 30 July 2015 when the data analysis commences.  

For the historical record I would prefer to identify participants by name in the final 

report, but you can choose to remain anonymous.  If you choose not to be identified, I will do all 

I can to preserve your anonymity through careful use of the interview transcripts, and use of 

pseudonyms and fictionalised place names in the final research report. However, as New 

Zealand is a small country, and as there is a great deal of interconnectedness in the education 

sector, I cannot completely guarantee that identification of those taking part will not occur. This 

is outlined in the Consent Form information that I will ask you to consider and sign before your 

involvement in the research can commence.  

 

Your data:  

Consent forms will be stored separately from the interview recordings and transcripts. Consent 

forms will be kept securely in my supervisor’s office for six years at the Auckland University’s 

Epsom campus and then destroyed. Transcripts and researcher’s notes will be kept in a locked 

cupboard in my office for a period of six years and then destroyed. All audiotape and/or digital 

voice recordings will be kept until data analysis is completed to allow the transcripts to be 

checked for accuracy. After that the digital recordings will be permanently deleted from my 



273 

computer, and any audiotapes erased. Alternatively, you can choose for the recorded material 

to be publicly archived. 

At the completion of the study you will receive a copy of the final report, and if you 

would like to have a copy for your own personal archives, the audio tape and/or digital recording 

will be handed over to you. The final report will be submitted for assessment for the award of a 

PhD at the University of Auckland. A hard copy of the thesis will be accessible at the University 

of Auckland library, and will also be available electronically.   

 

Contact details:  

Thank you in anticipation for your time and help in making this study possible.  If you would like 

further information about this research project, please contact me on (09) 630 4518 or 027 630 

2003 or email me at r.yukich@auckland.ac.nz.  Alternatively, you can contact either of my 

supervisors: Professor Alison Jones (09) 6238899 ex 88117, a.jones@auckland.ac.nz, or Dr Te 

Kawehau Hoskins (09) 6238899 ex 84213, tk.hoskins@auckland.ac.nz. 

 

Sincerely, 

Rose Yukich 

Researcher 

 

Other contact details: 
 

Dr Jenny Bol Jun Lee  

Head of School  

Te Puna Wānanga  

School of Māori Education  

Faculty of Education 

The University of Auckland 

Tel: +64 9 623 8899 ext. 48125 

 jenny.lee@auckland.ac.nz  

For any concerns regarding ethical issues you may contact:  

Chair 

The University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee 

The University of Auckland 

Research Office 

Private Bag 92019 

 Auckland 1142. Telephone 

 09 373-7599 extn. 87830/83761.  

humanethics@auckland.ac.nz‖.  

 

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS COMMITTEE ON 
15 July 2012 for 3 years, Reference Number 9888. 

mailto:r.yukich@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:a.jones@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:tk.hoskins@auckland.ac.nz
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Appendix F: Consent Form 

 

 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH  

(This Consent Form will be held for a period of six years) 

 

Title: Writing the Treaty of Waitangi into the national curriculum: Stories from the 

           frontline. 

Researcher: Rose Yukich 

 

I have been given information about this project and have had an opportunity to ask 

questions and have them answered. I consent to participating in the study with the 

understanding that my participation is entirely voluntary and I can withdraw personally 

at any stage, and have information I have contributed withdrawn up until the point of 

data analysis (30 July 2015). 

 

I also understand that:  

 There will be between 1 and 3 interviews of up to 2 hours each in duration. 

 My interview/s with the researcher will be audio-taped and/or digitally recorded.  

 I can have the recording device turned off at any time, and that I can request that 
certain shared information not be included as part of the study. 

 I will have the opportunity to respond to the transcript of the interview to verify 
its accuracy and to make any changes if I wish to. 

 The recordings will be transcribed by the researcher and/or a third party 
transcriber who will sign a confidentiality agreement. 

 Audio data from the interviews will be kept for 6 years and then destroyed or I 
can choose to have the data publicly archived. 

 A copy of the audio data and transcripts will be handed over to me for my 
personal records.  
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 I can choose to remain either anonymous or be identified in the final report. In 
either case aspects of my interview may form part of the final report and may 
also be used for publication and conference presentations with extracts quoted 
verbatim. 

 If I choose not be identified, my name will not be used in any written or oral 
presentation, and if the information I provide is reported/published, this will be 
done in a way that does not identify me as its source. I understand that my 
privacy will be respected, but that anonymity cannot be completely guaranteed.  
 

I agree to participate in the research. 

 

Signed:  _______________________________ 

 

Name:  ________________________________ 

 

Date:  _________________________________ 

 

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 

COMMITTEE ON 15 July 2013 for 3 years, Reference Number 9888 
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Appendix G: Interview Schedule  

    

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
 
Guiding questions for semi-structured interviews 
 
 

1. In what ways have you participated in the education sector during your working 

life? 

 

2. How did you first become involved with the Department of Education/Ministry of 

Education? 

 

3. What aspects of the curriculum development did you participate in during the 

1980s/1990s/2000s? 

 

4. How would you describe your official role in relation to the development of the 

Curriculum Review of the 1980s and/or umbrella documents for the 1993/2007 

national curriculum? 

 

5. Before your involvement in curriculum development, what were key 

influences/experiences in your own learning about the Treaty of Waitangi? 

 

6. How would you describe your understandings/attitudes about the Treaty at the 

time of your involvement in developing the national curriculum?  

 

7. Which people and what memories remain most vivid for you from the 

policymaking environment surrounding the development of the Curriculum 

Review in the 1980s and/or the 1993/2007 national curriculum documents? 

 

8. How would you describe the key issues and tensions surrounding the decision to 

include the Treaty in the Curriculum Review in the 1980s and/or the1993/2007 

national curriculum documents? 
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Appendix H: Transcriber Confidentiality 
Agreement 

 

 

Transcriber Confidentiality Agreement 

 

 

 

Project Title:  Writing the Treaty of Waitangi into the national curriculum: Stories from 

the front line  

 

Researcher: Rose Yukich 

 

 

I agree to transcribe the digital recordings for the above research project and understand 

that the information contained within them is absolutely confidential and may not be 

disclosed to, or discussed with anyone other than the researcher, Rose Yukich. 

 

 

 

Signed:  _______________________________ 

 

Name:  ________________________________ 

 

Date:  _________________________________ 
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