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Abstract
This thesis examines intercultural dialogic art events that took the form of workshops. The art happened
through and alongside the implementation of conventional methods of art-making such as drawing and
pigment preparation. The type of art-making was designed to engage Māori participants at the events,
and less well-known traditional methods were researched for this process. The starting point for the
project was rock drawings and the ochre pigments used to make them. This thesis describes a
methodology for working effectively with indigenous communities who were invited to participate in the
project. Key Māori concepts of koha (reciprocity), tikanga (local protocol), kōrero (discussion) and ako
(the interchangeability of teaching and learning roles) contributed to the participation of rural Māori
communities in the dialogic art process. It was found that flexibility and responsive action were the
significant elements that underpinned the platform for participation and discussion during the dialogic
art workshops. Local participants became co-producers of the workshops. The art was created through
the dialogue in the workshops and experienced by participants. As participants who collaborated in the
events they are therefore also co-authors and the re-presentation of the art, to any further audiences,
has been left with the participants to take in their own direction.
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Glossary of Māori Words and Terms
ahi kā

those who have the right to occupy the land

ako

to learn

ao

world

Aotearoa

New Zealand

aroha

kindness, affection, love, compassion

hapū

sub-tribes that share a common ancestor

harakeke

flax

hui

gathering

iwi

tribal kin group; nation

kaihautū

leader

kaitiaki

guardian, minder; custodian over natural resources

kaitiakitanga

guardianship; cultural and financial guardianship; accountability

kanohi

face, eye(s)

kanohi kitea

to be a seen face

kanohi ki te kanohi

face to face, in person

karakia

prayer(s); chant(s) and incantation(s)

kaumatua

elder

kaumātua

elder(s)

kaupapa

topic, basis; guiding principles

kaupapa Māori

Māori based topic/event/enterprise run by Māori for Māori

kauri

a native forest tree of Aotearoa

koha

gift, token, pledge

kōkōwai

red ochre

korari

flower stalk of harakeke

kōrero

speak, talk, discuss; discussion

mahi

to work, do, perform or make

mana

prestige, authority, control, power, influence, status, spiritual power, charisma
- mana is a supernatural force in a person, place or object.

mana whenua

authority over land and natural resources, tribal estates

manaaki(tia)

show respect or kindness; entertain; care for

manaakitanga

respect; hospitality, kindness; mutual trust, respect and concern

manu

bird or any winged creature

manuhiri

visitor(s)

Māoritanga

the very essence of being Māori

marae

tribal meeting grounds; village common

mātauranga Māori

Māori knowledge, tradition, epistemology

maukoroa

a certain kind of red clay used to make red paint

mauri

life principle, vital essence

mihi

to greet, pay tribute, acknowledge, thank

xi

muka

prepared fibre of flax

noa

not sacrosanct, having no restrictions/prohibitions; free from tapu

Pākehā

a person of predominantly European descent

Papatūānuku

Earth mother and wife of Rangi-nui - all living things originate from them

pounamu

greenstone, nephrite

pōwhiri

invitation, rituals of encounter, welcome ceremony on a marae, welcome

rangatiratanga

chieftainship, self-determination

rohe

area, region; boundary

takiwā

district, area, territory

tangata

person(s), people

tangata whenua

indigenous people of the land, first people of the land

taonga

precious; an heirloom to be passed down through the different generations

tapu

sacrosanct, prohibited, protected, restricted

tautoko

support

Te Ao Māori

Māori worldview

Te Ika-a-Māui

North Island of New Zealand

te reo Māori

the Māori language

Te Waipounamu

South Island of New Zealand

te Rūnanga

council of a hapū or iwi (prefix plural is ngā). The use of ‘k’ is a dialect used by
some hapū and replaces the ‘ng’ as in te Rūnaka (kā replaces ‘ngā’ and Kāti
replaces ‘Ngāti’). Rūnaka is the form used for two of the eighteen Rūnanga
on the Ngāi Tahu website (ngaitahu.iwi.nz). (last accessed, 30 March 2020)

tī kouka

cabbage tree

tiaki

care for; give guidance

tika

true, authentic; right, correct

tikanga

customs and practices (tikanga Māori are Māori customs and practices)

tino rangatiratanga

self-governing; having absolute independence and autonomy

Tōpuni

‘overlay’ of Ngāi Tahu values on specific pieces of land managed by DoC.

tuakana - teina

elder-younger sibling

tūpuna

ancestors; ancestral

tūrangawaewae

place where one has the right to stand

wai

water

waiata

song or chant

wairua

spirit, soul; attitude

whakairo

carve, engrave

whakapapa Māori

Māori genealogy

whakataukī

proverb, significant saying

wharenui

meeting house, main building of a marae where guests are accommodated

whānau

extended family, family group, a familiar term of address to a number of people

whanaungatanga

relationship, kinship, sense of family connection
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INTRODUCTION
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
He aha te mea nui o te ao?
He tāngata, he tāngata, he tāngata
What is the most important thing in the world? It is people, it is people, it is people
Ko wai au?
Nō Ingarangi ōku tūpuna
Ko Butts rāua ko Cashmore ōku whānau
Kei te noho ahau i Tītīrangi, i Tāmaki makaurau
Ko Waitākere te pae maunga
Ko Manukau te moana
Ko Charlotte Andrew ahau
Tēnā koutou katoa.
With my mihi (greeting and acknowledgement) in te reo Māori (the Māori language) I acknowledge my
reader and introduce myself. My forebears are English and originally settled in Auckland and Dunedin,
Aotearoa New Zealand (in 1860). I was born and raised in Titirangi, Auckland. My mihi begins with a
whakataukī (proverb) that represents the core of my thesis, which is the interrelationship between
people; past, present and future.
The aims of this project were first, as a non-Māori artist, to initiate intercultural art events with both
Māori and non-Māori participants in rural Māori communities; second, to seek a method that engages
participants in meaningful dialogue; third to show where the art in the work resides. In this project the
thesis is that the art takes place in the dialogue.
There were four objectives for the art process. The first was to investigate a subject of Māori cultural
interest that would incorporate Māori concepts as a method of engaging participants in a creative activity
for dialogic art1 events. Dialogic art has discussion, or an open exchange of meaningful ‘utterances’
(Bakhtin 1984), as the focus of an event and the relation between the utterances is where meaning is

‘Dialogic’ is a term used by Bakhtin to describe a conversation between literary texts. This is because the
author of the text speaks from his or her place in time and experience. Certain texts from a book might be
thought of as utterances, to which other authors might refer or respond through their texts. These authors are
in turn also speaking from their time and place to create a mosaic of experience. This idea was expanded on by
Julia Kristeva, who described it as ‘intertextuality’. American art critic Grant Kester applied the same idea to
relational art practice (seen as a relation between participants in a shared space) when a form of dialogue
created the context for participant interaction. Dialogic art is term used by Canadian artist Marsha Bradfield
to define intersubjective relationships of a dialogic nature that give agency to the co-authors of dialogue
during an art event. She also subscribes to the interdependence between participants and artist in her practice
of dialogic art. Therefore, in dialogic art it is anticipated that the utterances of participants and initiating artist
also reflect their place in time and experience and show differences in outlook. These utterances are
responded to similarly by these respective participants. The desired outcome is a meaningful discussion.

1

1

found and new knowledge is made. The second objective was to meet with community representatives
and share enthusiasm for the artist-initiated events within a creative environment. It was anticipated
that this interaction might encourage others to participate, and lead to participant-directed and coproduced events. The third objective was to adjust the art process according to the specific and local
expectation of the community group and with advice from co-producers. The final objective was to
develop a method for evaluation of the ‘art’ within the dialogic events. Although the ‘art’ is intangible it
can be evaluated in the terms of meaningful dialogue and Gilles Deleuze’s expression sentiendum
(sensed feeling) (2004, 176).
The contribution this research makes to the field of dialogic art is that it demonstrates that the context
of art is created through the art activity itself, and that the dialogue emerges from and alongside this
activity. The art activity in this project was developed specifically for predominantly Māori communities
in Aotearoa with the intention that it would benefit participants engaged in the project and their
communities. The art activity involved traditional techniques that were used in early rock drawings and
have been researched for this purpose. The artist leaves the outcome of this researched activity, and
control of its representation, with the participants to take in the direction that they choose. The artist has
not re-presented this work to a further audience beyond the documentation for participants and this
thesis.
The Introduction that follows describes the development of a methodology and theoretical underpinning
of the project. It concludes with the description and reasons for the shift in focus from the birdman rock
drawing motif2 to ochre investigation. The meetings and workshops that took place were situated across
Aotearoa New Zealand because of the area’s physical resources and introductions to potential
participants. Strands that wove through the project at different rates of progress connected times and
places in a non-linear movement. The term used in this thesis is to describe this journeying is wayfaring
(see p. 22). The descriptions of meetings, events and workshops include details of their setting, and
the ambience, to give the reader a clearer understanding of what has past and how they progress.
Dialogue is not included for reasons of participant privacy except where signed consent was obtained
to do so.
Chapter One describes relationship building with community groups, to initiate the art process in the
project through becoming known and seeking permission to collect art resources (in this case pigment)
from kaitiaki (caretakers) of ochre. The Māori concepts of whanaungatanga (‘kin relationships between
ourselves and others’ (R. Bishop 1998, 12)) and kanohi ki te kanohi (face-to-face engagement) are
drawn from kaupapa Māori principles (see p. 9) (because they have nuanced meanings for Māori
participants), and the intention underpinning their application is to respect a Māori world view. There

The birdman is a category of motif identified by New Zealand artist Tony Fomison after extensive study of
rock drawings under the direction of museum director and ethnologist Roger Duff, Canterbury Museum. The
drawings were recorded onsite in field and notebooks, now held in the archives of Auckland Art Gallery, Toi o
Tāmaki: RC 2009/8/20/2-3.

2

2

are several methods that contribute to the events and these are identified and described. Several
methods draw on concepts from the work of the Professor of Indigenous Education at the University of
Waikato, Linda Tuhiwai Smith, and they are also used to evaluate the events. It will be shown that it
was, at times, constructive to respond to regional differences between Māori groups by observing their
local tikanga (protocol), through guidance from community representatives and that this reflects a sociopolitical environment that this thesis touches upon.
The demonstration of tikanga is described in the search for initial permission to collect ochre samples,
for personal experimentation and for a further collaborative scientific ochre investigation, and includes
the return of these findings to ngā Rūnanga (Ngāi Tahu Māori tribal councils). Koha (reciprocity) has
taken a central role in this process and the challenge to find a form of koha that was of value to
participating communities is then discussed.
Chapter Two defines dialogic art in the context of this project and its application by other artists in the
field. It goes on to describe a method using traditional techniques and experimenting with ochre in a
workshop environment to create events. This workshop model of dialogic art brought together rural
Māori groups of participants so that skills and dialogue could be exchanged to make new knowledge.
The methods used to engage discussion during participation in the workshops are evaluated using five
criteria, which will be examined (see p. 59).
The chapter also describes a wall (referred to as ‘Rangimarie’s Wall’ (see p. viii)) installed in Rāwene,
Hokianga to test pigments and their decay when exposed to weathering. The tiles were made by the
artist in a residency, and were combined with participants’ tiles made during a workshop. This tangible
outcome of the workshop, which was a wall, functioned as a discursive site; ‘a field of knowledge,
intellectual exchange, or cultural debate’ (Kwon 2004, 26), and the status of the artwork in relation to
the workshop events is evaluated through participant responses. At the end of the chapter an account
is given of how a small booklet was made and presented to past participants in Rāwene at the wall
(now a discursive site). The booklet catalogues various events (with participants’ permission) and
places the North and South Island events in context. The booklet is referred to as a pānui (the final
version is found inside the back cover. Whereas the previous version set out the events geographically,
this version considers the hierarchy of people and materials in accordance with a Māori worldview).
Chapter Three describes the pānui as koha presented by hand to past participants across Aotearoa,
with the return of findings regarding rock drawings, from an investigation of ochre decay on
Rangimarie’s Wall. This is for participants, explaining their contribution to the project, and to show the
artist’s appreciation. The chapter then describes the events and discussions in detail. The development
of whanaungatanga (relationships) in Te Waipounamu is evident in a final dialogic workshop in
Arowhenua, Temuka. This chapter discusses where the artwork is found in a workshop, and this
workshop is evaluated through the feedback of those participants who experienced the events.

3

Throughout the thesis the artist moves between objective description or evaluation of events and a
subjective evaluation made through ‘feeling’ and personal experience. The personal pronoun is
employed in this thesis when a personal response is thought to best reflect the subjective nature of the
discussion.

Background
The interest in this project came through looking at the rock drawings, especially the ‘birdman’ image
found inland from Timaru, close to Maungati, and from this departure point the art process developed.
The drawings made me feel close to an originary Aotearoa. I had a glimpse of a very distant past that I
sensed. That was my starting point and from there I was acutely aware of where I fitted into the timeline
that stretched out from that source. I belong to New Zealand and my place on the timeline was in the
more recent past. Nonetheless, there was an ancestral knowledge locked within the drawings, and
although they were not my ancestors, my nerve endings were awake and responding to them. But the
present confronted me with my colonial identity. If the beginning is what I reach back to and am awake
to, then the present is where I belong and must negotiate now. How was I to connect the two? That was
the starting point for the project. I decided that my approach would be to connect with people through
discussion and with the land through physical experimentation with its elements, to weave those strands
together in the process of dialogic art. British art historian John Roberts identifies, within art, a
movement towards the separation of word from image.3 This discourse possibly goes some way in
explaining the move in contemporary art towards dialogic/discussion-based art. In describing this
process, the thesis uses some Māori words because there were many Māori participants and these
terms were commonly used. A straightforward translation and substitution with English words is
insufficient to replace te reo Māori (Māori language) in this context. Te reo Māori words were used
during the events and it feels strangely foreign if they are not included in this text. The English translation
is given in simple terms and if these vary it is because the meaning of the word can be affected by its
context.
The journey began when I stood in front of a Gordon Walters painting4 in Museum of New Zealand Te
Papa Tongarewa and speculated on the reason why the work looks like Māori art while having a
European sensibility. On reading about Walters afterwards I learnt that he was influenced by Dutch
artist Theo Schoon, who had spent time investigating New Zealand rock art. Following this I began to
learn about and explore rock drawings in Canterbury and North Otago. New Zealand artist Tony
Fomison also spent many years investigating rock art and I catalogued his library over a period of some
months at the City Gallery in Wellington (Prospect: New Zealand Art Now 2012, Robert Hood). This

3

Roberts writes about the direction of art that it is stripping the elite and bourgeois translation of knowledge
to ‘a process of displacement “from below”’ (Roberts 2015, 142).
4
Karakia painted in 1977 by Gordon Walters is part of a series that plays with binaries of negative and
positive, light and dark, so that the painting suggests a double reading of either a ‘stem and a bulb’ or a koru
(similar to an unfurling frond).

4

introduction to rock art gave me access to the texts by anthropologists and archaeologists associated
with rock art in New Zealand and was a good starting point for research. Following this time many hours
were spent at the Auckland Art Gallery reading Fomison’s archive of field notes and drawings (Fomison
1978−1980). Walters’ work is significant because it initiated a bicultural discussion about the use of
Māori motifs. But first I will introduce myself before describing the art practice used in this project.
Ko wai au? Who am I?
I am Caucasian, middle class and middle aged. I trained as a general nurse and the nurse I was affects
the artist I am. In quiet moments, patients would share important details about their illnesses, symptoms
and fears. Information was shared by the patient with nurses over daily activities and the patient did not
mention much of this to the senior staff and doctors during the time set aside for formal history taking.
I gathered from these experiences that good discussion comes from communication during everyday
activities. Nursing also involves treating patients from every walk of life, which leads to developing
conversation as a skill. Another skill was learning to read intangible signs of unspoken symptoms or
health changes in a patient. Having an intuitive sense is useful in both the hospital and in participatory
art. As it developed, my collaborative art practice exercised these conversational and intuitive skills,
together with offering hospitality to initiate discussions that evolved into dialogic art events. These
events began in public places in urban centres. To provide myself with an architectural space where
participants could ‘feel at home’ I also made mobile carts that converted into modest shelters as centres
for conversation and exchange.
I have lived away from New Zealand since I was 21 years old and studied art from 1999 in three major
cities before returning to New Zealand five years ago. The significance of this experience is that each
move necessitated a period of readjustment and homemaking. Dialogic art, described below, developed
as a way of understanding a place from the perspective of the people living there. The relevance of my
history to this study is that I am an outsider. Although I am a New Zealander, referred to as Pākehā,
which means descended from colonial British settlers, I have been living abroad for most of my married
life. This is embodied in the Māori phrase, ahi kā,5 which means ‘burning fires of occupation’. In my
case, because I was away, and despite my best efforts, the home fires had been left to grow cold. A
physical connection with the land is a thread that runs through this project. It is seen most clearly with
the inspiration for this research, which was the rock shelters found in Aotearoa. The rock drawings are
inscriptions upon the land made by a people in the past. The marks are made with natural materials
found in and upon the land. Through these earth pigments a group of people from indigenous, colonial

The relevance is that although in one’s heart the fires for home burn brightly one is not seen to be taking
responsibility for what is going on at home for lack of being present. The definition follows: Ahi kā (noun)
burning fires of occupation, continuous occupation-title to land through occupation by a group, generally over
a long period of time. The group is able, through the use of whakapapa [genealogy], to trace itself back to
primary ancestors who lived on the land. They held influence over the land through their military strength and
defended it successfully against challenges, thereby keeping their fires burning. maoridictionary.co.nz last
accessed, 1 November 2018.

5

5

and other cultures, who belonged to communities across Aotearoa, became participants in art-related
events.
The project was based on intercultural participation. ‘Intercultural’ implies that of being between other
cultural viewpoints, without an expectation of forgoing either cultural position: ‘As social actors engaged
with other cultural identities, their own identities are inseparable from interaction and communication’
(Payne et al 2010, 255). ‘Intercultural’ differs from ‘cross-cultural’ in that ‘cross-cultural’ suggests a
position of comparison and bridging those differences by finding areas in common. This is relevant
because the difference between cultures is an area of focus in this project and exploring the differences
gives a clearer idea of the direction in which I need to ask for guidance to identify actions that
participants considered to be of benefit. The impact this search has on this research area is that an
approach to a creative practice needs to take participants into consideration and be broad based.
Therefore, various disciplines are borrowed from to supplement art methods that might then be useful
to potential participants and evoke interest.

Methodology
The methodology that evolved for this project had two aspects. The first was a contemporary Western
practice of dialogic art, which will be described more fully in Chapter Two, and has many shared
methods used by other artists working with this art form. The second aspect was the area of adaptations
made to this dialogic method through ideas drawn from kaupapa Māori principles and research into
seldom used traditional practices. These practices were employed out of the respect, that I, as a nonMāori artist, have for the local community of Māori participants. Nonetheless, they fit comfortably into a
dialogic method and are explained through the reference to Western philosophers, such as the
Lithuanian Emmanuel Lévinas, who describes the benefits of face-to-face interaction, and the German
Hans-Georg Gadamer, who examines the effect of individual experience of environment and history on
behaviour, which will also be described in more detail in Chapter Two. This thesis demonstrates that
by applying this methodology, which combines both Western and indigenous ideas in participatory
events with indigenous groups, the artist was better able to respond to local expectations.
In order to achieve the aims and objectives of the project, an interdisciplinary approach was taken that
led to an engagement with anthropology, geology, museology and pedagogy. These were useful fields
for exploring activities that contributed to the discussions with participants. During the art process
anthropological methods and rock drawing theory6 were employed to develop a basis of exchange with
participants that encouraged dialogue. This knowledge was gained from discussions with
archaeologists and anthropologists, such as Michael Trotter, Dan Witter and Yann-Pierre Montelle.
Geologist Hamish Campbell and volcanologist Tony Reay explained the formation of natural elements,

6

In searching for the ‘birdman’ rock drawings in Otago and Canterbury, New Zealand, I have followed advice
and adhered to a set of methods and best practice taken from American archaeologist David Whitley’s
checklist of instructions for investigating rock drawing sites.

6

such as ochre, to assist in understanding their chemical structure, which was later shared with
participants.
Museology was discussed with Mike Houlihan, chief executive of Te Papa Tongarewa Museum of New
Zealand, 2010−2014, who envisages the object as belonging equally to a past, present and future. He
explained that New Zealand has two forms of museology: one is a Pacific museology where connection
is central; physical, spiritual or emotional. In this particular form, guardianship is retained by the makers
of the object. He sees the Māori view as a pragmatic one whereby ownership is more important than
preservation, and although the museum preserves, ownership and a living relationship (or whakapapa)
is retained by those descendants who made the work. The object has life, it is for using and touching.
The other form of museology is the Western concept of ownership for the common weal: ‘the welfare
of a community’ (Onions 1933, OED), and focuses on the preservation of objects for generations to
come, which is considered its ultimate service or function. He points out that curatorship is often
anonymous in a museum, the stories are told from an unknown perspective. But the object has a power
to connect a person with multiple stories and requires someone else to tell those stories.7 It is the power
of the object (in this case ochre) with its spiritual value to Māori, enabling the artist to connect with
participants and their multiple stories, that is the significance of the creative practice with ochre in this
project (see pp. 45, 62, 71 and 105).
A pedagogical method, used in events, has been ako (learning), that is, an exchange of information
whereby the teacher and pupil roles are interchangeable (Pere 19948), which is a traditional form of
education for Māori people. Italian curator Silvia Franceschini calls this possibility ‘promoting values of
horizontal exchange of knowledge and mutual learning’ (Franceschini 2017). This contributes to the
non-hierarchical underpinning of the intercultural exchange in dialogic, or dialogue-based, art events
and is respectful of areas of knowledge held by participants.
Kōrero
The elements that are significant to the development of dialogic art in this project are to follow Māori
concepts and local protocol or tikanga to initiate a verbal exchange or kōrero. In te reo Māori kōrero
means conversation, discussion and also refers to storytelling. The Māori concept of kōrero, which is a
commonly used word in Aotearoa, is also similar in most respects to dialogue and plays a fundamental
role in this project. There is a distinction between conversation, and discussion or dialogue. They can
be useful: a conversation can be light or superficial and a discussion can be heated and unconstructive
(or the opposite). In this project, ‘dialogue’ describes a back and forth of expressed ideas and responses
from both sides and these utterances are exchanged face to face.

7

In conversation 7 January 2016.
‘As a Traditional Maori Educationist, I see myself as both a Teacher and a Learner. My Elders who were my
Mentors, treated me as their equal, because they maintained that I, like them, came in at birth with the
insight. The only advantage they had over me, was that they had been here on this earthly plane, for a longer
period of time. We were both Teachers and Learners together.’ (Personal correspondence from Rangimarie
Rose Pere received on 30 June 2017).
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The place of kōrero in the art process described in this thesis has an intercultural context and is
supported by interdisciplinary research shared with participants. Dialogic art is the area of exchange
within the project, in which the most significant kōrero (dialogue) between participants takes place.
Dialogic art is one of many art forms described by British art historian Claire Bishop under the umbrella
term of ‘participatory art’ that draws on the history of relational art9 practice. Participatory art is a
specialised field with a Western, avant-garde art history that questions the function of art. Meaningful
dialogue is central to dialogic art. The objective for dialogic art, in the art process this thesis describes,
is that participants discuss points of view from their different cultural perspectives and between cultures
(interculturally), in an open exchange. With this method, the difference between cultures is respected
and valued through discussion.
This thesis describes a project which is defined as a series of continuous activities shaped around a
research subject. Bishop elaborates usefully that a project is ‘a finite object with an open-ended, poststudio, research-based, social process, extending over time and mutable in form’ (C. Bishop 2012, 194).
The project described in this thesis involves participants in ‘events’, a term which refers to any gathering
related to the project. The art that takes place in the events is open to interaction and comes into being
because of participant ‘usership’ (C. Bishop 2012) or activity between specified and unspecified
participants and groups. The events are incomplete without participants, who come into the project
voluntarily.
Participation
Participants, in this project, are social actors with agency to interact with fellow participants from their
position of cultural identity. Participation is voluntary, dynamic and subjective, which means it is different
for each participant and changes according to each event. The event cannot happen without
participants; they are all valued, irrespective of their contribution to the project, whether they co-produce
the event or listen quietly.
This project consists of discussions and activities that involve the participation of individuals and groups
who are from both inside and outside the art world. The art in this project is built on discussions during
events connected with an investigation of ochre rather than on the creation of images and objects. The
events described in Chapters Two and Three were artist-initiated and took place with the help of co-

9

Its roots are in the everyday actions and objects relabelled as art by Marcel Duchamp in the early twentieth
century; it was considered shocking at that time. It grew through the dada movement, which, in relation to the
everyday, made an art form out of (non)sense as a reaction to the irrationality of a war-ravaged Europe. There
followed a series of movements, such as that of Guy Debord and the Situationists (c. 1957–72), which had the
aim of disrupting or highlighting everyday activities, many of them mundane. The revolutionary 1960s, which
saw happenings and the fluxus movement, were followed by the non-site and site-specific artwork of Robert
Smithson and Gordon Matta-Clark. These were among a group of artists whose work prompted Rosalind Krauss
to redefine sculpture in ‘Sculpture in the Expanded Field’ (October, 8, (1979):31–44). In the 1980s, Nicolas
Bourriaud published Relational Aesthetics, in which he described the ‘social turn’ in art. Since then, Grant Kester
and Claire Bishop have described how two decades of participatory art have evolved and periodically been
renamed to reflect differences that might be more significant to the practising artists than their participants.
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producers within a workshop framework with a group who attended the event as participants. These
projects evolved in open-ended and unexpected ways. This was different from the meetings described
in Chapter One, of which two of the four were scheduled events directed by each participating group,
and each meeting was part of a broad agenda.
Participation in an event in this project includes not only the event itself but also the discussion period
before and the continuing relationship after the event. This is unlike the projects of artist and
educationalist Pablo Helguera (2011), who involves participants in his projects in different ways, often
with an educational theme such as a lecture, in which all those present are participants but they may
not necessarily be aware that their participation in the lecture is considered by the artist as ‘art’, in this
case socially engaged art (because they might be present coincidentally as bystanders).
Participants belong to local communities.10 A community, in this project, refers to people with a location
or ideas in common and locally oriented interests and concerns. It is anticipated that within the
community there will be individual diversity. Smith defines community as ‘nested’ (L. Smith 2012, 126)
so that a person identifies with communities in different ways (with differing roles in the home,
community, region, tribe, nation or hemisphere); the community or communities evolve to suit different
needs. Therefore, in addition to belonging to an iwi (tribe) and connecting with a locality, the nested
community includes social and creative needs. Smith identifies that a particular approach is required
by researchers, although she is writing for Māori researchers, the principles apply and give guidance to
those who are not Māori. She writes: ‘The community has its own borders and negotiating entry…[is]
complex’ (L. Smith 2012, 127). She further clarifies that during research within a community a key
consideration is the approach to ‘‘process’ – that is, methodology and method – is highly important. In
many projects the process is far more important than the outcome. Processes are expected to be
respectful, to enable people, to heal and to educate. They are expected to lead one small step further
towards self-determination’ (L. Smith 2012, 128).
Kaupapa Māori
In view of the context of this art process, which involves a non-local and non-Māori artist, the project
has been carried out with an openness to the principles and values of kaupapa Māori. The concepts of
‘kaupapa Māori’ are described in the essential text for Māori research by Smith (L. Smith 2012, 149).
Kaupapa Māori concerns the purpose or project, plan, undertaking or mission, and is carried out with
the understanding of the kaupapa belonging to a Māori group or individual. My working method has
consistently drawn from kaupapa Māori as described by Smith and Māori educationalist Russell Bishop
(1998, 211−12),11 such as the return of findings to the groups they concern: a method that respects the
idea that research of Māori taonga is done with guidance and consultation from Māori cultural
representatives.

Community is defined as ‘the quality of appertaining to all in common; common ownership, liability.
Common character, agreement, identity. (Onions 1933, OED)
11
Russell Bishop is Professor for Māori Education in the school of education at the University of Waikato.
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Smith describes methods of research that respect Māori values and that have established core
principles, and she has made them accessible for researchers (L. Smith 2012, 176). She writes, ‘For
Maori a purposeful dream has been conceptualized partially around key cultural concepts such as tino
rangatiratanga (sovereignty), whanau, hapu, iwi (extended family, sub-tribal groupings, and tribe), te
reo (Maori language) and tikanga Maori (Maori cultural customs)’ (L. Smith 2012, 109). Smith describes
the empowerment of a tribe and the importance of a tribal group and respect for language and customs.
Maintaining respect for Māori language, control over research that affects Māori, and local protocol are
constant considerations and form part of the methodology for this project. Without them the intercultural
process would not have succeeded. Kaupapa translates simply as a Māori ‘agenda/philosophy’ (R.
Bishop 1998, 201) and is a methodology that aims to dismantle the influence of colonialism.12 It is in
essence a series of methods used to assist Māori researchers in contributing towards rangatiratanga
(self-determination) of the community they are researching. The key concepts that have guided this
project, which are explained below, are tikanga, whanaungatanga and kanohi ki te kanohi.
Tikanga
A critical aspect of this project and the basis for productive intercultural events has been following local
guidance on protocol, which in te reo Māori is tikanga, from the word tika meaning ‘correct’. As a Pākehā
artist from a Western academic institution, in bicultural Aotearoa, who has decided to work
interculturally, tikanga is a fundamental part of the process. The prominent Māori leader and
anthropologist Hirini Moko Mead writes:
Tikanga are tools of thought and understanding. They are packages of ideas which help
to organise behaviour and provide some predictability in how certain activities are carried
out. They provide templates and frameworks to guide our actions and help steer us through
some huge gatherings of people and some tense moments in our ceremonial life. They
help us to differentiate between right and wrong in everything we do and in all of the
activities that we engage in. There is a right and proper way to conduct one’s self.
(Mead 2006, 25).
The first step on this path was to seek the support of kaitiaki for guidance. The introduction to Waitaha
kaumatua Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds was through Fiona Elworthy (first contacted about the rock
drawings). The Elworthy family own Craigmore, on which there are a number of early rock drawings,
and Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds is kaitiaki (caretaker, guardian) of the drawings because of her ancestral
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In the context of Smith’s proposition to find ways to ‘decolonize’ Western research, Carla Wilson from the
Knowledge Management Group of the Ministry of Social Development writes: ‘This line, [‘‘Research’ is
probably one of the dirtiest words in the indigenous world's vocabulary’] from the introduction to Linda
Tuhiwai Smith’s book Decolonizing Methodologies, sets the scene for an extensive critique of Western
paradigms of research and knowledge from the position of an indigenous and “colonised” Maori woman.
Tuhiwai Smith’s book challenges traditional Western ways of knowing and researching and calls for the
“decolonization” of methodologies, and for a new agenda of indigenous research. According to Tuhiwai Smith,
“decolonization” is concerned with having “a more critical understanding of the underlying assumptions,
motivations and values that inform research practices”.’ Social Policy Journal of New Zealand, issue 17.
December 2001.msd.govt.nz. (Accessed 25 February 2019).
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connection to the area. At the same time, Ngāi Tahu Māori Rock Art Trust (MRAT) was approached,
which also has kaitiakitanga (stewardship) for the rock drawings in most of Te Waipounamu (South
Island). On MRAT’s advice13 Te Rūnanga o Arowhenua and Te Rūnanga o Waihao (local Māori
councils) were contacted to seek their support for this investigation. In 2013, request for advice on
tikanga was presented to the executive committee of Te Rūnanga o Waihao. Their response was the
suggestion that I seek advice from their kaumatua, who is Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds (this route went
full circle back to Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds). Her support and that of her brother Rangimarie Te
Maiharoa has been of great value because they have been welcoming and through their kindness
contributed to the artist’s understanding of Māori cultural ideas, methods and advice on what is ethical
and tika (correct).
The project engages with kaupapa Māori principles, which are intended to be used by Māori, for Māori,
but I am not Māori, I am Other to this kaupapa. Educationalist Alison Jones, who is Pākehā and works
closely with Māori colleagues at Auckland University, describes kaupapa Māori research for Māori and
by Māori and the pragmatic reasons why Pākehā might find it very difficult when they take on a
collaboration with Māori using this methodology.
However much Pākehā might assert, desire or assume the ‘us’ in modern life, Māori
usually

insist

on

a

difference;

the

hyphen

[Māori-Pākehā]

is

un-negotiable.

(Understandably. To negate the difference in a society dominated by European
assumptions is to sign the death warrant for Māori knowledges, language and identity.)
(Jones 2012, 105).
She does not conclude with advice to give up but rather advises ways in which collaboration is a
relationship that requires reflection and negotiation, it ‘eschews certainty, solutions, and judgement,
and embraces uncertainty, contingency, reflexivity and engagement’ (Jones 2012, 109). This
understanding of Māori research expectations serves as a warning to proceed with caution and
awareness of the sensitivities that Pākehā research can awaken in a Māori arena because of being
perceived as Other.
The ethical methodology that developed for events in this project has required continuing advice.
Respecting local cultural expectations through awareness of tikanga and building relationships that
supported that process were priorities. There are some areas of tikanga that have to do with a
commonsense approach but other areas are less clear and require consultation and guidance. My
objective in this project was to agree with participants the nature of their contribution. Helguera’s
inclusion in a lecture of participants (see p. 9) who are unaware of their contribution to the art process
might be questioned from an ethical stand point by Māori participants because processes are expected
to be transparent. This thesis demonstrates that whakawhanaungatanga (the process of establishing
relationships) relies on trust and transparency and is central to this process of participatory art in
Aotearoa with iwi.

13

Email correspondence 24 July 2013.
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Whanaungatanga
The concept of whakawhanaungatanga describes our relationship with people and places close to us.
It has at its centre ‘connectedness’ (R. Bishop 1998, 203). The root of this word is whānau,14 which is
characterised by relationships that link a group – commonly a family, but it can also be used to describe
a group connected through an occupation such as fellow participants in an art project. In this project
whanaungatanga applies specifically to an engagement with extended family or projects, and also with
te reo Māori,15 which carries within it concepts of a conceptual association between a word and
particular situations so that whanaungatanga as a term is multi-layered. Bishop has outlined the major
aspects of research for a participatory art project and community research in general. Bishop writes:
A research process uses methods and principles similar to those used to establish
relationships among Maori people. These principles are invoked to address the means of
research initiation, to establish the research questions, to facilitate participation in the work
of the project, to address issues of representation and accountability, and to legitimize the
ownership of knowledge defined and created.
(R. Bishop 1998, 208−9).
Below are described the areas of Māori customary practices that are engaged with for intercultural
events in this project. Personal interaction is an essential component of relationship building and
described as kanohi ki te kanohi (face-to-face engagement). For a practice-based research in a specific
location such as Te Waipounamu or Rāwene, kanohi ki te kanohi was essential for the artist to build a
relationship with each of the community representatives.
Kanohi ki te kanohi (face to face)
The art process in this project happens through real-time face-to-face interaction as distinct from virtual
or Internet-based forms of dialogic art in which the computer and screen are the interface between
participants (see p. 57). It is shaped by methods that reflect who I am, and my past life and art
experiences, and is also shaped by the input of participants and their life experiences.
Meeting people in person is respectful and helpful because it encourages productive interaction. The
initial period of the project was spent getting to know cultural representatives kanohi ki te kanohi. This
principle describes an ethical motivation, which is similar to that of Lévinas. He discusses the meaning
of ‘face-to-face’ contact and says that proximity engenders or gives rise to a sense of responsibility.
This is because we can never fully know or understand the Other, which gives rise to this need to invest
in an ethical and responsible relationship with the Other. Lévinas looks to the responsibility of ‘I’ in
14

Whānau describes ‘extended family, family group, a familiar term of address to a number of people−the
primary economic unit of traditional Māori society. In the modern context the term is sometimes used to
include friends who may not have any kinship ties to other members.’ http://maoridictionary.co.nz. Last
accessed 28 November 2018.
15
Language is a significant feature of kaupapa Māori because it contains layers of meaning that unwrap to
reveal concepts. In this regard, Kenyan Ngũgĩ Wa Thiong’o outlines the major role language plays in cultural
identification. He believes that language is instrumental in the process of decolonisation in Africa: that it is the
collective memory of experience and forms the basis for identity values (Ngũgĩ 1986).
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relation to the Other. He writes; ‘Proximity is quite distinct from every other relationship and has to be
conceived as a responsibility for the Other; it might be called humanity, or subjectivity’ (Lévinas 1998,
46). Lévinas (1969, 212−14, 251 and 1998, 184) makes the claim that a face-to-face engagement with
the Other necessitates ethical interaction because both interlocutors are infinitely unknowable to each
other.
The basis for communication between participants and me is that we recognise that we may be
addressing a discussion with different sets of ideas. Nevertheless, entering into a dialogue depends on
an open appreciation for another’s point of view. The intention is not to reach a consensus, but to
encounter and respond to other perceptions. Meeting face to face is an inescapable encounter that
leads to a clearer mutual understanding of the interlocutor. Kester describes non-activist cooperation
amongst several socially engaged artists and their collaborators in which neither group leaves their
subjective16 position but an understanding is reached which enriches both (Kester 2013, 118).
Intersubjectivity is described well by Kester: it is where discursive positions are formed through
interaction. As a result, differences in subjectivities do not produce confrontation when faced with further
irreconcilable difference, because the ‘framework is established through the interaction itself’ (Kester
2004, 112), which, as he further explains, develops through the ability of interlocutors to set aside
entrenched positions and move into a more open space. In this space (which brings to mind a clearing
in a thicket) ideas can be presented with which other ideas can join, mingle or replace.
The use of subjectivity in this thesis is close to French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu’s interpretation which
describes subjectivity in relation to habitus; it is a ‘practical sense’ that is ‘durable’, ‘transposable’ and
a ‘structuring structure’ (Bourdieu 1993, 5). When disaggregated this means that subjectivity presents
itself (it is not self-conscious) because it is not put on it is therefore not easily shaken off. Moreover, the
form in which subjectivity presents itself, its character, remains the same although the environment or
‘field’, such as politics, school council or art practice, might vary. Finally, that the milieu (social
environment or ‘place’) contributes to the shape subjectivity takes, so that others from the same milieu
will possess similar characteristics. However, life intervenes and we (as agents) have the power to
affect change on our subjectivities through conscious thought and action.

To explain what being Other signifies in this project, cultural theorists and philosophers are drawn on
who are known to have explored this area and whose understanding resonates with my own. This is
particularly relevant in view of the politically charged nature of intercultural participation. In this vein,
Hans-Georg Gadamer’s book (2013) was an influential text in recognising the effects of life experience

16

Andrea Rossi quotes Judith Butler: ‘If the subject is a reworking of the very discursive processes by which it is
worked, then agency is to be found in the possibilities of resignification opened up by discourse’ (Rossi 2015,
147). Influenced by Foucault, he writes on the subject that it ‘is construed in and through the intersection and
confrontation between power and discourse...a perpetual struggle of mutual appropriations and
dispossessions.’ (ibid).
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and past history on our present understanding and different world views. The Other’s subjectivity and
my own, and how we perceive ourselves, affects participatory art by making this position, of multiple
ways of being, visible. Lévinas defines subjectivity ‘as being for-itself’ (Lévinas 1998, xxxvi) while
Gadamer defines it as ‘being-value’ (Gadamer 2013, 246). The way the Other sees the world is
differently from how I see and understand the world, and although there might be intersecting points,
we see the world subjectively. Therefore, as educationalist Te Kawehau Clea Hoskins rightly states,
‘the other is not seen as the Same, as another me’ (Hoskins 2010, 13). Hoskins suggests that this
philosophy chimes with that of Lévinas because, she writes, it is ‘an experience beyond knowing’
(Hoskins 2010, 13) and this uniqueness of being with respect to another’s subjectivity is the ‘essence
of Being itself’ (Lévinas 1998, xxxvii).
Cultural theorist Jeffrey Nealon writes about alterity or the politics of the Other from every angle, and
separates the thinking of literary theorist Mikhail Bakhtin from that of Lévinas in relation to difference.
Of Lévinas, he says that he comes into being in his encounter with the Other, to whom he responds
and is always answerable, whereas for Bakhtin the Other can never quite grasp him; he can never be
exactly what the Other thinks he might be. The difference between these attitudes is that while one
philosopher looks to understand the Other and is consumed by that challenge and immersed in the
subjectivity of the Other, the second philosopher (Bakhtin) takes a reflexive position in the realisation
that he is not understood and seeks to understand and be understood through ‘utterances’. Nealon
instead talks about the ‘groundless postmodern landscape’ (Nealon 1998, 38) in which, through social
interaction, people of different cultures attempt to find an ethical ground. This description applies to this
project in which utterances reveal who we are and the sense of responsibility to the Other grants respect
to those revelations that are offered and it responds in kind.
As individuals our subjectivity affects how we interpret what we see and hear and thus, our
understanding of ourselves and others. The meaning of subjectivity, for dialogic artist Marsha Bradfield,
is that it is both simultaneously dispersed and multiple. So that subjectivity is not fixed but also reflects
an inner self, constituted in part from what surrounds the evolving subject or an ideology. In this sense
we are also at the mercy of our environment as described by French philosopher Louis Althusser
(Althusser 2001, 127). His ideology includes the claim that environment and outside influences have
structured a person’s development. Unlike this point of view, but in accord with Bourdieu, subjectivity in
this project refers to a subject’s ‘becoming’ as a person, so that we are authors of our lives. This means
that the participant’s locality to some degree shapes that person, but the individual has some control
over the extent of that, to an extent depending on their life experience. Kester sums up the motivation
behind dialogic art when he writes ‘subjectivity is formed through discourse and intersubjective
exchange itself’ (Kester 2013, 112). For an outsider visiting different locations, each group in turn takes
time to get to know and although there might be commonalities between the different groups,
adjustments will need to be made in approach.
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The interactions in dialogue are complex, not only because of the intercultural aspects but also because
of the interpersonal dynamics. For the project, this has meant that as a non-local Pākehā artist and
university researcher (and thus with an academic grounding) I am identified as an ‘outsider’. Therefore,
the approach taken for dialogic art is centred on listening and not on changing the views of the
interlocutors or on aiming to reach a compromise, but on responding in a personal way to what is said.
Feminist and philosopher Luce Irigaray gave a practical example of this responsive action during her
time working in a power-sharing position with a male colleague in Bologna in local government, which
the title of her book on the experience captures: Democracy Begins between Two (Irigaray 2000). They
made it their aim to listen to each other’s view and not reach a compromise but give way to the other’s
view when it was the best solution. This is relevant to the intercultural exchange central to the dialogic
art process.
Koha
The objective for exchange for this project incorporates koha (Māori-centric concept of gifts and
exchange), also defined as a custom of reciprocity. Reciprocity describes a relationship in which there
is mutual action (Onions, 1933, OED). For this project reciprocity and discourse are paired and loosely
translated as koha and kōrero. They are both forms of exchange. In te reo Māori, koha is defined as a
contribution – especially one maintaining social relationships, be it a gift or donation.17 There are layers
of meaning associated with any cultural custom, such as the consideration of whether the gifts,
donations and contributions come with an expectation of reciprocity. This approach in this project is that
they do, and that reciprocity is a significant aspect of koha. As Bishop states, ‘the reception of the koha
is up to the hosts’ (R. Bishop 1998, 207). In practice one can offer an appropriate koha to a community
or group, however, reciprocity is only set in motion when the koha is accepted. Invisible obligations are
attached to the potential recipient, which is why koha is laid down, on a marae (cultural communal area),
by the manuhiri (visitor) and is left to be taken up in acknowledgement of the recipient’s acceptance of
the gift and of the implications of reciprocity. This, says Bishop, is ‘the right of others to selfdetermination’ (R. Bishop 1998, 207), which is one of the key principles of kaupapa Māori. Therefore,
koha is a reciprocal gift because it is also in part an obligation, so that giving engenders further giving
but this relationship of giving is not obligatory, and the recipient has rights of refusal.
The term koha always refers to something given by the attender, and is understood by some New
Zealanders as the idea of ‘admission by donation’ (rather than a set entry price). Koha is intended to
acknowledge an exchange that takes place outside a market. When giving koha, value is placed on the
participants’ choice of exchange so that the act of exchange is implicit from the start and shifts emphasis
from a participant’s receiving of a commodity to their making a personal contribution. Anne Salmond
writes about the gift: ‘In Te Ao Māori, then, the negotiations that forge and shape relations are the stuff
of life’ (Salmond 2012, 121) and describes gifts ‘as part of the donor’s hau’ [their essence] (ibid). This
concept of obligation associated with gift and hospitality in te ao Māori (Māori worldview), as Salmond
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http://maoridictionary.co.nz. Last accessed 12 November 2018.
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describes, is different in some respects from a Western cultural perception and approached in different
ways.
An aspect of the ‘gift’ is presented by French sociologist Marcel Mauss (1990) and documents the
possible misunderstanding between European and indigenous cultures of a ‘gift’. However innocently
given, the ‘gift’ has symbolic meaning open to misinterpretation. Mauss describes a synopsis of the
circulation of ‘gifts’ between a group of more than two recipients. In practice, the ‘gift’ might be
reciprocated not by the person to whom it was given but by another in a more complex exchange. The
significance of this is continual movement so that the ‘gift’ moves in a circle between people and does
not become a direct trade. Mauss describes how the system was disrupted by European explorers who
took the ‘gift’ back with them, so that the circle of giving was broken by the loss of a recipient and
potential donor and the gift was taken out of circulation forever. The explorer may not have understood
that the valuable ‘gift’ was expected to be kept for a period and given to further recipients according to
cultural codes of behaviour.
The understanding of ‘gift’ in this project is that it is a token of esteem and this is different from koha
because koha involves a process of reciprocal exchange and is not straightforward. With koha there is
a discrete set of values that are evaluated by those engaged in the reciprocal process. It is neither a
market exchange nor a barter. There are different Māori words for various forms of exchange and a
commonly used one is utu. This is described as the either reciprocation of kind deeds or revenge,18
but utu is directly linked with payment and payback. Mead describes different forms of koha in te ao
Māori (Mead 2006, 257−71), some of which might not be widely practised. Nonetheless, it is a traditional
practice and there will be many members of Māori communities who are well versed in its complexities.
In this project, koha is a well-considered offering intended to benefit specifically the group of participants
with whom it is the artist’s intention to engage. Koha is a concept that incorporates reciprocity and gift
with the ‘right’ spirit of intention. Many Māori people value what is referred to as ‘heart’,19 which reveals
intention and is an intangible form of communication. In the context of koha, reciprocity is difficult to
describe fully. Mead writes, ‘The guiding principle, according to Firth’ (1959, 423), is ‘to give as much
as possible in return for anything received’ (Mead 2006, 258). Therefore, the intention of this project is
to be aware of exchange from an indigenous perspective. Art historian Anna Dezeuze writes; ‘Kwon’s
discussion of participatory practices as gifts, from Joseph Beuys to Gabriel Orozco, largely hinges on
the argument that artists as givers assert their own superiority by suggesting that they know how their
participatory works can help us’, and goes on to say, ‘the receiver can refuse to accept the gift, leaving
the giver powerless’ (Dezeuze 2014, 67) as in the case of the Deleuze Monument, which was left
neglected and removed.
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http://maoridictionary.co.nz/word/8937. Last accessed 09 September 2018.
Smith refers to having the right heart, spirit or attitude and humility, which should be visible through kanohi
kitea (physical presence), commonly translated as the ‘seen face’ (L. Smith 2012, 15 and 120 and 187).

19

16

Dezeuze is referring here to artist Thomas Hirschhorn’s acknowledgement of the gift in the participatory
act of building the Deleuze Monument (Dezeuze 2014) to honour philosopher Gilles Deleuze at
Avignon, France in 2000, with the intention of sharing his admiration and respect for Gilles Deleuze with
an impoverished community on the outskirts of the city. The gift was providing employment, some of it
paid, and a form of entertainment for people and offering free lectures by experts. There are some
instances in this project that demonstrate the withholding of this gift (see p. 94).
In this project, the reciprocity that was sought is discussion. Koha has contributed to creating the
platform for this, and has contributed to whanaungatanga between participants and artist. In general,
‘giving back’ was a fundamental principle of this art process, and the advice of Mead was taken into
account: that one should increase the value of the reciprocal gift. In practice, this meant that in the time
between receiving permission to collect ochre and returning findings to the community, consideration
of the value of the original gift of permission should have increased. This is seen in a variety of ways in
this project, but it was not always successful, such as the possible overestimation of the value to the
community of data from scientific analysis (see p. 51). The objective was to give back in ways that were
useful so as to maintain and develop a relationship that was mutually beneficial. The action of giving
back findings was to ensure that they have intrinsic value and were creatively presented. The artist’s
understanding of koha developed during the project and continues to do so because there are intangible
aspects that have evolved. The element that is intangible but significant is the spirit of intention
motivating the gift and the generosity of spirit in sharing with the recipient, for their benefit, an object,
knowledge or skills from research to take in a direction of the participants’ choice.
Flexibility
A factor of this project has been a flexible approach to research topics so that the relationship and
dialogue with participants would continue. An example of this (now described) was the shift from rock
drawing motif to the materials that made them. The preparation for this entailed trial workshops and
permission seeking (for materials or for workshops) to engage groups with kaitiakitanga of ochre who
were willing to participate. The intention was that it would develop into a working relationship and, if this
was welcomed, then also to build the foundations for dialogic art that might lead to making art in future.
The outcome of this approach was a re-direction of the research subject for the dialogic events from
the cultural meaning of the rock drawing motifs to a material investigation of the pigments used to make
them. Once the focus shifted to the materiality of the drawings, as detailed below, it became possible
during events to initiate discussions on ochre and direct the discourse towards the fabric of Aotearoa;
both its land and people. The shift in the subject of research also occurred in observance of kaupapa
Māori principles of Māori-based research by Māori and for Māori so that the motifs could be researched
by the descendants of the people who made them. Ochre, on the other hand, is one of the pigments
used in early New Zealand rock drawings and sets the scene for kōrero (storytelling or discussion),
which has site specificity for this project because many of the discussions in seeking permission for its
collection took place near the sites where ochre is found.

17

Motif to material
The journey that began with the birdman motif found in rock drawings that led to the investigation into
pigments and paint used to make them is the process upon which the dialogic art was built. The birdman
motif and rock drawings in general opened questions about who had made them and when. As a
Pākehā, and outsider to the area, my approach to the research was to seek guidance from kaitiaki (see
p. 19). Ngāi Tahu kaitiaki became increasingly anxious that my research might be of little benefit to
them (see p. 20). Also, Ngāi Tahu Māori Rock Art Trust (MRAT) were aware from my proposals that
my research was moving in an anthropological direction and because I am an artist this was not
welcomed. This demonstrates the initial perception of Pākehā cultural ‘superiority’ (R. Bishop 1998,
200) of the giver in offering to undertake research on indigenous taonga, which was controversial, and
the eventual ‘powerlessness’ of the giver, because the community may not want to accept the gift, which
leaves the artist in limbo. The hostility was aimed at my research topic and was not a personal attack.
Nonetheless, it established an intercultural dialogue that suggested to me that research into an
approach to dialogic art, which instead might engage intercultural participation, was a topic that was in
need of investigation.
This shift of art research focus was not a direct route from ‘A’ to ‘B’. Dialogic art is a method that
accommodates seeking and responsive action. Learning from evaluating each step has been a
consideration for this research journey. For convenience, the journey is divided into two phases:
discussions with cultural experts and art events or exhibitions. First, I will step back, and return to the
research process undertaken before the change of focus to ochre: which was the rock drawing
investigation. The research process into ochre came from this period of experimentation, which the
thesis continues to describe.
The intention at the start of the art project was twofold. First, to gather research that gave a context for,
and deeper understanding of, the subject of rock drawings. I was particularly interested in the birdman
drawing found in Frenchman’s Gully, because according to Fomison it was thought to be from a period
of early human settlement of Aotearoa. The way I intended to research was to collect verbal accounts
or oral histories from people who are custodians of knowledge connected with the rock drawings. This
would give me some background about what is generally known and what would be new information
from the dialogic art events. Second, I intended to set up art events to examine publicly the research
ideas based on the birdman topic. These were a combination of exhibitions, performance and dialogic
events. My reason for adopting the birdman topic is that I hoped it would open conversations about the
people who first occupied the land, which is rarely discussed and the reason for this was unclear. I also
thought dialogic events would prove to be a good way of initiating intercultural discussion that might
add to existing knowledge, because similar motifs are found elsewhere in the world. I have found that
the informality of a dialogic art method encourages participants to contribute to the topic.
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While I was gaining some knowledge of the subject, I was also developing a question with which to
initiate dialogic events. My initial, unsuccessful attempt was: ‘What might the birdman rock drawing
signify to contemporary society?’20 This question immediately raises the assumptions that people know
that New Zealand has rock drawings and they know there are birdman drawings.21 The relationship of
people currently occupying the land and the provenance of early drawings made this a locally specific
topic. Increasingly, local considerations affected my research direction because I am an outsider to
those communities and wanted to be responsive to local guidance. Significant to the project is the Māori
perspective that place and identity are closely aligned. For a hapū (a group of extended families) it is a
place associated with an ancestor, a mountain and a body of water. For Māori people the name for this
place, where they belong or literally where they ‘stand’, is their turangawaewae.22
From informed custodians of knowledge I learnt that the birdman motif, which was the initial choice of
my subject for dialogue, is a taonga specific to Waitaha and Ngāi Tahu tangata whenua of Te
Waipounamu (indigenous people of the South Island). These included custodians such as Waitaha
kaumātua, Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds and Rangimarie Te Maiharoa. Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds
recommended I contact Ngāi Tahu Te Rūnanga o Arowhenua and MRAT. I had debated asking the
meaning of the drawings but was dissuaded by the Trustees of the Ngāi Tahu Māori Rock Art Trust
(MRAT), who warned me that I would encounter difficulties (unspecified) later in my project if I did this.23
In order to respond adequately and effectively to MRAT’s guidance I sought further guidance. Response
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In New Zealand knowledge about the rock drawings was not widely held, especially in the North Island. New
Zealand Art historian Jonathan Mane-Wheoki wrote: ‘I, as Ngapuhi, am hugely admiring of the visual power of
the motif, [but] I do not identify with it. I regard it as belonging to a people, a past, a landscape – a maunga, an
awa, a waka and an iwi − that are not mine.’ Correspondence 25 February 2013.
21
Jonathan Mane-Wheoki has written a wonderful and brief account of the use of the rock drawings as an art
motif since 1947: ‘The New Zealand rock drawings… were drawn to the nation's attention by Theo Schoon in
that article in the New Zealand Listener in 1947 in which he describes the caves as “New Zealand's first [art]
galleries” − a wonderful statement! The drawings then provided the cover story and illustrations for an issue of
the Arts Yearbook with an article by Roger Duff (1950) which inspired a number of designers and decorative
artists at the time. Among the artists who referenced the drawings were Len Lye, Gordon Walters, Dennis
Knight Turner, Arnold Wilson, Para Matchitt, Selwyn Muru (whose Kohatu, 1965, in Te Papa, was the first work
by a Maori artist to enter the National Art Collection), Katerina Mataira, Ralph Hotere, Fred Graham, Buck Nin,
Ross Hemera, Tony Fomison as well as Schoon and possibly Rita Angus and Gordon Tovey. I know McCahon
admired them. Even Bill Sutton produced a painting of a cave drawing. Fairburn was among a group of
designers and craftsmen who utilised motifs from the cave drawings in their textile designs and ceramic works.
I can remember screen-printed scarves and woven placemats and Crown Lynn pottery, even enamelled
ashtrays! The New Vision Gallery run by Dutch artists Kees Hos in His Majesty's Arcade in Auckland provided a
great outlet for this kind of work. The “primitivist” craftworks fitted the period modernist house interiors that
recent Elam DocFA graduate, Graham Fletcher, profiles in his series of paintings, Lounge Room Tribalism.
Contemporary Maori ceramic artists such as Manos Nathan and Colleen Urlich (an Elam graduate), and
jewellers such as Alex Nathan, and many others continue to make good use of cave drawing motifs in their
work.’ Private correspondence 26 February 2013.
22
Domicile, standing, place where one has the right to stand − place where one has rights of residence and
belonging through kinship and whakapapa. http://maoridictionary.co.nz. last accessed 17 November 2018.
23
Email from MRAT May 2012.
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from custodians varied. There were Waitaha kaumātua24 who were encouraging and understood that
my contribution lay in looking at the subject from outside their culture.
Museum of New Zealand Te Papa Tongarewa librarian, Victoria Boyack, directed me towards cultural
experts in Te Ika-a-Māui (North Island). Trustee of the Ngāi Tahu Māori Rock Art Trust and Curator
Māori at Te Papa Tongarewa, Museum of New Zealand, Dougal Austin, said that Ngāi Tahu wanted to
record their own history, thereby implying that it was not my place to do so. I failed to gain their support
at this point and I was informed by Dougal Austin that he challenged my suggested approach. He did
not think I was giving sufficient weight to a Ngāi Tahu outlook and interests and said that my ideas
diverged from their own and might include political ownership issues. There was also a lack of
understanding of my non-traditional dialogic art practice. There was suspicion stated by Dougal Austin
about what I would do with my research, as mātauranga Māori (traditional) expectations are that a
researcher should benefit the community being researched and he implied that mine might not be of
benefit to Ngāi Tahu. At this early stage I was also not clear what my findings would be and although I
would return findings to the communities concerned, I was as yet unsure how my research could be of
benefit. Dougal Austin also said that if a book were to be published then Ngāi Tahu wanted it to be
written by one of their own iwi. Nonetheless, there were others more encouraging who agreed to be
recorded in one-to-one discussions. These interviews were to be with two kaumātua, two
anthropologists, a cultural expert and a landowner with rock drawings.25
For this part of the research project my intention was to initiate an informal trial event. I set up a dialogic
event with a lawyer and museum archivist. I followed my past practice of hospitality, which had taken
place outside New Zealand, and this iteration of participatory art was a coffee meeting on a rug. Dialogic
art is an open-ended method with outcomes that can be unexpected. It is therefore difficult to predict
the outcome of any engagement on the basis of prior experience.
The ‘picnic’ suitcase had a birdman motif stitched on to it and in this way ‘illustrated’ the conversation
topic whilst the rug located a space for conversation. As already suggested, the motif is not always
recognised as a rock drawing by the general public, neither is it widely known that rock drawings are
found in New Zealand. Although the birdman motif was familiar to both participants, the conversation
was not productive because the participants contributed ideas like my own that were conjecture only
24

I wrote to Waitaha kaumatua Te Porohau (Peter Ruka ) to ask for permission to include in my thesis his
earlier advice to me that it was good to be an outside observer, to which he replied and carbon copied four
other kaumātua in the email and wrote: ‘I made mention of the fact that you would for your own safety, be
more advised…to observe from outside of the circle of interest…so that your safety and your research can
maintain its position and its integrity…I am so sad to see that the pressure brought to bear on you has resulted
in the shift of your wonderful work to the move towards the examination of the Great Eagle, to the essence of
the materials, red ochre that you so lovingly studied and taught yourself to use, whilst you were in Rawene … I
have nothing but admiration for your maintaining your right to research and to hypothesize in your research
and know that our family of Waitaha would publicly stand up and support your work at any and every level.’
Email received 22 November 2018.
25
Initially I thought to incorporate interviews into the project. Subsequently I chose to speak with the
volunteers in private and not to use audio recording because the emphasis of the project had changed.
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and drew together, as I too had done previously,26 what was known of other birdman-like figures from
other cultures, such as Egyptian hieroglyphics.27 I learnt from this trial that the question was too specific
and knowledge on the topic was specifically local to the people and taonga (cultural heritage) situated
in Te Waipounamu. My original expectation was that the open approach from an artistic viewpoint of
the birdman subject might produce an outcome not restrained by scientific reasoning and open the
discussion to wider participation and different perspectives to reveal what was known and what the
politics behind a lack of knowledge indicated. My conversation with the lawyer and archivist indicated
that this approach was not going to be fruitful because there is an absence of or, at best, restricted
knowledge about the stories associated with the drawings.
The trial meeting brought to the surface additional complications because the event and discussion
combined elements of tapu28 and noa (free from extensions of tapu) that are far reaching and complex.
There was a juxtaposition of a potentially tapu image and the presence of food. 29 Dougal Austin had
written to ask me how I intended to reconcile or account for the tapu nature of a discussion about rock
art with a 'tea party' gathering, which is an inherently noa occasion30 (because of the presence of food).
For this reason, and to seek a response to my proposed research and art methods, I again approached
the Trustees of MRAT to ask how to proceed in the search for guidance on tikanga, which I was seeking
from indigenous communities who are kaitiaki of the drawings.31 They told me their role was to advise
which Rūnanga I should contact and suggested that I present a request directly to those Rūnanga.
The response from the second proposal to MRAT marked a constructive response to the change in
research direction. Dougal Austin later said he was sorry I had had such a hard beginning that I now
needed to build relationships with Ngāi Tahu to take the project forward. The trustees of MRAT stated
that they were of the opinion that there is no knowledge held ‘regarding the meaning or interpretation
of the birdman’,32 as was becoming clear to me from my previous conversations. Te Ana Ngāi Tahu

26

Conversations with anthropologists and mana whenua (people with authority and knowledge through their
possession and occupation of tribal lands) have led me to understand that superimposing ideas from one
culture onto another seldom works because, although the symbols and motifs might be similar, cultures
evolve in different ways over time so that people attribute different meanings with subtle differences to their
own motifs.
27
Conversation in 2011 with British archaeologist Colin Richards concerning rock art in which he stated that
cultural stories are not transferable. They relate only to that culture. A mistake of the past was to apply the
stories across cultures.
28
Tapu (noun) restriction, prohibition − a supernatural condition. A person, place or thing is dedicated to an
atua (supernatural being) and is thus removed from the sphere of the profane and put into the sphere of the
sacred. It is untouchable, no longer to be put to common use. The violation of tapu would result in retribution,
sometimes including the death of the violator and others involved directly or indirectly. Appropriate karakia
and ceremonies could mitigate these effects. http://maoridictionary.co.nz last accessed 9 November 2018.
29
‘Food and drink are never consumed anywhere considered to be tapu or in any conversation which deals
with tapu material…There is a school of thought that would regard the cave drawings as tapu because their
narratives have been lost.’ Correspondence from Jonathan Mane-Wheoki 4 March 2013.
30
Email correspondence from Dougal Austin, 16 March 2013.
31
Email correspondence from curator of the Ngāi tahu Rock Art Trust, Amanda Symon 24 July 2013.
32
Email correspondence from curator of the Ngāi tahu Rock Art Trust, Amanda Symon 24 July 2013.
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Rock Art Trust curator Amanda Symon advised me to continue to use an art perspective33 and to work
with Ngāi Tahu. Following this advice, I applied to Te Rūnanga o Arowhenua and I was declined a place
on the committee agenda. This signalled the committee’s lack of interest in me at that stage and so I
contacted Te Rūnanga o Waihao to present my project proposal and seek their support. As previously
stated, I was accepted to present at Te Rūnanga o Waihao. The committee said I was following correct
protocol by asking for guidance for my research and recommended consultation with Anne Te Maiharoa
Dodds for advice on tikanga. They also suggested I contact kaumatua Hinerangi Ferrall-Heath (Kāti
Huirapa Rūnaka ki Puketeraki) for advice, given her experience with the university system from an
indigenous Ngāi Tahu position. In this thesis I have followed the consistent use of the regional dialect,
used by the representatives from ngā Rūnanga, who describe their Rūnanga as a ‘Rūnaka’ (see p. xii,
glossary entry ‘te Rūnanga’), which is relevant to Kāti Huirapa Rūnaka ki Puketeraki.
The second phase in which I contemplated research questions marks the period of discussions and
artworks described below. Through the laborious process of crafting art works, many of which were
hand sewn, I had an opportunity to reflect on the direction I was taking. The construction of art pieces
gave time to respond to ideas. This led to a flexible approach to research and a shift in the direction of
study. Reflective enquiry is a state of openness to direction so that intuition and asking questions leads
to a period of thinking through new possibilities. By ‘reflective enquiry’ I also mean a method of problem
solving called reflection-in-action (Schön 1991).34 This method leads to a process of constant
responsive evaluation of actions and the impossibility of foreseeing conclusions. Regarding this, social
anthropologist Melinda Hinkson advised me that the journey must be open-ended. She quoted British
social anthropologist Tim Ingold’s description of this process as ‘wayfaring’, as distinct from
‘transporting’. The latter implies the expectation of leaving the point of origin to arrive at a predetermined
destination, whilst my research, like the former description with an unknown end point, took a direction
guided by the journey itself. The word ‘wayfaring’ perfectly describes a journey that might include some
dead ends. This was the case at this stage of the project for me when I encountered resistance from
some Ngāi Tahu representatives in cultural centres and the committee of Te Rūnanga o Arowhenua.
Although for Māori researchers there is a kaupapa Māori, which is intended for the use of Māori
researchers alone, and is by Māori, for Māori and with Māori (because ‘there is a uniquely ‘‘Maori’’ way
of looking at the world and learning’ (L. Smith 2012, 174)), at this point, there is no predetermined
methodology for Pākehā. In 2016 at a University of Auckland research conference35 on kaupapa Māori
methodology, it was clearly stated that Pākehā can only ‘draw from’ or ‘engage’ with ideas from this
methodology, but not use the methodology because they are not Māori. Therefore the art process is
undefined for Pākehā artists who use taonga as a basis for intercultural investigation. Without a clear
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Telephone conversation 11 July 2013.
Social scientist Donald Schön writes: ‘When someone reflects-in-action, he becomes a researcher in the
practice context. He is not dependent on the categories of established theory and technique, but constructs a
new theory of the unique case’. (Schön 1991, 68).
35
Critical Edge seminar series Researching and co-supervising Kaupapa Māori NICAI, University of Auckland 13
June 2016.
34
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set of guidelines, mistakes would inevitably be made on this journey. A reflective enquiry necessitated
constant re-evaluation and re-direction accordingly.
During the second and final phase of deciding upon on an art method appropriate to the research, there
were three exhibitions and a conference that were part of experimentation with different art mediums,
to explore and discuss research questions. The exhibitions were ‘Talking of Tapu’ (Highwic), ‘Ochre
Workshop’ (Waimapihi Reserve), and ‘A Short-Lived Moment’ (Red Stables). ‘Manu’ (bird), a fictional
narrative, was presented at the New Zealand Archaeological Association Conference in 2014.
‘Talking of Tapu’
9 − 20 October 2013
The exhibition ‘Mysteries: Of Birds & Men’ was held at Highwic, Newmarket, Auckland from 9 to 20
October 2013. This was a group exhibition with New Zealand artist Felicity Swan, curated by Madelaine
Abey-Koch, that brought to the surface apprehension over the use of the birdman image by non-Māori
artists, which may not otherwise have become apparent. Before the exhibition, matters of tikanga,
appropriation and cultural permission emerged through a conversation with Gerard O’Regan, then a
trustee of the Ngāi Tahu Māori Rock Art Trust and previously heritage manager for Ngāi Tahu
Development Corporation. He warned me against an appropriation of the birdman image without
permission from the appropriate papitu Rūnanga, as per Ngāi Tahu’s heritage policies. I contacted Te
Rūnanga o Arowhenua marae manager Gwen Bower and was told they were wary of sharing their
knowledge of taonga with outsiders. I was careful to seek their approval to show my artwork. My
intention was not to take possession of the motif nor to appropriate it. Mine was an experimental process
of exploration through drawing and stitching so as to reflect and learn through intense observation.
Because I did not receive a written response from the Rūnanga committee, I withdrew my artwork.
Instead, I presented an interactive work through which to discuss and explore the understanding of
‘tapu’ by the general public.
As a result of this change in direction my own contribution to the exhibition created the atmosphere for
dialogue to take place. I initiated this by inviting the gallery visitors to join me in a glass of water36 during
a private discussion. I framed the question as a non-expert and the visitors noted down their responses
and comments from the interaction. In the event the members of the general public and invited cultural
scholars, such as ethnologist David Simmons, appeared to be comfortable sharing their diverse range
of personal viewpoints from their respective heritage. David Simmons wrote; ‘Respect for creation
means that all things have mana thus tapu. While the mana of a rock comes from Papatuanuku it is
nonetheless tapu and must be respected’. Another visitor wrote ‘Tapu means sacred, being aware of
and respectful of our surroundings and ways of other cultures’, the majority of visitors were unsure what
it meant but wrote along similar lines of always being respectful of other cultures. An informed Māori
visitor wrote: ‘Tapu is simple, it is a warning of some form of danger that is unseen and is revealed to
36

I offered water during the discussion on the meaning of tapu. Water is not considered to be food unlike
beverages including tea, which are considered noa (ordinary, unrestricted).
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the person who encounters that experience and is shown the “danger”’. The cultural mix of Auckland
was reflected in the range of visitors, they were from Māori, Pākehā, Pacific Island and Asian
backgrounds. ‘Tapu’ proved to be a rich topic that drew out varied and interesting answers that
suggested there were marked variations on what was generally considered ‘tapu’, from individual ideas
of what is ‘sacred’ to the suggestion that tapu resembles the idea of ghosts. It was also suggested that
the meaning could change depending on the person and situation. My understanding from the
combined contributions was that ‘tapu’ is a culturally significant state and signals a prohibition that
should be respected. From an art perspective, the topic engaged intercultural participation and pointed
to the possibilities of dialogic art with this sort of engagement.
‘Ochre Workshop’
27 February – 2 March 2014.37
The second exhibition was held in Wellington from 27 February to 2 March 2014. It was an event for an
investigation of materiality and motif through experimenting with oils and pigments on stone. The
purpose was also to understand the geological properties of ochre and the chemical process that
generates ochre from iron oxide and to share this with visitors. Few if any of the visitors had used ochre
in its raw state or knew where and how it was collected. The role of ochre as an art material and focus
for experimentation proved to be of interest to them.
The tiles used for experimentation with ochre were small enough to hold in the palm of a hand and,
given the coarse nature of the paint and brushes, the drawings tended to be simple linear shapes. The
outcome of painting on tiles was discussion with visitors on the relationship between an idea and its
representation in a drawing and how clearly an idea is expressed through drawing. This suggested that
any motif, especially one belonging to a past culture, is difficult to read because the drawing is either
personal and relevant only to the artist, or it is symbolic and relevant only to that particular culture. This
related to the symbolism of the birdman and through this process demonstrated the unlikely outcome
of being able to understand the meaning of the ancient birdman drawing by looking at it from within my
contemporary culture and acknowledging that I observed other cultures from outside them.
The visitors were invited to sit down for afternoon tea to discuss the ideas we had formulated during
the event. Unexpectedly, visitors changed the order of events. This was owing to the unexpected
response of participants who came into a project voluntarily but with their own aims in mind. They were
curious to participate in all processes, including the preparation and painting of the tiles. The event took
on an atmosphere of informality and discussions took place throughout the day, not only during the tea
break. It was evident, that a workshop based on this format, might create the context for dialogic art.
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Further described in Chapter Two (see p. 67).
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‘A Short-Lived Moment’
22 − 24 March 2014
The Red Stables on Cleveland farm at Maungati, Timaru from 22 to 24 March 2014 provided an
alternative venue for an exhibition (see p. vii, 1.b.). The exhibition was intended to bring people together
to engage in discussion about rock drawing. The title was a line taken from a poem by a contributing
artist Sister Mary Horn. I curated the exhibition around rock drawing motifs and materials and included
Pākehā artists, Mark Lander and Sister Mary Horn, who prepare and collect local ochre for their
paintings. Limestone sculptures of large birds were exhibited by Waitaha artist Ramonda Te Maiharoa.
The artwork I exhibited had an artistic emphasis rather than an anthropological one and my intention
was to explain my research process at the exhibition opening and to thank kaitiaki of the drawings and
local residents for their support. Cleveland is situated a mile from Frenchman’s Gully and people living
locally and those connected with the project were invited to the exhibition.
The stables have three layers of significance. First, they are on the property of Fiona Elworthy. Second,
Waitaha Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds is kaitiaki of the drawings on Craigmore, the adjoining Elworthy
family farm. Finally, they are also on land that forms part of the Ngāi Tahu Arowhenua rohe (tribal
territory). The aim of the event was to offer manaakitanga (hospitality) to local iwi, neighbouring
Rūnanga, MRAT and local residents to share findings from my investigation into the drawings from an
artistic view point and from experimentation with the materials with which they are made. Fiona Elworthy
hosted the event and we offered lunch and afternoon tea to the visitors.
The pōwhiri (welcome) was led by Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds and the exhibition was opened by Waitaha
leader Rangimarie Te Maiharoa. Rangimarie spoke publicly of his decision to support me and of my
artwork. I explained my ‘artistic’ response to the birdman motif by representing the physicality and
context of the drawings such as the direction the birdman heads faced and the identity of the birds on
the outstretched wings, to question their relevance. The series of birdman images were sewn onto
coffee sacks that had been opened out and sewn together. In te ao Māori, coffee is classified as food
which is noa (not sacrosanct). My work explored ‘tapu’ by attempting to navigate around the noa aspects
of materials and thus bring attention to the presence of tapu restrictions (discussed again in the
Arowhenua workshop, p. 97). Thus, initiate a conversation on the (im)possibility of making the cloth
tapu through applications of ochre.
Permission to present the work had been given to me verbally by Gwen Bower of Te Rūnanga o
Arowhenua.38 Apologies for not attending the exhibition had been sent by MRAT and the three Rūnanga
and there was a very small representation of Ngāi Tahu iwi at the exhibition. This brought into question
whether the project should be taken forward using the birdman motif as a subject. I consulted Anne Te
Maiharoa Dodds on this point and she saw no reason for me to not continue to research the birdman
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In November 2013 I visited the Rūnanga office to ask for the response from my written application to show
the artwork. I had applied by letter four months earlier and not received a reply. I was told to say that I had
followed correct protocol and to go ahead.
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drawings in the same way as I had been doing. Nonetheless, the project topic for discussion was limiting
my audience because it was becoming clear that influential Ngāi Tahu representatives were not
supportive.39
‘Manu’ (bird)
27 June 2014
New Zealand Archaeological Association (NZAA) Conference 25 – 28 June 2014, Christchurch,
Canterbury. The research process for the presentation was to match patterns of land use by a
seasonally nomadic people and recorded areas of traditional food gathering with the stars visible during
the possible months of food collection. Having used images, an additional technique I tried was
performance, with the expectation that the audience would engage with this method. The performance
used storytelling to present a fictional narrative derived from research. The story was a connection
between what I saw as a drawing composition on a wall and ‘compositions’ in the form of constellations
in the night sky visible from the rock art shelter opening in autumn. It was made clear that, when looking
at birdman drawings from a past culture, we cannot know or understand them unless those who drew
them have left behind an interpretation. What underpinned the performance was the idea that
speculation opens the imagination to creative possibilities. My approach at NZAA was to draw on the
configuration of the four drawings in Frenchman’s Gully (where the sites are geographically situated)
and seek navigational and agriculturally significant celestial bodies that might in some way be linked.
The idea came from exploring many rock drawing shelters, to find the sites where Fomison recorded
other ‘birdman’ sites. When I plotted these on a map, the motifs formed a north-south route or trail
across Canterbury and Otago. The position of the stars seen in autumn from these sites, allowing for
their changing position over centuries, was checked with the observatory in Wellington.40 The
information had been cross-referenced with available literature of New Zealand Polynesian voyager
David Lewis (Lewis 1978) and New Zealand astronomer Kay Leather41 with expertise in Māori
astronomy, and American archaeo-astronomer Maud Makemson (Makemson 1941).
The speculative narrative was a theory that wove plausible ideas from research into a story. The point
of it was to suggest that the drawings were made for a purpose and we might imagine that the motif
passes on a message, if only we could know what message that is. The implication of the story was the
shelter’s purpose was to be a wānanga (place of learning) and it might have been used for the drawing
makers to have passed down their knowledge to younger generations. It was told as a story to
distinguish it from the anthropological lectures and connect it to performance art.

Chapter Three describes the outcome of early relationship building with local iwi. It demonstrates that the
relationships progressed differently. The slow development of trust over four years, following initial rejection
and periods of non-response by Te Rūnanga o Arowhenua, was brought to a mutually beneficial stage that
provided the basis for a dialogic art event (described in pp. 96−109).
40
Email correspondence April 1 2015 with Lead Educator, John Field at the Carter Observatory, Wellington.
41
"AstronomyNZ-Pou-Tu-Te-Rangi(Tenth Month)." Accessed 29/04/14, 29/04/14.
http://www.astronomynz.org.nz/lunar-months/pou-tu-te-rangi-tenth_month.
39
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A draft was sent to Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds and after she had conferred with other Waitaha members
some small changes were made. I introduced the brief story by explaining that it was pure speculation
and not Māori interpretation. The presentation was well received by some archaeologists, who came to
me with positive comments afterward and said they enjoyed the images in a broader context of a
narrative and they hoped that Māori people would share their stories. It was clear that they understood
it was speculative. Nonetheless, a Ngāi Tahu representative42 of Heritage New Zealand posed the
questions: had I permission to use Māori names of objects and had I consulted kaumātua? The objects
discussed have commonly used and readily available Māori terms easily accessible on the World Wide
Web and, I assured her, that I had also consulted kaumātua.
The controversial points that arose from this performance were foremost that stories not from iwi might
fill the void where none have been passed down or shared. Second, that the work was considered
‘superficial’ by Makere Rika-Heke of Heritage New Zealand.43 As an art performance and a narrative it
was a complex mix of Māori and Western cultural approaches of art and research.
Following the conference I took the decision to take the direction of research into pigments of rock
drawings and not to continue pursuing the birdman as the focus of dialogic art engagement. T he anxiety
underpinning the response from Ngāi Tahu cultural representatives might have been that my search for
the meaning of the motif would reveal itself as an appropriation of the image severed from its spiritual
connection and cultural base. Although I worked closely with Waitaha guidance, an accusation of this
kind is difficult to refute. Nonetheless, the effect of this support from Waitaha brought to the surface
cultural politics over the ownership of the drawings, to which I was unable to contribute in a constructive
way, because I am an outsider and was distrusted by Ngāi Tahu at the time.44
The ‘Ochre Workshop’ had by now been positively received by participants. My decision to continue
research into ochre use was made because the discussions would be more constructive and provide
the best platform for dialogic events, and that collaborative research would be valued by communities
who participated in the project. Outlined on page 23 are the factors that led to this conclusion. Some of
the ideas were unworkable, such as storytelling, but I learnt that a dialogic art event had the potential
to engage participants. The ochre workshops at Rāwene and Arowhenua marae, framed as dialogic
events guided by Māori support on tikanga, are described in Chapters Two and Three.
Precariousness
A precarious position is one that is unstable because it is dependent on circumstances beyond one's
control. In this project precariousness is the uncertain condition that is determined by situations or
participants in the project. It could be said of the relationships on the journey that they were at times
precarious because the direction support would come from was uncertain, and because attitudes
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I have not had a confirmation from this person to refer to her by name and I am therefore withholding it.
July 2014 email correspondence saying that the work lacked authenticity.
44
The discussion with Dougal Austin makes this apparent on pp. 20 and 21.
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towards proposals would be unpredictable for reasons that were not always self-evident. The original
research for this project had led to precariousness. A conversation on the birdman with Ngāi Tahu iwi
had become a complex issue that needed to be navigated. It may have been in part because I was
unknown and not yet trusted, and on occasion because I had approached the topic from an unwelcome
direction. This was met with some opposition (see page 20−1).

To have a precarious relationship with interlocutors means that it is more than likely that some errors in
judgement might be made at different times. Roberts states: ‘Perfect percipience and instant
transparent veracity produce epistemological closure and the death of communication’ (Roberts 2011,
4). He is suggesting that perfect decisions may not open conversations but inadvertently close them,
because in total agreement there is nothing more to add. He leads the argument to a conclusion that
unplanned processes are open to further creativity not limited by the artist, and meaning is thus
retroactively produced (Roberts 2011, 216). ‘Precariousness’ describes a state that lacks security. In
this practice of dialogic art, it is a term that describes the unpredictability of outcomes in the art process,
and the dependency on the decisions made by participants, such as ngā Rūnanga representatives,
landowners, co-producers and collaborators. Nonetheless, the uncertain footing created opportunities
for meeting and responding to people and situations in dynamic ways. It was a learning experience and
mistakes were forgiven as long as humility and awareness were shown. Having chosen to be flexible
in the approach to research, it was inevitable that this would create unexpected situations.
The term ‘precarious’ is used by Hirschhorn in participatory art and described by Anna Dezeuze who
aptly quotes social theorist Lauren Berlant, that it is precarious to ‘maintain footing…amid unravelling
institutions and social relations of reciprocity’ (Dezeuze 2017, 24).45 Philosopher Hannah Arendt states
the context for this insecurity when she writes that the ‘human condition’ in the modern age is affected
by the ‘dissolution of objective reality into subjective states of mind’ (Arendt 1958, 282). Here she
suggests that instead of a world full of certainties and shared realities, beliefs are splintered and open
to subjective and multiple realities. So there is not just one truth but multiple perspectives. Hirschhorn
described some of his events as precarious, because of the participation that he also welcomes. He set
up the Gramsci Monument in a New York City Housing Authority in 2013 and brought together New
Yorkers from different demographics. Initially some residents were against Hirschhorn’s project and
questioned why it was not built in an art space. A participant wrote: ‘Whoever thought that you would
see whites in and out of the projects?’ (Hirschhorn 2015, 303) because their experience of outside
intervention from ‘whites’ in the housing projects had previously been problematic. Nonetheless, the
outcome was that participants were enthusiastic, even following an unsteady/precarious beginning.
Although there was open participation in the project, there were disputed areas of conflicting interest,
and Hirschhorn was exposing himself to the ‘human condition’, which was the ‘precarious’ side of the
project.
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Dezeuze (2017,23) also quotes Italian activist Alex Foti’s description as ‘degrees of unpredictability on which
to build social relations’.
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By allowing precariousness in a project, the artist is opening the events to participant input and risking
disappointing responses in the faith that the unexpected might eventually be an asset, and might lead
to a helpful change of direction. This was demonstrated by the change of research topic from motif to
ochre. Being open to participant direction, an artist releases control of a project, which can feel
uncomfortable. Nonetheless, it is also possible that an outcome can emerge that is better than could
have been planned.
Summary
The birdman topic was proving to close down participation. Further, the conversation in dialogic art was
not productive because ideas were contributed that were only conjecture and discussing the birdman
motif was discouraging any interest from Ngāi Tahu iwi. Therefore, in accordance with the project aims
of initiating intercultural events and engaging in discussion with both Māori and non-Māori participants,
it was necessary to heed what was being suggested by Ngāi Tahu representatives, which was to leave
the birdman investigation to someone from their iwi. The change of focus of the project led to the
wayfaring journey taken by the artist, because the ochre research and engagement with participating
communities happened at different rates.
The role of ochre fulfilled the objective of an art material and focus for participation that proved to be of
interest to the participants who visited the workshop. A critical objective was to incorporate Māori
concepts, including the expectation of mātauranga Māori that the participating groups and their
communities should benefit in some way. Ochre research through experimentation as a process artist46
is an area that contributed some benefit to the communities who participated in the project and is
described in Chapter Three. In order that future workshops would be founded on the guidelines for the
collection of ochre recommended by kaitiaki of ochre, advice was sought and tikanga was followed.
This experience demonstrated that the subject of ochre had the dialogic potential to involve varied
groups of people in intercultural participation. In Te Waipounamu the cultural responses to investigation
of ochre were open. Emphasis is placed on documentation and the creative ‘making’ process. Written
and photographic documentation of events is made to record them for future reference. Where
documentation is expected to be placed in the publc arena, permission for this is sought from the
relevant participants. The anticipation was that the enthusiasm for, and love of, investigating materials
would initiate collaborative research and encourage participation and dialogue. Developing the
objectives of collaboration and whanaungatanga is significant for the final aim of locating the ‘art’, which
is demonstrated in the later workshops (see pp. 75−6, and 92−3, 105 and 108−9). Chapter One has
described the process of building trust and whanaungatanga to put the project on a different footing
with Ngāi Tahu and begin the research into ochre, in the workshops that follow.
46

Process art as a movement began in the 1960’s. The Tate Modern Gallery, London definition states that;
‘The term process art refers to where the process of its [sic] making art is not hidden but remains a prominent
aspect of the completed work, so that a part or even the whole of its subject is the making of the work’.
https://www.tate.org.uk/art/art-terms/p/process-art. Last accessed 28 November 2018.
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CHAPTER ONE
WHANAUNGATANGA

permission received for ochre
collection

permission received for ochre
analysis

October 2013

August 2014-February 2015

Wairewa marae

Waitaha (home)

Puketeraki marae

Moeraki marae

11 April 2016

30 April 2016

2 May 2016

28 May 2016

The introduction explains that the birdman motif, as a focus of research, was set aside because it limited
participation in dialogic events. On the other hand, ochre was found to be a productive area for study
with the potential to generate intercultural interest, and is culturally safer for a non-Māori researcher to
investigate. In this chapter ochre is discussed in relation to its perception from the two world views of
Pākehā and Māori. For Maori it is a taonga with specific kaitiaki (guardians) and as such there is tikanga
(protocol) to be observed in relation to its collection and use, and this is undertaken with the correct
guidance from iwi. The value of this to the project is that it creates the context for engagement with
Waitaha and Ngāi Tahu iwi and it is this personal connection that forms the link between the research
topic and the art process that is intended to lead to intercultural dialogic art. The first stage of this
process is to develop whanaungatanga with kaitiaki of the ochre (to build relationships). The anticipation
was that the action of experimentation with ochre in art events would create the environment for the
exchange of ideas and open the way for meaningful discussion and making art collaboratively. In order
to initiate this process it was important to gain permission from kaitiaki to collect ochre, and this is
described below.
This chapter also describes a methodology and its implementation, using a series of strategies which
were refined during the course of the project to identify those that are of major importance to evaluation
of the events. There were two reasons for this, first to initiate a respectful relationship in which to learn
the parameters for an open-ended art process with Māori groups. The second was to prepare the
structure for future dialogic events so that experimentation might take place with the ochre in
subsequent workshops in Aotearoa.
The chapter acknowledges the intercultural socio-political environment in which this project is situated
and the ethical interaction in the collection of ochre (see pp. 32−4). The significance of this in relation
to permission-seeking from the kaitiaki of ochre is discussed. This process also makes evident different
expectations of the ‘everyday’ of participants from a cultural perspective. Following an introduction of
ochre as a ‘commons’ (from a Western perspective, this term refers to what is held in common) there
is a discussion of how a scientific collaborative investigation was initiated on ochre from three sites in
Te Waipounamu. A description is given of the outcome of this process in meetings with Waitaha and
three Ngāi Tahu groups, which is the presentation of findings from the investigation and further
experimentation.
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The meetings with Ngāi Tahu Rūnanga provided the opportunity to become known and to learn the
protocol around the investigation of ochre in relation to te ao Māori (a Māori worldview). This was useful
in the context of the project because it formed the foundation for the process of learning through
reflection-in-action to shape the project as it grew in relation to expectations of tikanga. This process
was challenging but the participating groups set parameters. There were different levels of expectation
among the different groups about the guidance given and benefits received, but the principles and
values these groups put forward helped to steer the project in the right direction by allowing it to respond
to their local demands and expectations.

Approach
The methodology for this project is described and informed by the recommendations of Linda Tuhiwai
Smith’s Decolonizing Methodologies (2012)47 with concepts from kaupapa Māori, and combined with
other methods that were consistent with the artist’s past practice, such as documentation, exchange
and hospitality. This thesis contextualises and interprets several approaches or processes that the
project began with and these are slowly reduced, over the project, to three key methods that led to
dialogic art taking place. These approaches were chosen by the artist and stood out as useful criteria.
They include four criteria that all the events in the project share in common, listed below, and a further
seven in the following paragraph. First, they are that events are intercultural and involve interdisciplinary
methods to keep the event dynamic and alive. Second, there is a focus for conversation, namely a
crafted object that holds the space and marks it as being for an art-related event. Thirdly, the object is
portable and is carried with the artist to the events. Finally, there is the documentation of participation,
which in this project is returned to the participants as a pānui,48 and permission for aspects of the event
(such as collection of ochre).
The artist-created works referred to in this chapter (such as the ochre palette and flax cloth used in the
meetings) have a creative aesthetic but they are not considered to be the ‘art’ in the project, and neither
is it found in photographic documentation of the participants. The ‘art’ is intangible. It is found in the
discussion and sentiendum during dialogic art events.49 The approach to these artist-created works is
to use them to engage participation by reading and drawing on them. These works appear to have the
effect of distracting attention away from the self-conscious expectation of having a discussion. Their
purpose is to open the way for a more relaxed and open discussion that emerges more naturally and
less consciously. It is as if busy hands free the mind and voice to engage in dialogue.
Reviewing and reflecting on the advice received throughout the project and the reading on tikanga in
works by Hirini Moko Mead, Cleve Barlow, Linda Tuhiwai Smith and Russell Bishop, I have identified
seven concepts that support relationships in this project, essential in setting up events, which are:
47

See pp. 9−12 in the introduction.
The pānui is returned to participants on pp. 80−1 and 82−90 (and is attached to the back of this thesis).
49
See pp. 74−6 and 105.
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whanaungatanga (relationships) , tikanga (protocol), kanohi ki te kanohi and kanohi kitea (face to face
and being present), manaakitanga (hospitality), kōrero (discussion), koha (reciprocal exchange) and
ako (interchangeability of teacher and learner). These concepts respect a Māori worldview and
therefore have nuanced meanings relative to the worldview they are drawn from. These criteria are
particularly valuable in this chapter for the evaluation of events, for instance the presence or absence
of manaakitanga in an event was a sign of the success or otherwise of whanaungatanga in the process.
These different elements will be shown to feed into the process of relationship building for the events
and their evaluation afterwards.
As noted above, this chapter also gives an account of a collaborative scientific analysis of ochre. The
permission for this was sought and received in writing from ngā Rūnanga. The scientific analysis
demonstrates both the interdisciplinary nature of the project and how ochre is perceived from a
contrasting Western perspective. It is discussed in the context of ‘commons’. The return of findings from
scientific data analysis and interpretation was requested by ngā Rūnanga, who were presented with
the findings from experimentation with ochre and pigments from Rangimarie’s Wall50 and this took place
in person at meetings. These meetings were either part of the agenda of an existing committee meeting
(and therefore with a large group), or at a separate smaller event for participants interested in meeting
the artist and discussing the topic.
The return of findings is a specific recommendation of Smith. To ‘report back to the community’ (L.
Smith 2012, 187) was also an expectation of ngā Rūnanga. Within the context of the project these
meetings had two outcomes. First they provided an opportunity to engage in person with Rūnanga
representatives and members to develop relationships with them and test the waters for a potential
future collaborative art event, or conversely to be in a position to pull back if the relationship was unlikely
to develop in this way. Second, they added value to the workshops taking place concurrently in the
North Island, because information from one fed into the other. More precisely, permission gained and
relationships built in Te Waipounamu enabled the workshops elsewhere to have a foundation of tikanga;
an identifiable location, kaitiakitanga and consent to collect ochre, while the workshops in the North
Island in turn fed back into the meetings, in Te Waipounamu, with knowledge gained through
experimentation.
Socio-political context
The socio-political context for the project is the meeting of two world views. There are interconnecting
spheres with a shared outlook, protocols and experience but also specifically Western or indigenous
spheres. Māori ideas and outlook have been inevitably influenced by European thinking, which was,
after all, forced upon the indigenous population through colonisation.51 In this regard, Smith was
informative about the ultimate aim of kaupapa Māori as empowering Māori communities and the more
‘radical’ Māori view that it is carried out by Māori researchers; ‘Kaupapa Maori is Maori research
50
51

Rangimarie’s Wall is described in Chapter Two on pp. 76−8 and the findings on pp. 89, 91 and 101.
The Tohunga Suppression Act 1907, which aimed to restrict traditional Māori religion and teaching.
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exclusively’ (L. Smith 2012, 184−5). There is a similar message in the texts of Smith and French
psychiatrist Frantz Fanon (1965) about ‘decolonisation’ of colonised peoples. Fanon writes of the injury
inflicted on colonised peoples and the need to claim back what has been taken away. In a similar vein,
Palestinian postcolonial theorist Edward Said (2003) describes a Eurocentric outlook of people from
the ‘West’ towards the ‘East’ and one that is of desiring and collecting for itself what is Other, which he
called ‘orientalism’. This approach leads to the objectification of the Other by the gaze of the dominating
colonial power. The outcome is an appropriation of the desired object, in my case, the birdman image.
This was not foreseen by me and is described by American academic Peggy McIntosh (1988, no.189)
as white privilege. She lists certain assumptions that are made by those who barely realise that they
are privileged because they are unaware that not everyone else shares those assumptions. I was guilty
of this by making the assumption that if I showed the courtesy of asking permission I could investigate
the birdman image despite being an outsider. The conflicting response (see p. 27) demonstrated that
there were inter iwi and colonial socio-political issues at stake.
In Aotearoa there is a move by Māori towards reclaiming what has been lost through colonialisation.
The intercultural nature of the project brought attention to my non-indigenous background because of
the sensitivity about colonial appropriation52 of what is in a Māori domain. In connection with the
determination to control their taonga, many Māori participants whom I met through events were
concerned to retain tribal rangatiratanga (control) of the use of their knowledge, particularly in the face
of a threat of Pākehā-assumed ‘privilege’. Russell Bishop defines the critical issue of acknowledging
ownership of knowledge without taking away from a community the control of how it is used and, in the
final outcome, ensuring that those represented agree with the researcher on what is portrayed and how
that manifests (R. Bishop 2014, 185). This affected the art project in different ways. One such way was
that conversations with several Waitaha kaumātua brought to light that Waitaha’s relationship with the
rock drawings was not always presented in the way they wanted. My position on this point was to
support Waitaha and always be transparent in dealings with Ngāi Tahu groups over this point, although
this might have contributed towards their lack of support of my initial research intention.
The socio-political context of the initial birdman investigation demonstrated that there were historical
and cultural aspects that I was an outsider to, and the search for knowledge was expected to be
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At the time of the exhibition ‘Headlands: Thinking through New Zealand Art’, 1992, MCA Sydney, there was
much discussion about appropriation by Walters. Curator Christina Barton in her article ‘Rethinking
“Headlands”’, 2016, quotes Exhibition Director, Leon Paroissien, 1992 ‘“Headlands” is more than an exhibition
of New Zealand art. It is an experimental model for cultural dialogue, concerning differences and similarities
between two countries. Art historian Rangihīroa Panoho wrote an influential catalogue article that received
considerable exposure for the exhibition, entitled Maori: At the Centre on the Margins, 123–34 which
contributed to the debate on appropriation of Māori taonga (cultural heritage) by non-Māori. Another reading
of Walters’ work is that it ‘is such an elegant visual device, and richly symbolic as a statement of New Zealand
identity. (Two cultures, Māori and Pākehā, are locked into a relationship that never settles into a hierarchy but
remains dynamic)’ (Brunt 2012,424). The debate on appropriation of Māori motifs by Pākehā continues. It
reveals the deep sensitivity about further ‘colonisation’ of Māori identity and difference.
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undertaken by iwi. Whereas investigation of ochre unearthed new knowledge without involving oral
history. Bengali literary theorist Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (1999 and 1985) presents an argument for
the voice to be heard, not that of the ‘ethnologist’, cultural anthropologist or Eurocentric voice of the
West but that of the people themselves from the experience of their ‘everyday’ lives. Spivak writes from
her ‘nested’ position as a postcolonial subject and as a woman but also in a privileged position as an
academic in a prestigious American university. Her work on the subaltern (Spivak 1988) is useful in
understanding the internalised conflict of these positions53. To remain culturally safe in discussions with
cultural representatives and participants of dialogic art events it was necessary to understand the
parameters around the topics I researched and boundaries to leave uncrossed.
The mana (authority) of others holds great importance for Māori people and tapu restrictions are related
to mana, in the sense of the ‘potentiality for power’ (Shirres 1982, 46). Showing respect is a
consideration of a person’s mana and requires sensitivity, advice and recognition, particularly from an
outsider and visitor. Understanding the nature of tapu has added complexity to the project and both the
birdman rock drawings and ochre bring attention to the effects of tapu. It has, however, been a rich
source for discussion in intercultural dialogic art events and brought forward differences in
understanding, which is useful from a dialogic art perspective.
The effect of a socio-political environment on groups and individuals is examined by Bourdieu (1993,
5–6). Bourdieu describes these political effects within not only the political realm but also other fields
(or spheres of interest) of cultural production in which they are revealed. His discussion on habitus is
particularly relevant to interaction with ngā Rūnanga because, as he explains, people are not limited to
the effects of ideology alone. Bourdieu acknowledges the combined influence of social environment
upon a person and individual response to those social conditions, which reflects agency (the power to
affect situations). Agency is determined by a field of production, which is semi-structured and relates to
culture, economics, politics and so on. Within these fields there are factors, such as competition and
power structures, that have an effect on the agency of individuals and their interaction with each other
and outsiders. The ‘everyday’ and different areas of interest and activity are the habitus and fields of
production in Māori local politics that were encountered on marae and ngā Rūnanga. These require
navigation as an outsider because some areas might be unfamiliar and challenging. Bourdieu’s
discussion of this has been useful. To some degree the Māori attitude to outsiders can also feel like a
device to test their trustworthiness.
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The University is an institution that represents a colonial, north-western European tradition (Spivak 1999, 6)
that kaupapa Māori is striving to balance a Western philosophy with te ao Māori (a Māori worldview). Smith
writes that ‘Kaupapa Maori research … is about bringing to the centre and privileging indigenous values’ (L.
Smith 2012, 125) and that the ‘globalization of knowledge and Western culture constantly reaffirms the West’s
view of itself as the centre of legitimate knowledge, the arbiter of what counts as knowledge and the source of
“civilised” knowledge’ (L. Smith 2012, 63). Smith describes the different priorities of knowledge and the
grounds for its dissemination but also the arrogance of a Western assumption that this way of knowing is
superior.
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Tikanga54 has to be learnt and as Mead described, tikanga can be a complex issue even for Māori
‘guardians of tikanga’ (Mead 2006, 28). This is unlike the method of learning through finding boundaries
and pushing them to see how much leniency is allowed. Artists might do this in order to find parameters
so as to make them visible. This is described by Lewis Hyde (1998, 7) as a ‘trickster’, who deliberately
pushes boundaries and crosses borders. For example, Spanish socio-political artist Santiago Sierra
encouraged communities to work with him by offering financial inducement to prostitutes or the poor.
He did so in order to comment on the effect of capitalism within communities known to be exploited. He
demonstrated this exploitation in a provocative act which was to have participants tattooed with a
continuous line across their backs and visually connecting the back-facing participants.55 In this way,
this exposure (and manifestation of exploitation) demonstrated the exploitative economy of capitalism.
Other similar actions of Sierra also made powerful comments but they are mostly confrontational.
A sensitive approach to art projects is made by Local Time, a New Zealand collective, which sets up
events across New Zealand in order to draw attention to Māori values. They move to sites for a short
period with focus on a previously identified local issue. Local Time follow an ethical process in a local
situation and respect tikanga of that specifically local area. My approach was similar and before an
event advice was sought and the proposal discussed so as to reach an agreement on the methods to
use for the art process that related to local expectations. This was followed with return visits and further
commitments. In reality, it was not always an easy process. The association of the local demands and
local people with the site is its relational specificity and tikanga has been followed where advice was
given about specific sites and situations.
The approach of the trickster is unlike this and not a constructive way of addressing an art project with
Māori communities. This idea is addressed in Māori myth through Māui, the trickster hero who steals
fire from Mahuika in the search for immortality (Orbell 1995, 114). In life he achieves his advantages
through the ‘wrong’ means, such as trickery and a lack of respect for convention by breaking tapu
(intrinsic tapu is related to spiritual power and invokes restrictions in relation to things, people and
objects; ‘Tapu is the mana of the spiritual powers’ (Shirres 1982, 50)). This can be a way of achieving
desired ends but many lesser-born mortals, unlike Māui, come to a bad end this way and even Māui is
caught out at times. The myth most probably indicates the role of cultural lessons in correct behaviour.
The relationship building with cultural representatives and introduction to the ‘everyday’ of different iwi
was a necessary foundation for the dialogic art process in this project but the action was also the
‘work’.56 This stage in the process was often a matter of reflection-in-action and some situations were
new and felt uncomfortable until friendly relations were established. At the meetings organised with the
groups described in this chapter, the artist was a participant but also an outsider to the worldview of
54

The definition of tikanga on page 10 (Mead 2006, 25).
160 cm Line Tattooed on 4 People El Gallo Arte Contemporáneo. Salamanca, Spain. December 2000.
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Hannah Arendt describes the action of work (as distinct from labour) as the ‘actual work of fabrication’ to
which she gives meaning because the end process of the making or doing of this work is an outcome with
‘enough durability to remain in the world as an independent entity’ (Arendt 1958, 143).
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ngā Rūnanga. The meetings took place in or close to marae (a cultural meeting area) or the central
community hub of the home territory of the group holding the meeting. Their ‘everyday’ is taken for
granted as normal by those to whom it belongs. This is described by philosopher Jürgen Habermas as
a ‘Lifeworld’ (Habermas 1984, 337), a term he uses to describe subjective experience. The relevance
to this project is that the ‘everyday’ world of the marae and role of tikanga in the lives of Māori
participants living locally to the ochre sources is different from that of the artist.
Attending and preparing for meetings can bring to the surface social undercurrents that might not
otherwise be apparent in written correspondence, because body language is more difficult to hide.
Face-to-face meetings are beneficial. Being present to observe these signs can make past events or
obstacles put in the way of a course of action easier to understand. Nealon writes on the ‘openness of
being’ in reference to Martin Heidegger’s assertion that art makes life more visible so that the work of
art is ‘the opening of the space where any relation, equipmental [sic] or otherwise, could take place’
(Nealon 1998, 97). In this project, the objective is to open up a situation, to make it visible, but not to
seek to create alteration or change. It is instead to open discussion on the situation so as to explore
different perceptions. The different ‘everyday’ processes visible in the organisation of Ngāi Tahu
Rūnanga represent values, support and levels of control (including of outsider activity), some of which
were unexpected. The ‘everyday’ use of ochre demonstrates different perceptions. Leading researcher
in Māori studies, Mason Durie, explains that inanimate objects possess a mauri (life force) which ‘unites
them within a wider network of entities’ (Durie 2008, 7). Ochre is valued by many cultures for its practical
properties of pigmentation, whereas Māori iwi take care to honour its spiritual connection to the earth.
Collection of ochre
The aim of research into ochre was to create the context for dialogic art events because ochre is a
subject that can be used to open culturally safe discussions interculturally in communities. I hoped to
build trust with kaitiaki during this process of ochre investigation. This was necessary because I am an
outsider to the communities that were approached, and with whom meetings were anticipated.
Therefore, the development of whanaungatanga with ngā Rūnanga was a key consideration.
In the early stage of the project with Ngāi Tahu kaitiaki of ochre, the objective was to follow tikanga and
seek permission (to collect ochre) and so take part in the community’s 'everyday' processes. The
collection of ochre began spontaneously. The idea came from visiting Yann-Pierre Montelle and being
shown his ochre-stained grinding stone and paua-shell palette for mixing kōkōwai, ideas he had worked
on at the Canterbury Museum. The colours, natural materials and their tactility had an immediate effect.
He told me of one place he had found ochre, it was a name that was new to me, and we carried on with
our discussion about another topic. It was a short encounter but had a lasting impact.
To obtain advice on collecting ochre, Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds was consulted and she suggested
contacting ngā Rūnanga with kōkōwai sources to seek permission to collect samples from their takiwā
(regional area). On her advice, in 2013, the manager of Kati Huirapa Rūnaka ki Puketeraki was
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contacted for permission to collect ochre and the response was that I was ‘the first to make such a
request’. This indicated that other researchers and artists had gone through other channels. Following
the conversation and on the way to Karitane (where the Puketeraki marae is located) I passed a
signpost and recognised the place name as the one Yann-Pierre Montelle had mentioned. I took that
road and without any idea where to look and what exactly to look for, I parked near a cliff and, as the
tide was low, began searching. The search was successful and the rocks on the shoreline were unusual.
Some had depressions, which I later learnt from geologist Hamish Campbell were made by gas bubbles
when the rock was formed. Below the cliff I found one of many natural pestles and mortars. Above the
rocks was a seam of ochre. Advice was sought and given on the location of further ochre sources by
an artist and a volcanologist, who both work with ochre in different ways. From the information they
shared, sources were located from the area between Banks Peninsula and Dunedin.
Seeking permission to collect ochre initially followed an informal introductory visit to Te Rūnanga o
Moeraki office to make myself known, which opened the doors for future contact with the community.
The visit was followed by a written proposal, as requested, which was presented to their committee for
approval. Each of the Rūnanga was met with separately because they have separate areas of interest.
Ngā Rūnanga have overlapping parcels of land that usually have natural boundaries of
rivers/sea/mountains called takiwā for which they have direct responsibility and kaitiakitanga
(guardianship). The three Rūnanga in whose takiwā sources of ochre had been identified and included
in this project were Wairewa (Banks Peninsula), and Moeraki and Puketeraki (both located on the east
coast of Otago). Explaining the project intention at the beginning of the project and seeking permission
to gather samples set in motion a relationship with the kaitiaki of these resources. Several other
Rūnanga were also contacted but for conceptual or practical reasons, such as the presence of rock
drawings in the vicinity but no ochre or vice versa, they have not been included.
The executive committee of Te Rūnanga o Moeraki in 2013 had granted me permission to obtain
samples from the cliffs along the coast from Oamaru to Dunedin and requested a copy of the outcomes
of research. Permission to collect ochre along the Otago coast set in motion the search for koha
(reciprocity) to show appreciation and to give back findings. Nonetheless, a fear at this early stage was
that the findings to date from the experimentation with pigments and oils (used in traditional methods
associated with rock drawing) might not be of sufficient value. In the context of this art process, giving
back findings was a necessary step that demonstrated a willingness to share with participants
knowledge gained during the project. The intention was to make the experience personal so as to offer
an opportunity for the group to ask questions. This was also considered a reciprocal experience,
because it offered an opportunity to get to know the participating group better and move the relationship
on to a friendly and, in consequence, constructive basis. In this way the group could take the knowledge
they needed from the research experience, while further opportunities to develop a project might evolve.
Ngāi Tahu are kaitiaki of ochre in areas where ochre is in their takiwā, which include the Canterbury
and Otago coast where it is prevalent in Te Waipounamu, but ochre is also found in the land that is
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shared with Pākehā and others and can be picked up freely in areas of common use such as the mid
and low tide zone. The shift of emphasis of the research to ochre as a starting point for intercultural
discussion was to keep discussions open in workshops. This approach to ochre as an area of
communication and common interest is a contextualisation of ochre as a ‘commons’.57
Commons
The commons is a British term meaning land or resources belonging to or affecting the whole of a
community (Onions 1933, OED). It is useful in discussions for events because it describes a resource
that is shared (ochre is found in many places other than Māori land) but it is appreciated differently. The
relevance to this project is that it was not uncommon for disputes to arise in Europe over land held in
common because villagers, although from the same community, might have different needs. Commons
could also be knowledge held in common, but ochre is a physical resource. It is also one without the
commercial value of so many other resources (the most obvious being oil). In Aotearoa it has at the
same time both tangible and intangible value to communities. Japanese art critic Haizea Barcenilla
writes: ‘socially engaged practices often address the commons rather than the public. They try to
underline social constructions and relationships, as well as ways of keeping cultural heritage and
intangible values alive’ (Barcenilla 2017, 35).
To add value to the findings of experimentation with ochre and thus ‘accrue interest’ (Mead 2006, 258)
and to explore ochre from a Western perspective, a collaborative project was initiated. Analytical
chemist Rachel Popelka-Filcoff was contacted at Flinders University, Adelaide after I had read her
paper explaining the expectations of, and results from, ochre analysis outside New Zealand (Popelka
Filcoff 2007). Ochre data from New Zealand was a new field for her global comparative analysis. She
proposed we work together on a process of scientific analysis. Rachel Popelka-Filcoff had clarified at
the start of our collaboration that she did not want to be involved at a community level with the project
because her contribution was scientific analysis alone. My contribution was to contact kaitiaki of ochre
for permission to collect samples that Rachel Popelka-Filcoff would then analyse. My understanding of
a collaborator, in the context of this project, is an independent worker with their own project. Through
working together with another party, this worker adds value to both their own project and the other
party’s. The aim of collaboration is to benefit both projects. My aim was to offer benefit to kaitiaki of
ochre, in the spirit of reciprocity.
Together with Rachel Popelka-Filcoff, I had applied for an Australian Institute of Nuclear Science and
Engineering (AINSE) grant for ochre analysis. This project incorporated a study of ochre that initiated
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The commons has a complex history. In Britain the term traditionally signified an area of land located on the
edge of a village to which all villagers had access. In art terms it provides a platform for a discussion about
relationality and the anthropological focus of some art practices. On the other hand, Tim Ingold discusses the
‘undercommons’ of a community ,whereby the rights to knowledge are not owned and he describes as, ‘the
freedom to which I belong (as opposed to the freedom that belongs to me) … [is] an ecology of relations’
(Ingold 2018 pp. 45−6). The ‘undercommons’ is visible in the interdependence of related communities.
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a database of ochre analysis in New Zealand. The benefit of this was that it potentially enabled
connections to be made between types of ochre and specific geologies, given a large enough group of
samples. A value of the information for ngā Rūnanga lies in opening questions about the provenance
of taonga (cultural heritage and artefacts) marked with kōkōwai (ochre), and its use in tracing traditional
trade routes by identifying the proposed kōkōwai ‘fingerprint’ prior to analysis and matching it with a
source.
The scientific process of analysis began in July 2014 and was completed in July 2016 and had three
aims. These were first, to understand the differences between Australian and New Zealand ochre based
on the chemistry of the material; second, to contribute to chemical characterisation of NZ ochre by
neutron activation analysis, and third, to contribute to the characterisation of New Zealand iron oxides
as pigments of cultural value. This collaboration was useful because it introduced expertise in
geochemistry, allowing access by ngā Rūnanga to analytical data for a chemical ‘fingerprint’ of ochre,
in the expectation that it would set up the first data bank for facilitating the future matching of artefact
to source. It contributed scientific research, and the lengthy process of analysis and bureaucracy took
two years before the data was ready to be returned.
Rachel Popelka-Filcoff had requested cultural information to accompany her report. At the meetings
with Waitaha, and on marae with Ngāi Tahu cultural groups, some sensitive cultural knowledge was
shared, but it was said by Puketeraki Rūnaka members that only the information that was already in
the public realm could be made available. So although some information was shared with Rachel
Popelka-Filcoff, the rest was withheld. The outcome was that any information being made public
required constant requests for consent. Trust developed slowly and the process of participation and
whanaungatanga was a process of incremental steps. Kairangahau (Researcher Māori) Alex HotereBarnes supports kaupapa Māori research by non-indigenous researchers working with indigenous
knowledge (although he acknowledges two opposing schools of thought on this matter). He advises
that non-Māori use of kaupapa (Māori agenda), tikanga (protocol) and te reo Māori (language) is
determined by the relationship with the community (Hotere-Barnes 2013, 29). On the surface, this
statement is straightforward but the complexity it raises is that each group expects different degrees of
interaction and levels of formality that do not always relate to the time spent in contact with them. For
instance, Waitaha kaumātua were friendly from the beginning. This might have been influenced by my
having been introduced to them by a mutual friend, Fiona Elworthy, and this demonstrated the
advantage of formal introductions that led to an informal, warm and supportive friendship. Within Ngāi
Tahu the network of support was set in motion through the artist’s introduction to kaumatua Hinerangi
Ferrall-Heath at Kati Huirapa Rūnaka ki Puketeraki. Whanaungatanga is shared through a feeling of
aroha (a central Māori concept that is felt as a great degree of love). Aroha (love, compassion) is keenly
felt when relationships are constructive and supportive. This was apparent in dealings with a few people,
including kaumātua Waitaha Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds and Rangimarie Te Maiharoa and with Ngāi
Tahu representatives, such as, Hinerangi Ferrall-Heath, Katharina Ruckstuhl and Gwen Bower . As
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individuals in some areas became friendly and supportive this improved the reception from their
Rūnanga.
The connection of groups with taonga, such as rock drawings and ochre has a spiritual basis. There
are limited ways in which a researcher from outside can be involved. My aim was to contribute to a
general understanding of ochre (through scientific research). This whanaungatanga-based approach
towards Ngāi Tahu Rūnanga of an ‘everyday’ activity was intended to create common ground and lead
to a relationship of trust. The importance of the subject of ochre to this project was to create an
opportunity for further interaction of value and to understand what was expected of me as a non-Māori
researcher that would provide mutual benefit and lead to a strengthened relationship. What the outcome
of this would be was not known in advance.
The reason for seeking permission from kaitiaki is that in the Maori world view kōkōwai has a
relationship to Papatūānuku (Earth Mother) that gives it special significance to Māori. North Islander,
Tumu-Whakarae (Master Carver and head of the Maori Arts and Crafts Institute), Clive Fugill wrote:
The colour red was sacred, the brighter the hue, the more it was valued. The spiritual
aspect comes from the colour, which represents the blood of Ranginui, the sky father,
(seen in the sunset) and the blood of Papatuanuku, the earth mother (kokowai, or red
pigmented earth). There are different names depending on whether it is in the raw state,
dried in the fire embers, pounded or mixed with oil. Culturally Maori used kokowai for
covering objects of importance such as the bones of the dead prior to depositing them in
a special place, covering personal ornaments of particular value and on carvings depicting
important warriors or chiefs.
(Personal correspondence to the artist 20 February 2015).
In relation to this project, ochre signals a different set of value systems. It is at the same time a
pigmented earth from a Pākehā perspective and in Māori terms the blood of Papatūānuku as explained
above. Ochre can be found in both volcanic and thermal areas as deposits on beaches and roadside
cuttings of highways and is freely available. Nonetheless, maukoroa (a local name for ochre), or
kōkōwai (a generic word for ochre) has a spiritual context because it can be used to denote tapu (or
spiritual restrictions). Michael Shirres, a Catholic priest, explored the definition of tapu, which is
complex, but this quote goes some way to capturing the relevance of ochre to its genealogical
connection with the creation story.
Maori believe there is a spiritual power who has power over, who is minister for, each
section of the visible world. In this Maori belief the spiritual powers and the beings of the
visible world form one interlocking hierarchy of beings... so an attack on the tapu and mana
of any particular spiritual creature is also an attack on the tapu and mana of its particular
spiritual power.
(Shirres 1982, 48).
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Given the value of ochre, it follows that the areas where sources of ochre are found are also valued.
Several areas where ochre is found have Tōpuni status, which means that sites such as the Moeraki
ochre resource are jointly run with a government body, the Department of Conservation, but the iwi, in
this case Ngāi Tahu, retain mana (authority) and rangatiratanga of coastal sites in the area. In this case,
it is not just a courtesy but tika (correct) to seek permission before collecting ochre. This information is
not always evident to outsiders. No sign points to the resource or displays the regulations, but its
invisibility might also be a form of protection. In the activity undertaken for this project, focus was on the
use of ochre as a pigment while retaining respect for its spiritual connection to the land for Māori.
Therefore, ochre is not considered a ‘commons’ for kaitiaki in the takiwā (tribal area) where it was
collected.
In the following meetings (described on pp. 43−51), I presented the findings from the scientific
collaboration, and from the experimentation on Rangimarie’s Wall58 (in Te Ika-a-Māui). The objectives
with each community were to be straightforward: to seek help when required and remain open about
actions, intentions and outcomes. The approach to the meetings with Waitaha and Ngāi Tahu
representatives to return findings from the collaborative ochre investigation was shaped by kaupapa
Māori principles. This requires that findings are returned to the communities/participants concerned.
Kanohi kitea (being present) to offer feedback was the motivation for returning the findings in person.
The exchange, gift or action of reciprocity is intended to reflect 'heart' and to show sincerity. Consent
was sought, for the different stages of investigation, to respect the mana (authority) (see pp. 37−8) of
the individuals involved, and in the terms of an ethical practice.

Preparation for meetings
Exchange
The ochre samples were collected following permission to do so and in the Puketeraki rohe (area)
Hinerangi Ferrall-Heath accompanied me to give a karakia (recite a prayer) at the sites before we
collected the samples. The participating Rūnanga were contacted to ask if they wanted to meet
individually or collectively to receive findings and the response of each group was that they preferred
that the analysis of ochre would be taken to their individual takiwā on separate occasions. No reason
was given for this, but the conclusion reached was that their interest is exclusively based on their own
takiwā (region). Waitaha and Ngāi Tahu have their own perspective, which Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds
explained, ‘is acceptable’. The difference is that Waitaha do not have a takiwā because, as is consistent
with their nomadic past, they think of the land as one. These independent requests raised conflicting
expectations and there was concern about not giving all the groups the same information at the same
time. There were different demands for the return of results and the fear was that these demands would
lead to treating groups differently, which did not appear to be ethical or even-handed. Mātauranga
(Māori adviser) Daniel Hikuroa, University of Auckland, whose expertise is integrating indigenous

58

Refer to pp. 101, which describe the observations at Rangimarie’s Wall.
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knowledge or mātauranga (Māori knowledge) and science was consulted on this subject on 18 April
2016. His advice was to be sensitive to all groups and remain transparent, but that there was no reason
why I should not do as each group requested. Furthermore, he confirmed that it was ethical, although
the information was given in part to each Ngāi Tahu Rūnanga and in full to Waitaha.
Each Rūnanga was given scientific data and an interpretation of the analysis prepared by Rachel
Popelka-Filcoff that matched data with the ochre samples collected in their area. 59 Digital copies of the
data and geochemical interpretation provided by Rachel Popelka-Filcoff were sent to Waitaha and also
to ngā Rūnanga for their archives and the analysis was presented in person to each Rūnanga. The
information was presented as a functional colour chart that matched the identifiable locations of the
sources of ochre. The information on comparisons of ochre from different sites was presented on a
carved limestone palette (ochre palette). The decision to use a limestone base, for the application of
ochre, directed attention to the rock drawings, which were on limestone and made with these pigments.
The palette was simply made, knowing that iwi have master carvers in their midst and therefore the
community is accustomed to expertise in carving of limestone blocks and wood. The objective was to
value function over form and to keep the palette’s appearance simple. Giving the ochre palettes was a
personal gesture, demonstrating an investment of time and labour, that presented information with the
analytical findings in the anticipation that they would be immediately accessible because of the ochrestained tiles and site directions. This ochre palette was intended to be koha. Although the return of the
findings was an expectation of kaupapa methodology as previously stated, it was the presentation of
the samples with the data on a customised carved limestone block that was koha and it was expected
that it would be seen as koha when it was handed to Rūnanga representatives.
The locally sourced limestone for the presentation ochre palettes to support the ochre samples was
given by Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds knowing that my intention was to present the samples to Ngāi Tahu,
with the colour samples to represent the variety of ochre found in the three Ngāi Tahu takiwā (regions).
To give back findings in person is expected but not the norm. Kanohi kitea translates as the seen face
and is valued because of the importance Māori communities place on seeing people take part and
contribute to community life, ‘within the wider framework of Maori values and attitudes’ (L. Smith 2012,
188). Our contribution was the scientific findings and also practical investigation.
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‘Finger printing matches source of ochre with an artefact, and is described by Rachel Popelka-Filcoff: ‘The
resulting data [from the analysis of ochre samples] will provide an elemental characterisation or “fingerprint”
of the sample, which will indicate the original chemistry of the ochre source. Due to the geological origins,
source history and original geochemistry of the ochre source, different sources should have different
“fingerprints” that are characteristic of only that source. In this way, samples can be traced back to their
sources of origin’. This was part of an email (sent 5 September 2014) that was distributed to the relevant
Rūnanga before the ochre collection in 2014.
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Consent
During the meetings three types of documentation were used and all needed participant consent. They
were first, the discussion on Intellectual Property rights (IP), second, a flax-paper cloth (see pp. 44−5)
that accompanied the presentations and signified the space of the event as being part of an art process
and, lastly, photographs and summaries of the events that were requested by the scientific funding
body Australia Nuclear and Science Technology Organisation (ANSTO) for an article on the
collaboration between science and art.
A point that emerged from the scientific collaboration was that at that time no protocols existed for how
an interdisciplinary researcher should handle information of this sort. As a researcher working across
disciplines, I would have found it beneficial to have had clear guidelines to follow for meeting the
challenges that arose in relation to IP. Two separate issues of IP were raised. They were whether or
not the information gained through investigation was from taonga or taonga-derived knowledge. It was
the latter. 60 Although Māori in origin it does not have a direct ancestral connection or narrative.61 The
interpretation from analysis was new knowledge and therefore is not owned by ngā Rūnanga. The
outcome for the project was that the IP was not owned by any party and the information could be shared
by all.62 The second issue related to the commercial potential of reproducing ochre artificially. This was
raised by Te Rūnaka ki Puketeraki and occurred early in the process when the three Rūnanga had
given permission to collect and analyse ochre. IP was later discussed in relation to the commercial
possibilities of the data obtained from analysis. This query was sent to Rachel Popelka-Filcoff for
comment and she replied that the analysis supplied partial information, insufficient for reproducing the
ochre. Her response was related to the Rūnanga before the subsequent meeting.

Meetings
The meetings with Waitaha and Ngāi Tahu Rūnanga groups were to return scientific data interpretation
(see footnote 59) and show the assembled participants in the meeting the ochre palettes that gave the
colour of the ochre and, marked on an accompanying map, the location of the sites of collection. The
anticipation was that this action would give back findings of value and interest to the Rūnanga and show
appreciation for their support of the project. There were two reasons for going in person to the meeting
and not sending the information by email. The first was to present the reports and analysis data. The
value of the interpretation of analysis by Rachel Popelka-Filcoff was not immediately apparent and so
I shared my understanding of the findings as a non-scientist, however the sets of data are now held by
60

The Waitangi Tribunal recommendations for taonga are recorded in the paper (wai) 262. A taonga-derived
work describes ‘a work that derives its inspiration from mātauranga Māori or a taonga work, but does not
relate to or invoke ancestral connections, nor contain or reflect traditional narratives or stories in any direct
way’. It describes the non-derogatory use of taonga works and non-offensive use of taonga-derived works and
goes on to say that ‘a distinguishing feature of these derivative works is that they have no kaitiaki, so there is
no specific relations to protect. Rather, the relationship between the work and mātauranga Māori is highly
abstract, more generalised, and less easily pinned down.’ Ko Aotearoa Tēnei: Te taumata Tuatahi 1.5.4., 48.
61
(wai) 262 Ko Aotearoa Tēnei: Te taumata Tuatahi 1.5.4., 48.
62
Confirmation from Rachel Popelka-Filcoff. Email received from 15 June 2017.
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the relevant Rūnanga, and contribute to future research. The second reason was to introduce the
project in person to the groups and answer questions that they might raise, to develop an ethical
relationship with them. Where this might lead was not certain. If trust developed then I would offer the
suggestion of an art event. The artist was aware that this outcome was unlikely and progress would be
slow, and the relationship with the groups, apart from Waitaha, was at an early stage. The meetings
below took place over two months and are predominantly described in the first person because of the
personal and subjective nature of the accounts. During these meetings I presented myself as an artist
researcher.
Wairewa
The background to the first event at Wairewa marae was the initial contact with Iaean Cranwell in 2013
at which we discussed ochre samples from the Wairewa takiwā and he gave permission to collect them,
using the locations already shared with me by Mark Lander (see p. 24). Although we had corresponded
by email about scientific analysis and permission for this investigation, it was office manager Mihi
Sinclair who replied. Iaean Cranwell rarely answered my emails but was contactable by cell phone. The
evening before the meeting in 2016 it was apparent that the name of the marae at Little River was
different to the one I was expected at the following day. I was dismayed to learn that their office marae
(Rehua) was situated in the centre of Christchurch. After contacting Iaean Cranwell to confirm the
location of the Rūnanga office at Rehua marae (where I was prepared to drive for the meeting with Mihi
Sinclair and a kaumatua), he suggested that it would be better all round if I joined him and his group at
Wairewa marae instead, and he arranged the change of plans with Mihi Sinclair.
The meeting was held at Te Rūnanga o Wairewa marae on 11 April 2016 with the portfolio leader for
Culture, Heritage and Identity, Iaean Cranwell and two other Rūnanga members. Iaean Cranwell
suggested we meet at the marae entrance with ‘my tāne’ (husband). A group of 20 or more young adults
were already at the marae learning about cultural practices. They gathered together and welcomed us
onto their marae as manuhiri (guests) in a traditional ceremony. There were speeches (Iaean Cranwell
had previously asked my husband to speak for me, because that is the tikanga of their marae), and this
he did by thanking Iaean for his support after which he spoke about the ochre project. This was followed
by a waiata (song). We proceeded to be welcomed individually and to hongi (press noses) and then we
were led into the wharenui (meeting house). Once inside, tea and biscuits were offered, and small
groups gathered informally in conversation. Iaean Cranwell had set up a place for us to discuss the
findings close to the wharenui and invited two members of the youth group to join us. My husband left
at this stage, after carrying the ochre palettes to the table.
The flax cloth was made for these meetings from rectangular handmade flax-paper sheets for these
meetings. The cloth is made from forty-five squares of 30cm x 30cm flax-paper sewn together and
folded into a flat pack the size of one of the squares. It was laid on the table and had three purposes. It
provided a surface on the table for the ochre palettes, it marked out a space for the artist and participants
to sit around and it invited the participation of people by writing on the paper in front of them. The
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expectation was that participants would jot down notes on the cloth and they were encouraged to do
so. They were given participation information sheets (PIS) and consent forms that explained the
purpose of the cloth and that it would be used for the art process in some as yet undetermined way.
Iaean Cranwell asked, on receiving and signing the consent form if he was signing the Waitangi
Treaty63, and although said half in jest, it acknowledged and also questioned, the legal implications of
consent. The meeting began with my pepeha. This was followed by a description of the scientific
analysis and data interpretation with an explanation of the process of natural ochre formation. Iaean
Cranwell wrote some comments on the cloth as we talked, to note down ideas he wanted to share about
ochre. He commented that information should be given back to those it belonged to (he referred to this
as ‘source’), and said that this did not always occur. The palette was presented as koha for the Rūnanga
and Iaen Cranwell was asked if it would be useful and was it something they might want to keep. He
replied that he wanted it so that their weavers could locate specific colours identified on the palette and
specified on the accompanying map. He suggested that the map would make it possible to go out and
find the exact colours weavers might need.
Following this discussion, the two photograph albums were shown that displayed experimentation with
ochre and various oils (see p. x, 4.b. and c.); each displayed pictures that had been taken a year apart.
This was the outcome of Rangimarie’s Wall, which was built in a workshop described in Chapter Two;
it held around 430 tiles. Many of these tiles record the effects of weathering on the ochre collected from
Te Waipounamu. The tiles with ochre from the Wairewa takiwā were previously marked on the
photographs so as to show how they had retained their colour after this exposure to weather. Iaean
Cranwell was particularly interested in this type of experimentation because it related to rock drawings,
and he examined the photograph albums closely.
It was explained to the group that a request had been made by the ANSTO media department in 2016
that I contribute to an article about the art/science collaboration with Rachel Popelka-Filcoff by supplying
a photograph of participant Māori groups. Iaean Cranwell agreed to this and a photograph was then
taken and consent for its representation was discussed in the PIS. Iaean Cranwell suggested to the
other participants that they might want to leave us and join the others. We discussed the rock drawings,
which was an interest to us both, and talked about our theories. It was his opinion that Waitaha had
made the early rock drawings. He supplied some cultural information by sharing a story about the local
mountain, from which an ancestor had thrown fireballs and created red earth that ran down to the sea
(an ochre-rich seam). This story was matched by a university professor I met later that day at the site
of the ochre deposits, who spoke of the area as having a history of being sprayed with pyroclastic
‘bombs’.
The traditional welcome was an honour to attend and its focus on the project made the event
memorable. The experience felt as if it were new both to us and the group of young adults who
A founding New Zealand document that gave sovereignty away from Māori hands into those of the
colonising British Crown.
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performed the welcoming, but it was all the more enjoyable because of this. The Wairewa group had
been courteous and hospitable. They were interested in the results from both the collaborative scientific
investigation into ochre and the outcome of Rangimarie’s Wall. I left feeling enthusiastic about what had
taken place. The koha had been well received and valued, Iaean Cranwell was offered it and he
accepted it, which set in motion a reciprocal exchange of dialogue and there was a good sentiendum
(that which can only be sensed) during the meeting. The meeting lasted approximately two hours and
we had open conversations about ochre and rock drawings. Even so, I was concerned that my
confusion over the two marae might have been taken as a discourtesy by marae manager Mihi Sinclair.
I wrote to apologise immediately but received no response. Nevertheless, our next meeting went
smoothly when next we met (see pp. 86−8).
Waitaha
The Waitaha Tai Whenua Trust annual general meeting (AGM) was held at the home of kaumatua
Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds on 30 April 2016 with 30 people seated on chairs and the floor. All were
Waitaha families, some of whom, like Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds, have a Pākehā spouse. Other Pākehā
participants were Fiona Elworthy, a lawyer, a video artist and me.
The invitation to the meeting was primarily to speak about Rangimarie’s Wall, which was named in
honour of Anne’s brother, Rangimarie Te Maiharoa because he had been supportive of my research
and had died on the day the wall was being built. Permission had been given to name the wall in his
memory. The wall was built in an art workshop64 with the general public in Rāwene, Hokianga, to test
the weathering of ochre on limestone. Some of the Waitaha members present were closely connected
with a marae near where the wall is situated. At the AGM I gave a presentation, illustrated with A1-size
photographs, of the wall and its purpose and described the limestone tiles it held. These were used to
experiment with oils in combination with different ochre and black pigments, left to weather and recorded
annually to monitor changes. It was previously agreed (see pp. 41−2) that Waitaha would be given
information about the scientific data analysis of all the regions that were investigated because Waitaha
think of all the land as one and do not have a Rūnanga or takiwā with a specific area for which they
have kaitiakitanga.
There was limited space in the room and it felt inappropriate and an intrusion to spread the flax cloth
(which was usually presented with the ochre palettes) on the floor, for Waitaha members to write
comments about ochre, and so it remained folded and out of sight. I did not therefore hand out the PIS
and consent form and the consequence of this decision was that no photograph of the group was taken
for the ANSTO article. The proposed article was discussed, following the presentation of the analysis,
and there was no objection to the research being published because they said it is new knowledge and
as such it belongs to the researchers. There was acknowledgement and recognition that the
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experimentation with ochre and oils on limestone was learning-through-doing and that this was a
traditional method that they agreed with.
In addition, I requested their support for a walk that was planned to link the birdman rock drawings to
demonstrate that they formed a trail. This idea met with their agreement and encouragement. This was
further discussed privately during the lunch break and a Waitaha historian and other well-informed
Waitaha members offered some of the information about the rock drawing shelters that is included later
in this thesis.65
While this was a formal occasion this was balanced by the informal approach of the group. The group
knew one another, they were friendly and we were closely packed together on the floor because of the
size of the group and limited availability of chairs. Lunchtime was a demonstration of manaakitanga that
was extended to everyone present and the transformation from an executive committee table for the
chairman (Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds) to dining table and back to a committee table was seamless. This
break also provided an opportunity to meet and discuss ideas more intimately, and this was a privilege.
After the events, the Waitaha committee reviewed the account of the meeting for the proposed ANSTO
article and confirmed that they agreed with my intention of publishing it when written. In the report a
comment was included about withholding the consent form to avoid possible disruption and because of
this photographs were not included in the report. The Waitaha response was that they felt ‘invisible’
without a photograph of the group and they would have liked to have had this opportunity. The reason
for the decision to withhold the consent forms was the disruption it might have caused and time it would
have taken to set up a group photograph, because we were tightly packed in but dispersed between
two rooms, and this disruption seemed inconsiderate towards others waiting to speak. This was a lesson
to me not to make my own assumption as to what a group might want.
Puketeraki
The meeting with Kati Huirapa Rūnaka ki Puketeraki was held on 2 May 2016 with six people present
(one executive committee member was unable to be there, and I met her by appointment the following
day). The office manager had arranged a small meeting specifically for this visit and the people present
had responded to a proposal to meet and discuss the findings from the scientific collaboration with
Rachel Popelka-Filcoff and further experimentation carried out on the limestone tiles. We met in the
committee room of the Rūnaka office and began the meeting with refreshments. The flax cloth was
spread on the table and the ochre palettes placed on top. This was followed by a pepeha to introduce
me formally to those present. The scientific data analysis was explained to the group and the reports
were left with them.
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Consent forms had been given to the participants requesting a photograph for the report (described
above), and comments that the participants might write on the cloth. The office manager consulted with
a cultural representative by text to confirm that the group could write on the cloth. Meanwhile the opinion
of the group was that research that engages traditional knowledge required permission before
accessing it and that any information quoted should acknowledge the source. When the confirmation
arrived a little while later, they recommended one member of the group who would write comments on
the cloth, and this he did somewhat hesitantly. The information approved for the article by Chairperson
Matapura Ellison, was that their particular ochre is called maukoroa and was traded with the North
Island for kumara (a valued sweet potato). The group decided that although they wanted to be
acknowledged for quotes that might contribute to the ANSTO article they preferred not be involved in
co-authorship (which was offered to them).
The ochre palette was useful in explaining the experimentation with the shades of pigment and their
combination with different oils as a medium. The group was shown photographs of the tiles on
Rangimarie’s Wall that had been stained with the ochre collected from Karitane. A carver in the group
asked how the oil had been prepared from shark livers and we discussed our different methods. His
method followed traditional descriptions found in early journals but had led to disappointing results. The
method used in this art process was explained and followed the advice of Pākehā fisherwoman, Flora
Thirkettle, in Helensville, Auckland, who had been preparing shark liver oil commercially for 50 years at
home, in her kitchen beside the Kaipara harbour (a shark breeding ground).
The focus of the meeting shifted to IP rights to the data from the scientific analysis and in whose hands
they should rest. The topic was raised by one of the participants at the request of the executive
committee member who could not make the meeting. The recommendation of Daniel Hikuroa, (see p.
42) discussed before the meeting, was that any cultural information be acknowledged as pertaining to
the party concerned. From a mātauranga Māori perspective he also concluded that the procedure that
we had undertaken was new knowledge and not the IP of the Rūnanga. Moreover, that new knowledge,
such as the analysis of ochre, belongs to the researcher. This outcome was discussed with the group
and they agreed that there is no clear understanding of IP. From an indigenous peoples’ point of view
in New Zealand, the (wai) 262 paper addresses the issue of IP,66 and we agreed it was worth their
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A key discussion concerning IP is found in the Waitangi Treaty recommendation document (wai) 262. Ochre
is a taonga with ancestral connections and has kaitiaki but the data that results from investigation,
experimentation and scientific analysis is derived from investigation of the ochre. The (wai) 262
recommendation advises that ‘the relationship between the work and mātauranga Māori is highly abstract,
more generalised and less easily pinned down’. Nonetheless, it is expected that the work should be nonderogatory and non-offensive in nature, and if this is so, to impose controls on it ‘risks stifling creativity
without any justification’. The research from ochre investigation is described as a taonga-derived work
because it ‘is identifiably Māori in nature, but has neither mauri nor living kaitiaki in accordance with tikanga
Māori’. Therefore, it is unreasonable to impose limitations on the IP rights of the work because there are no
kaitiaki. Nonetheless, my objective for the taonga-derived work is to maintain contact with kaitiaki and follow
a process of consultation and guidance. (wai) 262 Ko Aotearoa Tēnei: Te Taumata Tuatahi, 1.5.4, 48−50.
<https://forms.justice.govt.nz/search/Documents/WT/wt_DOC_68356054/KoAotearoaTeneiTT1W.pdf>. Last
accessed 06 August 2018.
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exploring it further for researchers in future. From this meeting it emerged that knowledge that is already
in the public realm is not IP, whereas cultural knowledge that is held and passed down is taonga (cultural
heritage). The meeting came to an end at this point and they agreed to a photograph being taken of the
group. This was a light-hearted way to conclude the event.
There was a meeting the following day with Puketeraki executive committee member Katharina
Ruckstuhl67 about the AINSE funding award application in 2015. She commended my integrity for
having followed through so ‘assiduously’, and commented that to bring back findings and to come in
person was unusual, although she thought it was an oversight not to have anticipated the full
implications of IP. In raising the subject of IP, Katharina Ruckstuhl indicated that IP was a shared
possession and not exclusively owned by the research team nor any one Rūnaka (council) and that the
results of analysis should be shared by all parties. After a careful reading of our application and in
consideration that the analysis provided new knowledge, she agreed that ‘the knowledge in the science
was new knowledge and hence the IP, if any, may not be directly claimable by the Rūnaka at this
point’.68 In this case, however, it was noted that IP was not a concern because there was insufficient
data and no commercial implications for the research.
Katharina Ruckstuhl also observed69 that there was no policy in place for individuals who wished to
work directly or independently with executive members. In addition she commented that scientists did
not always acknowledge their source of permission, nor have conversations, such as ours, in order to
get things right. The outcome was also that this research process had made apparent the lack of a
template for protocol at the Rūnaka for small-scale research, which would need to be put in place for
the future.
The two meetings with Kati Huirapa Rūnaka ki Puketeraki members had been useful as regards IP.
They had been helpful and friendly, with a good sentiendum, and the relationship was left on a good
basis. My expectation that the cloth would perform a useful role for note-taking reflects my Western
perspective on information as a public archive. The success of the flax cloth as a giant notepad was
limited and overlooked the cultural difference in information exchange about what is openly shared. For
participants at the meeting, it is possible that revealing inner thoughts as jottings, where there was
space to do so, was also regarded as an unwise method of revealing knowledge. It is possible that their
reticence might have come from concerns about ‘spoiling’ a hand-sewn work by writing on it. The cloth
is an example that demonstrates that objects alone are not sufficient to represent the experience of
participation, and in this case also limited in the efficacy of displaying a trace of the event.
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Senior Research Analyst and Researcher at the University of Otago. She uses a kaupapa Māori framework to
focus on the translation of policy into practice for Māori.
68
A confirmation email sent from Katharina Ruckstuhl 16 October 2018.
69
Email correspondence from 17 March 2016 – 2 May 2016 and we met in person to discuss the matter on 3
May 2016 at University of Otago, Dunedin.
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Moeraki
The meeting with Te Rūnanga o Moeraki committee was part of their bimonthly meeting on 28 May
2016. There were 28 people at the meeting and several others like me who were presenting and sat in
a group to one side. The meeting took place in the large wharenui (meeting house) on the marae. When
the invitation to attend the meeting had been confirmed, the time given was mid-morning when the
meeting would already be under way. On arrival, I sat on the seat outside the door unsure whether I
should walk in or wait to be let in. The doors are glass fronted and the kaihautū (office manager) let me
in and apologised that I was not welcomed formally on to the marae according to protocol.
She carried the limestone palettes I was holding onto the stage behind the meeting and placed out of
sight of the long committee table, therefore they could not function as a visual aid to the presentation.
Likewise, the flax cloth (see p. 44) (now redundant) again remained folded and put aside. Nevertheless,
the palettes and the flax cloth would have disrupted the committee members’ papers and computers
already placed in front of them.
When it was my turn to address the committee, the presentation began with a pepeha to introduce me
and before presenting the analysis I explained the proposed ANSTO article to describe the art/science
collaboration. The Moeraki committee members were gathered around a table and on chairs along a
side wall, and the request for consent disrupted the presentation until the committee had discussed that
point and reached a decision. Much discussion followed on the subject of taking a photo of the group
for publication. After the consent forms were distributed the chairman commented that it was difficult to
take on board the full implications of consent when it had not been ‘tabled’, meaning that it had not
been set in front of the committee in advance. He coaxed the members into giving consent and
signatures were recorded on two forms.
Out of respect for the formal committee atmosphere and as we were now short of time, when the
presentation of the report began, priority was given to the scientific analysis and a summary of our
scientific collaboration because there was no time to explain fully my experimental contribution as
regards the limestone tiles. The presentation felt rushed and ineffective, particularly as the members
could not see the palettes, which at one stage I tried to lift up and show them. Following the presentation
of findings and the interpretative analysis, I asked if there were any questions. Concern was raised
about the location of the sites being made available through the published material. They said that the
ochre source is highly valued by weavers and there is a strong desire that the information not be made
public. The solution that was suggested for the article was to identify the area within a 50-mile radius.
At this time the members who had asked questions thanked me for coming along to present findings
and they acknowledged how unusual it was for anyone to give back information.
It was difficult to initiate any personal relationships with the Rūnanga members present and I left quietly
following the lead of another presenter. The many tables in the adjoining room were set for lunch but
there was no invitation to join them. The face-to-face meeting that came from presenting the data in
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person initiated the first stage in my relationship with Rūnanga but the reception to the project was
guarded. The data analysis had not excited interest. It was overshadowed by the request for consent
to photograph the group that had a direct impact on the event. The PIS and consent forms should have
been sent in advance to the office manager. This oversight brought to the surface either local sensitivity
about being represented or lack of forewarning. Sensitivity about the exposure of participants to any
form of representation required prior negotiation which unfortunately was not offered to them in this
instance. This was not a course for concern to the smaller groups (Wairewa and Puketeraki). The group
appreciated my efforts to meet face to face but the outcome of the findings were not of benefit sufficient
to develop the foundations of whanaungatanga.
Postscript
The reports that were written about the events were sent to the four groups afterwards and by August
2016 they had responded to say that they agreed with the event accounts. They were approved with
minor alterations, apart from Iaean Cranwell at Wairewa who never responded. To date no article has
been written by the ANSTO media department although the information had been submitted. In 2017 I
requested further permission from the participating groups to present the photographs taken the
previous year at the events and print the pānui (inserted in the back cover) that would describe the
project and be given back to participants, which they agreed to in May of that year. The response varied
between wanting to have the photo edited so that the individuals were not visible (a cropped
photograph) and agreement to being identifiable. The Wairewa representatives did not reply to this
request at this stage but subsequently agreed to a meeting to receive the pānui. The pānui provides
photographs connecting the events with participants and gives a context for their contribution to this
project that is koha and a further return of findings; it was given exclusively to participants and discussed
at the conclusion of Chapter Two (see p. 80) and Chapter Three.

Evaluation
Findings from practical and scientific experimentation were not thought of by the recipients as koha (a
reciprocal gift given in appreciation) but as a borrowed resource that was returned. As demonstrated
by the meetings, there were specifically local demands about how to manage the return of findings and
policy concerns, which underlined the differences between the groups. It was reassuring that the early
findings from Rangimarie’s Wall, and the observations of the early stages of ochre decay, had created
interest in the project, and this dialogue offered an avenue for whanaungatanga. The value of research
from the scientific collaboration has yet to unfold, because it is not immediately beneficial, and awaits
the circumstances in which it would prove to be useful. Nonetheless these findings were returned to
ngā Rūnanga and provided an opportunity to discuss ochre and the experimentation with it. The
documentation of data analysis, and its interpretation, was left with them. Sharing cultural knowledge
was dependent on the trust that the researcher had developed with the group. There is concern that by
evading the traditional avenues of tikanga and contact with Rūnanga or kaitiaki, knowledge might be
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placed in the public domain where it could not be restricted and the researcher could not be given
guidance.
The dialogue during the meetings cannot be fully recounted without the participants permission to do
so. I was received well in some groups and this was a welcome support, but less well in other groups,
which proved a challenge. For a researcher working across disciplines it would have been beneficial to
have had clear guidelines to follow for meeting the challenges that arose in relation to IP. However, the
difference in Māori and Western worldviews of ‘commons’ involved ownership of IP, that was resolved.
Through advice, reflection and evaluation, different methods of working with the challenges were found.
To be, as much as possible, patient and polite during discussions was the intention, with the expectation
that the relationship might develop in future.
In practice, the engagement with groups in discussion resulted in an easy flow of kōrero and ako back
and forth. All the meetings were similar in this regard except for the engagement with Moeraki, which
on leaving, felt as if it was drawing to a close. This was possibly because of tikanga that was not followed
and because the formal atmosphere of this meeting demanded that protocol was adhered to for its
efficient running. It was also the only meeting in which manaakitanga was not extended. It took a little
time to appreciate that rejection was not personal. Rejection was a reminder that the chosen approach
was not working. The challenge was to respect a difference in worldview and find a form of reciprocity
that would be of value. On the other hand, it might also have been that the reciprocal arrangement,
between the collection of ochre and return of findings, was now satisfactorily resolved.
The evaluation of the development of whanaungatanga was reflected by the sentiendum (the sensed
but instinctive feeling) at events. The informality and dynamic of the groups with smaller numbers was
better suited to the artist’s approach, although when the relationships with the senior respected
representatives were positive (such as with the Waitaha group) and the atmosphere was informal, then
larger numbers were easier to engage and contributed to whanaungatanga. Ngā Rūnanga all remarked
that it was unexpected for a researcher to come in person, and this was seen favourably. These faceto-face meetings in which the research data was presented in person strengthened relationships with
some groups and had the potential to lead to further art processes if the groups perceived the proposal
to be of some benefit.
In this project the sentiendum of an event reflects the connection between people as participants of the
event. The significance of the sentiendum is that the value of dialogic art develops through the quality
of the relationships. It is like the art described by American theorist Lucy Lippard as ‘dematerialized art’
because the ‘materiality is secondary’ (Lippard 2001, vii). The crafted objects, such as the cloth,
performed a function within the project, by directing attention towards a subject for discussion, in this
case cultural ideas about ochre. The artwork is found in the participation and discussion, particularly in
the dialogic workshops that are described in Chapters Two and Three (see pp. 70−5 and 95−106). The
‘art’ is made when all the elements work together and this begins with whanaungatanga. The meetings,
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described in this chapter, had shown that a foundation had been built between some of the groups. The
groups had shown some interest in the creative ochre processes, but it was also evident, that some
groups had carried out their own experiments using research material found in the journals of early
ethnologists such as Herries Beattie (1918, 137−161), and they expected that the methods used in this
project would not offer sufficient expertise to contribute greatly to their own research. These groups
would be unlikely to agree to a workshop or future dialogic art event.
The processes of following tikanga with kaitiaki of ochre in Te Waipounamu was relevant to participants
of the workshops in Te Ika-a-Māui (discussed below). Following tikanga for these processes is shown
to contribute to the development of trust during the early stage of workshop planning (see pp. 64 and
71) because there were enquiries from some Māori participants about my earlier methods of ochre
collection and permission seeking.
The following chapter describes the building of Rangimarie’s Wall and other dialogic art workshops in
Te Ika-a-Māui (the North Island). The outcome of discussions during these events is reflected in the
expression of whanaungatanga and manaakitanga (relationship building and hospitality). Dialogic art
workshops happened in this project when koha was found to connect the artist with different cultural
groups. The following chapter describes the events that led to these workshops and evaluates the art
process.
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CHAPTER TWO
ANALYSIS OF DIALOGIC WORKSHOPS

'Ochre Workshop'

Residency

Manning St.

Nimmo St.

27 Feb - 2 March 2014

1 - 8 June 2014

12 - 14 September 2014

17 - 19 April 2015

This chapter describes an event and a residency, and two workshops. The event and residency helped
develop a framework for the workshops, which were held within the research project as dialogic art
events. It explains the theoretical framework for the workshop model that gives them this status and
how it developed during the project, examining and evaluating them through the framework. Both events
centred on experimentation with ochre and other pigments traditionally used to make rock drawings.
While rock drawings were the departure point for the project, ochre provided a focus for the workshops,
displacing the issues of cultural ownership already outlined on pp. 23 and 27. It was expected that there
would be conversation alongside the creative experimentation with materials in the workshops. The art
resides in this kōrero, and is evaluated through the adequacy of the interactions that sustained it to
meeting the principles of manaakitanga, koha and ako (Pere 1994). These dynamics, rather than the
content of the discussions, is important to this thesis, and where some of that content has been included
it is with the express permission of those involved.
Some of the events described in Chapter One and the workshops in this chapter took place
concurrently. Permission for the collection of ochre that contributed to the events has already been
described. This chapter examines two art events that acted as precursors for two dialogic art workshops
at Rāwene, Northland. During the second workshop Rangimarie’s Wall was constructed to hold
participants’ drawings on tiles and to display and expose these experimental tiles to weathering. It also
becomes a discursive site (Kwon 2002) for meeting participants during the observational phase of the
decay of the tiles. This process provided findings to return to ngā Rūnanga as has been previously
described.70 The events were interconnected.
This chapter will discuss where the ‘art’ is located within the dialogic art and differentiate it from the
production of objects made for, and in, the workshops. It will explore the way in which participants
contributed to creating the ‘art’ in collaboration. The chapter includes the evaluation of the ‘art’, in
response to the point made by critics of participatory art (Claire Bishop and Grant Kester) who question
how the artwork can be assessed. It will conclude with the subsequent return to Rangimarie’s Wall as
a discursive site to present past participants with koha of the pānui, which in this project describes (in
booklet form) the project journey throughout Aotearoa to which their participation contributed.
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The meetings are described on pp. 44−51.
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Dialogic art
The motivation for dialogic art is communication and exchange. The outcome of my collaborative art
practice, that I argue for in the thesis, is that dialogic art (discussion that engages others in meaningful
exchange) with creative processes, inspires participants and artist. This leads to relationship building.
Dialogic art is a term used when the intention is to initiate a dialogue between participants in a group,
in which listening and subjective reasoning are of equal importance. Philosopher Gemma Corradi
Fiumara (1990, 57) describes the equal importance of posing the question and listening to the answer.
Both of these are fundamental principles of dialogic art in which responses initiate further unpredicted
dialogue. In these events the discussion opens divergent perceptions that can be exchanged. As
Bakhtin writes:
The word is contained in its transfer from one mouth to another, from one context to
another context, from one social collective to another, from one generation to another
generation. In this context the word does not forget its own path and cannot completely
free itself from the power of these concrete contexts.
(Bakhtin 1984, 202).
In other words, what is said reflects a person’s history and personal perception and that even from
within a group of people from the same culture, each person has a different viewpoint on the same
topic.
In the events described below, the intention of the artist is to initiate dialogue that is open to direction
from participants. The position taken by the artist is that of a facilitator, not as employee, entertainer or
aid worker. The work of facilitation is the use of different strategies, to create an ambience, and strive
to engage all the participants. The details of the workshops sets the scene, and these are described.
The events began with a search for the appropriate community. This was initiated by an introduction
from either a mutual friend or an organising body, such as the Wellington Fringe Festival. Having
identified the participating group, the site for the event was located, and advice for this was sought
locally. During this period of interaction the design of the event was informally discussed and developed,
in response partly to its local specificity and partly to the artist’s research direction.
For the workshops, through whanaungatanga, the person with whom initial interactions took place
invariably became a co-producer in the event because of their contribution to the planning and
consequently through their support and local knowledge. This was not a formal arrangement because
it was support that emerged and was sustained as the relationship developed. These co-producers
shared enthusiasm for the workshop and helped to create an environment in which participants, whom
they generally knew, felt enthusiastic about the event and ‘at home’ during its participation. The
workshops incorporated manaakitanga, which is generosity and hospitality. The approach to this
developed from providing hospitality to accepting it as a visitor to the community in which the workshop
was taking place. This subtle shift developed from both practical considerations and understanding that
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receiving and giving hospitality demonstrates control and indicates respect so that offering it was a
delicate balance between showing respect and assumption of power.
A fundamental element of the art process was flexibility. A flexible process is open to direction so that
less successful methods of exchange will give way to others that encouraged dialogic art. A dialogic art
workshop is a subjective experience and contains intangible aspects difficult to evaluate. Nonetheless,
these aspects are significant to the perception that a workshop exhibits the presence of ‘art’, which is
felt or experienced (sentiendum). The subjective evaluation of art as it is engaged in within a workshop
depends on the presence of a combination of factors being present. These are kōrero (dialogue) that
in some way reflects that the participants feel safe to speak freely, and ako, which demonstrates an
interchangeability of learning and sharing information, and koha, which engages reciprocity and is also
experienced as manaakitanga.
The art was located in the methods of exchange. This led to the incorporation of methods drawn from
kaupapa Māori principles (see pp. 9−17), which give benefit to the communities that participate. This
priority developed during the events. The most important of these methods for this art process were
whanaungatanga and tikanga. The significance of these is that they provide ways of working with a
community from the outside. These methods were of particular value to the artist as a Pākehā
persuading community representatives to participate in intercultural events.
Dialogic art is evaluated partly through its sentiendum: The heart-felt feeling that is received when
people make an instinctive connection. A question is posed by Claire Bishop, and other critics, in asking
whether a participatory art event should be measured in some way (C. Bishop 2012, pp. 8 and 9). The
assumption is that dialogic art might take an ‘anything goes’ approach. This is far from reality but its
‘everyday’ appearance is significant because it has the intention of engaging the general public and not
distancing them. Nonetheless, she has presented a challenge.
The approach that was taken in the evaluation of the events was to deal separately, in the post-event
account and documentation, with intercultural aspects, the interdisciplinary approach, the application of
tikanga, the demonstration of manaakitanga, the presence of kōrero, koha and ako and the specific
adjustments for that event to allow for the mobility between the sites (such as handcrafted objects) that
act to stimulate discussion. This demonstrated that the artist considered the events to be dialogic art
events when all these elements were present. Where the event had presented and sustained a good
sentiendum, of an ‘uplifting feeling’, which came from sharing and exploring ideas and creating
knowledge (that was identified by both artist and participants), all three features of kōrero, koha and
ako demonstrated a good participant response. When all of these were present (not only dialogue, as
initially thought), this thesis argues that, ‘art’ was created. In practice, the outcome spelt out and
separated into categories was too detailed. The accounts that follow have passed through this
evaluation and key processes were identified that contributed to the outcome of the event concerned.
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The written approach to presenting participatory art is not uncommon. However, it is challenging to
present an event in this way and evoke its atmosphere. A successful approach is taken by artist Thomas
Hirschhorn in his documentation of the Gramsci Monument (2015). Hirschhorn’s book becomes an art
historical document and is also an artwork; it makes the participants visible and gives them a voice.
Although approximately half the book contains photographs of participants, the emphasis is on
evaluation of the event rather than on their identity; it reproduces the event so that a viewer can picture
the participants’ experience through the documentation, of and made by, the participants and artist. A
different approach, but as successful, is taken by Artist Marsha Bradfield. It encapsulates the sense
and feel of dialogic art in her PhD thesis (Bradfield 2013) about a BarCamp ‘demonstrating’ dialogic art,
a BarCamp being a reworking of the conventional model, to focus on and examine dialogic methods,
through dialogue. The written documentation grasps the unfixed nature of participation in a form that
allows a reader to re-imagine and evaluate it.

Contextual artists
This chapter describes the dialogic art71 workshops that took place in Te Ika-a-Māui (the North Island).
Kōrero is used in this project to describe a similar sense of dialogue as that used in dialogic art. Dialogic
art is described in the way it is practised and understood by significant artists and critics in the field and
the chapter then focuses on dialogic art and the aspect of relational specificity that has shaped this art
process, which is based on koha, kōrero, and ako.
Dialogic art is an art practice using dialogue as a fundamental principle, which in this project is informed
by previous work (such as a series of conversations) that can take place anywhere. Different artists at
present use different terms to describe similar practices. Interdisciplinary media artist Bruce Barber
used the term ‘littoral art’ to describe art on the borders of regions that exist almost as in-between
spaces. The term comes from the area exposed by the ebbing tide. Barber writes of the artist working
between ‘culture and social relations’ (Barber 1992, 54). Dialogic art (used as a term by Claire Bishop
2012 and Marsha Bradfield 2013) is a useful method for discussion in which the intent is not to change
but rather to respect cultural difference. In this project it is best achieved in a face-to-face approach. On
the other hand, artists such as Bradfield and Barber at times occupy a digital space where spheres of
interest and physical place are crossed over virtually on the World Wide Web. An example of one of
these littoral events is Barber’s ‘Squat Projects’ 1998–2005, dispersed in locations across physical
space with familiar furniture and basic amenities, with a webcam that broadcasts the site to a real-time
audience. It is an ethical practice whereby participants agree to be visible hermits, with an audience
who visit the site or exchange messages online. Kester describes littoral art as an interface between
ideas and groups of people (Kester 2000, 167). This is relevant to this project, where ochre not only
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Kester uses the term dialogical art and Bishop uses dialogic; both are adjectives and I take this to mean their
use might reflect American or English preference and the authors have their own intention for the
use/meaning of the word. The translation from the Russian word that Bakhtin uses comes from the word
meaning dialogism and my preference is for the adjective dialogic.
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encourages discussion but is also literally and symbolically found in the littoral zone on the tidal
seashore.
Grant Kester (who uses the term dialogical art) places emphasis on open communication, or more
precisely on opening a space for communication and on how current conversations affect future
generations, effects that he calls ‘emancipatory insights through dialogue’ (Kester 2004, 69). This claim
of a socio-political intention is questioned by Bishop, who writes: ‘Kester’s emphasis on compassionate
identification with the other is typical of this discourse’, and adds: ‘an ethics of interpersonal interaction
comes to prevail over a politics of social justice’ (C. Bishop 2012, 25). Bishop might be referring to
curator Nicolas Bourriaud in Relational Aesthetics, where he offers an alternative art form (‘relational
aesthetics’) with identification of the social bond as an ‘artefact’ or lost treasure. He describes the
example of Guy Debord’s Society of the Spectacle (1967): ‘This is a society where human relations are
no longer “directly experienced” but start to become blurred in their “spectacular representation”’
(Bourriaud 2002, 9). Bishop’s preference, conversely, seems to be for activist artists with a political
message. She writes about the Cuban artist, Tania Bruguera, the British artist, Jeremy Deller, and the
Austrian Wochen Klausur, among others, who have all produced powerful socio-political critiques. The
approach taken in this project is neither social interaction as an end in itself nor political intervention.
Dialogic art is used as a method of opening situations so that they become visible. This approach is a
middle way, akin to that described by Kester above, in which dialogic art opens a ‘space’ to make human
relations visible for participants and holds the space temporarily open for creating new knowledge or
exchanging ideas.
As the meetings in Chapter One also demonstrated, the relationship building process is flexible and
operates in response to the requirements of participants in the project. In some respects, the methods
used in this project were initially similar to the methodology of participatory artist Jay Koh, which he
calls ‘art-led participative processes’ (ALPP) (Koh 2015). ALPP sets out a series of steps to follow that
are designed to invite intercultural interaction. Koh is a social activist and his method is motivated by
the potential for dialogic art to give voice to an oppressed group, such as a Chinese immigrant
population in Dublin, who have not integrated well with local Irish residents (Dublin City Art Residency,
The Red Stable, 2008) or the indigenous population in Myanmar under Chinese rule (Performance Site:
Myanmar 05, Borders Within Without), whom he encouraged to defy authority by staging minor
revolutionary acts using an art process. My approach is not to defy authority but to seek to build
relationships with all groups. Koh has reshaped his previous activist politics into a gentler method,
incorporating art and dialogical participation, that encourages further independent participant action to
continue once he has finished his project. His methodology is an approach that can be adapted to meet
the needs of different groups of strangers who in turn might apply it.
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Criteria for evaluation
The events described below share in common that they came about through whanaungatanga, which
is a building block for dialogic art.72 The events are both intercultural and interdisciplinary. The specificity
of the sites demanded movement between them and portability of materials and the container for
materials was specific to the site in the way that a handcrafted object responded to the site and was
changed depending on the event. The events were also documented in some way. Below are listed the
methods of approach, refined from the earlier categories,73 used to review each workshop and to
evaluate the event. These five methods created the backdrop for all the events and assumed the
presence of the artist kanohi ki te kanohi (face to face).
The methods are:
•

kōrero

•

koha

•

ako

•

tikanga

•

manaakitanga.

The workshop model that developed for this project is based on exchange. The workshop is my koha
for participants, offered to them to take in the direction they find useful, and re-present as they choose.
The information about ochre is researched through literature,74 discussion with anthropologists and
experimentation. Many of these are forgotten methods from mātauranga Māori (cultural practices).
These traditional art materials and methods led the conversation towards precolonial Aotearoa through
rock drawings and the ochre used to paint them. The way that participants relate to ochre as a traditional
art material in Aotearoa, with its cultural significance and value in the present day, led to discussions
on cultural identity in the way it might or might not connect them spiritually to the land. In this way the
workshops provided a context for creativity and discourse. The participants’ contribution of discussion
in the workshop events at Rāwene, was their reciprocation of koha.
For the dialogic workshops that took place at Rāwene relationship building was greatly assisted by two
factors. First was the experimental ‘ochre workshop’ that paved the way, because a video of the artist
demonstrating the creative process was given to the group before the meeting and showed the
mātaurangi Māori (traditional knowledge) the workshop offered. The second was an introduction to the
group by artist and teacher of the group, Margaret Feeney, which acted as a bridge to build trust
between artist and group before they became participants.
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This is demonstrated in the workshop that takes place at Arowhenua, discussed on pp. 98−9.
These categories were described earlier (see pp. 6−17 and 32−6).
74
The research came from many sources, which include ethnological information edited by Athol Anderson
(1994), The Journal of the Polynesian Society, in particular Herries Beattie (1918, Volume 27.) and Transactions
and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute, in particular Archdeacon Walsh (1903. Volume 36. Art. II.). YanPierre Montelle and Dante Bonica contributed to the experimentation.
73
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Koha, kōrero, ako
The proposition I put to the group was that rock drawing, as a global practice, is a point of interest for a
multicultural audience and raises the subject of connection of people to place. In the workshops the
koha offered to participants was research and experimentation on ochre with other materials. The
combination of koha, kōrero and ako directly affected the production of art in the dialogic events and
without one of these the production of ‘art’ was not possible.
Kōrero (discussion) emerged from the event in different ways depending on the participants and the
form of the workshop. Within the kōrero an environment that fostered ako was encouraged, which is
the interchangeable roles of teaching and learning within dialogue and is another form of exchange. It
is evident in the way we reveal ourselves to others through nuance and language, described by
Gadamer as ‘translation’ (Gadamer 2013, 402), whereby the subject or person reflects the language
that helps to construct his or her world. The points of reference that each of us as participants chooses
during our kōrero are varied and reflect our cultural views. Gadamer believes that experience is gained
from the tradition and language that surrounds us (in particular, a received understanding through the
expression of language) and that constitutes our own ‘historicity’ (Gadamer 2013, 366). Therefore, we
learn through our mistakes, we learn from previous generations through observation, discussions
overheard, and our education at home and elsewhere. Learning can occur through absorption, a
process similar to that of osmosis. This learned information and our experiences then inform our
interactions. This is reflected in who we are and how we present ourselves to others. A subjective
position that is represented in a dialogic event reflects the self and the past that contributed to the self,
which continues to evolve and a desired outcome is that participants feel safe to share their knowledge
during the discussions. This dialogic art model was based on intersubjectivity and co-authorship, with
information and knowledge production emerging from participation, similar to Bradfield’s work (2013).
Politically motivated enquiry is demonstrated in the art process of participatory artists such as Deller,
Bruguera (initiator of Arte Útil or ‘useful art’) and socially engaged artist Helguera. As already stated,
political intervention is not the motivation for this project. Dialogic art is a method applied to open a
space where art processes are experienced and discussion takes place that engages social comment.
It does not, however, seek to change the status quo whereas in Bruguera’s art and that of others who
practise the activism of Arte Útil in their art process, there is a local political context with a motivation of
change. Bruguera’s underpinning argument that ‘Asociación de Arte Útil (AAU) is nothing less than a
radical reorganisation of our relationship to art, artists, museums, galleries and their attendant “art
worlds”’ (Byrne 2016, 62) is nonetheless similar to my own understanding of the context of dialogic art.
This art provides a method for rethinking the means of art presentation to an audience. Art has the
power to make people think and talk and it does not need to be mediated by an organisational body to
do this. The way it is achieved in this dialogic art process is by presenting an aesthetic experience. It
presents an ‘art package’ that will signal that art is in production and is tailored to attract a New Zealand
audience and particularly, but not exclusively, Māori participants.
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The art process endeavours to return forgotten but useful mātauranga Māori practices to Māori
participants, without claiming it as the practice of the artist, other than and in so far as, it invites Māori
participation. The example of a similar process is found in the work of artist and curator Jeanne van
Heeswijk. Her aim is for art projects to become autonomous and hence the local participants work
together with the artist towards a useful and sustainable continuing project. This was also the intention
for the workshop project: that it provide sufficient interest and usefulness to draw participants in and be
taken forward in the direction that they chose. Like van Heeswijk’s work, it was a project initiated by an
outsider to the community it concerns.
In a similar context of dialogic art, but presenting a different method and experience, Raqs Media
Collective seek a multicultural audience because of the different perspectives that participants offer.
Raqs Media Collective incorporate a multi-lingual approach to participants and for clarity they keep as
their objective the intention of speaking the local language of the participants and the intention of
‘translation’.75 This is also used in Gadamer’s sense of recognising the text and sharing it, and in literally
speaking the language of the participant. In this project the practice of dialogic art diverges from Raqs’
because of their use of intertextuality in discussion with participants, which, among other things,
considers the close reading of what is implicit within a text. Participants are expected to give a response
to that text through a further text or comment. Their art incorporates literary texts that they print out, as
happened at Memorophilia, Tate Modern, London 2016 (attended 17 December 2016) during an artistdirected conversation on texts that evoke memories.
In contrast, the dialogic art workshop model that has developed for this project and described in this
chapter is a creative experience in which discussion is an important factor and facilitated by practical,
not textual, processes. A further distinctive difference is the fundamental role of ako, the
interchangeability of teacher and pupil, which was not evident in my experience of their process. At the
Raqs Media Collective event, I observed that participants were being led by masters of their craft and
that our contributions were almost predictable. It felt as if the Raqs artists metaphorically held the reins
and had already discussed every response we could have as readers of the texts they had chosen.
This suggests that they were teachers not learners and the ten participants would respond in, more or
less, predictable ways. Furthermore, the re-presentation of the event was without participants’
permission. It was captured on video but without prior consent and with unclear answers about its further
use. Therefore, Raqs Media Collective also control the outcome and final translation of their events
and, unlike this project, re-presentation of workshops is not in the hands of participants.
The art process in the project discussed here led to the formation of a discursive site and is explained
below. Discursive sites are a series of otherwise disconnected physical locations that are linked by
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At the event Memorophilia Tate Modern, London 2017, I questioned a member of Raqs Media Collective on
their major adaptation for participants, to which he replied ‘translation’. I took from our discussion that literal
translation (into the language of the participants) and the translation or interpretation of texts is a key aspect
of the form of dialogic art that Raqs put into practice with participants.
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participation in a knowledge-based topic for discussion. In this manner they come into being through
repetition of use. Kwon defines discursive sites as those sites that are linked through the medium of a
discourse centred on a set of ideas which she describes as ‘a field of knowledge, intellectual exchange,
or cultural debate’ (Kwon 2002, 26). My application of the term ‘discursive site’ follows that of art
historian T.J. Demos, whose interdisciplinary work investigates contemporary art in relation to the
ethical and political outcomes of an era of post-colonisation and decolonisation. He writes: ‘Discourse
displaces mediums and geographies as the defining quality of site in contemporary art’ (Demos 2002,
98). Therefore, site specificity, as analysed by Kwon and reviewed by Demos, is characterised by
intersecting areas that include medium and geography as factors, but as Demos identifies, discourse
is the common key factor. Ochre is the medium that identifies a site as being discursive within this
project, and an object constructed in a workshop on that site became the focus for discussions. The
following events contributed ideas that eventually led to the conception of Rangimarie’s Wall.
An art event, a subsequent residency and two workshops are now described. The art event began with
an artist at work experimenting with assistants teaching customary rock drawing methods, but was
overtaken by the viewing audience’s expectation of participating fully themselves. This was part of the
Wellington Fringe Festival. The advertisement invited visitors to come at any time over three days and
welcomed them to join us for a discussion at afternoon tea. Two friends assisted the event. The outcome
of this was the award of a residency that offered an opportunity to complete the experimental tiles begun
at the art event. It was also an opportunity for discussion with small groups of local iwi about certain
forms of tikanga that the previous event was criticised for not including. This was an opportunity to
develop the project in preparation for future workshops. The first workshop at Manning St. Rāwene was
with an existing community of artists and one of the students volunteered to have the workshop in her
studio at home. The second workshop also took place in Rāwene, at Nimmo St. East, and engaged
participants in painting tiles and placing them in a framework to construct Rangimarie’s Wall. As already
stated the events were assisted by whanaungatanga with potential participants in the art events. I will
now describe the intercultural and interdisciplinary basis and site specificity of the events.
Interdisciplinary research
The research in this project has been influenced by experimentation with methods of rock drawing
revealed by anthropological studies. The rock shelters around Frenchman’s Gully76 are sites people
moved between, as places of possible social engagement and knowledge sharing. The wayfaring
journey of the art process correlates with this idea. In early Aotearoa, before the arrival of Pākehā, the
people who made rock drawings and drew the motifs would have carried their belongings as they
travelled by foot, mokihi (reed boat) or waka (carved wooden vessel). A kaumatua77 stated that
belongings such as stone tools were often left at rock shelters for future use. It was advantageous to
76

This was discussed after the meeting with Waitaha in 2016 and referenced on p. 46.
At a meeting of the Waitaha Tai Whenua Trust in 2016, a Waitaha kaumatua explained that the images at
rock art sites in Aotearoa were used by the knowledge-holder ancestors as visual prompts to enable the
memorisation of extensive tracts of information by carefully chosen recipients. The kaumatua I refer to would
prefer to remain anonymous but he agreed to my inclusion of the points I mention in my thesis.
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travel light between rock shelter sites. Using this concept, in this project containers were custom-made
to focus attention on the mobility between workshops. The model of portability and mobility underpinned
the decision to fit workshop materials into the pockets of a leather skirt and backpack. By wearing this
outfit the intention was that a traveller on a wayfaring journey was evoked The idea of portability was
adapted to the art process and is seen not only in the handcrafted containers for essential equipment,
worn by the artist, but also adapted suitcases used in the workshops for making tea and coffee
(manaakitanga) at the events. The intention was that these objects would have the effect of stimulating
discussion.
The search for knowledge of tikanga (protocol) about the materials to be presented was aided by
conversations with Waitaha and Ngāi Tahu iwi representatives and Te Arawa master carver Clive Fugal
(who also had local sources of ochre) who explained the tapu nature (which means ‘involving ancestral
presence’78) of ochre. This was supplemented with the information gained from geologist Hamish
Campbell and geochemist Rachel Popelka-Filcoff. The mobility between different disciplines is a
recurrent factor in this project. It opened new connections in unfamiliar fields with unexpected
outcomes.
The practice of building on experience is an approach found in the project and resonates with
Gadamer’s hermeneutical and phenomenological approach (Gadamer 2013, 164−7 and 246).
Gadamer acknowledges intersubjectivity and lived experience and this connection is key to dialogic art
in this project. This investigation began with advice given on the preparation of materials by Yann-Pierre
Montelle79 and Dante Bonica, senior tutor in Māori studies, University of Auckland. This approach to
dialogic art is based on interpreting knowledge from experience as a non-Māori, but with respect for te
ao Māori with a view to having intercultural dialogue.
Intercultural communities
The cultures that are most often referred to in this project are Māori and Pākehā but Aotearoa is
multicultural and therefore people from other cultures were also present in the workshops. The
workshops opened a space for dialogue that reflected the experiences of participants. In other words,
what is sought by the artist is open discussion from multicultural participation. Hence participants reflect
different experiences in their points of view that they share voluntarily and openly.
These views in turn reflect the habitus of participants and the bicultural status of Aotearoa New Zealand.
Over 150 years after colonisation the generations today share the influences from a mixture of cultural
views. The term ‘hybridity’ is used by British critical theorist Robert Young (2003, 79) to describe the
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Written correspondence received 2014 (see p. 40).
Yann-Pierre Montelle recreates tools from observation of fragments that remain on site. I was intrigued by
the natural materials, and by both his experimentation with them on limestone and my exploration of the sites
to find materials. This led to a meeting later the same year with Dante Bonica, who taught me how to make a
brush from flax, make a black soot from kauri gum, and how to recognise ochre and where to find it in the
Auckland region.
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interconnecting spheres of life experience that reflect many contemporary societies including Aotearoa.
The term was useful because of his understanding of postcolonialism, experienced in former British
and European colonies where indigenous people have fought to recover their traditions. Some of these
are now places where people of indigenous and colonial heritage have lived alongside one another for
over a hundred years and share ways of living, working and thinking. This topic formed a basis for some
conversations in the dialogic art workshops that follow (see p. 71) because cultural difference should
be nurtured and that difference keeps us alive to other ways of seeing and understanding. The objective
for dialogic art is that differences emerge and can be safely expressed and acknowledged.
Kanohi ki te kanohi
This research was intended to respect Māori participants, whose cultural outlook is underpinned by
expectations, derived from kaupapa Māori principles, that research will benefit communities. This
possibility was advanced through kanohi ki te kanohi (face-to-face engagement) so that the potential
benefits and methods of participation might be negotiated in advance. The initial contact with iwi was
significant and could have affected the future relationship with them, which would have had an effect
on the project. In Northland, for example, for the Manning St. workshop, sourcing ochre locally was
possible, but permission to collect ochre from the Waipoua Forest, close to Rāwene, was denied by
local Te Roroa iwi. The request for this permission was via email and telephone conversations, but not
through a face-to-face meeting. This lack of personal contact might have adversely affected the
outcome of permission seeking through Te Roroa representatives. There was also heightened iwi
sensitivity to ochre collection owing to Department of Conservation (DOC) involvement in Waipoua
Forest which was affecting iwi kaitiakitanga (stewardship). Local iwi did not want the location of ochre
sites to become known to outsiders. The objection given to my request was in part that the whānau
(families) would all have to give their agreement,80 which is a lengthy process, and in part because
further soil disturbance in the Waipoua Forest might contribute to kauri (Agathis australis) dieback
disease,81 although it was admitted there was only a small chance that damage would be caused in this
way. The agreement was reached that ochre would be supplied from a Te Waipounamu source82 and
collected with permission from ngā Rūnanga for the North Island workshops.
Details are described of the events below to give an account of their different features or signature.

Events
‘Ochre Workshop’ (briefly described on p. 24)
The event (see p. vii, 1.a.) was advertised as running from 10am to 3pm, with tea being served at 3 pm.
The visitors over the four days were predominantly Pākehā. The aims for the art event were for me to
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Email received from Will Ngakuru 4 September 2014.
Spores of a fungus carried in the soil have had a devastating effect on the large podocarps (Kauri) since 2008
because no treatment is known to prevent the tree from dying.
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Refer to permission seeking in Chapter One on pp. 36 and 41.
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be an artist in residence making artwork (experimental tiles) and to provide afternoon tea as a time for
discussion with visitors. The event was free of charge but the subject of koha was raised during
afternoon tea on the first day. A visitor suggested to others that they give a small monetary donation
and the offer, although embarrassing to accept because they were friends, was gratefully received.
The event had an anthropological basis with a chemistry-based understanding of some processes and
an art-based method of experimentation. It was a four-day working studio, during which time oils and
ochre were combined on stone tiles and the combinations recorded for future use. Following this, the
intention was to expose the tiles to sun and rain to learn which combination of pigment and binder
withstood weathering. The motivation and context for ochre investigation came from curiosity about the
reason why rock drawings have lasted so long exposed to all weathers with only a shallow roofed
shelter for protection.
The studio was set up as a laboratory for experimentation. In the work shed, within a makeshift open
cabinet, the ochre was divided into containers marked with the regional areas where it was collected.
On the bench was the grinding stone and an area for preparing flax paintbrushes. In the small ‘gallery’
room next door were shelves for the oils and the 300 limestone tiles (10 x 6 x 1.2cm), with a central
table and two chairs. In the main room of the studio there were two windows but one was boarded up.
This was replaced with struts nailed into the recess. As each tile was finished it was fed into the ‘wall’
with the circular test pigment and oil facing inward as if it were a rock drawing shelter.
The pattern of daily events was to bring water to boil for tea and prepare the picnic containers of food
replenished from home. Because the studio was without an electricity supply or water, a two-gallon
wood-fired water heater was used to make afternoon tea. Early on Day One a group of friends arrived.
They were interested in joining me at the table and in painting tiles, sitting down so as to be sociable.
The group were interested to learn about the materials and to talk about the project. A rug was laid on
the lawn outside the cottage and visitors sat down for refreshment breaks.
The titi (muttonbird) oil came from Rangimarie Te Maiharoa in Te Waipounamu from birds he had
previously caught. The supply of ochre was collected with permission from Ngāi Tahu Rūnanga and
was prepared for use during the workshop. The shark oil was made from locally sourced livers and
boiled down on a camp stove during the workshop. The explanation of ochre composition had a
scientific basis, illuminating the reason why ochre has been sought as a pigment by artists down the
ages. In preparation for this discussion with visitors, the effects of weathering, hydration and heat
processes on the iron oxide, which had produced the ochre, were researched. The study of ochre did
not appear to belong to a specific discipline and so the information was found through a combination of
literature and conversations with geologists, volcanologists and chemists. The kōrero had begun
through discussions on assembling information on ochre from different sources. It appeared that
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learning about ochre and preparing materials for painting were of interest to visitors and many of them
were curious to paint the limestone tiles provided.
Further kōrero took place between visitors about the rock drawings and their meaning. The complexity
of meaning that some drawings contain or the message they impart was behind the decision to
encourage participants in subsequent workshops to write the meaning of their drawings on the back of
their tiles. British educationalist Dennis Atkinson described the opaque relationship between an image
and its meaning: ‘It is transparent that language is not transparent, and since reading art works is so
language dependent, then this business of reading is not transparent either’ (Atkinson 2001). Atkinson
briefly sums up the aesthetic experience, which is sometimes clearer when it is felt rather than when it
is analysed.
The visitors wanted to explore the materials for themselves and responded to sensations derived from
the physical demands of preparation of pigments (crushing and pounding), of paintbrushes (scraping
and cutting with shells) and the reduction of shark oil from livers (unpleasant odours). The materials
were described using both te reo Māori and English words such as iron oxide for ochre and kōkōwai.
The inclusion of te reo Māori kupu (words) was discussed with an anthropologist who had worked
closely with Ngāi Tahu and advised that it would be better to use scientific language for the description
of ochre rather than Māori terms. Contradictory advice came from a local friend and Rangitāne cultural
historian. She initially recommended the use of Māori terms, but after she had consulted with other
friends and relatives said it was better to keep the terms with which I was familiar. The adjustment for
future workshops was the use of te reo Māori terms such as kōkōwai (ochre) for an intercultural
audience with the aim of becoming more familiar with their full meaning. An area for future development
was that preparation of traditional materials would follow tikanga.
The afternoon tea was advertised as included in the event. Manaakitanga83 is described as the process
of showing respect, generosity and care for others. The approach to hospitality was recognisably
English: the blanket spread, silver teapot, matching cups and the performance of making tea. It looked
like my tradition, and my mother and grandmother, although born in New Zealand, could have been
sitting in my place. I was influenced by them because they in turn inherited this practice through the
tradition of tea brought to countries colonised by the British. In Aotearoa, tea is associated with a
complex history. New Zealand collective Local Time, through their art practice, have critiqued colonial
responsibility. In his writings, Jacques Derrida explores the complexity of the ‘colonial encounter’ and
hospitality in relation to the stranger or foreigner (Derrida 2000). In this sense, hospitality is underpinned
by Christian ‘morality’ and invokes a sense of superiority that is in some ways connected with duty and
that comes from the perception of having succeeded in fulfilling the ‘service’ of hospitality. ‘Playing host’
demonstrates a control that goes against the idea of unfixed roles of participation. Derrida refers to the
‘violence of the power of hospitality’ (Derrida 2000, 149), which signals the position of host and the
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control gained over strangers, whereby there is an exerting of benevolence rather than extending of
generosity. It is difficult to articulate precisely but the sense of superiority that the host may feel is akin
to that possibly felt by the giver of charity, and being on the receiving end may make the recipient
uncomfortable. Local Time describe hospitality in the context of ‘a sensibility located in the relation of
incompatible protocols’ (Butt and Local Time 2016). In other words, the perception of hospitality has
developed in divergent ways. My experience of this is that the receiving of an offering of tea created a
different set of reactions for Pākehā and Māori because of its strong colonial connotations.
I had not anticipated this level of interest in participation and in effect the refreshment breaks were less
focused on the project and more convivial. During afternoon tea, visitors exchanged information. They
often introduced other contacts, places and ideas that they connected with the experience of their visit
to the workshop and with what they had learnt. This is described well by Helguera, who quotes
Habermas’ theory of ‘communicative action’, which Helguera further explains as ‘a type of social action
geared to communication and understanding between individuals that can have a lasting effect on the
spheres of politics and culture as a true emancipatory force’ (Helguera 2011, 7). Although the intention
during the event was to complete many experimental tiles, a considerable proportion of time was spent
in discussion with visitors, and not, as anticipated, only during the refreshment breaks.
The event was designed to be partially an art performance. Afternoon tea was designated as a time to
discuss the event and associated ideas. It emerged on the first day that the role required of me, in
response to the expectation of visitors, was that of facilitator for participation and discussion, not just
over tea but also throughout the day. The outcome was that the event shifted from a performance, in
which I sat inside a studio being observed through the growing wall of tiles, to informal discussion and
participation. The event also marked a change in my approach to and relationship with serving tea as
a focus for hospitality.
Residency
An outcome of the art event was a week-long residency (see p. vii, 1.c.), which presented the
opportunity to complete the experimental tiles from the art event. The residency took place between the
time of the ‘ochre workshop’ and ‘Manu’ (the presentation to the NZAA). The shift in focus from motif to
ochre was in its early stage (see p. 27). This residency was an opportunity for development of the art
process in three ways. The first was experimentation with materials, building on lessons for a future
event and considering the presentation of consent forms and participation information sheets, which
needed to be thought through for a future workshop.84
84

At the start of the project in 2013, general approval was given by the Pro Vice-Chancellor Māori at the
University of Auckland. On 27 May 2013, he wrote that his office regarded itself as having been consulted and
they was supportive of my project, which involved setting up participatory events and discussions about
cultural taonga. I then approached the ethics advisers both at the art school and the university ethics
department and discussed with them the requirement for ethics approval and the aspects of ‘human
participation’ in the project.
The issue that needed to be addressed was that the work and the processes concerning it were necessarily
open and responsive. The nature and degree of human participation and, therefore, the level of ethics
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The studio had a large central table on which was placed the three bird oils and one fish oil (albatross,
weka,85 titi, shark). There were 300 tiles altogether that were set aside for experimentation (only a dozen
or so had already been used as test samples). The ochre samples collected from Te Waipounamu were
carefully labelled according to region of origin. Some of those from the North Island had been donated;
other small samples from roadsides were waiting to be tested to see if they were clay as opposed to
ochre. In addition, there were small piles of green native wood waiting to be converted into charcoal. A
large wall-mounted cloth was used to record the ochre and charcoal samples that were baked. The
cottage has a wood burning stove in which charcoal was prepared overnight with a rudimentary
charcoal-making device adapted from steel piping. The fire was also used to bake the ochre to test
whether all samples became dark red as they lost their water content. To house the tiles, the door into
the garden was a larger version of the window at the previous event, and set up with struts into which
the tiles were fed along runnels. As the tiles were completed and the struts filled up, it gave the
appearance of a rock wall.
The studio was in full use all day as the tiles were systematically painted with each sample of ochre
and charcoal pigment in combination with all four oils. On the back the pigment source and oil
combination was recorded. This process took all week and as each tile was finished it was fed into the
growing wall of tiles in the garden doorway. A week with only intermittent and planned visits from visitors
gave the necessary time for testing the samples. The results were recorded, photographed and used
later in the project to compare with the weathering of the exposed tiles on Rangimarie’s Wall (see pp.
x, (b and c) and 84). The residency was also an opportunity to make and bake ochre balls that would
be a light and portable form of ochre, which was first pounded and ground before being mixed with
water and wrapped in a leaf to contain the crumbly mixture. The leaf was renewed after baking and the

approval that would be required were both hard to predict. The open form of my practice of participatory art,
particularly in its early stages, is partly determined by what each encounter reveals and what those involved as
participants bring to it. In contrast, the ethics approval process requires a detailed and specific definition of
the proposed activities, which does not fit easily with the development of participatory art work as described
in this thesis.
My expectation of the residency was that I would experiment further with the materials and that I would
have informal discussions with any visitors who might come. In these discussions, I hoped they would advise
me on a Māori world view as it related to the earth pigments that were on display at different stages of
preparation. I did not expect that the discussions would reach the point where ethics approval would be
required.
In the event, the visitors were more interested in engaging with the materials and having discussions than I
expected. Some visitors therefore became participants in the residency. These participants agreed to
experiment on the limestone tiles with me, but to leave these tiles behind, while flax-paper tiles were made
available for participants to paint and take away. In these circumstances, ethics approval became relevant
even though participants signed a document, which I put up on a wall, giving their unofficial consent to this
process. They suggested this was a good way of presenting consent documents for participants in future
dialogic events.
The discussions provided interesting material that would have required a formal consent process to allow its
inclusion in the final written work. Because ethics approval had not been sought, all the names, iwi
relationships and conversations that relate to this event have been omitted.
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The oils were donated by a person from the Department of Conservation who is of moriori Chatham Island
descent, where they were legally obtained. It is legal to hunt weka (wild flightless bird) in the Chatham Islands,
but the Albatross was found dead. (Confirmation email 12 February 2018).
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bundle wrapped in a flax cord. This worked successfully. The other technique was to make watercolours
by grinding and straining the watery ochre and then boiling it down on the wood burning stove to yield
a dry palette of pigment. This was a useful form of pigment to add to a dye bath for harakeke, which
would be of use at the Arowhenua workshop (see pp. 100−4).
A future dialogic art workshop was planned for Rāwene and was to be shaped around lessons learnt
from the previous event (see pp. 64 and 67) and it was expected that this residency would provide an
opportunity for discussing these points with visitors to the studio. Several groups of Māori visitors from
different hapū were invited on different days to give a range of perspectives on the use of tikanga and
te reo Māori in the art process for this project. To include te reo Māori words for the materials,
arrangements were made to have discussions with these representatives and they generously shared
their kōrero in response to my request for advice on tikanga. They were contacted in advance to discuss
the project and told that the project connected with rock drawing materials and methods. Neither ochre
nor rock drawings are found in the area, but the visitors all expressed interest in the project. It was
explained that the reason for contacting them was to seek guidance in finding groups who would help
shift the emphasis of the workshop from a scientific Western approach to one that would respect te ao
Māori.
The residency also offered an opportunity to develop ideas for a future dialogic art workshop. In
particular, it would allow for the consideration of consent and its presentation in the most acceptable
way. The alternative to an A4 form, which was suggested to the visitors, was a hand-written, wallmounted, A1 poster-sized participation and consent form. The wording was discussed with the groups.
The consensus was for the informality and inclusiveness of these wall-mounted forms.
The contribution offered to participants was a combination of different experiences and objects. First, it
was the knowledge that was shared with them, and visitors who expressed interest in the materials
were also given ochre and other materials to take with them. The visitors commented favourably on the
studio and wanted to handle the materials and learn about them, which they were welcome to do. It
was also interesting to them to draw or paint on tiles or flax-paper and learn about the feel of the
kōkōwai. Not all the visitors asked to do this but there was great interest in the process. I kept in contact
with these participants, who wanted to know the outcome of the workshops at Rāwene. What their
discussions on giving a karakia (blessing) contributed to the project was that the right intention is as
important as giving the correct te reo Māori karakia. They said that if it came from the heart it was
equally acceptable to give a blessing in English.
The wall of tiles set into the doorway began to look impressive although there were still only circles of
colour from the experimental tiles; the few drawings that had been made were placed at the door
entrance high up away from the body of experimental tiles. The record of the pigment source on the
reverse of the tile was also interesting to look at and the idea for a wall built with tiles from a workshop
with participants began to take form. At this stage, however, it became clear that the groups had more
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interest in the materials than in the wall. This suggested that dialogic art would achieve its objectives
and be more likely to gain full participation if it included natural processes, such as making kōkōwai
(ochre paint), flax paintbrushes and painting on tiles from materials that could be locally sourced.
Moreover, sitting down and relaxing over this process might stimulate conversation.
Manning St., Rāwene
The Manning St. workshop (see p. vii, 1.d.) ran from 12 to 14 September 2014 at Rāwene, Hokianga
and set out to put into practice ideas formulated from the residency. There were three stages for this
dialogic art process. The first was to identify a community with whom to have an intercultural workshop
and arrange an introduction to that group by a person they respected, which had already occurred. The
second was to implement the methodology for discussion of koha (reciprocity), kōrero (discourse) and
ako (interchangeability of teacher and learner) so as to encourage an environment in which dialogue
could take place. Moreover, there was an expectation of koha: in this case, that an exchange would
take place for the materials and skills provided and the choice of koha was open to participant
interpretation. The third was to remove the event from the ‘everyday’ concept of a conventional
workshop in which participants would be taught skills for a fee or through a funded opportunity. The role
of the artist was emphasised through a gesture of performance to signal that the workshop was an art
event. The custom-made garment carrying the materials and worn by the artist was intended to suggest
that the art has layers of significance.
The core group of the Manning St. participants was introduced to the artist by Margaret Feeney at North
Tec, Tai Tokerau Wānanga. They were her art students, and Margaret Feeney welcomed the
combination of traditional practices with contemporary art. The core group was a cultural mix,
predominantly of women from different walks of life. There was already an existing community of artists
and friends in Rāwene to whom the group gave access and this assisted the workshop because they
had established mutual respect. We planned an introductory meeting to set up a round table discussion
about the workshop proposal.
Prior to the first meeting, the core group were shown the outcome of previous documentation at the first
art event: an audio-visual recording made during the event to demonstrate the preparation of the
materials. Having seen the video recording they were enthusiastic about hosting a workshop. The
planning stage at the North Tec studio took the form of a round table discussion.86 Some of the group
were working with traditional methods in contemporary ways and they were interested in learning more
about methods of oil and pigment preparation.

A similar technique is described as Open Space Technology (OST). This term is derived from American
businessman Harrison Owen, who described sitting in a circle with a bulletin board to organise a process that
he suggests is a very simple, self-organising system. Harrison Owen’s November 2013 TED talk:
<https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=APD7oQ3xrSA>. Last accessed 01 July 2017.
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Participants’ appreciation of the workshop method was influenced by their familiarity with a Māori
concept of wānanga (a place for deliberation and learning) and of hui (meeting), which meant that a
cultural norm was that consequential discussion should take place in groups. It was also their
knowledge of contemporary art that made them accept more readily that art is found not only in objects
but also in the relationship between people that is demonstrated by meaningful discussion. We
discussed how this aspect of art is called dialogic art, although they had learnt about it in terms of
relational aesthetics. The difference between the two forms is that the motivation for relational
aesthetics is to meet in person in a convivial social space whereas dialogic art anticipates that the
discussion will have depth and meaning and potentially lead to new ways of seeing or knowing that
arise through the open exchange of ideas. Their openness to new ideas found in contemporary art
made them willing to commit to the event and the video of the mātauranga Māori techniques had made
them enthusiastic.
Neither the intention of koha (setting up a reciprocal exchange having been addressed in the preliminary
discussion) nor ako (as a non-hierarchical device) were discussed because they are responses to an
event and therefore reflect subjective appreciation. The event was advertised as free admission. The
evaluation of the event was based on three criteria: kōrero, koha and ako, which would be qualitative
expressions of participant response. In this workshop, however, conversations were not reported
directly and not shared using the participants’ words. 87
The Manning St. event benefited from the development of art processes at previous events. The
Rāwene group identified the cultural and procedural areas for discussion, such as tikanga (we agreed
at the early planning stage that we would follow tikanga when collecting materials such as harakeke
(flax)), the process of ethics consent forms and what we would discuss in the workshop. The discourse88
that was suggested for the meeting was the theory of ‘hybridity’, as outlined by Young, i.e. that cultures
become homogenised. This interested the group and they agreed with the idea of discussion in
principle. The practical plans for the venue, the advertisement details, the collection of materials and
the date for the event were suggested by the group. They offered only one weekend for the workshop
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The participants offered me a short period, of one weekend only, for the workshop. I made this time frame
clear to all concerned at the start of the ethics approval process. The process involved a number of stages and
was very slow. Ethics approval was conditionally granted just in time for the workshop but the condition
concerned minor points about interviews that would have taken time to resolve. The workshop took place
without interviews. Because the workshop went ahead it was suggested that some disciplinary action be taken
against me for holding it. Leniency was granted in recognition of the delays and the effort I had taken to obtain
ethics approval well in advance of the event. Nonetheless, the outcome was that ‘data' (which in dialogic art
means verbal responses) could not be used. Therefore, participants’ comments at the time of the workshop
have not been included in this thesis. A year later, three participants sent me a video recording they had made
subsequently about the workshop (see Appendix 1, pp. 122−23), and its inclusion was permitted [by the
Research Ethics Processes Team Leader, Elizabeth Visser (email received 27 January 2016)].
88
We discussed the ideas that motivated the workshop and dialogic art process with an outline of the subject
topic, which is the underpinning discourse touched on by Robert Young’s definition of hybridity (Young
2003,79). This definition acknowledges the complex issues that have arisen from colonisation in the wake of
active decolonisation by indigenous peoples while also being overlaid with the homogenisation of cultures that
is associated with globalisation in our contemporary societies.
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that would fit with their course curriculum and holidays. One of the participants assumed the role of coproducer, which led to her taking on the project with passion as if it were her own. This was not a formal
arrangement she had taken on, but it was one for which I was grateful.
Site specificity
The Waitangi Treaty had been signed by Māori Chiefs across the road from the studio/garage where
the event took place on a site that was once a wānanga (place of learning).89 This set the direction of
kōrero about what had been lost and gained from colonisation by Māori in that area. It was anticipated
that there would also be different worldviews within the group because both Māori90 and Pākehā
settlement is relatively longstanding in Rāwene and each has its own rich history.
In this way, the site contained traces of history that provided site specificity for the dialogic art. The
participants’ subjectivity reflects their relationship with their environment and this in terms of site
specificity has an influence on the dialogic art experience. The reality of intercultural relations
experienced in participatory art, suggests Kwon, is that the differences between place and aspect and
people are what bring unexpected outcomes when difference is encountered (Kwon 2002, 166). The
significance of this site at Rāwene and the use of mātauranga Māori art methods (which are preEuropean) led to the expectation that the kōrero (discussions) at the event would reflect the ways in
which colonisation changed Māori society in that area and ways in which this is being addressed by
participants.
The Manning St. site offered easy access to naturally occurring materials used in the workshop and
outdoor space for the untidy preparation of them (grinding pigments, making soot and oil) close to the
studio. The studio offered an easy flow between itself, the house and garden. In the garden where the
kōrari (local name for flax) grew the background was the sparkling Hokianga harbour. Underpinning the
event, therefore, was that the studio site was in an attractive environment and that there was an inviting
and congenial working space.
The performative aspect of the artist’s role was wearing the garment containing the workshop materials
from the car to the studio. This small action signalled that the event was not only functional but also
symbolic. The materials that were brought to the workshop were carried or more correctly ‘worn’ in a
hand-sewn leather skirt and backpack; the 7kg grinding stone fitted snugly into the latter. When the
materials were unpacked, the leather skirt and backpack lay to one side but initiated stimulating
conversation. This had both a practical and conceptual motivation. The skirt design was similar to a
builder’s leather apron used to carry tools. The conceptual motivation was that the men or women who
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This Kura Wānanga was one of the sites Māori Chiefs signed the Waitangi Treaty, ten days after the initial
Waitangi Treaty was signed at Government House, Russell, Bay of Islands.
90
Hapū represented in the workshop were described by the co-producer as; Te Tao Maui, Ngāi Tupoto, Te
Hikutu, Ngāti Hau, Ngāti Kaharau and Te Mahurehure.
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made the drawings probably did so having found their way to the sites on foot and having carried at
least some of their materials.
The contribution that was gained from previous trial workshops, and that had been agreed previously
with the co-producers, was to engage with tikanga. This was followed in the method used to collect
kōrari for paintbrushes. The workshop began when the elder amongst the group gave her karakia
(blessing, prayer and acknowledgement) for the event that was about to unfold. The core group of
approximately eight people were greeted and given an explanation about the workshop intention. This
was that this research would be shared with them as would be the materials, but that there would be
areas in which individuals might have more expertise and they were encouraged to share this with the
group. The anticipation was that we would spend time creating together, and during this process that
the materials might initiate a discussion on pre-European rock drawing and art methods that contrasted
with the present postcolonial situation. Nonetheless, it was expected that the participants would take
the discussions in the direction they chose. The discussion itself was the value and point of the
workshop, its intangible central feature. The kōrero in this workshop was artist-initiated but participantdirected (and would be a process model for evaluation before the next workshop). While the discussion
was the intangible feature, tangible features such as making drawings supported the dialogic process.
Harakeke (flax) paper was supplied for participants to draw or paint on and to keep. The pāua (abalone)
shells were used to mix and contain kōkōwai and kūtai (mussel) shells were used for scraping the flax
and burning the kauri gum or resin to make soot (traditionally used as a pigment by Māori). A participant
from the local iwi shared her supply of ochre sourced locally with the group and some oil from a beached
whale. It was a generous act and she offered a wide array of colours. This also initiated an interesting
conversation about permission for ochre collection that opened the discussion on the artist’s
relationship with kaitiaki of ochre in the South Island and the participants’ curiosity about the rock
drawings, and the investigation of them by non-iwi. Kester writes about how dialogical art creates a
forum for challenging difficult issues because of the artist’s interface ‘with existing sites of political and
cultural resistance’ (Kester 2000, 69). Helguera describes the atmosphere that is conducive to good
dialogue: ‘The exchanges are mutual and both parties offer help and contribute new insights, while
challenging their interlocutors’ assumptions’ (Helguera 2011, 49). These challenges to assumptions
can emerge in different ways and stimulate discussion. The outcome of this discussion referred to above
is that we shared our different perspectives from our cultural positions. Hence, we could understand
how each saw the other. It was honest, helpful and not offensive and created a better understanding of
our respective cultural outlook..
As trust developed between us all as participants, it was seen both in the interesting kōrero and in the
continued arrival of participants through word of mouth. The value of kōrero to the workshop was that
it contributed to making this feel like a good event of dialogic art and participants wanted to continue
coming and to bring their older children, who they thought would also contribute and learn through the
experience. It was apparent they enjoyed the materials and the opportunity to experiment with them in
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every way they could. During experimentation with these materials there was a sharing of skills and
excitement over creativity. As a group of artists, they treated the workshop like an art project to which
they contributed ideas. The value of this method to the dialogic art was the creative work and drawing,
in particular, for the participants because it required concentration and time and this time period created
an opening for kōrero.
The short walk across the driveway to the house provided a transition zone from the creative space to
the food space. The table was empty at the start of the workshop and at lunchtime was set with dishes
by the participants, including the artist. The long kitchen table that accommodated us all comfortably
was spread with koha of food that participants had quietly dropped off on the way to the studio/garage.
The food is not mechanically purchased on the way to an event but is often homemade, which involves
forward planning. In a very short time with many hands working together, the table was set and lunch
began. It was not only convenient for everyone to eat on the premises, it also encouraged them to stay
at the workshop and it was sociable to relax and talk over a meal. The conversation was more convivial
(lightened in tone from the workshop conversations) and became more personal. At the end of lunch
when the plates were empty the dishes were washed. The table was cleared by the group and
conversations became fragmented by the activity.
The transition back to the workshop and walking outside in fresh air with a sea view, although for only
a matter of minutes, was a calming process. This same pattern was repeated over the three days, with
small variations such as when a couple of participants wanted to discuss another art project and waited
behind after lunch, or a visit to the site of the ancient wānanga over the road, which I was encouraged
to make after lunch on the second day. These distractions did not affect the momentum of the workshop,
which carried on with the participants at the table regardless of absentees, but reinvigorated us.
The secondary effect of manaakitanga was that those participants who had the tendency to assume
more dominant roles had the opportunity over lunch to demonstrate this aspect. This could also be
encouraged by carefully directing those whose overpowering determination presented a potentially
exclusive conversation or action to keep this for lunchtime. This was especially necessary when one
participant moved the conversation beyond the apparent concerns of any other participants then
engaged in discussions. It was, however, of great interest over a meal, when we could all give her our
full attention. What she taught us contributed to a sense of solidarity amongst those of us present but it
was another art form of its own (sound healing). This type of disruption can threaten to destabilise the
delicate balance of open, meaningful utterances and the responsive listening that is helpful in keeping
dialogic art constructively open. The input of participants produces a more meaningful encounter
because it leads to unexpected outcomes. This is the view of Helguera who states that it is a result of
participants putting their ‘expertise and interests to use’ ( Helguera 2011, 56).
Ako supports a flattened hierarchy that encourages exchange because of the interchangeability of the
roles of learner and teacher. The relationship between those who were clearly defined carriers of
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knowledge and those who sat quietly listening and learning was interchangeable so this balance shifted
throughout the day and over the three days between the members of the group. The age range among
them also provided the life experience and range of skills for an exchange of ideas. Information sharing
and ako wove its way through the workshop (even when new participants arrived who swelled the group
for part of the day). They all joined in and seemed to understand what the motivation for the workshop
was. The environment of creativity was clearly identifiable and accommodated newcomers, who joined
in with the quiet discussions.
Participants in the group knew each other but were not all close friends. A flexible approach was
adopted to the workshop hours, which had been advertised in advance with mention that participants
could arrive and leave at any time. This led participants to stay or return out of choice and, in most
cases, they stayed all day. When the participants arrived, as they did throughout the duration, they were
welcomed as they entered the studio/garage and its informality played a significant role in helping
participants feel connected to the group. They were integrated into the group and we shared the ideas
and processes informally. Six new participants arrived on the second day and two more the day after
but the sense of community continued.
Following the daily events of the workshop notes, were made and a record kept of participants’
responses to the event and discussions. The sentiendum in the workshop was that there was warmth
shown between participants, and respect for the knowledge that each of us shared. The contributing
factors were an eagerness to experiment and excitement over the drawings that were made. The
personal conversations over lunch helped us understand some of the struggles other participants were
going through in their lives, and rather than dwell on these, those participants engaged fully in artmaking and sought enjoyment from that involvement. A sign of their commitment was evident when
some of the original participants returned to the workshop, after most of the group had left, and
continued the workshop on their own. The same spirit of spontaneity and adventurous experimentation
continued throughout the next day with the arrival of more participants. The workshop had taken on a
life of its own. There was a strong connection between the group was shown in openness and trust
between participants. The good sentiendum had accumulated from many situations, in which
enthusiasm was shown for the processes and discussions, and was sustained over the two days.
Evaluation
The key elements that led to the invigorated feeling in the workshop were, first, the cohesiveness of the
Rāwene group. The group were multicultural and harmonious and any difference in cultural views did
not appear to cause offence. Kester describes discourse that is open to a confrontation, with different
perceptions being exchanged and challenged but not necessarily unified. Certainly, participants did not
always agree with one another but this was not apparently taken personally.
The second reason was that we had met to discuss and plan the workshop at a preliminary meeting
which gave potential participants an opportunity to ask questions about the art expectations and
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contribute their own expectations. Helguera makes several good points. First, a ‘brainstorming’ session
is intended to identify the issues that affect the group. Next, an ‘overly predetermined plan’ by the
initiating artist reduces participants’ initiative and their input (Helguera 2011, 56). The dialogic art event
began with meeting people to identify working methods, and listening to their suggestions, before fully
developing the art process; the dialogue that could emerge during a creative activity was the aim. The
initiation of a subject to discuss (hybridity) was possibly unnecessary because the significance of the
materials and the garment as foci to initiate discussion were sufficient. The combined personality of the
group was independent and the artist’s intention would have been ignored if it had not been of interest
to the group.
In Manning St., with the predominantly Māori community, it was unspoken that food, not money, was
given as koha. In this community, koha was second nature and needed no prompting. The experience
of koha was influenced by the nature of the event being hosted and also by its having co-producers,
which suggested it was as much koha for my workshop as respect for the host. The emergence of
manaakitanga was shown in the generosity of spirit that led to a creative atmosphere conducive to open
discussion. The spontaneity of the gestures of others had the good effect of relationship building. The
participants evidently wanted to offer koha to acknowledge that they were receiving something that was
extended to them by the artist but also by the host and co-producer. The flexibility over koha led to a
contributing factor of the positive sentiendum because the responsibility for hospitality was taken over
by the participants and reflected in their generous response to the workshop.
Conclusion
The language used to describe the sentiendum is overladen with subjective adjectives so an event
cannot be described in academic language. The alternative is to look at what the event achieved for
the participants beyond their words, gestures and written responses. The analysis of the relationships
is based on the discussions that took place during the workshop and the degree of openness and
enthusiasm. The experience of ako and open discussion with meaningful utterances produced during
kōrero created the feeling that ‘art’ was being produced through the collaboration with participants.
It was the combined elements of kōrero, koha and ako, acted upon by participants, that produced the
‘art’ in the workshop. It cannot be seen, but nevertheless the experience is real and perceptible. The
experience was cumulative, so that over the duration of the workshop the exchange of discussion,
knowledge, skills and trust developed a sense of shared space. The core group of participants sustained
the intensity of the inspiration and enthusiasm for experimentation so that participants who came and
went also joined the central hub of the creative experience without diluting it. The effect of the flow of
participants from outside was that they contributed to the exchange into which they were drawn. Ako
was manifested because no one at all (artist, co-producers or participants) dominated the discussion
but all felt able to express themselves. The generosity of koha from those present made apparent that
they gave and received in the right spirit. Together these elements were expressed as a sentiendum
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that was commented on as being good or a wairua that could flow and in dialogic events this is where
the ‘art’ resides.
The assessment of the Manning St. workshop is based on a subjective and intangible feeling, that when
driving home each evening all the strands of the day had woven together to make the event do more
than the advertisement said it would. All parts of it meshed. Small conversations had emerged from
different corners that had led into interesting dialogue, and in some cases history lessons. Participants
who enjoyed the materials laid on the table had added to them from their own locally sourced, private
collections. This workshop was evaluated using the intangible markers and sentiendum (that which is
sensed) that felt positive. The enthusiastic participation of the group in koha, kōrero, ako and
manaakitanga gave this workshop many tangible markers that demonstrated productive exchange.
Feedback from participants is a useful element in evaluating the dialogic art experience and this
emerged spontaneously (see appendix 1., pp. 122−23).
Manning St. had shown that dialogic art does produce dialogue alongside creativity given the right
environment and instinctive connection between artist and participants and this was where the ‘art’ is
located. The two key differences shown in the following workshop are, first, that the outcome was an
artwork and not ‘art’, The second point was that the workshop reflected the precariousness of an event
owing to the planning of the it, and the arrangement of the workspace.
Nimmo St. East, Rāwene
The event at North Tec (see p. vii, 1.e.) took place seven months after the Manning St. workshop from
17 to 19 April 2015. There were four aims for the event. The first was to have a dialogic art workshop
building on previous experience, with the materials and processes that had been developed. The
second was to construct a wall into which the participants would place their tiles directly, on site. The
wall would also house the test tiles made at the residency. The third aim was for the tiles to be exposed
to weathering to test the stability of natural pigments and to measure the deterioration of the tiles
annually. The final aim was for the wall to become a discursive site (during the annual visits to record
the weathering) for project-related discussions.
Contact was made with a co-producer from the Manning St. workshop, Dawn Harris, and she agreed
with the intention of building a wall for the limestone tiles as a focus for another workshop. She
suggested it be built at the North Tec Tai Tokerau site, Nimmo St. East because it was community land
and the structure would demonstrate that the community used the land for art purposes. The
acceptance of the wall proposal gave the impetus to continue with the detailed planning of the structure,
so the structural materials were ordered and, with North Tec’s agreement, the arrangements for the
delivery of materials for the wall went ahead. The suggestion of North Tec as a workshop venue
contributed to the second problematic area for the event planning.91 I was not made aware that North
91

There were community concerns about North Tec’s closure and Dawn Harris was keen that an evidence of
community art work should be visible to show that the community-owned land was in use.
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Tec had not agreed to the use of the studio as a community space until the day before the event,
because they had not indicated this during our correspondence about the workshop materials. For this
reason, the pre-workshop advertising, although it was emailed in advance, was not released until I
arrived. The consequence was that participation in the workshop was limited by lack of prior notice.
Aranne Donald, employed by North Tec, arrived to help prepare the space. She became a co-producer
of the event with Dawn Harris. The studio for the workshop was close to a pizza oven and permission
was given to use the oven for preparing the pigments (by making charcoal and baking ochre), and it
was also the site where we chose to build the wall and for which permission was also given. The outdoor
site, with access to a fire, enabled participants to prepare materials and to understand their
transformation from wood to charcoal or yellow to red ochre. On the first day we constructed the side
supports and cross-struts for the framework of the wall and added all the tiles made during the
residency. The wall was a few metres away from the studio and outdoor work-table, which was under
cover.
Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds had contacted me to advise that Rangimarie, her brother, had died on the
first morning of the workshop. To commemorate his contribution to this project and with permission of
his family, the wall was named in his memory. On the first day of the workshop the only participants to
arrive were Aranne Donald and Dawn Harris. Dawn agreed to the name, Rangimarie’s Wall and this
was later endorsed by the student advisor, North Tec’s Jenny McDougall.92
Kōrero, koha, ako
The second day a small group of participants, aged from mid-teens to late middle age, arrived and sat
around the workshop table making tiles and painting them with kōkōwai. The creative act of drawing in
a group was sociable and dialogue emerged during the workshop as a parallel activity to the production
of drawings. The previous day, one participant had attended the Waitangi tribunal, which had met 12
kilometres away and was the hearing for a Waitaha claim,93 and she raised this topic for discussion.
The participant shared the views she had formulated during the hearing and the group contributed to
the discussion. She noted and was surprised that Waitaha were claiming not the land but recognition.
On the final day, local children arrived and after some time spent painting they went to find their parents
and bring them back to the event. The day was, however, determined by the need to complete the wall
and when the co-producers, with some past participants from Manning St., arrived and joined in, our
efforts went towards making tiles to place in the wall, and this activity overtook the dialogic intention of
the workshop. The incomplete wall challenged us, as participants, to set the goal of painting tiles to fill
the empty rows and finish its construction. According to the terms of Arendt, the project had moved
from ‘work’ to ‘labour’ ((see p. 35) Arendt 1958, 143). This changed the balance from an activity with no
pressing goal, which is the luxury of leisure time, to a focus on an outcome. When this happened the
92
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Email confirmation for the wording of a sign that North Tec wished to install, received 17 May 2015.
17 April 2015, Waitangi Tribunal, Tuhirangi marae, Waima Northland.
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motivation for dialogue was overtaken. It had thrived when the hands were entertained with the actions
of experimentation and the mind was free to roam and construct thoughts according to its own rhythm
but not pressed into labour. So too had the intangible ‘art’ been replaced by the tangible artwork.
Evaluation
Rangimarie’s Wall as an object looks like an artwork and it belongs to the community of participants.
The wall holds the limestone tile drawings that represent to participants the conversations that took
place, their motifs and their meaning . This is the symbolic meaning of the drawings. The drawings have
captured an experience and this is re-lived by its makers, from the community, when they visit. An
observation from this might be that rock drawings function in the same way, so that the drawing
represents a memory that is triggered when it is revisited by those who made it but its meaning is not
revealed by the image that is represented on the surface.94 Rangimarie’s Wall, therefore, contains the
art, which is the conversations, connections or experience of working together but this art is hidden
within the wall and locked within the drawings. It can be enjoyed as a visual experience on one level,
but it can also release memories for those involved in the process of its making at another and deeper
level.
This workshop showed that the dialogic ‘art’ in the workshop experience is cumulative. Although the
value of the discussions, the meaningful utterances and exchange of these, was good, this was not
sustained. The collection of moments that together created the feeling of a good sentiendum were too
few. Connection between participants needs to become perceptible, which means there need to be
enough of the valuable moments to create a sensation that is felt long enough to be ‘held’. Helguera
writes that at the centre of socially engaged art is ‘the idea that an intangible social interaction between
a group of people can constitute the core of an artwork’ (Helguera 2011, 73). This was the experience
at Manning St., but it was not achieved at Nimmo St. East. We did not make ‘art’ in the dialogic sense.
During the event, participants evaluated the event themselves. Their evaluation was shown in their
response at the time and then subsequently they decided whether it was positive or not and whether
they would continue to have further engagement with the artist. The evaluation of social practice is
raised by Bishop (2012), Kester (2013) and Helguera (2011) and they state that the artist’s view is
inevitably subjective. I agree with the view that an artist has subjective feelings about the participatory
event, but it might not follow that this makes the artist a bad judge. The evaluation is about sensibility;
a feeling about a work is described in ways that seem intangible and include memories and experiences.
A notable feature of this workshop was its precariousness.
There are two contributing reasons. First a workshop had been in the planning stage since March 2014
in Te Waipounamu with the intention of building a wall for the participants’ tiles. The proposal was to
have been part of the Waitaki Arts Festival in 2015 under the direction of Director of the Forrester
The illustrations on p. ix, 3.a. are copies of some tiles, with the meaning of the drawing, described by the
person who drew them.
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Gallery and North Otago Museum, Jane Macknight, who was new in the role and ‘still building iwi
relations at the time’. 95 In January 2015 I was told that the workshop would not be included in the event
because the criteria for entry had changed.96
The workshop experience at Nimmo St. East was affected by the problematic circumstances that
surrounded it, so that limited notice of the event led to fewer participants, but its value was not adversely
affected. The discussions amongst the few participants who came on the second day were meaningful
and ako was evident in the horizontal exchange of information despite age differences. Nonetheless,
the separation between the site of the wall (where the drawings on limestone were inserted) and the
workshop table (where the drawing took place) fragmented the experience because conversations were
broken off when participants moved between the two places.
The factors that resulted from the lack of early advertising affected the workshop in two ways. First, it
was an event that people ‘came across’ and stayed for a while on their way to something else. For
them, joining was a spontaneous decision. Second, the key element of koha was not evident nor made
clear to participants. The outcome was that manaakitanga was affected by this, because there was no
segregated area for manaakitanga already set up to signal that expectation and whet the appetite.
Although I had custom-made bags for refreshments, their portability resulted in their invisibility. The
carefully fitted and compact bags concealed the refreshments they held and suggestions of tea or coffee
were always refused. The participants expected to go elsewhere to eat and drink and this fragmented
the experience further as the day was broken up into parcels of morning and afternoon periods, with
participants coming to part of one or other.
It is significant that although this workshop was the most precarious of the events in the project,
nonetheless it continued as a discursive site after the event. Its precariousness also contributed to the
limited number of participants. Helguera quotes Harrison Owen: ‘Whoever shows up is the right person’
(Helguera 2011, 73). This final point is also one on which Hirschhorn comments when he describes the
precariousness of participatory art (discussed in Dezeuze 2014, 35), which is contributed to by never
knowing if there will be participants. The participants on the first and third days focused on building the
wall, which was the overriding demand. but those who attended the workshop became involved in the
process immediately and took enjoyment from the artwork that was created. The effect of this was to
encourage further engagement with the work after the workshop finished.
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The North Otago Museum in Oamaru holds the Willetts Collection, which has more than 9000 stone
artefacts and is related to early Waitaha settlement. There are complex negotiations in place because of Ngāi
Tahu settlement after this time and their status of whānui, which related to the artefacts. Jane McKnight
referred to her role and her wish to avoid issues related to ‘cultural capital’ without their support. Her concern
was that the proposed wall would initiate a cultural discussion on the rock drawings, possibly regarding their
provenance. (Email confirmation on 25 October 2018).
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80

There are two outcomes of the wall that are intertwined. First is the intangible outcome of the dialogic
art workshops: memories of experiences and discussions that can also be embedded in the drawings
themselves and can be triggered later when the participant returns to them. It became a discursive site
because of the annual visits to photograph the weathering and document the changes to the tiles. The
wall then became a focus of discussion with past participants, and I was told of the interest it had
attracted from North Tec students. Second, the wall has an emerging status that relates to its function
in recording weathering. As the wall weathers, findings about the decay of ochre and oil combinations
are produced, to share with kaitiaki of ochre, that contribute to whanaungatanga.

Re-presentation of the event for a further audience does not convey the intangible feelings experienced
by participants from discursive activities and the workshop discussions. Moreover, it is for the
participants to re-present their participation in the way they choose. Therefore the pānui (in the form of
a booklet which is attached to the back cover of this thesis), documenting each event described in
Chapters One and Two, was given only to these participants to remind them of their events and the
contribution their participation had made to the project overall.

Kōrero ano
There were three reasons for the return visit to Rangimarie’s Wall. First, was to return outcomes from
research (from workshops and elsewhere) to participants, because it is an expectation of kaupapa
Māori research to share findings and find ways of benefiting the community to which the research
relates to. Smith writes, ‘researchers have to share their ‘control’ of research and seek to maximise the
participation and the interest of Maori’ (L. Smith 2012, 191). This outlook aims to empower Māori
communities through consultation with them to hear what research would add to their existing
knowledge. Māori educationalist Graham Smith is an advocate of using kaupapa Māori principles to
recover and develop Māori culture (G. Smith 1997, 453) to prevent the suppression of Māori culture
through its ‘assimilation’ into a dominant Pākehā Western cultural outlook. The second reason was an
understanding of ethical research that the outcomes of research are not mine to give or keep but to
share with those to whom it belongs and may benefit. The third reason was to continue the photographic
documentation of ochre and oil decay on the limestone wall.
On 17June 2017 the two co-producers and a small group from both workshops (Manning St. and Nimmo
St. East) met at the wall to learn the findings from the research. This was accommodated, for
convenience, in the pānui (see p. viii) made of the project timeline. They appreciated the artist talk with
the aid of the concertina timeline and the pānui (attached to the back cover) handed out to them. Not
all the participants could be there: many had moved away and others had not left contact details but
were later contacted. A pile of pānui were left with one of the participants to hand out over the next few
months when she would be meeting with previous local participants. Those present were very interested
to see the project as a whole and where they fitted into the series of events. Thinking of the whole
project initiated a conversation on my experimentation with the ochre on tiles whereas previously it had
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centred on their drawings and their workshop. They were interested in knowing more about the
relationship between the pigments, binders and rock drawings and how the changes in the experimental
tiles are revealing differences as they weather.
Now three years old, the wall has withstood stormy and very wet years but the experimental tiles have
held their colour. Not all the participants’ drawings have weathered well, however, probably because
the pigments were put on in a painterly way and more diluted with oil than the experimental tiles.
There was a plan now under way for flax papermaking. We had discussed this idea during the first
workshop because I had supplied flax-paper made by artists and papermakers Marty and Marilyn Vreed
and the texture of the paper had inspired the group. Following the workshops, disused land near the
studio in Manning St., which had previously been laid waste by a fire, was now replanted with flax at
the instigation of the group who were inspired by the workshop. They saw a future in making flax-paper.
The idea of some of the participants in the workshops had been to start their own new project to bring
life to the area. They will be using dyes such as ochre on the flax and using it for weaving and
papermaking. Over the time of the project a network of people with interests in ochre and/or flax had
grown and this could be shared. This, I sensed, was the best outcome of the project: that creativity
continued in a local direction. As with many good ideas, there was a synchronisation of opportunities
with the ideas to produce results that matched needs. The art process is diversifying in response to the
needs of the participants to become an autonomous project with distinctive aims and objectives for a
new group and linked with the ochre workshops.
The return of research findings, to participants or communities whom it concerned, was a key
consideration and described in the following chapter. During this stage, some communities
demonstrated that the research into ochre was not of value to them. Other groups worked with the artist
to explore the value of dialogic art and remained open to the spirit of its exchange. Whanaungatanga
is the thread that weaves through the art process and is an essential part to the development of dialogic
art in this project. It led to the continuation of meetings at Rangimarie’s Wall as a discursive site. It was
also evident in the final workshops with Waitaha in Glenavy and Arowhenua, Temuka (see pp. 90−3
and 95−109). In Chapter Three, the final workshop at Arowhenua builds on the experience at Rāwene
and brings together the factors found, during the project, to have contributed most to the presentation
of an intercultural dialogic event, even though the initiating artist is an outsider to that community.
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CHAPTER THREE
RETURNING

Rehua

Waihao

Waitaha

Moeraki

Puketeraki

Arowhenua

4 October 2018

8 October 2018

9 October 2018

10 October 2018

11 October 2018

27-28 October 2018

The chapter explains why and how the findings from this research project were returned to the
participants and makes an evaluation of the return process. Included are participants’ responses, using
their own words where permission for this was given. The first-person pronoun is used to describe this
personal interaction. The chapter concludes with the presentation and evaluation of a workshop. The
ethical and transparent processes in the setting up of a dialogic art event are described and the Ngāi
Tahu representative, and co-producer, conveyed that the workshop is an outcome of whanaungatanga.
The role of the artist was to facilitate the events: to contribute but not to direct.
The findings are summarised in the pānui (see p. 81) handed to past participants across Aotearoa. It is
a booklet with a timeline of illustrated and annotated accounts of meetings and workshops with past
participants. The ‘Wayfarer’s Journey’ described the project to participants (attached to the back cover
of this thesis). The Wayfare’s Journey was the cloth used for written comments and to hold the ochre
palettes, that developed from its earlier use in the art process (see pp. 42 and 44−5). The Wayfarer’s
Journey is an illustrated and annotated account of the project divided into sections that show the
meaning, methodology, scholarship and area of originality of the project that is described by the nonlinear progress using the sewn, curved line of a red thread.
The findings contained in the pānui were returned to past participants across North and South Islands
over the months of September and October 2018. To achieve this, I travelled from Rāwene, Te Ika-aMāui to Puketeraki, Te Waipounamu, usually meeting people over a light refreshment either in their
home or at places nearby. I was delighted to find that most past participants were pleased to be updated
and given a reminder of what had taken place. Some of the participants were visibly moved by the
gesture of presentation of the pānui that acknowledged their involvement in the project and thanked me
for my koha. Some of these participants called the booklet ‘precious’.
In Te Ika-a-Māui (the North Island) there was curiosity about the different outcomes from Rangimarie’s
Wall, such as details of the parts of the plants mentioned gathered and how to prepare oils. It was
evident that it was meaningful to participants to keep them abreast of their contribution to the whole
project. The return of the pānui was accepted in the spirit it was intended, which was a meaningful
gesture to thank in person as many participants as possible for their contribution.
In Te Waipounamu (the South Island), the finding of relevance to Ngāi Tahu Rūnanga, described in
Chapter One, was the scientific analysis of ochre, which had already been presented in person. I
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intended to learn whether the data, or the carved stone palettes that were used to match the ochre hue
and location, had been useful. Two years had passed since then, and this interval allowed time for an
evaluation of any benefit of this information by the communities. The intention of those first meetings
two years before was also to encourage whanaungatanga because this open-ended approach fostered
the possibility of a further workshop that might involve the participation of Ngāi Tahu Rūnanga in a
dialogic art event. This outcome might then demonstrate the benefits of this form of dialogic art in
developing trust and mutual benefit.
The events that are described below took place to present the pānui and return findings.97 I
endeavoured to make these meetings transparent by explaining in advance to ngā Rūnanga that their
responses would be included in my thesis and that I had obtained ethics approval for this. They began
with meetings with participants from Wairewa marae, at Rehua marae and ended at Arowhenua marae.
There were five devices used to provide a context for the findings. They were the pānui, albums,
journals, the Wayfarer’s Journey, and examples of the materials used for rock drawing in the project.98
All or some of these were used during the meetings, depending upon the space available.
The benefit of the pānui was that it reflected the art workshops that had taken place in the North Island,
as well as the building of Rangimarie’s Wall. It also included information about both the permission
seeking and return of scientific data analysis to the South Island. It was used to inform past participants
about how the ochre was used in the art events and to introduce the findings from the deterioration of
the experimental tiles on the wall. The events were connected on a timeline. The outcome was that the
people who contributed to the art could understand the whole project and the knowledge gained from
research was for the participants. A smaller, folded version of the pānui printed as a continuous freeze
was given to the co-producers and is referred to below as the concertina (attached to the back cover).
The albums contained photographs from four years of annual observation of Rangimarie’s Wall. They
were compiled so that each page represented separate sections that could be compared across the
time period reviewed. The benefit of these albums was that the findings were immediately visible to
participants. The two journals (p. ix, b and c) catalogued the journey undertaken in pursuit of the
collection and understanding of both ochre and black pigments. The journals show the points of
collection and methods used to extract the pigments.
The Wayfarer’s Journey is used to describe the project for the past participants. As discussed in the
introduction, wayfaring is a process with an open endpoint. It follows and responds to demands and
opportunities as they arise but could not be foreseen. At the start of the journey there is a photograph
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The meetings with ngā Rūnanga had been postponed so as to comply with university regulations while the
thesis was being examined, prior to the oral exam, and have been included as revisions.
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The journals and albums are shown on pp. ix, 3.b. and c.( journals containing research on ochre and black
pigments) and pp. x, 4.b, and c. (which show the front and back of the wall recorded annually from 2014−18).
The wayfarer’s Journey and the pānui, with a concertina booklet, are inserted into the endpaper and cover of
this thesis.
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of kaumātua Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds and her brother Rangimarie Te Maiharoa because they had
supported the research from the start and were often referred to for advice. The stitched red thread
leads the eye to a cul-de-sac that describes the need for the support of Ngāi Tahu with research on
rock drawings. This marks the investigation into the birdman taonga, and the change of the central
focus of research to ochre to acknowledge Ngāi Tahu’s Mana Whenua (power associated with the
possession of lands) (Barlow 2005, 61).
The centre of the Wayfarer’s Journey demonstrates the various methodologies that were employed for
research purposes, including anthropological investigation of rock drawing sites and a search for a
conceptual link between sites containing the birdman as investigated by Schoon and Fomison in their
respective archive of drawings. It also documents an exchange of information about materials through
experimentation and with the people who contributed to this process. The Wayfarer’s Journey includes
working methods by artists whose practices relate to my own. Around this area are annotations about
ochre from Ngāi Tahu participants in 2016, who wrote on the cloth some of their responses to the
findings presented to them (see pp. 45 and 48). Dispersed around the Wayfarer’s Journey are relevant
quotes from artists and writers on participation and the nature of the gift, that inspired me.
The stitched line continues and encircles the wall of drawings at Rāwene and the photographs of the
Rāwene group receiving their pānui. This acknowledges the first group whose collaboration produced
the first dialogic art event that had demonstrated ‘art’ in this project. The journey continues and encircles
the ochre palettes that were presented to Ngāi Tahu Rūnanga in 2016 with research findings from the
ochre investigation. The stitched red line continues beyond the end of the page to symbolise that the
project and its art processes remain open. The return visit this chapter describes, to give pānui to past
participants and an offer of a workshop to ngā Rūnanga, are two of those processes.
There follows a description of the four meetings and two workshops that includes participants’
responses. Each description is followed by an evaluation of the event. Before the meetings, requests
were sent to the participating community representatives for an appointment to visit the Rūnanga office
to offer them pānui, and to ask whether or not the project was of benefit to kaitiaki of the ochre. It was
explained that my intention was to understand the viewpoint of participants on this project and ask them
if their documentation of the meetings might be included in my thesis. Following the meetings that an
account of it would be sent back to the relevant representative, for approval. I also offered a workshop
as koha that might be of benefit to members. I asked for guidance on tikanga, so that all aspects of the
workshop process would be mindful of their kaupapa. In addition, following the workshop, I would ask
participants if the workshop was of benefit to them, what it was like to be a participant and in which way
they might want to re-present the event to another audience. This, I explained, would be beneficial to
my research and might be useful to other artist researchers that followed. The descriptions that follow
include details to give a fuller picture to recreate the ambience for the reader.
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Meetings and events
Rehua99
The meeting at the Wairewa Rūnanga office took place at Rehua marae in Christchurch, 55km from
the Wairewa marae on Banks Peninsula, from 4 to 5 pm on 4 October 2018. I met with Mihi Sinclair,
Wairewa office manager and Benita Wakefield, a weaver and an academic. The reason for the meeting
was both to hand over pānui for those present and for those past participants unable to attend this
meeting, and a second set of scientific analysis data for the office records from the presentation of
findings in 2016 at Wairewa marae to ensure that they had a set of data for their central marae. Although
this was the first meeting with Mihi Sinclair I felt a sense of responsibility towards her because she was
instrumental in obtaining the written approval for ochre collection and analysis required by Rachel
Popelka-Filcoff for the collaborative scientific project. Previous discussions had taken place with Iaean
Cranwell but there was no formal confirmation and the result of Mihi Sinclair’s intervention was that
Wairewa was the first group to agree formally to support the collaborative ochre analysis. It is likely that
their agreement encouraged other Ngāi Tahu Rūnanga to support the project and in 2016 the first group
at Wairewa marae was therefore revisited to present findings.
Mihi Sinclair took us to the large meeting room where she introduced me to weaver Benita Wakefield,
and I began my mihi in te reo Māori. It was followed by an explanation in English of the reason for
visiting, which was to return with pānui to give past participants. I explained that I also sought their
response to the project, to learn if the project had offered any benefit to their Rūnanga, and to ask for
suggestions on the representation of this project to another audience.
I explained the progress of the project to Mihi Sinclair using the Wayfarer’s Journey, which I unfolded
on the table. We also discussed the changes to the ochre drawings on Rangimarie’s Wall, which the
photographic recording in annual albums illustrates and which enables a comparative analysis of the
changes from year to year. Whilst this was happening, Benita Wakefield was carefully reading the
accompanying journals and the concertina booklet. She observed that threads sewn into the journal
and Wayfarer’s Journey were used to connect ideas and illustrate that the path taken was a process.
We discussed the thesis title and they asked me to explain my understanding of koha. I replied that it
is giving back, such as giving the analysis data to Wairewa Rūnanga, or sharing knowledge. They
responded that what I had done was return knowledge that belonged to them and which they viewed
as mātauranga Māori (traditional knowledge) but I was demonstrating koha through my explanation on
ochre. They suggested that I had also demonstrated koha by providing contact details to them earlier
when Benita Wakefield wanted to learn about the pigments to see if they could also be used in the
weaving process. I am not a weaver but I had explained it as well as I was able and I had also suggested
an introduction from me to other weavers using ochre. They described this as ‘koha,’ because the

99

Approval for the text was received from Benita Wakefield on 13 January 2018.

86

intention behind my offer is the spirit of giving. They commented that ochre is simply a tool for sharing
the practices of mātauranga to encourage Māori participation. My koha, on the other hand, is wanting
to share it enthusiastically with others by reaching out and making contact. They further explained that
tino rangatiratanga (self-determination) gives them the right to react as they wish to this contact. She
said that the presence of koha is very clear in my work and the reaction of others to the work
demonstrates this. She commented that it was inspiring to those I am in contact with to engage with me
in the art process. My experience was that it is the action of koha that invokes whanaungatanga.

We discussed the past workshops photographed in the pānui. They were interested in the materials I
used. I suggested to Mihi Sinclair that a criticism of the project could be that I had not first asked Ngāi
Tahu Rūnanga for a topic that they would have liked me to research. She replied they would not have
thought of ochre because they know nothing about it. Benita Wakefield asked what was behind my
process and the reason for my interest. I explained the shift of research topic from the rock drawing
motif to ochre and that I wanted to approach ochre from both sides, that is from the view of the Pākehā
world and that of te ao Māori without one cultural view taking precedence over the other. Benita
Wakefield commented that the people who had been present for a workshop were very fortunate. During
a recent phone call, and again during the meeting, I had offered a workshop for a future occasion with
their Rūnanga members but they had declined, saying that there were no members living near to invite
to a workshop at the marae, which is understandable when the Wairewa takiwā is so far away (see p.
44). At this stage, with our meeting drawing to a close, I unrolled a consent form and laid out the PIS.
This was to gain permission to include their comments in the thesis. I asked if they would write a short
review that I could include in my thesis. They agreed. Mihi Sinclair wrote that the meeting was: ‘So
engaging, informative, passionate, so much energy. Thank you so much for bringing back my interest
and passion for pigmentation’. Benita Wakefield preferred to draw her review (see below) and wrote:
‘connections, the journey of sharing, gifting and transmitting and traversing the two worlds.’

I had brought materials with me just in case they showed interest in them (which they did) and so, while
they wrote their assessments, I went to the car to collect and put on the workshop skirt and the backpack
that contained limestone tiles, shark oil, ochre and pāua shells for painting palettes. I left the materials
at the marae and they put them on the side to show others. They were both interested in them for
different reasons, one being a painter and the other a weaver. I left Mihi Sinclair a package of limestone
tiles, pāua palette, ochre and oils because she lamented that she had stopped painting. She later wrote
to thank me for the koha and looked forward to using them. As a follow-up from the meeting I put Benita
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Wakefield in contact with other weavers in Rāwene and invited her to the workshop for weavers later
in the month at Arowhenua marae (with their permission), but she did not attend.
I was very nervous because I felt the relationship with Wairewa members was uncertain because I had
confused the venue of the 2016 meeting through not understanding that the Rūnanga office is
separated from its marae, with a 45 minute journey by car, which is unusual (see p. 44). Therefore I
was grateful they agreed to have a meeting. I arrived for the scheduled appointment but there was no
one in the office and I was told that the office manager was not in that day. I knew Mihi Sinclair had
been unwell and I had offered to postpone the meeting but was assured that there was no need. The
following day Mihi Sinclair’s email arrived apologising for forgetting the appointment and asking me to
meet that day. The meeting was relaxed and friendly, possibly contributed to by this false start. Benita
Wakefield had not been waiting for me the previous day, which suggested to me that she was asked at
the last minute and that Mihi Sinclair was expecting only a hand-over of papers. The combination of
them both was helpful because whilst Mihi Sinclair listened keenly and asked questions, Benita
Wakefield made observations about the work practice. It felt as if they were both supportive because of
their openness. Their questions were probing and insightful. I answered them honestly, although I knew
my answers might fall short of being what they wanted, but they both gave helpful responses. When it
was suggested that they write their responses down they were reluctant to and asked why I had not
recorded the meeting, saying that the other groups would also happily have given their responses in
this way. My hesitation was that audio recording is intrusive and can have the effect of making people
more self-conscious. Therefore, I chose to document the meeting from memory, which is my usual
practice, and check this account with participants soon afterwards.
The outcome of this meeting was that we both benefited from exchanging information. The discussion
at the meeting was unconstrained, constructive and open-ended. The interchange of teacher and
learner roles reflected the ako in the meeting. Their view of koha contributed to my understanding of it
as the spirit of sharing. My demonstration of koha for them was in the encouragement of their
engagement with the materials and offering further contacts who would offer opportunities to extend
their knowledge.
Waihao 100
The meeting with Waihao marae chairman Graeme Lane took place on 8 October 2018. The
correspondence about the pānui and return of findings to Te Rūnanga o Waihao representative Jo
McLean began in September 2016. The email was sent to remind her that I had promised in 2013 to
present the project to the executive committee on its completion and that time had come. In our original
meeting I explained that the project intention was to research the process of investigating rock drawings,
and I requested guidance on tikanga for this research. Their response was to suggest that the guidance
on tikanga should come from their kaumatua Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds, and kaumatua Hinerangi
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Ferrall-Heath from Kati Huirapa Rūnaka ki Puketeraki should offer guidance from her experience of
research in the field of te ao Māori from within a university. I explained that findings had been given
back, to Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds at the Waitaha annual general meeting and Kati Huirapa Rūnaka ki
Puketeraki representatives at meetings in 2016, and that they had given me guidance.
The reason for the visit to Te Rūnanga o Waihao in July 2017 was to offer a short presentation and to
return findings from research as the project was nearing completion, and to thank the Rūnanga for their
support by showing them their contribution to the project and to seek a response on the benefit the
project might have offered them, if any. The newly appointed marae manager, Ron Donaldson, had
confirmed in September 2016 the details of the visit planned for the following year. On 16 April 2017
the preparations were confirmed for mid-year for either a twenty-minute presentation to a group at the
Waihao marae and to give a concertina version of the pānui for the Rūnanga office, or a meeting with
the committee to present pānui for past participants. Ron Donaldson replied on 5 May 2017 that he
would advertise the hui (gathering) through the internal network and put on ‘kai’ (food) but it concerned
him that I could ‘travel all that way for a disappointing turnout’ because they might be unable to draw
an audience to a hui because most of the whānau live outside the rohe (area). He suggested a video
conference. There followed further contact to explain the postponement of the planned visit because of
restrictions imposed on the presentation of the pānui by the University of Auckland during the
examination process. In addition, the process to obtain University of Auckland ethics approval was
delayed for various reasons. As a result, Te Rūnanga o Waihao may have been expecting my visit to
be postponed further, because of the past delay in confirming a date for the presentation.
Finally, in Sept 2018 I was in a position to present the pānui and on 2 October Ron Donaldson confirmed
that the findings could be presented to him on 8 October. On arrival at the marae, however, I found it
closed and he was out of the country. An emergency number brought Graeme Lane to the marae from
nearby. He remembered me from the committee presentation in 2013 and was very interested to hear
about the project’s progress. The Wayfarer’s Journey was laid out on his desk and was discussed. He
was given the concertina version of the pānui for the Rūnanga archives and pānui for the eight other
committee members who were present in 2013.
We discussed the findings from Rangimarie’s Wall. This included means of preventing deterioration of
the rock drawings by not applying tap water or mineral water directly on the drawings because it might
lead to a loss of some of them which in turn might affect Māori land claims that are based on their
presence. This finding from the wall had been discussed with Yann-Pierre Montelle to confirm its validity
and had been shared with ngā Rūnanga representatives. It was later shared with Māori Rock Art Trust
(MRAT) guide Wes Homes.101 We also briefly discussed how pigment lasts longer on the wall when
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The anthropological evidence of this type of damage is described in David Whitley (2001), but the effect
shown on the wall was quite rapid and was taken seriously by MRAT guides when we later discussed it,
because it can be a temptation to wet a drawing to make it more visible for visitors to see.
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the motif has been under-painted with oil, and that the wall demonstrated which oils retain the true
colour of the pigments without darkening or fading and which pigments also retain their tone.
A number of times, Graeme Lane commented that I had been busy. He said that he regretted that more
people were not able to hear about the project. I offered to present a workshop and he suggested that
the Rūnanga could fly me down to do this and we discussed the time frame available. A meeting was
due to take place with the executive committee and I suggested that, if it would be helpful to the
committee, it would be possible to return and present the project to them. There was no further response
about the meeting until 25 October, when I wrote to ask if there had been any feedback from the
committee. Ron Donaldson replied that the pānui would be presented at the meeting on 11 November
but did not refer to the workshop presentation. On 22 November he wrote to say that the whānau who
took them were very interested and wanted to thank me for providing them and for the mahi I had done.
Nonetheless, there was no further discussion of a workshop at that time.
The discussions that took place about the presentation of a workshop went on behind the scenes. It is
likely that Ron Donaldson was speaking from experience when he first suggested that participants might
not travel to a workshop. In retrospect, the offer to hold a video conference, is one that I possibly should
have accepted. However, at the time this was decided against because of the prioritising of kanohi ki
te kanohi (being present or face to face) in the project. Nonetheless, it might have given the opportunity
to present findings to more of the members of Waihao Rūnanga and to receive a wider range of
responses to the question of what the project offered of benefit. My lack of enthusiasm for a video
conference arose from my preference for immediate and visual responses, and a lack of appreciation
that being online was more practical, than meeting in person, for some of the members and possibly
also for the Rūnanga committee. My anxiety was that kanohi ki te kanohi would not translate to video
conferencing and my experience has been that video offers only a partial connection, in which the
sentiendum is not present, or difficult to perceive.
Waitaha102
The Waitaha return of pānui and demonstration of materials was held at the home of Anne Te Maiharoa
Dodds and Bill Dodds. It took place on Tuesday 9 October from 11.30am to 3pm. Anne wanted to be
near her husband, Bill, who had been unwell. We moved the small, round kitchen table into the living
room and spread under it a plastic sheet with a cotton tablecloth to protect the carpet. The folded
Wayfarer’s Journey was placed on the table with thirty pānui that Anne would give to all the members
who were present at the AGM in 2016, which had also taken place in this versatile room. I unfolded the
flax-paper cloth that illustrated the wayfaring journey and described sections of the project one at a time
by following the running stitch of red thread.
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I offered the Wayfarer’s Journey to Anne Dodds as a gift for her support. She was pleased to receive
the gift at the journey’s end and appreciated that it represented the bonds of friendship that we had
established during the journey and my gratitude to her for her guidance and to Waitaha for their support.
She was particularly inspired by the flax-paper and that the sheets had been sewn together. She was
also interested that so many people had contributed to the project in different ways. Anne Dodds was
surprised by the breadth of research as well as the work investigating the birdman drawings which I
had continued to search for and visit throughout the project, although they were not the research focus.
Anne Dodds commented that she is always taken to see the drawings and had not thought what it would
be like to search for them without direction from those who know their precise location, because many
of the drawings are hard to find.
We discussed the recent findings that relate to the drawings, such as the staining from the accidental
oil spillage and consequent absorption of ambient pigments and the lessons learnt of the damage from
the water sprayed gently from a hose onto Rangimarie’s Wall. Yann-Pierre Montelle had explained that
flushing water dislodges the protective layer and that mineral water causes the most damage. The only
water ever used should be demineralised. She was interested to learn of the findings from the wall and
said that she thinks of the wall as an important artwork. She has a longstanding interest in Rangimarie’s
Wall and a photograph of it is permanently displayed in her living room. This demonstrated that the
tangible outcome of workshops was the wall, which was assumed by Anne Dodds to be the ‘art’ in this
project. We returned to the focus of dialogic art, after the workshop, when she had experienced it.
In preparation for this workshop, the Wayfarer’s Journey was folded away and the table was set up for
the demonstration of the materials. Anne said a karakia thanking me for coming to give a workshop just
for her and Bill. She thanked me for all my work, adding that we had been in the project together from
the beginning. The materials were laid on to the small table. On the floor below, I ground the ochre and
confined the messy processes to the protected area next to the table. As we worked, we discussed the
materials and how they were produced, their transitional states and the process of baking that led to
red ochre from yellow goethite. It interested Anne Dodds that the grinding stone would possibly have
been left at the site of the drawings103 and the weka would also have been found nearby and used for
hinu-weka (oil). I explained that my sandstone slab was found on the Wairau River where flat stones
that can be used for grinding naturally occur, and she added that mine had found me, which touched
me, but this is an indigenous perspective that regards the spiritual nature of all parts of world, including
rocks and trees, as having a life force (mauri).104 The pounding stone (autoru) was found on Banks
Peninsula coast and is a worn, oval volcanic stone. Bill Dodds was curious at this point and we
encouraged him to join us. We talked about the black paint used for the rock drawings that might have
come from native charcoal, lignite coal or the resinous gum of the monoao tree, which Anne Dodds had
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A private conversation at the Waitaha AGM in 2016 with an elder who asked to remain anonymous.
Barlow explains that the mauri ‘is a special power possessed by Io [Supreme Being] which makes it possible
for everything to move and live in accordance with the conditions and limits of its existence’. And he cites the
saying: ‘The heart provides the breath of life, but the mauri has the power to bind or join.’ (Barlow 2005, 83).
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heard of. We burnt the kauri gum to make soot using a mussel shell to collect the sooty smoke as it
rose from the gum; the shell then became our palette. They asked how I had learnt these methods and
I answered it was through journals,105 from the experiments of other people and those of my own. I
subsequently sent the links to the journals online. Anne Dodds commented on the practicality of the
flax brushes because they last and are so easy to make and that she never would have thought of it
herself. At this time Bill was getting tired; he had painted three tiles and we decided to stop painting
tiles. Anne Dodds later gave me her tile, which I treasure. They both thanked me for teaching the
painting preparation and techniques to them.
I cleaned up the workshop while lunch was being

prepared. We had homemade pikelets and

shortbread. I had brought some whitebait and together we made fritters, which went on the dining table
with other dishes. Over lunch we discussed general principles that had guided the project. My first
question was what koha meant to her. Anne Dodds thinks of koha as a tangible gift.106 She said the gift
of coming to give a workshop to her and Bill is koha. She said she did not expect the workshop to be
as it was and wished that others could have shared it. I asked whether what I had researched was of
benefit to Waitaha and Ngāi Tahu communities or whether I should have asked that question of them
before I began the project. Her answer was that most people know very little about ochre so they would
not have thought of doing it themselves but it is very interesting to learn about. She said that these skills
could also be shared with children and they would love to take part in a workshop. Regarding my studies
I explained that I preferred to learn about a culture from the people in the local community with whom I
would be working, although it might lead to making mistakes. She agreed that people will teach others
like myself and also that mistakes are a necessary way of learning. An outcome of this approach of trial
and error was that the mistakes I had made had contributed to difficulties in the interaction with Ngāi
Tahu and had restricted meetings with them to those for seeking permission. Anne said she understood
that in the past they had been less supportive, but that she hoped they would agree to a workshop now.
We also discussed the meaning of koha and kōrero. Anne Dodds described kōrero as a conversation
and a story. I shared with her the comments made by Yann-Pierre Montelle, who said that he believes
the wall is the first experiment of its type107 that sets up an index of how ochre and oil deteriorate when
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Transactions and Proceedings of the NZ Institute, Volume 36, Art. II.—'On the Maori Method of preparing and
using Kokowai’. Archdeacon Walsh. 1903.
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Cleve Barlow defines koha as donation, gift or contribution. His context for koha is the experience of being
welcomed on to the marae and offering a gift, either food as it was traditionally, or money, which has become
more usual. He also differentiates between regional traditions such as donors giving in secret, or displaying the
koha openly by setting it down, for reasons that have to do with maintaining mana. In the foreword, Sir Hugh
Kawharu explains that Barlow shares with us only a glimpse of his understanding of terms. The terms have other
meanings referring to myths and spiritual aspects that are the motivation behind some actions. He describes
these as ‘the ethic of kinship: an ethic of reciprocity, an ethic offering constraints and opportunities, rewards
and penalties now, as ever in the past’ (Barlow 2005, vii). It is this latter meaning to which Anne Te Maiharoa
Dodds is referring when she describes koha not as a straightforward gift or donation but a contribution through
the opportunity offered by the workshop and the underlying sense of reciprocity within the event.
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A meeting and conversation on 8 October 2018 in which he described my approach to the wall in terms of
the opportunity to create an index that measures decay (which he called a taphonomic index).
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exposed to weathering. He also observed that the originality of the wall is its intangible narrative. He
called this kōrero because each tile represents a person’s voice. This is most notably evident at the
back of the wall where people have written their names and the meaning of their drawings on the tiles.
In this way the wall sets up a kōrero or ‘dialogue’ between different people represented through their
drawings, which are situated in the wall. They might have similar or contrasting views but he said they
came together to create a whakapapa that recounts how people have grown together or apart over the
four years the wall had been standing. He had also said the kōrero he would seek would be found
microscopically. If he examined the drawings he could watch the ‘conversation’ between the oils and
pigment that is reflected in the changes in the border between them as the oil ‘migrates’ and borders
intensify or thin-out over time. It made sense to Anne Dodds that the wall was where people who had
made drawings had met, and a kōrero between them took place at the site. She also understood
Montelle’s comment that the wall displayed a kōrero between peoples’ drawings.
Each visit to Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds was a reminder of her wonderful hospitality. Her workshop was
very special. It was very meaningful and in consideration of its being in her home it was desirable to
have a small workshop and share the experience in a personal way. Nonetheless, she was troubled
that so few other people were able to enjoy the experience. She also made the point that it was not
what she had expected, and this surprised her. This suggested I had not explained it well enough and
that she now understood that the workshop had created an atmosphere that was inspiring. We
experienced the change of atmosphere and the feeling that was inspired by the discussions through a
meaningful connection, with and between us, and this was ‘art’. This is the experience of dialogic art.108
As a parting gift, she gave me a beautiful square block of greenstone with a rough underside and
polished upper surface, and her limestone drawing of a tiki, mentioned above. Both these gifts are
precious to me. My koha to her of the Wayfarer’s Journey is a tangible reminder to her community of
their support. The meeting produced ‘art’ with only our small number. The strength of the sentiendum
and aroha was contributed to by our friendship, which therefore increases the subjective element of the
workshop assessment. This makes the artist a less reliable judge, nonetheless Anne Dodds’ response
to the experience was very favourable.
Moeraki109
The return of pānui to Moeraki Rūnanga followed an email to the office coordinator on 28 April 2017 to
ask permission to have a photograph of the past participants at the 2016 bi-monthly committee meeting
included in the pānui, which I described to her. I also requested an appointment to return to the Rūnanga
office with these pānui for participants and at the same time to answer any questions they might have
about the project. This was followed with a phone call three months later to explain that the visit would
be delayed for reasons connected with my doctoral examination and an application for ethics approval.
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In May and August 2018, I wrote again to rebook a visit to give the pānui to the past participants
including the office coordinator, and explained my intention of asking for their response to the project,
in particular to question whether the project was of any benefit to the kaitiaki of ochre. I also wrote that
I was aware that giving benefit to the community is a key part of kaupapa research principles and by
sharing the kaupapa that has come from workshops my expectation is that it might add to existing
knowledge. It was explained what the past workshops involved and I offered to present a workshop to
any Rūnanga members interested in the preparation of kōkōwai and its application on stone. I also
emphasised that this would provide an opportunity for further discussion and questions on their part
and it would be helpful for me to understand through their responses, whether the workshop was of
benefit to them. I explained that their response would be included in my thesis. The reply received on
27 August 2018 was that unfortunately they could not accommodate my request as they have other
mahi (work) but wished me well with my own mahi. I immediately responded thanking them and saying
that I would visit them only to hand over the pānui at their convenience, and this took place on 9 October
2018 from 12.10pm to 12.20pm. They showed a lack of engagement from the start of the meeting at
Moeraki. The reasons for this were never given (see p. 52).
I met the office coordinator at the Rūnanga office, where there were two other Rūnanga members who
had all been present at the meeting in 2016. I was greeted by Upoko Rūnanga (Rūnanga
representative) and kaihautū (office manager), who said it would be good if I presented to the
committee. The coordinator replied that I had already presented and that she would speak with me.
The office is not large but is divided into spaces with desks that provide a series of workstations within
an open plan, and a large table was set to one side of the empty central area. I suggested that we move
to the larger table to spread the Wayfarer’s Journey, the pānui and concertina booklet.
At the commencement of the explanation I handed the office coordinator the PIS previously sent to her
in August and asked if she would be able to comment on the project. She replied that she was unable
to say anything because the whole Rūnanga committee would have to speak for themselves. I thanked
her for her help and explained that the booklets were koha with findings from the research for each of
the past participants and then continued to explain the project and outcomes. Throughout, the
coordinator gave the impression that few responses would be offered. I asked if she could suggest a
way that I could have carried out the project differently or more beneficially for Moeraki and she
remained silent. I also asked whether it would have made a difference if I had collaborated with a Māori
artist or member of the Rūnanga. Her reply to this was she would send an email asking people if they
wanted to join in the art workshop. We had already discussed this by email and I reminded her of that
and she replied that there are not many people living nearby in Moeraki. I explained that the project
was about koha and kōrero and so I asked if what I gave was koha but again she could not speak for
the others and said she had no comment of her own. I further explained that it is an intercultural project
and my aim was to work together on research and again she could not make a comment. Finally, I
asked her if she could send me any comments and she agreed but despite reminders to date there has
been no response. I also had the findings from Rangimarie’s Wall and the effects on the exposed
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drawings and asked if she would like to see those and she declined. The coordinator said she would
hand out the pānui at the next committee meeting and I asked if she could also ask for comments but
she was non-committal. I have not had a response to date.
My conclusion was that the Rūnanga office managers have a lot of work to do and they are busy with
their own concerns, and that what I offered was possibly not of interest to them or was drawn to close.
There may be other factors involved of which I am not aware. I might not have made it clear that the
processes we were using in the workshops had been researched and were found to be of interest,
particularly to creative participants, both Māori and non-Māori. The relationship had not strengthened
and I felt a nuisance. I was acutely aware of feeling like an outsider at the Rūnanga office.
Puketeraki
Kati Huirapa Rūnaka ki Puketeraki office 11 October 11 to 12 am. 110
At the Otago Business School, Dunedin on 10 October 2018, I met Puketeraki executive committee
member, Katharina Ruckstuhl. The meeting was arranged on 7 October. I laid out the Wayfarer’s
Journey and explained the project. Katharina said that she could see that I had drawn together, from
many different sources, methods of preparing and using rock drawing materials, but I should seek the
right recipient who would want to share it. She suggested artists might be the best audience, and spoke
to me of a potter she knew who might be interested in taking part in a workshop. However, she said
that I should first seek to find out what a local artist group, with whom she has contact with, wanted to
learn and what they asked for, and to do what they suggest. It might be that the workshop should be
offered to them online, but to work from my ‘strengths’ as an artist. I asked her to introduce me to the
potter and she said she would be the conduit but that I must construct a proposal.
Katharina said that a workshop is not koha, it is my methodology. Nonetheless, she appreciated the
pānui and considered it was koha because of the way it was made and given. Katharina’s koha to me
was to put me in email contact with the potter she had suggested, who initially showed interest in a
workshop involving herself and a group of fellow artists. They were invited to the workshop on 27 and
28 October at Arowhenua marae or to have their own workshop in early November but they were
already going to a series of hui (workshops) in that month and preferred to have a workshop when they
could gather a group of interested artists together. This might not, however, happen because the potter
has already used kōkōwai previously in her pottery practice and few of the weavers expressed interest
in a workshop, in part because they had a heavy workload of commissions to fulfil.
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Waitaha
(follow up)
During the following week I visited Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds’ niece, Waitaha Ramonda Te Maiharoa. I
suggested to her that I would like to give the remaining materials to Waitaha, that I had collected in the
hope of having more workshops (that did not eventuate), that might be used for a wall. I asked her if
she would be interested in taking on the project. She happily agreed. I explained that the project needed
someone from the community it concerned. Therefore, Ramonda Te Maiharoa would have the right
spirit of intention to continue the project and build the wall or re-present the project in her own way and
that of Waitaha. We discussed the practicalities and then Ramonda Te Maiharoa said she would like to
visit the wall built at Rāwene. I introduced her to Dawn Harris by email and Dawn very kindly responded
that ‘we will do anything to continue the legacy of the work and the memory of Rangi’.111 This meant
that the art process would be in the hands of a community of artists who would continue the project in
a direction that they would decide for themselves.
I had purchased sufficient tiles for all ngā Rūnanga to have a workshop but to this point the reaction to
this suggestion had been cautious. At this stage, only Te Rūnanga o Arowhenua had shown interest
and this was not yet confirmed. I visited Anne Dodds again after seeing her niece and we discussed
the possibility of leaving the unused tiles and materials with her for a future Waitaha wall, but it was
decided that later in the month I would drop them on the way back from visits to ngā Rūnanga, when it
would be clear whether or not Ngāi Tahu groups would want a workshop. Anne Dodds suggested I try
again to contact Gwen Bower at Arowhenua whose role is now marae liaison, because recently they
had been occupied with their AGM and this might have been the reason for her lack of response to
emails. I followed her advice and describe the outcome, which is the workshop below.
Arowhenua112
The workshop on the Ngāi Tahu Arowhenua marae (see p. vii, 1.f.) was held in the weavers’ room from
11am to 3pm the weekend of the 27 and 28 October. The discussions emerged from the processes
that were experimented with following the suggestion by Gwen Bower, to present those methods, only
shortly before the workshop began. Artist and participants, together, worked towards finding a
satisfactory dye for the muka. The intensity of this ‘discovery’ meant that discussions related to, and
centred on, the details of those processes, which is the reason for their inclusion in the text that follows.
The weavers’ room, bordered with native trees, was set apart from the Rūnanga office and wharekai
(dining hall). A few steps led to a larger doorstep outside the room and this served as a platform for the
grinding stone, providing a firm surface outdoors on which to break and pulverise the ochre. Inside, the
pigments and harakeke (flax) for paint brush making were spread on tables at one end of the room and
two other tables were used as work benches set with the limestone tiles, oils and pāua palettes for

111

Email received 15 October 2018.
Verbal confirmation for the inclusion of this text from Arowhenua was given by Gwen Anglem-Bower 19
February 2019.

112

96

painting. At the front of the room a table had been used to display a bound oversized hessian book that
was made from the series of images, sewn onto deconstructed coffee sacks, made earlier in the project
(see illustration on p. x, 4.a. and p. 25). It had ‘pages’ of stitched birdman figures overpainted with ochre
and opened as a frieze. The figures are based on those found at Frenchman’s Gully, which is in the
Arowhenua takiwā. The book was used as a stimulus for a later discussion.
I arrived over an hour early both days to tidy the room and to contribute some food to the kitchen where
marae liaison Gwen Anglem-Bower113 was preparing lunch. I offered to bring lunch when we discussed
the outline plan for the workshop but Gwen Bower kindly said that I was doing enough by providing the
workshop and the budget for lunch was generously provided by the Rūnanga.
Day One
On the first day there were nine participants and all but one person apart from myself (also Pākehā)
were from Ngāi Tahu iwi and there was only one man. The group ranged in age from sixteen to over
seventy. The group consisted mostly of weavers, except for two who were guides at the Māori Rock Art
Trust (MRAT) in Timaru. Gwen Bower opened the workshop with a karakia and thanked me for sharing
my mahi (work). She said that I had been doing this mahi for quite some time. I had been ‘persistent’
and it was good to be able ‘to do something’ for me.
In response to Gwen Bower’s welcoming speech I gave my pepeha and introduced the project of koha
and kōrero to the group with an explanation that ako is a key feature of the workshop and I anticipated
that we would teach and learn from each other. I explained that this was a dialogic art workshop and
the role of exchange in that process. The introduction included an explanation of the hessian book
because the rock drawings, especially the birdman drawings in Frenchman’s Gully, had originally been
the inspiration for the project. The book, which unfolded to reveal a frieze of twenty-four birdman motifs,
demonstrated my inadvertent contravention of the tapu nature of the rock drawings by placing them on
113

Previous contact was a project update in May 2016. On 15 August 2018 I wrote to Gwen Bower to offer a
workshop in early October of that year. She responded immediately to say that facilitating the workshop was a
generous offer. Their next Rūnanga committee meeting would be in mid-September and this would be their
first opportunity to discuss my proposal. I sent a PIS to present to the meeting on 22 August 2018, describing
the workshop and the questions I would ask participants so that I could gain better understanding of the
process and benefits to the group involved. Three more emails were sent between 18 September and 7
October without a response. At 3.15pm on 11 October I contacted Gwen Bower again to ask for the Rūnanga
response. She had 10 minutes before she needed to attend a meeting and said the Rūnanga had approved the
workshop and that it would be for weavers and asked if I would please send through a proposal for her to give
potential participants, which I sent to her that evening. Over 15 – 18 October we exchanged short emails to
determine the date and time and to offer a pānui to advertise the event, which she accepted. I also sent
feedback on my meeting with respected weaver, Reihana Parata (also referred to as ‘Aunty Doe’), which had
led to progress in my understanding of the use of ochre on flax by the weavers, and to enquire whether other
participants from Puketeraki and Rehua marae could attend the hui, which she agreed to. On 26 October I rang
to confirm the arrangements and Gwen Bower said she would email participants to finalise the numbers. We
arranged to meet at 10 am on 27 October to set up the workshop and I asked for access to MS Power Point
(but used my own) and a large pot for boiling the mordant. We discussed lunch arrangements and Gwen
Bower told me she had asked participants to bring koha, but I explained that it was my koha to present the
workshop.
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a material that is noa (ordinary through contamination of food, see pp. 25 and 98). As a non-Māori artist,
the significance of materials to Māori cultural experts114 challenged my past approach to familiar art
processes, such as the use of found materials. In response to this aspect of the project I attempted to
change the fabric in an attempt to make it also tapu. Cleve Barlow describes tapu as coming from the
gods and writes about Man that ‘he becomes tapu in accordance with his desire to remain under the
influence and protective powers of the gods’ (Barlow 2005, 128). Therefore, the materials once used to
make rock art, such as red ochre, were used here, along with the application of oils, to change the fabric
of the coffee sack.
In the discussion I used the example of hessian as a material on which the birdman motifs were sewn.
I explained that the process of sewing the birdman likeness onto the hessian helped me to understand
and memorise the shape of the birdman through the repetition of hand sewing, believing that knowing
its shape might be the first step in understanding its possible meaning.115 The hessian was from sacks
originally used to hold coffee and I learnt subsequently that the material on which the drawings are
sewn is noa according to a Māori worldview because it was associated with food. My response was an
attempt to take away the noa status of the material with applications of ochre on the understanding that
especially baked ochre, in part because of the colour red, was considered to have properties thought
of as tapu (Walsh 1903, 7), with the expectation that the ochre would overcome the coffee sack’s noa
status.116 The group discussed this subject but no firm conclusion was reached. A participant responded
that the wairua of the material was ‘in question’ but she was not able to answer my question about
whether it is possible to change a material’s acquired nature of being noa. She answered that the tapu
nature could change, especially with a blessing. One of the participants suggested that if the fabric had
been washed first and then blessed it could change its noa status. For me as a dialogic artist, however,
what this work achieved at this stage was kōrero (discussion) on what the materials brought to light on
the subject of tapu and noa. It also established the character for the ochre workshop with
experimentation of methods, free discussion and open questioning.
Gwen Bower was the office manager when we first met and although the Rūnanga committee had
rejected my proposal, I had kept in contact117 with her and updated her on the direction of research as
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Gerard O’Regan questioned my use of the image and of the materials on which it was sewn, and requested
that I ask permission from Arowhenua to continue with the image (conversation 2013). My use of the motif
was probably questioned because I do not have a connection with the images through whakapapa.
Whakapapa ‘is the genealogical descent of all living things from the gods to the present time’ (Barlow 2005,
173).
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As the results from the analogous study described in Chapter Two suggest, it is not always easy to identify
the meaning of a drawing even when it is made by an artist from one’s own culture, much less where the artist
is from an unfamiliar culture, without some informed guidance from within that culture.
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This was an attempt to take away the noa status without any knowledge of the required rituals and as such
it was an exploration of an idea only. Making an artefact ‘free from tapu’ traditionally takes place through
ritual cleansing and ceremonies. Barlow writes; ‘ there is both a system of sanctification and of nullification.
Some of the tapu of the gods is dissipated and the tapu of other gods is established’ (Barlow 2005, 170).
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We had corresponded several times over the five years of research and met for a few appointments to
discuss permission to use the birdman drawing as a motif in artwork.
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it progressed. Having been turned down initially by the Rūnanga committee for reasons unstated, but
possibly connected with the perception that my art actions would lead to an appropriation of the
image,118 I found it more difficult to present myself in a favourable light. The change in direction through
the approach to the materials used to make the rock drawings was, however, culturally safer and offered
knowledge that was potentially beneficial to participants and, coupled with my persistence (referred to
above), my approach to the Rūnanga was more successful this time. The relevance of this new
approach was that to attract intercultural participation the objective was to comply with local
expectations, which in the case of kaupapa Māori research are that a benefit will be offered to a
community. In which case, if this project were to attract the participation from Te Rūnanga o Arowhenua
members it needed to be shaped accordingly.
Following the introduction, I addressed the application of ochre and oil on stone with a brief introduction
on the techniques we would be using such as preparation of pigments, oils and paintbrushes. Gwen
Bower asked the group to make an audio and video recording of the workshop and after some
discussion it was decided that my mobile phone would be required for this and another participant was
given the task of setting it up. We discussed the relevance to rock art of studying the effects of
weathering on these materials, as demonstrated by the large photograph of Rangimarie’s Wall and
with the albums that show these changes over time. This was of particular interest to the two guides
from MRAT (and will be returned to below). We then worked in small groups for approximately an hour
until they were all confident about working independently or helping each other. The day was informal
and loosely structured. The group was attentive and enthusiastic, with individual needs and areas of
curiosity. This was surprising to me because I anticipated that the weavers might want to begin working
with only harakeke.
The whole group, including the weavers, began painting the limestone tiles and trying the different
techniques. Some of the group preferred grinding ochre while others were experimenting with the oils
and pigments on stone. One participant in particular enjoyed burning kauri gum to make soot by
collecting it in the upturned shell held above the smoke, and then turning it over to be used as a palette
for the black pigment. After their morning of painting on stone, the group said they also enjoyed the
experience of painting with pigments and oil on the flax-paper.
Each day we stopped for an hour at 1pm to have lunch in the wharekai. In the large dining room we
were offered a buffet lunch, to which I contributed bread and cakes from the local bakery, but it was
already very well catered. This break separated us from the workshop physically and in spirit because
it was held in the centre of the marae. It was as if we had entered another world. Therefore
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An email from Jonathan Mane Wheoki on 4 September 2013 following a conversation about this project
with a Ngāi Tahu representative (the name will remain anonymous because the conversation has been relayed
to me and cannot be confirmed with the representative) ‘The meaning that is to be construed from the image
lies with the iwi. Nor is the motif to be copied – “misappropriated”’.
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conversations were centred on Rūnanga events and concerns: new to me but part of the other
participants’ lives.
Before commencing the workshops, and for the benefit of the weavers in the group, I had researched
different examples of artefacts made with woven flax and ochre119 and some artists who used these
materials.120 They were shown informally, using MS Power Point slides, to participants clustered around
one end of the table and left on a short loop video to play continuously for a while. This explained
processes used in the project such as the preparation of watercolour from ground ochre. There were
also examples of ochre and oil on Māori traditional and contemporary kakahu (cloaks) and piupiu (skirts)
from art exhibitions and museums. After this interlude the interest in painting stone tiles continued. As
we sat companionably working on our tiles a participant shared a strange ingredient that was possibly
added to the paint used for whakairo (wood carving). The participant had been told that ochre was
mixed with dog faeces and oil to form a red paint for preserving wood.121 This was an example of
knowledge that was shared as an utterance, and to which other participants responded. The information
did two things. First it produced a superficial reaction of distaste about the practicalities of the process
it might involve, and then it led to a sense of awe and a quiet discussion about the knowledge that was
held by elders. That was an example of a moment of connection between the group members, the point
was not that there was a further revelation of astounding practices, but rather that it felt good to share
a sense of reverence. It moved the energy of the group towards an openness to creating discoveries of
our own.
Some of the weavers began making muka (by exposing the inner fibres of the harakeke). In anticipation
that on Sunday 28 October we would be experimenting with dyeing techniques on muka, we gathered
the materials necessary for a mordant. Mordere, the Latin root of the word, means to bite (OED), and it
describes the fixing of a colour to ‘stuffs’, in this case harakeke. I was searching for trees with a tannin
content to use as a mordant. Tannin is found in hard wood, especially red woods, in parts of the stem,
the leaves and seeds. Naturally occurring tannins are found in many NZ native trees such as some
podocarps. They react with the cellulose in harakeke and when dyes are added the substance ‘bites’
into the fibre (we used ochre and this might contain ferrous salts which combine well with tannins).122
There was only one mānuka tree (leptospermum scoparium) on the marae, which had been pointed
out earlier in the day. Mānuka is a common tree in the North Island but in Canterbury, amongst the
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I wrote to ask whether ochre had been used on the reddish-brown sections of woven flax clothing found in
the Auckland War Memorial Museum but no reply came from a curator. I observed a similar stain on some
traditional piupiu (flax skirts) at Okains Bay Māori and Colonial Museum. The stain could also have originated
from the use of a mordant, alternatively it is possible for ochre to have been present and eventually worn
away with use leaving a faint stain.
120
Artist and weaver Maureen Lander had worked in the past with ochre on muka in an exhibition ‘Tell tails:
Artists Respond to the Turnbull Collections’.
121
Email received from Vicky King 8 February 2019 to confirm this information.
122
Information on the chemistry of tannins as mordants and ochre as a dyestuff was assembled from different
Wikipedia sites and is sufficient only for experimental purposes.
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farmland and shelter belts planted with non-native species, they are hard to find. The guides at MRAT
said they had recently planted 3,000 trees at a well-known rock-drawing shelter to remind visitors of
what the landscape would have looked like when the drawings were made, so as to teach them how
the trees would have been used traditionally.
One of the guides from the Te Ana Māori Rock Art Centre said he was expected to know so much about
the methods used in rock drawing when he showed people the rock drawings, but in fact he felt there
was so much he had yet to learn. The plants, oils and use of the pigments are all things he learnt at the
workshop and could share with visitors. I asked how he would use what he had learnt here and he said
children would love it. Both guides said they would share what they had learnt in different ways; not as
a whole workshop but in part. Although he had read about rautawhiri (Pittosporum colensoi) seeds,
which we had collected for mixing with ochre, he had not experimented with them. The same applied
to crushing the ochre. He was aware that it was ground up for use as a paint, but doing it himself helped
him understand the process well enough to share it with others and they would have ochre for children
to crush at the centre, to explain the pigments in a better way. Likewise, his only experience with the
oils was previously through opening fish oil capsules, but he had now experimented with the titi and
shark oils, which felt very different from the oil from capsules, and he had also learnt about the
processes of their preparation. It had not occurred to him that the production of soot from kauri gum
was possible and he found this surprising. Although it was known that soot was traditionally produced
from the resinous monoao tree,123 he had not thought of burning gum with the more readily available
kauri gum and collecting the soot on a mussel shell. He was also impressed by the array of charcoals
from native timbers and lignite that demonstrated different black pigments that might have been used
and were demonstrated on the trial rock drawings of Rangimarie’s Wall with circles of pigment tested
by using the four oils to see how they weather. This interested him because of the effect produced by
different oils on the ochre and shown over a period of time and recorded annually in the photographic
albums on display.
I asked if the wall was helpful in any other way. The guide said it was especially useful to learn of the
damage caused by the water applied to the rock drawings, which is relevant to the guided trips for
visitors at rock drawing sites where drawings are sometimes better revealed by spraying on water. It
also interested him to learn how the oil is absorbed into the stone and increases the absorption of
pigment and adherence to stone, which was demonstrated by the comparison between two titi oil
stained tiles on Rangimarie’s Wall. The lower tiles absorbed the dirt from splash back off the path whilst
the upper tile that was only exposed to weathering remained clean. He also learnt from the albums and
explanation of findings that a plant such as tī kouka (cabbage tree), when ground and soaked, could
change the process of pigment absorption (first explained to me by Yann-Pierre Montelle) which is
evident through the condensation of pigment over time with a ‘ghosting’ after-effect from the oil and
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Traditions and legends collected from the natives of Murihiku. Vol. 27. No.107. (Beattie 1918, 50).
http://www.jps.auckland.ac.nz. Last accessed 17 Dec 2018. Traditional Lifeways of the Southern Maori. James
Herries Beattie edited by Athol Anderson (1994, 245).
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pigment as it migrates inwards from the outer border, still visible at some rock drawing sites. Most of
this discussion was with the male guide as he was leaving. He had shown an interest in the mechanics
of pigment preparation but showed less interest in the painting process and it had occurred to me that
he might not return. He had read the PIS and signed the consent form, all the same, but his willingness
to answer the questions in such depth still surprised me because he had been quiet during the
workshop, and it was very helpful to hear his point of view, given that some of the knowledge was new
to him.
At the close of the first day and start of the following day we learnt to prepare muka. Two participants
taught me this process in response to my earlier comment that I could not make muka successfully, to
which they had replied that they had both been in that position once. This conversation showed that
participants had considered an exchange of skills as the basis of reciprocity in the workshop and it
demonstrated ako. It was also a moment where these participants showed aroha. Barlow writes:
A person who has aroha for another expresses genuine concern towards them and acts
with their welfare in mind, no matter what their state of health or wealth. It is the act of love
that adds quality and meaning to life.
(Barlow 2005, 8).
This was an act of kindness that brought with it a positive feeling, and it snowballed because it set the
direction for the following day’s activities, as others joined in. It was also valuable because their teaching
displaced my role as teacher and positioned the workshop as a horizontal exchange of knowledge
(Franceschini 2017). It was the accumulation of these moments of connection between us, sustained
through the participation of the core group, which created the art that was produced through the
workshop.
The next day would have more of these moments of connection in which new knowledge was made.
The sentiendum (sensed feeling) of the day’s activity and engagement with the project was positive and
leaving that evening I was enthusiastic about our experimentation the following day. I prepared the
mordants overnight at my accommodation. The stainless-steel pot contained only the bark of young
tōtara trees (podocarpus tōtara) and the aluminium pot contained mānuka branches, leaves and seeds.
These were boiled for 40 minutes in sufficient water to cover them and left to cool overnight. Tōtara
trees have been planted down the main street of Temuka and they have dark red wood. The immature
trees had fresh, peeling bark and I took a few strips off around ten trees, so as not to harm any one of
them. This bark was fresh and I anticipated that it would contain tannin. It proved to be a good mordant.
Day Two
On the second day, on my arrival at the workshop the two large pots of mordant were reheated and a
freshly baked offering was deposited in the kitchen to contribute to the lunch. Other participants did not
contribute food, to my knowledge, because they understood the arrangement with the Rūnanga and
accepted that it would be supplied, but we all helped set up and clear up lunch when the time came. A
participant also arrived early at the beginning of the workshop and came to me with koha: it was an ex
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library book by rock art expert, Jean Clottes about the rock art in France’s Chauvet caves. I was very
grateful to receive this thoughtful gift because Jean Clottes had taken me through the Niaux caves in
France and this book had been part of my early research for the project. The participant thought that I
would enjoy the book. Three participants had now thought of offering koha for the knowledge gained
through the workshop. This demonstrated that they were actively engaging with the concept of
reciprocity in the project.
On the second day two participants did not return but one extra participant arrived. One of the MRAT
guides was absent and the other was a participant who had commented the previous day that she was
unhappy about the recording of the workshop and this led me to turn off the video application of the
mobile phone. The second day I did not record the group in case others felt that way also and had not
said. On this day we were all women. The new participant was elderly and of Scottish descent and
before she was widowed had lived in Arowhenua. She arrived late but had travelled from Dunedin. She
was made welcome and we taught her the techniques she had missed the previous day.
The method of applying ochre on harakeke was introduced and a brief introduction to the dyeing
methods was given. In preparation for the dyeing process, the group prepared muka. The techniques
used amongst the group varied and they shared their methods with each other.124 Following this, a
participant taught us her method, using her bare leg as a surface, of double-plying the muka strands.
This technique is well documented but not mastered by everyone and certainly amongst the group it
created amusement as we all bared our legs and endeavoured to produce plied strands of fibre. It was
another moment that strengthened a bond between us and brought out discussions that were relaxed
and open. The group discussed that harakeke is affected by climate, soil and weather, which makes it
more or less malleable depending on the growing conditions.
When the pots of mordant had heated through we divided the muka strands between the two tree
species and placed them directly into the pots until they cooled, after which they were hung in the sun
to dry. Following this process, we compared the samples and found that the tōtara bark solution dyed
with ochre was a strong red, whereas the muka dyed in the same way using the mānuka mordant was
a brown red. This discovery caused great excitement and was new knowledge for us all. We knew of
no other similar experiments using tōtara mordants and the experiment had produced the desired
colour. The anticipation and experimentation created an atmosphere of enthusiasm that was
contagious: a quiet, contained and industrious display of enthusiasm. It encouraged the contribution of
ideas and we all had acquired bits and pieces of knowledge that might improve our method. They were
remembered snippets from different experiences. Nobody dominated the process, which was taken on
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An avenue of research into traditional Māori dyeing techniques was opened for me by GNS Science
geochemist Karyne Rogers through her work on dye stuffs such as paru (a natural dye found in black river
mud). She recommended a well-written instruction booklet by Rotorua weaver and artist Leilani Rickard.
Rickard explains the mātauranga (a traditional body of knowledge) process using natural and indigenous
materials to dye harakeke muka (strands of harakeke fibre). This booklet recommends the combined use of
mānuka as a mordant and sun to dry and set the paru (black dye).
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by a core group who worked on this part of the project while others showed interest from the tables
from where they sat painting tiles and passing comment.
A challenge was to search for a method of fixing the ochre dye to the green blade of harakeke, which
is protected by para (a skin layer) that has evolved to resist water. The muka would readily absorb the
ochre and oil paint (which we had used on stone). The weavers might seek a dye that would give colour
to the blade without wearing off on to the skin of the wearer as kōkōwai would do. My proposition was
to use a natural water-based ochre dye and to fix the dye with the mordant, which contained natural
tannin (which we had already prepared). I had with me a series of different coloured watercolour ochre
tablets previously made and available for the group’s use.125 The dyeing process might prove to be
effective with a watercolour preparation of ochre because it is a highly concentrated pigment without
impurities. We added this as a dye to the prepared muka that was mordanted with tannin (found in
mānuka and tōtara). We then rubbed into the muka either pulverised ochre or kōkōwai (ochre and oil)
or alternatively placed the harakeke blades in a watercolour solution made from a tablet of ochre and
left these in the sun to dry.
We also discussed the method, suggested by Reihana Parata,126 of using pia (a jellylike substance
found in the base of a harakeke blade) and two weavers collected pia from harakeke in the nearby
swamp. They then prepared braids of muka, which they soaked in pia. These we put in the sun to dry
with other lengths of untreated muka. We expected that the sun would dry the pia and ‘glue’ the ochre
to the blade, while bleaching the naked strands of muka. We also tried a method adapted from that
recommended by Beattie (Beattie 1918, 50), who suggested placing crushed rautawhiri seeds in a bag
beside a fire to sweat out oil. Our method was to add the crushed seeds to oil and ochre and apply this
directly to muka. At this stage we were experimenting together and adapting the skills we shared
between us to find natural methods of dyeing. So as to learn whether the workshop had been of benefit,
I later asked some participants individually for their feedback. A weaver of kakahu (cloaks) replied that
she would be unlikely to use the natural dyes because synthetic Teri dyes (formulated especially for
harakeke) are easier. A second weaver responded that she knew people who would be very interested
in the information that the workshop offered. She had a friend who is also a weaver and makes beautiful
kete but suffers from mental health problems and cannot get out to some events and so she will share
these techniques.
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Watercolour tablets were made during the residency in 2014 (see p. 68).
In preparation for the workshop I met respected weaver Reihana Parata in her home near Rāpaki marae. We
sat at a table set with a white cloth and coffee cups; I contributed cakes. She believed weaving methods evolved
through experimentation and agreed with my method of learning, which is also through experimentation. I
showed her the old flax brushes that had been used many times without cleaning and remained flexible but
stained with ochre and explained that the aim was to achieve a similar effect with the blades of harakeke. This
gave her the idea of cutting harakeke in her garden and she explained that at the base of the cut, where it is
split, oozes a jelly-like substance that she scraped out and we stored in a mussel shell. We mixed this with ochre
and applied it to the blade of the flax and muka (prepared flax fibre) then left it to dry. A week later Mrs Parata
said that the ochre could not be rubbed off the blade and had stained the muka.
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Previously, research for this project focused on pigments and oil on stone, while the expertise of the
group was using flax as a medium. Koha was evident in the sharing of researched knowledge, the
materials and skills that we all offered. My koha was to adapt the methods used for stone painting to
the needs of weavers whose medium is harakeke. The koha that was returned to me in response to the
workshop was an openness to experimentation and the gestures described. A participant asked me to
write down the points of interest, techniques and explanations that I had shared with them during the
workshop. This was given to the group in February 2019 (see Appendix 3., p. 125). Through their
enthusiasm for experimentation we tried out many different techniques. Toward the end of our workshop
Gwen Bower came to say goodbye and thank me. She presented me with a kete also made by a
participant. On discovering money inside the bag, I tried to give it back but was firmly told you cannot
refuse koha once it has been accepted. It was koha from the participants to contribute towards covering
costs. I was invited back and also asked about the contact details (which I gave to them) for a future
papermaking workshop, because the participants had enjoyed using the flax-paper (which I had also
brought along for painting on) and they were keen to make it.
The group also asked if we could share the workshop, with others at Arowhenua who meet weekly. To
do this we set up a table with a selection of the materials and enough tiles for the group to paint. I was
later told by a participant that, in addition to the group of weavers, pupils from a Timaru High School
made a visit to the marae to ‘have a go’ with the materials a few weeks later. I had offered Anne Te
Maiharoa Dodds the remaining tiles and ochre for Waitaha as a group to make a limestone tile wall. I
explained this to the group and they agreed with the idea; some of the group were related to Anne
Dods, which made them particularly supportive. In this way the knowledge and its further dissemination
were left with the group of participants.
The group helped me tidy up the weaving room. There was a good feeling between us and a generous
spirit. It felt as if we were working together but individually motivated. As we all lingered by the cars
preparing to leave, a participant said that it had been ‘therapeutic’. It was interesting that there was
similar feedback from the Rāwene group (Manning St. had also demonstrated the presence of ‘art’ in
the dialogic event), and it left me wondering whether it was working with ochre or with the oils that is
therapeutic. Perhaps the preparation of kōkōwai has a healing effect. It could also be that the period of
discussion and creativity is in itself therapeutic because it creates a sense of community. The participant
revealed that she felt ‘better’ than before and the others were in agreement. Therefore, the workshop
had succeeded in creating a good sentiendum (sensed feeling) amongst the participants. The
knowledge that attracted their interest at first proved to be a worthwhile subject that also offered some
benefit afterwards.
From an intercultural perspective, it was the intention of the workshop that as a Pākehā I might attract
the interest of a rural community of Māori participants and, having asked their permission, I would be
invited to make a dialogic artwork with them as a group. This had happened, although the Rūnanga
had declined a previous proposal during this project. Moreover, the workshop had involved the full
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engagement of participants with the process, during which they worked with the actions of koha and
ako. The information gained and new knowledge created remained with the group for re-presentation
and was not appropriated by the artist. This was of particular importance for this group, who associated
ochre with the whenua (earth), because the whenua is also the placenta and the connection with the
earth has a strong local meaning (the whenua is buried in the earth near the community).127 Gwen
Bower’s comment was that they would use their own whenua for this work in future, meaning their own
supply of ochre would make their artworks personal.
Following the workshop at Arowhenua marae, I returned to Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds with the remaining
materials. She was pleased that I had told the workshop group at Arowhenua that the remaining
materials from the workshop were for a Waitaha wall. I commented to Anne Dodds that the wall was
becoming valuable because it showed Rūnanga the findings from deterioration of the drawings over
time, which they found useful. We discussed where she thought the new wall could be placed and that
the building process might also be an occasion for a Waitaha wānanga (school of learning). The
materials for the new wall are intended to begin the process of a community project and as a group
they might build a very different wall from Rangimarie’s Wall but it will respond to their own requirements
and Anne Dodds’ experience of the workshop might contribute to its outcome.
Gwen Bower had rung Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds when the workshop ended because Gwen Bower had
not realised that it was Anne Dodds’ suggestion that had encouraged me to make contact with Gwen
Bower. Anne Dodds was pleased to hear from her that the workshop had gone well and that Ngāi Tahu
were being helpful. Following this I sent a questionnaire to participants and Rachael Solomon
responded to this request (found in Appendix 2., p. 124).128
Evaluation
The contribution of all the participants made it possible for this workshop to achieve the aims and
objectives of the art process outlined in the introduction. The workshop was artist-initiated but
participants contributed to the direction of events according to their experience. In order to respond to
this, I needed to adapt the techniques developed for painting on stone to harakeke (flax). Gwen Bower
had invited weavers to be participants because she considered that they were committed to exploring
new, creative techniques and this action made her a co-producer of the event.129 The enthusiasm of
the co-producer attracted participation and inspiration. This demonstrates that re-presenting the
workshop to a wider audience calls for a co-producer who knows both the benefit of the workshop and
those members of the community whom it will benefit. Not only had she identified the group to invite
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Barlow writes: ‘There is also an association between mana and the afterbirth or placenta of a person and
the land... [The placenta] should be buried in the earth as a sign that the child will continue to grow and
develop.’ (Barlow 2005, 62).
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Although only one participant responded to the request for feed-back from the workshop, some of the
other participants gave feedback during the event, which is included in the workshop description.
129
Becoming a co-producer is not a conscious decision or formal role, instead it is one that evolves from the
obvious support and involvement that a participant demonstrates. It is a retrospective designation.
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but also modified the content of the workshop to fit their specific interests. Furthermore, she organised
manaakitanga for all the participants and this generosity filtered through to the workshop. The result
was that her ’heart’, passion and enthusiasm motivated the exchange of koha. There were further
opportunities for networking, such as sharing contacts, materials or a skill base, which the participants
could take in their desired direction.
The workshop was intercultural because the content of the workshop was mātauranga Māori and Māori
participants attended the event, and because it was facilitated by a Pākehā and, with one exception
(Rehua), the workshops also included Pākehā participants. It was also interdisciplinary because of the
addition of dyeing and weaving as different skills to incorporate into the already multidisciplinary dialogic
approach. Ako was apparent from the exchange of information between all participants with their
different levels and types of skill. Manaakitanga was appreciated by all and equally enjoyed through the
generosity of the Rūnanga, with the assistance of participants when it was required.
The workshop can be evaluated using five methods of approach,130 the criteria identified in Chapter
Two (see pp. 55−60). As well as koha there was open discussion, so kōrero was a valuable part of the
workshop. In addition, the intangible aspect of the experience was evaluated through the sensed feeling
or sentiendum of the workshop, which ‘felt good’, in other words the event had strong evidence of the
presence of ‘heart’ and ‘aroha’ because there was a generosity of spirit, which connected the
participants. The sentiendum was expressed by participants through their feedback at the time of the
workshop and as they lingered before leaving and was summed up by a participant when she said it
felt ‘therapeutic’.
Photographic and written representation of an art event which includes an individual or group’s
representation reflects on that person or group; it is taken very seriously by Māori because it brings to
the surface the importance for Māori participants’ of the control over their mana (authority) through their
representation to outsiders. This was a point to be alert to in participatory art in relation to further
exhibition or documentation of the events. It was suggested that someone take photographs of the
event to put on their Facebook site, which is their form of an exhibition of the work for a further audience.
It appeared, however, that only Ngāi Tahu members had access to the site, and possibly only Ngāi
Tahu weavers. In effect, no assumptions can be made about representation of the participants, as was
demonstrated through the video recording. It was not my request that a video recording be made and
the response to the recording was mixed. As already described, one participant quietly voiced her
objection, but not immediately, while the youngest member of the group had a different response and
repositioned the video recorder part way through the morning. It had been placed with a general view
of the end table of materials where participants would make intermittent appearances but she
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Kōrero, koha, ako, tikanga and manaakitanga.
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repositioned the device so that it focused entirely on her own activities. It is relevant that this participant
is from the generation that welcomes self-representation through social media.
Documentation in written and visual form is a vital part of this art process and follows the workshop but
is not shared outside the project. It aids my memory if the information is needed for future outcomes or
requirements, which are unexpected and unplanned owing to the openness of the direction events
might take. In this project leaving the re-presentation with participants was an ethical decision and an
Ochre and Muka Workshop pānui was produced following the event (see Appendix 3., p. 124), and was
intended for the limited circulation of past participants. It was for those who had experienced the event
and the experience and new knowledge made in the event is retained by them.
It is interesting to note Rachael Solomon’s response of ‘not sure’ to the question of how the experience
of the workshop could be represented to a further audience (see Appendix 2. P. 124). Following the
Arowhenua workshop, participants suggested that re-presentation will occur in different ways. The
guides will be demonstrating some of the techniques such as grinding ochre or mixing oil and ochre to
visitors at Te Ana Rock Art Centre, Timaru. The entire Arowhenua weekly weaving group will have
access to the materials and benefit from the experience of the weavers who participated. In addition, a
younger participant invited fellow students at her school to Arowhenua marae to share her experience
and other schools have now also been invited.
There are two separate issues regarding re-presentation of the workshops. First, as already stated, this
project places value on having the re-presentation of the experience remain in the hands of those who
experienced it. There is photographic documentation but it is shared with those who experienced the
event, for whom the photograph aids the memory. Second is that the presentation to the public of a
participatory and relational practice or artwork that values participation over an object is a challenge,
although there are different ways in which representation and replication are possible. Re-presentation
of participatory art is debated by writers and artists because documentation can mis-represent the
experience. 131 The video recording mentioned above might misrepresent the workshop because of its
fixed focal point. For a secondary audience, the trace of an event does not replace a workshop
experience, because the sentiendum is an intangible sensory experience and is lost in the visual representation.

The photographs of events taken during the course of the project have been a valuable record that captures
the colour and interest of participation but also limits the experience for the secondary audience to the glimpse
placed before them. An experience of replication that replaces an event is described by Robert Smithson, who
writes of the photograph as a ‘rectangle that shrinks everything down’ (quoted in Lippard 2001, 89). It replaces
the original experience with another, but the photographic representation of an edited version of the experience
is for ever fixed in our minds as a photographic ‘truth’. A view summarised by Peggy Phelan is that performance
remains in the hearts and minds of those who experienced it and should not be shown to a secondary audience
(Phelan 1993, p. 149). On the other hand, Viviana Checchia in ‘Forms of Action’ (Checchia, 2017) successfully
curates participatory experiences through a series of essays by discussing underpinning ideas.
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The intangible experience of the workshop is where the transformation of an event into ‘art’ takes place.
When cultural information was shared, because there was the energy to enquire and make new
knowledge, it inspired experimentation and dialogue. This led to building relationships and trust
amongst the group. This was the intention for dialogic art with the intercultural exchange through the
koha of an ochre and muka workshop. The generous collaboration between participants produced the
‘art’ that was felt by those present.
As regards dialogic art, the ‘art’ was found in the cumulation of the discussions that came from aroha
(the word ‘aroha’ incorporates the concept of hā or life-giving energy or force (Barlow 2005, 8)). Aroha
was demonstrated in the workshop through generosity and in the energy of the participants. It was
present and was expressed as the sentiendum in participants’ responses and the enthusiasm we
shared during the various processes It forged the connection between us, and created the environment
for dialogue.
The methods described in this chapter are of working in a specifically local context, with a participating
community. For all groups of participants, the research needed to offer something of interest. This
process was to an extent the result of learning through doing in previous workshops and events. The
development of workshops was the outcome of the search for koha, that would be of benefit to
participants. It was facilitated through whanaungatanga, community support and following advice from
co-producers and community advisers.

Artwork
The intercultural, dialogic art workshops are the artistic achievement in the project. The ‘art’ was
collaborative and the approach to these workshops drew on kaupapa Māori principles (described in the
methodology pp. 6−17). The artist’s role was to facilitate a stimulating environment, an ambience that
felt relaxed and welcoming. The artist also separated the space for artwork from manakiitanga.
The dialogic art workshops followed a preparative period of whanaungatanga. They required the
collaboration of a co-producer from the participating community with co-direction of the creative
experience. The connection and cooperation between the artist and participants was assisted through
energy and enthusiasm that created a constructive environment. The art process in the workshops (the
role of the ochre, pigment and stone as tools that invite creative participation) was the koha given by
the artist, which was engaged with fully by participants and artist with trust and aroha. It was koha that
came into being through the community’s acceptance of it. The participants’ engagement with these
processes (painting tiles and dying muka) led to meaningful kōrero. The ‘art’ was not only located in the
dialogue (see p. 1), but in the entirety of the experience. It was seen in the spirit of the exchanges of
koha, kōrero (dialogue), and ako.

109

The project’s key research insight is that when both artist and participants engage in an open-minded
and open-hearted way, the events become the ‘art’. The ‘art’ is intangible but perceivable. Dialogic art
is dynamic and subjective, and it is difficult to predict the outcome of any engagement on the basis of
previous experience. In dialogic art responding to visual cues and body language, to the ‘feeling’ in the
room and intangible markers, requires a constant negotiation and reflection-in-action. The sentiendum
is the indefinable but sensed feeling that participants take home with them. The sentiendum is entirely
subjective. It was described in different ways such as that it ‘felt good’ or was ‘therapeutic’ when ‘art’
was created.
The framework used to engage participants for the dialogic art process was intercultural and
interdisciplinary. It was intercultural because an exploration of creative processes was based on
mātauranga Māori methods. It took place between participants from different cultures, primarily
because the artist is non-Māori and there were many Māori participants. There was kōrero about our
relationship to the materials and the land from which the ochre came. It was interdisciplinary because
different bodies of knowledge were drawn on, including anthropological, chemical and geological
experimentation with materials. This brought an energy to the workshop events and demonstrated
contact with the land and past practices. In this art process, making objects helped to provide the
environment for dialogic art through open and interesting discussion.
There were also three types of tangible objects that were created for or during an event to support the
intention of creating dialogic art: Rangimarie’s Wall, containers, and documentation. The first of these
was the outcome from a collaborative artwork that evolved from experimentation with ochre and the
other materials used in the workshops. The drawings, and experimentation with ochre on stone, went
into making Rangimarie’s Wall, and its construction was the focus of the workshop rather than
discussion. Later, it provided findings about the decay of ochre for Rūnanga and MRAT, which
encouraged dialogue and the wall functioned as a discursive site.
The second was the artist-crafted objects used to direct attention and discussion through themselves
to the topic of research. The crafted objects in this art process, made by the artist for the events, fulfilled
a function as specialised containers for food and drink for the workshops. They carried a thought
process, a message or an object, but did not represent the art intention. They were foci that stimulated
some of the discussions in workshops. For instance, the containers for carrying hospitality to
participants in workshops were useful, not as the central focus of the art process but again as a means
of encouraging dialogue. The focus on these containers diminished during the workshops as the
offering of hospitality was taken on by the hosts. These objects performed a function, such as the
garments worn that contained workshop tools and materials. In the Arowhenua workshop it was the
hessian-bound book with birdman images that engaged discussion. The objects and drawings from flax
and stone made in the workshops, although these were appreciated by participants, were adjuncts to
the central core of dialogic art, which consisted in the participation and dialogue. Nonetheless, the
creation of these objects encouraged participation and created a counterpart to a tactile and creative
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activity. This encouraged discussion to emerge more freely and around subjects that connected with
the art process.
The third was the creation of pānui that were given to participants after the workshop phase. The
collaborative nature of the events and participant co-authorship are recognised by the artist. In
acknowledgement of the contribution participants made to the project, the last phase was the handing
over of pānui. This form of documentation was restricted to participants in the project. These meetings
also contributed to further whanaungatanga and encouraged dialogue. In addition, presenting the pānui
symbolically placed the project in their hands. Other documentation, such as the Wayfarer’s Journey,
and journals brought the various areas of the art process into focus for the participants, so as to
understand the whole project.
The experience that constituted the ’art’ in the project was in evidence at the workshops at Manning St,
with Waitaha and at the Arowhenua marae. It was perceived by participants and artist and evaluated
through participants’ responses (see pp. 122−24) and was felt as an inspiring sentiendum that
continued throughout the event.
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CONCLUSION
This project developed through the process of a non-Māori artist researcher engaging Māori
participation and seeking an intercultural, dialogic art process. The initiation of dialogic art events on
Māori community sites was with their cooperation and developed around the presentation of knowledge
of less-well-known traditional art methods rarely used by Māori. When there was an emergence of trust
and aroha at the dialogic events, the participants engaged in dialogue and exchange and the ‘art’ was
achieved.
The originality of the art in this project is that a non-Māori artist initiated dialogical art events in a Māori
community and the art evolved through the expression of aroha (care for one another) by both the artist
and participants in the events. The basis for the mutually beneficial participation in the dialogic art
workshops was the openness and sharing of information that built on what each participant could offer
to create different understandings and new knowledge. This required that no culture dominate but each
participant felt culturally safe to express themselves. The worldview of all participants was equally
valued and was given space so that each participant might be heard. To achieve this, the artist did not
try to take the lead and control events but stepped aside and into a participant role. This created an
even balance between participants and artist/facilitator. Events were contributed to by underpinning
them with the values of koha and ako. These are universal practices of reciprocity and flattened
hierarchy but as Māori concepts they have a nuanced approach that the artist embraced and that was
understood by participants. This generated the productive environment for making dialogic art in this
local context of Aotearoa.
The artist’s approach towards whanaungatanga demonstrated the whakataukī that opened the thesis;
he tangata, he tangata, he tangata (it is people past, present and future that matter). This approach
placed value on the ethical practice of seeking permission and advice about the direction of the project
and adjusting that direction according to the response received. When the response did not match the
artist’s expectations it was necessary to manage this by making changes or by navigating around
challenges, to find, and suggest alternatives.
An important aspect of the achievement of dialogic art within the workshop was that the event was
influenced by the advice of community representatives about the engagement with participants. The
artist’s role was to facilitate the involvement of participants by offering the workshop as koha. The
intention for the dialogic event was that a space for dialogue would open, assisted by the introduction
of a creative activity, within which participants would feel willing to engage.
The challenge of this project lies in the artist’s role, which involved choosing an activity that was
expected to provide interest specifically tailored to the participants, so that creating the art experience
also created the environment for dialogic art to take place. This was initiated through the research of
specific techniques and aspects that have been largely forgotten or are unknown by Māori participants.
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In this project, participants or co-producers suggested ways in which the subject of research could be
more specific to their needs and building on these to make a form of creativity designed to engage this
particular group of participants. The dialogic art developed alongside, and emerged from, the interaction
of participants with the creative element in the workshop.
Re-presentation of the workshops was carefully considered because the approach taken in the project
was that the art was co-authored and belonged equally to all participants. For a Pākehā artist, the
challenge was also to respond adequately and effectively to the sensitivities about a colonial approach
and cultural appropriation. This was achieved in a number of ways, including drawing from kaupapa
Māori research methods and leaving the re-presentation to participants. Although the artist collated
documentation of the event and produced the pānui that described the ochre investigation, the
distribution of these was limited to the participants.
The wayfaring nature of my art process was intended to accommodate opportunities as they arose. The
project direction developed gradually as opposed to be being pre-determined. The precariousness of
the original departure point was evident early on when the obscurity of the origins of rock art in Aotearoa
New Zealand, and the socio-political complexity of research on this subject, for someone with neither
an indigenous heritage, nor connection to the area, created resistance among Ngāi Tahu cultural
representatives to the proposed research. This was reflected both in what was said and non-attendance
at events. The value of precariousness was that although it opened the project to uncertainty, it also
led to some changes in direction that were advantageous, such as the change in theme from birdman
to ochre.
It was in this way, at this early stage in the project, that the structures of power and control became
apparent. They were particularly evident in the field of contemporary art production because of the close
association of the research topic with Māori cultural protocol and tradition. As the intention was to make
art in collaboration with the people whose habitus (Bourdieu) was influenced by the history of the early
rock drawings, and to pursue this with a dialogic art approach, adjustments had to be made in the focus
of the research and in the interactions with people who were the intended participants, so that a
collaborative and productive relationship would develop and art could be created. Although some
groups were supportive of the birdman rock drawing motif as a subject for research, key potential
participants saw it as an appropriation of their taonga. Although it was not a culturally safe subject, the
rock drawings did, however, introduce to the project the complexity of identity and belonging in Aotearoa
before and following European colonisation. This underpinned some of the discussions in dialogic art
events that followed. The motivation for the shift to an alternative focus, less overshadowed by sociopolitical sensitivity, was the desire to leave these motifs to be researched by the descendants of the
people who made them.
The starting point for participatory events and meetings therefore became the investigation of the
materiality of pigments and oils. The materials used for rock drawings had the benefits of being more
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familiar and providing opportunities for freer discussions and experimentation. This engaged
participants from all cultures. An art process was used to open a space for kōrero, for connections to
form between participants (including the artist) and in this way to share ideas and produce new
knowledge.
Manaakitanga was a useful guide in assessing the participants’ relationship with the artist and indicating
where changes needed to be considered. Lessons were learnt in the initial trial workshops. It was learnt
for instance, that the demonstration of hospitality needs to be left in the control of participants and not
directed by the artist. The events might not have taken place without Māori community representatives
to give advice and it was these co-producers who demonstrated manaakitanga.

Findings from the methodology
The term ‘methodology’ is used loosely in this project because the same methods can produce similar
but non-identical outcomes. This results from the variable input of participants, unexpected responses
and the precariousness of events because these events emerge from the unpredictability of human
nature and emotionally driven interactions between people. Nonetheless, the events are, in broad
terms, reproduceable by following the methodology, which developed from a combination of methods
drawn from kaupapa Māori and combined with the familiar past practices of the artist, and other dialogic
art methods. This was evident in the Arowhenua workshop that developed from the experience, and
methodology put into practice, at Manning St. The key kaupapa Māori concepts that were drawn on for
events were tikanga, whanaungatanga, and kanohi ki te kanohi. Dialogic principles and values of
discussion and utterance were developed within the shape of the kaupapa Māori-influenced event using
traditional mark-making methods.
In Te Waipounamu there was a kaupapa Māori expectation that findings from research would be given
back, and this was met. It was advantageous to ascertain what was of benefit by seeking advice from
the community involved. Initially, the artist thought of the return of findings as part of reciprocity and
therefore koha, but it became clear that the research findings were seen by their kaitiaki as being
‘rightfully’ returned to the owners from whom they had been ‘borrowed’.
The guiding principle for the project was ethical practice and a key part of this was tikanga. Guidance
was sought and accepted from a number of different representatives in each participating community.
This project could not have progressed without guidance and advice from respected Māori advisers on
tikanga, and working with knowledge of tikanga was essential to a good outcome of the events. The
finding was that it was crucial to respect the limitations imposed on the art process by a Māori worldview
and search for alternatives. The shift in research focus from the birdman motif exemplified this.
Tikanga was also observed in the intention of seeking permission when required from participating
community representatives. Therefore, consent was sought throughout the project for approval of the
inclusion of participants’ responses in the thesis and presentation of photographic documentation of
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participants or their contributions. Consultation and consent were also sought for the inclusion of their
limestone drawings on Rangimarie’s Wall, which brought in community involvement during its
construction.
Whanaungatanga required, as a first step, making contact with different groups. In due course some of
these groups were open to future participation in dialogic art workshops. Face-to-face engagement was
essential to the process of whanaungatanga. Within the project, getting to know the community
representatives of the participating communities or individuals through kanohi ki te kanohi (face-to-face
contact) was a priority. Integrity, or ‘heart’, was a key factor and was a determining feature of
whanaungatanga, so that trust developed during the negotiation leading to intercultural events. Building
trust with the participating communities in order to develop a continuing art process was not always
straightforward and rates of progress varied. The process of relationship building could be short
circuited through an introduction, because that was more likely to lead to a sense of trust. Where there
was no introduction relationships took time and patience to build.
Koha, in the context of this project, was the method of exchange with the right intention of kind
heartedness and generosity of spirit, which contributed to whanaungatanga. For koha, the concern of
the giver of koha is for it to be carefully considered and well received. There are guidelines but no rules,
with regional differences about what would be considered adequate or appropriate koha. These are
difficult to anticipate. The artist’s identification of what might be valuable koha was not necessarily that
of the participants: a finding of the project is that koha that had been requested was most effective. At
the start of the project, the choices were made through reflection-in-action but sometimes the koha
offered was not always the most desirable ‘gift’, because it was not immediately seen as beneficial. The
return of the information from the scientific analysis demonstrated this. It was an attempt by the artist
to increase the value of the reciprocal exchange but it introduced a new set of complex issues. The
anticipation was that the action of the elaborate presentation and the effort to present the information
on ochre in a visually pleasing manner would be perceived as koha to ngā Rūnanga, but it was
perceived as findings. Nevertheless, the return of this information in person strengthened the
relationship with all but one Rūnanga through contact with the groups, which was of value to future
meetings. Although the data analysis has led to no immediate outcome for ngā Rūnanga this does not
mean it may not be of value in the future.
The koha that was presented during the workshops was the presentation of traditional techniques of
mātauranga Māori (but infrequently used and little known) that had been researched by the artist. This
was well received. The generosity of koha from the participants was also evident in the workshops.
Support from kaumātua was invaluable and was their koha to the artist. The delicate balance of
reciprocity, intercultural sensitivity and a creative and open approach to participation developed
relationships with the groups. The artist placed value on a reciprocal relationship with participants that
was initiated by the koha. This emphasised that during the event reciprocity was a key factor and that
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the event was neither a demonstration of charity nor a commercial transaction. The form of reciprocity
was ultimately left to the participants to decide.
Manaakitanga was a key contribution to the events because it helped to build relationships and for any
event that continued for longer than two hours it became necessary to have refreshments. During the
project the artist became increasingly aware that one aspect of manaakitanga was that it should not be
imposed by the artist. Therefore, the emphasis on manaakitanga moved from its initiation by the artist
to that of the participants or hosts of workshops in response to the apparent expectations of Māori
participants to take control of this aspect and retain the right to offer it or not. When manaakitanga was
offered by participants this suggested that the participants were comfortable in the relationship, which
contributed to open and meaningful conversations. It was significant that the atmosphere during the
Manning St., Waitaha and Arowhenua workshops demonstrated generosity of spirit and manaakitanga
and the outcome was that ‘art’ was produced.
The intention within the project was that ako was present so that open and meaningful utterances were
shared in a horizontal exchange. For this to take place an environment was needed in which participants
felt comfortable. This happened when there was sharing of ideas among a group and in which no one
type of personality dominated and no particular cultural view predominated. It helped to have new ideas
to explore and for some participants to have a degree of confidence or prior experience with different
art-making techniques. The character of the events was that a variety of expertise was contributed.
Hence, the artist was not the ‘presiding genius’ and carrier of knowledge, which consequently avoided
a possible hierarchy among participants: the artist was just one of them. This empowered everyone
equally and encouraged the interchangeability of roles between ‘knowledge holders’ and learners.
Through this engagement ako provided a fertile ground for sharing information. It was also a
consideration that, to ensure that the event was culturally on safe ground, the artist stepped out of the
limelight, and by ‘moving aside’ allowed other participants to fill that space.
The drawing from kaupapa Māori methods so as to work consistently within Māori principles and values
was key to engagement with Māori participants. The challenge of using this overall methodology, as a
non-Māori artist working with predominantly Māori participants, was to avoid participating in Māori art
even whilst learning about it. The role claimed by the artist was justified by recognisable credentials in
drawing and applying pigments to surfaces, which made it easier for participants and a wider audience
to accept the process as art. Nonetheless, the artist’s focus of interest was ultimately the possibility that
the discussion could constitute the art. The conventional materials and forms of traditional art forms
were deeply interesting to a multicultural audience and attracted a wide group of participants into the
art in different ways.
The aim for the dialogic art workshop was participation and communication through which a dynamic
process could be managed and the ‘art’ was produced as events unfold. The creative aspect of the
workshop needed to be dynamic so that there was spontaneity at the event with a sense of discovery.
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It added to both the artist’s and the participants’ enthusiasm. The presence and development of koha,
kōrero and ako during the event contributed to the intangible and subjective good feeling (recognised
as a sentiendum) shared by participants. When all these features were present and participants and
the artist contributed to them, the ‘art’ in the workshop was created.
The evaluation of such an art event is made by those present and was subjective. What constitutes the
‘art’ is subjective. For the artist, the evaluation of these events takes into consideration the presence of
koha, kōrero, manaakitanga, and ako (as already mentioned). The finding is that the experience of ‘art’,
in dialogic art, is created from a collection of moments felt as a sensation or sentiendum, which
accumulate to form a mass of experiences large enough to be recognised as such by participants. This
is most likely to develop with a core group who sustain the momentum of participation over the
workshop’s entirety. . A desired outcome was when inspiration encouraged participants to continue the
workshop in their own way, which they did after the Manning St. and Arowhenua workshops.

Further findings
Although a workshop model is a commonly used device, participants in the Manning St., Nimmo St.
East and Arowhenua marae workshops understood that they were attending a dialogic art event. I made
it clear in my introduction to the event that it was a dialogic art workshop and explained the value of
kōrero to the event as ‘art’. Participants recognised my expectation of art as an experience but it may
have been their belief that the object-based artistic output of the workshops was also art. Nonetheless,
the finding was that it was acceptable to participants that art could be found in the form of discussion.

For an outsider, creating the positive environment in the workshops and enthusiasm for collaboration
and participation needed co-production. The discussions during the planning of the workshops were
advantageous and contributed to participant involvement and the emergence of co-producers. The coproducers emerged as voluntary helpers who showed interest in the project, though this position was
never formalised. The co-producer of a dialogic art workshop contributed by introducing fellow
participants to the event and suggesting innovative aspects of interest. Because each co-producer
understood the local politics and often knew many of the local people who were most likely to
participate, they could offer suggestions for the workshop that made it more relevant for participants.
Innovation was generally better received when not imposed on the group by the artist, because each
community of participants tended to have already established and preferred art methods and local
issues that concerned them. Preliminary conversations with a co-producer tended to lead to creative
processes with which participants were most interested. The co-producer or participants contributed
ideas that suited their location or requirements. This helped to produce the most favourable conditions
for dialogic art and was a key aspect of its realisation.
The Nimmo St. East workshop demonstrated the creation of a tangible community artwork, but fell short
of the creation of ‘art’ as it is understood in the dialogic events in this project. This was partly owing to
the disruption resulting from the movement of participants from the space where tiles were drawn to the
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space of making Rangimarie’s Wall. These minor disruptions broke the drift of discussion and
connections between participants. Nonetheless, the workshop was enjoyable, and the outcome was an
artwork and discursive site. However, the experiencing of ‘art' was not felt at Nimmo St. East. It was an
event that felt fragmented.

Limitations
Described below are limitations that contributed to the precariousness of working with different
communities from outside. My not being local to the area of community engagement was a major
limitation to the project. This was evident in the following ways:
The first was overcoming geographical distances that presented physical challenges to relationship
building. The principle of kanohi ki te kanohi and kanohi kitea required proximity to the communities
that were engaged in the project or with whom the project was intended to engage. Although visits to
Te Waipounamu were regular it was as a visitor and outsider to their communities. This limited the
opportunity for workshops. It was also more challenging to be included in events and meetings as an
outsider because of being unknown and not yet trusted. I was an outsider to the rural communities
engaged in the project not only because I was not local, but also culturally because I was non-Māori.
Drawing from kaupapa Māori methods was helpful but did not insure me against these effects, some of
which might be experienced by any outsider, including non-local Māori researchers.
The second limitation again arose from the rural locations of ngā Rūnanga at Wairewa, Waihao, Moeraki
and Puketeraki. They were contacted because they are kaitiaki of ochre and/or rock drawings, but many
of their members live and work in cities. Local co-producers were required to promote and encourage
participation and there was limited success in achieving the development of these relationships from a
distance. This contributed to the necessarily long duration of an open-ended dialogic art project.
The third limitation was seen in the need to maintain contact with ngā Rūnanga, without taking up too
much of their time, which became more of a challenge towards the end of the project when further
confirmation of the benefits of the project to participants was sought.
A further limitation was that during the project permission was sought from individuals or ngā Rūnanga.
These decisions depended on different iwi and individuals, so that the outcomes were often
unpredictable and on occasion, responses were either not forthcoming or delayed for long periods and
often no explanations were offered for this.

Outcomes from the workshops
Art was created by a Pākehā artist drawing from kaupapa Māori research methods and engaging with
Māori participants. It was achieved by showing respect for Māori taonga and building on the existing
foundation of mātauranga Māori. The kaupapa Māori principles became the basis of the artist’s
approach and contributed to positive engagement in meetings and to the development of the
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relationships that then led to dialogic art events. It was the understanding of the importance of offering
the communities benefit from the research that created the context for further engagement in the return
of research findings.

The ‘art’ was found in the kōrero and ako that developed around intimate moments of sharing
information and exchanging ideas informally as a group in workshops. There were moments in which
participants connected with each other through discussion, creating a perceptible body of moments that
would be appreciated by participants as ‘art’. The collection of these moments developed through the
trust and friendship built between participants during the days working and experimenting together. In
this way, participants collaborated in generating the ‘art’ within the workshops. The innovation of new
materials for experimentation initiated by co-producers offered added stimulation, relevance and benefit
for the participating groups. Enthusiasm for the art process was a key factor in creating the right
conditions for producing ‘art’ within the dialogic art workshops. This contributed to the intangible
presence of ‘art’ that was recognised and commented on by participants in the workshops at Manning
St. and Arowhenua marae (see Appendices 1 and 2 pp. 122−24).
The early events in the North Island were a learning experience that led to the workshops. The early
events and residency were essential for developing the themes and structure for the following two
dialogic art workshops at Manning St. and Arowhenua marae. One outcome from these early events
was the decision that the workshop at Manning St. should incorporate tikanga as a basis for the
collection of materials. The character of the event at Manning St. was one of sharing and learning
through experimentation and awareness of protocol. The artist’s experimental tiles from the earlier
events were placed with the community tiles in Rangimarie’s Wall. The outcome of this was that the
wall became a discursive site. The annual visit for observational and photographic documentation also
provided an opportunity to meet past participants for further discussion.
In the South Island the workshop with Waitaha, Anne Te Maiharoa Dodds, was strengthened and
supported by whanaungatanga over the project and the small number of participants did not detract
from the event. At Arowhenua marae, the workshop also demonstrated the outcome of
whanaungatanga. During the introduction to the group, my introducer said that I had shown persistence
and indicated that after four years it was time to help me, which confirms the value of the investment of
time spent in whanaungatanga. The support of the co-producer was similar to that received in Manning
St. and therefore contributed to the outcome that the ‘art’ was created during the event.
The direction of the workshop’s re-presentation was left to participants, who co-organised the event
and the aim throughout the project was to avoid colonisation of knowledge. As the project initiator and
facilitator, the artist showed appreciation to past participants, for their collaboration in the project,
through the gift of the pānui. This was intended to contribute to their understanding of the findings and
the full context of others’ participation in the project with a record of these events (only some of which
they would have attended). The benefit of this was that it led to the continuation of whanaungatanga at
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further discursive meetings with participants. The outcome of the events was that further use of
techniques explored, or knowledge gained from contacts, was left for the participants to take in the
direction of their choice. The artist acknowledges their co-authorship and co-ownership.
Koha that has been researched is presented to participants because the artist believes it might offer
interest to the participating audience, and waits for the proposal to be accepted, declined, or modified
by co-producers of that community. If participants accept the proposal they also take control of the representation of that knowledge. Bruguera, Koh and van Heeswijk make ‘useful art’ that responds to
advice from within the communities in which they work and focuses on specific community
requirements. Their outcome, similar to that of this project, is that those participating communities
contribute to the direction of events. In their projects, the community chooses the central activity from
which discussion emerges. Raqs Media Collective and Hirschhorn bring with them a focus of interest,
such as pre-identified texts or the building of monuments to philosophers, and as in this project this
action creates a focus for conversation. Unlike this project, however, these activities are chosen
because they interest the artist who wants to share this interest or knowledge, but the artist controls its
re-presentation.
These artists share models of art practice that are similar to mine, offering benefit to a community as
an outsider and acknowledging co-authorship. The difference is that this art method is for a specific
local audience and engages Māori traditional art methods and techniques of interest to Māori, which
have been researched for the use of these participants, so as to engage with them as participants,
interculturally. Moreover, a subsequent re-presentation of the event to a further audience was not
undertaken by the artist but was also left with the participants as co-authors to take in the direction of
their choice.

Original contribution
The originality of this project is that a non-Māori artist researcher engaged Māori participation and
enabled an intercultural, dialogic art process. The project extends the field of dialogic art through
nuancing the kinds of procedures undertaken in response to a highly specific cultural context of a nonMāori artist engaging Māori participants in events, in their rural communities. It succeeds in the same
terms that dialogic art is generally evaluated by having generated the kinds of sentiendum and sense
of enthusiasm that are described at the Manning St. and Arowhenua workshops. The traditional
indigenous methods and material were researched and presented so that dialogic art could be created
through practical activities that engaged a Māori population and added benefit to their community.
The significance of the events is that they were intercultural with a horizontal exchange of ideas, and
interchangeable roles of learning and teaching. It is also of significance that the art was recognised as
having been created through aroha (concern shown for one another) and this was evident in the
constructive discussions. The value to the field of art is that the information researched for the event
and created during it was not appropriated by the artist, but retained by the participants for their own
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use or re-presentation. The wider contribution to the field of dialogic art is that art takes place through
advice on protocol from local Māori representatives, and this process builds sustainable relationships
that lead to returning information from research, and opening the way for future collaborative dialogic
art.

To be continued
The dialogic events remain with participants through the remembered sentiendum and the traces of the
event found in their paintings on flax-paper or limestone tiles. An outcome of the interdisciplinary nature
of the research is the anthropological value of Rangimarie’s Wall in providing information for kaitiaki of
ochre about ochre and oil combinations on stone, and for kaitiaki of rock drawings about deterioration
of their rock art taonga. The wall performs another function, in that it is a discursive site. The wall was
the artwork produced in the dialogic event and provided the stimulus and location for further discursive
events at which the findings from the wall’s decay were the basis for discussion and the activity from
which the dialogic art was shaped. By 2020 the changes to the wall will have been photographed and
recorded over a five-year period. The changes will provide the focus for meeting with the Rāwene
participants. The proposed return of findings to those groups who might benefit from this information, if
accepted, would continue the development of whanaungatanga. If this koha is accepted, then the
project will continue as dialogic art in a new art form with the creative focus replaced by the presentation
of findings. An unknown factor is how long the wall will last and what the effect of accelerated decay
from direct exposure to weathering will have on the tiles. Meanwhile, it facilitates continuing contact
with the participating communities beyond the current phase of the project if the communities so desire
and the observations and recording give a focus for building relationships.
I leave the experience of art participation in the hands of local participants and me as the artist, and the
memory gently fades. There will be a diffuse dialogue that blows around like a leaf in a breeze, now
less and less distinctly a leaf and more and more a memory. Alternatively, it may compost down and
spring up as a new project, differently designed and directed but in some way related to this project.
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Appendices
Participant evaluation
Appendix 1.
Manning St.
The transcription of a video recording made in Rāwene, by New Zealand artist Jan Barratt in December
2015.
•

Co-producer One:
There was an added experience which usually I find spontaneous and just comes out of all the
dynamics of different types of people coming together and sharing our similarities and
differences. And so, we were having lunch and having a conversation. There was a group of
mature women and we ended up talking about healing and how the healing of the earth helps
us as people. How the feeling of conversation and kōrero [exchange in dialogue] helps us and
the healing and sharing experiences of our families and how we help nurture our families as
well. And as we all know in creativity in relation to Papatūānuku [Mother Earth], this kind of
gathers a great platform to have a time and allow ourselves to experience types of healing,
which was quite different actually. Because we found that there was an actual healer in our
group who offered to give us her knowledge. An understanding of the different types of sound
using her instrument that she brought with her. And again, it was resonating with the workshop,
in terms of how all these dimensions come into play when we create and are dealing with the
natural world. It gave me a lot of pride to be a part of, and to share knowledge and
understanding of our local ochres and pigments. The inspiration from the ochre workshop, that
was an opportunity for us here as locals in the Hokianga, Rāwene, to be a part of a great
experience that Charlotte Andrew has been working on for quite a while now. Last year was a,
yeah, that was quite a hard year for me. My mother just passed away, and I was in the middle
of my Bachelor degree working on my body of work, and yeah, to have this workshop come to
my studio was just amazing.
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•

Co-producer Two:
So, what I can remember: We were chosen up here in the Hokianga to be a part of her studies,
yeah, which was really exciting for us. We were involved with Charlotte and her workshops
with the ochre and we staged the second workshop here at the campus at Rāwene at North
Tec. We gathered another small group of people who wanted to work with the ochre, to find
out more information about it. And we were privileged to be able to install the fruits of our
labours at North Tec, with a structure that was built on the day. And all the tiles that were used
throughout the four workshops, that Charlotte conducted throughout the country, were installed
at the campus at Rāwene. And I was privileged enough to assist her with that installation. So,
the installation itself was three metres high, with braced brackets to hold all the tiles, of which
there were over 400. So, all the tiles have been installed in the installation to be able to be
weathered, and still be shown to the general public. It’s in a secluded area of the campus. It’s
shaded by trees, but it is in full view of the campus and the students who attend the campus.
So, it is quite a beautiful sight to see. You have the choice of all the colours that were used
during the workshops, and all of the patterns. It’s lovely to see everyone’s creative designs on
each tile, and each one is different. And the outcome of the tiles being weathered, is to see
how long they last and see the pigments and the pigment mixed with the shark oil and see if
there are any changes throughout the years that it will be shown at campus. And being able to
be there with Charlotte to erect the installation was a warming sight. Because I did notice that
one or two tiles, that I had a privilege to make, were there alongside so many others who
worked really tirelessly to get all their individual tiles made. So, we are quite proud to hold it
here at Hokianga, and for it be open to the public to view. So yes, the installation, I think we
are very proud to be able to have it in our rohe [region]. And be able to have sight of it on a
daily basis because it is quite a beauty to see.
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Appendix 2.
Arowhenua
With the permission of the second MRAT guide Rachael Solomon, I include the questions asked and
her response:
Questions for review during the workshop
•

Q. Is offering a workshop considered to be a koha (a gift of reciprocity) to the participants for their
kōrero (discussion)?

I felt very privileged to attend a workshop like this, usually on a personal level - cost is always a factor
in not attending something as informative and interesting. I learned amazing things about natural
pigments and hope Charlotte was able to gauge something from us.
•

Q. In which ways have they experienced a sense of reciprocity?

I work at Te Ana Ngāi Tahu Maori Rock Art Centre in which we talk about pigments and methods of
Maori creating the art works on limestone. To be able to work with Kōkōwai and get a feel about mixing
and painting gave me a better understanding of how truly talented our ancestors were in their application
and knowledge.
•

Q. What is it like to be a participant in this art method?

I thoroughly enjoyed listening to Charlottes passion about pigments and her knowledge of the science
that goes into tried methods
•

Q. In contemporary art, an experience of participation and discussion using a workshop method
can be considered an ‘artwork’. What is the response of this group of participants to that
proposition?

Yes I would consider it artwork – we made some great creations, good discussions and sharing of
knowledge. I will experiment more with what’s in my garden and surroundings to create my own artwork
but also maybe use what I have learnt to create a hands on activity for tamariki in schools
•

Q. Was ako (the interchangeability of teaching and learning) experienced by participants?

Yes most definitely
•

Q. What did they gain? What did they believe I gained?

Knowlege and confidence around guiding customers through our centre in the pigment section
•

Q. Should this experience be re-presented to a further audience and if so in which way?

Not sure
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Appendix 3.
Ochre and Muka Workshop
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