


COVER IMAGE 

Leafa Wilson/Olga Krause Ich Heisse Olga Krause, Deutsche Kuenstlerin 2005 

Poster print (detail). Image reproduced in full below. 

The life-long work of performance artist Leafa Wilson/Olga Krause began in 2005. 

These propagandist poster-styled works are loosely based around the Russian 

Constructivist design aesthetic adopted by the German band ‘Kraftwerk’. With both 

Samoan and German ancestry, the artist reconciles their past and present by creating 

utopic race relations in the site of their body: I am Olga Krause, German artist (Ich 

Heisse Olga Krause, Deutsche Kuenstlerin) 

 GUEST EDITOR 
Amelia Williams 

EDITOR 

Nadia Gush 

EDITORIAL ADVISORY GROUP  
Giselle Byrnes, Massey University Te Kunenga Ki Purehuroa, Palmerston North. 

Catharine Coleborne, University of Newcastle, Australia. 

Nadia Gush, Waikato Museum Te Whare Taonga o Waikato, Hamilton; University of Waikato 

Te Whare Wānanga o Waikato, Hamilton. 

Stephen Hamilton, Charles Darwin University, Darwin, Australia; Massey University Te 

Kunenga Ki Purehuroa, Palmerston North. 

Bronwyn Labrum, Canterbury Museum, Christchurch.

Mark Smith, Oamaru Whitestone Civic Trust, Oamaru. 

NZJPH7.1 2020 ISSN 2253-153X 

© 2020 The New Zealand Journal of Public History 



7.1  HISTORY AND RECONCILIATION 

Amelia Williams 

EDITORIAL 1 

Leah Bell 

DIFFICULT HISTORIES 7 

Vincent O’Malley 

STREET TALK:  
HISTORY, MYTH AND MEMORY ON THE WAIKATO FRONTIER 13 

Graeme Ball 

THE LONG HISTORY OF LEARNING ABOUT OUR OWN HISTORY 20 

Renika Sicilliano 

‘IWI’ HISTORIES IN TE TIRITI O WAITANGI SETTLEMENTS:  
THE IMPACT OF A CROWN FRAMEWORK ON OUR NARRATIVE 
HISTORIES 31 

Geoff Canham 

KOPURERERUA AUETU: THE VALE OF TEARS 39 

Nicholas Haig 

SUMMARY: Once More, With Feeling 47 

Charlotte Greenhalgh 

REVIEW: Past Caring? Women, Work and Emotion  51 





HISTORY AND RECONCILIATION, MĀ MURI Ā MUA KA TIKA. 
Editorial.  
Amelia Williams. 

EDITORIAL  NZJPH7.1  2020 1 

The title and guiding methodology for this edition of the journal — ‘mā muri ā 

mua ka tika’ — is Rangi Matamua’s adaptation of the Ngāti Maniapoto 

whakataukī which literally means when the back is right, the front is right. This 

guiding methodology is expressed in narrative forms and narrative practices; it 

can be intrinsic to the nature of narration. Such practices compel us to make 

right the things of the past (at the back) for ‘our’ present and future 

generations (at the front) as we narrate them. Matamua asserts that as Māori 

we must ensure that ‘our’ history is told, and that it is told by us, the ‘makers’ 

of that history.1 Underpinned by political intent, the principle behind this 

narrative process is a strategic intervention that seeks praxian change within a 

cycle of conscientisation and transformation.2 The tellers of our stories 

become the change agents of their own historical positionings.3 An essential 

element of this praxis requires the reliving of a storied past. This can invoke 

instances of intergenerational trauma whereby trauma, a shared experience, is 

transferred between generations. We can choose to avoid the trauma — to 

keep the silence — but the call of whakapapa overrides the messages 

embedded in pain, suffering and abuse. We must narrate our 

stories. Contributors to this issue of the journal embrace this guiding 

methodology. They work to get the back right.  

In 1954 my parents joined a ‘closed’ religious sect. All aspects of our lives were 

premised on the literal interpretations of stories taken from the Bible: we 

embodied a skewed mix of ‘Pentecostal extremism’ and the tikanga practices 

of our parents. An invented lineage to Christian reformers Luther, Calvin and 

Wesley, and their metaphorical Aotearoa New Zealand son Marsden replaced 

the whakapapa of our iwi, Ngāti Koi Ngāti Tara Tokanui. English idioms and 

social mores constructed our public lives. The church members were our 

‘family in Christ’. The parables of Jesus Christ replaced tūpuna narrative, the 

church building considered the ‘House of God' was the central meeting house 

for the congregation. The King James Version of the Bible ‘taken literally’ 

formed the foundation stories guiding the principles for all social interactions 

1 Personal communication with Rangi Matamua, 12 February 2019. Contextualised by a 
discussion relating to whakapapa, whakapapa cannot be changed. It can be stolen, names 
amended to suit, but whakapapa cannot be changed, it belongs to the iwi-tupuna-person, to 
their iwi. Equally, history is made by the maker. It is for them to be the tellers of their history. 
2 Graham Hingangaroa Smith, ‘The Development of Kaupapa Māori: Theory and Praxis’. 
(unpublished PhD thesis: University of Auckland, 1997). 
3 D. E. Comstock, ‘A Method for Critical Research’, in Knowledge and Values in Social and 
Educational Research ed. by E. F. Bredo, (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2007), p.372. 
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and social relations. Chief among these were ‘subservience, psychological 

abuse, exclusion and separation’ from the world.4 A ladder of civilisation 

existed in the minds of the leaders: Māori had yet to rise out of the earth to 

scale the first rung where ‘we’ were the fortunate few saved from a life of sin 

and damnation. 

My siblings and I had no knowledge of our grandparents, our relations, no 

knowledge of what they looked like. At school cousins introduced themselves 

to us saying who they were and how they were related to me; their attempts 

were always met with a loud rejection. This connection could not be possible: 

my church family did not attend the local school, they did not look like this 

person before me. Deep, deep inside a voice keened to know, to be heard, to 

know the light of day, to narrate the connectedness of kith and kin stretching 

back before primordial time; back to cosmogony.  

The ‘church’ was a microcosm of Aotearoa New Zealand society, it simply 

wielded its version of the ‘cultural values of the wider society’ in a manner 

defined by Smith as ‘the imperialistic power of subjugation’, and by Hall as 

‘hegemonic containment’ in a more precise and brutal manner.5 Twenty-one 

years later, without advice, the Church left Kerepehi where we lived. My past 

had not been put right and unbeknown reconciliation beckoned in the form of 

the Waitangi Tribunal, Treaty Settlements and my doctoral thesis. 

In 1997 the handover ceremony of the Hauraki research reports to the 

Waitangi Tribunal was held at our iwi Marae, Ngahutoitoi. There were 40,000 

pages of evidence amassed in eleven volumes. This was the largest research 

report received by the Tribunal. Celebrated historians, emeritus professors, 

and social policy researchers presented summaries of their reports. Towards 

the end of the hui a Doctor of Philosophy in history tabled her report, setting 

out a wrongful account of our history to our iwi; a history of denigration. 

Mum bent over whispering ‘that’s us, our iwi’. Throughout the ‘reading’ Mum 

and Dad brushed away tears: this was far from the colourful speeches claiming 

4 John Weekes, ‘Kiwi Cult Survivor Details Years of Abuse’. The Dominion Post, 3 September. 
2016 <https://www.pressreader.com/new-zealand/the-dominion-
post/20160903/283137133228281> [accessed 27 November 2018].  
5 Linda Tuhiwai Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples, 2nd edition. 
(Dunedin: Zed Books, 2012), pp.22, 28; Stuart Hall, ‘What is this ‘Black’ in Black Popular 
Culture?’ in Popular Culture and Cultural Theory: A Reader. 4th edition, ed. by John Storey (Essex: 
Pearson, 2009), p.249. 
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justice and rangimarie for Hauraki that we had all hoped for. Our history had 

been told for us, not by us, and without consultation. Our parents and 

kaumatua responded, recalling their discussion:  

Ae! no more excuses… we joined the church to get away and now it has 
come back through the Pākehā at our own marae the more we stay silent 
the worse it gets for our mokopuna, we have to say our truth…. We 
don’t want to remember the cruelty and hardship they bore, only for us 
to shun them...we can’t do nothing. First, we karakia, we call a hui…we 
remember and share the korero of our tupuna… and then we fight, but 
we can’t do nothing.6  

Truth. It echoed, rolling through the whare like a cleansing, healing tide. The 

slamming of doors in one epoch bolted by shame, fear, and wrong 

remembered to rawness: on that day those doors were opened, tearing away 

the last vestiges of false identity layer after layer. The next twenty years became 

a search for truths, reclaiming our stolen whakapapa and righting the storied 

wrongs of our iwi. 2001 marked a milestone: when they stood before the 

Waitangi Tribunal to narrate the whakapapa of our iwi, kaumatua had 

embarked on a journey of revitalisation by peeling back the layers of a falsified 

history as a means of arriving at truth.  

Guest editing this volume has been a uniquely pleasurable honour of bringing 

together a diverse range of contributors who, in engaging intensely rich voices, 

narrate the layers of life stories as a way of reconciling Aotearoa New Zealand’s 

history with their own personal experiences. Reflective of the narrative 

process, the journal articles are a rich multi-layered account of events that 

occurred in the past that continue to impact the authors’ present day and 

future lives. The selections are more than about telling a story about our past. 

They take us beyond to a place of reconciliation at a personal and community 

level: cumulatively they are about building an Aotearoa New Zealand nation 

based on truth. Because  

merely describing or chronicling the facts of colonialism, without taking 
an emancipatory political stance, and without offering interventionist 
theoretical perspectives through which to examine the violent actions 

6 Minutes of hui, Ngati Koi, Ngati Tara Tokanui kaumatua, 2001.  
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and erasures of colonialism, does not make a study postcolonial in its 
critical impulse.7  

That is, it does not make it tika, or right. In this manner, understandings of 

how we are continually caught in a multiplicity of hegemonic fists are voiced, 

unmasked–demystified and transformed. 

Leah Bell begins this issue of the journal with a commentary that poignantly 

retraces a journey she took alongside a group of fellow rangatahi, high school 

students, to petition the government to have the ‘New Zealand Wars’ and 

their ongoing consequences recognised and taught in schools. Bell’s article is a 

heartfelt rendition of the historical events that have occurred in close 

proximity to her community, her family, her home. Bell traces her personal life 

story as a way of coming to terms with the history of her ancestors and their 

contributions to the history of Aotearoa New Zealand. For Bell, this is not 

about commemorating the acts of war, it is about an act of reconciliation, of 

laying bare the events and the ongoing consequences of the conflict, of 

righting the mis-truths to understand who we are as New Zealanders. Bell’s 

article is about how the narratives of tupuna bring truth, understanding and 

reconciliation as a way of remembering, lest we forget.  

In the second commentary in this issue, Vincent O’Malley offers an historical 

analysis centred on Kihikihi, a town in the central Waikato region. Writing in a 

lucid and engaging manner, he exposes how mis-truths, over time, become 

powerful mechanisms for framing how one group is marked with disgrace, 

shame and degeneration while another group is deified through their acts and 

solidified in the memory of New Zealanders. The importance of 

understanding these acts, the events that surrounded them, and their 

consequences, is that they have become the historical foundation stones of the 

building of our nation. In his commentary O’Malley persuasively establishes 

that street signs are not only directional way-finders for travellers, but also 

significant in the process of establishing the identity of a community. Secreted 

into the consciousness of a people, ‘street signs’ represent a repackaged form 

of violence perpetuating transgenerational trauma. O’Malley is an eloquent and 

engaging writer, and this piece sets the historical record aright, highlighting 

7 Shome and Hedge, ‘Postcolonial Approaches to Communication: Charting the Terrain, 
Engaging the Intersections’, Communication Theory, 12, 3 (2002), p.250 as quoted in Archana A. 
Pathak, ‘Opening My Voice, Claiming My Space: Theorizing the Possibilities of Postcolonial 
Approaches to Autoethnography’, Journal of Research Practice, 6, 1 (2010), p.2. 
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how paramount is the work towards the correct recording/narrating of 

Aotearoa New Zealand’s historiographic events. Following on from O’Malley, 

Graham Ball similarly reminds us that Aotearoa New Zealand’s history is a 

most important aspect of the social, political and cultural landscape of this 

country. Some two hundred and four years since the opening of the first 

Pākehā school in Aotearoa New Zealand, Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern 

announced that the history of this place will be comprehensively taught across 

all levels of the school curriculum. History is not simply a curriculum subject, 

it establishes the identity of a nation, self and community identity; it does not 

occur in a vacuum, but in a world already defined.8 Graham’s title, ‘Give me 

my history’, represents the unified, powerful demand for an urgent political 

response. Ball, who has been at the centre of this movement to see Aotearoa 

New Zealand history taught in schools, is clear that the struggle has involved 

many New Zealanders, and his article provides moving insights into key 

moments over many decades of effort to have Aotearoa New Zealand’s 

history taught in schools. 

The focus of Renika Siciliano’s commentary is the salience of iwi–tupuna 

narratives and how they are applied in a Treaty Settlements process. Siciliano 

reflects on how the voices of iwi scholars, the formal evidence prepared for 

the Waitangi Tribunal, and written versions of an iwi(s) history are given 

significant weight. However, Siciliano presents another side, arguing that the 

historical account is generally silent on the history of an iwi group’s interaction 

with ‘other’ iwi. If whakapapa is the most important aspect of being iwi, one 

would expect an historical account to be a representation — a recollection — 

of those relationships so as to reconcile the history of the iwi. The formulation 

of an agreement of the historical account between iwi and the Crown is a 

fraught and challenging procedure. A Director of a major law firm in 

Hamilton, Siciliano has extensive knowledge of the settlements process and 

her commentary offers insight into the place of historical narrative in the 

Treaty settlements process. 

Geoff Canham’s commentary demonstrates the importance of tupuna 

narrative as a catalyst for change, leadership and revitalisation. He discusses 

how the honouring of Ngai Tamarawaho tupuna korero — their vision and 

8 Jonathan Friedman, ‘The Past in the Future: History and the Politics of Identity’, American 
Anthropologist, 94, 4 (1992), pp.837–859. 
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connectedness to Kopurererua Valley — by government agencies, myriad 

local community groups, and Tauranga City Council, led to the completion of 

what is believed to be the largest urban wetland restoration project in the 

Southern Hemisphere and one of the most dramatic inner-city turnarounds 

achieved in Aotearoa New Zealand. Writing as the project manager (1996– 

2005), Canham discusses how iwi-led partnerships underpinned by the 

narratives of their tupuna become exemplars of community collaboration, 

environment protection, and revitalisation. Canham and Ngai Tamarawaho’s 

achievements have served as a model for international governments seeking to 

co-govern and co-manage. It is an exemplar for Aotearoa New Zealand parks 

and reserves management and development. We acknowledge Ngai 

Tamarawaho kaumatua, Tauranga Moana for their leadership and for sharing 

their korero with our readers. 

This issue of the journal also includes a student summary from Nicholas Haig, 

whose discussion of his colourful Master’s thesis explores the ways that Te 

Papa disburses its public responsibilities to enable the conditions for memory, 

imagination and subjectivity to emerge. He does this through consideration of 

Te Papa’s hugely popular exhibition ‘Gallipoli’. Charlotte Greenhalgh also 

reviews the celebrated book Past Caring? Women, Work and Emotion, a collection 

of works based on Aotearoa New Zealand’s women’s stories taken from 

historical and personal records. Her review is a persuasive invitation to 

discover a new account of Aotearoa New Zealand’s past as an active, 

discursive process of inquiry.  

Amelia Williams is a Treaty Negotiator and the Executive Chairman of 
Ngati Tara Tokanui Post Settlement Governance Entity. The editorial 
board of the New Zealand Journal of Public History thank Amelia for her 
work on this issue of the journal. 
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The following speech was delivered at the 2019 New Zealand Historical 

Association conference, after five years of work advocating for and petitioning 

Government to commemorate the ‘New Zealand Wars’ as a statutory day of 

remembrance. The kaupapa of the petition was primarily to have our 

Government, and the nation of Aotearoa New Zealand as a whole, 

acknowledge the conflict of Ngā Pakanga o Aotearoa (the New Zealand Wars) 

and to resource education pertaining to the ongoing legacy of these wars.  

Long before any sense of a national movement or media attention, this story 

began with a bunch of rangatahi, students aged between twelve and sixteen 

years old. We were pressed against each other in the dry heat of March 2014, 

choking on the dust of Rangiaowhia, and the battle of Ōrākau. Two of us, 

Waimarama Anderson and myself, felt compelled to question our ignorance 

first and foremost, and then encourage conversation within our communities 

of Waitomo and the North King Country respectively. We became co-

signatories to a very formal national petition. As our families, community and 

networks mobilised around us, the Kīngitanga laid its full support for this 

campaign at the Ōrākau sesquicentennial commemoration. We stood as 

representative voices for young people with the gumption to share our 

aspirations for a country seeking a fully developed historical consciousness — 

13000 conversations for 13000 signatures. Prominent academics Vincent 

O’Malley and Joanna Kidman supported the work of Rā Maumahara, the 

campaign to commemorate Ngā Pakanga o Aotearoa. Public consciousness 

about this history broadened with the publication of Vincent’s treatise, The 

Great War for New Zealand: Waikato 1800–2000, published by the powerhouse 

of contemporary Aotearoa New Zealand history, Bridget Williams Books. 

Vincent and Joanna campaigned in their own right, advocating for the 

teaching of Aotearoa New Zealand history in schools through academia and 

through their company, ‘HistoryWorks Ltd.’. The petition was tabled by Hon 

Nanaia Mahuta in 2015 and was presented in front of the Māori Affairs Select 

Committee in 2016. The outcome is Te Pūtake o te Riri, an annual national 

day of commemoration on 28 October for the New Zealand Wars. After the 

recent announcement by Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern that Aotearoa New 

Zealand history would be implemented into the New Zealand School 

Curriculum in 2022 — a clause of our submission — Vincent and Joanna 

invited me to speak as part of their ‘Difficult Histories’ panel at the New 

Zealand Historical Association Conference in late 2019.  
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I spoke on Thursday 28 November, however the events of Monday 25 

November had forced me to reshape my speech in order to find my thread 

within a fragmented world of historical amnesia.  

—————————— 

NEW ZEALAND HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION CONFERENCE: KANOHI KI 
TE KANOHI: HISTORIES FOR OUR TIME, ‘REMEMBERING AND 
FORGETTING THE NEW ZEALAND WARS’. 
THURSDAY 28 NOVEMBER 2019. 

Before Monday, I had prepared the following introduction to my speech: 

Giselle Byrnes claimed in Boundary Markers: Land Surveying and the 
Colonisation of New Zealand, that the desire to reconcile with our history, 
onset in the 1980s, is a symptom of ‘loss’ — the ‘desire to make an 
intelligible story out of the past as a way of soothing an anxiety and lack 
of confidence about the present’.1 Byrnes stated that the motivation to 
revisit the past was not necessarily to examine cultural and national 
identities.2 In this contemporary moment however, such examination is 
arguably in place. Undeniably for many Pākehā, comprehending our 
history manifests in somewhat of an identity crisis, perhaps a fearful 
arrogance. However, it is not the romanticising of our history that is 
fundamentally soothing, it is the freedom to have an honest conversation 
with each other and more importantly, ourselves. The campaign to 
petition government to have a National Commemoration Day for the 
New Zealand Wars, and advocating for the New Zealand Wars in the 
national curriculum, has required shedding paralysing shame and guilt. 
Empathy, with an ability to listen acutely and view the past with a 
transparent lens, is essential to reconciling the atrocities of the past with 
the present.  

That was before Monday. It is bizarre that in a campaign to commemorate the 

New Zealand Wars, we, the petitioners, have only ever talked hypothetically 

about our tūpuna — our ancestors; to media, and with each other. This will be 

the first speech I give on the kaupapa of actively remembering the New 

Zealand Wars, Ngā Pakanga o Aotearoa, that will use the word ‘I’ more than 

1 Giselle Byrnes, Boundary Markers: Land Surveying and the Colonisation of New Zealand, (Wellington: 
Bridget Williams Books, 2001), p. 2.  
2 Ibid.  
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any other speech I have given thus far. On Monday I was confronted with the 

fact that to engage with the New Zealand Wars inevitably demands a personal 

reckoning. 

I wrote my pre-Monday introduction because I believed that the wrongs of the 

wars could not be traced through my family. I knew of my paternal lineage: 

from William Colenso, well-known for several courageous acts such as 

questioning the legitimacy of the translation of Te Tiriti o Waitangi to Māori; 

from William Wilberforce — albeit distantly related — for helping abolish the 

slave trade through England; from Elizabeth Colenso and her daughter Fanny 

for whom Te Reo Māori was their first tongue. Elizabeth took her children to 

England during the 1860s to escape the heightened conflict and bloodshed in 

New Zealand. In England, Elizabeth advocated for Māori there during the 

Jenkins party tours and translated for Queen Victoria. Fanny wrote English 

letters in big baby script; in Te Reo Māori, tight and cursive. Fanny greeted 

Māori in England during those wars with karanga, ‘e te manuhiri e…’3 I knew 

where I stood.  

I was proud of my Pākehā ancestors. Notwithstanding the anguish I felt as a 

four-year-old learning the implications of the word ‘confiscation’ — painting 

my mother’s Foreshore and Seabed protest signs. My overwhelming desire to 

be Māori at four years old, to not be responsible, felt remedied by 

understanding the activism of my ancestors. Monday changed a few things.  

I’ve always said that guilt and shame are lifeless emotions to bring to 

history. But on Monday, that was all I felt.  

There is a record series in the National Archives called the ‘LS69’, ‘Naval and 

military Land Claims Commissions, 1986 and 1910’. Thanks to having the 

privilege of a Summer Research Scholarship supervised by Victoria University 

of Wellington historian Charlotte Macdonald, I have been tracking the land 

claims of the Imperial soldiers post the New Zealand Wars for the past week. 

What I did not know was that I would find the files of two of my ancestors, 

outlining their entire military ‘careers’.  

3 Elizabeth Colenso, 31 July 1863, ‘About Jenkins Party of Maoris in England, Hare Pomare also 
and wife’, Diary July 1863, MS-Papers-0557, Alexander Turnbull Library, Wellington. 



DEACCESSIONING AND MUSEUM ETHICS. 
Leah Bell. 

DIFFICULT HISTORIES  NZJPH7.1  2020 10

Joseph Jones, 14th Imperial Regiment, wrote 

I went on a special service under Captain Ross to Opotiki to avenge the 
death of Reverend Völkner …. We took 70 to 100 Maori prisoner…. I 
was there for four or five months of engagement. 

He also wrote of volunteering under Von Tempski.4 

I grew up with the legendary story of Reverend Völkner and Kereopa Te Rau. 

Two eyes eaten, utu for the death of Kereopa’s family at Rangiaowhia — 

Rangiaowhia, the place that triggered our whole campaign. What irony that 

one ancestor would shed blood to make Te Whakatōhea culpable for the 

death of Völkner, when my other ancestor William Colenso, the one I grew up 

with, rallied to halt the hanging of Kereopa Te Rau — to no avail.5  

On the 28th of October, I was in Waitara, Taranaki, for the second annual 

commemoration, Te Pūtake o te Riri: Wars and Conflicts New Zealand. Until 

Monday, I had no idea that I was directly involved in the mamae witnessed at 

the commemoration: a bitterly poignant demonstration of privilege. My 

ancestor John Edward Wright Hussey scorched the gardens of hundreds of 

Taranaki mana whenua, but when his house was burnt down by ‘rebels’ it was 

immediately built again and he was gifted sixty-six acres at Kakaramea by the 

Crown.6 Mana whenua in Taranaki still seek to build their houses again. Not 

‘knowing our history’ shrouds ignorant privilege, insidious at its core.  

After the announcement that Aotearoa New Zealand history will be in the 

curriculum in 2022, I had a fight with my uncle. He told me that we cannot 

keep focusing on ‘the idea’ that history is a source of hurt. We cannot pretend 

as a country that we are unique from anyone else. I told him that you cannot 

alienate history to be only that — just a story. Not when it is the lived reality 

of so many. I have discussed with my friend over and over how the 

confiscations and uproar from the killing of Völkner have left her community 

and people impoverished today. Until Monday, I did not know that my 

4 Joseph Jones, R8097986, ACGT 18569 LS69/181049, Archives New Zealand Te Rua Mahara o 
Kāwanatanga, Wellington.  
5 Steven Oliver, ‘Te Rau, Kereopa,’ Dictionary of New Zealand Biography, first published in 1990, 
updated June, 2014. Te Ara – The Encyclopedia of New Zealand,  
<https://teara.govt.nz/en/biographies/lt72/te-rau-kereopa> (accessed 24 January 2020).  
6 John Edward Wright Hussey, R8097928, ACGT 18569 LS69/17, Archives New Zealand Te Rua 
Mahara o Kāwanatanga, Wellington. 
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ancestor had helped disenfranchise her people. That is privilege. That is 

selective historical amnesia. ‘So tell me’, I said to my uncle, ‘how can you 

separate history from hurt?’  

The history of colonial New Zealand is not just a story where tangata whenua 

are reduced to having no agency. It is a story pulsing with connection, love, 

and whānau across war-drawn boundaries. It is a story of colonial regiments 

yelling to their ‘enemy’ to duck as they fired ahead, and their ‘enemy’ doing the 

same; of wāhine toa cloaking the enemy that shot them down; of interracial 

families holding each other tight as war forces new loyalties upon them. The 

New Zealand Wars can be examined and taught through a social history 

paradigm, in which the human story of land, language, love and loss are 

viewed through enduring human relationships. 

Judith Binney wrote about the courage of Pākehā female teachers resisting the 

violence of military men at a Native school in Waikaremoana. Her illumination 

of this story exemplifies what can be found beyond the binaries of our history, 

she said: ‘it is a fragment — a tiny chip — in the vast mosaic of narratives 

which, when brought together, reveal light and dark co-existing in our colonial 

history’.7 Matua Rāhui Papa said at the announcement of the 2022 New 

Zealand Curriculum change, in the Debating Chamber that the history of the 

New Zealand Wars ‘is what Hollywood movies are made of’.8 Our history is

that and more, for it is our story. 

Therefore, we must let our children learn. 

Let them trace the 
battle sites, 
hand in hand, 
This time. 
Plant a peach tree where 
bullet-pips are buried in the ground. 
Settle the dust 
with their tears 
to mingle with, 
not dilute, 

7 Judith Binney, Stories Without End: Essays 1975–2010 (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 2010), 
p.313.
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the blood drawn there. 

Let them write treaties. 
For the future. 
For the past. 
Debate what words should have 
bound us then. 
Debate what words should 
bind us now. 

Let them build 
popsicle-stick land courts. 
Paint each panel. 
The stories of 
their ancestors 
Pākehā me Māori. 
Glued together with 
Shared honesty. 

Me Maumahara Tātou 

Leah is embarking on an honours degree in history at Victoria University 
of Wellington. She is an ambassador for Te Pūtake o te Riri: Wars and 
Conflicts in New Zealand, held in Waikato on the 28th of October 2020.
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Kihikihi is a small Aotearoa New Zealand town — a population of 1974 

according to the 2013 census — on the outskirts of Te Awamutu in the 

Waikato region.1 According to that same census, the residents of Kihikihi are 

quite a bit poorer than the rest of the population of the district. Not 

unrelatedly, perhaps, the town also has a greater percentage of Māori (34% of 

the population, compared with 13% across the Waipā region as a whole).2 But 

as a recent Google Maps exercise highlights, those Māori live in a town whose 

street signs pay silent homage to the Pākehā politicians and soldiers 

responsible for its conquest and later confiscation in the Waikato War of 

1863–64.3 Grey, Cameron, Carey, Whitaker and other streets taunt those 

Māori residents with daily reminders of the devastating effects and 

consequences of that conflict felt over many generations. Kihikihi is a few 

kilometres west of Ōrākau, the site of the final battle in the Waikato War. And 

travelling in the other direction, just a few kilometres south of the town, is the 

Pūniu River that many Māori retreated across after the siege of Ōrākau ended 

on 2 April 1864. 

The Pūniu River became the new frontier separating the Kīngitanga (the Māori 

King movement) from the newly confiscated lands to its north, while the 

unconquered lands south of the Pūniu remained beyond the writ of English 

law for the best part of the next two decades. The King Country, as James 

Belich famously described it, was effectively ‘an independent Maori state 

nearly two-thirds the size of Belgium’.4 Meanwhile, Kihikihi became a military 

settlement and frontier post, highlighting the partial and incomplete nature of 

the Crown’s victory in the Waikato War. The Crown hadn’t gone to war to 

teach the Māori King movement a lesson but to destroy it and it had failed in 

that objective. The aukati, the Pūniu River boundary, marked the limits of its 

accomplishment. 

1 This paper was prepared as part of the project ‘He Taonga te Wareware? Remembering and 
Forgetting Difficult Histories in Aotearoa/New Zealand’, 
<https://www.difficulthistories.nz/>, supported by a grant from the Marsden Fund, Royal 
Society of New Zealand. An earlier version was delivered to the Garrison Towns in the 
Nineteenth-Century Empire Symposium, Victoria University of Wellington, December 2017. 
2 Statistics New Zealand, Quick Stats About Kihikihi (Wellington: Statistics New Zealand, 2013), 
pp.1, 4, 8. 
3 Kihikihi Street Names: A Tangata Whenua Perspective, Google MyMaps, 
<https://tinyurl.com/y4hhfz6c> [accessed 22 July 2019]. 
4 James Belich, The New Zealand Wars and the Victorian Interpretation of Racial Conflict (Auckland: 
Auckland University Press, 1986), p.306. 
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Kihikihi was home to Ngāti Paretekawa, a hapū of Ngāti Maniapoto. Their 

leading rangatira at the time was Rewi Manga Maniapoto. Although he came 

to be unfairly branded by Europeans as a warmonger, Rewi’s main focus 

before the Crown’s invasion of the Waikato in July 1863 was on the economic 

development of his people.5  

Throughout the 1850s the Waikato tribes were among the most prosperous in 

Aotearoa New Zealand, not only feeding the settlers of Auckland but also 

contributing a significant chunk of the country’s export earnings through 

wheat sold to the gold miners of Victoria and California. Produce from 

Kihikihi and elsewhere would be conveyed overland to Te Rore by dray road, 

and from there taken up the Waipā and Waikato Rivers by canoe. A portage at 

Awaroa in the Waiuku district provided access to the Manukau Harbour and 

from there produce could be carried across another portage at Otahuhu into 

the Waitemata Harbour or transported overland. Produce not conveyed to 

market by canoe might also be ferried on Tainui’s own cutter, the Harry Bluff. 

In the 1840s, the Southern Cross newspaper observed that Auckland’s European 

residents would have been ‘literally starved out of the country’ but for the 

food supplied to them from Waikato and elsewhere.6 And although wheat 

proved a mainstay of the economy, detailed returns of Māori produce 

imported into Auckland through the mid-1850s reveal that a vast array of 

livestock and crops were also being supplied by Tainui.7 

In 1863 the Tainui tribes stood accused of planning an imminent attack on the 

settlement of Auckland, and rumours circulated of their intention to massacre 

the town’s European residents, supposedly forcing the government’s hand and 

paving the way for a pre-emptive invasion of Waikato to save the settlers. 

Those allegations were not only entirely unfounded but also illogical. 

Destroying the key outlet for their produce would have been suicidal for 

Tainui. Their wealth, and therefore their power, depended to a large degree on 

Auckland’s ongoing wellbeing. 

5 Vincent O’Malley, ‘A Tale of Two Rangatira: Rewi Maniapoto, Wiremu Tamihana and the 
Waikato War’, Journal of the Polynesian Society, 124, 4 (December 2016), pp.341–57. 
6 Southern Cross, 20 April 1844. 
7 'Return of Native Produce Imported into the Ports of Auckland and Onehunga', Appendices to 
the Journals of the House of Representatives (AJHR), 1865, E-12. 
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What followed was a predetermined war of conquest and invasion on the 

Crown’s part. The story of that conflict, commencing with the crossing of the 

Mangatāwhiri River by Imperial soldiers on 12 July 1863, has been told 

elsewhere.8 Less widely known is that on 23 February 1864 British troops 

entered, occupied, looted and destroyed Ngāti Paretekawa’s own settlement of 

Kihikihi. Rather than take a stand, Rewi and his supporters had made the 

heart-breaking decision to cross over to the other side of the Pūniu River, 

where they watched the destruction of their village unfold from a slope at 

Tokanui overlooking their old homes.9 In the space of a few short hours the 

entire settlement had been destroyed and huge quantities of livestock and 

produce carted away by the soldiers. 

A correspondent for the Southern Cross who witnessed the sacking reported 

that Kihikihi, ‘taken in conjunction with Rangiawahia [sic] and neighbouring 

districts, may truly be called “the garden of New Zealand” from its highly 

productive character of ground’. He added that ‘When the immense tract of 

country devoted to the growth of wheat, potatoes, and maize is taken into 

consideration, no wonder can be felt that the rebels have succeeded in keeping 

up a good commissariat supply, with abundance to spare, so far’.10 The 

reporter described hundreds of acres in wheat, maize, potatoes, kumara, 

peaches and apples. One of the soldiers thought Kihikihi the largest village 

they had yet come across and described festive scenes back at their Te 

Awamutu camp as the troops roasted, boiled and baked their looted goods for 

dinner.11 

If there was arguably some kind of military rationale for the raid on Kihikihi, it 

is difficult to discern the same for the deliberate torching and destruction of 

the famed meeting house Hui Te Rangiora that was the heart of the 

community. Kihikihi may well have come in for special attention and 

treatment on account of it being identified as the home of supposedly 

8 Vincent O’Malley, The Great War for New Zealand: Waikato, 1800–2000 (Wellington: Bridget 
Williams Books, 2016). 
9 James Cowan, The New Zealand Wars: A History of the Maori Campaigns and the Pioneering Period 
(Wellington: Government Printer, 1983), I, p.362. 
10 ‘Another Engagement with the Rebels at Rangiawhia’, Daily Southern Cross, 25 February 
1864, p.3. 
11 Edward Tedder, 22 February 1864 [sic – 23 February 1864], Diary, MS-Papers-8104, 
Alexander Turnbull Library (ATL). Wellington. 
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‘obstinate’ and notorious ‘rebels’ Ngāti Maniapoto and their famous leader, 

Rewi Maniapoto. 

The loss of Kihikihi, Rangiaowhia and Te Awamutu would be a crippling blow 

for the Tainui tribes. After the battle at Ōrākau ended in April with nearly half 

of the Māori occupants of the pā killed, many fleeing for their lives on foot 

while being hunted down by cavalry, survivors made their way across the 

Pūniu River. Overnight the population of the area south of the river doubled, 

placing acute strains on the ability of the host tribes to feed and accommodate 

the war refugees, especially as the most productive lands had been seized. The 

cramped and unsanitary living conditions gave rise to regular outbreaks of 

diseases such as typhoid, while in the first few years after 1864 there were also 

reports of people dying from starvation.12 

The loss of those lands was no afterthought. In fact, confiscation of the lands 

of those attacked was an integral component of the Crown’s invasion plans. 

Self-funded expansion based on seizing the lands of those in the firing line had 

a long precedent in British Imperial practice, most notably in seventeenth-

century Ireland. In this respect, the Waikato War was entered into as 

something of a business venture and a mighty profit of £3 million predicted. 

In essence, the scheme involved confiscating the lands of those who offered 

resistance to the Crown’s invasion, allocating some to military settlers 

recruited to occupy in return for three years’ service, while selling the balance 

at a considerable profit. In this way, the war would pay for itself, and 

confiscation would be followed up with immediate occupation, thereby 

consolidating the Crown’s victory and asserting military and demographic 

dominance over the vanquished tribes. 

By December 1863 the New Zealand Settlements Act enabling confiscation 

under certain circumstances had been passed into law, but it was not until 

1865 that a series of proclamations under it saw 1.2 million acres of Waikato 

land formally confiscated. The Pūniu River, the southern limit of the area 

taken possession of by troops also marked the confiscation boundary. Just 

north of the river runs a road between Te Awamutu and Pirongia that today is 

still called Frontier Road. The intention was to plant most of the military 

12 O’Malley, Great War for New Zealand, pp.374–78. 
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settlers along that frontier, providing insurance against future attacks from the 

south. 

By June 1864 a party of 400 men of the 2nd Waikato Regiment had occupied 

Alexandra (today’s Pirongia) and Kihikihi. Surveys were completed by 

September. But whereas Alexandra was laid out as a military township, 

consisting of 1400 one-acre lots, Kihikihi was classed as a military village, 

consisting of just 404 one-acre sections. Rural sections surrounding both 

settlements were surveyed in 50-acre lots as far south as the Pūniu River.13 

Pirongia’s population is today just 1400, fewer than Kihikihi, and hopes that it 

would one day become a major settlement quickly faded. So too did hopes 

that the Crown would make a quick profit on the confiscated lands. As it 

turned out, few people wanted to live in the middle of an active war zone. 

Most of the men had no farming experience, little capital with which to buy 

tools or livestock and were located far from their potential markets. Ongoing 

Māori resistance meant that many never made it onto their rural sections, 

preferring to huddle in the townships, close to the redoubts that they retreated 

to at times of rumoured unrest. A few who made it onto their lands recalled 

receiving deputations of Māori, often at night. Told to pack up their 

belongings and leave the area immediately, few families ignored such warnings. 

Those who remained lived in constant fear. In 1870 the Ōrākau military settler 

William Cowan (father of historian and journalist James) wrote that ‘whenever 

there is a panic with our wives and children we have to abandon our homes 

leaving them to the mercy of the Natives’.14 

In July 1865 74 military settlers based at Kihikihi petitioned the government, 

complaining that they had been struck off pay as their lands were allotted to 

them but were ‘not feeling themselves in a position to cultivate it with safety’, 

especially as some of the rural sections were up to 16 miles from the town.15 

Their fears were compounded as news reached the area that British troops 

would soon be withdrawn from the Waikato (the last left in 1867). 

13 Peter Allen, ‘Military Settlement in the Middle Waikato Basin’, M. Phil thesis, University of 
Waikato, 1969, pp.51–52. 
14 William A. Cowan to J. Williamson, 7 March 1870, McLean Papers, MS-Papers-0032-0232, 
ATL, Wellington. 
15 Petition of 2nd Waikato Militia and Forest Rangers, 8 September 1865, IA 14/26, Archives 
New Zealand (ANZ), Wellington. 
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Most of the men of the 2nd and 3rd Waikato regiments had been recruited 

between August and December 1863, meaning they became eligible for their 

grants in those same months in 1866. Some pleaded in vain to receive their 

grants early. Once legal titles had been issued, there was an immediate rush to 

sell the lands. By the end of 1867 a remarkable 43% of the rural lands had 

been sold. By 1880 just one-tenth of these remained unsold.16 Many of the 50-

acre sections were flogged off for as little as £5, some for a bottle of grog. 

Most of the military settlers could not wait to leave the area as soon as 

possible. But the buyers were not intending settlers. Most sections were 

snapped up by Auckland speculators, including men like Frederick Whitaker 

and Thomas Russell (both architects of the confiscation policy when in 

government in 1863–64).17 They could afford to sit on their investments, 

waiting on the inevitable recovery in land values as the wars drew to an end 

after 1872 and speculation heightened as to the planned route of a North 

Island Main Trunk Railway line. 

Visitors to the Waikato district through the late 1860s and 1870s were 

frequently struck by the deserted nature of the region. Thousands of acres of 

high quality land formerly cultivated by and supporting a large Māori 

population lay idle. Many of the new owners had little incentive to develop 

their lands: a speculator who bought a fifty-acre section for £20 in 1866 might 

expect to sell it for as much as £300 in 1880, the equivalent of a 107% per 

annum return on investment.18 The war may have bankrupted the government, 

produced untold misery for Māori on the receiving end of British bullets, and 

been no bed of roses for most of the military settlers, but a small handful of 

people did very well out of it all. 

And so what became of the frontier towns like Te Awamutu and Kihikihi? In 

time the settlers returned, especially once the railway reached the area in 1880. 

The district became one of the leading centres for New Zealand’s emerging 

dairy industry. It was an industry that Māori were largely shut out of, their 

ongoing campaign for the return of the confiscated lands falling on deaf ears. 

16 Ross B. Hamilton, ‘Military Vision and Economic Reality: The Failure of the Military 
Settlements Scheme in the Waikato, 1863–1880’, MA thesis, University of Auckland, 1968, 
pp.83–85. 
17 R.C.J. Stone, Makers of Fortune: A Colonial Business Community and its Fall (Auckland: Auckland 
University Press/Oxford University Press, 1973), p.17. 
18 Hamilton, ‘Military Vision and Economic Reality’, p.88. 
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As for Rewi Maniapoto, in May 1879 he returned to Kihikihi for the first time 

since the war. The following year the government agreed to build a cottage for 

him there — part of its plans to entice Ngāti Maniapoto to put their lands 

through the Native Land Court and allow the railway through the King 

Country. In June 1881 he invited local settlers to the housewarming of his new 

home in Kihikihi, sited on a one-acre section beside what is now State 

Highway 3, the main road through the town. In April 1894 a monument to 

Rewi that had been donated by George Grey was unveiled next to his Kihikihi 

home. When Rewi died two months later he was buried at the foot of it.  

Rewi Maniapoto reserve sits on the corner of Whitmore Street, leading on to 

Arapuni Road, down which about four kilometres lies the site of the Ōrākau 

battle. There, on the fiftieth anniversary of the battle in April 1914 a 

monument was unveiled that includes an inscription dedicated to Rewi. In 

Pākehā minds, Ōrākau was the site of ‘Rewi’s Last Stand’, a chivalrous and 

noble battle in which both sides gained huge respect for their foe and 

afterwards settled down to enjoy fifty years of unblemished peace and ‘the 

greatest race relations’ in the world. The reality was quite different, of course. 

But that hardly mattered to the huge crowd of Pākehā who turned up to 

‘celebrate’ Ōrākau in 1914 and for many decades thereafter.19 

Today, we know enough about the gruesome reality of what really took place 

at Ōrākau to reject such myth-making. Even so, the legacy of the war is 

everywhere, not just in the names of Kihikihi’s streets but also arguably in the 

socio-economic status of many of the region’s Māori residents. And as we 

enter a post-settlement phase in our history and we contemplate how best to 

remember and commemorate this history, it’s worth pondering what this 

might mean for former garrison towns like Kihikihi. That requires more than a 

change of street signs. A wholesale shift is needed in the way that Pākehā New 

Zealand engages with the history of the wars fought on our own shores. 

Vincent is a professional historian and founding partner of the Wellington 
research consultancy HistoryWorks. He has published widely on New 
Zealand history, including The Great War for New Zealand: Waikato 1800–
2000 and his most recent work, The New Zealand Wars/Ngā Pakanga o 
Aotearoa, both published by Bridget Williams Books.  

19 Vincent O’Malley, ‘“Recording the Incident with a Monument”: The Waikato War in 
Historical Memory’, Journal of New Zealand Studies, 19 (2015), pp.79–97. 
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On 12 September 2019 Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern announced that 

Aotearoa New Zealand’s own history would be, for the first time, 

comprehensively taught across all levels of the school curriculum.1 After nearly 

eighteen months of campaigning on behalf of the New Zealand History 

Teachers’ Association, for me this certainly felt like a victory against the odds. 

This was especially so as around the same time as the Prime Minister made her 

announcement the Education and Workforce Select Committee released its 

report on the matter, rejecting in the nicest possible way the compulsory 

teaching of Aotearoa New Zealand history.2 Presumably the committee was 

influenced by the Ministry of Education’s submission barely six weeks earlier 

rejecting any mandated requirement to teach our own history to our tamariki.3 

Now the same Ministry was to be in charge of implementing the policy that it 

opposed; euphoria was thus tempered by realism. Nonetheless, 12 September 

will go down in Aotearoa New Zealand history as a date not of infamy (nod to 

President Roosevelt here) but of approbation. And, what’s more, young New 

Zealanders will now have the opportunity to learn about it.  

My contribution to this victory was just the latest in a long line of similar 

efforts. Over eighty years earlier James Cowan, one of our more important 

early Aotearoa New Zealand historians, wrote of the difficulty of convincing 

New Zealanders ‘that the history of our own country is more important to us 

than that of England or any other country in the world’.4 Our reluctance to 

give any place to a coherent survey of our own shared past persisted through 

reviews, recommendations from academia, and pressure from other 

individuals and organisations. In 1942 a report on social studies in the core 

curriculum argued that knowledge of the nation’s past was an essential part of 

1 New Zealand Government, ‘NZ History to Be Taught in All Schools’, 12 September 2019. 
Beehive.govt.nz. <https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/nz-history-be-taught-all-schools>. 
2 Parmjeet Parmar, ‘Petition of Graeme Ball on Behalf of the New Zealand History Teachers’ 
Association: “Give Me My History!” – Teaching Our Nation’s Past in Our Schools. Report of 
the Education and Workforce Committee’, 11 September 2019. New Zealand Parliament 
Pāremata Aotearoa. <https://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-
NZ/SCR_91226/3ba333f8d2573d11ed4370cffcc51a37f2256d9a>.  
3 Ministry of Education, ‘Written Submission to the Education and Workforce Committee: 
Petition of Graeme Ball on Behalf of the New Zealand History Teachers’ Association: “Give 
Me My History!” – Teaching Our Nation’s Past in Our Schools’, 22 July 2019. New Zealand 
Parliament Pāremata Aotearoa <https://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-
NZ/52SCEW_EVI_83795_EW5600/fc88f7baa1cf81e37457323d3f30357e5f46008e>. 
4 James Cowan, as cited by Raewyn Dalziel, ‘Petition Calls for NZ History to be Compulsory 
at School’, 22 May 2019, Newstalk ZB. <https://www.newstalkzb.co.nz/on-air/kerre-mcivor-
mornings/audio/raewyn-dalziel-why-new-zealand-kids-should-be-taught-our-history/>. 
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making effective citizens in a democracy.5 My own schooling in the 1970s

seems to confirm that nothing much had changed. I recall learning about the 

wheat fields in America and such things in social studies, and history consisted 

of topics about a seemingly random series of foreign lands. To address this 

inadequate and incoherent approach, a group of academics met in Auckland in 

the late 1980s to develop a comprehensive teaching programme that would 

include both global history and Aotearoa New Zealand/Pacific history. In 

their ‘Report to the Director General of Education by the Departments of 

History of the New Zealand Universities’, historian Raewyn Dalziel and others 

made it clear that  

[a]mong the eight areas of knowledge identified by the Committee as 
being basic to school curricula, the first is knowledge which ‘helps 
students to understand and be confident in the culture of Aotearoa/New 
Zealand, and to be sensitive to that of others’.  

The committee went on to say that, among other things, this would enable 

students  

to participate effectively in New Zealand society and to understand New 
Zealand's heritage and past, its place in the Pacific, and its relationship 
with other countries of the world.6  

Around that time (1986) the University of Bristol’s Ann Low-Beer, writing in 

the New Zealand Journal of Educational Studies, commented: ‘Plenty of good 

history comes from New Zealand, yet it seems that little is taught or learnt in 

schools’.7 In her investigation about the extent to which Aotearoa New 

Zealand history (in fact, any history) was taught as part of the social studies 

curriculum the responses of Department of Education officials were, she says, 

ambiguous: ‘not really’ or ‘you are raising an interesting question’. The same 

would hold true today because no information is collected by the Ministry of 

Education with regards to what is happening in social studies or history 

classrooms. Low-Beer observed that 

5 See Gregory Lee and Howard Lee, ‘A Common Core for a Common Culture? The 
Introduction of a General Education Curriculum’, Teachers and Curriculum, 1 (1997), pp.30–50. 
6 'Heritage and History in Schools: A Report to the Director General of Education by the 
Departments of History of the New Zealand Universities', Massey University, Palmerston 
North, 1988. 
7 Ann Low-Beer, ‘The Eclipse of History in New Zealand Schools’ New Zealand Journal of 
Educational Studies, 21, 2 (Nov 1986), p.113 
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[n]o one [in the Department] affirmed that history is taught, nor could I 
acquire precise information on what topics are commonly covered, at 
what ages and stages, and what resources are used.8  

Again, the same would be true today. There was also at least some support 

beyond academia, as an Auckland Star article shows:  

New Zealanders need to be confronted with their history. If more of us 
knew how the country got to where it is today, we would be better able to 
deal with the many problems we have which are based on the past.9  

Unfortunately, despite the efforts of the academics and their report, the 

Labour government in 1989 introduced the revolutionary Tomorrow’s 

Schools education policy, with its focus on a ‘high autonomy’ model.10 

Prescribed content was no longer the flavour of the day; schools would 

choose what contexts (topics) they wanted to teach in response — at least in 

theory — to the needs of their students and the wider community. A casualty 

of this new model was any coherent approach to the teaching of our own past 

in any of its great variety. Most importantly to me, this negation of a coherent 

approach to our own history exacerbated the ignorance around the 

colonisation of Aotearoa New Zealand, including both the early promise 

presaged in what historian Claudia Orange has described as the ‘workable 

accord’ established in the pre-Treaty period, to the tragedy of the different 

understandings of Te Tiriti o Waitangi/The Treaty of Waitangi itself. This 

period of our history is so vital to understanding the Aotearoa New Zealand 

of today.  

My personal commitment to the teaching of our own past, especially the 

nineteenth century, began as an adult student at University in the 1990s. I had 

given up a twelve-year career in aircraft engineering to pursue what I was only 

slowly becoming aware of was my ‘calling’: history, and the teaching of it. 

Amongst the early papers I took were, more by chance than design, some in 

Māori studies and history. I was hooked; on history in general and the 

8 Ibid., p.113 
9 Auckland Star, 24 September 1986. Quoted in an article supplied in support of NZHTA’s 
petition by Raewyn Dalziel, Emeritus Professor of History, University of Auckland, 25 March 
2019.   
10 ‘Tomorrow’s Schools Education Reform Whakahouhou Mātauranga Ngā Kura Mō 
Āpōpō’, New Zealand School Trustees Association Te Whakaroputanga Kaitiaki Kura o 
Aotearoa. https://www.nzsta.org.nz/our-organisation/publications/tomorrows-schools-
education-reform/. 
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Aotearoa New Zealand variant of it specifically. After I had completed my BA, 

then MA in history, as well as my teacher training, I began to look for jobs. 

One of my early applications was for a history position at Northcote College 

where I perhaps naïvely made it clear in my interview that I would not teach 

the second of the two options available at Year 13 (Form 7, as it was then), 

Tudor–Stuart England, which the school at that time offered. Instead, I said, I 

would only teach the nineteenth-century Aotearoa New Zealand option. 

Fortunately, the Principal was a strong advocate of our own history and he 

and the senior management supported me fully to resource this new area of 

study. I am still at the same school twenty years later and am still a strong 

advocate for the teaching of Aotearoa New Zealand’s past.  

Professionally, I became involved in the Auckland History Teachers’ 

Association and then the New Zealand History Teachers’ Association 

(NZHTA), of which I became Chair in 2014. Although still maintaining 

advocacy for Aotearoa New Zealand history, the idea of pushing for 

something more than the status quo — high autonomy in terms of 

context/topic selection — did not take shape until the 2018 biennial 

conference. It seemed that we in the teaching profession had also been 

mesmerised by the Ministry of Education’s mantra that there was no place for 

prescribed content in our curriculum.  

Things, however, were changing around us. The NZHTA’s greater focus on 

the teaching of our own shared history came in the wake of two seminal 

events. The first was the petition initiated in 2015 by two Otorohanga College 

girls, Leah Bell and Waimarama Anderson, calling for a day to nationally 

recognise the ‘New Zealand Wars’ of the nineteenth century.11 Their action 

was prompted by a visit to the Waikato Wars battle sites and the subsequent 

realisation that these were not just crucial events in our history but also that 

few people knew about them. That a national day of recognition for the New 

Zealand Wars as a whole has been instigated (albeit not a national holiday), is a 

testament to their efforts. Coincidentally, the very same experience — perhaps 

equally as transformational as it was for Bell and Anderson — occurred during 

the NZHTA’s 2018 Biennial Conference, hosted in the Waikato region in 

11 Leah Bell, ‘How a Campaign by School Pupils Led to a National Day Marking the NZ 
Wars’, The Dominion Post, 11 May 2017. https://www.stuff.co.nz/dominion-
post/comment/92414964/leah-bell-how-a-campaign-by-school-pupils-led-to-a-national-day-
marking-the-nz-wars. 
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April of that year. The closing keynote speaker on the first day was Vincent 

O’Malley, whose work on the Waikato Wars in particular is well-known, and 

he set the scene for the field trip around the battle sites the following day. 

Representatives from Tainui led this tour and gave participants a stronger 

insight into the impact of the conflict on the iwi, an impact that is still felt 

today. The following morning, keynote speaker Nēpia Mahuika challenged 

attendees to overcome any complacency about the importance of our own 

history and the marginalisation of Māori stories. Next on the agenda was the 

Biennial General Meeting, normally a fairly mundane affair. This time, 

however, the meeting agreed unanimously to endorse a motion that NZHTA 

become activist in its promotion of the teaching of our own history. This was 

followed by a survey wherein support also came 78% of the wider 

membership.12  

Putting the kaupapa into action was the next challenge. While it was expected 

that individual teachers and departments would look to their own teaching 

programmes, the real issue was the need for a government-mandated 

framework that would provide coherence. Teachers made it clear that they 

wished to find a good balance between the high degree of autonomy that they 

had experienced since the 1989 Tomorrow’s Schools policy had been 

introduced, and any potential prescribed contexts. A month after the 

conference, I attended and spoke at one of the hui organised by Kelvin Davis, 

Minister of Māori Crown Relations: Te Arawhiti, at Nga Whare Wātea in 

Auckland. Here I argued that for Crown–iwi relations to progress in the ‘post-

settlement era’ then all New Zealanders needed to know not only the history 

behind the various settlements but our shared history more generally. This 

resulted in an invitation to appear before the Māori Affairs Select Committee 

on this kaupapa.13 In my submission on behalf of NZHTA I elaborated on 

what I had more frequently been calling the ‘zeitgeist’ — an increasing public 

awareness of ourselves as a bicultural nation — that meant the time was right 

(not that it had never not been) to take the step of teaching our own history in 

12 Many of those who were less supportive said that they already had strong New Zealand 
history in their social studies programmes and that this was also where the focus should be, 
not just in senior history classes. 
13 ‘Briefing on the Teaching of New Zealand’s Colonial History in Schools’ New Zealand 
Parliament Pāremata Aotearoa. 10 May 2018.  
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/business-before-
committees/document/BRF_78167/briefing-on-the-teaching-of-new-zealands-colonial-
history. 
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a coherent way. This was no radical idea; the New Zealand Curriculum (NZC) 

on page 8 itself envisions young people  

[w]ho will work to create an Aotearoa New Zealand in which Māori and 
Pākehā recognise each other as full Treaty partners, and in which all 
cultures are valued for the contributions they bring.14 

One of the eight key Principles is that 

[t]he curriculum acknowledges the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi 
and the bicultural foundations of Aotearoa New Zealand. All students 
have the opportunity to acquire knowledge of te reo Māori me ōna 
tikanga.15  

It is difficult, I argued, to see how the legal requirements of the NZC could be 

met without teaching our own history. While the committee was very 

supportive, nothing further came from the hearing, although it did begin to 

attract wider attention from some in academia. 

University of Canterbury academics Richard F. Manning and Garrick W. 

Cooper also made a submission to the Māori Affairs Select Committee.16 Their 

survey of the key legal provisions and policy guidelines for education, 

including Our Code, Our Standards: The Code of Professional Responsibility and 

Standards for the Teaching Profession (2017) pointed to a large amount of 

legislation, policy and guidelines that all seemed to require the compulsory 

teaching of our own past (although they drew attention to the deeper issues 

behind the need for compulsion). They were forthright in their submission, of 

which the final two paragraphs capture the essence: 

In some ways, including New Zealand colonial history and Māori 
histories in the curriculum is a straight-forward task and it ought to be 
uncontroversial. All the official guidelines suggest this should happen. 
The much more difficult task, therefore, is to address the real ‘elephant in 

14 ‘Vision: What We Want for Our Young People’, The New Zealand Curriculum, p.8. Ministry of 
Education Te Tāhuhu o te Mātauranga, 2007. http://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/The-New-
Zealand-Curriculum. 
15 ‘Principles: Foundations of Curriculum Decision Making’, The New Zealand Curriculum, p.9. 
Ministry of Education Te Tāhuhu o Te Mātauranga, 2007. 
 http://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/The-New-Zealand-Curriculum. 
16 Richard F. Manning and Mr Garrick W. Cooper, ‘Submission to the Māori Affairs Select 
Committee: The Teaching of ‘New Zealand Colonial Histories’ and More Broadly, Māori 
Histories in NZ School Curricula (Particularly at Secondary School)’. 
https://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-
NZ/52SCMA_EVI_78167_1184/5b8fc85a48133c1cb0e5809f72a56b941dd648c9. 
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the room’. The one many of us wish to ignore…. Not that of 
‘compulsion’, as identified by the NZHTA in its letter to the Select 
Committee; but, rather, that of racism and its colonial roots — the legacy 
that of which we all bear. It runs contrary to legal principles and all of the 
inclusive/Tiriti affirming Crown education guidelines outlined at the 
outset of this submission.17  

While Manning and Cooper pulled no punches in apportioning blame, their 

analysis certainly had its weaknesses. Firstly, it wasn’t just Māori and/or 

colonial history that was not making its presence felt in our classrooms but all 

Aotearoa New Zealand history, at least in the coherent form that NZHTA 

was calling for. Furthermore, in amongst this some schools were in fact 

teaching solid Aotearoa New Zealand history in a very creditable way, but 

whether or not one was exposed to this as a student came down to luck in 

terms of the school one attended. The other factor left unconsidered within 

the submission was the ‘grass is greener’ effect. A personal anecdote is 

apposite here. Many years ago while in Dublin I did the 1916 Easter Rising 

tour, seeing for the first time all those significant places that I had taught 

about for so many years. Afterwards, while replenishing my energy with a pint 

of Guinness, I got talking to the barmaid. In her mid-twenties, she left me 

somewhat astounded when she said she had not really enjoyed learning Irish 

history while at school, although she was getting more interested in it now. If 

Irish history isn’t exciting and controversial, I thought, then what history is? I 

experienced a similar response with regard to United States history while there 

in 2014 and on many occasions with young people associated with family 

living in Australia. The hankering for learning about someone else’s 

supposedly more exotic history is, it seems, universal. In Aotearoa New 

Zealand, where history from Year 11 onwards is an option, teachers and 

departments must be cognisant of this ‘grass is greener’ effect when planning 

their programmes. Students will vote with their feet.  

Meanwhile, with no particular experience in how to run a campaign, the 

NZHTA Executive agreed to my proposal to start a petition, entitled “Give 

me my History!’ – teaching our nation’s past in our schools’, with the 

announcement of it timed for Waitangi Day.18 This brought about the 

17 Ibid., p.9.  
18 ‘Petition of Graeme Ball on Behalf of the New Zealand History Teachers' Association: 
“Give Me My History!” – Teaching Our Nation's Past in our Schools’. Final Report of the 
Education and Workforce Committee. New Zealand Parliament Pāremata Aotearoa. 
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expected flurry of media interest, and for the first time since the New Zealand 

Wars commemoration petition of 2015, Aotearoa New Zealand history was 

fully in the spotlight. It must be said that the coverage was overwhelmingly 

positive, a shift that had become very noticeable over the previous year in the 

failure of the likes of William Gallagher, Don Brash and Bob Jones to get any 

real traction with their provocative views where once they would have. 

Certainly the ‘Time to Tell Our Story’ campaign run by Stuff in 2018 put our 

own history front and centre.19 NZHTA’s petition was also given a boost 

when Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern, attending Waitangi Day 

commemorations, fumbled her answer to a question on the Treaty.  

The next step in the campaign came in June 2019 when National 

spokesperson on Education Nikki Kaye tabled NZHTA’s petition in 

Parliament and it began its journey through the select committee process. 

Kaye, in agreeing to my request that she table the petition, called it a ‘no-

brainer’. As supporting material, I provided an analysis of the 1989 Education 

Act (the Act that brought in Tomorrow’s Schools), Section 60A.20 Previously, 

Ministry communications in response to letters from NZHTA had made it 

seem that there were legal constraints on bringing in prescribed content. 

Whether or not this was the Ministry’s intention in their communications, 

Section 60A of the Education Act states clearly that the Minister can at any 

time make changes to the curriculum. Clearly, such changes would not be 

undertaken frivolously or frequently, but NZHTA’s view was that to make 

available to New Zealand children in a coherent way their own history was 

exactly the sort of situation where the Act envisaged intervention. However, 

the Ministry of Education’s opposition to such changes was reiterated in their 

22 July 2019 submission to the Education and Workforce Select Committee: 

Through its vision, principles, values, key competencies and learning 
areas the NZC [New Zealand Curriculum] sets an expectation for the 
teaching and learning of local history, and provides scope for local history 
to provide the context for integrated learning across the curriculum. The 

https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/reports/document/SCR_91226/petition-of-graeme-
ball-on-behalf-of-the-new-zealand-history. 
19 See Jonathan MacKenzie, ‘Time to Tell Our Stories’, 12 September 2018, Stuff, 
https://www.stuff.co.nz/opinion/107003588/time-to-tell-our-stories. 
20 ‘Education Act 1989’. Parliamentary Counsel Office Te Tari Tohutohu Pāremata. New 
Zealand Legislation.  
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1989/0080/latest/DLM7266777.html. 
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Ministry of Education (the Ministry) notes, however, that the current 
curriculum framework does not operate as a syllabus i.e. it does not 
prescribe when an issue will be taught or how it will be done (e.g. specific 
content). Rather than moving to a prescribed syllabus approach the 
Ministry is developing more resources for New Zealand history to be 
taught.21 

While I acknowledged the Ministry’s commitment to more resourcing it was the 

failure to sanction the creation of a coherent framework to provide shape for 

these resources that I found disappointing. As I noted in my response during the 

hearing in front of the Select Committee:  

The [Ministry’s] answer, it seems, is more resources — mentioned 25 
times in their submission. Resources are important but, without a 
coherent framework to which they can be applied, it’s like having a whole 
bunch of ingredients but no recipe to guide the application of them to a 
worthwhile outcome. Underlying this intransigence, even though it’s not 
stated and may not even be realised, is the Ministry’s unwillingness to 
accept that our shared past IS important enough to ensure that all New 
Zealanders are exposed to it. They talk in their submission about ‘racism, 
unconscious bias, including negative stereotypes and institutional racism’ of schools 
and teachers but, despite their fine words — many fine words in many 
fine documents — they refuse adamantly to endorse the simplest way to 
overcome all of these issues. Currently the Ministry’s policy towards 
young people knowing their own past is based on luck. Luck. It’s rather 
like basing your financial well-being on a visit to the Lotto shop each 
week. Will your child strike it lucky with a school and Social Sciences 
department that overcomes the various obstacles (perceived and real) and 
so learn about our own shared past? Only luck will determine that; a fine 
educational policy.22 

According to Stuff, the successful outcome achieved on 12 September 2019 

was due to its own role in publicising the cause, as it stated in an article on the 

day of the announcement:  

A grass roots campaign spearheaded by Stuff  pushing for the compulsory 
teaching of New Zealand history has helped win over the Prime 

21 ‘Written Submission to the Education and Workforce Committee: Petition of Graeme Ball 
on Behalf of the New Zealand History Teachers’ Association: “Give Me My History!” – 
Teaching Our Nation’s Past in Our Schools’, Ministry of Education, 2019, p.1. 
https://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-
NZ/52SCEW_EVI_83795_EW5600/fc88f7baa1cf81e37457323d3f30357e5f46008e. 
22 Unpublished document in possession of the author. 
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Minister…. Ardern, who grew up in Morrinsville and is open about her 
passion for history, said the Stuff campaign resonated with her.23  

That the Prime Minister, rather than just the Minister of Education, publicly 

released the policy might lend credence to the view that the rather rapid about-

face by the Ministry was due to her personal intervention. It is also true, 

though, that the pressure had indeed been growing over a number of years. 

More recently, the youth Māori Affairs Committee, which was established as 

part of Youth Parliament, in August 2019 also called for the teaching of our 

own history.24 Along with the political support evident across the whole 

spectrum, both as experienced in the two select committee hearings and in 

politicians’ public utterances, the time was right: zeitgeist.  

It has been a long journey, but 12 September 2019 marks a significant 

milestone in Aotearoa New Zealand’s ongoing efforts to live up to the 

promises of 1840, where a bicultural foundation was laid premised (at least in 

theory) on mutual respect and understanding. This is an achievable vision only 

if all New Zealanders understand the origins and vicissitudes of that vision. 

Now the real mahi begins. I have already been approached by the Ministry of 

Education to be part of a panel that will help shape, over the next few years, 

the development of a coherent teaching programme. Iwi, historians, other 

history teachers and representatives from the primary and intermediate sectors 

will also need to be brought together to bring this to fruition. What exactly 

needs to be taught and when will need to be decided. Ideally, a framework will 

be devised that provides both prescription and space for the exploration of 

local history and other areas of interest. Whether this framework will progress 

chronologically across the years or explore themes or something different is 

yet to be decided. Resources will need to be developed, especially to assist 

those who have had no experience teaching our past or indeed have no 

knowledge of it themselves. Perhaps a quotation from Martin Luther King 

best sums up how I am feeling as we face this daunting prospect: ‘We’ve got 

23 Aaron Leaman, ‘PM Praises Stuff Campaign to Make NZ History Compulsory in Schools’, 
12 September 2019, Stuff, https://www.stuff.co.nz/national/education/115740852/pm-
praises-stuff-campaign-to-make-nz-history-compulsory-in-schools. 
24 Daniela Maoate-Cox, ‘New Zealand History Should be Compulsory Teaching — Youth 
MPs’ 21 August 2019. RNZ. https://www.rnz.co.nz/national/programmes/the-
house/audio/2018709702/new-zealand-history-should-be-compulsory-teaching-youth-mps. 
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some difficult days ahead. But it really doesn’t matter with me now, because 

I’ve been to the mountaintop’.25 

Graeme has been teaching history (and social studies) at Northcote 
College since 1999, where he is now Head of Faculty, Social Sciences. He 
has also been Chair of the New Zealand History Teachers’ Association 
since 2014.  

25 Martin Luther King Jr., ‘I've Been to the Mountaintop’. Memphis, Tennessee, 3 April 1968. 
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The purpose of Treaty settlements in Aotearoa New Zealand is, at its most 

basic level, to fully resolve historical Tiriti o Waitangi/Treaty of Waitangi 

claims by providing redress to claimant groups.1 The need for redress stems 

from breaches of te Tiriti o Waitangi/Treaty of Waitangi as signed between 

Māori and the Crown from 1840. Such redress is negotiated between the 

Crown and iwi within a framework of ever-changing Crown policy and within 

the political framework of the time. The settlement of those historical 

grievances necessitates an understanding, by the Crown, of the grievances 

themselves and of the history of the iwi group with which it is seeking 

settlement. The Crown’s Treaty settlement process therefore provides a 

pathway for iwi grievances to be shared and kōrero told — but to what extent 

does this reflect the history of a settling iwi group? This commentary looks at 

the practical realities of including historical narratives in our Treaty settlement 

documents, together with the unintended side effects. It highlights the way in 

which these Crown processes have the potential to change the historical 

narratives of iwi and hapū groups, both for the wider public and amongst 

iwi/hapū themselves. 

THE TREATY SETTLEMENT PROCESS 

The wider Treaty settlement process is lengthy, encompassing many separate 

processes. Firstly, it requires specific legal claims to be made against the 

Crown for historic breaches of te Tiriti o Waitangi/the Treaty of Waitangi. 

These claims are generally heard by the Waitangi Tribunal as part of a wider 

inquiry group over a number of years and hearing weeks, with considerable 

evidence put forward by claimants and the Crown. This process allows the 

grievances to be aired and parties to hear one another. For historical claims, 

the Tribunal prepares a comprehensive report to summarise the issues and 

evidence before it, making findings and recommendations.  

A Tribunal report is often useful for groups entering into settlement 

negotiations, as it will provide a starting point for the information required to 

1 Office of Treaty Settlements, Healing the Past, Building a Future: A Guide to Treaty of Waitangi 
Claims and Negotiations with the Crown, 2nd edition (Wellington: Office of Treaty Settlements, 
2018), pp.24-26, 77. 
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demonstrate to the Crown the appropriateness of certain redress.2 

Negotiations can of course occur without the benefit of a Tribunal report and 

often further work will be required to develop the historical background and 

evidential basis to meet Crown tests and ultimately satisfy the Crown that it 

can ‘safely’ provide certain redress to iwi groups.3 

Once the redress is negotiated between the Crown and the settling iwi group, 

it ultimately forms part of the Deed of Settlement and the settlement 

legislation which gives effect to the agreements within the Deed of 

Settlement.4 A Deed of Settlement generally includes redress in three parts: 

• Apology — which includes the historical account, Crown
acknowledgements of its specific breaches of te Tiriti o Waitangi/the
Treaty of Waitangi and a formal apology;

• Commercial redress — a financial quantum from which the iwi can
purchase various properties and/or utilise post settlement; and

• Cultural redress — which includes transfer of specific properties of
cultural significance, acknowledgements of other interests, relationship
agreements and other non-exclusive mechanisms to recognise sites of
significance for the settling iwi group.

These categories of redress have been adopted across all recent settlements 

with various additions and packaged to fit the style and approach of iwi, to the 

extent allowed within the Crown’s existing framework and policies. This is the 

basic reality which iwi must work within if they wish to reach settlement with 

the Crown.  

2 In ‘Old Myths and New Politics’, Sir Tipene O’Regan speaks in part to the different 
questions asked by the Crown of iwi groups at different stages in the settlement process and 
the historical narratives produced for those specific purposes. See Tipene O’Regan, ‘Old 
Myths and New Politics: Some Contemporary uses of Traditional History’ New Zealand Journal 
of History, 26, 1 (2003), pp.5-27. 
3 See for example the commentary on thresholds to be met for exclusive redress in Office of 
Treaty Settlements, Healing the Past Building a Future: A Guide to Treaty of Waitangi Claims and 
Negotiations with the Crown, 2nd edition (Wellington: Office of Treaty Settlements, 2018), p.54. 
4 Negotiations are conducted between Crown representatives (Chief Crown Negotiator 
appointed by the Minister for Treaty of Waitangi Negotiations and a team from Te Arawhiti, 
formerly the Office of Treaty Settlements) and negotiators for the iwi group, generally 
appointed by the entity mandated to represent the settling/claimant group. 
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As we know however, the reality is far from simple and the journey which iwi 

must travel to reach settlement is never smooth sailing — there are after all, 

over 175 years of grievances which are being addressed. There are many 

difficulties which arise for iwi when attempting to fit into a Crown framework 

laden with complicated and ever-changing Crown policy.  

Nicola Wheen and Janine Hayward note in Treaty of Waitangi Settlements: 

While most New Zealanders may have an opinion on Treaty settlements, 
they may also lack an understanding of why Treaty settlements are 
required and what the process seeks to achieve.5 

If this is an accurate assessment, even in part, it follows that some of those 

who read historical accounts, acknowledgements and other parts of Deeds of 

Settlement will not appreciate the context within which they are prepared. 

This, in itself, has the ability to change the wider historical narrative for iwi, 

hapū and whānau post-settlement. 

WHERE DOES THE HISTORICAL NARRATIVE LIE IN A TREATY SETTLEMENT? 

Any Treaty settlement must be underpinned by evidence of whakapapa and 

connections. It will include a specific historical account to effectively support 

the redress contained within the Deed of Settlement. This narrative is found 

most clearly in the historical account included in the Deed of Settlement but 

will be more widely contributed to by comments included in any preamble, 

background section, statutory acknowledgements and other parts of the Deed. 

This paper focuses on the historical account but acknowledges those other 

aspects which contribute to the historical narrative within the Deed. As the 

Office of Treaty Settlements has explained, 

[t]he historical account provides a basis for Crown acknowledgements 
and apology. It summarises key facts about the relationship between the 
claimant group and the Crown that gave rise to a breach or breaches of 
the Treaty of Waitangi and its principles, as agreed between the Crown 
and the claimant group. The Crown acknowledgements and apology go 

5 Nicola R. Wheen and Janine Hayward, ‘The Meaning of Treaty Settlements and the 
Evolution of the Treaty Settlement Process’, in Treaty of Waitangi Settlements ed. by Nicola R. 
Wheen and Janine Hayward, 2nd edition (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 2015), p.1. 



DEACCESSIONING AND MUSEUM ETHICS. 
Renika Siciliano. 

‘IWI’ HISTORIES IN TE TIRITI O WAITANGI SETTLEMENTS  NZJPH7.1  2020 34 

on to recognise these breaches and the losses, resentment and grief 
suffered by the claimant group. In turn, the Crown, by expressing its 
regret and unreserved apology, lays a foundation for settling the historical 
claims of the claimant group.6 

Historical accounts outline the history of an iwi group through a very specific 

lens and with a very specific purpose. Ask any historian tasked with drafting an 

historical account for inclusion in a Deed of Settlement and they will tell you 

that their job is not to tell the complete history of the iwi group, but instead 

the history of the iwi group’s grievances with the Crown. As Martin Fisher 

notes, the ‘historical account is meant to be as unbiased, unemotional and 

neutral as possible’.7 

Historical accounts are generally silent on the history of an iwi group’s 

interaction with other iwi groups. They do not share overlapping stories or 

relationships. They do not spend much time on activity prior to 1840, other 

than to set out whakapapa connections and links to the rohe for the specific 

iwi group. Those topics are strictly prohibited under Crown policy. In many 

instances, the Crown’s historians will hold the pen on the historical account in 

the first instance or, where that task is shared, they will be closely involved in 

the development of the historical account. The historical account must be 

agreed upon by both parties to the settlement.  

Not surprisingly, the account is often hotly debated and will take months, if 

not years, to finalise. Martin Fisher writes on the Waikato-Tainui Raupatu 

negotiations specifically and reflects, ‘although historical accounts tend to have 

the most neutral tone and uncontroversial historical positions, the debates that 

occur between the Crown and claimants are far from lifeless’.8 In my 

experience, this is entirely true. Every sentence is closely examined by both 

parties — the Crown wanting to ensure that it does not commit to the 

inclusion of something it should not, and iwi wanting to ensure that the 

narrative is accurate and not entirely devoid of the necessary context. 

6 Office of Treaty Settlements Healing the Past, Building a Future: A Guide to Treaty of Waitangi 
Claims and Negotiations with the Crown, 2nd edition (Wellington: Office of Treaty Settlements, 
2018), p.79. 
7 Martin Fisher, ‘The Politics of History and Waikato-Tainui’s Raupatu Treaty Settlement’, 
New Zealand Journal of History, 50, 2 (2016), p.69. 
8 Fisher, The Politics of History and Waikato-Tainui’s Raupatu Treaty Settlement’, p.85. 
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According to the Crown:  

The historical account does not need to be complex or long. It should be 
an accurate summary of the historical background. This gives the text 
authority and helps the general public to understand the basis for the 
settlement, because it puts the redress included in the settlement into 
proper context. In settlement legislation, the historical account or a 
summary may form the Preamble to the Act. 9 

Given the Crown position, and the sometimes competing objectives of iwi, 

what version of an iwi history is left in a historical account? Certainly not one 

which could be considered as a definitive account of any settling iwi group’s 

history. But then again, it is not intended as that. It is, quite simply, a history of 

the engagement with the Crown; a history which tells only those points 

relevant to the redress contained within the Deed of Settlement, connections 

to the rohe of the settling group and the Crown breaches of Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi/the Treaty of Waitangi. 

HISTORIES INTERTWINED AND THE TRIBUNAL’S COMMENTARY 

If we consider the example of the mana whenua iwi of Tāmaki Makaurau, we 

can see first hand that the Crown policies around Treaty settlements can, and 

do, have a real impact on the historical accounts included within Deeds of 

Settlement. The Waitangi Tribunal, in its Tāmaki Makaurau Settlement Process 

Report which addressed claims regarding the Crown approach in relation to the 

original Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei proposed settlement, looked closely at this 

issue. The Tribunal heard the concerns of mana whenua regarding individual 

historical accounts in Treaty settlements and in particular the impact of the 

Crown policy not to refer to other iwi groups. The Tribunal found: 

The logical consequence of the policy of mentioning only the settling 
group in its agreed historical account with the Crown is troubling. Why? 
If we take the present agreed historical account as an example, the 
applicants before us certainly disagreed with the version of history agreed 
between Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei and the Crown. When they come to 

9 Office of Treaty Settlements Healing the Past, Building a Future: A Guide to Treaty of Waitangi 
Claims and Negotiations with the Crown, 2nd edition (Wellington: Office of Treaty Settlements, 
2018), p.79. 
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negotiate settlements with the Crown, they will want their agreed 
historical accounts to say something different. If the agreed historical 
accounts with all the settling groups reflect their different realities, it 
raises the spectre of a raft of different histories recorded in many agreed 
historical accounts. Obviously, they cannot all purport to be authoritative. 
It seems to us that the true function of the agreed historical account in each settlement 
needs to be acknowledged: it is an account that primarily expresses the view of the 
settling group, but in terms that are not too objectionable to the Crown... Thus, it is 
more accurately characterised as an accommodation between the parties in the context of 
a settlement negotiation, rather than a robust history.10 

This may be so, but there is no disclaimer or explanatory note in a Deed of 

Settlement to clearly set out the purpose of the historical account. So how do 

we ensure that context is clear to third parties post-settlement? 

Issues regarding shared interests, the extent of individual iwi rights and other 

matters are not dealt with in individual historical accounts. Historical accounts 

may acknowledge that other (generally unspecified) groups also have rights, 

interests and/or claims in particular areas, but the complex relationships 

between iwi and hapū — as in Tāmaki Makaurau — mean this is very rarely 

done with any great detail. This shapes and narrows the iwi history that is able 

to be told within the Crown’s Treaty settlement framework. 

UNINTENDED CHANGES TO OUR NARRATIVE HISTORIES 

Outside of the Treaty settlement process, iwi histories are shared in many 

forms and produced either orally or in writing for many different purposes. 

Some written versions of iwi histories are considered more authoritative than 

others and are relied on by the public more heavily, for example Pei Te 

Hurinui Jones and Bruce Biggs’ Ngā Iwi o Tainui.11 The nature of the Treaty 

settlement process, including the requirement for historical reports to be 

presented as formal evidence to the Waitangi Tribunal and the robust 

negotiation of a historical account, tends to mean that greater weight is placed 

on the historical narratives prepared in those forums. 

10 Waitangi Tribunal, The Tāmaki Makaurau Settlement Process Report (Wellington: Legislation 
Direct, 2007), pp.94-5, emphasis added. 
11 Pei Te Hurinui Jones and Bruce Biggs, Nga Iwi o Tainui (Auckland: Auckland University 
Press, 2004). 
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The historical narratives included in Deeds of Settlement will be examined, 

interpreted and relied on by historians, lawyers, councils, government 

institutions and Courts for years to come. I suggest that this is where the 

unintended effects of having such a tailored version of iwi histories will be 

seen. When arguments are being constructed regarding land interests or related 

rights which affect whenua, awa and other taonga, those unintended effects 

have the potential to be significant. The effects will apply not just for any 

settled iwi group with a Deed of Settlement, but also to other iwi, hapū and 

whānau who sit outside a particular group’s Deed of Settlement. 

Many of these consequences are still to be seen. Deeds of Settlement, and the 

enacting settlement legislation, continue to be negotiated by groups across 

Aotearoa and for those who have settled, many are still at the early stages of 

implementation. 

CONCLUSION 

The reality is that the Crown’s current Treaty settlement framework has been 

around for some time now and seems unlikely to radically change any time 

soon. If that remains the case, for those who choose to work within that 

framework and engage with the Crown for the settlement of their claims, a 

tailored version of part of their history — as agreed with the Crown — will be 

set in writing in a formal document that will be read and interpreted by many 

for years to come. For better or for worse, the narratives created through the 

Crown’s Treaty settlement process will shape the wider narrative regarding 

their iwi, hapū and whānau histories. Those unfamiliar with the context, or 

unwilling to understand, will only know a portion of the full story.  

Perhaps then, the focus must be on the wider education of the public, lawyers, 

historians, the Courts and those who are reading and interpreting these 

documents. If achieved, then the historical narratives for iwi, hapū and 

whānau can simply be added to through the wider apology redress in a Deed 

of Settlement, as Maureen Hickey suggests: 

One long-term value of [the apology, Crown acknowledgements and 
historical account] may be that the history uncovered in the Treaty 
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settlement process is incorporated into general New Zealand history and 
is understood by more than tangata whenua and specialist New Zealand 
historians. 12 

Renika is of Waikato-Maniapoto descent and is a Director at McCaw 
Lewis Lawyers in Hamilton. A graduate of Te Piringa School of Law at the 
University of Waikato, Renika specialises in Māori Legal Issues and 
Workplace Law.   

12 Maureen Hickey, ‘Apologies in Settlements’, in Treaty of Waitangi Settlements ed. by Nicola R. 
Wheen and Janine Hayward, 2nd edition (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 2015), p.74. 
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The hapū of Ngai Tamarawaho was a driving force behind a 2001 vision to 

reestablish their relationship with Tauranga’s Kopurererua Valley. Their vision 

set the framework for the design and development of a business-partnered 

project. The hapū vision for what became the ‘Kopurererua Valley Project’ 

included the revival of Ngai Tamarawaho’s connection with the Valley, 

changing it from a so-called wasteland marked by failed attempts at European 

cultivation and drainage subsidies, to a thriving waterway park, honouring 

Ngai Tamarawaho’s ancestors and providing contemporary spaces for people 

to reconnect. In essence, the sixteen-year project culminated in the 

reintegration of hapū vision into the Kopurererua Valley, offering a model for 

other regions, city councils, and hapū. Significant achievements range from 

physical changes to the Valley to relationship strengthening. These include 

community relationship building and strengthening of the hapū’s relationship 

with their whenua, their local authority Tauranga City Council, infrastructural 

agencies, utility companies, and the community.  

I was the inaugural project manager for the Kopurererua Valley Project (1996–

2005), Tauranga’s 364 hectare inner-city park development, which is now an 

exceptional natural environment set between urban areas with strong cultural, 

community, historical and recreation values. The Kopurererua Valley is 

believed to be the largest urban wetland restoration project in the Southern 

Hemisphere and one of the most dramatic inner-city turnarounds achieved in 

New Zealand. 

THE MANA AND INNOVATION — THE SIGNIFICANCE OF AN INVITATION 

The Valley is an exemplar of tangata whenua–community–Council 

partnership, where iwi led the visioning process and business leaders partnered 

on implementation. Ngai Tamarawaho secured $50,000 from Te Puni Kokiri 

to invest in collaborative planning processes that had extensive consultative 

reach. The hapū-led and -funded concept development was followed by a 

hapū-led visioning hui at Tamateapokaiwhenua Wharenui. Here Council was 

invited to hear the hapū vision, view the concept and participate, as opposed 

to iwi making submissions to a Reserve Management Plan. 
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The presence of Ngai Tamarawaho was reestablished via a new carving school 

created within the Valley floor by the Kohu whanau. The story of Taurikura 

(the ancestress who was known to have carved out the valley as she swam 

through it) was reaffirmed and artwork commissioned to give context to the 

landform. This demonstrated the ‘whole of landscape’ scale of the story’s role 

in the rohe. Another artist was commissioned to lead a programme whereby 

kuia shared stories in Te Reo which became the content of paintings, later 

used as interpretation. This work is still used as the mana image for the main 

Waikareao estuary walkway interpretation sign.  

The implementation aspect, as a landscape scale project, was massive and 

captured the imagination of the community by virtue of the platform that was 

created through the visioning process led by the hapū.  

The implementation was part-funded with one million dollars raised over ten 

years through a Service Club Trust and the Kopurererua Valley Rotary Valley 

Centennial Trust, which is still raising income and undertaking projects. An 

innovative corporate investment programme funded a bold river realignment 

project, the trail visitor shelter, interpretative centre, education programmes, 

engineering and physical works. 

BOLD CHANGES TO RESTORE THE KOPURERERUA VALLEY 

The Kopurererua Valley is a nationally significant site as the staging and 

withdrawal route for the battle of Gate Pa, yet for many years the site had 

been subject to utility company activities, failed farming attempts and various 

pipelines being laid across the valley floor. The Kopurererua River had been 

‘straight lined’ by drainage boards and subsidised attempts had been made to 

drain the Valley for farmland. These attempts failed.  

A fundamental part of the implementation of the Kopurererua Valley Project 

was to realign the river system back to its original course to reflect the legend 

of the ancestor, Taurikura, and the formation of the river by the flick of her 
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tail.1 Thought to be audacious goals as little as sixteen years ago, the following 

points outline the tangible achievements of Ngai Tamarawaho’s vision: 

• Realigning the Kopurererua River back to its original course

• Establishing a specific funding trust to coordinate Tauranga Service
Clubs’ community contribution, with the Kopurererua Valley as a
priority. Massive external fund-raising each year continues twelve
years after inception

• Rehabilitating a 364 hectare toxic, overgrown, weedy valley with
failed grazing attempts and conspicuous utility infrastructure. The
Valley now has a range of terrestrial and aquatic habitats, with
recreation access and improved neighbourhoods

• Protecting and restoring multiple pa and archeological sites,
including work to restore the battle and retreat route of those
wounded and interred from the Battle of Gate Pa

• Introducing a cultural interpretation programme including pou,
panels, carvings and guided ‘Cultural Journey’ classes by Ngai
Tamarawaho

• Providing a cycleway and off-road opportunity between the major
ridges in Tauranga, linking the main western suburbs with the two
main secondary schools and the main intermediate school. This
includes a new cycleway bridge linking two peninsulas with each
other over the toll roa

• Transforming intensive farming and poor land management into
sustainable land management, resulting in the cessation of flood
plain reliance through major engineering projects to support new
wetlands and restored swamps, both saline and freshwater

• Extending community connection to the Valley via their workplace
or community planting day

1 See ‘Traditional Story: Taurikura’ Tauranga Memories: Tauranga Moana, Tauranga Whenua. 
<http://tauranga.kete.net.nz/tauranga_moana_tauranga_whenua/topics/show/518-traditional-
story-taurikura>. 
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

Over two thousand neighbours were directly consulted, mostly through street 

and ‘living room’ meetings. This led to a non-notified consent process 

whereby Tauranga City Council managed implementation and undertook a 

two-year approvals process to set the scene for implementation as a result of 

community support for the vision. A corporate gifting programme was also 

created, with 12 large- to medium-sized companies hosting staff/company 

directors’ consultation meetings at a local, regional and national level to seek 

connections for staff and sponsorship in the project. Over a million plants 

were planted during consecutive seasons of community planting days, school 

and educational programmes, and staff team build days. All of which saw a 

massive change to the Valley’s role and ecological function. 

ACHIEVEMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY — THE COMMUNITY PERSPECTIVE 

With the twenty-year vision on track for completion, it is important to recap 

the highlights of the first sixteen years, as a model of collective impact. These 

highlights include 

• River realignment undertaken to reestablish the essence of Taurikura
into the Valley

• Increased recreation evidence in the Valley, with monitoring from track
counters and observations

• Cycling, running, dog walking, swimming, white water slalom kayaking,
food gathering and skateboarding now feature as daily and seasonal
pastimes

• Linking trails and increased public access achieved, introduction of cycle
trails and new bridges adding to connectivity. Trails plan achieved, with
one major bridge now completed ahead of programme in 2018 over the
toll road

• Programme of continued cultural presence and acknowledgement to
Tangata Whenua throughout the Valley works programme, including pa
site protection undertaken

• Massive community connection and investment in the Kopurererua
Valley; the public now revere this park and it is also highly used
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• Unsightly utilities undergrounded

• Specific environmental practices adopted, poor practices transitioned
out early, creation of major wetlands and low impact boardwalking over
specific areas

• Believed to be the largest urban wetland restoration project in the
Southern Hemisphere

• Cycle trails exiting car journeys off roads, with cycle trails connected
with the City and District network to become part of the inner-city
recreation-rides system. A new significant bridge for student cycling to
the main schools and polytechnic

• Birds, Bees and Trees Programme run for schools in the Kopurererua
Valley by Comvita

• Trees for Survival programme aligning with the Kopurererua Valley,
outreach programmes and community days. The reserve is the location
for Honda’s contribution to Trees for Survival

• Successive Rotary Clubs have continued to contribute and meet funds
based on targets for contribution, despite people changes and the
passage of time. This was due to a strong structured programme and
relationship, clear Trust objectives and commercial partners’ relationship
management

• The development of the Kopurererua Valley has endured despite the
trienniums of Council changing elected members due to the absence of
sole-dependence on the Council funding

• The involvement of leaders in key roles, the Kopurererua Valley Rotary
Centennial Trust mandate, key Council staff and community advocacy
to achieve the original vision

• Corporate Gifting Programme with structured relationship management

• Cessation of farming practices and grazed areas reduced to a minimum,
with a continued exit plan for all grazing

• Introduction of over one million plants in accordance with ecological
assessment and plans signed off by tangata whenua
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• Approximately one hundred hectares of weed growth removed and six
main wetlands created and maintained

• Approximately two hundred tonnes of car bodies, steel, appliances,
illegal dumping and inorganic debris removed and recycled where
possible

• Recycling of road millings as new trail foundations

• A dedicated park ranger for establishment phases

• Sustainable planning with a significant investment throughout the initial
planning phase: A comprehensive planning project over an 8-year time
frame, in partnership with others, completed in 2005

METHODOLOGY AND RECOGNITION OF SUCCESS 

Reviewed by Te Puni Kokiri, this was ‘co-design’ long before the phrase had 

become commonplace. This was ‘Co-governance and co-management’ long 

before that term was coined too. Tangata whenua led the initiation of 

outlining a process it could bring together, where success had historically 

eluded antecedent agencies (Transit New Zealand, Drainage Boards, etc.). 

With Ngai Tamarawaho leading the visioning process for the Kopurererua and 

with review support and investment assistance by Te Puni Kokiri, a visioning 

process, so intrinsically natural to tangata whenua, showed the way for other 

agencies to align the extent of their mandated strategic and planning 

requirements.  

In early phases, a dedicated co-project team of tangata whenua and other 

leaders was run by the hapū. This followed into a structured co-governance 

level and co-management level project plan. The resulting alignment of council 

planning with a project implementation plan that spoke for the project was a 

strength. This was reviewed by iwi, statutory authorities and New Zealand 

Historic Places Trust staff. 

Six months of neighbourhood and key stakeholder meetings took place pre-

project, within a two- year consultation plan. This was the strongest peer 

review audience and led to a massive ‘social license to operate’ from the 
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community, which positively influenced an at times hesitant elected member 

group and gave them confidence to retain investment contributions.  

Every Tauranga service group and environmental programme was involved in 

the vision for the valley, leading to support, investment and a platform to 

begin to work with corporate partners. Private sector funders provide regular 

review via structured relationship meetings regarding their investments. With 

implementation overtly with the community and led by community leaders as 

much as possible, an ongoing positive profile was made possible.  

Quantitative trail counter data proved very important, as statistics were used 

not just for measurement of success and uptake but to substantiate investment 

applications and to continue with corporate funding and resource support.  

RECOGNITION OF SUCCESS 

The Kopurererua Valley Project has served as a ‘model for export’ and was 

profiled at the 2013 International Co-Governance/Co-Management Hui at Te 

Papa, where Ngai Tamarawaho presented. Further to this the Kopurererua 

Valley has served as a case study presented to 

• Senior National Arboretum staff, Washington DC, 2005, at the
invitation of the United States Department of Agriculture

• Indigenous Peoples/First Nations Leadership Stream, World Parks
Congress, Sydney 2014

• NZRA national conferences, 2004, 2006 and to multiple parks agencies
around New Zealand

• Auckland parks projects at the commencement of Auckland Council,
2010 (South Auckland projects)

• Wellington region service clubs for the creation of a similar funding
trust, 2017

• Cultural landscape design lectures, Unitec 2017

The Valley project was also promoted as a case study by Te Puni Kokiri and in 

2018, the Kopurererua Valley won Aotearoa’s highest award for parks, the 
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New Zealand Recreation Association’s Outstanding Park Award. The Valley is 

now entering further and final phases of river realignment, with wetland 

enhancement and restoration of plant species and care to the Puketoromiro Pa 

site.    

In January 2020 I had occasion to meet with the now kaumatua for Ngai 

Tamarawaho, Peri Kohu. Peri and I remembered fondly the project’s 

beginnings back in 1996 and the leadership then of the Tauranga Moana 

Rangitira, the late Morehu Ngatoko, also of Ngai Tamarawaho. We reflected 

that it was Ngai Tamarawaho’s leadership around process and relationships in 

1996 that changed the course for a wide range of portfolio outcomes and 

future approaches. We reflected on the legacy of those past efforts and how 

they endure today. It was an opportunity to humbly share with Peri that the 

opportunity presented by the hapū of the Kopurererua Valley relationships 

and the whole project is my clear career highlight and indeed a life-changing 

event. The project has been presented internationally as best practice and has 

set a benchmark in Aotearoa for future approaches. The legend of Taurikura 

lives on.2 

Geoff, ARPro, is a former Tauranga City Council Parks and Leisure 
Manager, now Principal Parks and Recreation Specialist at Geoff Canham 
Consulting.  

2 Concept drawings, images and stories relating to this project would be available from Ngai 
Tamarawahoraeme. 
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In my MA thesis, ‘Once More, With Feeling: An Enquiry into the Museum of 

New Zealand Te Papa Tongarewa’s Exhibition Gallipoli: The Scale of Our War’, I 

inquired into what Gallipoli might reveal about how Te Papa interprets and 

performs its public role. I examined the political, economic and cultural 

contexts that shape Te Papa; the epistemes and policy objectives informing the 

exhibition’s development; and the cultural conventions it promulgates. That is, 

I examined what Te Papa does: the realities and relationships it reflects and 

produces. The research revealed a series of tensions and contradictions, calling 

the founding principles of Te Papa into question. Employing qualitative 

methodologies, ‘Once More, With Feeling’ is marked by a discursive 

engagement with critical museology.  

Created in partnership with special effects company Weta Workshop, Gallipoli 

— which was the central showpiece in Aotearoa New Zealand’s First World 

War centennial commemorations — was intended to be an emotional journey 

that would take you back to Gallipoli. Although developed during a time of 

institutional ‘commotion’ at the Museum, Gallipoli has gone on to become the 

most visited exhibition in Te Papa’s history. A chronologically unfurling tale of 

Aotearoa New Zealand’s Gallipoli campaign, the exhibition is comprised of six 

darkened circular spaces containing hyperreal giant model figures of Aotearoa 

New Zealand service people and five more conventionally conceived 

exhibitionary spaces. Marked by a distinctive institutional voice, the exhibition 

also features a ground-up historiographical method.   

‘Once More, With Feeling’ analyses the implications of an ‘affective public 

pedagogy’ as used by Te Papa in Gallipoli. Affective and participatory 

encounters now occupy a privileged position in museological practice and I 

see Gallipoli as part of this new wave, encouraging empathetic encounters with 

the past. In my thesis I ask whether the emancipatory potential such affective 

and participatory encounters have been afforded is a mirage and whether such 

practices in fact signify a (theorised) return to earlier museological agendas. 

Another essential concern of the research was with how practices of 

memorialisation are employed as, firstly, pedagogical and therapeutic catalysts 

and, secondly, devices of ‘governmentality’ in the Foucauldian sense.1 With 

regard to the latter, ‘there is nothing new in the suggestion that museums are 

usefully viewed as machineries that are implicated in the shaping of civic 

1 See Nikolas Rose, ‘The death of the social? Re-figuring the territory of government,’ Economy & 
Society 25, 3, (1996), pp. 327–356.  
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capacities’.2 There is, however, a perception that museums have changed 

considerably in recent times. Since the 1980s, and in response to postmodern 

and post-colonial critiques, museums have been distinguished by discourses of 

democratisation while also having to adapt to neoliberal agendas and the 

corporatisation of public services, with funding bodies now expecting them to 

be ‘accountable in both capitalist and in social terms’.3 Te Papa is typically 

identified as an exemplar in this respect.  

In my thesis I examined the divergences and correspondences between Te 

Papa’s public remit, its institutional rhetoric and its actual representational 

strategies, and concluded that it was marked by a series of tensions and 

disjunctions: for instance, between its messianic new corporate vision of 

‘changing hearts, changing minds, changing lives’ and its responsibility to act 

as ‘a forum for the nation’ as set out in the Te Papa Act.4 Further to this, my 

thesis demonstrates that Te Papa’s imbrication with neoliberalism has a 

decisive influence on its facility to fulfil its public remit, with the necessity of 

commercial positivity meaning that surface change — for example, the hunt 

for and production of new products and audiences — is endemic. What this 

suggests is that if crisis is the normative state, then the Museum is compelled 

to continually reaffirm its legitimacy. This is a slippery dialectic. Apropos 

Weta’s involvement, such practices of corporate ‘distributed co-creation’ — as 

discovered in my research — impede both endogenous and exogenous inquiry 

and critique. 

Gallipoli was also perceived to be characterised by a series of collisions. For 

instance, between its overtly didactic agenda (‘lest we forget’); its pedagogy 

premised on ‘affect’ (‘just feel’); and its philosophy of authorial dispersal (‘you 

decide’ on the one hand and ‘let them decide’ (Weta, that is) on the other). 

Further to this, my contention is that the exhibition indulges visitor 

expectations rather than challenging them, and it may be seen as Pavlovian in 

the sense of being a trigger for the affective idea of Gallipoli within Aotearoa 

2 Tony Bennett, ‘Civic Laboratories: Museums, Cultural Objecthood and the Governance of the 
Social’, Cultural Studies, 19, 5 (2005), p. 522.  
3 Silke Arnold-de Simine, Mediating Memory in the Museum: Trauma, Empathy, Nostalgia (Basingstoke: 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), p. 2.  
4 For the corporate vision see Te Papa, Museum of New Zealand Te Papa Tongarewa Statement of Intent 
2014 – 2018. Retrieved from <https://www.tepapa.govt.nz/about/what-we-do/annual-reports-
and-key-documents>. For the Te Papa Act: New Zealand Legislation see 
 <http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1992/0019/latest/whole.html#dlm260204>. 
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New Zealand’s national imaginary. Additionally, Gallipoli does not simply 

confirm conventional understandings of Aotearoa New Zealand’s involvement 

in the Gallipoli campaign: it tells a story — hyper-detailed, hypertrophied, 

bloody and believable — which raises the stakes with regard to Aotearoa New 

Zealand’s ‘history of trauma’, while simultaneously and perhaps 

counterintuitively functioning to further distance the nation from its colonial 

origins. The desire to make Gallipoli an emotional journey is, I maintain, as 

much a political imperative as it is a pedagogical one.  

Furthermore, Gallipoli utilises many of the tropes of testimonial culture while 

maintaining the primacy of a traditional historiographical method, and is 

indicative of the trend to recuperate the ‘epic in the register of the humdrum’.5 

In other words, an array of colloquial voices does not mean the history on 

display is any less authoritative, and to uncritically align affective and 

testimonial approaches with post-hegemonic aspirations would seem 

erroneous. Although visitors are afforded opportunity for heuristic learning 

experiences just as they are able to perform rituals of catharsis, Gallipoli’s 

labyrinthine spatial design, fantastical-realist aesthetics and carefully 

choreographed soundscape combine to create a ‘sacred–real’ affective 

environment from which it is difficult to maintain a distance. Gallipoli’s 

embodied commemorative politics are, and despite bearing the countenance of 

the counter-hegemonical, disciplinary.  

Within the exhibition there is a laudable particularising of traumatic human 

history, though by omitting the wider contexts and consequences of the 

violence the suffering is depoliticized. Meanwhile, despite there being many 

voices, Gallipoli’s ‘choir’ is polyphonic rather than dissonant: there is no 

indeterminacy in the telling of the tale. In my thesis I conclude that this lack of 

conflict and discord — things which ‘do not ruin the democratic public 

sphere, [but] are conditions of its existence’ — demonstrates Te Papa’s current 

inability to fulfil its legislative responsibility to be a ‘forum for the nation’.6 To 

refashion a Foucauldian formulation, it is hoped that my research stimulates 

5 Colin Burrow, ‘You’ve Listened Long Enough’, London Review of Books, 38, 8 (2016), p. 13.  
6 Claire Bishop, ‘Antagonism and Relational Aesthetics’, in Theory in Contemporary Art Since 1985, 
ed. by Zoya Kocur and Simon Leung (London: John Wiley & Sons, 2013), p. 176.  
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further scrutiny of the particular forms of ‘violence’ that Te Papa continues to 

exercise (somewhat) obscurely.7 

Based in Nelson, Nicholas completed an MA in Museum Studies in 2016 
and is currently a Massey University doctoral candidate. Haig’s Marxist 
and psychoanalytically oriented research focuses on contemporary 
memorial formations and the social and political functions of museums.  

7 Noam Chomsky and Michel Foucault, The Chomsky – Foucault Debate: On Human Nature (New 
York: The New Press, 2006) p. 41. 
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Past Caring? puts women’s work and caregiving at the centre of Aotearoa New 

Zealand’s history. In doing so, the collection models a new framework for the 

nation’s past and showcases the significant contributions of gender historians 

to its history. The volume demonstrates that women’s everyday work was vital 

to the survival of individuals, families, and communities in the past, yet this 

labour has remained largely invisible and unpaid. By reconsidering the work of 

caring, its contributors connect New Zealanders’ emotional bonds to the 

material conditions of their lives and their interactions with institutions. Their 

approach presents fresh perspectives on Aotearoa New Zealand’s past and 

combats many of the frustrating absences and false dichotomies that skew 

historical accounts of work, family life, and the nation. On finishing the book, 

I am nowhere near ‘past caring’ about the obligations, inner lives, and endless 

work of Aotearoa New Zealand women.  

The book’s central themes of women’s work and caregiving upend the typical 

organising principles of many Aotearoa New Zealand histories that focus on 

demographics, politics, and institutions. The authors build a compelling case 

that their alternative frameworks of gender, work, and emotion reveal more 

about New Zealanders’ everyday lives and how society has functioned here. 

Barbara Brookes writes that the international historiography of care is 

institutional due to the perception that ‘problematic’ lives and ‘encounters with 

the state’ have created the ‘documentary record’ of care (p.11). Following this 

model, Aotearoa New Zealand historians have paid special attention to social 

policy, the welfare state, and public debate about the caring professions such 

as nursing and social work. In contrast, Past Caring? focuses on Aotearoa New 

Zealand women rather than the forces that aimed to regulate their lives. Along 

the way, the collection displays the promise of the field through its diverse 

sources — including material culture, photograph albums, oral histories, and 

films — and inspiring collaborations. A number of authors engage with the 

intellectual contributions of co-contributors and the influence of older female 

relatives alike. Heather Devere’s account of Annette Baier (1929–2012), Susan 

Moller Okin (1946–2004), and their pathbreaking scholarship on the ethics of 

care, provides an entry-point to philosophy at the same time that it raises 

compelling historical questions about the professional lives of these two 

influential New Zealanders. In all of these ways, Past Caring? fulfils its promise 

to deliver a new account of Aotearoa New Zealand’s past. 
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The volume presents a rich conversation about race, colonisation, and gender 

that exemplifies its broad vision and collaborative spirit. By telling the life 

story of her maternal grandmother, Tina Murphy, Melissa Matutina Williams 

demonstrates that accounts of care, women’s lives, and whānau have the 

potential to rewrite histories of the Aotearoa New Zealand state and Māori 

families. Williams integrates the local, national, colonial, and familial context of 

Tina’s life from the time of her birth in Whakarapa in 1910. The chapter 

shines as Williams interweaves her expertise on the region and time period 

with personal reflections on her grandmother’s life. Jane McCabe develops the 

collection’s argument for alternative frameworks for Aotearoa New Zealand 

history by considering the lives of mixed-race children of British tea planters 

who were born in northeast India and emigrated to Aotearoa New Zealand 

and other settler colonies in the 1920s, where they performed ayah care in 

settler households. McCabe shows that women’s night-time care for children 

in northeast India travelled with younger generations as they entered British 

institutions, emigrated across oceans, and cared for children in Aotearoa New 

Zealand households. She reveals the powerful generational effects of family, 

work, memory, and migration in Aotearoa New Zealand history. Rosemary 

Anderson uncovers the personal costs of ‘public care’ through the life of the 

prominent Cook Islands leader Takau Rio Love who became a public figure in 

Aotearoa New Zealand when she married Tiwi Love, especially after her 

husband helped to establish and lead the 28th Māori Battalion. Anderson 

makes the compelling case that leading women faced an almost impossible 

‘double duty’ to family and to public life. Her point is underlined by the 

personal and political difficulties that Takau encountered as she carried out 

patriotic work for both the Cook Islands and Aotearoa New Zealand. 

Together, these authors argue for an ‘expansive definition of justice and care’ 

that advances our understanding of the overlapping effects of race, gender, 

and colonisation on the public and private lives of women (p.220). 

Past Caring? testifies to the unending work and care of Aotearoa New Zealand 

women, and their vital significance to families, communities, and the nation. 

Yet women often missed out on the empathy and practical support they 

needed in their own lives. We learn from Williams about the pressures that 

urban migration and state polices created for whānau. Angela Wanhalla shows 

how moral judgements and unequal migration and military policies hurt 

women who conceived the children of US servicemen during the Second 

World War. The collection showcases the depth and excitement of the field of 
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gender history in Aotearoa New Zealand. Its impressive authors include 

established leaders in the field as well as researchers working on short-term 

contracts and outside academia in museums and libraries. Past Caring? shows 

how collaboration among gender historians can move forward the entire field 

of Aotearoa New Zealand history. I hope that its contributors get the support 

and care they need to continue with this excellent work.  

Charlotte teaches at the University of Waikato. Her book Aging in 
Twentieth-Century Britain was published in 2018 by the University of 
California Press. Charlotte is currently researching the history of 
pregnancy in twentieth-century New Zealand. 
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