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Abstract 

Keywords:  Early Childhood Education, Bicultural Curriculum, Indigenous, Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi, Kaupapa Māori 

This thesis explores the potentiality of the first bicultural curriculum for the early childhood 

education (ECE) sector in Aotearoa New Zealand and the world to bring about curriulum 

change. Known colloquially as Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education (1996a), the document 

gained national and international attention for its focus on honouring indigeneity within a 

mandated curriculum.   The curriculum was introduced first in draft form in 1993, followed by 

the final version  in 1996. While there was widespread acceptance of Te Whāriki, including its 

bicultural intent, within the ECE sector, this did not translate into the professional practice of 

many teachers. Twelve years after the launch of Te Whāriki, the Education Review Office 

published a highly concerning research report titled Māori Children in Early Childhood: Pilot 

Study (Education Review Office (ERO), 2008). The research found that many ECE teachers 

were not confident in te reo me ngā tikanga Māori (the Māori language and cultural protocols) 

and were struggling to integrate them into their daily practice. Thus, teachers’ ability to practise 

biculturally was significantly compromised. Five years on from their 2008 report, ERO 

published Working with Te Whāriki’ (ERO, 2013). This report put the ECE sector on notice 

because it showed that Te Whāriki was not well understood and implemented as a bicultural 

curriculum. In addition, ERO stated that further research was needed in this area – hence the 

impetus for the study outlined in this thesis.   

In designing this study, I questionned how it was, that after 17 years since the publication of 

Te Whāriki, a significant proportion of teachers did not have the necessary professional 

knowledge and skills that allowed them to use te reo Māori and articulate tikanga Māori within 

their daily teaching roles and responsibilities and therefore implement a bicultural curriculum.  

When conducting this study, I adopted a view of methodology as a plan of action that includes 

the cultural lens of the researcher, her views of the world, and the nature of knowledge. I 

consequently used Kaupapa Māori research principles together with mixed method research 

approaches and in so doing captured the strengths of two distinct worldviews within my 

collected data and the findings emerging from it. My research articipants were second-year 

initial teacher education kaiako, qualified kaiako upgrading their teacher qualification, teacher 

education lecturers, and tangata whenua involved across the early childhood profession. I 
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sought to ascertain (among other matters) if the kaiako participants’ understanding of bicultural 

curriculum gained from their teacher education qualification sufficiently prepared them to carry 

forward the bicultual imperative of Te Whāriki in their ECE settings.   

This thesis argues that the bicultural intent of Te Whāriki has been compromised in four ways.  

First, the term ‘bicultural curriculum’ is not well understood by prospective and practising 

teachers because the curriculum document lacks sufficient guidance in this area. Second is the 

confusion over which version of Te Tiriti o Waitangi (te reo Māori-language version and the 

Treaty of Waitangi (the English-language version) forms the basis of bicultual curriculum in 

this country. Third, the demographic nature of the ECE workforce, which is predominantly 

Pākehā and monolingual, is significantly challenged in learning te ao Māori. Fourth, because 

the majority of tamariki Māori participate in mainstream ECE services that offer weak 

interpretations of bicultural curriculum, they are not given opportunties to learn as Māori. 

This thesis highlights the difficulty of structural change, that is, the shift from a monolingual, 

monocultural to a bilingual, bicultural early childhood sector. Te Whāriki as a guiding 

document is not sufficiently robust to support change. However, as the collected data makes 

clear, teacher education is also complicit in the slow pace of change. Recent policy change by 

the Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand in relation to approval requirements for teacher 

education programmes means that all teachers, including newly qualified teachers, must now 

meet firmer te reo Māori competency levels, a development that may lead to a stronger 

articulation of bicultural curriculum. Whether this advance does occur will be the province of 

ongoing research.  
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He Mihi Whakaihi – Dedication 

Ehara taku toa 

I te toa takitahi 

Engari takimano 

Nō ōku tūpuna 

 

My strengths comes not from me alone 

But  are derived from a multitude of ancestors 

The authority, the admiration, the devine and the power, 

Were passed onto me by my ancestors. 

 

Ki ōku mātua tūpuna o te ao kōhatu  

Ko Kakuere Morihana  rāua ko Merekorama Mikaere 

Ko Witariana Hona rāua ko Ngahuia Urikore Raiha Heta  

 

Ki tōku anō ao manaaki ki ōku mātua 

Ko Rapata Witariana Arapeta Hona rāua ko Emma Atamira Morrison 

  

Ki tōku kāhui kaumātua taumauri 

Ko Dr Huirangi Waikerepuru rātou ko Mereiwa Broughton, ko Kāterina Daniels 

 

Ki tāku rangatira  

Ko koe Mr Willy te tau o tāku ate  

 

He aroha noa e uiui noa ana, e rapurapu kau ana, ka ngaro rā āku manu korokī, āku hou 

kōtuku.  Ka whati rā āku totara haemata, āku nohonga whakanui i ngā rangi awatea, 

mokemoke kau ana ko ahau ki muri nei. Kei te mihi ahau ki ngā hunga ō rātou kanohi ki tua 

o te ārai ka ngaro koutou i te ao, ngā manu whitititua, ngā pou tokomanawa o ngā whare 

maire, o ngā whare kura. Haere, koutou, haere, haere oti atu.  

 

In my sorrow I search and ask, where are they the chattering birds, the sounds of the white 

heron; which are lost to me.  The strong growing totara is broken the stalwart foundations 

which supported me are gone and I am left here alone. 

you are lost to the world, 

You the expert orators of Māoridom, the mainstays of the house of sacred lore,  

the houses of learning 

To the spirits of the deceased, we farewell you to the ultimate resting place of mankind. 
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Wāhanga Tuatahi: He Whakataki                             

Chapter One: Introduction 

1.1. Ko Wai Au – Who Am I? 

Ko Te Arawa te waka 

Tamatekapua te tupuna 

Ngātoroirangi te tohunga 

Mai i Maketū ki Tongariro 

Ko Te Arawa te iwi 

This thesis commences with the principal pepeha (primary tribal identity)1 that acknowledges 

ancestral biological and geographical features related to my iwi (people). Pepeha are a 

formulaic expression used within te ao Māori (the Māori world) as an introduction to others; 

they are a form of ‘identity card’ that indicates membership affiliations to a person’s iwi and 

his or her whenua (land). Accordingly, my pepeha conveys that I belong to the Te Arawa waka 

(canoe). I am one of the many living eyes and listening ears of my tupuna (ancestor) 

Tamatekapua. I am fashioned within a spiritual cloak of the eminent tohunga Ngātoroirangi 

(High Priest Ngātoroirangi). And, lastly, I am nurtured by my Te Arawa iwi of the Bay of 

Plenty region of Aotearoa New Zealand.  

As a Māori, it is vitally important that I explicitly locate myself within te ao Māori before 

introducing the research process and narrative of this thesis. Doing this requires me to openly 

declare my whakapapa, as in the pepeha above, and then provide a more detailed discussion of 

who I am and where I come from; the background and context from which I am a 

hungarangahau wahine Māori (Indigenous female Māori researcher). These two aspects form 

Part 1 of this opening chapter. The second part of the chapter provides an extended discussion 

located within te ao Māori with respect to te reo Māori me ōna tikanga (Māori language and 

values) and an examination of how these lie at the heart of the research project reported on in 

this thesis. Part 3 of the chapter provides an overview of Aotearoa New Zealand as a bicultural 

                                                 

 

1 Te reo Māori words used in this thesis are immediately followed by a translation/English language equivalent 

the first time they are used.  A translation/English equivalent is not provided after that. 
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nation. It also introduces the bicultural context of Aotearoa New Zealand’s early childhood 

education sector, which is the substantive focus of this thesis. The chapter concludes in Part 4 

with an overview of the thesis contents. 

1.2. He Tirotiro Whānui – Overview  

Te Arawa is one of the seven canoes of Te Hekenga Nui, known as the great migration of the 

Māori people to Aotearoa around 1140 AD (Buck, 1968). Tamatekapua was the eponymous 

ancestor of the Te Arawa waka, Ngātoroirangi. He was the tohunga (the revered high priest) 

who ensured the safety of the waka and all those aboard during their travels. 

The geographical region of Te Arawa people extends from Maketū on the East Coast of the 

Bay of Plenty to Tongariro on the Central Plateau of Te Ika-a-Māui | the North Island. This 

location is well recorded in many of the tribe’s aphorisms, such as “mai i Maketū ki Tongariro” 

|  “from the little fishing village of Maketū to the great mountain Tongariro”, and “ko te ihu o 

te waka kei Maketū, ko te kei o te waka kei Tongariro” | “where the prow of the waka is at 

Maketū and the stern at Mount Tongariro” (see Figure 1.1). (Maketū is a coastal fishing village 

in the Bay of Plenty.) 

 

Source: https://teara.govt.nz/en/map/15146 

Figure 1.1. Mai Maketu ki Tongariro – Te Arawa region. 
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I  was raised in the pā (village) Te Whakarewarewatangaoteopetauaawāhiao | the gathering 

place for the war parties of Wāhiao, more commonly known as Whakarewarewa and often 

shortened to Whaka (see Figure 1.2). Whakarewarewa is situated south of the city of Rotorua.   

 

Figure 1.2. Te Whakarewarewatangaoteopetauaawāhiao | The Living Thermal Village 

(image author’s, circa 1970). 

The pepeha of my pā is:  

Ko Tūturu te maunga 

(Tūturu is the name of the mountain directly behind the village in Figure 1.2) 

Ko te Puarenga te awa 

(Puarenga is the name of the river in the foreground) 

Ko Te Pākira te marae-areare 

(Te Pākira is the name of the courtyard directly in front of the ancestral house Wāhiao – left 

rear) 

Ko Wāhiao te tupuna 

(Wāhiao is the eponymous ancestor and so the ancestral house is named after him) 

Ko Tūhourangi tētehi manawa o ngā pūmanawa e waru o Te Arawa iwi 

(Tūhourangi people are one of the eight beating hearts of the Te Arawa confederation) 
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I am the descendant of Rangitihi, the great-great grandson of Tamatekapua, our ancestor who 

captained Te Arawa waka. Figure 1.3 shows the seven sons and one daughter of Rangitihi. As 

stated in the pepeha above, the siblings are collectively called Ngā Pūmanawa e Waru o Te 

Arawa | the Eight Beating Hearts of Te Arawa. 

 

Figure 1.3. Whakapapa (genealogical chart) showing the eight beating hearts of the Te 

Arawa confederation of iwi. 

 

Whakarewarewa is the legacy and home of the Tūhourangi Ngāti Wāhiao people. The village 

is situated within an active geothermal area. A significant whakapapa feature of the iwi is the 

geothermal nature of the area, which came to Aotearoa at the request of the tohunga 

Ngātoroirangi. During one of his land-claiming expeditions, Ngātoroirangi arrived at Mount 

Tongariro (see Figure 1.2 above), a magnificent volcanic mountain he had seen from a distance. 

On reaching the mountain, he climbed to the top of it.  

While Ngātoroirangi was on the mountain, the weather turned bitterly cold. In need of warmth, 

Ngātoroirangi summoned, through karakia (purposeful incantations), the help of his sisters in 

Hawaiki, the legendary homeland of Māori. In response to their brother’s call, Kuiwai and 

Haungaroa sent him six baskets containing glowing embers. The embers were the offspring of 

Ruaumoko, the hunga tiaki (guardian) of volcanic energy. The sisters instructed the demigod 

siblings Te Hoata and Te Pupu to deliver the heat to their brother.  

Te Hoata and Te Pupu journeyed to Ngātoroirangi by way of a subterranean passage, which 

they surfaced from at many places within the Bay of Plenty and Central Plateau districts. These 
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places included Whakaari (White Island), Moutohorā (Whale Island), Rotoiti, Tarawera, 

Rotorua, Orākei Kōrako, Wairākei, Tokānu and, finally, Ketetahi. Te Hoata and Te Pupu left 

embers behind in these places. By the time they reached Ngātoroirangi, they had only one 

basket of embers left. Ngātoroirangi angrily asked how just one basket could warm him. In his 

rage, he stamped his feet twice, violently shaking the earth. In so doing he gave rise to a new 

and second active volcanic mountain on the Central Plateau (Figure 1.4). This was Ruapehu 

(rua, two; pehu, vent). Next, he slammed the paddle of his waka with such force into the earth 

that he created a third active volcano on the plateau, Ngauruhoe (ko te Ngaurutanga, the shaft 

of his paddle; hoe, paddle). His angry actions also led to the remaining basket of embers flaring 

fully into life, bringing the warmth he needed and producing the thermal springs located on the 

northern slopes of Mount Tongariro.  

The basket gave its name to the springs, that is, Ketetahi (kete, basket; tahi, one). The carving 

by master carver Delani Brown in Figure 1.4 forms the waharoa (entrance way) to the Taupō 

area war cenotaph. The carving depicts the story of how Ngātoroirangi, his two sisters and the 

two demigods with their baskets of embers brought geothermal activity to the central regions 

of Te Ika-a-Māui. 

The part that Ngātoroirangi played in bringing these resources to these regions made him and 

his descendants hunga tiaki (guardians) of the geothermal resources of the Central Plateau and 

Bay of Plenty. This role made them responsible for ensuring the ongoing use and maintenance 

of te mauri (the lifeforce) of these resources for future generations (taonga tuku iho; 

intergenerational transferral of resources and responsibilities). Through tauutuutu, or 

reciprocity, this resource has provided my people (Te Arawa) with access to cooking, bathing, 

and healing. It is consequently a wāhi tapu – a place of importance, of ancestral significance 

(Mihinui, 2002).  The whakapapa of this resource has been passed down through a well-known 

waiata (song) belonging to Te Arawa iwi titled “E Para”. As a recipient of this learning, I have 

passed it on to my children. They, in turn, have passed it down to theirs. 
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Figure 1.4. Waharoa depicting the arrival of geothermal resources on the Central 

Plateau and Bay of Plenty regions of Te Ika a Māui. 

The Tūhourangi Ngāti Wāhiao people of Whakarewarewa have been sharing a unique way of 

life with visitors from all around the world for over 200 years. From the 1890s the profession 

of guiding tourists and other visitors around our thermal village became almost exclusively led 

by females because of males tending to work outside the village. The village’s attractions 

include the famous Te Pōhutu geyser, an array of hot springs and mud pools, and the thermal 

baths (collective ‘bathrooms’) (see Figure 1.5a–c) that villagers used daily (Figure 1.5d), and 

still do, given the village is a living village.  
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a.  Te Pōhutu geyser.                   

 

c. Purapurawhetū mud pool.                                                 

 

b. Parekohuru, the Champagne Pool: 

blanching corn 

 

d. Village oil baths. 

Figure 1.5. Scenes and attractions at the village of Whakarewarewa (images, author’s).   

To give added insight into our Māori culture, we (the people of Whakarewarewa) have made 

Māori concert parties an everyday part of our lifestyle. We use song and dance to welcome 

visitors. Sharing song and dance not only enables us to portray integral aspects of our Māori 

culture but also allows me to acknowledge my kōkara (grandmothers, grandaunts, great-aunts), 

especially given that I was born into a whakapapa of guiding and performing arts founders. 

From the time children are conceived, karakia, waiata, and being spoken to are part of their 

everyday nurturance. Our old people believed that seeing and speaking to babies while in the 

womb ensured they would be great singers and/or orators once born. From the time a female 
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child is born, she is given a set of poi (a ball on a cord) to use as a pacifier. Poi are also used to 

increase flexibility, strengthen hands and arms, and improve coordination. Male babies are 

given a tīrākau (a kōrari/flax branch) so they can develop flexibility in their arms and hands 

and develop hand and eye coordination. 

Several of the Whakarewarewa guides of the past became worldwide celebrities because of the 

positive impression they made on international visitors. Their guiding dispositions were 

marked by humour, charm and the ability to deftly navigate between Māori and English 

languages and cultures; most of the tourists who visited were from English-speaking countries,  

Sophia Hinerangi (Figure 1.6), born in the early 1830s, was a well-educated, bilingual guide. 

In 1896 Guide Sophia was appointed caretaker of Whakarewarewa thermal reserve. She, in 

turn, encouraged and mentored a number of Tūhourangi women to become guides. 

 

Figure 1.6. Whakarewawera guide Sophia Hinerangi                                                                                          

(image, Tūhourangi Ngāti Wāhiao whakapapa files). 

 

Guides Makereti (Maggie) and Bella Papakura (born 1870) were half-sisters (Figure 1.7). Both 

wāhine (women) were bilingual and able to navigate between the world of the visitors and te 

ao Māori | the Māori world. Rangitiaria Dennan (born 1897; see Figure 1.7) returned to 

Whakarewarewa after spending time as a teacher on the East Coast of the North Island. In the 

1920s, she returned to Rotorua and found her vocation as a guide. She became the renowned 

‘Guide Rangi’. Rangi placed great importance on preserving Māori traditions and achieved 

wider recognition as a Māori cultural ambassador. 
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Guide Makereti Papakura.    

  

 

Guide Bella Papakura. 

 

Guide Rangitiaria Dennan. 

Figure 1.7. Former renowned guides at Whakarewarewa                                                                                  

(images, Tūhourangi Ngāti Wāhiao whakapapa files). 

 

The legacy of kapahaka (Māori performing arts) within Whakarewarewa village has always 

been a given. We have retained the tradition of children (as mentioned above) receiving poi 

(females) and kōrari (males) from an early age and the weekly ritual of kotahitanga (coming 

together) at the Whare Tūpuna  Wāhiao (our ancestral meeting house, named after our esteemed 

ancestor Wūhiao). That time includes learning the whakapapa depicted in the carvings and 

woven lattice walls of the whare. Most children and adults of the village were and still are 

involved in learning and performing kapahaka for Ngā Whakataetae o Te Arawa (local 

kapahaka competitions) as well as national competitions. The national competition, held 

annually, form the largest gatherings of Māori from across the motu (country), with up to 70 

groups assembling in the one place to compete on a national stage. The imparting of knowledge 

within one’s own kinship group is a way of living, as depicted in the images in Figure 1.8, 

which show Guide Rangi and members of her Māori concert party. The intergenerational 
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transmission of knowledge through my grandmothers, aunties, and mother, and then through 

myself and my siblings, is part of a montage of Māori cultural performing arts. 

  

   

L-R: Guide Rangi, Rangiwhiua Morrison (author’s 

aunty), Nuki Francis, Atamira Morrison (author’s 

mother) and Emily Schuster. Photo taken at 

Whakarewarewa, circa 1950. 

L-R: Merekorama Morrison, Pipo Mikaere, 

Nuki Francis and Denny Anaru. Photo taken 

at Whakarewarewa, circa 1945. 

Figure 1.8. Guide Rangi and members of her concert party  

(Images, Tūhourangi Ngāti Wāhiao whakapapa files).                                                                         

 

My teachers for the first 11 years of my life, during which I lived with my kuia (maternal 

grandmother), were my beautiful kōkara (grandmothers, grandaunties, aunties, mother); see 

Figure 1.9. My learning, defined further as ‘ways of living’, came from being a child who 

belonged to the village of the Tūhourangi people. 

 

 

L-R: Pipo Mikaere, grandmother Merekorama Morrison, Nini Nikora, Kere Whiti, kuia Minnie Corbett (née 

Eparaima), Hepine Ransfield and Huhana Mihinui. Photo taken in front of the wharenui Wāhiao, 

Whakarewarewa, circa 1960. 
 

Figure 1.9. The author’s grandmother and grandaunts (image, author’s collection).  



26 

 

 

When I was a child growing up in the 1960s, Whakarewarewa was one of New Zealand’s major 

tourist attractions and still is today. Because Tūhourangi Ngāti Wāhiao people have been 

welcoming visitors to Whakarewarewa for over 200 years, my people played a significant role 

in early New Zealand tourism (The Living Māori Village, 2018). Every day, tourists from 

around the world came to the village. Over time, the number of such visitors has extended into 

the thousands. Figure 1.10 shows me amongst my siblings and cousins outside the Whare 

Tupuna Wāhiao. 

 

Figure 1.10. Tūhourangi Ngāti Wāhiao Midgets and Juniors Kapahaka rōpū (groups) in 

1969 (image, author’s collection). 

 

As well as taking part in kapahaka, village tamariki (children) help care for the village 

environment and resources. For example, as a youngster, I participated in sweeping the reserve 

pathways with manuka (tea-tree) brooms. We also had to empty, clean and refill the communal 

baths by 8 o’clock every morning. From 8.30 am on non-school days, we had  to ‘man’ the 

household stalls and sell souvenirs, such as poi takirua (double short poi), poi waeroa (single 

long poi), poiroa takirua (double long poi) and poi tīrairaka (fantail poi). To attract tourists to 

our stalls, we demonstrated the use of poi. Once all stock had sold out (generally around $50 

worth of stock back then), tamariki could go rukukapa (diving for pennies or other coins, as 

New Zealand’s currency had only recently changed, in 1967, from imperial to decimal) at the 

Puarenga River, which ran through the village. Figure 1.11 shows tourists on the river’s bridge 

throwing coins into the river and watching tamariki dive for them.  
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.  

Figure 1.11. Tamariki penny divers at Puarenga River, Whakarewarewa                                                         
(image, Tūhourangi Ngāti Wāhiao whakapapa files). 

1.3. Tikanga ā-Iwi – The Practices of the People 

My first teachers included many members of my own whānau (extended family), hapū 

(subtribe), and iwi (principal tribe). My very first teaching and learning environments were 

within my mother’s womb; my second was the village I was born in and am part of. For me 

and the tamariki I grew up with, these two environments were where te reo Māori flowed  and 

where tikanga (Māori ways of doing) were practised daily. Our ways of being, knowing and 

doing are still lived daily with the younger generations now residing in the village (refer Figures 

1.10 and 1.12), as the teachings continue to be passed on to the up-and-coming generations.   

You might ask in what way is the womb a learning environment. From the time I was 

conceived, I was welcomed by my whānau and iwi through karakia carried out at home by 

whānau or at hui (gatherings); the significance that different karakia hold aligns with specific 

occasions. The karakia relating to conception and pregnancy acknowledge all expectant 

mothers and remind them of the need to keep good health. The integral aspects of karakia – 

body, soul, and mind – together clear pathways for the baby’s safe journey into the world.  

When I was a child, the women of the village routinely gathered together for kōrero 

whawhewhawhe (gossip). For the women, these gatherings were their daily catch-up and 
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check-in time, which typically occurred both morning and evening, as did bathing, which is 

still a communal custom of the village. During these times, women talked about all sorts of 

happenings, with babies in wombs paramount within these discussions. For example, village 

women diagnosed expectant mothers. They considered the size of a mother’s puku (stomach) 

and her waewae (legs/feet) and determined whether mirimiri (massage) was needed. They 

looked at the overall appearance of expectant mothers and asked if certain dietary requirements 

were required, such as puha or kākahi (iron-rich green vegetables and freshwater mussels), or 

whether there was a need for rongoā (Māori medicine) like piripiri mixture (herbal medicine) 

to reduce fluid retention. Women’s morning communal bathing was when women discussed 

their diagnoses of ailments for the villagers at large and handed out responsibilities for 

addressing those ailments. Evening bathing was a time for the check-ins that occurred 

continually throughout a pregnancy. A whakataukī (proverb) that reflects my upbringing is 

“Ehara taku toa i te toa takitahi, engari kē he toa takitini.” | “My success should not be bestowed 

onto me alone, due to the support and contribution of many.” This is an iteration of the adage, 

“It takes a village to raise a child.” Without a doubt, this was the context within which I was 

raised and nurtured. 

1.3.1. Waiata me te Wairua – Spiritual Voice and Reflection of Self 

Waiata are significant to my people. Waiata encompass the spiritual teachings of the people.  

My mother and maternal grandmother always sang to me while I was in the womb; it’s a  

practice I used with my children and now use with my mokopuna (grandchildren). Te Aka | The 

Māori Dictionary (https://maoridictionary.co.nz) defines waiata as: (1) to sing (verb); (2) song, 

chant, psalm (noun). However, a closer examination of the word shows it is made up of two 

key words – wai and ata. Definitions of wai include: 

1. who? whom? (personal pronoun), as in Nā wai tēnei pene | Whose pen is this? 

2. what? (personal pronoun, for people’s names), as in Ko wai tona ingoa | What’s her name? 

3. and others (used when the speaker cannot or does not want to give all names), as in Ko 

Tiāre, ko Hōri, ko wai ake i roto i te tīma tuatahi. | There was Charlie, George and others in 

the first team. 

4. water or a body of water. 

Definitions for ata include (1) morning; (2) form, shape, semblance; (3) shadow (of a human); 

and (4) reflection (of a human).  

https://maoridictionary.co.nz/
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These definitions of waiata, wai and ata show that the words are used within different contexts 

and have clear vernacular meanings. All are familiar to and resonate with me. My maternal 

grandmother’s translation of waiata as “a reflection of yourself” highlights the many 

possibilities and opportunities that one needs to consider when learning and singing waiata. Of 

these, the first requires locating yourself with the waiata (why do you want to sing this waiata?); 

the second on determining the significance of its meaning. Consequently, when explaining the 

word waiata from a philosophical lens, we find that wai is affixed to many very important te 

reo Māori phrases and/or words. For example, “Ko wai koe?” | “Who are you?” presents a 

literal meaning of wai. An authentic translation, however, is “From whose waters do you 

come?” We can now see that the meaning centres on whakapapa links, with wai a 

representation of this. Wairua is another word prefixed with wai. It can be translated as spirit 

or soul. A more conceptual translation is “two waters”, which means that a person is made 

from two waters, your parents. This meaning again assumes whakapapa. I thus support the idea 

that wai/water is associated with whakapapa and, when affixed to ata, with reflection. 

Accordingly, I accept my grandmother’s translation of waiata as “a reflection of yourself”.  

1.3.2. Tikanga Māori – Principles and Practices in Action 

The guides in my village played, and still play, an important role in passing on tikanga Māori 

ngā mātāpono (principles) to children, such as: 

 manaakitanga: caring, hosting, welcoming, supporting, assisting;  

 whanaungatanga: receptive and responsive relationships with people and environments; 

 whakapapa: mātāmua, mātāmuri (genealogical descent – older and younger roles and 

responsibilities);  

 tauutuutu: giving back to the people.  

These tikanga Māori principles are a way of living, and because they are well modelled by 

village guides and ngā koeke (elders) in the formal and everyday lives of these people, they 

ensure positive role modelling for tamariki. Subtle reminders of tikanga practices that I 

experienced as a child growing up in the village were: 

 Make sure you treat people how you would like to be treated. 

 Don’t talk down to people. 

 Tourists are our manuhiri (visitors). Let them know who we are, show them our puia 

(geysers), our ngāwhā (boiling springs, mud), do a haka, a poi for them, and always do it 

with a smile. 
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These principles are, of course, still lived and passed down by Tūhourangi Ngāti Wāhiao 

whānau today, as evident in the photograph below (Figure 1.12), taken during the Tūhourangi 

Ngāti Wāhiao Ahurei (festival). It shows me, as one of the teaching ngā koeke of the village, 

kneeling alongside younger generations of village children, who include my children, 

grandchildren, nieces and nephews. As an elder, my teaching encompasses Tūhourangi ways 

of knowing, being and doing. Although I have lived outside of my own region for over 30 

years, I make time available to enact and action tauutuutu – to carry out acts that support the 

development of my whānau, hapū, and iwi. 

 

The author is amongst the older generations here passing on Tūhourangi ways of being, knowing and doing to 

the younger generations at the 2019 Tūhourangi Ahurei.  

Figure 1.12. Tūhourangi Ahurei celebrations.  

1.3.3. Te Reo ā-Iwi – Language and Identity 

Te reo Māori is the language of communication in the village. The village is where people live 

and breathe their tikanga (cultural morés), and where their identity has been imbued within 

them from the point of conception. I am fortunate to have been born into an abundance of oral 

histories passed down through the generations since the beginning of time. Iwi rely on these 

oral histories to authenticate their worldviews and relevance within the context of being 

relationally connected to their environments and people. Whakapapa is the key to each and 

every one of the villagers playing their roles in the growth and development of their iwi. 
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1.3.4. Whakapapa – Layers upon Layers   

Whakapapa is an underpinning concept that conveys the direct associations between gods, 

ancestors, people, places, philosophies, and mindsets (Barlow, 1998). The genealogical 

heritage of all things is imbued within whakapapa. Te Aka | The Māori Dictionary 

(https://maoridictionary.co.nz) definitions of whakapapa include: 

1. to lie flat, lay flat; 

2. to place in layers, lay one upon another, stack flat; 

3. recite in proper order (e.g., genealogies, legends, months), recite genealogies; 

4. genealogy, genealogical table, lineage, descent.  

A close examination of the word whakapapa is made up of two words. It is prefixed with the 

word whaka, which means to cause something to happen. The second word is papa, which 

aligns to definitions 1 and 2 above. Thus, to whakapapa is to make something in layers. As for 

definitions 3 and 4, I consider that these afford an aptly universal description of the organisation 

of whakapapa. According to Williams (1998, pp. 30–31), “the glue that holds the Māori world 

together is whakapapa or genealogy identifying the nature of relationships between all things”. 

Consequently, the development of tikanga Māori is underpinned by the living paradigm of 

whakapapa, which is essentially the “blueprint” of Māori social structures. Williams (2001) 

expanded on his views regarding whakapapa when he explained that mātauranga Māori (Māori 

knowledge) has been in motion since te tīmatatanga o te ao (our cosmological origins): “… the 

universe is holistic and dynamic; there is within it an ongoing process of continuous creation 

and recreation” (p. 214). 

The above definitions of whakapapa highlight ideologies of iwi Māori (Māori peoples). The 

importance of whakapapa in all aspects of Māori culture draw attention to the role of 

whakapapa as a basis for Māori societal organisation. Tikanga Māori has evolved out of 

whakapapa, which dictates the role of whānau, hapū, and iwi to ensure that “ngā taonga a o 

tātau matua tūpuna, the highly prized practices of our forebears, our ancestors” (Pere, 1994, p. 

53) are passed down to future generations of te iwi Māori (Māori people). This notion is 

emphasised in the Ministry of Justice’s publication, He Hinātore ki te Ao Māori: A Glimpse 

into the Māori World: “Whakapapa determines the rights of people and governs their 

relationships” (Ministry of Justice, 2001, p. 187). 

The whole notion of whakapapa can thus be viewed as an integral foundational principle within 

the maturity of tikanga Māori readily apparent in marae (the community hub of Māori) 

https://maoridictionary.co.nz/
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structures and practices. For those steeped in te ao Māori, the marae is their tūrangawaewae – 

their place of belonging; it is a home where a person knows they belong and can truly relax. 

The marae needs people and people need a marae. Tangata whenua (host/home people) are 

responsible for caretaking their marae, hosting manuwhiri (visitors) and ensuring that their 

kawa (rules), tikanga (regulators) and ngā āhuatanga (values) are implemented. Note, however, 

that awa, tikanga and values differ from marae to marae, hapū to hapū, and iwi to iwi. 

Whakapapa is a pivotal underpinning principle that whānau, hapū, and iwi base their decision-

making processes on. The leadership roles of ngā koeke are integral to decision-making 

processes because they are custodians of the immeasurable wealth of mātauranga Māori. Their 

contributions are paramount to ensuring that all hui ā-whānau (extended family meetings), hui 

ā-hapū (subtribe meetings), and hui ā-iwi (main tribe meetings) reflect an accurate account of 

tikanga Māori.  

1.3.5. Titiro Whakamuri Kia Haere Whakamua – Looking Forward into the Past 

As a Māori wahine and an educationalist, my inspiration for examining my traditional cultural 

practices and knowledge comes from my upbringing. Being grounded within my very own 

Māori world (tōku anō ao Māori) cultivated a passion in me for teaching tangata whenua (the 

Indigenous peoples of Aotearoa New Zealand) ways of being, knowing and doing. I have been 

involved in early childhood education (ECE) since September 1981, first as a kaiako (teacher) 

in te kōhanga reo (Māori language nests) and then as a pouako (lecturer) in initial teacher 

education (ITE). In 1996, Aotearoa New Zealand launched the world’s first bicultural 

curriculum document Te Whāriki: He Whāriki Mātauranga mō ngā Mokopuna o Aotearoa: 

Early Childhood Curriculum (Ministry of Education, 1996a; hereafter referred to as Te 

Whāriki). One of the many statements promoted in this document that resonated with me was 

this one: “Curriculum in early childhood settings should promote te reo and ngā tikanga Māori, 

making them visible and affirming their value for children from all cultural backgrounds” 

(Ministry of Education, 1996a, p. 42). It resonated because, as a practitioner of tikanga Māori 

within my iwi, I knew that people varied markedly in their understanding of how tikanga Māori 

can be used in ECE settings. I was conflicted about the ability of those not brought up within 

tikanga to teach and practise tikanga in non-Māori settings. But what is meant by tikanga? An 

effort to answer this question follows. 
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1.3.6. Ngā Tikanga Tuku Iho – Intergenerational Transmission of Ancient Concepts   

In 2001, Hirini Moko Mead argued that although tikanga had become a term commonly used 

in Aotearoa New Zealand, understandings of what the word means differ significantly (Mead, 

2001). I consider that this situation still applies today. Confusion in regard to articulating the 

tikanga concept(s) that underpin the practice(s) is also ongoing. It seems that further education 

is needed to address these concerns. We also need to gain agreement on which of these concepts 

come from the ancients (tikanga tuku iho) and which have developed in response to changes in 

the environments we all engage in. 

Cultures develop practices or laws that create behavioural norms for society. In Māori culture, 

these norms and other iconic meanings associated with that culture are known as tikanga. 

Defining tikanga appears to have become a pastime of academics and commentators on Māori 

issues. Although these definitions differ to varying degrees, one of the constants appears to be 

the notion of rightness or correctness applied to the activities of Māori. These concepts arise 

from the root word tika, which Williams (2001) defines as “rule, plan, method, custom, habit, 

anything normal or usual, authority, control, correct, right” (pp. 146–147). These definitions 

give tika an informative function. However, when extended into the word tikanga, tika assumes 

a practical function. Professor Whatarangi Winiata (2004) alludes to this change in his 

aphorism “tikanga Māori for Tikanga Māori” (p. 5). His use of lower-case and upper-case for 

the letter‘t’ is deliberate. The lower-case t (tikanga Māori) refers to the customs and practices 

of Māori; the upper-case T (Tikanga Māori) to the practitioners of those customs and practices. 

With this differentiation in mind, when we refer to tikanga Māori (lower-case t), the practices 

we refer to are those devoid of any link to the whakapapa underlying them. Consequently, 

throughout this thesis, my use of tikanga denotes a two-fold process: (1) tikanga Māori – 

description of the practice(s); and (2) Tikanga Māori – the principle(s) that underpin the 

practice(s). 

An increasing concern among Māori and scholars of te reo Māori me ōna tikanga | Māori 

language heritage and culture (see, for example, Skerrett, 2018; Skerrett & Ritchie, 2014; 

Smith, 1990, 1999; Pihema, 2005) is one that argues if we are to articulate our own 

application(s) of tikanga Māori, then we need to realise that te reo Māori is the catalyst that 

supports and authenticates our understanding of tikanga. Since 2015, the New Zealand 

Government and its agencies have made the positive shift of increasing capability within their 

organisations and beyond to use te reo Māori as an everyday language. Sitting alongside this 
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development are the cultural contexts of te reo use; both go hand in hand. Mead (2001, p. 2) 

reinforced this point when he stated, “[I]t is worth noting that one’s understanding of tikanga 

Māori is informed and mediated by the language of communication. One’s understanding 

through te reo Māori is different from one obtained through the English language.” He then 

described tikanga as “the Māori way, or done according to Māori custom, interrelated and 

underpinned by a body of philosophy or mātauranga Māori” (p. 2). His definition includes 

elements of the Williams’ definitions cited above. But more importantly, it alludes to the 

attitude that guides Māori behaviour, an attitude that is based on a body of knowledge.  

Because these various, yet complementary, definitions place tikanga as a design for living one’s 

culture, it is important that we ascertain which customs, practices, philosophy, mātauranga and 

principles are common across iwi, for it is these from which tikanga practices stem. Although 

what is customary varies from iwi to iwi, there is commonality across iwi in the underlying 

principles from which tikanga grow and from which we develop the value judgements 

pertaining to those tikanga. When we define tikanga as the customs and habits of Māori found 

within mātauranga Māori (an enduring spring of Māori ways of being, doing, knowing), then 

it is a given that Māori have an unlimited range of unchanging foundational principles from 

which to guide their applications of tikanga. We can also argue a case for these principles being 

the foundation of Māori ‘Law’, where the law is less about rigid rules and more about 

adherence to principles and values. 

When the term ‘tuku iho’ is appended to the word tikanga, strength is added to its conceptual 

underpinnings. I suggest that tuku iho can be defined as “the origin of intergenerational 

transmission of knowledge” (Williams et al., 2012). Tikanga tuku iho thus encompasses those 

customs and practices that have the authority of our ancestors who reside in the spiritual realm. 

Because the word iho on its own can also mean heart or the middle portion of the umbilical 

cord, it denotes a centrality, a superior place. When suffixed to the word tikanga and used in 

tandem with tuku, the two words tuku iho give tikanga a sense of permanence. I support the 

view that tikanga Māori are traditional precedents tested over time and that, as such, many 

continue to be universal principles relevant to and applied in contemporary contexts (Edwards, 

1998).  

1.3.7. Kaupapa – The Philosophies That Explain Māori Worldviews 

While the origin of tikanga tuku iho is said to come from our ancestors, Māori Marsden (1998) 

offers a model of where these universal principles may have had their genesis. His definition 
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of tikanga as custom or the right way to do things suggests a design for living derived from 

what he calls kaupapa. Kaupapa, he explained, derive from two words – ‘kau’, meaning to 

appear for the first time or disclose, and ‘papa’, meaning ground or foundation (p. 14). 

Consequently, the body of knowledge founded in mātauranga Māori is, in essence, the 

philosophy that explains ngā aronga (Māori worldviews).2  However, because the philosophy 

is one that respective iwi see through the lens of their own tikanga, these worldviews are iwi- 

based. This consideration applies to, for example, Te Arawa (the principal Central North Island 

iwi), Ngāti Awa (principal Eastern Bay of Plenty iwi), Ngāti Raukawa (principal Waikato 

region iwi), Ngāi Tahu whānui3 (principal South Island iwi that also includes Ngāti Māmoe 

and Waitaha iwi), and also any iwi whose tikanga are shaped by their application of kaupapa.    

Te Ahukarkmū Royal (2003) explains the “relationship of tikanga and kaupapa as being 

interactive and interdependent” (p. 1). He postulates that an action or act cannot be judged to 

be ethical or ‘tika’ without recourse to a set of principles or values upon which to measure or 

assess the correctness of the act. Tikanga, the act, is therefore a product of kaupapa, the 

grounding or first principles. Kaupapa then become the mechanisms by which tikanga are 

validated (iwi value judgements), while the tikanga themselves are the behaviour regulators.  

Royal (2003) advances a theory of kaupapa emerging from Papatūānuku (Earth Mother) and 

tikanga arising from out of those kaupapa: “... tikanga might be said to be those actions that 

naturally and organically ‘arise’ from a ground of values or kaupapa” (p. 5). If tikanga grow 

from kaupapa, and growth is the one constant in our lives, then it stands to reason that tikanga 

are adaptable. Just as our lives change in relation to our environment, so too do our behaviours, 

with the ethical nature of those behaviours dependent on tikanga being in place. 

Royal (2003) maintains that by looking at tikanga (behaviours) of whānau, hapū, and iwi, we 

can understand the kaupapa that is operating in these contexts. Essentially, tikanga arise out of 

kaupapa, and because kawa (iwi law) is passed down from the gods, kawa cannot be changed. 

King (1992) similarly stipulates that, within Māori lore, because authority is derived from the 

gods, mana4 as authority means “lawful permission delegated by the gods to their human agent 

                                                 

 

2 The concept of a single Māori worldview is not tenable because Māori, as a collective noun, is a creation of the 

Pākehā world. Māori see themselves first and foremost as iwi. 
3 Whānui within this context means inclusive of. 
4 Mana has multiple meanings that include authority, autonomy, control, prestige, power, vested and acquired 

authority and influence, being influential over others and known as a person versed in qualities. 
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to act on their behalf and in accordance with their revealed will” (p. 89). Since authority is a 

spiritual gift delegated by the gods, mana is always the agent or the channel – never the source 

– of authority. 

So, what might these kaupapa or underlying principles be? Drawing on Marsden and Royal’s 

(2003) framework, I have selected four Kaupapa Māori principles to use as examples. I use 

these examples first to explain the kaupapa and second to reveal how tikanga practices may be 

articulated. The selected principles are tapu and noa (sacred/free from restriction); 

whanaungatanga (relationships across people, places, and objects); manaakitanga (mana-

enhancing processes and practices); and wairuatanga (spiritual awareness and connections). 

Commentary on each of these follows. 

1.3.7.1. Tapu and noa – from balance to restrictions 

Tapu and noa are complementary kaupapa that serve a protective role. Tapu means, among 

other things, to set apart activities or objects that are considered sacred. Everything in nature 

has inherent tapu and thus tikanga are applied to ensure people recognise that tapu. Among the 

different types of tapu is te tapu i te tangata (personal tapu). Here, tapu is inherited through a 

person’s ability to whakapapa (to know one’s genealogical line of descent) his or her tūpuna 

(ancestors). Hierarchy determines how tapu a person is or how much tapu they possess; his or 

her ranking is acquired at birth. Another type of tapu is rāhui, wherein bans are placed on access 

to and/or use of certain geographical areas. For instance, rāhui may be placed on an area that 

provides whānau, hapū, and iwi with resources such as harakeke (flax) and kai moana (sea 

food) so that these resources can replenish. Such a ban remains in place for a specified period 

of time, one that usually relates to the patterns of the seasons. Skerrett (2001) provided an 

example of another type of rāhui when she acknowledged the research ban that the Kōhanga 

National Trust placed on ‘outsiders’ doing research in kōhanga reo. Skerrett’s reference to 

outsiders was to people who do not have a close association with the kōhanga reo movement 

at the flaxroots level as practitioners, as committed ‘whānau’ members, and as 

intergenerational transmitters of te reo Māori. The tikanga associated with tapu have the 

function of protecting those who are deemed tapu and those who are not. Noa as a kaupapa 

(principle) means to be free from tapu, or to be common or made so. Tikanga that position an 

object, person or activity as noa include whakawātea (to clear away restrictions), whakanoa 

(the uplifting of tapu), and hiki tapu (suspension of tapu). Because the actions of tapu and noa 
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have complementary roles, they ensure that a reasonable balance is maintained between the 

two. 

1.3.7.2. Whanaungatanga – relationally connected 

Rose Pere (1994, p. 23) describes whanaungatanga as “the practices that bond and strengthen 

the kinship ties of whānau. The commitment of ‘aroha’ is vital to whanaungatanga and the 

survival of what the group sees as important. Loyalty, obligation, commitment, and inbuilt 

support systems made the whānau a strong stable unit.” Whanaungatanga is the kaupapa that 

defines kinship, and the responsibility people have to their respective whānau. The expectation 

is that individuals will show sympathy and compassion to the people who are part of their 

whānau. The expectation extends to whānau showing the same commitment to their hapū, hapū 

to their iwi and, arguably, iwi to the wider Māori nation. Whanaungatanga can be expressed 

through the tikanga of mihimihi (greetings that include introducing oneself), āwhina (assisting 

and contributing), aroha (treating relatives with care and compassion), atawhai (showing 

kindness), and koha (contributing gifts). The place of whānau (extended family) in Polynesian 

societies can be difficult for non-Māori to understand because their measuring rod is the 

concept of individualism; the pattern of their own society (Sorrenson, 1988).  

1.3.7.3. Manaakitanga 

Barlow (1998) states that manaaki is derived from the power of the word as in mana-ā-ki and 

means to express love and hospitality towards people. Manaakitanga is the act of providing 

that hospitality and, as a consequence, enhancing the mana of the recipient. Williams and 

Broadley (2012) state that manaakitanga is derived from two principal words, ‘mana’ and ‘aki’, 

where the meaning of mana relates to a person’s ability to be acknowledged as caring and 

hosting of people, and aki is the shortened version of akiaki, which means to uplift or to 

enhance. Williams and Bradley’s analysis of manaakitanga agrees with Barlow’s (1998) 

because it centres on providing hospitality to all and on applying and employing mana-

enhancing interactions to and with all. Tikanga associated with manaakitanga are pōwhiri 

(formal Māori welcoming ceremony), hākari (the meal following a formal welcome), koha 

(contribution gift), and tukua whakarururhau (provision of shelter). These tikanga are designed 

to ensure that relationships with other people are respectful and hospitable. 

1.3.7.4. Wairuatanga – spiritualities 

Wairuatanga is the principle wherein the practical nature of Māori life is balanced by the 

spiritual recognition of the mauri or life essence of everything we interact with. Wairuatanga 
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is most often evident in the tikanga of karakia – chants or incantations to atua (gods). These 

karakia petition atua to assist in particular activities or pursuits, such as takahi whare (spiritual 

cleansing of a deceased person’s house or the abode where that person died), whakapaingia te 

roto (pacifying a lake prior to a fishing or boating expedition), kawa (the ritual dedication of a 

new meeting house), and mahi toi (working with natural resources in the decorative arts). While 

the tikanga arising from the kaupapa of wairuatanga is karakia, the nature of karakia, depending 

on the occasion, makes karakia (arguably) tikanga in their own right. Mauri can likewise be 

classified as kaupapa because of the Māori view that everything in nature has its own lifeforce. 

1.3.7.5. Aronga to kaupapa to tikanga – a process 

The above examples illustrate Marsden and Royal’s (2003) theory that the grounding principles 

of kaupapa determine which actions (tikanga) are the correct or ethical ones to apply in any 

given situation and thus ensure that authority, protection, knowledge, conversation, respect, 

hospitality, sense of belonging and spiritual wellbeing are habitually in place. This list of 

tikanga outcomes, stemming from kaupapa, offers a sound guide for living one’s life. For 

Māori, the assumption is that people live not by scientific laws but as living beings in a world 

where all things are related and interrelated, and where Māori have a responsibility for the 

survival of all resources now and for future generations. All iwi lived by their tikanga in this 

country until Europeans began settling and colonising Aotearoa New Zealand from the late 

1700s onwards, an occurrence that led to the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi | the Treaty of 

Waitangi between the British Crown and a number of Māori rangatira (chiefs) in 1840. These 

events facilitated unchecked, ‘watered-down’ applications and understandings of tikanga ā iwi.  

An example of this is evident in the way in which the settler government penetrated the cultural 

contexts of Māori and imposed their own views of the world. The ongoing colonisation of 

tikanga Māori is still happening today (Mikaere, 2005).    

1.4. Te Orokohanga o ngā Tikanga e Rua – The Roots of 

Biculturalism in Aotearoa New Zealand 

The roots of biculturalism in Aotearoa New Zealand can be found in the signing of Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi | the Treaty of Waitangi, Aotearoa New Zealand’s founding constitutional agreement. 

On 6 February 1840 at Waitangi, some 40 Māori rangatira (chiefs) and Governor William 

Hobson (Queen Victoria’s representative) signed this treaty on behalf of the queen. The 

rangatira signed the Māori-language version of Te Tiriti and Hobson signed the English-
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language version. As each rangatira signed, Hobson shook the chief’s hand and said, “He iwi 

tahi tātau – We are now one people” (Orange, 1989, p. 22). After that day, British officials took 

copies of both language versions around the motu, which resulted in approximately 500 more 

rangatira signing the Māori-language version and 39 signing the English-language version. Te 

Tiriti | the Treaty cemented Aotearoa New Zealand’s constitutional arrangement between 

tangata Māori and Pākehā,5 the names employed in the Māori-language document. Thus, the 

signing of Te Tiriti marked the birth of this nation’s bicultural and bilingual heritage, despite 

Hobson’s claim of one people. 

It is important to distinguish between the two language versions of Te Tiriti | the Treaty because 

the differences help explain the trajectory of Māori and Pākehā fortunes in this country ever 

since. The Treaty was drafted by the Crown’s British Resident in Aoteaora New Zealand James 

Busby and Governor Hobson’s secretary James Freeman. The two men drafted the Treaty 

according to written instructions Hobson received from Lord Normanby, the colonial secretary. 

The English language draft was then translated into te reo Māori by Reverend Henry Williams, 

a missionary who had been in Aotearoa New Zealand for over 20 years, and his son Edward. 

However, there were significant differences between the articles of the two texts, as set out and 

explained in Table 1.1.  

As is evident from Table 1.1, when we refer to Te Tiriti o Waitangi, we need to remember that 

it consists of four articles whereas the Treaty of Waitangi consists of just three. Although, at 

the time of writing this thesis, 182 years had passed since the constitutional grounding of Te 

Tiriti | the Treaty, it is only relatively recently that steps have been taken to reconcile the gaps 

(e.g., socioeconomic) between Māori and Pākehā arising out of different interpretations and 

contraventions of the two sets of articles.  

  

                                                 

 

5 Pākehā is the name Māori gave to the early European settlers of Aotearoa New Zealand. The word means people of fair skin.  

This is also the word used within the te reo Māori version of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 
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Table 1.1. Overview of the articles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi | the Treaty of Waitangi   

Te Tiriti o Waitangi The Treaty of Waitangi Explanations 

 

Upoko I  
All chiefs of the 

confederation and other 

chiefs who have not 

joined, delegate 

Governorship to the 

Queen. 

 

Article I  
The chiefs cede to the 

Crown the power of 

Sovereignty. 

 

Principle of 

partnership* 

Within Article I the English text states that Māori 

ceded sovereignty to the Queen. 

The word sovereignty is not used in Upoko I of the 

Māori text. Instead, it uses kāwanatanga 

(governorship), a word improvised by the 

missionary translators. The word did not mean a 

transfer of authority from Māori to the British. 

Rather, it enabled the British to establish a 

government in Aotearoa New Zealand. Māori 

consider this article to be the country’s first 

immigration policy and the only legal basis for the 

presence of non-Māori settlers in Aotearoa.  

Upoko II    
The Crown recognises 

tino rangatiratanga 
(absolute paramount 

authority) of hapū over 

their lands, villages, and 

all taonga that are 

precious to them.  

Article II 

Guaranteed to Māori full, 

exclusive and undisturbed 

possession of their lands 

and estates, forests, 

fisheries and other 

properties as long as they 

wished. Gave the Crown 

the right to be the priority 

agency in relation to 

negotiating land 

transactions with hapū.  

 

Principle of protection 

Within Upoko II, tino rangatiratanga 

directly contradicts the secession of sovereignty 

referred to in Article I. 

Upoko II is unequivocal, as it reserves tino 

rangatiratanga – full sovereign authority over Māori 

lands, forests, fisheries, “me o rātou taonga katoa” 

(and everything they valued, tangible and 

intangible).  

Upoko III: 

Māori to have the same 

rights as British people. 

These rights are 

additional to what they 

already enjoy in their 

hapū. 

Article III 

Māori given the same 

rights as all British 

subjects. 

 

 

Principle of 

participation 

No discrepancies within this article. 

 

 

Upoko IV 

The British Governor will 

protect the faiths (beliefs) 

of England, of the 

Wesleyans and of Rome, 

and also Māori custom 

and religion. 

No Article IV for the 

English version, as this 

was a verbal article read 

to chiefs prior to their 

signing Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi at Waitangi on 6 

February 1840. 

 

This is referred to as the verbal article Colenso 

(Anglican) recorded during a discussion between 

Bishop Pompallier (Catholic) and Hobson. The 

statement was read to the chiefs in te reo prior to 

anyone signing. This verbal article protects Māori 

beliefs and their customary values and practices. 

Note: Explanations in relation to these principles are given later in this chapter. 

Sources: Network Waitangi (2018) and Orange (1989). 
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Māori have a whakataukī that says, “I ahu mai koe i hea e anga ana koe ki whea.” |  “If you 

know where you have come from, then you have no limitations to where you are going.” When 

aligning this whakataukī to contemporary Aotearoa New Zealand contexts, it seems reasonable 

to claim that the country has made little traction in following up and following through on 

promises made under Te Tiriti o Waitangi in 1840. In 1840, Aotearoa New Zealand was in a 

state of infancy regarding European colonisation. Prior to colonisation, the law of Aotearoa 

was tikanga Māori (Mikaere, 2007). As of 1840, Māori still had their own language (te reo 

Māori) and Pākehā had their English language. However, Pākehā, through the Treaty of 

Waitangi, asserted their right to govern over their people in this country, and the policies and 

practices emanating from that situation contributed to loss of te reo and many other deleterious 

effects across generations of Māori.  

Some commentators have referred to European colonisation as a brutal takeover of Māori 

whenua (Jackson, 2015; Network Waitangi, 2018; Orange, 2021), and positioned this desire 

for land as the Pākehā intent behind the treaty — an intent that has continued to resonate down 

to the present day. Righting the wrongs against iwi for the past 182 years is still a work in 

progress. Between 1840 and 1900, Māori were alienated from most of their land. By 1870, the 

entire South Island had been taken over by the Crown, and by the early 1900s most of the North 

Island had too. Land losses continue to be central to the wrongs against Māori because before 

the treaty was signed, Māori still held most of the land in Aotearoa New Zealand. All iwi refer 

to loss of their land as theft.  

While it would be good to say Aotearoa New Zealand had a strong bicultural and bilingual 

beginning, it was not until the 1970s that the New Zealand Government moved to create a 

practising bicultural society. Two small steps were the growing use of bilingual signage and 

all government departments having te reo Māori and tikanga Māori learning opportunities. 

However, the latter were ineffective because the Māori language tutors carried out these 

sessions in staffrooms one day a week during staff lunchtimes (Wiri, n.d.). Inconsistent 

attendance meant these sessions often fizzled out before they even started.  

In 1975, the government passed the Treaty of Waitangi Act, under which it established the 

Waitangi Tribunal charged with investigating possible present-day government breaches of the 

treaty. The first Māori language week was introduced to Aotearoa New Zealand in 1975. In the 

1980s, the government amended the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975. The 1985 amendment 

allowed Māori to lodge claims against historical breaches of Te Tiriti arising out of particular 
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actions, inactions, laws, and policies, which had cumulatively resulted in Māori suffering 

prejudice, alienation from their lands and their mahinga kai (food and other resources), poverty, 

and loss of language and culture, to name just a few of the harmful effects.   

The late 1980s saw a stronger push by the government to recognise Māori culture and language 

due to a te reo Māori claim to the Waitangi Tribunal lodged by Huirangi Waikerepuru and Ngā 

Kaiwhakapumau i te Reo (Inc) in 1986. The claim was based on te reo Māori being a taonga 

under Upuko II of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. The tribunal found in favour of the claimants and this 

resulted in the Māori Language Act 1987 being passed as an act de jure. Te reo Māori was also 

made an official language of Aotearoa New Zealand at this time. During the lead-up, in 1990, 

to celebrating 150 years of the signing of the treaty, the people of Aotearoa New Zealand heard 

ever more te reo Māori on radio and television. These bite-sized increments helped promote a 

form of biculturalism and bilingualism within the country.  

In 1986 the Royal Commission on Social Policy developed a Crown Tiriti | Treaty framework 

consisting of the principles of partnership, participation, and protection. These came to 

underpin the relationship between the government and Māori under the Treaty of Waitangi and 

continue to be used as a proxy for meeting the rights and responsibilities set down in the four 

articles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi (Treaty Resource Centre, 2008). However, many other words 

relating to these principles or denoting additional principles emerged from this process. 

Examples include reciprocity, good faith, mutual benefit, the need to act reasonably, redress 

for past grievances, equal status of treaty parties, active protection of Māori interests, choice, 

and the courtesy of early consultation. This list is neither exhaustive nor conclusive. Also, 

although the words used by various institutions may be the same or similar, the meanings and 

nuances attributed to them and the interactions arising out of them can differ significantly 

across the interested parties, thus resulting in confusion and controversy (Jackson, 2015; 

Mikaere, 2014). 

As the differences between Te Tiriti and the Treaty indicate (and likewise the words used in 

relation to the Treaty-based principles that have emerged since), culture and language are 

inextricably linked. A culture cannot be fully understood without first knowing its language 

(Ager, 1993; Ministry of Education, 2009a). Culture teaches us how to think and how to 

communicate with others; language is both the source and the essence of a culture. An 

interesting bicultural example of this is evident in the Māori genesis story that tells how the 

first woman, Hineahuone, was made from the earth. The English-language word ‘culture’ 
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derives from the Latin word ‘colere’, which loosely means to produce something out of the 

earth. Within Aotearoa New Zealand, it is our histories, both Māori and Pākehā, that have 

paved our dual heritage.  

As in many societies, and particularly for Indigenous peoples, it takes time for the ruling 

majority to become receptive to new ways of being. In Aotearoa New Zealand, the process is 

ongoing and at times is still a process steeped in disillusionment for Māori. As Dr Ranginui 

Walker wrote in 1987, the “Treaty of Waitangi can be interpreted as a charter for biculturalism. 

Enacting a bicultural future for Aotearoa NZ requires transforming monocultural institutions 

which are inherently racist to become bicultural, ensuring that Māori people are represented 

throughout all institutional structures and levels” (Walker, 1987, p. 5). 

It is from within this context that Te Whāriki was developed and came to be known as the 

world’s first bicultural early childhood curriculum. It is not within the scope of this thesis to 

outline the development of Te Whāriki. The story is well known within the ECE sector, 

nationally and internationally (see, for example, Nuttall, 2003). What my thesis is concerned 

with is this: how the imperative embedded within Te Whāriki about making visible and 

affirming the value of te reo and ngā tikanga Māori in ECE settings is understood by the range 

of people involved in this provision and the extent to which it is inextricably linked to the 

notion of biculturalism as outlined by Ranginui Walker above. 

1.5. He Kaupapa o Nāianei – The Present Study 

Based on the bicultural content espoused within Te Whāriki, my study was guided by the 

following questions: 

RQ1: For mature Māori knowledge holders, what are the realities and what needs to happen 

to have a confident bicultural early childhood education sector in Aotearoa New 

Zealand? 

RQ2:  How are iwi local curriculum enacted within early childhood education centres in 

Aotearoa New Zealand?  

RQ3:  How does Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a), the early childhood curriculum 

document, support practitioners and teachers to implement te reo me ngā tikanga Māori 

in early childhood settings? 
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1.5.1. Te Whakatakotoranga – Thesis Structure 

The thesis has five chapters. The introductory chapter consists of three parts. In Part 1, I locate 

myself within te ao Māori and delineate the key qualities that have guided me as an Indigenous 

female researcher. In Part 2, I present a range of Māori ways of being, knowing, and doing and 

include examples that have their origins within Māori cosmological accounts. In Part 3, I 

present an overview of Aotearoa New Zealand’s dual (bicultural) heritage in order to provide 

the context from which I embarked on my study within the early childhood sector of Aotearoa 

New Zealand.  

Chapter Two aligns my research topic and questions to applicable literature, thus giving 

direction to my study and guiding its research methodology. The literature and document 

analysis of Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a) provides a critical examination of the 

status of te reo Māori me ōna tikanga within the ECE sector and the implications of having 

policy and practice that support or do not support the implementation of a bicultural curriculum.  

The New Zealand Government continues to champion this curriculum because it provides 

teaching and learning opportunities imbued with the country’s dual heritage (Ministry of 

Education, 2017). The chapter also acknowledges how current literature findings both inspire 

and challenge the ECE sector in Aotearoa New Zealand.   

In Chapter Three, I outline and explain my research methodology. The chapter thus focuses on 

the scope and meanings of the research approaches I used. Methodology can be defined as the 

theory underpinning the research methods (that is, how the research was carried out). Although 

many scholars have delved into Kaupapa Māori approaches to research over the past 30-plus 

years (see, for example, Bishop, 2005; Pihema, 2001; Smith, 1990, 1997; Williams et al., 

2012), research processes are still strongly based on Western knowledges and processes. 

Navigating this space as an Indigenous researcher can be an arduous process of trying to 

confine one’s own voice. Nonetheless, I elected to use a mixed-method research approach 

underpinned by Kaupapa Māori principles. This decision fits with my contention that neither 

Kaupapa Māori nor Western research processes is exempt from critique; each has its strengths 

and weaknesses. As part of my application of Kaupapa Māori research mechanisms, I employ 

kīrehu (formulaic expressions) throughout this thesis. These act as self-regulators of tapu and 

noa of the content I discuss. In essence, it is my claim that the research methods I employed 

during my study supported the development of my data-collection instruments (e.g., survey 

questions) and analysis of the resultant data (e.g., iwi narratives). 
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Chapter Four presents the study findings captured from the survey questionnaires and 

demographic data. Also documented are findings arising out of quantitative analyses. 

Presentation of the findings from the qualitative processes employed, namely interviews, 

surveys, and narratives, gives voice to all study participants by documenting their perspectives, 

viewpoints, opinions, and questions. In Chapter Five, I provide a detailed account and 

discussion of five educational themes arising out of the findings presented in Chapter Four. 

The discussion overviews the relationships that appear to influence confident, competent 

application of the bicultural curriculum in ECE settings. In the final chapter, I set out the 

apparent effects, consequences and inferences of the research for the ECE sector and teaching 

profession and what these mean for Māori. For example, an educational priority, for Māori, is 

having access to te ao Māori, te reo Māori and tikanga Māori. The demand has been here for 

some time. Now is the time for all ECE teachers to make this their priority too.  
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Wahanga Tuarua: Ngā Momo Tuhinga                    

Chapter Two: Review of Literature and Document 

Analysis 

2.1. He Kōrero Whakataki – Introduction 

This review has three sections additional to this introduction. The first looks at the context of 

early childhood education in Aotearoa New Zealand leading up to the launch of Te Whāriki: 

He Whāriki Mātauranga mō ngā Mokopuna o Aotearoa. Early Childhood Curriculum 

(Ministry of Education, 1996a). The purpose of this section is to contextualise the development 

of the draft form of Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1993) and, three years later, the final 

form. In the second section, I carry out a document analysis of the 1996 version of Te Whāriki 

and employ a Kaupapa Māori lens to examine all bicultural content. The document analysis is 

central to informing the review of literature related to my third research question: 

RQ3:  How does Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a), the early childhood curriculum 

document, support practitioners and teachers to implement te reo me ngā tikanga Māori 

in early childhood settings? 

In the third section of this chapter, my review of the literature encompasses public policy, 

legislation, and commentaries that concentrate on the bicultural and bilingual practices of the 

early childhood education (ECE) sector in relation to implementation of Te Whāriki. 

2.2. Te Horopaki: The Recent Context of ECE in Aotearoa New 

Zealand 

Noted education historian Dr Helen May outlined the development of ECE in Aotearoa New 

Zealand in two seminal books – The Discovery of Early Childhood (May, 1997) and Politics 

in the Playground (May, 2001). The first book tracks the development of formalised ECE from 

its beginnings in the 1880s through to the Second World War; the second focuses on the post-

war years through to the end of the twentieth century. From the 1950s onwards, ECE provision 

emerged from under the mantle of a discourse of ‘child minding’, with those who worked in 

this sector typically characterised as “glorified babysitters” (Iritana Tawhiwhirangi, personal 
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communication, Moxham Avenue Training Rooms, Wellington, 1987), to a status termed 

‘preschool education’, where this form of provision was defined by what it was not. From there, 

the terminology moved to ‘early childhood education’, with its positive recognition of what 

this provision is.  

In the two books mentioned above, May (1997, 2001) tracked the social and political shifts that 

gave rise to the ECE sector of the twenty-first century. The “post-war years,” she wrote (2001, 

p. 2), “were characterised by huge growth in the early childhood sector and by political attempts 

to contain and/or manage the demand.” The state’s investment in early childhood grew as the 

sector became highly diversified through the more often than not grassroots emergence of a 

broad range of services, including Māori immersion services, home-based services, Pacific 

Island services, early intervention services, and those based on philosophical imperatives such 

as Rudolf Steiner and Maria Montessori. As May (2001, p. 2) stated: “[E]ach service had 

emerged to meet a new need, usually through do-it-yourself activism. Each brought a new 

rationale for broadening the state’s investment in the early years. Some challenged the 

dominant ideology of the time before their ideas were eventually incorporated into the 

mainstream.” Significantly, May (2001, p. 2) pointed out that by the end of the twentieth 

century, “no early childhood services in New Zealand [had become] fully incorporated into the 

state sector. A partnership of community or private management and government support and 

regulation was the model” of provision, a model which has continued to the present day.  

The publication of Te Whāriki in 1996 can be seen as the culmination of an intense and dynamic 

period in early childhood education in this country over the previous 20 years. It became part 

of the regulatory framework that supports curriculum in early childhood services. Its use is now 

mandatory for all licensed and chartered early childhood services. In exchange for state funding 

(which is still only partial) and other means of support such as childcare subsidies and equity 

funding, licensed and chartered services must implement Te Whāriki.  

At the grassroots and activism levels (which are both social and political), the establishment of 

Ngā Kōhanga Reo (the individual services) in 1981 across the country, the development of 

Pacific Island language groups (Smith & Swain, 1989), and the expansion of childcare (Smith 

& Swain, 1989) by the mid-1980s showed that early childhood provision had moved from the 

margins of the education system to almost centre stage (May, 2001). At the political level, 

activism was also apparent when the newly elected Fourth Labour Government implemented 

education reforms that included early childhood (Carr & May, 1993). The resultant Before Five 
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policy (Lange, 1989) signalled significant changes in the early childhood sector. The 

government based the policy on the recommendations of the Early Childhood Care and 

Education Working Group set down in the document Education to be More (Department of 

Education, 1988), also known as the Meade Report after its author Anne Meade.  

The changes included (i) integrating the various groups in the sector under the umbrella of the 

newly established Ministry of Education, (ii) requiring those who worked in the sector to gain 

formal qualifications, (iii) implementation of a more equitable state funding system, and (iv) a 

new chartering process that centres accepting funding had to take part in (see May, 2001, 

Chapter 8). Amongst a raft of other requirements were those addressing “equity issues, the 

Treaty of Waitangi, parent involvement, [and] curriculum and staff development” (May, 2001, 

p. 215). May, who was an academic and early childhood activist at the time of these changes, 

noted in her 2001 publication that “Treaty of Waitangi clauses in the charter required centres 

and organisations to reflect on consultation with Maori6 parents and the appropriateness of the 

programme for Maori children, as well as providing Pakeha children with some understanding 

of Maori language and culture. This was a challenge” (p. 215). May also observed that the 

Treaty of Waitangi clauses had the effect of causing early childhood services and centres to 

“reflect upon their bicultural and multicultural obligations” (p. 215).  

The development of an early childhood curriculum arose from the educational reforms process 

of the 1980s. Among the recommendations of the Meade Report was one focused on the 

development of national curriculum guidelines (Haggerty, 1998, pp. 12–13). In December 

1990, the incoming National Government placed a statement in the New Zealand Gazette (the 

official newspaper of the New Zealand Government) outlining revised charter guidelines. 

Titled A Statement of Desirable Objectives and Practices or DOPs (Ministry of Education, 

1990), they were linked to a set of regulations, The Education (Early Childhood Centres) 

Regulations 1990 (New Zealand Government, 1990). The statement and regulations together 

outlined mandatory requirements for each service’s provision of ECE. The introduction section 

of the statement included notice of the forthcoming curriculum: “Management of early 

childhood services are also reminded that the Ministry of Education is developing New Zealand 

early childhood curriculum guidelines for consideration by the Minister.… The curriculum 

                                                 

 

6 Note that, in general, publishing enterprises in Aotearoa New Zealand were not using macrons on te reo Māori 

words at this time.  



49 

 

guidelines will be developed in close consultation with the range of early childhood services 

throughout New Zealand” (Ministry of Education, 1990, p. 1).  

The early 1990s saw a number of reviews in social and educational arenas, including ECE 

(May, 2001). Despite a shift in the political climate, “characterised by the predominance of an 

economic rationale rather than an educational rationale” (Haggerty 1998, p. 14), the early 

childhood curriculum development project went ahead. The development process, including 

the choice of a curriculum model, was led by Helen May and Margaret Carr, both academics 

from the University of Waikato at the time, with Tilly and Tamati Reedy as lead writers 

representing the kōhanga reo movement. The curriculum development process is well 

documented (see, for example, Carr & May, 1993, 1996; Nuttall, 2003, 2013).   

As Carr and May (1996) pointed out early in the development stage, “Governments have not 

previously been concerned with curriculum in the early childhood sector” (p. 101). However, 

with a policy platform upon which to establish a seamless education system (from birth through 

to the tertiary level) now in place, and likewise increased funding to the ECE sector, a national 

curriculum had become more attractive to the state. Previously, each early childhood service 

or centre had determined its own curriculum. While the government may have been slow to 

consider development of an early childhood curriculum, early childhood organisations had 

themselves been “wary of the idea of a national early childhood curriculum, concerned that it 

might constrain their independence and diversity” (Carr & May, 1996, p. 110). However, 

according to Haggerty (1998), consensus on the need for an ECE curriculum had eventually 

built up in the early childhood sector as a result of “increasing dialogue and collaboration 

between different EC organisations supported by the [then Department of Education], across a 

range of areas which included curriculum” (p. 15). For example, a number of national inservice 

teacher education courses held in Auckland at Lopdell House during the 1980s had progressed 

the notion of national curriculum guidelines. One such course produced a document in March 

1988 titled The Curriculum: An Early Childhood Statement. The participants, who numbered 

21, represented a broad range of government services, early childhood sector organisations, 

teacher groups, the two early childhood unions, Te Kōhanga Reo, Pacific Island 

representatives, and teacher education providers. Within the early childhood statement were a 

number of clauses acknowledging the following: Māori as tangata whenua, Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

| the Treaty of Waitangi, and te reo me ngā tikanga Māori.   
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The curriculum development process that led on from occurrences such as the early childhood 

statement was highly consultative. The first step of that process was the formation of a 

partnership between the curriculum project team leaders and the national Te Kōhanga Reo 

Trust. The Trust’s role would be to work on the Māori immersion curriculum (Carr & Mary, 

1996). Other parties on the project team involved in the development and/or consultation 

process included “parents, practitioners, researchers and trainers … there was [also] advisory 

representation from all the EC organisations, government education agencies, training 

institutions, teacher unions and universities” (Carr & May, 1996, p. 102). For Carr and May, 

the aim was not only to build a consensus view across the sector so that the final curriculum 

would have strong connections “between research, curriculum and practice” (p. 102) but also 

to ensure that the sector would feel a strong sense of ownership of the curriculum document 

“rather than a feeling of the government imposing the document” (p. 106). As Haggerty (1998) 

later said, there was also a strong impetus to protect diversity of provision within the sector. 

And, indeed, as Carr and May (1996) had earlier stated, one of the six significant issues arising 

from the consultation meetings for the development of Te Whāriki was “commitment to the 

idea of a bicultural society. This commitment was deemed as a responsibility for early 

childhood programmes to ensure that Maori children could learn their own language and 

culture, and that Pakeha children too are enriched with Maori culture” (p. 102). Of significance 

to this thesis is this intersection between Te Tiriti o Waitangi and biculturalism, including te 

reo Māori and ngā tikanga Māori, and the new curriculum’s development process and resultant 

curriculum documents (draft version, Ministry of Education, 1993; final version, Ministry of 

Education, 1996a).   

2.2.1. He Waka Eke Noa Tātou – We Are All on This Waka, No Exception 

So, we were all there at the beginning … we, as Māori, we were there at the designing 

stage – not called in to translate, as with other curriculum guidelines in the pipeline 

at the moment, not as an ADD-ON as has been our lot in the Past and even today, 

and not being subjected to bureaucratic control also … that at least is what we wanted 

to say in the Guidelines. (Reedy, 1993, p.3)  

In 1991, the curriculum writers Carr and May formed a partnership with Te Kōhanga Reo Trust 

and their nominated representatives Tamaiti and Tilly Reedy and with Rose Pere, one of the 

Māori education officers working for the Department of Education. Together, they became the 

co-writers of Te Whāriki. During the development stage of the group’s work, Tilly sought 

advice from her Aunty Tuakana Mate (Tuki) Nepe, a Māori educationalist skilled in developing 
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curriculum for Te Kōhanga Reo, Kura Kaupapa Māori7 and Kura Kaupapa Māori teacher 

training. Tuki Nepe subsequently provided both Tilly and Tamati with guidance and direction 

as they worked to design and develop immersion curriculum content that would have 

applicability for both Ngā Kōhanga Reo and Māori immersion early childhood services (Carr 

& May, 1996).  

Tilly and Tamati Reedy also had many hui (meetings) with Margaret Carr and Helen May, as 

well as the Māori working party who were responsible for providing bicultural content for all 

mainstream ECE services. There were also Māori members within the wider project team. In 

1991, Tamati and Tilly presented a Kaupapa Māori framework based on the principle of 

empowerment to the wider project team that included the co-writers, members of the Māori, 

Pasifika, Special Needs, Infant and Toddlers, and Homebased working parties. The framework 

included a set of five (wero) aims for tamariki that later became the Te Whāriki curriculum 

strands: mana atua, mana whenua, mana tangata, mana reo, and mana aotūroa (Te One, 2013). 

By the end of 1991, the working party had expanded the framework to include a set of draft 

principles and aims. Carr and May worked within this framework to position parallel domains 

for Pākehā, which later became the goals of the curriculum (the goals Carr and May developed 

were not translations of the Māori aims). The curriculum development process therefore now 

had two streams – te ao Māori (Tamati and Tilly Reedy for Ngā Kōhanga Reo) and te ao Pākehā 

(Margaret Carr and Helen May).  

A third stream also got underway. It involved the Māori working party, the members of which 

provided te ao Māori content and te ao Māori elaborations for the goals developed by Carr and 

May. The elaborations included examples to support the knowledge, skills, and attitudes that 

tamariki would have opportunities to develop, as well as descriptors pertaining to managing 

and organising ECE environments and adults’ responsibilities within those environments 

(Ministry of Education, 1993).  

The consultation seminars throughout the project included a wide range of different types of 

early childhood services, identified several matters of particular significance to the developing 

curriculum. Carr and May (1993, p. 12) itemised them as follows:  

                                                 

 

7 Kura Kaupapa Māori are Māori language immersion schools (kura) whose philosophy and practice reflect 

Māori cultural values integral to revitalising te reo Māori. 
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… protection of diversity; parents and families should be an integral part of 

early childhood programmes in terms of management and involvement; 

continuity between home and centres should be evident within curricula; 

connections with the peoples and cultures of the Pacific Islands; play and the 

natural environment, as an integral part of the curriculum; Inclusive EC 

curriculum and not one defined by ages and stages; commitment to a bicultural 

society. This was seen as a responsibility for EC programmes to ensure that 

Māori children can learn their own language and culture and Pākehā too are 

enriched by Māori culture. 

In November 1993, the Ministry of Education released Te Whāriki: Draft Guidelines for 

Developmentally Appropriate Programmes in Early Childhood Services (Ministry of 

Education, 1993) to the early childhood sector for review and comment. As Te One (2013,                 

p. 19) later remarked, the ministry “made a significant political statement by presenting two 

parallel curriculum documents that were ‘married’ but retained a distinctive identity as Pākehā 

and Māori” (Te One, 2013, p. 19). However, when the Māori version went to the Minister of 

Education Dr Lockwood Smith before its final rewrite, Smith refused to sign it off and 

demanded a translation. Learning Media, the Ministry of Education’s publishing arm, reported 

back to him, advising him that it was neither easy nor appropriate to translate the Māori version 

due to its conceptual underpinnings being deeply entrenched in te ao Māori. Eventually, the 

minister accepted the Māori version, making Te Whāriki the first Ministry of Education 

document to be published in both te reo Māori and English: “… here was a national curriculum 

whose conceptual framework was based on the cultural and political beliefs of the minority 

indigenous peoples” (Te One, 2012, p. 19). 

As for the events that transpired between the draft and the final versions of the Te Whāriki, 

questions still remain about exactly what happened soon after the early childhood sector 

evaluated and trialled the draft version (Nuttall, 2012; Te One, 2012). A comparison of the two 

versions shows changes centred on “the language of accountability” (Te One, 2013, p. 19). For 

example, sections on the use of curriculum tools such as planning, evaluating, and assessing 

were inserted and learning outcomes introduced. Whatever the situation, in April 1996, the final 

version Te Whāriki: He Whāriki Mātauranga mō ngā Mokopuna o Aotearoa. Early Childhood 

Curriculum (Ministry of Education, 1996a) was launched and sent out to the ECE sector. 
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2.3. He Tātari – Document Analysis: How Bicultural Is Te 

Whāriki? 

Te Whāriki includes content intended specifically for “Māori immersion services in early 

childhood education and establishes, throughout the document as a whole, the bicultural nature 

of curriculum for all early childhood services” (Ministry of Education, 1996a, p. 7). With this 

statement in mind, my aim in this part of the review, which includes five sections centred on 

different parts of Te Whāriki document, is to address the claim within it “that this curriculum 

reflects both partners of Te Tiriti o Waitangi in text and structure” (Ministry of Education, 

1996a, p. 9). More specifically, my intent is to examine, through literature that allows me to 

employ a Māori worldview lens, the bicultural content of the 1996 version of Te Whāriki and 

its 2017 update (Ministry of Education, 2017).  

2.3.1. Foreword and Part A: Introduction, Background and Context  

The 1996 document commences with a well-known whakataukī (proverb) by Tā Apirana Ngāta 

(1949): 

E tipu e rea  

Mō ngā rā o tou ao 

Ko tō ringa ki ngā rākau a te Pākehā 

Hei ara mō tō tinana 

Ko tō ngākau ki ngā taonga a ō tīpuna Māori 

Hei tikitiki mō tō māhunga 

Ko tō wairua ki tō Atua  

Nāna nei ngā mea katoa.  

However, there is no translation of this whakataukī to guide non-te reo Māori speakers. This 

omission is a barrier for such speakers because of the important relevance the whakataukī has 

not only for understanding the te ao Māori underpinning of the curriculum but also for 

appreciating the bicultural nature of the content throughout it. A translation is: 

Grow tender shoot for the days of your world. Turn your hand to the 

tools of the Pākehā for the wellbeing of your body. Turn your heart to 

the treasures of your ancestors as a crown for your head. Give your 

soul unto God the creator of all things. 
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Tā Apirana Ngāta wrote this whakataukī in Rangi Bennett’s autograph book in 1949. Rangi 

is the daughter of a diplomat from Te Arawa iwi, Charles Bennett. Tā Apirana wrote this 

whakataukī to encourage Rangi on her education journey. While the whakataukī is well known 

to all iwi of Aotearoa, its guardians are Ngāti Pōrou of the East Coast of the North Island 

because it was their tupuna Tā Apirana Ngāta who penned the proverb. Tā Apirana believed 

that Māori progression would benefit if learnings from te ao Pākehā (the Pākehā world) were 

applied to te ao Māori (the Māori world), resulting in positive effects for both cultures. If 

direction of this kind had been provided in Te Whāriki, then it would have contextualised why 

this whakataukī commences this curriculum document. Instead, on the same page is a quote 

from Donaldson et al. (1983, p. 1): “[Early childhood is] … a period of momentous 

significance for all people growing up in [our] culture…. By the time this period is over, 

children will have formed conceptions of themselves as social beings, as thinkers, and as 

language users, and they will have reached certain important decisions about their own 

abilities and their own worth.”  

The whakataukī by Tā Apirana Ngāta takes centre stage on the page because it is intended as 

the reader’s introduction to Te Whāriki. It consequently sends a strong signal of intent for the 

curriculum as providing an education journey involving the weaving of a whāriki (basket) of 

bicultural content reflecting this country’s dual heritage. So, again, the lack of a translation 

leaves the bicultural relevance and importance of the curriculum unread and ‘unheard’ by ECE 

kaiako and leaders who are not speakers of te reo Māori. This silencing is also evident in the 

lack of reference to this whakataukī or an explanation of its significance within the plethora of 

research and commentaries focused on Te Whāriki over the past 24 years.  

For non-te reo readers and speakers, the placement of the quote by Donaldson et al. (1983) is 

what is noticed and interpreted in relation to the curriculum. Yet it presents ECE in terms of 

generic relevance. It also has little or no correspondence to the meanings evident in the 

whakataukī. The two quotes on the same page could also lead those who do not know te reo to 

infer that they are related – that each holds the same meaning. Explaining the whakataukī and 

contextualising why it is used in Te Whāriki would have been more appropriately bicultural 

because these additions would have supported kaiako, tamariki and whānau to weave the 

bicultural document (whāariki) in ways enabling them to aspire to and achieve positive 

educational outcomes. Also, within the spirit of biculturalism, the whakataukī and the 

Donaldson et al. quote should have stood by themselves on the page or across two pages, that 

is, be evidently separate and thus give mana to each in its own right. Finally, the Donaldson et 
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al. (1983) quote is from three very eminent people (all developmental psychologists, 

researchers, and educators) from the United Kingdom, whose thinking is seen and interpreted 

through a broader Westernised lens. However, it does not support the whakapapa, history, and 

intent of Te Whāriki as this country’s first bicultural curriculum. For example, the quote implies 

that tamariki develop conceptions of themselves and their own worth through growing up. For 

Māori, and for the Māori child envisaged in Te Whāriki, because tamariki are born with mana, 

their own self-worth is intact at birth (see also, in this regard, Chapter One of this thesis).   

The introduction section in Part A of Te Whāriki begins by stating that the curriculum is 

premised on the notion of children growing up as “competent and confident learners and 

communicators, healthy in mind, body, and spirit, secure in their sense of belonging and in the 

knowledge that they make a valued contribution to society” (Ministry of Education, 1996a, p. 

9). Guidelines are provided on how ECE providers should use the  curriculum to support and 

guide the care and education of all infants, toddlers, and young children within the context of 

embracing Aotearoa New Zealand’s dual heritage and the relationships of Māori and Pākehā 

expressed throughout this country’s founding constitutional agreement Te Tiriti o Waitangi | 

the Treaty of Waitangi.  

The Te Whāriki document explains the curriculum’s ECE bicultural and bilingual ideals as 

follows: “In early childhood education settings, all children should be given the opportunity to 

develop knowledge and an understanding of the cultural heritages of both partners to Te Tiriti 

o Waitangi. The curriculum reflects this partnership in text and structure” (p. 9). A somewhat 

hidden statement at the bottom of page 11 briefly references the partnership principle of Te 

Tiriti: “Decisions about the ways in which bicultural goals and practices are developed within 

each early childhood education setting should be made in consultation with the appropriate 

tangata whenua.” Page 12 includes a brief statement on the importance of the Māori immersion 

curriculum to Te Whāriki and recognises, more through implication than a specific statement 

that Māori initiated and developed the Māori curriculum and have been and are responsible for 

enacting it. 

The main content in this section of the document (beginning on page 13) provides a detailed 

description of the curriculum framework. It begins with a graphic representation of the whāriki 

(woven mat) concept (depicted in Figure 2.1 below) that forms the curriculum’s framework. 

The mat is woven from four ngā kaupapa whakahaere | principles and from five strands. The 

principles guide all aspects of teaching, learning, and practice in the ECE sector. They are:  
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 empowerment | whakamana – the curriculum empowers tamaiti/tamariki (child/children) 

to learn and grow;  

 holistic development | kotahitanga – positions Te Whāriki as a holistic curriculum directed 

towards supporting tamariki to learn and grow;  

 family and community | whanau tangata – refers to the wider world of the extended family 

and community, both of which are integral to the success of Te Whāriki; and  

 exploration | mana aotūroa – supports children to learn through responsive and reciprocal 

relationships with people, places, and things across time. 

The five strands, which arise out of the four principles, are:   

 wellbeing | mana atua;  

 belonging | mana whenua;  

 contribution | mana tangata;  

 communication | mana reo; and  

 exploration | mana aotūroa.  

 

Source: Ministry of Education (1996a, p. 13). 

Figure 2.1.The principles and strands of Te Whāriki. 
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Each strand is accompanied by goals and desired learning outcomes. Woven together, the 

principles and strands provide a solid foundation for the curriculum framework, while the two 

other components of the mat, that is, the goals and learning outcomes, allow kaiako, tamariki, 

and whānau to weave their whāriki (their curriculum) together to the benefit of the child. 

While each principle and each strand has bilingual names, the te reo names are not set within 

their cultural contexts. Take, for example, the strand of belonging | mana whenua. The notion 

of ‘belonging’ as used in the curriculum refers primarily to children finding their place of 

belonging in the ECE setting they attend. However, for Māori, ‘mana whenua’ is more about 

hapū chieftainship over a designated piece of land, which then delineates the roles and 

responsibilities of the people managing the resources of that area. 

2.3.2. Part B: The Māori Text  

The Māori text section of the document is brief. Written in te reo Māori, it comprises seven 

pages plus a glossary of Māori terms and English translations. The Māori text was designed to 

provide guidelines for ngā kōhanga reo and other Māori immersion programmes across the 

motu, which explains why there is no English translation for Part B. As mentioned earlier, 

when the final version of Te Whāriki was presented to the Minister of Education Lockwood 

Smith, he would not sign off on this section because he wanted a translation. However, once 

the minister understood this section was written for Māori immersion ECE services, he signed 

off on what was now the first English and te reo Māori curriculum statement developed in 

Aotearoa New Zealand (Carr & May, 1994; Te One, 2013). However, in a document 

comprising 95 pages of text and graphics, just seven pages are dedicated to Māori immersion 

ECE.                                                               

This disparity between the languages is a disappointing feature of the document given that as 

of 1 July 1996, 46.3 percent of Māori children of pre-compulsory school age were enrolled in 

te kōhanga reo and 40.9 percent of Māori children were enrolled in either kindergarten or 

childcare services (Ministry of Education, 1997). These figures clearly indicated a need for 

immersion ECE services and other ECE services that could provide culturally responsive 

pedagogies.   

2.3.3. Part C: Principles, Strands, and Goals  

Explication of the principles, strands, and goals forms the largest section of the Te Whāriki 

document. Of its 99 pages, 52 pages are dedicated to these parts of the curriculum framework.  
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2.3.3.1. The four principles 

The section begins with a discussion of the four principles that guide learning and development 

in early childhood. Each is presented with bilingual headings, in which the English heading is 

followed by te reo Māori heading. Each principle is assigned to one page, with the English text 

appearing first, on the left-hand side of the page. The English text provides points of interest 

and direction. The Māori text is found on the right-hand side of each page. The links between 

the English version and the Māori version are minimal, with wording directed at kōhanga reo, 

whānau, hapū, and iwi. No translations are given for any of te reo Māori texts. Because of the 

disproportionate number of words and therefore ideas contained within the English text relative 

to the Māori text, the English version presents as the much stronger voice in the text. 

The bicultural content within each of the principles is contained towards the end of the 

descriptions offered for each principle. The bicultural content of each is as follows:  

 Empowerment | Whakamana: This principle encourages educators and other adults 

working with children in the ECE sector to give genuine attention to bicultural issues 

relating to empowerment by actively seeking contributions from Māori to ensure Māori 

tamariki develop a strong sense of self-worth. The principle acknowledges “equal 

educational opportunities for all, and [the importance] of recognising the significance of 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi” (p. 40).  

 Holistic Development | Kotahitanga: This principle advises “all adults working in early 

childhood centres” that in order to address bicultural matters within those centres, they 

need to have “an understanding of Māori views on child development … [because] 

activities, stories and events that have connections with Māori children’s lives are an 

essential and enriching part of the curriculum for all children” (p. 41).   

 Family and Community | Whānau Tangata: This principle presents a clear reminder and 

direction for practice in ECE settings that “New Zealand is the home of Māori language 

and culture: curriculum in early childhood settings should promote te reo and ngā tikanga 

Māori, making them visible and affirming their value for children from all cultural 

backgrounds” (p. 42). The principle also directs adults and educators working in ECE 

settings to gain knowledge and understanding of the different iwi and the meaning of 

whānau and whanaungatanga. 

 Relationships | Ngā Hononga: This principle states that “the curriculum should include 

Māori people, places and artifacts and opportunities to learn and use the Māori language 
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through social interaction” (p. 43). The need “to recognise the significance of Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi” (p. 42) is again mentioned. 

Notable in these statements is the use of ‘should’, a term that lacks commitment. In contrast, 

much of the language in other parts of each descriptor is in the active voice.   

2.3.3.2. Overview of strands, goals, and learning outcomes  

The text on the principles is followed by two pages of text that present an overview of how the 

strands, goals, and learning outcomes fit into the curriculum. There is no explicit reference to 

bicultural content within these two pages. The strands and their associated goals stem from the 

principles, with each strand representing an area of learning that is woven into the daily 

programmes of ECE centres. This section of the text also includes examples of “questions for 

reflection” that encourage educators and the other adults working in ECE centres to reflect on 

their practice as an initial step towards planning and evaluating their programmes. This section 

of the document also focuses on the final component of the curriculum framework, the learning 

outcomes, defined as knowledge, skills, and attitudes. These are considered in relation to age 

groups: infants, toddlers, and young children. No te reo Māori terms, such as pēpi, pēpi 

nohinohi, and tamaiti kōhungahunga, are given for these groups of children. One of these terms 

(pēpi | baby) appears on page 13 and in the glossary of the updated version of Te Whāriki 

(Ministry of Education, 2017). I suggest there is still not enough guidance provided to assist 

students and teachers with the continual referrals to infant, toddler and young child the te reo 

Māori versions should be sitting alongside of these throughout Te Whāriki (Ministry of 

Education, 1996 & 2017). 

2.3.3.3. The strands and their associated goals and adult/educator responsibilities  

Each of the five strands has several goals for children’s learning. These include ensuring 

children can transition readily from their early childhood setting to school. The number of goals 

across the strands is 18. The text for each strand encompasses two pages that list the strand’s 

set of goals. A description is then given of how the strand relates to children’s learning and the 

curriculum principles. Also included is an account of what the strand means responsibility-

wise for the adults working with the children in ECE centres and a summation of how these 

examples align to the context of this study.  

The wellbeing strand overview (p. 46) has one explicit reference to bicultural content: “Adults 

working with children should have a knowledge of Māori definitions of health and wellbeing 

and an understanding of what these concepts mean in practice.”  Another reference is a shared 
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one (i.e., mentions both Māori and other cultures). It states that “Adults should acknowledge 

spiritual dimensions and have a concern for how the past, present, and future influence 

children’s self-esteem and are of prime importance to Māori and Tagata Pasefika families” (p. 

46).   Mana Atua – Well-being is a key strand of the Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996 

& 2017) curriculum framework.   Mana Atua concept is very important to Māori as it 

acknowledges all individual’s mana or godliness/spiritual power that no one can intrude upon.  

The belonging strand overview (p. 54) has two references, one shared and one explicit. The 

first states that “Māori and Tagata Pasefika children will be more likely to feel at home if they 

regularly see Māori and Pacific Island adults in the early childhood education setting.” The 

second says that “Liaison with local tangata whenua and a respect for Papatūānuku should be 

promoted.” The first reference has Māori and Tagata Pasefika being combined given that Māori 

are Tangata Tiriti then these should be stand alone referrals however, the same direction could 

be applied to both but to keep the mana or integrity of the two peoples then individual 

acknowledgements is tika or correct practice. The second referral tangata whenua who are 

people of the land or original inhabitants of Aotearoa New Zealand being Māori and promoting 

respect to Mother Earth, Papatūānuku it is from the land that Māori whakapapa or genealogical 

accounts stem from.  Mana Whenua is a very meaningful concept to Māori the intent of this 

strand is based on a sense of belonging for all tamariki of every nationality who step into any 

of the ECE services in Aotearoa New Zealand it is about teachers centralising their teaching 

on each and every child.  This strand promotes a place of belonging that supports each child in 

their identity, culture and language and where they stand in this country’s context.     

The contribution strand overview (p. 64) provides two explicit bicultural references, and one 

further reference to the need for inclusion of all cultures. The first explicit reference calls for 

“a commitment to, and opportunities for, a Māori contribution to the programme,” while the 

second states that “Adults working in the early childhood education setting should recognise 

the significance of whakapapa, understand and respect the process of working as a whānau and 

demonstrate respect for Māori elders.” The shared referral is made within the responsibilities 

area of this strand: “Children’s cultural values, customs, and traditions from home should be 

nurtured and preserved to enable children to participate successfully in the early childhood 

setting and in their community.” The essence of this strand is based on two principles to 

participate in and learn tikanga practices to contribute to one’s own ECE. It is envisage that 

continual learning engagements provide the basis to navigate ongoing learning journeys and in 

doing so one is able to make valued contributions to society.  
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The communication strand overview (p. 72) provides two explicit te reo Māori language 

references. The first appears at the end of the strand and goal discussion and the second in the 

sixth paragraph of the responsibilities section: “There should be a commitment to the 

recognition of Māori language – stories, symbols, arts, and crafts – in the programme”; “The 

use of the Māori language and creative arts in the programme should be encouraged, and staff 

should be supported in learning the language and in understanding issues relating to being 

bilingual.” Te reo Māori is mapped onto this land making it the terralingua of Aotearoa New 

Zealand.  Teachers need to centralise their own learning on this country’s heritage language as 

this is this country’s point of difference to all other countries.  

Finally, the exploration strand overview (p. 82) has one bicultural reference within the strand 

and goal discussion: “There should be a recognition of Māori ways of knowing and making 

sense of the world and of respecting and appreciating the natural environment.” A key aim of 

this strand is to give voice to te ao Māori and to integrate Māori ways of knowing and doing 

throughout the daily ECE programme.  

The same pattern noted in relation to the discussion of Part A of Te Whāriki applies to Part C, 

namely that all bicultural references are located in the last paragraph of each overview 

discussion.  Another notable point is that the strands given bilingual names in the Part A section 

headings of Te Whāriki do not cross over to each of the strand headings in Part C. Once again, 

it is the voice of the Treaty of Waitangi Pākehā heritage that dominates the text. 

2.3.3.4. The goals: bicultural references 

Three of the five strands (belonging, contribution, communication) make implicit references 

within their associated goals to the bicultural and bilingual aspects of the document. The 

remaining two strands (wellbeing, exploration) make no such mention, either explicitly or 

implicitly, to bicultural and bilingual aspects. Thus, there are no clear associations with 

biculturalism within this major section of the document, which comprises 45 pages.   

Examples of the implicit references are highlighted in bold as follows:  

 Belonging, Goal 3: “Children and their families experience an environment where they 

feel comfortable with the routines, customs and regular events” (p. 60).   

 Contribution, Goal 3: “Children experience an environment where there are equitable 

opportunities for learning, irrespective of gender, ability, ages, ethnicity, or background” 

(p. 66).   
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 Communication: Goal 3: “Children experience an environment where they experience the 

stories and symbols of their own and other cultures” (p. 78).   

The above goals do have the potential to reflect Māori ways of knowing, being, and doing. 

However, for the many people who are not Māori and/or do not have a strong understanding 

of te reo and te ao Māori, the goals require substantial interpretation before they can present 

valid reflections of these ways.  

While the 18 goals are entirely valid, the lack of clear, explicit references to biculturalism is 

problematic from the perspective of a set of goals for children’s learning. The majority of goals 

(85.7%) relate to Pākehā and Western perspectives, thus pointing to a lack of visibility of not 

only biculturalism but also Māori in the document. 

2.3.3.5. Learning outcomes 

A total of 117 learning outcomes follow on from the goals for the five strands. The learning 

outcomes are statements that incorporate the skills, knowledge, attitudes, and dispositions that 

children are expected to develop as a result of their learning in relation to each strand. The 

outcomes are an important feature of the curriculum framework because they inform not only 

assessment of children’s learning but also programme planning and evaluation. Of the learning 

outcomes, eight are bicultural (see Table 2.1). 

The first three learning outcomes in Table 2.1 are explicitly stated bicultural ones. The 

remaining five can be viewed as shared outcomes across cultures other than Māori, but the lack 

of explicit mention of Māori arguably renders them invisible. Take, for example, 

Communication Goal 4, Learning Outcome 7. Here, the selection of art, craft, songs, music, 

and stories valued by the cultures in the community within the South Auckland suburbs of 

Mangere, Ōtāhuhu, Ōtara, and Papatoetoe would most likely encompass a range of Pasifika 

and Indian languages and cultures and thus inform the core pedagogies of local ECE settings 

(Auckland Economic Overviews, 2020, p. 7).  

Of the three examples pertaining more directly to Māori, two are highly similar (Belonging 

Goal 1, Learning Outcome 2, and Exploration Goal 4, Learning Outcome 6).  Two learning 

outcomes out of a total of 117 explicitly devoted to tangata whenua again makes visible the 

lack of visibility of Māori in the document.   
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Table 2.1: Bicultural learning outcomes in Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a)                                               

Strand 

 

Learning outcome statement 

Belonging Goal 1, 

Learning Outcome 2 

“Children develop knowledge about the features of the area of 

physical and/or spiritual significance such as the local river or 

mountain” (p. 56). 

 

Communication Goal 2, 

Learning Outcome 5 

 

“Children develop an appreciation of te reo as a living and 

relevant language” (p. 76). 

Exploration Goal 4, 

Learning Outcome 6 

“Children develop knowledge of features of the land which are 

of local significance, such as the local river or mountain” (p. 

90). 

 

Belonging Goal 3, 

Learning Outcome 1 

“Children develop an understanding that these routines, 

customs, and events can be different in other settings” (p. 60). 

 

Contribution Goal 1, 

Learning Outcome 5 

“Children develop positive judgments on their own ethnic group 

and other ethnic groups” (p. 66). 

 

Contribution Goal 1, 

Learning Outcome 6 

“Children develop confidence that their family background is 

viewed positively within the early childhood education setting” 

(p. 66). 

 

Communication Goal 3, 

Learning Outcome 3 

“Children develop familiarity with an appropriate selection of 

stories and literature valued by the cultures in their community” 

(p. 78). 

 

Communication Goal 4, 

Learning Outcome 7 

“Children develop an increasing familiarity with a selection of 

the art, craft, songs, music, and stories which are valued by the 

cultures in the community” (p. 80). 

 

Source: Ministry of Education (1996a). 

2.3.3.6. Questions for reflection 

The “Questions for Reflection” provided for each goal are intended to assist kaiako and other 

adults in ECE centres to engage in reflective practice. The document also recommends these 

adults develop their own questions for reflection – ones that best support their practice in 

relation to each goal. Of the 111 reflective questions posed in the document, only seven 

reference bicultural or bilingual considerations (see Table 2.2). Neither the wellbeing nor the 

exploration strands have these types of questions. The belonging strand has one that explicitly 

refers to Aotearoa New Zealand’s bicultural context; the contribution strand has two, but these 

are generic to multicultural contexts. The communication strand has four, two of which are 

explicit to this country’s bicultural context; the other two can be viewed as generic to 

multicultural contexts.   
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Table 2.2: Questions for reflection in Te Whāriki (1996 version) that refer to 

biculturalism and/or bilingualism 

Strand, question 

number and page 

number  

Question 

Belonging, Q23, p. 

56 

In what ways do the environment and programme reflect the values 

embodied in Te Tiriti o Waitangi, and what impact does this have on 

adults and children? 

Contribution, Q47, 

p. 66 

How are books and pictures selected, and do these procedures ensure 

that books and pictures show children of different gender, ethnicity, 

age, and ability in a range of roles? 

Contribution, Q49, 

p. 66  

In what ways and how well is the curriculum genuinely connected to 

the children’s families and cultures? 

Communication, 

Q69, p. 76    

In what ways is Māori language included in the programme? 

 

Communication, 

Q76, p. 78   

To what extent are the children’s cultural backgrounds well 

represented in the arts and crafts, stories, and symbols found in the 

early childhood education setting? 

Communication, 

Q82, p. 80   

In what ways do the creative happenings in the early childhood 

centre reflect children’s cultural backgrounds? 

Communication, 

Q83, p. 80  

What opportunities are there for children to experience Māori 

creative arts in an appropriate way and at an appropriate level? 

Source: Ministry of Education (1996a). 

That only seven questions out of 111 refer to Aotearoa New Zealand’s bicultural context (and 

only three of the seven explicitly so) is a poor representation of a curriculum that espouses a 

strong bicultural commitment in text and structure. Reflection is of utmost importance for 

teachers because it allows them to reflect on and evaluate practice and then to plan how best to 

bring about change or support the development of practice. Reflection is both a process and an 

outcome. As an outcome it brings together particular ways of thinking about how to consider 

and initiate change or how to alter the ways in which teachers think about what they do and 

why they do it (Hickson, 2011). The process is in line with Schön’s (1983) dynamic process of 

reflection, incorporating the concept of “reflection in action” (thinking on your feet) and its 

outcome “reflection on action” (thinking after the event). 

A critical aptitude for all teachers is that of taking responsibility for developing and refining 

their reflective ‘in’ and ‘on’ practices. These practices are crucial teaching and learning tools 

for supporting and improving the learning and other experiences that tamariki and their whānau 

have in educational settings. A starting point with respect to teachers becoming culturally 

responsive to each of the whānau that attend their services is to identify the cultural practices 
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and values that differ from their own (Hargraves, 2019). Reflection also helps teachers enhance 

their ability to notice, collect, record, and analyse information relating to their daily practices 

and how these affect the children they work with. Reflection is also about understanding why 

and how things happen in educational settings.  

However, even with the benefit of reflection, it is likely that teachers and other adults 

endeavouring to implement the bicultural intent of Te Whāriki in ECE settings need more 

guidance than that given in the curriculum document. The literature examined within this 

chapter of my thesis brings to the fore a common theme: in the main, ECE teachers are not 

implementing te ao Māori (bicultural curriculum) within their daily ECE programmes and 

practices. Further assistance in understanding firstly what a bicultural curriculum is within the 

context of the ECE setting and secondly what it should consist of is needed (ERO, 2013).  The 

practices set down in ERO’s recently published Responding to Diverse Cultures: Good 

Practice in Home-Based Early Childhood Services (2022) should prove useful in this regard, 

in part because they inform practice across all ECE settings. Thus, according to this document 

(p. 2, italics original), culturally responsive practices will see teachers  

• [having] ongoing conversations about culture and language, including 

finding out about family contexts and culturally valued knowledge, skills, 

attitudes, and behaviours;  

• using a range of communication tools to share how these conversations 

were remembered, valued and how they impacted on teaching and 

learning; 

• taking personal responsibility for supporting children to retain (or learn) 

their heritage languages, along with developing their English and te reo 

Māori. 

2.3.3.7. Examples of experiences that facilitate specified learning outcomes 

The descriptions of the learning outcomes specifically aligned with each goal in Te Whāriki 

provide examples of experiences that kaiako can use to help children achieve those outcomes. 

The examples are split between infants, toddlers, and young children. These terms are again 

associated with the developmental underpinnings of the document, and they are again 
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monolingual.8  The curriculum document contains 264 examples of experiences across the five 

strands and their associated goals.  

The wellbeing strand has three goals, 18 learning outcomes, and 44 examples of experiences 

that help children meet the outcomes. However, the strand contains no explicit or shared 

bicultural examples of experiences. Likewise, no explicit bicultural or shared examples of 

experiences are evident in the belonging strand’s 54 experience examples (the strand has four 

goals and 22 learning outcomes). The contribution strand has three goals, 20 learning 

outcomes, and 48 examples of experiences. One shared experience can be found in the ‘young 

children’ section: “Language and resources are inclusive of all children’s gender, ability, 

ethnicity, and background” (example No. 115, p. 67). Of the 59 experience examples in the 

communication strand (four goals, 31 learning outcomes), two refer (one shared, one explicit) 

to the Māori language. Both are located within the young children section: “The programme 

includes action songs and action rhymes in Māori and Pacific Island languages as well as 

English” (example No. 159, p. 75); “Māori phrases and sentences are included as a natural part 

of the programme” (example No. 186, p. 77). As for the exploration strand (four goals, 26 

learning outcomes), neither explicit nor shared bicultural examples are evident within its 59 

examples of experiences. Of the 264 examples of experiences designed to assist ECE centre 

kaiako and adults meet the goals and learning outcomes, just two link explicitly to Māori, and 

one is shared across cultures. All three experiences relate to young children (so none for infants 

or toddlers) and are listed as the second to last or final bullet point on the page (Ministry of 

Education, 1996a, pp. 67, 75, 77).  

2.3.3.8. Commentary on Part C of the document 

Despite being lauded as Aotearoa New Zealand’s and the world’s first bicultural ECE 

curriculum document (Ministry of Education, 1993), the above analysis of Part C of the 1996 

version of Te Whāriki highlights the lack of visibility afforded to biculturalism. The extent to 

which the document assists the ECE sector develop their understanding of what bicultural 

curriculum means in practice is limited and consequently reveals that Te Whāriki has numerous 

shortcomings in relation to meeting its Tiriti o Waitangi | Treaty of Waitangi obligations.   

                                                 

 

8 Use of terms such as pēpi (infants), pēpi nohinohi (toddlers), and tamariki kōhungahunga (young children) are 

rarely used by teachers because the preferred Māori terms (used daily) are pēpi (babies), tamaiti (child), and 

tamariki (children). 
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A particularly disappointing finding within Section C is that not one of the goals associated 

with the wellbeing and exploration strands reflects or represents bicultural ways of doing. This, 

despite Te Whāriki being founded on the following aspirations for children: “… to grow up as 

competent and confident learners and communicators, healthy in mind, body, and spirit, secure 

in their sense of belonging and in the knowledge that they make a valued contribution to 

society” (Ministry of Education, 1996a, p. 9). Irwin (1984) notes that it is very common for 

Europeans to see body, mind, and spirit as separate entities, viewpoints that strongly contrast 

with Māori ways of being, because they see the sacred and secular as parts of the whole. An 

example can be found in Mason Durie’s (1998) Whare Tapa Whā model. Although this model 

was developed in the early 1980s for New Zealand’s health sector, it has applicability for 

education contexts. The Whare Tapa Whā model presents the image of a house (whare) with 

four walls (tapa whā). Each wall is necessary to ensure strength and balance, and each side of 

a wall represents a complementary dimension of wellbeing. These dimensions are  

 Taha wairua: the spiritual dimension of people, places, and objects over time;  

 Taha tinana: the physical state of a person/environment;  

 Taha whānau: the family and social dimension that provides the core sources of support 

and identity; and  

 Taha hinengaro: the capacity to think and feel mind and body as inseparable.   

One of the responsibilities included in the wellbeing strand of Te Whāriki states, “Adults 

working with children should have a knowledge of Māori definitions of health and wellbeing 

and an understanding of what these concepts mean in practice” (Ministry of Education, 1996a, 

p. 46). However, the responsibility is not accompanied with clear directions on how and where 

these adults might acquire this knowledge and understanding; nor are there examples of Māori 

concepts.     

2.3.4. Part D: Te Whāriki and the New Zealand Curriculum Framework 

The concluding section of Te Whāriki presents links between Te Whāriki and the curriculum 

document for primary schooling, that is, the New Zealand Curriculum Framework (NZCS; 

Ministry of Education, 1993). The NZCS framework consists of a set of principles, a set of 

essential skills (eight in total), and a set of essential learning areas (seven). Section D takes 

each Te Whāriki strand and presents under it a side-by-side linking of the early childhood 

curriculum’s “essential skills” and the NZCS’s “essential learning areas”. The usefulness of 

what is essentially an ‘information only’ section relies on teachers being able to bring their 
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working knowledge of each Te Whāriki strand to the essential skills and learning areas related 

to it.   

2.4. Mandating Te Whāriki 

The launch of Te Whāriki in April 1996 was followed on 3 October 1996 by the Early 

Childhood Education Charter Guidelines: Statement of Desirable Objectives and Practices 

(DOPs) 1996 (New Zealand Government, n. d.). The document, referred to as the revised 

DOPs, was necessary because Te Whāriki as a curriculum had to be mandated in the same way 

as the compulsory school sector curriculum was mandated, that is, through the Education Act 

1989. Thus: 

Pursuant to section 312 (2) of the Education Act 1989, as inserted by the 

Education Amendment Act 1990, the Minister of Education hereby specifies the 

following desirable objectives and practices for early childhood education. This 

document is the Revised Statement of Desirable Objectives and Practices, which, 

on 1 April 1998, will replace the Statement of Desirable Objectives and Practices 

Gazetted on 6 December 1990. (New Zealand Government, n.d.)   

The revised DOPs, written and promulgated by the Ministry of Education, consisted of a set of 

12 (desirable) objectives underpinned by two guiding principles. In 1998, the ministry 

published Quality in Action: Te Mahi Whai Hua: Implementing the Revised Statement of 

Desirable Objectives and Practices in New Zealand Early Childhood Services (Ministry of 

Education, 1998), a document designed to support the ECE sector implement the revised DOPs. 

The first set of DOPs was developed in 1990 as a framework from which chartered early 

childhood services would, in return for government funding, provide ECE. The 1990 DOPs 

addressed a broad range of aspects relating to the operation and management (including 

curriculum) of chartered early childhood centres and home-based services. The 1990 DOPs 

also signalled that “a set of national curriculum guidelines[,] … when developed, [would] 

provide the basis for the early childhood curriculum” (Ministry of Education, 1990, p. 1).  

The 1990 DOPs contained just two statements that can be interpreted within the scope of 

biculturalism. Both were in a section articulating the guiding principles of the DOPs titled 

‘Equity’. The first statement, under point ‘e’, noted that “policies and practices in early 

childhood services should reflect the cultural heritage of the signatories to the Treaty of 

Waitangi” (Ministry of Education, 1990, p. 2). The second read “to enable young children to 

be enriched in an environment which acknowledges New Zealand’s cultural heritage” (p. 3). 

Thus, the 1990 DOPs statement was only minimally directed towards promoting a bicultural 
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early childhood sector. The reference to the signatories of the Treaty of Waitangi in the first 

statement recognises the two parties to the Treaty. The second statement begs the question, 

what is New Zealand’s cultural heritage? The Quality in Action document (Ministry of 

Education, 1998) was a little more explicit in relation to biculturalism. Here, each objective 

and its descriptor was accompanied by a section titled ‘Bicultural Approaches – Ētahi Ara 

Tikanga Rua’ that offered guidance or elaboration for the reader.  

In 2008, the DOPs and Te Whāriki were brought together via the Education (Early Childhood 

Services) Regulations 2008 (New Zealand Government, 2008), which have been minimally 

updated since in accordance with legislative change. The regulations set out the three sets of 

rules governing ECE: 

1. The Education and Training Act 2020: the Act applies to all levels of education, including 

ECE. 

2. The regulations: these are based on the Act and are different for early learning services 

and playgroups. 

3. The criteria: based on the regulations, these are the day-to-day standards that services must 

comply with to obtain or retain their licence or certificate. The compliance criteria differ 

according to type of service: centre-based, home-based, hospital-based, kōhanga reo 

affiliated with Te Kōhanga Reo National Trust, and playgroups.   

2.4.1. Defining Biculturalism for Aotearoa New Zealand’s ECE Sector  

Aotearoa New Zealand is a bicultural nation founded on Te Tiriti o Waitangi | the Treaty of 

Waitangi. Te Whāriki encompasses a Tiriti | Treaty framework based on its two foundational 

partners: tangata Māori and tangata Pākehā (Consedine & Consedine, 2001). Macfarlane 

(2012) notes that biculturalism “as a concept was first introduced by Dr Ranginui Walker in 

1973 to highlight Tooley’s (2000) analysis of the “growing educational underachievement of 

Māori children and to enunciate the importance of Māori becoming familiar with their own 

culture and identity” (p. 31). And, as Bishop and Glynn (1999, p. 41) pointed out, “The 

argument by Maori people was that the relationship between Maori and Pakeha needs to be 

addressed in such a way as to remove the dominant-subordinate pattern in order to develop the 

potential of partnership as envisaged in the Treaty of Waitangi.”   

From the time that Te Tiriti | the Treaty was debated and signed at Waitangi 1840, what 

biculturalism means in practice for Aotearoa New Zealand has been contested. Te Tiriti│the 

Treaty is often taken at face value, and the deeper meanings about nation building and 
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boundaried relationships between the Treaty partners are often under-valued and 

misunderstood (Consedine & Consedine, 2001).  

For example, during the signing of Te Tiriti | the Treaty at Waitangi, Captain William Hobson, 

representing the British Crown, was encouraged by James Busby (British Resident of NZ) and 

Henry Williams (interpreter) to say, “He iwi tahi tātou,” which has since been translated into 

English as “Now we are one people.” However, “‘He iwi tahi tātou’9 does not mean we are one 

people; it simply means the uniting of Māori and Pākehā” (Hemi, 2020).  

It is also important to note is that the words Māori and Pākehā appear together in the preamble 

to the Treaty, as highlighted in Figure 2.2, indicating equal status for Māori and Pākehā values 

and cultural knowledge. Because biculturalism is relational, and the relationships embedded in 

biculturalism are multi-levelled and multifaceted (Waitere, cited in St George et al., 2008, p. 

68), biculturalism should not be a concession to Māori but rather a legitimation of te reo Māori 

and tikanga (O’Sullivan, 2007).  

 

 

 

Source: Network Waitangi (2018), pp. 52, 53. 

Figure 2.2. Te Tiriti o Waitangi Kupu Whakataki and the Treaty of Waitangi 

preamble.                                

                                                 

 

9 A te reo Māori translation for “We are one people” is “He iwi kotahi tātou.” 
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2.4.2. Language is the Key to Culture 

By the 1860s, colonisation by Pākehā had led to English becoming the dominant language in 

Aotearoa New Zealand. Masses of European immigrants arrived in New Zealand, the number 

of whom were over 106,000 in 1860 (New Zealand Government, 1862). By 1901, this number 

had risen to over 770,000 (New Zealand Government, 1902). “The Māori population fell to 

42,000 from 1840 to 1900 as both increased mortality and decreased fertility due to infectious 

disease, war, land alienation, malnutrition and mass immigration from Europe cut against 

growth” (Moewaka Barnes & McCreanor, 2019). With the majority of the population now 

Pākehā, the Colonial Government started working on ‘civilising’ Māori by “encouraging Māori 

to abandon their cultural values, customs, and language in favour of those of Europeans” 

(Simon & Smith, 2001, p.7). The Colonial Government expedited their assimilation policy by 

passing the Native Schools Acts 1867 and 1871 through Parliament, which specified English 

as the language of instruction. This meant Māori tamariki were not permitted to speak their 

language in classroom and on school grounds and were punished if they did so; this was the 

start of te reo Māori deprivation.  In the 1960s, Prime Minister Walter Nash asked Jack Hunn, 

acting head of the Department of Māori Affairs, “to undertake an accounting of Maori assets” 

(Ministry for Culture and Heritage, 2017). Hunn’s subsequent report, known as the Hunn 

Report, “painted a disturbing picture of Maori on the social and economic margins” (Ministry 

for Culture and Heritage, 2017). The report described te reo Māori as a relic of ancient Māori 

life (Hunn, 1960, p. 15). 

 

The loss of te reo and tikanga Māori still continues today (2022), but it has survived and 

overcome a range of barriers. On 14 September 1972 the Māori language petition calling for te 

reo Māori to be taught in schools was presented to Parliament with over 30,000 signatures 

appended (Te Taura Whiri i te Reo Māori, n.d.). That day became known as Māori Language 

Day, which eventually expanded out to Te Wiki o te Reo Māori (Māori Language Week). A 

significant milestone for the regeneration of te reo Māori was the Wai 11 te reo Māori claim of 

1985, heard before the Waitangi Tribunal. The tribunal’s subsequent Report of the Waitangi 

Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim (Waitangi Tribunal, 1986) made five positive 

recommendations:  

1. That legislation be introduced so that anyone can use te reo Māori in any of New Zealand’s 

courts of law, government departments, local authorities, and other public bodies; 

2. That an organisation be set up to supervise and foster the use and preservation of te reo 

Māori; 
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3. That an enquiry take place into the education of Māori children with a focus on te reo 

Māori  based education;   

4. That broadcasting policy recognises and protects te reo Māori; and   

5. That employees of the public service become bilingual, where necessary, so as to do their 

job effectively.   

These first two recommendations were enacted in 1987 through the passing of the Māori 

Language Act 1987 (New Zealand Government, 1987), which made te reo Māori the official 

language of New Zealand. Te reo Māori was the first and only official language of New 

Zealand at that time to go through a process of ‘de jure’.10 It allowed the use of Māori in the 

courts but did not extend this provision to government departments. The Act also established 

the Māori Language Commission. The third recommendation was not acted upon, but the 

Education Act of 1989 introduced some important reforms that recognised Kura Kaupapa 

Māori: Section 155 (New Zealand Government, 1989). This opened pathways for a total- 

immersion te reo Māori schooling option for tamariki of primary school age (Te Rūnanga Nui 

o Ngā Kura Kaupapa Māori o Aotearoa, 2015).  Wānanga were also given recognition through 

the Education Act 1989 (Part XIV, section 162). The following words appear under the heading 

‘Establishment of Institutions’:  

(2) Subject to subsections (3) to (5) of this section, the Governor General may, 

by Order in Council made on the written recommendation of the Minister, 

establish a body as a college of education, a polytechnic, a university, or a 

wananga, as the Governor-General considers appropriate. (New Zealand 

Government, 1989)  

Claimants of the Wai 11 report considered the fourth recommendation as insufficient: 

June 1986 a further claim Wai 26 was made by Dr Huirangi Waikerepuru 

where he sought to reopen te reo Māori claim proceedings Wai 11. Huirangi 

claimed that the Crown had breached the Treaty by failing to await the 

Tribunal’s recommendations before introducing a Bill on the Māori language 

to Parliament and that Maoridom’s claim for radio frequencies and a television 

channel and resources were being denied. (Waitangi Tribunal, 1990)  

The impetus for these changes can be characterised as a case of Māori ‘doing it for themselves’.  

                                                 

 

10 Te reo Māori went through a process of ‘de jure’. The Latin phrase means by right or of right. The New Zealand 

Government recognised the Māori language de jure in the Māori Language Act 1987. The English language did 

not go through this process. Instead, it is observed as a ‘de facto’ language of New Zealand. De facto means 

existing or holding a specified position in fact but not necessarily by legal right (Cambridge University Press, 

1995). 
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Māori Language Commissioner Rawinia Higgins put the loss of te reo Māori me ngā tikanga 

through colonisation into perspective when she said, “It takes one generation to lose a language 

and three generations to restore it” (Higgins, 2021). Te reo Māori is now into its second-

generation flow of revitalisation. In 2018 in Aotearoa New Zealand, a survey of adults who 

identified as Māori found that one in six of them could speak te reo Māori. Of the speakers 

within the age bracket 15 years to 34 years, 44 percent said they learned the language through 

kōhanga reo, kura kaupapa Māori, or wharekura (secondary schools that operate within a 

framework of Kaupapa Māori principles). This same group accounted for 69 percent of the 

speakers who spoke te reo Māori “fairly well” (StatsNZ, 2020).  

This group of speakers represents the first generation of mokopuna (grandchildren/ 

descendants) to have benefited from the kōhanga reo movement. However, Skerrett (2014) 

highlighted a steady decline of mokopuna attending kōhanga reo centres and a decrease in 

kōhanga reo services in 2001 and then again in 2012, declines that were also reported in the 

Matua Rautia: Report on the Kōhanga Reo Claim: Wai 2336 in 2013 (Waitangi Tribunal, 

2013). Te Kōhanga Reo had spearheaded bilingual and immersion early years education since 

its first service opened in April 1982. By 2012, it was the largest ECE immersion education 

service, with a total of 471 centres, and thus a key player for the retention and transmission of 

te reo me ngā tikanga Māori (Waitangi Tribunal, 2012). However, over preceding years, a 

range of government policies, including equity funding, the ECE strategic plan Pathways to 

the Future: Ngā Huarahi Arataki 2002–2012 (Ministry of Education, 2002), discretionary 

grants, and legislation, including ECE regulations, had adversely affected the daily operations 

of Kōhanga Reo, to the extent that in 2010 the Kōhanga Reo National Trust trustees lodged a 

claim against the Crown that later became the 2013 Wai 2336 Matua Rautia claim.  

The trustees alleged that “the Crown acted in a manner inconsistent with the principles of the 

Treaty of Waitangi with respect to a range of issues affecting the relationship between the 

Crown and Kōhanga Reo and the ability of Kōhanga Reo to operate effectively in ensuring the 

transmission of te reo me ngā tikanga” (Waitangi Tribunal, 2012, p. xv).  The Waitangi Tribunal 

“found the claim to be well founded and that the Crown should reprioritise its expenditure on 

te reo Māori in ECE” (p. xvii). The tribunal made five substantive recommendations featuring 

relationships, budgets, frameworks, and processes that could facilitate “progress to achieve 

effective transmission of te reo Māori through Kōhanga Reo proceeds with the dedication and 

urgency required given the vulnerable state of te reo Māori” (Waitangi Tribunal, 2012, p. xvii).   
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2.4.3. Bicultural Aotearoa New Zealand: It’s in the Genes  

Over the past 25 years, several researchers have examined various facets of bicultural, bilingual 

early childhood teaching and learning in Aotearoa New Zealand. In her doctoral thesis, Lesley 

Rameka (2009) explored Kaupapa Māori assessment approaches within the context of 

reclaiming and reframing Māori ways of knowing and being within early childhood practice. 

Coming from a Kōhanga Reo background, Rameka stated that she was well aware that New 

Zealand’s education system upholds Western cultural and educational dominance, thus 

privileging Western ways of doing.  Intent on identifying processes able to reclaim and reframe 

Māori ways of knowing and being, she asked, “Whose truths are being reflected and how are 

these truths constructed?” (p. 5). 

 Jenkin (2009) argued that ECE kaiako need to move beyond the theory of bicultural curriculum 

by transforming theory into practice, thus setting the focus more on the doing or actioning of 

Te Whāriki. Jenkin referred to this bicultural curriculum as a “Tiriti-based curriculum” (p. 8), 

which was the terminology used when she wrote her article. Williams and her colleagues’ 

(2012) examination of bicultural competency in ECE positioned this type of competency as a 

fundamental skill for all kaiako and adults working in the ECE sector. The authors determined 

that effective bicultural policy and practice within Aotearoa New Zealand relies on a 

commitment to te reo Māori me ōna tikanga. Although the authors positioned Te Whāriki as an 

exemplar of recommended bicultural practice, they emphasised the need for transformation of 

practice across all areas of the ECE sector in order to realise the vision of a fully bicultural, 

bilingual early childhood sector. 

Williams and her colleagues’ (2012) emphasis had cogency, given that over a decade earlier 

Bishop and Glynn (1999, p. 43) had stated “the level of bilingualism in New Zealand is low, 

particularly among first language speakers of English. Where bilingualism occurs, it is mainly 

found in minority language groups, among Māori speakers and among minority ethnic 

communities.” Five years later, Mere Skerrett (2007) stressed that a strong bicultural, bilingual 

community is one where everyone takes responsibility for culture continuation, such that all 

children benefit from the heritage language and culture of the land. Skerrett is an avid promoter 

of te whakaora reo Māori (revitalisation of the Māori language). She raised her own tamariki 

within the kōhanga reo movement from its inception in the 1980s, and her background is in 

teaching and researching in both the early childhood and primary education sectors with a focus 

on kōhanga reo and Māori/English bilingualism. Her commitment as a bilingual and bicultural 
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scholar has not gone unnoticed. In 2019 she graduated as te kirikawa – the top female graduate 

from Te Panekiretanga o te Reo, the Institute of Excellence in Māori Language under the 

tutelage of Māoridom’s experts of the Māori language Sir Timoti Kāretu and Professor Pou 

Temara.   

In 2011, Jenkin published her findings from her doctoral thesis in an article titled “Who Will 

Inspire the Team? Leadership for Bicultural Development” (Jenkin, 2011). She expressed her 

concern that, despite Te Whāriki being the mandated ECE curriculum, teachers were struggling 

to implement its Tiriti-based and bicultural requirements. She also recounted one of her thesis 

findings, which was the importance of members of ECE teaching teams having leaders who 

could motivate and inspire them to implement the Tiriti-based curriculum collaboratively and 

successfully.   

Over a 12-year period, Mary-Elizabeth Broadley, Chris Jenkins and Jill Burgess independently 

conducted research into what they termed, in a collaboratively written and published paper, “a 

common area of interest: bicultural development in early childhood education in Aotearoa New 

Zealand” (Broadley et al., 2015, p. 6). Their 2015 article drew together findings and 

conclusions from their respective research projects. They began their article by stating that 

because the bicultural nature of Te Whāriki enacts obligations under Te Tiriti o Waitangi | the 

Treaty of Waitangi, “it is crucial that we in early childhood education move beyond deficit 

reasoning of bicultural development and build on what works” (p. 6). They also advocated for 

all teachers to “be supported to develop a ‘bifocal lens’ to see both Māori and Pākehā 

worldviews” (p. 6) and for teacher education providers and other professional mentors to equip 

graduates with the knowledge, strategies, and confidence to implement bicultural development. 

Gordon-Burns and Campbell (2014) conducted a pilot survey of the attitudes and values that 

ECE student-teachers held in relation to biculturalism and biliteracy in Aotearoa New Zealand. 

Of the 47 student-teachers who completed the survey, the majority had clear ideas about what 

biculturalism meant to them as a New Zealander and a teacher. However, they seemed to have 

little or no idea of bicultural and bilingual practices/applications currently occurring in the ECE 

sector, or the relevance of these content areas to their teacher education programmes. Among 

the authors’ recommendations was the need for teachers to reflect on monocultural, 

monolingual pedagogies and the effects that their own culture, values, and beliefs can have on 

the children they teach.   
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Jenny Ritchie, a passionate and prolific researcher on biculturalism in early childhood 

education, was a lecturer in the early childhood programme at Waikato University during the 

time she conducted her doctoral study. Her thesis explored the “implementation of bicultural 

development within a university-based ECE teacher education programme in Aotearoa/New 

Zealand” (Ritchie, 2002, p. ii). Ritchie’s key research questions focused on defining bicultural 

development within an initial teacher education (ITE) ECE programme; identifying bicultural 

development indicators within ECE centres; and considering the implications of preparing 

graduates to facilitate bicultural development in the field. 

Jenny was born into her family’s Aotearoa New Zealand bicultural landscape. Her parents, 

James and Jane Ritchie, were both psychology professors at Waikato University, and their 

research in the 1970s concentrated on Māori education, particularly in the early years. In 1974, 

Jane established Te Kōhanga, a preschool for Māori children that operated as a research project 

until 1976 and was, within the eyes of many, a forerunner to the establishment of the kōhanga 

reo movement in the early 1980s.  

Jenny Ritchie wrote about her father in her thesis. She said that one of her father’s legacies was 

his simple statement that defines biculturalism: “… there are two pre-dominant cultures here, 

not one. Pākehā culture (about which we know surprisingly little, anthropologically speaking) 

is dominant by power, history, and majority. Māori culture is dominant by a longer history, by 

legacy and by its strength of survival and the passionate commitment of its people” (Ritchie, 

1992, p. 6). Jenny’s telling of her father’s story makes clear how James came to that 

understanding and how he practised it in his life. James, his daughter continued, had a long 

history of teaching in Māori communities. As a result, he had learned to speak te reo Māori in 

the 1950s. He was a highly respected Pākehā among members of the Kīngitanga movement,11 

as he was close friends with senior members across generations of that movement. A 

whakataukī that describes James Ritchie is this one: “He tangata ringa raupa ia | He is a man 

of many hands.” James was also the first Pākehā to perform haka (with his group the Ngāti 

Poneke Young Maori Club) on Tūrangawaewae Marae. At that time, many pakeke (Māori 

elders) of Tainui-Waikato iwi debated his involvement and said they did not want him to 

perform. It was Princess Te Puea (a leader of the  Kīngitanga line) who went over to James and 

                                                 

 

11 Kīngitanga (the Māori King Movement) was founded in 1858 to establish a role similiar in status to the 

monarch of the British colonists, and as an exercise to disrupt alienation of Māori land.  
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told him, “You’re on.” She agreed to him performing with his rōpū and told the iwi to let him 

compete and watch over him because he would be useful to them. This incident was the 

beginning of the Tainui-Waikato relationship with James and his whānau.   

In the years that followed, James and his wife Jane co-founded Waikato University’s Centre 

for Māori Studies and Research, along with Sir Robert Mahuta, the centre’s founding director 

in the 1970s. This association was another strong intellectual whakapapa for James because Sir 

Robert was also the lead negotiator for the Tainui-Waikato Treaty of Waitangi claim against 

the Crown in the 1990s.12 The relationship between James and Sir Robert was robust and 

characterised by a strong mutual understanding. Agreeing to disagree was a particular dynamic 

they brought to the iwi debates regarding their Treaty of Waitangi claim (Tahana, 2009). James 

Ritchie played an integral role in researching and providing the historical iwi accounts and 

evidence put forward in the raupatu (land confiscation) claims of the Tainui-Waikato iwi, 

which led to the Raupatu Claims Settlements Act 1995.13 In 2009, James passed. Because of 

his strong relationships with the leaders and iwi of Waikato-Tainui, the then Māori Queen Te 

Arikinui Dame Te Atairangikaahu made a request of James’s wife Jane and his whānau, namely 

that James lie in state at Tūrangawaewae Marae, an honour akin to a state funeral for one of 

New Zealand’s prime ministers. This was the mana that Tainui-Waikato iwi bestowed upon 

James Ritchie. As a headline in the 26 September 2009 edition of Waikato Times put it, “Tribe 

mourn passing of great friend and scholar.” Jane and her whānau agreed to have James lie in 

state at Tūrangawaewae Marae; Tainui-Waikato people came in their multitudes to pay homage 

to James and his whānau.  

2.4.4. Bicultural Curriculum Underpinned by Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

One of Jenny Ritchie’s key findings in her doctoral thesis (Ritchie, 2002) was her identification 

of a set of strategies for implementing bicultural development in ECE teacher education and in 

ECE settings. Ritchie defined bicultural development as a process that affirms teacher 

responsibilities arising out of the articles and principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi | the Treaty of 

Waitangi. Tiriti-based partnership models are underpinned by the understanding that Māori 

                                                 

 

12 The ‘Crown’ is another way of referrring to the monarchy, as Te Tiriti o Waitangi | the Treaty of Waitangi 

(1840) was an agreement between the British Crown and Māori of Aotearoa New Zealand. 
13 Waikato Raupatu Claims Settlements Act 1995. The New Zealand Government acknowledged the wrongful 

confiscation of 1.2 million acres of Waikato land through this Act. Raupatu is the story of how Waikato-Tainui 

tūpuna led the tribe’s development while looking into their past going forward. 
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and Pākehā work alongside each other, allowing both knowledges to be present. At the time 

Ritchie was working on her thesis, Māori educators were employed across mainstream settings, 

which allowed her to observe how effective/ineffective these relationships were and how they 

could be actualised. In relation to another of her findings, Ritchie called on teachers to employ 

a whanaungatanga approach. This approach is about being relationally connected to people, 

places, and the kaupapa (topic) being discussed. A further key finding from Ritchie’s thesis 

was the need for bicultural development to be understood by teachers in relation to the contexts 

to which they apply (e.g., teaching tamariki; communicating with parents and whānau). Within 

ITE, Ritchie emphasised, partnerships between Māori and non-Māori can be monitored more 

effectively and thus ensure kaupapa Māori content is taught appropriately.  

As a result of her upbringing and her doctoral work, Jenny Ritchie employs partnership 

approaches whenever she conducts research or writes commentaries pertaining to Māori and/or 

their ways of being, knowing, and doing. For example, she exercised her ethos of partnership 

when an agency called The Teaching and Learning Research Initiative asked her to conduct a 

study that was eventually published under the title Whakawhanaungatanga: Partnerships in 

Bicultural Development in Early Childhood Care and Education. Final Report.14 On being 

commissioned to do the study, Ritchie immediately teamed up with Māori researcher Cheryl 

Rau to do this work (Ritchie & Rau, 2006a, b).  

The two researchers’ aim when conducting the study was to address problems Ritchie had 

identified in her doctoral thesis, specifically ECE teachers and teacher educators lacking the 

confidence and competence to deliver bicultural education programmes in accordance with the 

expectations of Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a), and Māori whānau not feeling 

sufficiently comfortable to participate in mainstream ECE centres. As a result of their work, 

Ritchie and Rau put forward in their report (Ritchie & Rau, 2006a) a range of strategies for 

bicultural delivery that required ECE teachers to put into practice whanaungatanga. Such an 

approach, Ritchie and Rau contended, would see te reo Māori, tikanga Māori, and Tiriti-based 

programmes being continually strengthened because whanaungatanga is a living value that 

kaiako, tamariki, and whānau bring daily to their teaching and learning. Also, because this 

                                                 

 

14 The Teaching and Learning Research Initiative (TRLI) was set up in 2003 and funded by the New Zealand 

Government. The agency seeks to enhance links between educational research and teaching practices and 

thereby improve outcomes for educators and learners. Ritchie and Rau’s 2006a and 2008 studies were carried 

out under the TRLI. 
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approach requires teachers to take on the responsibilities of strengthening their bicultural 

competence and confidence, and actively demonstrate their commitment to doing so, it would 

be mana-enhancing for them. Furthermore, it would provide the guidance they needed to 

facilitate participation of Māori whānau in mainstream services by ensuring the environments 

of those services were ones where Māori tamariki and their whānau felt welcome and 

comfortable.   

Not long after publication of their 2006 report, the Ritchie and Rau partnership came together 

for a second TRLI project titled Te Puāwaitanga: Partnerships with Tamariki and Whānau in 

Bicultural Early Childhood Care and Education (Ritchie & Rau, 2008). The pivotal aims of 

this project were threefold: to collect narratives from tamariki and whānau as they participated 

in ECE services committed to honouring the bicultural intent of Te Whāriki; to work 

collaboratively with teachers alongside tamariki and whānau to co-theorise bicultural 

pathways; and to give voice to the experiences of bicultural ECE settings.  

The study illuminated the valuing of Western culture and written languages in ECE settings 

and the privileging of these over other forms of communication, such as the deeper 

understanding and empathy that teachers can gain when they make time to sit and talk 

responsively with parents and other whānau members. However, the study also found that 

listening to and hearing the voices of tamariki and whānau is key to strengthening Tiriti-based 

practices and thus strengthening bicultural ways of doing. Teachers, Ritchie and Rau (2008) 

found, who continually exercise acts of whanaungatanga and manaakitanga as a natural part of 

their daily practice facilitate this process. When practices such as these are deeply entrenched, 

they provide comfortable spaces for tamariki, parents, and whānau to engage in centre 

programmes and open doors for teachers to listen ever more deeply to those voices (Ritchie & 

Rau, 2006a, 2008).   

2.4.5. Through Understanding Comes Knowledge  

Te Whāriki has been referred to as a bicultural curriculum and a Tiriti-based curriculum 

(Jenkins 2009; Ritchie & Rau 2006a, 2008). But how are these descriptors understood by 

teachers and what do they mean for ECE teachers’ professional practice? Research findings 

consistently show that the majority of ECE kaiako have remained in a relatively static state of 

bicultural development from when Te Whāriki was first introduced (Gordon-Burns & 

Campbell, 2014; Jenkin, 2009; Ritchie & Rau, 2008; Williams et al., 2012). Although Te 

Whāriki sets down the philosophical and cultural foundations for a bicultural ECE sector, it 
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seems that when ITE providers develop their programmes, their conceptualisation of bicultural 

practices (e.g., the differences between Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Treaty of Waitangi) are 

confused (Kane, 2005). (For an overview of these differences, including Te Tiriti having four 

articles and the Treaty three, see Chapter One of this thesis; see also Jackson, 2018, 2019; 

Mikaere, 2011). After 148 years of four articles within the te reo Māori written version (Te 

Tiriti) and three articles within the English-language written version (the Treaty), a report by 

the Royal Commission on Social Policy (1988) introduced a set of principles aligned with the 

Treaty articles to assist the Waitangi Tribunal make decisions regarding iwi grievance claims, 

particularly those relating to land. These principles provided stepping-stones towards realising 

the intent of the articles. This initial set of principles was also deemed relevant to social policies 

within New Zealand’s health and education sectors. The three principles are widely known 

within the education sector and are typically referred to as the three Ps: the principle of 

partnership, which aligns to Article I; the principle of protection, which applies to all taonga 

(Article II); and the principle of participation, denoting equality between Māori and Pākehā 

(Article III).  

As noted above, a fundamental challenge and/or place of discomfort for many ECE teachers is 

their lack of ability and confidence to use te reo Māori as a living, relevant language cloaked 

within its culture. Given the effort put into developing bicultural, bilingual practice within the 

ECE sector over the past 20-plus years, we might assume that research conducted during that 

time would be applauding how well the ECE sector is doing with respect to te reo me ngā 

tikanga Māori. However, the research, literature, and commentary from the early 2000s through 

to the present day states otherwise, as the sector is still struggling to make effective traction in 

this regard (Chaffey et al., 2017; ERO, 2008, 2013; Gordon-Burns & Campbell, 2014; Jenkin, 

2009, 2014; Ritchie & Rau, 2006a; Williams et al., 2012, 2017).    

The literature confirms that the majority of ECE teachers still teach from a monolingual and 

monocultural knowledge base. If there is to be a step-up in practice, then it will require 

acceptance that bilingual teaching and learning content has to be learned and used in a 

language-in-culture context rather than by itself (May, 2011). Te reo me ngā tikanga Māori are 

peas in a pod; they go together. As Mead (2003, p. 2) said, “… understanding tikanga Māori is 

informed and mediated by the language of communication. One’s understanding through te reo 

Māori is different from one obtained through the English language.” Further challenges include 

understanding the importance of culture in a child’s learning (Bevan-Brown, 2003) and that 

using te reo Māori has to go well beyond just ‘smatterings’ of the language (Ritchie & Rau 



81 

 

2006, 2008). Williams et al. (2017) likewise found through their research in ECE settings that 

when kaiako did use te reo, that use typically consisted of one- to three-word utterances. 

Moreover, while the teachers generally knew how to say key words such as manaakitanga, 

whanaungatanga, and kotahitanga, they had limited or no understanding of how to apply these 

concepts in practice within the context of Māori worldviews.  

The article by Williams and colleagues (2017) suggests little has changed since earlier similar 

studies. Skerrett (2007), for example, identified the tendency among teachers to incorporate te 

reo Māori word(s) into English sentence structures; Williams and Anderson (2012) 

documented the absence of wairua15 (among teachers using te reo Māori, especially in earshot 

of visiting Māori educators and/or education review officers); and Davis (2009) and McCarthy 

(1998) pointed to the difficulties and challenges that teachers have in identifying their own 

cultural assumptions and letting go of their related personal beliefs and values. Early childhood 

kaiako who have this facility also have capacity to facilitate biculturalism in a way that ensures 

the correct implementations of te reo Māori me ngā tikanga are being first taught and secondly 

caught by ngā pēpi, ngā pēpi nohinohi, ngā tamariki kōhungahunga (Kepa, 2015). 

 

2.4.6. Government Tools and Strategies: Bicultural Ups and Downs 

Those features of Aotearoa New Zealand’s history described in this chapter and in Chapter One 

have had direct effects on this country’s ECE sector. Of central importance is Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi and all that has followed from it. This subsection of the review of literature 

accordingly presents a concentrated range of ECE policies, legislation, and strategic documents 

that can be found in favour of or in breach of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. It is important to remember 

here that Te Tiriti is the starting point of all Kaupapa Māori matters because at its heart are 

tangata whenua (the people of the land), te reo me ngā tikanga Māori (their language and 

cultural contexts), and the obligations intrinsic to Te Tiriti. The same can be said of the precepts 

of kāwanatanga (governorship – power-sharing), rangatiratanga (authority – rights of Māori), 

and ōritetahi (equality – participation and access to resources).  

                                                 

 

15 Wairua generally takes on board the principles reflective of “in the spirit of” however the author infers that 

wairua is absent a lot of the time in teaching practices.  The author argues that teachers are not dedicated or 

motivated to use te reo Māori as a natural and constant part of their own teaching responsibilities. 
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The first ECE-related government document of relevance in relation to Te Tiriti is the revised 

Statement of Desirable Objectives and Practices (DOPs) for Chartered Early Childhood 

Services in New Zealand (Gazetted 3 October 1996 and discussed in Section 2.4 of this chapter) 

and later found in the Education (Early Childhood Services) Regulations 2008 (New Zealand 

Government, 2008). Regulation 43, “the curriculum standard: general” requires all licensed 

ECE service providers to  

(a) plan, implement, and evaluate a curriculum that is designed to enhance 

children’s learning and development through the provision of learning 

experiences and that is consistent with any curriculum framework 

prescribed by the Minister that applies to the service; and that….  

(iv)  encourages children to be confident in their own culture [emphasis 

added]… ; and… 

(v)   acknowledges and reflects the unique place of Māori as tangata whenua; 

and  

(vi)  respects and acknowledges the aspirations of parents, family, and 

whānau…  

The Hunn Report (Hunn, 1960) and the report on the Kōhanga Reo Waitangi Tribunal claim 

Matua Rautia: Wai 2336 (Waitangi Tribunal, 2013), both described in Section 4.2.2 of this 

chapter, had significant impacts on Māori, their language, and cultural mores nationwide. The 

Hunn Report (1960), although an internal review of the Department of Māori Affairs, made 

far-reaching recommendations on social reforms affecting Māori. However, the section of the 

report relevant to this thesis was criticised by Bruce Biggs (1961) because it lacked interest in 

Māori culture and failed to recognise Māori aspirations. The report used the word “evolution” 

as an encompassing term for integrating Māori and Pākehā at an accelerating rate so that within 

two generations the process would be complete. Integration was obviously seen as Māori 

becoming subsumed in the Pākehā world: “Integration implies some continuation of Māori 

culture but most of this has already departed and only the fittest elements (worthiest of 

preservation) have survived. Language, arts and crafts, and the institutions of the marae are the 

chief relics” (Hunn, 1960, p. 15).   

The Wai 2336 claim report (Waitangi Tribunal, 2013) stated that Kōhanga Reo had been an 

effective service not only for the revival of te reo Māori but also for the transmission of te reo 

Māori across the country. Among the tribunal’s key findings in favour of Te Kōhanga Reo 

Trust were these two:  

1. Te reo Māori was not being “actively protected” and therefore did not accord with the 

“Tripartite Agreement in 2003 [, which] contains a shared vision and outcomes for Māori 
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language development, Māori development, and education, and commits to fostering the 

participation of Māori in quality early learning within a Māori environment” (Waitangi 

Tribunal, 2013, p. 336).  

2. The government’s funding regime was inequitable and unfair, which meant the challenge 

now was to design a funding model that would support Kōhanga Reo to increase 

participation and improve numbers of children learning te reo Māori (Waitangi Tribunal, 

2013, p. 337).   

In 2002, Minister of Education Trevor Mallard released Pathways to the Future: Ngā Huarahi 

Arataki 2002–2012: A 10-Year Strategic Plan for Early Childhood Education (Ministry of 

Education, 2002). This plan was predominantly a government tool to guide policy and practice. 

Table 2.3 presents key features of the plan. Over the years, academics have critiqued the plan 

in terms of it exemplifying the dominant role that politics have on policies integral to the 

wellbeing of New Zealand’s education system (Farquhar, 2003; Mitchell et al., 2008; Nuttall, 

2005; Ritchie, 2003; Skerrett, 2014). Nuttall’s critique when looking at the “image of the child” 

(2005, pp. 9–10) was: 

[T]he plan makes repeated reference to two representations of New Zealand 

childhood in particular: a proportionately small but critical group of children 

who are “currently missing out” on early childhood services (Ministry of 

Education, 2002, p. 6); and children in general as future contributors to the 

“social educational and economic health” of the nation. (Mallard, 2002, p. 1)  
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Table 2.3. Key features of Ministry of Education’s strategic plan for early childhood 

education, 2002–2012  

Goals Strategies 

Increase 

participation 
 Increase participation 

 Improve access to responsive, quality ECE services 

 Improve sustainability of ECE services 

 

Improve quality  Increase the number of registered teachers 

 Support quality in ECE services provided by parents and whānau 

 Improve ratios and group size 

 Promote the effective delivery of Te Whāriki 

 Establish, and reflect on, quality of practices in teaching and 

learning 

Promote 

collaborative 

relationships 

 Promote coherence of education between birth and eight years 

 Provide more integrated services to children, parents, families and 

whānau 

 

Source: Ministry of Education (2002), pp. 21–22. 

The “two representations” that Nuthall alluded to are Māori tamariki and Pasifika children. 

Minister Trevor Mallard drew attention in Pathways to the Future to the underachievement of 

Māori tamariki and Pasifika children in New Zealand. He claimed that one source of this 

problem is that families of these children are “often ... not informed about the value of ECE to 

their children’s development both in the present and future” (Ministry of Education, 2002, p. 

6). The plan’s underlying inferences viewed Māori and Pasifika communities as ones in deficit, 

the details of which were articulated within the extensive discussion in the plan regarding each 

of its goals. A sampling of these references turns up terms and statements such as these ones: 

“disadvantaged backgrounds” (p. 9); “targeted communities” (p. 11); “ethnic communities” (p. 

17); made to “their needs” (p. 10); “particular challenges” (p. 13); and “more effort for Māori 

children” (p. 16). However, a key feature of these deficit inferences, according to Nuttall 

(1995), is that they were the product of measurement “against middle-class, Pākehā 

benchmarks of social and educational success” (p. 10).   

The lack of transparent goals regarding protection and facilitation of te reo Māori within 

Pathways to the Future concerned Māori across the country. Te Kōhanga Reo used the 

significant response by Māori to this strategic plan as evidence in its Matua Rautia: Wai 2336 

claim to the Waitangi Tribunal in 2013. The tribunal acknowledged the claim as well founded 

and determined that the Crown had: 
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 Not provided a sound policy framework addressing the Crown’s duty to actively protect 

te reo Māori in the ECE space through support for immersion services, particularly 

kōhanga reo, to which the Crown owed Treaty obligations; 

 Failed to promote participation and targets for the numbers of children moving through 

ECE who can speak Māori with the competency necessary to enter the school system long 

enough to become bilingual and biliterate; 

 Omitted to develop, in partnership with the Kōhanga Reo Trust, appropriate quality 

measures for assessing and improving quality in kōhanga reo for transmission of te reo;  

 Imposed a funding regime that incentivised teacher-led ECE models and did not provide 

equitable arrangements for kaiako holding the degree qualification designed for kōhanga 

reo; 

 Imposed a regulatory and licensing regime that did not adequately address the specific 

needs of the Kōhanga Reo movement and, in part, stifled their motivation and initiative; 

and 

 Failed to accurately measure the achievements of Kōhanga Reo at any time during the 30 

years since the movement started. (Waitangi Tribunal, 2013, pp. 239–240)  

2.4.7. Kaupapa Māori Assessment Models 

In 2004 the Ministry of Education released Kei Tua o te Pae – Assessment for Learning: Early 

Childhood Exemplars. Presented as a series of 20 books, the exemplars provided early 

childhood teachers with direction on assessment practice. The first of the 20 booklets advised 

that “The framework for the development of the exemplars emerged from the philosophy of Te 

Whāriki” and that the aims of the exemplars were to help teachers gain understanding of and 

strengthen children’s learning through assessment and to show how children, parents, and 

whānau can contribute to this assessment-based learning as well as ongoing learning (Booklet 

1, Ministry of Education, 2004, p. 2). Booklet 3 of the series, titled Bicultural Assessment: He 

Aromatawai Ahurea Rua, contains the only Kaupapa Māori content within the 20 books. The 

writers of this booklet and Māori members of the advisory group Kei Tua o te Pae made this 

fact known to the Ministry of Education. As a result, the ministry welcomed a group of Māori 

educators and researchers to develop an assessment tool specifically designed for Māori 

immersion services.   

In 2009, the ministry launched Te Whatu Pōkeka: Kaupapa Māori Assessment for Learning. 

Early Childhood Exemplars (Ministry of Education, 2009d). A whatu pōkeka is a baby blanket 
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made from muka (the white fibre from within a flax blade once the green skin has been stripped 

off it). Carefully woven inside the blanket are toroa huruhuru (albatross feathers). These 

provide warmth, comfort, security, and refuge from the elements. The pōkeka is fashioned by 

the child as he or she learns and grows. The resource provides a range of exemplar learning 

stories that constantly refer to what the child brings to the ECE context: inherent strengths, 

traditions, history, and their whānau and whakapapa. The learning stories are analysed through 

themes of ways of knowing, being, and doing, with links then made to the principles of Te 

Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a, 2009d). Te Whatu Pōkeka captured the essence of what 

is important to acknowledge about the Māori child. 

2.4.8. Māori Education Strategic Documents 

Another resource that the Ministry of Education published and disseminated during the 2000s 

was Ka Hikitia: Managing for Success: Māori Education Strategy 2008–2012 (Ministry of 

Education, 2009b). The strategic intent of this plan was to give effect to Māori enjoying and 

achieving education success as Māori (p. 11). It contained aspirational goals for Māori to 

succeed in education, te ao Māori, Aotearoa New Zealand society, and the wider world (p. 20). 

Ka Hikitia, which means “to ‘step up’, ‘lift up’ or ‘lengthen one’s stride’” (p. 1), was seen as 

an urgent action to respond to Māori underachievement (Berryman & Lawrence, 2017). In a 

keynote address to the Australian Schools Education and Early Childhood Congress in May 

2009, the then New Zealand Minister of Education Anne Tolley assured interested parties that 

Ka Hikitia would be monitored to ensure the education system lifted its performance for Māori 

students by making certain the system was responsive to Māori language, identity and culture 

(Tolley, 2009).  

This requirement was also consistent with the fundamental aim of the Ministry of Education’s 

earlier published ECE strategic plan, Pathways to the Future: Ngā Huarahi Arataki 2002–2012 

(Ministry of Education, 2002). Tolley (2009) acknowledged that Aotearoa New Zealand had a 

rapidly accelerating Māori birth rate that would continue to put pressure on teacher supply and 

capacity. With Māori increasing in number, ECE teacher training programmes would need to 

respond to the increasing demand for quality ECE for Māori tamariki. This point received 

support in the Draft Tertiary Education Strategy 2010–2015, also published in 2009 (Ministry 

of Education, 2009c). It signalled to the tertiary sector that the ethnic make-up of people in the 

age bracket 15 to 39 – the bracket most likely to participate in tertiary education – was changing 

due to the high proportions of Māori, Pasifika, and Asian peoples in the country’s population. 
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Over the next 20 years, the ministry anticipated that growth in the ECE workforce would come 

from these groups (Ministry of Education, 2009c, p. 1).  

Four years after publication of Ka Hikitia: Managing for Success came Ka Hikitia: 

Accelerating Success 2013–2017: The Māori Education Strategy (Ministry of Education, 

2013b). This plan promoted to the nation the idea that Māori success is New Zealand’s success 

and reiterated its stated intent that “All Māori children participate in high quality early 

learning” (Ministry, 2013b, p. 31). Key actions towards accelerating Māori success would be 

to “Remove barriers to access and promote the benefits of participation in quality early 

childhood education and the benefits of Māori language in education” (Ministry of Education, 

2013b, p. 34). Ka Hikitia: Accelerating Success 2013–2017 showed that increasing the 

participation of Māori children in education and society was still on the government’s agenda 

and that the government was signalling its support for te reo Māori more strongly than ever. 

Alongside publication of Ka Hikitia: Accelerating Success in 2013 was release of Tau Mai Te 

Reo: The Māori Language in Education Strategy 2013–2017 (Ministry of Education, 2013c).  

“The vision for Tau Mai Te Reo is ‘Kia tau te reo’, a state in which the language thrives and 

cloaks the land and people” (Ministry of Education, 2013b, p. 2, italics original). Tau Mai Te 

Reo specified five key focus areas for effort directed towards “strengthen[ing] the quality of 

Māori language in education” (p. 16). Of particular interest to this thesis is Focus Area 3, titled 

“Support the Māori language in the English medium sector” (p. 37). The ministry advised its 

intention to accomplish the following through three priority actions explicitly focused on Māori 

identity, language and culture (p. 37): 

9. strengthen the quality and use of existing accountability mechanisms to 

support Māori language in education, i.e. charter requirements; 

10. develop and strengthen quality resource and programme support for Māori 

language in education within the English medium sector 

11. increase the rate of participation and achievement of learners in Māori 

language in education within the English medium sector.16 

 

Te reo Māori in education was a key focus in both 2013 strategies and, as the executive 

summary in Tau Mai Te Reo stated, this emphasis was rightfully so, given the government’s 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi obligations (Ministry of Education, 2013c, p. 4). The executive summary 

also emphasised te reo Māori as a New Zealand-wide priority action for all education sectors 

                                                 

 

16 The numbers 9 to 11 are those given in the text. 
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because the majority of learners engaged in Māori language “as a subject” are within the 

English-medium sector. For these and other reasons, the report made clear the critical need for 

te reo Māori in the English-medium sector to be of the highest quality (Ministry of Education, 

2013c, p. 7).  

Two other documents of relevance, published earlier than the two 2013 ministry publications 

just discussed but providing support for them, were Te Aho Arataki Marau mō te Ako i Te Reo 

Māori – Kura Auraki:  Curriculum Guidelines for Teaching and Learning Te Reo Māori in 

English-medium Schools: Years 1–13 (Ministry of Education, 2009a); and Tātaiako: Cultural 

Competencies for Teachers of Māori Learners (Education Council & Ministry of Education, 

2011).  

As stated in the foreword to Te Aho Arataki Marau mō te Ako i Te Reo Māori, the document 

marked “an important milestone” in Aotearoa’s New Zealand’s education system. “For the first 

time,” this country had “curriculum guidelines designed specifically to support the teaching 

and learning of te reo Māori in English-medium schools” (Ministry of Education, 2009a, p. 4). 

However, four years later, the University of Waikato’s Koro Ngāpō indicated in a journal 

article (Ngāpō, 2013) that, despite the guidelines, teachers were still finding it difficult to 

implement the curriculum in a way that realised the curriculum’s objectives. Ngāpō reiterated 

that a meaningful future for Aotearoa New Zealand would be one that embraced te reo Māori 

as iconic to this country’s identity and language set, and that the wellbeing and quality of te 

reo Māori was vitally important not only for Māori language immersion settings (kōhanga reo, 

kura kaupapa Māori, wānanga) but also for the wellbeing of marae, whānau, hapū, and iwi. She 

then tellingly observed that now there was a te reo curriculum for English-medium schools, 

teachers in those settings needed to front up and take ownership of this curriculum so as to 

normalise te reo Māori as a living and relevant language used throughout the day, every day 

(p. 9). Ngāpō also emphasised that ITE providers needed to play their part. For teachers, 

“normalising the language … requires better, more intensive, preparation and an on-going 

inservice support and development” (p. 9). She continued her argument by contending that, 

given the requirement for te reo Māori to be taught in all schools, then “initial teacher education 

students in all institutions preparing teachers should undertake a compulsory and vigorous te 

reo Māori course for the entire three or four years of their teaching degree, and not a condensed 

one semester paper” (p. 9).    
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The Education Council New Zealand (now the Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand) 

and the Ministry of Education developed Tātaiako: Cultural Competencies for Teachers of 

Māori Learners  

to support teachers to develop cultural competence to successfully teach Māori 

learners…. [The resource] provides a guide for teachers, their employers, 

Initial Teacher Education providers and providers of on-going teacher 

professional learning to think about what it takes to successfully teach Māori 

learners” (Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand, n. d.) and thereby assist 

with the implementation of “Ka Hikitia – Managing for Success, the 

Government’s strategy for Māori achieving educational success as Māori,” 

[which] emphasises the importance of the teacher–learner relationship. 

(Education Council & Ministry of Education, 2011, p. 1).  

Māori learners achieving education success as Māori is thus at the heart of Tātaiako, as are five 

competencies deemed essential Kaupapa Māori principles/values that need to be present to 

engage Māori learners:  

Wānanga 

Participating with learners and communities in robust dialogue for the benefit of Māori 

learners’ achievement. 

Whanaungatanga 

Actively engaging in respectful working relationships with Māori learners, parents and 

whānau, hapū, iwi and the Māori community.  

Manaakitanga 

Showing integrity, sincerity and respect towards Māori beliefs, language and culture. 

Tangata Whenuatanga 

Affirming Māori learners as Māori. Providing contexts for learning where the language, 

identity and culture of Māori learners and their whānau is affirmed. 

Ako 

Taking responsibility for their own learning and that of Māori learners. (Teaching 

Council of Aotearoa New Zealand, n. d.)  

Māori scholars have continued to discuss these competencies over the past 10 years. Stewart 

(2016, p. 94), for example, argued that “the document is not suitable as a checklist of 

competencies because the words used for ‘competencies’ signify values and cultural 

frameworks, not specific knowledge or skills” (p. 94). According to Hetaraka (2019), a crucial 

Kaupapa Māori principle notably absent from the framework of competencies is whakapapa. 

For Māori, whakapapa is their ‘identity calling card’, in which iwi and the regional context 

come to the fore. Hetaraka critiqued the framework primarily for “charg[ing] teachers with the 

responsibility of Māori education success by expecting them to critically examine their 

pedagogical practice, with no expectation that the curriculum or deeper educational structures 

also be critically examined. Raising Māori education achievement becomes then the sole 
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responsibility of under-resourced teachers” (p. 168). Hetaraka concluded her article by stating 

she was keen to see progress towards effectively addressing the concerns she raised.  

2.4.9. Education Review Office: Māori Education Reports 2008–2013   

Te Tari Arotake | the Education Review Office (ERO) is the New Zealand Government’s 

external evaluation agency charged with reviewing and publicly reporting on the education and 

care of ākonga (students) in schools, kura, kōhanga reo, puna reo, and early childhood services. 

ERO was established in 1990 as a result of the Labour Government’s Tomorrow’s Schools 

education reforms of 1989 (New Zealand School Trustees Association, 2020). Four ERO 

reports, dating from 2008 to 2013, are relevant to this thesis.  

The first was a pilot study titled Māori Children in Early Childhood (ERO, 2008). The review 

office explained its use of the term ‘bicultural curriculum’ in the report as follows:  

Te Whāriki refers to all Early Childhood (EC) services implementing a 

bicultural curriculum. The principles and strands of Te Whāriki set out the 

framework for services to implement this bicultural curriculum. Te Whāriki 

notes that all children should be given the opportunity to develop knowledge 

and an understanding of the culture heritages of both partners to Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi. (ERO, 2008 p. 4) 

The report presented 10 findings and five recommendations. The two findings of particular 

concern regarding implementation of the bicultural curriculum were these: 

1. ECE “teachers lacked the confidence and competence to integrate te reo and tikanga Māori 

into their practice” (p. 1); 

2. ECE teachers and managers treated all children the same, which meant their aspirations 

for Māori children did not differ from those they held for all children (p. 1).  

ERO’s recommendation for addressing the first of these two concerns was for service managers 

to ensure teachers received professional learning and development in integrating te reo and 

tikanga Māori into their practice (p. 2). The recommendation regarding the second of the two 

concerns was for services “to take a more proactive approach to working with parents and 

whānau of Māori children to identify the aspirations and expectations they have for their 

children” (p. 2). 

The 2010 report Success for Māori Children in Early Childhood Services showed ERO 

conducting the review very differently from how it had conducted the 2008 pilot review. The 

office conducted this later review through reference to the government’s  education strategies 

for Māori, which included the early education strategy for Māori, Ka Hikitia: Managing for 
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Success 2008–2012 (Ministry of Education, 2008a). Through reference to Ka Hikitia, the office 

emphasised the need for ECE to focus, during its 2010 review, on improving the quality of 

experiences for Māori children and the education services they attend. Review criteria therefore 

included the call in Ka Hikitia for education provision that offered Māori tamariki the best start 

in life and education through participation, effective transition to school, strong literacy and 

numeracy foundations, and effective partnerships between home and service focused on 

learning (Ministry of Education, 2008a). 

The review was also mindful of two pieces of legislation that highlighted the legal requirements 

of ECE services. The first was “Regulation 32 (c) of the Education (Early Childhood Centres) 

Regulations [that] requires the licensee of a licensed centre to encourage children to become 

and remain confident in their own culture, and to develop an understanding of and respect for 

other cultures of Aotearoa/New Zealand” (ERO, 2010, p. 4). The second was the 1996 Revised 

Statement of Desirable Objectives and Practices (DOPs) for Chartered Early Childhood 

Services in New Zealand (Ministry of Education, 1996b). ERO singled out two of the DOPs as 

relevant for its 2010 review. 

The DOPs include two guiding principles which require services to:  

 work in partnership with parents/whānau to promote and extend the learning 

and development of each child who attends or receives the service; and 

 develop and implement a curriculum that assists all children to be:  

 competent and confident learners and communicators;  

 healthy in mind, body and spirit; 

 secure in their sense of belonging; 

 secure in the knowledge that they make a valued contribution to society.  

(ERO, 2010, p. 4)  

The 2010 report’s bicultural curriculum statement had the same wording as the 2008 pilot report 

but added to it were these words from Te Whāriki: “… decisions about the ways in which 

bicultural goals and practices are developed within each early childhood education setting 

should be made in consultation with the appropriate tangata whenua” (ERO, p. 4, italics 

original). Another evaluation measure in the 2010 report (p. 4) employed 

Dr Mason Durie’s [2001] goals for advancing educational achievement for 

Māori to: 

 live as Māori; 

 actively participate as citizens of the world; and 

 enjoy good health and a high standard of living;  

with particular attention paid to whether ECE services were contributing to these goals by 

promoting them and consulting Māori whānau so that programmes were being designed to 

foster their aspirations. Another ERO evaluation and research study conducted in 2004 and 
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titled Catering for Diversity in Ealy Childhood Services also informed the 2010 review process. 

Catering for Diversity directed ECE services to improve their practices in ways that would 

meet the wide range of diversity in their communities (p. 5).   

The 2010 ERO report cited two further studies, both conducted by the Ministry of Education, 

as underpinning their evaluation work. Parental Decision Making in Relation to the Use of 

Early Childhood Education Services (Robertson, 2007) had found access to culturally 

appropriate ECE services an important factor for parents of Māori children. Promoting Early 

Childhood Education Participation Project (Ministry of Education, 2007) likewise found 

access to ECE supportive of Māori cultural practices and language an important factor for 

Māori whānau (p. 5). Ritchie and Rau’s reports (2006a,b), mentioned earlier in this chapter, 

also informed the 2010 review work, especially in terms of these actions: implementing 

whakawhanaungatanga or partnership approaches with parents and whānau Māori; 

implementing the Tiriti-based curriculum (as noted above in regard to the bicultural curriculum 

statement); and ensuring educators were making time to sit and kōrero (talk) with parents, so 

as to deepen understandings and empathy (p. 6).  

The findings from ERO’s 2010 review, conducted in accordance with the above evaluation 

criteria and published in Success for Māori Children in Early Childhood Services (ERO, 

2010), were very similar to those documented in ERO’s 2008 pilot study. The 2010 study 

again found, among other findings, that “managers and educators did not yet fully recognise 

the importance of acknowledging Māori children’s cultural identity and heritage” (p. 2). To 

address this concern, ERO recommended that services carefully consider how effectively they 

were integrating Māori perspectives in their planning, assessment, and evaluation processes 

(ERO, p. 2). In relation to the 2008 report’s finding of managers and educators treating all 

children the same, the 2010 report found that while most ECE services had processes for 

consulting and communicating with the families belonging to those services, less than half 

(41%) of the services were using processes that identified and responded to the aspirations 

and expectations of parents and whānau of Māori children. Here, ERO urged services to 

develop or robustly review their processes for consulting and communicating with parents 

and whānau of Māori children to ensure their services were “more responsive to their 

aspirations and expectations” (p. 2).    

The research documented in ERO’s (2012) report Partnership with Whānau Māori in Early 

Childhood Services followed a similar research design to that used in the 2010 report. The 
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aim of the 2012 report was to explore the extent to which ECE managers and educators were 

effectively addressing the biggest challenge evident in the 2008 and 2010 reports, which was 

to understand, review and develop processes that enable them to listen, respect 

and respond to what parents and whānau of Māori children expect of the 

service. To make such a commitment, early childhood ECE services have to 

find out about parents’ aspirations and expectations, and acknowledge these in 

authentic ways. (ERO, 2012, p. 1, italics original) 

   

The 2012 report again referenced Ka Hikitia: Managing for Success to emphasise that the focus 

in this latest review had continued to be on Māori children’s participation in ECE and whether 

ECE services had improved in ways that support Māori learners to realise their potential (ERO, 

2012, p. 3). The overarching strategic intent of the 2012 report lay in the words of the 2008 

report: whether “Māori students [were] enjoying education success as Māori” (Ministry of 

Education, 2008a, p. 19). Like its 2010 predecessor, the 2012 report referred to Te Whāriki in 

relation to the partnership principle of Te Tiriti o Waitangi | the Treaty of Waitangi. The report 

explained how the analogy of a whāriki (mat) illustrated the interconnectedness of the five 

principles and four strands of Te Whāriki – “a curriculum that promotes the notion of a 

culturally responsive partnership between whānau and educators for the benefit of Māori 

children” (ERO, 2012, p. 3).  

Ritchie and Rau’s (2006a) whakawhanaungatanga report also reappeared in the 2012 report. 

This time, the report reviewers were interested in determining if services were upholding the 

principle of partnership and thus working collaboratively with parents and whānau of Māori 

children. More specifically, the report asked if educators (the term now being used for ECE 

teachers) had moved their thinking and practices away from the role of “expert” and towards 

that of collaborator and whether they had gained proficiency in using te reo Māori and 

practising tikanga (ERO, 2012, p. 4).   

The key findings of the 2012 report again showed a lack of understanding among ECE 

educators about the nature and importance of culturally responsive partnerships with Māori. 

Educators were yet to move beyond simply establishing “welcoming and warm” relationships 

with Māori and ‘Pākehā’ ways of engaging with whānau” (p. 9).  While educators claimed to 

be intent on providing high-quality education, many were still failing to acknowledge the 

importance of the culture that Māori children brought to ECE settings. A high percentage of 

the services surveyed were not doing enough to value and acknowledge children’s language, 

culture and identity; many displayed only superficial te reo applications and tikanga 

articulations; few were working within a framework of whānau partnerships; and nearly all 
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were still holding to the “belief that all children and whānau should be ‘treated the same’” (pp. 

10–12). 

The study set out in ERO’s (2013) report Working with Te Whāriki employed a more 

contextualised research design that aligned evaluation criteria with the key developmental 

milestones and descriptors of Te Whāriki. The study question of most relevance to my doctoral 

thesis concerned the extent to which the 627 ECE services included in the review sample were 

using Te Whāriki as a basis for a bicultural curriculum. The review found that many services 

had references in their philosophy statements to Te Tiriti o Waitangi and to New Zealand’s 

dual cultural heritage and bicultural practice.  

However, only a few services were fully realising such intent in practice by 

working in partnership with whānau Māori…. Often bicultural practice meant 

the use of basic te reo, some waiata in the programme, resources such as 

puzzles that depicted aspects of te ao Māori and posters and photographs that 

reflected aspects of Māori culture.  Events such as Matariki were part of the 

regular celebrations in some services. (ERO, 2013, p. 13)    

ERO concluded that, overall, services did not have a good understanding of Te Whāriki, 

especially in terms of implementing it as a bicultural curriculum. Furthermore, although 

services recognised the intent of Te Whāriki, they did not have sufficient guidance to help 

them realise this intent (p. 13). The report writers observed that while ERO’s two earlier ECE-

related reports (2010, 2012) had (i) highlighted challenges for ECE services working in 

partnership with whānau to provide a curriculum responsive to their aspirations, and (ii) had 

made recommendations to the Ministry of Education to provide professional development 

support in these areas, “misunderstandings about the nature of bicultural curriculum and the 

difference between providing a bicultural curriculum for all children and supporting Māori 

children to experience success as Māori” remained. “This,” the report writers stated, “is an 

area for further investigation” (ERO, 2013, p. 18). 

All four ERO reports (2008, 2010, 2012, 2013), respectively conducted 12, 14, 16, and 17 

years after the launching of Te Whāriki, highlighted the ‘elephant in the room’ as the early 

childhood ‘bicultural curriculum’. Despite ongoing research, the commissioning and 

publishing of reports, numerous recommendations and educational  strategies arising out of 

policies and legislation, the reports showed ECE educators still failing to meet their 

professional responsibilities as registered practising teachers. Today, the new te reo me ngā 

tikanga Māori criterion within teacher registration and renewal of practising certificates has a 

specific declaration indicating commitment to developing skills and knowledge throughout 
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teaching careers. Professional leaders endorsing applications also need to state that this 

criterion has been upheld (Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand, 2021). But this is 

only a small step towards teachers fully taking ‘on board’ what is needed to live an all-

encompassing bicultural curriculum. Shareef (2020) believes that responsibility lies within 

each individual, and that ECE educators, working in collaborative teams in association with 

the parents and whānau of Māori children, can together provide the ‘engine room’ and support 

from which to grow confidence and competence with te reo Māori, tikanga Māori, and Māori 

pedagogies.   

2.5. He Whakakapi – Conclusion 

This review of literature and document analysis has identified a number of issues and questions 

arising out of implementation, at the grassroots level, of the legislation and education policies 

that govern Aotearoa New Zealand’s ECE bicultural curriculum Te Whāriki. A significant 

recurring concern emerging from both literature and analysis concerns understanding of and 

compliance with the bicultural, bilingual intent, and requirements of this early childhood 

curriculum. Time and again, the research shows a lack of understanding and knowledge among 

teachers and other adults working in the ECE sector on how to implement the spirit of the 

curriculum in practice. Although the foundation of Te Whāriki is built upon the cultural beliefs 

of Māori, the starting point for many kaiako, managers, and other adults in ECE settings is 

absent.  

A person cannot go straight into weaving a whāriki. That person needs to carry out the 

preparation work, and it is only when they have completed this work that they can action the 

aho tapu (first weave). Likewise, in order to a deliver a bicultural curriculum that follows the 

principles of authentic pedagogies, teachers must first be prepared in why and how to do this. 

That preparation is a professional responsibility of all teachers. In short, within the ECE sector 

the preparation stage prior to the weaving of the whāriki is where teachers (and all other adults 

working in the sector) need to start from or return to. At the government level, Te Whāriki is a 

taonga whose framework easily aligns with all four articles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi.  

As of June 2021, the ECE sector in Aotearoa New Zealand had 32,985 ECE teachers. Chan 

and Ritchie (2014) are just two among the researchers and commentators supporting calls for 

further professional learning opportunities for teachers in the ECE sector, with programmes 

designed and tailored to daily ECE programmes. Essentially, what is needed is a  coordinated 
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approach from the New Zealand Government, and the Teaching Council of Aotearoa New 

Zealand to provide tailored professional learning to upskill all ECE teachers so that they are 

equipped with the necessary skill sets and can deliver Te Whāriki confidently and competently 

as a living, robust, bicultural and bilingual curriculum.   

 

  



97 

 

Wahanga Tuatoru: Ngā Mātāpono me te Tukanga  

Chapter Three: Methodology and Methods 

3.1. Kupu Whakataki – Introduction 

I begin this chapter by outlining a ritual that Māori have followed since the beginning of time. 

The following karakia (incantation) acknowledges the commencement of this study.  

Kia whakarongo ake au 

Ki te tangi a te manu nei 

A te mātūī 

Tūī, tūī, tuituia 

Tuia i runga 

Tuia i raro 

Tuia i waho 

Tuia i roto 

Tuia i te here tāngata 

I takea mai i Hawaki-nui 

I Hawaiki-roa 

I Hawaki-pāmamao 

Oti rā me ērā atu anō Hawaiki 

Te hono a wairua 

Whakaputa ki te whaiao 

Ki te ao Mārama 

Tihei mauri ora! 

I listen 

To the cry of the bird 

The mātūī 

Calling tūī, tūī tuituia 

That is woven above 

As it is below 

Woven without 

Woven within 

Interwoven with the threads of  

humanity 

Felt in consciousness 

Intertwined with the threads of  

humankind 

Born from the Great-Hawaiki 

From Far-Hawaiki 

From Long-Distant Hawaiki 

The merging of spirits 

Out into the World of Light 

Life, knowledge and 

illumination 

Sneeze oh living spirit, life principle! 
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Dr Huirangi Waikerepuru of the Tertiary Education Union Hui ā Tau (personal communication, 

2015) explains the practice of engaging in karakia within research contexts as follows: “When 

carrying out traditional rituals, then it brings to the fore the principle of Te Kawa Tapu Te 

Kawa Noa, as it allows organic applications of both te ao Māori and te ao Pākehā to cohabit 

the research spaces, and this is the journey this study embarks on.” Karakia are traditional 

Māori kawa (rituals) underpinned by two main principles, as indicated by Dr Waikerepuru. 

These are tapu (restriction) and noa (unrestricted). Within the purview of this study, these 

principles gave added emphasis to weaving together Kaupapa Māori knowledges and Western 

ideologies – of sharing understandings and producing alternative knowledges in the research 

space.  

The imagery of Kaupapa Māori principles used in karakia draw from traditional narratives, and 

it is these principles that guided my study methodology as I explain later in this chapter. When 

determining the methodology I would use, I wanted to ensure a balance of traditional Kaupapa 

Māori research modes and traditional Western research processes. I needed to conduct my 

study within the korowai of Kaupapa Māori not only because of its focus on tikanga Māori 

tuku iho, my own grounding in te ao Māori (the Māori world), but also because of its emphasis 

on mana-enhancing relationships and on tauutuutu (dialogic reciprocation). This 

phenomenological approach to studying people’s sensemaking enables the researcher to gain 

insight into the “actual realities of participants from their views” (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992,        

p. 34). 

3.2. Ngā Pātai Rangahau – Research Questions 

A first intent as I designed this study was to ascertain the views of mature Māori knowledge- 

holders, older people steeped in their whakapapa, te reo me ōna tikanga. I wanted to know how 

they saw the realities of developing a confident bicultural early childhood education (ECE) 

sector in Aotearoa New Zealand and what, in their view, needs to happen to make this goal a 

reality. This quest gave rise to the wording of my first research question (see also Chapter One).   

RQ 1:  For mature Māori knowledge-holders, what are the realities and what needs 

to happen to have a confident bicultural early childhood education sector in 

Aotearoa New Zealand? 
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Given that Aotearoa New Zealand is an amalgamation of distinct iwi, not a singular Māori 

nation, my second research question sought to capture how ECE settings address local 

curricula:  

RQ2:   How are iwi local curriculum enacted within early childhood education 

centres in Aotearoa New Zealand?  

Finally, I turned to those who teach and learn the profession of ECE, namely the initial teacher 

education (ITE) lecturers and ITE students, to ascertain their views: 

RQ3:  How does Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a), the early childhood curriculum 

document, support practitioners and teachers to implement te reo me ngā tikanga Māori 

in early childhood settings? 

3.3. Te Horopaki – The Context: Research in Aotearoa New 

Zealand: Two Distinct Pathways  

As a result of Indigenous peoples around the world reclaiming their places and spaces within 

the research spectrum (Ferdinand et al., 2018; Hudson et al., 2016; Macfarlane & Macfarlane, 

2015), pātaka rangahau (research repositories) pertaining to these peoples are growing. 

According to Smith and colleagues (2016), Kaupapa Māori research challenges the traditional 

research methods because non-Māori ask what underpins such disciplines as a Kaupapa Māori 

philosophy of knowledge, and through what approaches, pathways, methodologies are these 

forms of Māori knowledge advanced. Māori researchers can find the spaces of Westernised 

approaches to research challenging, and at times the tenor of research literature can make these 

spaces feel alien and hostile to Māori researchers, particularly those who are emerging 

researchers. Pausing and repositioning oneself as an Indigenous researcher can help clarify for 

that researcher who they are not.  

My safe base is my identity as a Māori researcher within whakaaro Māori (my own Māori 

context), and it is this identity that I kept to the fore throughout this doctoral study. The pathway 

I took during this journey is one I traversed with this question in mind: How can we better 

manage this space between Māori and Pākehā so that we effect positive outcomes for our 

students, for ourselves as kaiako, as a school, as a college, as a university, as a community, as 

an iwi, as a country? This is the space from which I campaign for Indigenising research spaces, 
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places, and interfaces, because I am confident that investing in that campaign now will have 

outcomes that provide pathways for the generations that follow. 

3.4. Ka Mua Ka Muri – The Future Comes out of the Past 

To understand and appreciate the methodology I employed during my study, it is necessary to 

explain my use of a Kaupapa Māori research approach to the study’s design. From the outset, 

I was mindful of underlying matters concerning the interaction of two worldviews: Kaupapa 

Māori research strategies located within iwi epistemologies and traditional Western research 

processes. Accordingly, the methods and theories that shaped my study were dynamic and 

complementary. Investigations of Kaupapa Māori design link into Indigenous research design, 

with the latter a space that is still being developed, cultivated, and articulated by Indigenous 

peoples  (Ritchie & Skerrett,  2014). Over the past 20 to 30 years, this space has become an 

exciting one for Indigenous communities: “… if nations are to accelerate success for their 

Indigenous peoples then it means that their language and cultural values must form an integral 

part of everyday life” (Williams, 2007, p. 23). I would add to that statement “research 

practices”. Indigeneity is integral to identity, and cultural practices are iconic symbols of a 

nation. For shifts in thinking and attitudes to occur, nations must take on the responsibility of 

supporting the telling of the stories of their Indigenous peoples.  

In her book, Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples, Linda Tuhiwai 

Smith (1999) emphasises the importance of Kaupapa Māori research methods – of the need to 

reference Māori ways of being, of knowing, and of doing research. My effort to respond to that 

need sits at the heart of the methodology of this thesis. I constantly engaged with wider 

discourses relating to Kaupapa Māori and other research approaches conducted by Indigenous 

peoples. This engagement required me to analyse the theories that sit behind the narratives of 

preferred practices or ways of knowing and doing. Here I was mindful of advice from Smith 

(1997, 2015), who observed that “Kaupapa Māori advocates the validity of Māori 

epistemological and ontological constructions of the world based on the ‘taken for granted’ 

position of Māori language, knowledge, and culture” (quoted in Pihama et al., 2019, p. 53).  

The powerful and figurative imagery that underpins Kaupapa Māori research is about the 

articulation of tino rangatiratanga (self-determination), which provides pathways to amass and 

advance culturally appropriate methods and uses of mātauranga Māori (Māori knowledge). 

This research approach also emphasises Māori principles fundamentally linked to existing 
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kawa (rituals) and tikanga (practices) within te ao Māori. Marie Battiste (2008) argues that if 

Indigenous peoples are to achieve educational tino rangatiratanga, then research within the 

sphere of education must examine the Eurocentric foundations of inquiries and also involve 

partnerships of trust that lead to preferred and equitable outcomes for all. This was certainly 

the intent behind my use of Kaupapa Māori research processes, which I felt would have the 

benefit of contributing to positive and comprehensive transformative changes within the ECE 

sector.   

3.4.1. Indigenising the Frameworks and Methodologies Guiding the Study  

Indigenous research frameworks provide alternative approaches to Western traditional research 

processes. Knowledge of these frameworks is integral to understanding the ūkaipōtanga (roots) 

of my study. In this section, I provide examples of two Indigenous frameworks to show how 

Indigenous ways of knowing and doing can be combined and/or sit alongside Western 

processes. Important to remember here is that Indigenous knowledges and Western knowledges 

are two pathways, each with its own mana (autonomy) and ways of being and doing, and each 

therefore to be accorded due respect. 

The conceptual framework He Awa Whiria (Macfarlane et al., 2015) is a Kaupapa Māori model 

that emphasises taking the best from both the Māori world and the Pākehā world. It uses the 

imagery of the braided rivers common to the South Island of Aotearoa New Zealand to show 

how two streams of knowledge can flow within bicultural contexts. One stream is that of 

Western epistemological accounts; the other is that of mātauranga Māori. As Figure 3.1 shows, 

there are places/times where the two streams come together and there are places/times where 

they diverge. The power of the wai (water) acknowledges that both streams have their own 

autonomy that validates the integrity of their own ways of knowing and doing. I used the 

braided rivers framework to navigate the two world views: at times I conducted aspects of my 

study according to te reo Māori me ōna tikanga; at other times I used research methods 

traditionally employed within Western paradigms, such as surveys and questionnaires.    
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Figure 3.1. Macfarlane and colleagues’ (2015) braided rivers research framework:  

He Awa Whiria 

 

The second Kaupapa Māori framework I drew on was that of ethical principles promoted by 

the Pūtaiora Writing Group led by Dr Khyla Russell (2010). These principles provide 

researchers with a set of self-regulating concepts when undertaking research with people. 

1. Tapu (restricted) and noa (unrestricted); 

2. Kia tūpato (to be careful) – can become the starting point for considering the value or 

potential benefit of a research project;   

3. Kia āta-whakaaro (precise analysis); 

4. Kia āta-kōrero – robust discussions of the practical/ethical/spiritual dimensions of any 

study, which are necessary if that study is to have a strong, safe foundation; 

5. Kia āta-whiriwhiri – consciously determining the conditions under which the study is 

conducted; 

6. Kia āta-haere (to proceed carefully) – adherence to Principles 1 to 4 by the researcher 

allows the study to proceed because these steps are reminders to self-regulate when 

navigating and engaging in the research landscape.    

One example of how I used this framework included use of karakia to acknowledge the tapu 

of the research and to clear the way for me to embark on my research journey. Another example 
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was my use of kia āta-kōrero to engage with iwi on their marae so that they held the mana and 

could passionately engage with the kaupapa associated with the study. 

3.5. Kaupapa Māori Research   

As already noted, from the time I commenced my study, I employed both Kaupapa Māori and 

traditional Western research approaches. I was able to give equal share to these spaces by 

unpacking the influential Kaupapa Māori values and principles and determining their relevance 

to non-Māori worldviews. Kaupapa Māori research is a ‘home-grown’ form of critical theory 

that focuses on emancipation and affirms the right of Māori to be Māori (Smith, 1999; Pihama 

et al., 2004).  As I explained in Chapter One of this thesis, I drew on a wealth of home-grown 

narratives during my research.   

3.5.1. Kaupapa Māori Principles 

The following set of 10 kaupapa Māori principles are the tenets I drew on throughout each 

stage of the study. The first seven of these principles come from the karakia at the beginning 

of this chapter. 

1.  Tuia i runga, tuia i raro, tuia i waho, tuia i roto: Weaving is about accomplishments that 

can be depicted as a journey, wherein each individual on that journey brings threads and, 

together with the other journeyers, fashions a tapestry of collaboration. I followed this 

principle during the data-generation and data-analysis stages of my study by ensuring that 

I, as the researcher, and the people who participated in my study together established 

connections and relationships with one another. For this reason, I presented and 

encouraged discussion of the research process on several marae. This time on marae began 

with initial greetings before going on to each marae and continued on through kaitahi 

(eating together), mahitahi (working together), and moetahi (sleeping together in the 

wharenui). The data-generation process involved bringing together threads in the form of 

the views that participants expressed in response to my questions. The settings of noho 

marae (overnight marae stay) were especially pertinent in this respect because I sought the 

views of local iwi through the give and take of kōrero (talk, dialogue) between myself and 

interested kaumātua (elders) and whānau. In te ao Māori, the more you talk to the kaupapa, 

the more mana you give to it. The data-analysis process was also one of weaving that is, 

weaving the strands of the data together in order to make sense of it. What this meant in 

action was a foregrounding and a collaborative iterative clustering of data from tangata 
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whenua, with an emphasis on employing critical thinking to extract insights and actionable 

information from that data.    

2.  Tuia i te here tāngata: Humanity is about engaging in and supporting authentic 

relationships, because to know the stories of people is to know who those people really 

are. Of pivotal importance when undertaking research involving Māori is to ensure the 

research will result in positive benefits for them (Cram, 2001; Pihama, 2001; Smith, 1999). 

I therefore conducted my research at five marae across Aotearoa New Zealand to ensure a 

representative range of views and to assure participants that the benefits accruing from the 

research were grounded in those views.  

3.  I takea mai i Hawaiki: nui, roa, pāmamao: The cultural narratives of Māori are 

increasingly being recognised as powerful channels connecting past to present. Close 

examination and critique of these narratives can prompt the development of philosophies 

and policies directed towards a more inclusive and sustainable future for all. This one land, 

two worldviews approach was a major objective of the research in terms of guiding 

implementation of te reo Māori me ōna tikanga within the ECE sector and the teaching 

profession. 

4.  Te hono a wairua: Wairua (spiritual) is a multipronged concept within the context of 

research. Attention to wairua is needed in the interactions between researcher and those 

being researched, between the researcher and the data they collect, and between the 

researcher and the research outcomes that must have applicability for all. It was my hope, 

in conducting this research, that its outcomes would enhance the knowledge bases of 

kaiako so they could provide authentic learning opportunities for all tamariki in their 

services. The meaning of the word ‘authentic’ in this context is that of prompting 

knowledge of Aotearoa New Zealand’s dual heritage.      

I also included in my research three principles drawn from earlier work that I conducted in 

collaboration with Mary-Elizabeth Broadley (see Williams & Broadley, 2012). Descriptions of 

these follow:  

5.   Manaakitanga – empowering enhancement: Manaakitanga requires us to role-model 

mana-enhancing behaviour by looking for the best in a person and finding opportunities to 

acknowledge that person in different ways. Within this study, manaakitanga required me 

to acknowledge everyone who participated in the study and their contributions to it by 

actively expressing the ethics of care, appreciation, and respect. 
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6.  Whanaungatanga – relational connections to people, places and objects: Relationships 

and connections occurred and were evident during and after the process of recruiting 

people to participate in my study. These relationships and connections included those 

within my place of employment and my own educational and social networks. The 

interactions arising out of those relationships and connections contributed immensely 

towards the development of trust, commitment, and cooperation (Barlow, 1998; Ministry 

of Justice, 2001) during the focus-group sessions and unstructured-interview sessions that 

were part of my data-collection work.  

7.  Ūkaipōtanga – belonging: Ūkaipōtanga is about being able to ground ourselves to our true 

home. Ūkaipō are the places where we find ourselves, our strength, and our energy 

(Winiata, 2001). Conducting my data collection on marae enabled the tangata whenua who 

participated in my study to stand firm in their sense of belonging. Had I asked them to 

attend a neutral space, I doubt they would have attended. Belonging and ownership were 

also evident in my practice of transcribing the recorded data (video and audio recording) 

verbatim and sharing it back with each of the participants at each marae so they could alter 

it (through, for example, deletions and additions) as they saw fit. I also ensured every 

participant gave their approval for their transcript to be used in the study.   

I wove another three Kaupapa Māori principles well known throughout Māoridom into the 

study. The following descriptions present my own understanding and interpretation of these 

principles.  

8. Kanohi ki te kanohi (face to face): This Māori culturally specific approach is about 

‘fronting up’ to deliver a message in person or doing the work in person (Royal, 2005).    

Kanohi ki te kanohi is an essential communication skill because it requires that all of a 

person’s language modes are synchronised; thus voice, facial expressions, and body 

gestures. Opportunity to see facial expressions and body language while hearing the 

intonations of what is being said is integral to establishing and/or retaining close, effective 

relationships. I therefore used kanohi ki te kanohi approaches during all stages of my data-

generation work.  

9.  Kanohi i kitea (the face that is always seen): This approach is a natural progression from 

kanohi ki te kanohi because once relationships have been established, there is then the 

need to maintain them (Smith, 1999). I already had long-term relationships with the five 

marae that participated in my study – relationships formed and nurtured over the years. 
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Knowing the marae and their people in this way made my role of researcher akin to that 

of an ‘insider researcher’ (a role I pick up on later in this chapter). 

10.  Tino rangatiratanga: This mātāpono (value/principle) aligns with Upoko II of Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi (see Table 1.1 in Chapter One). This upoko (article) affirmed that Māori would 

retain paramount and ultimate authority inclusive of sovereignty over their lands, villages, 

and all possessions both tangible and intangible. From within a research framework, tino 

rangatiratanga has been defined as a principle of self-determination (Smith, 1990).  It  

allows Māori to control their own culture, aspirations, and destiny when engaging in the 

fields of academia and research. This mātāpono both disrupts and challenges New 

Zealand’s monocultural knowledge system, which is one of the reasons why I conducted 

my study according to a predominantly Kaupapa Māori framework.  Tino rangatiratanga 

approaches within Kaupapa Māori research have beneficial outcomes for Māori. As Reedy 

(cited in Penetito, 2013, p. 42) puts it, “... it is not how far we can refer back in our culture, 

but how far we can bring what we had before into the present and project it into the future.”  

I agree with this statement because our past is central to shaping our present and our future. 

3.6. Traditional Western Research Methods 

Traditional academic research applies a highly systematic process that demands a standard 

scientific method and is seen as encompassing original independent investigations that 

contribute to and extend major research projects and/or bodies of knowledge. These approaches 

and methods have existed for a long time without changing, hence the term ‘traditional’ 

(Bergman, 2008).  As already indicated, one of my major intentions when conducting my study 

was to use Kaupapa Māori research ethics and practices in concert with traditional research 

methods, each holding its own autonomy yet also complementing the other.    

3.6.1. Qualitative Research 

Qualitative research can be portrayed as meanings, a concept, a definition, metaphors, symbols, 

and a description of things (Berg & Howard, 2012). Qualitative research relies primarily on 

generating non-statistical data that are well suited to providing descriptive accounts. Within 

this research approach, theory emerges from the data. Articulations and understandings from 

the participant’s perspective is the aim of the research even when there is little or no 

information about that person (Johnson & Christensen, 2012; Leedy & Ormrod, 2014; 

Maxwell, 2013; Shank & Brown, 2007). One of my reasons for using a qualitative approach 
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was its appropriateness to Kaupapa Māori ways of doing. As Linda Tuawhai Smith (2005, p. 

103) asserts, the qualitative approach is a valuable tool for research conducted by, with, and 

for Indigenous communities because of its representative power:   

[I]t is the tool that seems most able to wage the battle of representation; to 

weave and unravel competing storylines; to situate, place and contextualise; to 

create spaces for decolonizing; to provide frameworks for hearing silence and 

listening to the voices of the silenced; to create spaces for dialogue across 

difference; to analyze and make sense of complex and shifting experiences, 

identities and realities; and to understand little and big changes that affect our 

lives.  

Qualitative methodology and methods were also relevant for my study because I wanted to 

understand lived experiences and to seek out any existing tensions study participants might 

experience in relation to integrating theory and practice underpinned by te ao Māori and/or 

bicultural pedagogies within Aotearoa contexts. The two main qualitative approaches I used 

when conducting my study were phenomenology and appreciative inquiry.  

3.6.2. Phenomenology 

This approach concentrates on the lived experiences of people within a particular group. It 

requires the researcher “to achieve an in-depth understanding of the experiences of 

interviewees of the phenomenon under investigation” (Grbich, 2010, p. 465). It was 

appropriate for my study because of my intention to gain understanding of the ‘realities’ of 

everyone who agreed to participate in it. A key theme within mainstream education in 

Aotearoa New Zealand is ‘culturally responsive teaching’. Dr Vicki Hargraves (2019) states 

that “the majority of Māori children attend mainstream early childhood services and are likely 

to be taught by Pākehā (non-Māori) kaiako who may lack Māori cultural knowledge or 

language.” One of the findings from an online survey conducted by the New Zealand 

Government and titled “The Voices of Māori” was the “need for more professional 

development and compulsory education for kaiako in te reo Māori and Tikanga Māori so 

Māori values can be brought to the classroom” (Ministry of Education, 2019a, p. 3). This need 

has been, for me, a prime motivator during my research. My desire in conducting this study 

was to improve opportunities and outcomes for Māori and for ECE kaiako in Aotearoa New 

Zealand by ascertaining how to better support kaiako become authentic bicultural and 

bilingual kaiako. 
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3.6.3. Appreciative inquiry 

Appreciative inquiry sits alongside the Kaupapa Māori principle of manaakitanga. Stavros et 

al. (2015) refer to appreciative inquiry as a process that endeavours to search out the best in 

people by inquiring into their skills, possibilities, and achievements. The tikanga practices that 

I employed during my study were directed towards ensuring that I maintained and enhanced 

the mana of all participants during my engagements with them. This process involved kanohi 

ki te kanohi interactions with all participants so that I could make certain they felt comfortable 

with me and that they also trusted me and the research process, which included interviews and 

focus-group discussions. During the interviews and discussions, I asked participants to identify, 

reflect on, and discuss a range of current best practice teaching and learning models developed 

within Aotearoa New Zealand. This kanohi ki te kanohi process was also important in terms of 

ensuring participants felt comfortable about sharing information, thoughts, and ideas. 

The appreciative inquiry model developed by Stavros et al. (2015) follows five stages:  

1. Definition: what is the focus of the inquiry? (Affirming topic of choice.) Clarifying. 

2. Discovery: the best of what is. Appreciating. 

3. Dream: what might be. Envisioning. 

4. Design: what shall be? (The ideal.) Co-constructing.  

5. Destiny: what will be? (How to empower, improvise, adjust.) Innovating. 

Appreciative inquiry engages all members of the team to bring about change by focusing on 

individual strengths and treating this space as a safe space within which to share ideas and 

experiences.      

3.6.4. He Awa Whiria – the Joining of Two Rivers: Appreciative Inquiry Meets 

Kaupapa Māori 

Figure 3.2 and Table 3.1 show how I operationalised the appreciative inquiry model during my 

study, a process that included weaving together the model’s five stages and many of the 

Kaupapa Māori principles set out earlier in this chapter. This weaving together aligns with 

Macfarlane and Macfarlane’s (2015) He Awa Whiria (Braided Rivers) framework that enabled 

me to comfortably intersect the Kaupapa Māori approaches with the Western research 

approaches that informed my study. 
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Figure 3.2. Appreciative inquiry model adapted for use in current study. 

Table 3.1. Appreciative inquiry approach aligned to Kaupapa Māori principles 

Appreciative Inquiry Model Kaupapa Māori Principles 

 

Definition: Te reo Māori me ōna 

tikanga deliveries – clarifying 

Whanaungatanga   

 Relationally connected  

       I takea mai i Hawaiki … 

 Looking behind is the future   

Discovery: best practice models – 

appreciating 

Tuia i runga, i raro, i waho i roto   

 Bringing it all together – time of reflection 

and revising  

Dream: wish list – envisioning Ūkaipōtanga  

 When you feel the spirit, there is not a 

moment you will waste – special feeling, 

special place  

Design: idealistic and realities – 

 co-constructing 

Te hono a wairua   

 From within the spring of deepest thought, 

streams support the wellbeing of all.  

Manaakitanga    

 All we can give and all you can take – 

special feelings, special places    

Destiny: adjusting, improvising – 

innovating 

Tino rangatiratanga 

 Equipping kaiako with knowledge, skills, and 

expertise to be ‘leaderful’ in these spaces 

 Enjoying success 

 Succession planning 

 

 

1.  Te reo 
Māori me 

ōna tikanga 
deliveries

2.  Best 
practice 
models

3.  What is 
needed?

4.  The 
journeys

5.Teachers 
at tūturu 

level
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3.7. Quantitative Research  

Numerical data or data that can be converted into numbers for statistical outcomes are 

generated through the application of quantitative research methods and instruments. A standard 

representation is a questionnaire that directs participants to use a response scale (e.g., Likert) 

that measures, for example, their level of satisfaction in relation to some characteristic (Dillman 

et al., 2009; Fowler, 1995). The data can also be subjected to a descriptive analysis, thus 

allowing for an alternative or even simpler interpretations of the data.  

According to Cohen and colleagues (2019, p. 742), “… statistical significance is calculated as 

a function of sample size, and it is highly likely that statistical significance will be found if 

large samples are used” (see also Ziliak & McCloskey, 2008). This research approach aligned 

to this study’s demographic tools and structured agreement statements because these tools 

generated statistical data in relation to the challenges that both student-kaiako and kaiako face 

when endeavouring to implement bicultural curriculum in Aotearoa New Zealand. I employed 

an appreciative inquiry approach when clarifying courses of action from the student-kaiako 

cohort and co-constructing actions from the kaiako and lecturer cohorts. 

3.7. Mana Whenua – The Study Participants 

As noted above, I contacted all participants kanohi ki te kanohi. This approach provided 

opportunities for relationships to be formed and potential participants to determine my 

dedication to the research. My intent in this regard was to give participants mana in terms of 

enabling them to assess the authenticity and validity of my study and to voice and discuss any 

concerns they might have about me as the researcher.  

Māori communities regard kanohi ki te kanohi as vital when one has an important kaupapa 

(topic or purpose) to present (Pipi et al., 2004). The presenter’s facial expressions, body 

language, and voice intonation allow those gathered to assess and evaluate the advantages and 

disadvantages of participating or investing in the topic at hand or of becoming involved in the 

project. Five distinct groups of people agreed to participate in my study. Table 3.2 lists these 

groups and the number of people in each. The table is followed by a description of each group 

and the role of each one in my study.  
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Table 3.2. Participant groups 

Groups n  (N = 368) 

Group 1: Kāhui kaumātua     3 

Group 2: Year 2 Bachelor of Teaching student-kaiako 162 

Group 3: Year 2 Bachelor of Teaching student-kaiako and 

lecturers 

115 student-kaiako, 19 lecturers 

Group 4: ECE kaiako with diplomas upgrading to Bachelor of 

Teaching  

  41 

Group 5: Tangata whenua of five marae throughout the country   28 

3.7.1. Group 1: Kāhui Kaumātua  

I was privileged to have three prominent te ao Māori, te reo me ōna tikanga experts support me 

on my research journey. (Figure 3.3 presents a photograph of them.) When I visited the five 

marae venues, they each took leading roles in the pōwhiri processes and the tangata whenua 

whakawhiti kōrero (discussion) sessions. Cram (2001) describes researchers as the 

intermediaries within the space and power discrepancies that potentially exist between 

themselves and those connected to the research. Within Kaupapa Māori, much of the 

effectiveness of relationship mediation depends on whakapapa. For this reason, Cram (2001) 

suggests that kaumātua (elders) be involved throughout the research process because they are 

able to make these connections. They are also the repositories of local knowledge and 

mātauranga Māori.  

 

Whaea Mereiwa Brougton, Dr Huirangi Waikerepuru, and Whaea Kāterina Daniels, circa 2014   

Figure 3.3. The study’s kāhui kaumatua rōpū (image, author’s) 

Whaea Mereiwa Broughton  (Te Ātiawa, Ngāti Awa, Tūhoe, Ngāpuhi, Te Arawa me 

Kahungunu descent): Whaea Mere was an outspoken advocate for Māori in tertiary education 

from the 1970s up until she passed in 2016. Her words to me at one of our Kaupapa Māori hui 

at Western Institute of Technology, Taranaki in March 2012, resonated with the nature and 



112 

 

purpose of my study: “Everything we do as Māori is political: health, education, culture – 

we’ve had to fight for it. It’s the politics of being Māori. That’s why we have you in your early 

childhood education role. You need to ensure our pēpi and mokopuna have access to tō tatou 

reo rangatira [our ancestral language].”  

Dr Huirangi Waikerepuru (Ngāpuhi me Taranaki descent): Huirangi is well known for his 

decades of wise counsel and leadership and as Taranaki’s great visionary, inspiring leader, and 

champion of te reo Māori. Huirangi was the original claimant of the Wai 11 te reo Māori claim, 

which sought to have te reo Māori recognised as a taonga under Te Tiriti o Waitangi. He led 

the claim through to the Privy Council. That action led to the Māori Language Act 1987. It 

made te reo Māori an official language of Aotearoa New Zealand, established the Māori 

Language Commission, and established use of te reo Māori in certain legal proceedings. I 

remember well what Huirangi said to me when we were planning one of our marae focus-group 

sessions during the Teacher Education Union (TEU) annual conference in Wellington, in 

November 2013: “Ngaroma, you work to live not live to work, kia ātaaere e Nōti – all in bite 

sizes.” Sadly, Huirangi passed during the first Covid-19 lockdown in April 2020. That his death 

occurred during lockdown had extreme implications for Māoridom because this visionary, 

warrior, and navigator of te reo Māori for the past 70 years could be farewelled only by his 

immediate family.  

Whaea Kāterina Daniels (Te Arawa me Ngāti Tūwharetoa descent): Whaea Kāterina is my 

aunty. She was born and raised at Te Whakarewarewa o te ope taua a Wāhiao. She taught te 

reo Māori for decades in kōhanga reo (Māori language nests for tamariki and whānau), the 

compulsory education sector, and community night classes. Her academic work encompassed 

Christchurch College of Education, Christchurch Polytechnic, Tai Poutini Polytechnic, and 

Waiariki Polytechnic. Aunty Kā always said to me, “Any te reo Māori is good te reo Māori.” 

She also said, “Me nohopuku koe, kia akiaki i ngā tauira katoa – always be patient with a smile 

and keep encouraging all students.” Aunty Kā was a very wise lady indeed. Aunty passed in 

March 2020 and, as with Huirangi Waikerepuru, Covid-19 restrictions had a huge impact on 

her tangihanga (funeral) because only whānau could be with her at that very sad time. 

3.7.2. Group 2: Year 2 Bachelor of Teaching (ECE) Student-Kaiako 

This group of participants (N = 162) were nominated by the initial teacher education (ITE) 

provider, because it was able to select potential participants from a wide geographical spread 
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across both the North and South Islands. Student-kaiako are required to attend a noho marae17 

at a regional location as part of their teacher education course. Student-kaiako were introduced 

to the researcher at the marae where they received an information sheet, as did their lecturers 

in attendance. They were given the information sheet before their lunch break so they had time 

to read it and could ask for clarification on any aspect of it on returning from lunch. The 

information sheet covered: 

 the purpose of the study; 

 why participants had received this invitation; 

 what participation in the study involved; 

 the potential benefits of participation; 

 any potential risks associated with participation; 

 what would happen to the information participants provided; 

 what would happen if participants changed their mind during or after the study; 

 if the results of the research would be published; 

 who to contact if participants had questions or concerns; 

 confirmation that the study had been reviewed and approved by the University of 

Canterbury Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC); and 

 what would happen next, which included details about the consent form and participants 

consenting to take part in the study.    

The nominated students who agreed to participate were all female and from throughout 

Aotearoa New Zealand. The student-kaiako were grouped according to the region where they 

lived. The members of each group were asked to come to the regional city (one of five specified 

cities) nearest them and from there take part in an overnight stay on a marae (noho marae) 

where they would gain insight into place-based education and experiential learning contexts. 

                                                 

 

17 Noho marae are a significant part of place-based education. These overnight stays provide visitors with 

opportunities to gain insights into te ao Māori (aspects of a Māori world). Here, they gain understanding of the 

values of whanaungatanga  (forming of relationships), manaakitanga (the carrying out of mana-enhancing 

practices), and kotahitanga (knowing that you belong to a collective – the visiting group). Insights into Māori 

ways of being, knowing, and doing are all shared by the (tangata whenua) host. Student-kaiako are also given an 

introduction to the social hub of Māori – ‘the marae’ – where ceremonies take place in accordance with 

traditional protocols. 
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Of the five marae, two were in the South Island and three in the North. The marae selected to 

accommodate students from the different regions were: 

 Southland, Otago, North Otago, and Central Otago: Ōtepoti 

 Tai Poutini, South Canterbury, Mid Canterbury, Canterbury, and Kaikōura: Ōtautahi 

 Nelson, Marlborough, Wellington, Kapiti Coast, Masterton, Palmerston North,  and 

Hawkes Bay: Wellington 

 Taranaki, Central North Island, and Waikato: Rotorua  

  Northland and Auckland: Auckland. 

During their time on the marae, the participants responded to a questionnaire (Appendix A). I 

gave each subgroup of student-kaiako a pseudonym, as follows: Wai (n = 47), Waiariki (n = 

23), Waiora (n = 29), Wairua (n = 26), and Waiata (n = 37); N = 162. The data generated from 

this group relates to Research Questions 2 and 3: How are iwi local curriculum enacted within 

early childhood education centres in Aotearoa New Zealand? How does Te Whāriki (Ministry 

of Education, 1996a), the early childhood curriculum document, support practitioners and 

teachers to implement te reo me ngā tikanga Māori in early childhood settings?   

3.7.3. Group 3: Year 2 Bachelor of Teaching (ECE) Student-Kaiako and Lecturers  

I deemed the Group 3 student-kaiako and lecturers at each marae a subgroup, thus making for 

five subgroups. I gave the subgroups these pseudonyms: Te Kei (n =18 + 3 lecturers), Te Hiwi 

(n = 22 + 4), Te Upoko (n = 15 + 3), Te Puku (n = 28 + 4), and Te Hiku (n = 32 + 5). The total 

N = 115 + 19. 

All student-kaiako participants in Group 2 were invited to take part in a 60-minute focus-group 

session. However not all of these student-kaiako accepted the invitation. Those who did agree 

numbered 115. ITE lecturing staff who attended noho marae were also invited to participate. 

Nineteen of them did so. The data generated from this group relates to Research Questions 2 

and 3: How are iwi local curriculum enacted within early childhood education centres in 

Aotearoa New Zealand? How does Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a), the early 

childhood curriculum document, support practitioners and teachers to implement te reo me ngā 

tikanga Māori in early childhood settings? 

I planned, during these focus-group sessions, to begin each one with a broad question: “What 

does having an understanding of Te Whāriki mean to you?” However, during the first focus- 

group session, student-kaiako participants asked for guidance as to what this question meant.  
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So I quickly led off with two starter topics, the first of which explained that Te Whāriki 

(Ministry of Education, 1996a) was the first bicultural curriculum statement ever developed in 

Aotearoa New Zealand and what the framework of Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a, 

p. 13.) Through this topic, the student-kaiako were able to provide examples of how they saw 

the principles, strands, goals, and learning outcomes working in the ECE programme. From 

there, the participants were asked to respond, through group discussion, to the series of 

statements in Appendix A. 

During the focus-group sessions, all participants had access to printed copies of the 1996 

version of Te Whāriki. All contributions from these sessions were audio-recorded and what 

was said was written up on charts that the student-kaiako could refer to and amend (e.g., 

through deletions and additions). Participants from the same noho marae groups were also able 

to give their support, or not, to any of the comments made by the others in their group. In the 

findings chapter (Chapter Four), I write these contributions up as follows: the key contributor 

is the participant, for example, Te Puku 2 (within the noho marae group), number 2 is the 

second contributor from that group, and so on. Thus, if four participants are listed in relation 

to a statement, it means that these four participants agreed to what Te Puku 2 stated. After each 

of these sessions, I carried out a thematic analysis of the chart work. This followed a process 

in which I became increasingly more conversant with the data generated. First, I filtered out 

information and grouped it into common themes. Next I reviewed these groups of data and 

named the themes. From there, I revisited the themes and further defined these into a range of 

subthemes that emerged out of all key themes. The following section presents, in turn, each 

theme and its related subthemes. The five key themes that I drew from my data were:  

1. He ariā matua: sociocultural theory  

2. Te Tiriti o Waitangi | Treaty of Waitangi   

3. Te marau taharua: Te Whāriki as a bicultural curriculum  

4. Te reo Māori competency  

5. Tikanga Māori competency. 

3.7.4. Group 4: Upgrade from Diploma to Bachelor of Teaching (ECE) Kaiako 

This group of registered kaiako held a Diploma of Teaching (ECE) and were in the process of 

upgrading their diploma qualification to a Bachelor of Teaching (ECE).  The  programme they 
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were enrolled in was a 12-month centre-based upgrade programme.18 The members of this 

group were also nominated by the teacher education institution they were studying at. All 41 

kaiako from Group 4 agreed to participate and all identified as female. The data generated from 

this group relates to Research Questions 2 and 3: How are iwi local curriculum enacted within 

early childhood education centres in Aotearoa New Zealand? How does Te Whāriki (Ministry 

of Education, 1996a), the early childhood curriculum document, support practitioners and 

teachers to implement te reo me ngā tikanga Māori in early childhood settings?   

These participants were asked to answer a survey (Appendix B) that had 10 questions. The first 

two questions were designed to gather demographic information on ethnicity and age. The 

remaining eight questions focused on integral components of bicultural curriculum within 

Aotearoa New Zealand contexts. The majority of these questions had multiple response options. 

Two of these questions asked respondents to select all options that applied to them; the 

remainder required respondents to select only one option. Most questions also invited 

respondents to add comments of their own. The purpose of the data captured here was to 

provide a broader view of the challenges registered kaiako had experienced when implementing 

bicultural curriculum.  

After completing the survey and before my departure, kiaiko had  opportunity to share with me 

anything they wanted to say in relation to the survey and/or  components of bicultural 

curriculum.  I conducted this part of the session from the front of the class, typing up the 

participants’ contributions (verbatim) into a computer that displayed directly onto a classroom 

screen for all to see. This approach allowed the kaiako contributors to quality-control their 

contributions and either agree with what I had captured or provide directions for changes, 

deletions, and additions before confirming their acceptance of what had been recorded.  

3.7.5. Group 5: Tangata Whenua 

I purposively selected the members of this group from across the five marae in accordance with 

my ‘insider’ knowledge. That knowledge told me these people could provide perspectives on 

the ‘lived realities’ of Māori education priorities. Because I have long affiliations with all five 

marae, I was able to work through the marae coordinators, who, in turn, advised the wider 

                                                 

 

18 Centre-based programmes allow ECE kaiako to study while teaching in an ECE centre and provide 

opportunities for direct application of theory into practice. 
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whānau of the marae the date of our noho marae and who would be attending. Once tangata 

whenua of the marae heard that Participant Group 5 included Huirangi, Mereiwa, and Kāterina 

as our kaikōrero  (speakers) and karanga whakautu (responders to call of welcome), tangata 

whenua made sure to be part of this hui. My insider knowledge knew it would be an honour 

for marae to host the Kāhui Kaumātua rōpū I took with me. Informing tangata whenua about 

the research was all carried out within the whaikōrero process. The kaupapa was laid down by 

Huirangi, and after tea, the member of Participant Group 5 at each marae were ready to provide 

their contributions to this study. I designated the tangata whenua participants on each marae a 

subgroup and gave each a pseudonym: Mana A (n = 5), Mana E (n = 5), Mana I (n = 10), Mana 

O (n = 5), and Mana U (n = 3); N = 28. 

3.8. He Tukunga – Methods 

In this section, I explain the processes by which I gathered data in order to answer the research 

questions. As a reminder, the problem I brought to the research project centred on why ECE 

students and kaiako appear to grapple with integrating te reo me ōna tikanga Māori into their 

everyday programmes, practices, and pedagogies. As I discussed earlier, my intent when 

conducting this study was to acknowledge and share Kaupapa Māori and traditional Western 

research approaches and understandings and to interweave both when collecting and analysing 

my data. To put this another way, my intent was to share the research space, with the genesis 

of that space in Aotearoa New Zealand, in order to assert tino rangatiratanga. 

3.8.1. He Kohinga Raraunga – Data Collection  

This subsection describes the instruments I used to collect my data. They included unstructured 

uiui (interviews), questionnaires, agreement statements, and focus-group discussions. Ethical 

considerations relating to participation, informed consent, and the like are documented in the 

next major section of this chapter.   

3.8.1.1. He kōrero uiui – unstructured interviews 

Data generated from unstructured korero (discussions) were intended as information relating 

to my first research question: “For mature knowledge-holders, what are the realities and what 

needs to happen to have a confident bicultural ECE sector in Aotearoa New Zealand?” 

Unstructured kōrero took place with kaumātua and whānau from each of the five marae that 

participated in the research. Included in the kōrero was the small group (Group 1, n = 3) of 
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prominent kaumātua who supported me as researcher and the research process. Each discussion 

began with Huirangi Waikerepuru introducing the study and asking those present (in te reo 

Māori) this question: “As mana whenua, what do you want to see your mokopuna learning in 

local ECE centres?” This question provided the opening platform for the kōrero, which flowed 

between te reo Māori and English. Kōrero sessions took place in the evening and lasted between 

one and one and a half hours. Each kōrero session was audio- and/or video-recorded. Each 

recording was transcribed verbatim and a typed transcript of it was then emailed to a member 

of the kōrero session to share with the others at the session and to review the content. Any 

changes they wanted made to the transcript was then sent by return email.   

3.8.1.2. Tiro whānui – surveys  

As noted above, I developed two surveys, in the form of questionnaires, for use in the study. 

The first was given to Participant Group 2. It contained four demographic questions (gender, 

age, and ethnicity/iwi) and 13 agreement statements (see Appendix A). The second 

questionnaire (Appendix B) contained two demographic questions (ethnicity and age; the 

gender of the group was known in advance), followed by questions with multiple response 

options that participants could select and also contribute to. This was administered to Group 4.   

3.8.1.3. He kōrero whakaaetanga – agreement statements  

This instrument, administered to Group 2, was a questionnaire that contained 14 agreement 

statements. The student-kaiakao were asked, in relation to each statement, to rate themselves 

against a set of principles about working with cultural differences within Aotearoa New 

Zealand contexts.   

3.8.1.4. He mahi aronga – focus-group sessions 

Focus groups were used with the Group 3 participants (Year 2 student-kaiako and their 

lecturers). The purpose of these groups was to obtain information that could provide an in-

depth understanding of what it means to weave the ECE bicultural curriculum document Te 

Whāriki into practice within ECE settings. Focus groups are designed to use group dynamics 

because they allow people to bounce ideas off one another (McLachlan, 2005). Five focus 

groups (one per marae) were held, each early in the afternoon after the students and lecturers 

had attended a morning session on the noho marae. The morning session was part of the 

students’ teacher education programme and therefore unrelated to the study. I anticipated that 

the data generated from the five focus-group discussions would provide a rich source of 

perspectives, questions, and understandings.   
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Each focus-group session began with whakawhanaungatanga (introductions) and an 

introduction to the research. Consent was then gained from those who wanted to participate. 

All prospective participants agreed to take part in the focus groups. The discussion in each 

group was based on this question: “What does having an understanding of Te Whāriki mean to 

you?” This question related to Research Question 3: “How does Te Whāriki, Aotearoa New 

Zealand’s early childhood curriculum document support practitioners and kaiako to implement 

tikanga Māori in early childhood settings?” 

3.8.1.5. Ngā tikanga painga – the benefits of ‘insider’ status during data collection 

Qualitative researchers can become or are immensely passionate about their research. With this 

in mind, it is important to emphasise my positioning as an ‘insider’ researcher within my study. 

My insider position meant that my own support group of te ao Māori knowledge-holders were 

connected to me through iwi, whānau, and social relationships. These connections brought me 

the advantages of direction and security because this group held tohunga status (experts within 

te ao Māori contexts) among all iwi. Their mana (prestige), ihi (charismatic authority), wehi 

(upmost respect), and love of teaching te reo Māori me ōna tikanga (stalwarts of teaching 

identity, language, and culture) were exhibited at all five marae venues. An ‘outsider’ 

positioning would not have worked in my study because of my commitment to employing 

kanohi i kitea – presenting myself face to face to all participant groups and therefore placing 

myself within the research.    

All of the participating student-kaiako, kaiako, and lecturers knew me as an insider. I was 

therefore working alongside known colleagues, kaiako, and student-kaiako from three different 

ITE providers, a benefit that allowed for mutually respectful kōrero (discussions) during the 

data collection. This group of participants provided the research with varying levels of 

opinions, perspectives, and speculation, as did the kaiako studying towards the Bachelor of 

Teaching (ECE). Because these kaiako already had a teaching qualification and were registered 

kaiako, they not only brought knowledge of and experience and currency in ECE settings to 

the collected data but also added to the diversity and rigour of that data.  

The tangata whenua participants from the five marae were connected to me through the 

following networks: whānau or iwi; teaching colleagues or administrators; and marae 

colleagues with whom I had formed ongoing relationships and thus could adhere to kanohi i 

kitea – the principle that the face that is always seen. The ‘face always seen’ had in part 

developed through annual noho marae attendance, that is, taking student-kaiako onto noho 
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marae to experience tangata whenuatanga (place-based education). The relationships I had 

formed with the five marae over the years were especially strong ones.  

3.9. He Whai Whakaro Matatika – Ethical Considerations 

I sought ethical approval for my study from the University of Canterbury’s Educational 

Research Human Ethics Committee (ERHEC) and was granted it. The ethics approval number 

given to the study is 4707/2.   

A definition of ethics within the context of research can be referred to as a set of moral 

principles that guide the researcher to conduct and report research without deception or 

intention to harm the participants of the study (Bryman & Bell, 2007). Māori research, by, with, 

and for Māori, is about reclaiming control over Māori knowledge and Māori resources.  

Kaupapa Māori research is about giving centre stage to te ao Māori (the Māori world) and the 

authentication of Māori realities (Smith, 1999). The fact that my study employed Kaupapa 

Māori principles, which meant the overall design and execution of my fieldwork, data analysis, 

and the writing up of the thesis enacted Māori protocols and customs, obligated me to fulfil my 

overall responsibilities to my whānau, hapū, iwi, and Māori at large throughout each stage of 

the study.   

3.9.1. Whakapapa Keeps Personal Bias at Bay 

 

Ko tātou ngā kanohi me ngā waha kōrero o rātou mā kua ngaro ki te pō 

We are but the seeing eyes and speaking mouths of those who have passed 

Whakapapa, as I discussed in Chapter One, is central to Māori society, and likewise to my 

research, as I explain later in this subsection. Māori are born into their whakapapa, which 

confirms the membership of each and every individual within the kin groups that constitute 

Māori society. Whakapapa is therefore a prime catalyst for intergenerational transmission of 

knowledge – the history of one’s tupuna (ancestors) (Ministry of Justice, 2001). The 

importance of collective responsibilities is key to Māori social structures because the interests 

of the collective prevail over those of individuals. Figure 3.4 outlines the core social structure 

of Māori. 
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Figure 3.4. Māori social structure. 

 

Whānau is commonly referred to as extended family, which can encompass up to five 

generations. When we view whānau through a Kaupapa Māori lens, we can see that whānau is 

where the swelling of life happens. As such, giving birth aligns with the day-to-day making of 

decisions. Hapū, meaning subtribe or to be pregnant, is about whakatangata, that is, growing 

people. Generally, when the number of people at whānau level swells to over 1000, this group 

sets up their own hapū within the region of their iwi. Iwi are the main tribe – the combination 

of all hapū across an iwi’s district. Consequently, iwi are seen as the skeleton framework that 

holds the iwi together. 

The relevance of my whakapapa to this study is that it occupies multiple levels. My passion is  

to offer global audiences ways to indigenise research spaces by supporting the voices of 

Indigenous peoples. Within the research context of Aotearoa New Zealand, whakapapa is about 

local curricula, and local iwi are the pātaka (the storage house) of knowledge. Among Māori 

themselves, whakapapa is about making whanaungatanga (relationship) connections (see 

Figure 3.5) and being able, with regard to education, to focus our critical lens on local 

curriculum design. Belonging to the hapū is about sharing our whānau whakapapa (family 

genealogical descent lines); usually, who belongs to who. For example, my mother is the sixth 

of 16 children (one generation), I have 68 first cousins (two generations), 161 nieces and 

nephews (three generations), 74 mokopuna, a number that is still growing (four generations), 

and to date I have 28 mokopuna tuarua (five generations). Whakapapa explains why Māori 

have so much invested in education; it is for all the generations that follow.   

Iwi

Hapū

Whānau
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When I’m out in the world 

I explain... 

I’m Kiwi  

 

When I’m with Kiwis 

I explain... 

I’m Māori  

 

When I’m with Māori 

I explain... 

I’m Ngāti 

 

When I’m with Ngāti  

I explain... 

My whānau 

 

When I’m with whānau 

I don’t need to explain 

They know who I am 

 

 

 

   

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.5. Whakapapa. 

 

 

I am therefore also passionate about educational issues related to Māori language, culture, and 

identity within mainstream early childhood education and teacher education sectors. I am 

devoted to curriculum development, a devotion that started 40 years ago when my son was part 

of the first cohort of tamariki coming through kōhanga reo back in 1982. At that time, there 

was no funding for kōhanga reo; it was an initiative set up by Māori for Māori to ensure the 

existence of te reo Māori as a living and relevant language – a language that would thrive. I 

have an affinity towards and a commitment to ensuring te reo Māori me ōna tikanga is available 

to all tamariki and whānau who participate in ECE across the motu. I also know that having te 
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reo Māori me ōna tikanga as an integrated part of the teaching profession requires teacher 

education programmes providing te reo Māori me ōna tikanga as natural integrated content 

throughout all courses of ITE programmes. My passion,  experience, and  ways of  being,  

knowing, and  doing  reinforce my intentions as a researcher and my commitment to making 

mainstream ECE a playground facilitative of the pathway by which our tamariki grow into 

competent and confident bicultural Aotearoa New Zealanders and competent and confident 

whānau Māori, hapū and iwi leaders.  

3.9.2. He Whakaaetanga – Informed Consent 

I gave Groups 2 (Year 2 student-kaiako), 3 (Year 2 student-kaiako and lecturers), and 4 

(upgrade kaiako) information sheets that explained the purpose of the research, and the role 

and expectations that they, as potential participants, would be consenting to if they joined the 

study. The sheet also stated they could withdraw from the research at any time. It furthermore 

explained how participants could make a complaint about the research or researcher if they so 

desired. Anyone wanting to do this would need to contact the researcher’s supervisor and/or 

the University of Canterbury’s Educational Research Human Ethics Committee. Group 

members who agreed to participate were asked to sign a consent form appended to the 

information sheets. The members of Group 1 (kāhui kaumātua) agreed to engage in the research 

mā waha (verbally). Group 5 (tangata whenua) also gave verbal agreement, captured on the 

recording devices. All five of the unstructured interviews happened early evening. The kāhui 

kaumātua commenced these sessions with a karakia and a mihimihi after which I introduced 

the research and then gained verbal consent to participate from everyone in attendance (no 

tangata whenua).     

3.9.3. He Matatapu he Rerekētanga – Anonymity/Confidentiality and Cultural 

Differences 

The ethical approval process at the University of Canterbury includes a clause relating to Te 

Tiriti o Waitangi that acknowledges tangata whenua ways of being. Therefore, opting out of 

anonymity and confidentiality structures was acceptable. Also, in this regard, as Smith and 

Cram (1997) point out, Kaupapa Māori is about thinking critically, which includes critiquing 

Pākehā constructions and definitions of Māori and affirming what it means for Māori self-

definition. Consequently, within Aotearoa New Zealand, Kaupapa Māori research ethics and 
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cultural values are underpinned by Te Tiriti o Waitangi and “customary practices” aligned to 

Articles II and IV of this country’s founding document.  

These considerations make clear as to why, from the outset of this study, the kāhui kaumātua 

rōpū (group) said that rather than being assured of anonymity and confidentiality, they wanted 

to take ownership of everything they said. As Whaea Kā said, “He whakaaro Pākehā tēnā, me 

hoki ki te whakaaro Māori, ka kōrerorero ki te kaupapa.”  | “That belongs in the Pākehā world; 

this is our way, we speak to the kaupapa, and we own it.” At the first noho marae, the tangata 

whenua expressed similar views. They wanted their voices shared. One of the participants in 

the Mana I subgroup spoke for all when she said: “This is our tino rangatiratanga [absolute 

integrity]. You let our voices be heard, whether we are saying the same thing or not. Kaiako 

actually need to hear what we say over and over again, as sooner or later ka taka te kapa [the 

penny will drop]. They will actually hear what we have been saying for years.”   

Anonymity and confidentiality were, however, conditions that safeguarded all remaining study 

participants. These conditions applied not just to identification of individual participants but 

also their personal data. Consequently, during the study, I used pseudonyms where necessary 

and I have ensured that data likely to identify individuals does not appear in this thesis. All 

original data, such as transcriptions of audio/video recordings, have been stored securely and 

only I have access to this material. 

3.10. Te Whakarāpopoto - Chapter Summary   

This chapter set out the methodological underpinnings of this study and the methods used to 

conduct it. The chapter made clear that from the time I began my research, it foregrounded 

Kaupapa Māori research approaches alongside Western research approaches. The chapter also 

made clear that because the study is grounded in the articles and principles of the country’s 

founding document (Te Tiriti o Waitangi | the Treaty of Waitangi) between Tangata Whenua 

and Tangata Pākehā, it is about two peoples following through with their commitments to each 

other. The methods adopted in this study were accordingly designed to give voice to a diverse 

group of students, kaiako, teacher-educators, and tangata whenua by collecting their views, 

perspectives, and thoughts relating to the primary question informing this study, namely, why 

many in the ECE sector in Aotearoa New Zealand find it difficult to give effect to the teaching 

and learning of te reo Māori me ōna tikanga.  
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Wāhanga Tuawhā: Ngā Whakataunga  

Chapter Four: Findings 

4.1. He Kōrero Whakataki – Introduction 

This chapter has four parts, each of which focuses on the findings associated with each of the 

four data-generation instruments. The data in Parts 1 and 2 were generated during the time the 

student-kaiako and their lecturers who participated in my study were attending regional noho 

marae.  Part 1 presents the findings from the survey completed by Participant Group 2. The 

participants in this group were initial teacher education (ITE) student-kaiako (N = 162) enrolled 

in their second year of a distance-delivered Bachelor of Teaching (ECE) programme. The 

survey comprised three demographic questions and 13 agreement statements (Appendix A). 

Part 2 reports the findings of focus-group discussions with the students from Group 2 who, in 

addition to completing the aforementioned survey, agreed to take part in these discussions. 

They were joined during the discussions by their lecturers, who had come to the marae with 

their students. This combined group of student-kaiako and lecturers formed Participant Group 

3 (N = 115). In Part 3, I report the findings from the unstructured interviews conducted with 

Participant Groups 1 and 5 (N =  25) at the noho marae. Part 4 sets out the findings from 

Participant Group 4’s responses to a questionnaire (Appendix B) that included two 

demographic questions and eight multiple response questions. This group’s participants, 

recruited from a teacher-education provider different to the one from which I selected the 

student-kaiako, constituted practising kaiako. All of these kaiako (N = 41) had teaching 

diplomas and were upgrading their qualification by studying towards a Bachelor of Teaching.      

4.2. Part 1: Ngā Tāngata (Participant Group 2)  

This group of student-kaiako (N = 162) were in their second year of a Bachelor of Teaching 

(ECE) programme. The programme was a distance-learning mixed-mode one that included six 

face-to-face two-day workshops per year. One of these workshops required the student-kaiako 

to spend a night on a noho marae. The marae each student attended depended on which city 

(five central cities across Aotearoa New Zealand) they came to for the workshops. The marae 
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each of them visited was one either within or near each city. The 162 student-kaiako who 

participated in my study were taken from all five noho marae (see Chapter Three of this thesis). 

4.2.1. Mana Whenua – Belonging: Ethnicity 

All student-kaiako in Participant Group 2 answered three demographic questions: 

1. Which ethic group(s) do you belong to?  

2. What is your date of birth?   

3. Gender, please tick one:  Male □ Female □  Other □. 

The ethnicity results for this participant group were collated into five groups (see Table 4.1) 

associated with each of the five noho marae venues. Of the 162 participants, the majority 

identified as Pākehā (66%). The percentage of students identifying as Māori was 9.8 percent; 

Asian 9.8 percent; Pasifika 4.3 percent; Indian, 3.7 percent; Other (European) 4.3 percent; and 

Other 1.8 percent.  

Table 4.1. Mana whenua – ethnicities of the Group 2 study participants at 

each noho marae  

 

Marae 

subgroups 

Pākehā Māori Pasifika Asian Indian Other 

(European) 

Other TOTAL  

Te Upoko 

 

32 6 1 2 2 2 2 47 

Te Kei 

 

14 2 1 4 1 1 0 23 

Te Puku 

 

22 3 2 0 0 1 1 29 

Te Hiwi 

 

18 2 1 2 2 1 0 26 

Te Hiku 

 

21 3 2 8 1 2 0 37 

Totals 107 16 7 16 6 7 3 162 

4.2.2. Rā Whānau – Age Bands 

Of the 162 participants, 65 percent sat within the < 20–30 years of age band, 30 percent within 

the 31 years to 50 years age band, and 5 percent within the 51 years to 60+ age band. Figure 

4.1 sets out the number of participants in each age band. 
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Figure 4.1. Number of Group 2 participants (N = 162) in each age band. 

4.2.3. Te Tangatatanga – Gender   

All participants ticked the female option. 

4.2.4. Ngā Whakataunga - Findings:  Ngā Kōrero Whakaae – Agreement Statements   

All participants in Group 2 were asked to rate their level of agreement with 13 statements 

relating to working within Aotearoa New Zealand ECE bilingual and bicultural contexts. 

Response options for each statement were strongly disagree (SD), disagree (D), neutral/neither 

agree nor disagree (N), agree (A), and strongly agree (SA). The accumulation of student 

perspectives related to the agreement statements formed a critical-mass dataset.    

4.2.4.1. Statement 1: “Te reo Māori is only important if you are working with tamariki 

Māori”  

Fifty percent of the study respondents strongly disagreed and 39 percent disagreed with this 

statement. Thus, a clear majority (89%) of participants did not support the statement. The 

remaining 11 percent agreed with it. Figure 4.2. breaks down the response categories by 

number of participants.  
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Figure 4.2. Statement 1: number of Group 2 respondents (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 
 

4.2.4.2. Statement 2: “When working with children from different cultures, te reo 

Māori is less important and treating all children the same is more important”  

Just over half of the student-kaiako (55%) checked the strongly disagree or disagree options. 

A quarter of the respondents (27%) chose to remain neutral on this matter. Combining the 

percentage of respondents who checked the agree options (18%) with the percentage who 

checked the neutral option indicates that just under half of the respondents (45%) thought it 

appropriate to treat all children the same in multicultural ECE contexts and that te reo Māori is 

less important when working within multicultural ECE contexts. The number of respondents 

who checked each response option is given in Figure 4.3.  

 

 

Figure 4.3. Statement 2: number of Group 2 respondents (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 
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4.2.4.3. Statement 3: “All children have the same educational needs and should be 

treated the same” 

Over half of the respondents (59%) strongly disagreed or disagreed with this statement, while 

40 percent agreed or strongly agreed. The remaining one percent checked the neutral option. 

Figure 4.4 presents the number of respondents who checked each response option. 

 

 

Figure 4.4. Statement 3: number of Group 2 respondents (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 

4.2.4.4. Statement 4: “Everyone working in ECE in NZ should be able to speak te reo 

Māori” 

Just over half of the respondents (54%) agreed or strongly agreed with this statement while 24 

percent abstained from making for or against responses. The remaining 22 percent strongly 

disagreed or disagreed with this statement. Figure 4.5 sets out the number of respondents 

responding to each statement option.   
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Figure 4.5. Statement 4: number of Group 2 respondents (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 

4.2.4.5. Statement 5: “Listening and responding to what parental and whānau 

expectations are provides strong teaching and learning collaborative approaches” 

Ninety five percent  of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that it is vital to listen, respect, 

and respond to the expectations of parents and whānau. The remaining five percent were neutral 

on this topic, as evident from the number of respondents replying to each statement response 

option depicted in Figure 4.6.  

 

 

Figure 4.6. Statement 5: number of Group 2 respondents (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 
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4.2.4.6. Statement 6: “Biculturalism in ECE only applies to tamariki Māori and their 

whanau”  

The majority of participants (98%)  strongly disagreed or disagreed that biculturalism in ECE 

only applies to Māori children and their whānau. Four participants chose to remain neutral on 

this topic (see Figure 4.7).  

 

Figure 4.7. Statement 6: number of Group 2 respondents (N = 162) who checked each 

response option 

4.2.4.7. Statement 7: “Kaupapa Māori only has a place in kōhanga reo and Māori 

immersion services” 

Sixty-six percent of respondents either strongly disagreed or disagreed with this statement. 

Thirty-two percent of the respondents registered a neutral response, thus neither agreeing nor 

disagreeing with the statement. The bar graphs in Figure 4.8 show the number of respondents 

who checked each of the response options for this statement. 

 

Figure 4.8. Statement 7: number of Group 2 respondents (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 
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4.2.4.8. Statement 8: “Tikanga Māori has no place in mainstream ECE” 

Most respondents either strongly disagreed or disagreed with this statement, thus indicating 

that just over two-thirds of respondents held the view that Tikanga Māori does have a place in 

mainstream ECE. As evident from Figure 4.9, 46 respondents checked the neutral response 

option. That number equated to just under one third of respondents. This result appears to 

follow the same pattern as the one for Statement 7 above.    

 

Figure 4.9. Statement 8: number of Group 2 respondents (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 

4.2.4.9. Statement 9: “Inclusion of te reo Māori and tikanga in mainstream ECE 

programmes is tokenism” 

Twenty-five percent of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. A 

larger percentage (41%) either strongly disagreed or disagreed with it; 35% recorded a neutral 

response. Figure 4.10 shows the number of respondents who checked each response option.  

 

Figure 4.10. Statement 9: number of Group 2 participants (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 
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The  patterns of responses to the last three statements (7 to 9) show a trend towards using the 

neutral response, ranging from 28 percent for Statement 8 to 35 percent for Statement 9. 

4.2.4.10. Statement 10: “Te reo me ngā tikanga Māori are essential skills of ECE 

practices in New Zealand” 

The majority of respondents (74%) agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. Eighteen 

percent of the respondents were not sure either way. Twelve respondents (7%) disagreed with 

the statement (see Figure 4.11). None of the respondents checked the strongly disagree option. 

 

Figure 4.11. Statement 10: number of Group 2 participants (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 

4.2.4.11. Statement 11: “Knowing your own culture is important” 

The majority of the respondents agreed (61%) or strongly agreed (33%) that knowing your own 

culture is important. As evident in Figure 4.12, the numbers of responses to the other three 

options were very small.  

 

Figure 4.12. Statement 11: number of Group 2 respondents (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 
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4.2.4.12. Statement 12: “An essential skill in ECE New Zealand is being biculturally 

competent that represents this country’s dual heritages” 

Response rates to this statement showed 50 percent of the respondents agreeing and 44.5 

percent strongly agreeing with it; 5.5 percent were neutral. No one disagreed or strongly 

disagreed with the statement. The number of respondents corresponding to each of these 

percentages is given in Figure 4.13.   

 

Figure 4.13. Statement 12: number of Group 2 respondents (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 

4.2.4.13. Statement 13: “Te reo me ngā tikanga Māori are requirements for all ECE 

kaiako (NZ Government, 2008; MoE, 1996; NZ Teaching Council, 2015)” 

The majority of respondents either agreed (44.5%) or strongly agreed (50%) with this 

statement. Nine respondents recorded a neutral response. No responses were recorded for the 

strongly disagree or disagree categories (see Figure 4.14).  

 

Figure 4.14. Statement 13: number of Group 2 respondents (N = 162) who checked each 

response option. 
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4.2.5. He Kōrero Whakarāpopoto – Summary  

This part of the chapter presented the findings from Participant Group 2’s responses to the 

demographic information and statements survey. The responses showed a general trend of 

positivity towards and acceptance of bicultural curriculum understandings and applications. 

4.3. Part 2: Mahi a-Rōpū – Focus Group (Participant Group 3) 

Focus-group discussions were held in the evening of the first day at each noho marae. The 

student-kaiako from Group 219 were invited to take part in these discussions along with 

members of their lecturing staff who were also attending the respective marae. This combined 

group was named Participant Group 3. The complement of participants – groups – from each 

marae within it were given their own identifying names (refer Table 4.1). 

4.3.1. Mahi a-Rōpū: Focus-Group Sessions 

I had originally planned to begin these sessions with a broad, general question: “What does 

having an understanding of Te Whāriki mean to you?” However, at the first focus-group 

session, the student-kaiako participants asked for guidance as to what this question meant.  As 

I discussed in Chapter Three of this thesis, I changed this approach to one where each focus-

group session began with starter topics to get conversations moving. The starter topics to all 

focus-group sessions explained that Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a) was the first 

bicultural curriculum statement ever developed in Aotearoa New Zealand and provided an 

overview of what the curriculum framework consisted of (Ministry of Education, 1996a, p. 13). 

After these explanations student-kaiako and lecturers were able to provide examples, and if 

these contributions needed further defining, I kept the discussion moving by teasing out what 

examples could look like in practice. During these sessions, student-kaiako and lecturers had 

access to hard copies of the 1996 version of Te Whāriki to refer to.  

 

                                                 

 

19 Because these focus-group sessions occurred on each marae, the Kahui Kaumātua applied the tikanga 

principles of kotahitahi (working collaboratively). Adhering to the tikanga principle of manaakitanga at the 

marae meant inclusive practice. Consequently, these sessions were open-door for all to contribute to. Attending 

noho marae lecturers were welcomed to these sessions, where they contributed to the discussions. 
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4.3.2. He Ariā Matua: Sociocultural Theory Underpins Te Whāriki  

Sociocultural theory is at the heart of Te Whāriki, “as the curriculum emphasises the critical 

role of socially and culturally mediated learning” (Ministry of Education, 1996a, p. 9). Helping 

students understand, define, and redefine sociocultural theory was an important part of the 

focus-group discussions. This approach provided student-kaiako with opportunity to unpack 

and take on board their own and other people’s understandings of what sociocultural theory is 

and how these understandings are implemented or observed within daily ECE programmes. 

The lecturers supported discussions by providing student-kaiako with different contexts that 

could give effect to Te Whāriki and thus enabled the student-kaiako to contribute freely.   

When the students were directed to consider the sociocultural aspects of Te Whāriki, they 

predominantly drew on the importance of social interactions as learning opportunities and the 

cultural contexts of the children and their whānau attending ECE settings. Their discussions 

about cultural contexts gave rise to a subtheme focused on socioeconomic constraints to 

participation in ECE. Not all of these second-year teacher-kaiako engaged confidently in this 

discussion. As one student, Student Number 2, from the Te Kei subgroup said: 

Te Whāriki draws on sociocultural approaches, and yet I am sure that we are all 

at different levels of understanding [as to] what this means for ourselves as 

kaiako. (Te Kei 2) 

Two other comments revealed beginning understandings of a sociocultural approach:  

Sociocultural approaches are about the different effects of social and cultural 

environments on the learning or even behaviours of children. (Te Hiwi 1) 

I thought the sociocultural approach was like what I brought as a teacher with 

me to the teaching context and how I could use my knowledge to guide 

children’s learning and development. (Te Hiku 2)   

While Te Hiwi 1 student understood that the social and cultural environment has an effect on 

children’s learning, she did not mention that learning is bidirectional. Te Hiku 2 student 

acknowledged what she brought to the learning context but did not acknowledge what the child 

brings to learning encounters. These partial understandings of sociocultural theory are not 

unexpected among student-kaiako who are only into their first six months of their second year 

of study. The learning through participating in this study is about student-kaiako engaging 

within these teaching and learning spaces. These present as both safe and challenging because 
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these student-kaiako are accessing real, authentic accounts of a life as a teacher; thus, learning 

can be maximised within a collaborative environment (Bell et al., 2017). 

4.3.2.1. Ngā mea rawakore: socioeconomic constraints 

The following participants understood the links to sociocultural contexts and the influence of 

socioeconomic constraints on communities. The participants who raised this consideration 

were also keenly aware of actively increasing ECE participation rates for Māori and Pasifika 

tamariki.   

Cultural make-up and the socioeconomic status of the communities we teach in 

provides a diverse lens to curriculum. For example, the South Auckland 

context would be very different to say a centre in North Shore. (Te Kei 1)   

Yes, I agree that working out in Rotorua’s eastern suburbs’ context is also 

different to central city in both cultural and socioeconomic status, as I have 

worked in both communities. (Te Puku 2) 

Yes, there is a huge disparity between working out in Wainoni to Cashmere or 

Fendalton areas in both cultural and socioeconomic status. (Te Hiwi 3) 

I agree with these, as I teach in Cannons Creek, and we will be very different 

to Central Wellington or any other environ of Wellington. (Te Upoko 3) 

Yep, just being in Glen Innes impacts on our delivery of Te Whāriki, as it is 

back to basics with our programme, and participation is at top for my centre; 

we are even going out to get our tamariki to come into us. Why? The reason is 

education doesn’t even make it to the top five priorities in our community. It 

is, one, domestic violence; two, gang presence and intimidation; three, drugs 

and alcohol; four, putting food on the table; five, employment; six, financial 

support/guidance. Health and education seem to be further down our 

communities’ priorities. (Te Hiku 2)  

As with understanding how sociocultural contexts relate to teaching and learning, 

understanding how socioeconomic contexts relate to these domains is integral to appropriate 

implementation of the principles and practice set down in Te Whāriki. Overall, the student-

kaiako in the focus-group discussions seemed to have a good appreciation of these contexts in 

relation to teaching in ECE settings. However, as I discuss in the next chapter (Chapter Five), 

their understandings regarding these contexts also appeared to be mediated by who these kaiako 

are as individuals and as kaiako and by the communities they belong to. 
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4.3.3. Te Tiriti o Waitangi | The Treaty of Waitangi 

Among the key aims for children set down in Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a) is 

acquiring understanding of New Zealand’s dual heritage as signified within Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi. Many of the student-kaiako participants across the five noho marae discussion 

groups spoke of being confused by the two versions: Te Tiriti o Waitangi, the Māori-language 

version; and the Treaty of Waitangi, the English-language version. A significant number of the 

responses indicated the notion that the two versions are identical and that it is a matter of choice 

as to which version is used or referred to. Just over 50 percent of the comments on this matter 

indicated that the students who said them were not aware that the versions differed and/or how 

they differed. The following comments are representative of this confusion and lack of 

knowledge: 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Treaty of Waitangi, aren’t they the same? I find it 

easy to say the Treaty of Waitangi, so I would always refer to it as that. I didn’t 

realise that if you discuss the Treaty of Waitangi, you are referring to the English 

version, and if you use Te Tiriti, then you are referring to the Māori version. (Te 

Upoko 3) 

We did learn a bit about this in Year One. So, one has four articles – Te Tiriti – 

and one has three articles and principles – the Treaty. (Te Kei 6) 

Our Code, Our Standards20 has a Te Tiriti o Waitangi standard. It talks about 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi partnership in that context [but] what does that mean, 

because I thought the three Ps21 belong within the Treaty of Waitangi. (Te Hiku 

1a) 

The focus-group participants also considered if the meaning ascribed to Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

within Te Whāriki is that of providing children with understanding of the cultural heritages of 

both partners to Te Tiriti o Waitangi. There was evidence during the discussion of kaiako 

misconstruing the meaning of the word ‘partners’ within the context of Te Tiriti. Nearly all 

Pākehā participants who expressed confidence in their own heritage but not in Māori heritage.  

                                                 

 

20 Our Code Our Standards (New Zealand Teaching Council, 2017) presents the council’s expectations of 

teachers in regard to their obtaining and retaining valid practising certificates. The code sets out the high 

standards of ethical behaviour; the standards describe the expectations required for effective teaching practice. 
21 The three Ps refer to the set of principles that guide the implementation of the Treaty of Waitangi. Article I 

aligns with the principle of partnership; Article II with the principle of protection of all taonga; and Article III 

with the principle of participation. 
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All Māori participants were confident in teaching the dual heritages belonging to Aotearoa New 

Zealand. The non-Māori and non-Pākehā participants were able to offer diversity in terms of 

inclusion of their own cultural heritage, and nearly all were still learning Māori and Pākeha 

heritages. The following comments represent a range of responses from the Pākehā, Māori, and 

Asian participants. 

I am from here, so I am teaching tangata whenua whakapapa, reo and tikanga 

and I can teach everything I do in te reo in English; I’m the dual heritage. (Te 

Puku 3) 

I used to wonder what this means for me as a teacher in early childhood 

education and what do I have to do as a teacher. Te Whāriki talks about our 

dual heritage, so do I bring my heritage to my teaching and Māori bring theirs? 

(Te Kei 1) 

I can offer New Zealand as my cultural heritage, as that is what I bring with 

me. However, I do love learning about the Māori history and the waiata helps 

me with speaking te reo. (Te Hiku 6) 

I teach who I am and I represent one of the partners, so I’m all good. (Te Upoko 2) 

Comments such as these begs the question of how possible it is for children to learn the dual 

heritages of the land if some kaiako are only comfortable and confident in teaching their own 

culture. The next example was one voiced by just over 50 percent of all participants, that is, of 

all cultural/ethnic backgrounds. This type of comment was made during discussion on ideas, 

strategies, and ways ECE kaiako can enhance their own understanding of Māori cultural 

heritage and their daily related teaching practice. 

So, is it better to get Māori partners to come in and support us in our centre, as 

we use very little Māori language and culture? (Te Upoko 3)  

The ongoing debate over which of the two versions of the document – Te Tiriti or the Treaty – 

one should reference when considering matters relating to it was also evident during the focus-

group discussions. Te Whāriki states “Te Tiriti o Waitangi”, thus indicating that the Māori- 

language version was an intentional insertion. Six of the discussion participants were tangata 

whenua of the area of the noho marae they were attending. They observed that Te Tiriti was 

the version providing the basis of Te Whāriki as a bicultural curriculum. The following 

comment is typical of what they said. 
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Te Tiriti o Waitangi is the basis of our bicultural curriculum, as this is who we 

are as kaiako within Aotearoa New Zealand – Tangata Māori and Tangata 

Pākehā. We co-exist in Aotearoa New Zealand because of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 

We should enact the intent of Article IV and be respectful to all. (Te Puku 

agreed to by 6 participants who were tangata whenua of the area)  

A large majority (80%) of the focus-group participants seemed to find it easier to relate the 

principles within the Treaty of Waitangi version to Te Whāriki:   

I have learnt we have to protect te reo and tikanga and that is why we have to 

use it. Even if it is very little, it is okay. We also need to include Māori 

families into contributing to our own curriculum. This is what participation for 

my centre looks like, and partnership is having those ongoing relationships 

with all parents. I think we are doing a good job of seeing these three treaty 

principles in practice. (Te Hiwi 3)   

Further evidence of varying interpretations of and confusion across the ECE sector in relation 

to the content and meaning of the two treaty versions – Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Treaty of 

Waitangi – emerged from the focus-group data. This finding was one that I was particularly 

keen to examine further. I do so in the next chapter.  

4.3.4. Te Marau Taharua: Te Whāriki as a Bicultural Curriculum 

The principles and practice of biculturalism have their genesis within Aotearoa New Zealand’s 

founding document Te Tiriti o Waitangi (Walker, 1987), as outlined in Chapter Two of this 

thesis. From its outset, Te Whāriki made known that because it would be the first bicultural 

curriculum statement developed in this country, its primary aim was to promote and see 

implemented in practice a truly bicultural curriculum across all early childhood services 

(Ministry of Education, 1996a, p. 7).   

Te Whāriki also made clear that because te reo Māori is a living and thus relevant language 

(Ministry of Education, 1996a, p. 76), ECE kaiako needed to make te reo and tikanga Māori 

visible and affirm both to all tamariki. The focus-group discussions showed that very few of 

the student-kaiako in participant Group 2 were aware of these explicit statements within Te 

Whāriki. However, when I directed them to the relevant pages within Te Whāriki, they were 

able to articulate what these statements meant to them as kaiako and when they were working 

with tamariki. The following statement is an example of this articulation. However, the added 
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reference to Quality in Action suggests that these participants still did not fully understand the 

bicultural curriculum as a framework for bicultural teaching and learning of itself.   

Te Whāriki is a mat that we weave together with the children. It’s a framework 

where we can add in bicultural aspects like te reo and tikanga. The other 

supporting document, Quality in Action,22 is more supportive to kaiako, as it 

provides examples of bicultural approaches. (Te Hiku 2, plus three other 

participants)  

The majority of the Group 2 participants likewise mentioned te reo Māori and tikanga Māori 

as integral components of the bicultural curriculum. However, it was evident from the 

following representative excerpt from the discussion transcripts that they did not know enough 

te reo Māori to use it as an everyday language of instruction, and that they tended to see tikanga 

as a set of rules about what not to do.   

Te reo Māori, we don’t know enough in this area, and we don’t get a lot in our 

[teacher education] programme. As for tikanga, that’s just about what we 

shouldn’t encourage tamariki to do. For example, no sitting on tables and 

redirect[ing] them to chairs. Don’t step over children/people; instead go 

around. Don’t touch their heads, as there is no need for this. Lie sleeping 

children head-to-head so that children cannot kick other children whilst 

sleeping. Don’t sit on tables, as these are used to eat your kai from. (Te Kei 3, 

plus four other participants) 

The following group of participants were all Māori student-kaikao so their understanding of 

the bicultural curriculum was one wherein they needed to include their identity, language, and 

culture in their teaching.  

Bicultural curriculum is te ao Māori, which incorporates whakapapa, te reo 

Māori, tikanga Māori as everyday practices. We are all Māori, so we are able 

to provide te reo Māori within the cultural contexts of te ao Māori, so we are 

very lucky within our own heritage. (Te Puku 1, plus four other participants)  

                                                 

 

22 Quality in Action: Te Mahi Whai Hua: Implementing the Revised Statement of Desirable Objectives and 

Practices in New Zealand Early Childhood Services (Ministry of Education, 1998). The intention behind this 

resource was for it to help ECE teachers and educators implement Te Whāriki as a biculutral curriculum.   
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These participants also suggested that while the structure and design of Te Whāriki promotes a 

bicultural curriculum from the outset, it does not give sufficient guidance on what to do and 

how to do it in order to realise a truly bicultural curriculum in practice. 

Throughout Te Whāriki, there are bilingual headings to everything, and there is 

one section just for Māori immersion services. So the document tells us what 

we should be doing with the tamariki, but the how and the what is where it 

lacks direction. For example, I would find it more helpful to have a list of te 

reo phrases for all the different areas of curriculum, opposed to te reo Māori 

and tikanga Māori needing to be made visible in daily programmes ... (Te Hiku 

1, plus three other participants) 

The next four transcript excerpts capture aspects of just how comfortable participants felt about 

their bicultural competence. In the first excerpt, the participants (five Māori students who were 

proficient speakers of te reo Māori) highlighted the need for teacher education programmes to 

bring diversity to programme content. The participants also noted that their current programme 

was unable to provide them with opportunity to advance their own te reo Māori learning.   

Being biculturally competent is about consistently providing tamariki with 

teaching and learning of whakapapa, of themselves, the area, the iwi, the 

language and culture of the area and iwi. We would love to extend our levels of 

te reo to a more advanced level within this programme but that isn’t a possibility. 

(Te Puku 4, plus four other participants) 

This next participant differed considerably from the above five participants in her degree of 

comfort:  

I think bicultural curriculum is scary, as I need a lot of support just to 

pronounce te reo Māori. Saying “Te Whāriki” is a real challenge to me, so 

rather than getting it wrong all the time, I choose not to say it at this time until I 

am more comfortable. Then, at that time, I will say it. (Te Kei 2) 

The following participant’s concern about the limited time given to te reo Māori and tikanga 

Māori learning in her ITE programme shows discomfort through lack of preparedness.   

Te reo Māori is an important part of our teacher education programme, but we 

only get 36 hours teaching per year – a total of 108 hours across a three-year 

teacher qualification. Is it really enough time to learn te reo Māori? Do we 

leave our teacher education programme with the skills so that we can integrate 



143 

 

te reo Māori into our everyday practice? And the same can be said for tikanga 

Māori. Is this really enough time? (Te Hiku 1) 

Participant Te Hiwi 4 also commented on insufficient support and added that, in her experience, 

early childhood centres used for practicum did not practise use of te reo Māori. 

Where do we go to get support for learning te reo Māori? When out on 

practicum, no one used te reo Māori, so if there isn’t a context to use te reo 

Māori in ECE settings, it’s no wonder we don’t use it. (Te Hiwi 4) 

Comments of the kind just cited were relatively prevalent among the participants across all five 

noho marae. Although use of te reo is an obviously important feature of the bicultural 

curriculum, it seems that opportunity to learn the language was challenging the student-kaiako 

within their ITE programmes. As Participant Te Hiku 1 pointed out, the time given to learning 

te reo Māori seems minimal. These student-kaiako are in a 15-credit paper,23 which equates to 

150 hours for the course, of which 36 hours, or just under a quarter (24%) of the time, is 

allocated to face-to-face deliveries. 

As I discuss further in the next chapter, enacting the bicultural curriculum is more than a matter 

of ITE programmes providing te reo Māori, tikanga Māori, and the Māori ways of knowing 

and doing that kaiako need to implement. All ECE kaiako need to take personal and 

professional responsibility for becoming confidently adequate within te ao Māori, te reo Māori, 

and tikanga Māori. This commitment brings recognition that they have attained their very own 

mana whenua status: a place of belonging as an Aotearoa New Zealand ethical bicultural 

teacher.   

4.3.5. Tikanga Māori Competency  

Tikanga Māori – the cultural practices of Māori – differ from iwi to iwi, hapū to hapū, whānau 

to whānau, and person to person. Despite these differences, what the practices hold in common 

are the principles underpinning them. Chapter One provides a range of examples of these 

practices. Comments made during the focus-group discussions revealed that a good majority 

                                                 

 

23 A Bachelor of Teaching (ECE) programme requires 360 points over the three years or 120 points needed each 

year of the three-year programme. Courses can be worth 15 credits or 30 credits. The course these student-

kaiako were enrolled in is a 15-credit course which equates to 150 hours of study. This course provides 36 hours 

of face-to-face teaching. The remaining 114 hours integrate online resources such as discussion forums, 

readings, recorded lectures, and video tutorials. 
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of the participating student-kaiako were still learning what tikanga Māori practices are. 

Comments and questions from a minority of the participants about tikanga Māori practices 

indicated incorrect understandings of them.    

The first three comments below come from participants who expressed some knowledge of 

daily tikanga practices and were eager to learn more, such as appropriate tikanga in relation to 

using kai (food) as teaching and learning tools. The comment from Participant Te Kei 3 is 

especially interesting because of her equating tikanga with health and hygiene practices 

common to all cultures. Her point seemed to be that everyone practises tikanga Māori simply 

by exercising health and hygiene practices.  

I think I do know a lot of tikanga already, such as no stepping over children 

and no sitting on tables. Oh, and even separating washing out; for example, not 

washing cleaning cloths with the U2’s [under-two-year-olds’] face and hand- 

cloths. But I wouldn’t mind learning some more tikanga practices. For 

instance, what is the tikanga around using kai for teaching and learning 

activities, e.g., macaroni for a threading exercise, or potatoes for making 

stamps, or making playdough? (Te Upoko 3) 

I am the same. I wouldn’t mind learning more tikanga practices around using 

kai for teaching and learning resources. (Te Hiwi 1) 

Just about all tikanga practices can be associated to health and hygiene 

practices, so they are common to all other cultures, not just Māori tikanga. (Te 

Kei 3) 

This next complement of participant comments reveals very different understandings of tikanga 

Māori from the above three. The following participants had nuanced understandings of tikanga 

practices and the principles on which they are based. This second set of excerpts, along with 

the first set, gives a good indication of the type of understandings and support that student-

kaiako need in relation to tikanga.  

It is quite sad to see kaiako still refer to our tikanga practices as things we 

shouldn’t do. For example, no sitting on tables: what underpins this practice? 

It’s not because we eat kai off the tables, it’s more to do with the tapu of the 

body, but no one seems to talk about this. Sleeping children head-to-head – 

what is that about? I have never heard that this is a tikanga practice. Stop 

watering down our tikanga, people. It’s common sense to space sleepers out so 
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that they do not disturb other children’s sleep, and there is enough room to 

walk around. This isn’t a tikanga, its common sense.  (Te Puku 5) 

Learning tikanga is not an option for kaiako. It is our responsibility, so get on 

with it people and learn some of the language, and you will then get why we 

do things the way we do. (Te Puku 3)  

Tikanga Māori is integral to ECE daily practices. These practices are more 

than mere mirroring of health and safety practices. For example, 

whanaungatanga is about relationships to people, places, and objects. So, what 

tikanga do we apply when we meet new parents and children? Think about 

how you establish these relationships. Now these are your tikanga practices 

that are underpinned by whanaungatanga. (Te Hiku 5)  

4.3.6. Te Matatau o te Reo Māori: Māori Language Competency 

Language is one of the most important parts of any culture because it is how people 

communicate with one another, build relationships, and create a sense of belonging to (within 

Aotearoa New Zealand) whānau, hapū, and iwi. Despite te reo Māori being integral to the 

teaching profession in Aotearoa New Zealand, and markedly so since the release of Te Whāriki 

in 1996, comments from the focus-group participants indicate they, and by extension ECE 

kaiako, continue to struggle with a range of barriers and challenges to using te reo competently 

and confidently in their practice.  

I am comfortable using te reo Māori words for colours and counting and small 

phrases, and that is a good start for myself as a Year Two student teacher. (Te 

Hiku 5) 

Although Participant Te Hiku 5 professed to being comfortable using te reo words, the fact she 

did not provide examples of them and that her ‘comfort zone’ lay with words and small phrases 

suggests she was not meeting the expectations of her ITE programme for te reo proficiency. 

The next comment, from Participant Te Kei 2, reveals that she, likewise, felt most comfortable 

using “one or two words” and would use her diary to record any new words she heard and 

understood them to mean at any given time. This participant went on to say she was confident 

writing down a list of te reo words she knew, as she was at an early stage of building up her te 

reo Māori vocabulary. Her practice of writing down these words, even if she may not have got 

the spelling of some of them correct, is a good language learning principle because it assists in 
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second language acquisition. This practice reflected the participant’s “built-in syllabus” of 

ways of doing (Ellis, 2005).  

I struggle with pronunciation and remembering sentence structures, so I tend to 

be just using one to two words of te reo here and there, for example, e tu, heare 

[sic] mai, kia ora, ka kite, and e noho, as these are consistently used throughout 

the day.  (Te Kei 2) 

The comments from the next participants regarding te reo Māori highlight disquiet regarding 

kaiako who have only rudimentary knowledge and use of the language. The Māori wāhine in 

the first comment expresses frustration over the limited expectations that the ECE teaching 

profession and its credentialing body seem to hold in relation to te reo competency. Participant 

Te Upoko 4 (second comment) also emphasises the “moral obligation” (her words) that kaiako 

have to use and promote te reo. Here, she is pointing to the long period of time when te reo and 

tikanga Māori were lost to generations of Māori children. Māori were banned, through the 

Native Schools Act 1867, from speaking their language in schools. The Act was part of the 

settler government’s policy to assimilate Māori into Pākehā society; instruction and learning 

in educational settings were therefore to be conducted entirely in English. The Act was not 

repealed until 1969. 

If kaiako really want to use te reo Māori and tikanga Māori, then do it. What I 

find really annoying, and frustrating, is my colleagues in my centre can renew 

their teacher registration practising certificate and they are still saying two- to 

three-word utterances like kia ora, haere mai, and one-word actions – words 

like oma, peke. How does the teaching profession allow this to happen? Should 

there be another level for teacher registration certificates or is this a 

conversation yet to have? Perhaps this is not a priority and kaiako are carrying 

out their professional responsibilities through piecemeal offerings and 

understandings – and these are acceptable to the Teaching Council? (Te Puku 

2, plus four participants)  

Teaching the Māori ways of doing things and their language is important, as it 

is a moral obligation and respect to tangata whenua after so much language and 

tikanga was lost when they weren’t allowed to speak te reo at school from the 

mid-1800s. (Te Upoko 4)   
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4.3.6. He Whakarāpopoto – Summary 

The data from the focus-group sessions generated five major themes. The first theme centred 

on knowledge and understanding of sociocultural theory and its relevance to Te Whāriki. 

Discussion regarding this theoretical underpinning made apparent various levels of 

understanding. For example, both lecturers and participants already working in ECE services 

could articulate theories underpinning practice and shared their knowledge with the wider 

group. The discussion also brought to light subthemes relating to how the cultural and 

socioeconomic status of the different communities served by ECE centres intersects with the 

bicultural curriculum’s sociocultural approach. The second theme showed that many of the 

participating student-kaiako tended to be confused about the content and intent of the two 

versions of New Zealand’s founding document – Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Treaty of 

Waitangi.  

The third theme concerned the extent to which the participating student-kaiako understood 

and/or had a working knowledge of Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a) as a bicultural 

curriculum. Because the members of this participant group were at the beginning of their 

second year of their teacher education programme, it would be fair to say that they were still 

developing ways of knowing how to implement Te Whāriki and what makes up bicultural 

curriculum. The remaining two themes revealed varying degrees of knowledge and use of 

tikanga Māori (fourth theme) and te reo Māori (fifth theme) and among the student-kaiako.  

Each of these findings will be discussed further in the next chapter. 

4.4. Part 3: He Kōrero Uiui – Unstructured Interviews 

(Participant Groups 1 and 5) 

This section presents the findings from my interview sessions with the members of Participant 

Groups 1 and 5. These sessions took place in the evening between approximately 8 p.m. and 9 

p. m. at each of the five noho marae venues. Group 1 (Kāhui Kaumātua) consisted of my own 

esteemed elder stalwarts of te ao Māori (N = 3). Participant Group 5 (Tangata Whenua) was 

made up of the following: kōhanga reo kaiako, kuia and national Te Kōhanga Reo Trust 

kaimahi (employees) (n = 8); iwi immersion representatives (n = 2); iwi representatives of the 

five noho marae venues (n = 7); Ministry of Education and Education Review Office kaimahi 

(n = 4); initial teacher education lecturers (n = 2); and Te Puni Kōkiri | Ministry of Māori 

Development kaimahi (n = 2).    
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As I mentioned in Chapter Three, the kāhui kaumātua supported me at each of the five marae 

venues. They followed tikanga of karakia and mihimihi and then introduced the purpose of the 

kōrero uiui (unstructured discussion sessions) along with an overview of this research project. 

Kaumātua Huirangi Waikerepuru (facilitating role) provided this information verbally and 

invited kōrero back from the tangata whenua participant group at each marae in response to 

this question: What do you see as Māori education priorities for our tamariki (children) nā te 

mea ko rātou ngā rangitira mō āpōpō (because they will be our future leaders)? The kōrero that 

Huirangi put to these participant groups was based on ngā pēpi (infants), tamariki nohinohi 

(toddlers), and tamaiti kōhungahunga (the young child), thus encompassing the majority of our 

tamariki attending mainstream ECE services across the motu. An important directive from the 

kāhui kaumātua was to provide the data for each of these priority areas. All data from this 

participant group were provided under specific priorities as dictated and/or directed by the 

members of the two participant groups themselves. The following subsections present the two 

main priorities that the tangata whenua participants identified, and what they said in relation to 

each one.     

4.4.1. Kaupapa Tuatahi: Priority One - Knowing Whakapapa Is the Door to te ao Māori 

During the first kōrerorero (discussion), participants stated what they thought important for 

kaiako to learn to allow them to navigate their way in te ao Māori. All participants agreed that 

whakapapa (identity) is integral for kaiako to know because it lets them see who and what each 

of them brings to the ECE setting. Table 4.2 sets out the understandings that the participants 

defined as essential for mainstream ECE kaiako engaged in whakapapa learning. The 

participants maintained that if the learning framework depicted in the table was developed 

further, it would provide a good resource for all ECE kaiako because it would assist them with 

starting points to what whakapapa includes and the importance of these components to Māori. 

Table 4.2. Inherent birthrights framework for ECE kaiako 

Whakapapa: Identity 

Tūpuna, Waka, 

Ngā Tāngata 

Maunga, Awa, 

Roto, Rohe 

Whānau, 

Hapū 

Iwi 

Kōrero 

Tawhito,  

Hītori 

Marae: 

Kawa, 

Tikanga 

Te re Māori 

me Ōna 

Tikanga 

Captain, canoe, 

people 

Land mass and 

boundaries 

Māori social 

structures 

Histories Marae: rules 

and practices 

Language and 

culture 
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The first three columns of Table 4.2 can be encapsulated within one’s pepeha (introduction of 

self). I used my own pepeha to introduce myself in Chapter One. For Māori, this introduction 

of self requires awareness of which eponymous ancestor(s) their iwi stems from, their waka 

(canoe/s), and all of the geographical features of the land area their iwi belong to. The fourth 

column comprises the oral traditions of one’s history. These can be represented in song and 

dance, in artwork, in how places were named and why. A wealth of history and knowledge is 

tied not only to the land, its waterways, and the resources of an area, but also to the people. 

Marae are the social hub of all iwi. The carved decorative houses are the art galleries and 

museums of the hapū, and this is where one gains experiential learning and engages in place-

based education. The final column, te reo Māori me ōna tikanga, is about learning the language 

and practices of the iwi within the geographical location of the ECE service. It is this learning 

that provides the basis from which those engaged in that service can establish a relationship 

with the tangata whenua of the local area – the place where all this knowledge is waiting to 

become an important part of the ECE setting’s bicultural curriculum. 

The tangata whenua participants also provided the following six key considerations to assist 

kaiako and other adults working in ECE settings navigate the intricacies of whakapapa learning 

necessary for effectively supporting ECE bicultural curriculum deliveries of te ao Māori. There 

is no need to provide further commentary on these key considerations, as the voices of tangata 

whenua speak for themselves.  

Students and kaiako need to be alright with being challenged and that they do 

not have to have the right answers right there or then. However, they need to 

make a commitment to ongoing learning, as te ao Māori, te reo Māori, tikanga 

Māori – these can’t be learned overnight. Instead, your learning journey takes 

place on an infinite continuum. (Pūkenga 1) 

Students and kaiako need to know the differences between tangata whenua and 

mana whenua. (Iwi 2) 

Kaiako should be taking on the roles of tuakana and providing pathways 

towards further understanding or giving the new kaiako clear directions on the 

pepeha of the area and outlining the spiritual significance of our geographical 

features. (Iwi 2)  
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There is no getting away with it any longer: whakapapa of the area to kaiako, 

services, and schools are integral to curriculum development. Establishing 

through kanohi ki te kanohi [face-to-face] contact, maintaining these 

relationships through kanohi i kitea [a face that is always seen] with the local 

iwi, the local marae, these are the first steps towards supporting Māori 

aspirations mō tātou a mō ngā uri a muri ake nei [for all of us now and the 

generations that follow]. (Iwi 1)   

Our people are always known for providing manaakitanga. However, when 

kaiako or services and schools want our support, then we need to know what 

we can help them with. Manaakitanga dictates reciprocity; therefore, the 

relationship between iwi [and] marae with kaiako or ECE settings is one of 

give. Therefore, manaakitanga needs to be displayed in all interactions with iwi 

and marae.  (Poari 3) 

I get hōhā [exasperated] with a lot of kaiako, as they want everything given to 

them on a plate. Do they actually want to learn our reo, our tikanga, and our 

stories? It is more than manaakitanga that is applied generally by us. To me it is 

about how committed are kaiako; that is what I want to see, hear, and feel. 

(Pūkenga 3) 

4.4.1.1. Knowledge of te reo me ōna tikanga  

The Group 5 participants were all staunch advocates of te reo Māori me ōna tikanga. They 

strongly recommended that all ECE kaiako gain a healthy, living vocabulary of te reo Māori 

words and understand structures sufficiently to be able to use and teach te reo to all learners 

competently and confidently. This subsection of the chapter allows a good range of voices to 

be heard from the participants in Group 5, all of whom were passionate about te reo and tikanga. 

The first of the comments in this part of the chapter signals the crucial point that kaiako need 

to self-assess their stance towards learning te reo Māori and tikanga Māori, given that all kaiako 

have an obligation to ensure they carry out their professional responsibilities as a New Zealand 

registered, practising teacher. 

I feel aroha (empathy) for our Māori kaiako, as they are the ones who are used 

all the time by their non-Māori colleagues to become the bringer and teacher of 

all things Māori, and the worst part about this is their colleagues don’t even 

want to learn. This is so sad. I know, because I have seen it, when centres 
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come and visit the kōhanga teo. Kaiako from the mainstream services need to 

want to do it for themselves. (Poari 5) 

The next three comments, similar in tone and thought, expressed the views of all participants. 

Constant practising of using te reo and tikanga every day in the ECE 

programmes is how you become more confident and competent, and the 

children also become the same. (Poari 4) 

Speaking the language and practising tikanga is a must for all kaiako within 

New Zealand. You need to know the language and its customs. (Pūkenga 3) 

Yes, it is about practising it – it needs to be natural te reo me ōna tikanga and 

one does not go without the other. (Iwi 5) 

The following four comments provide expressive prompts for non-te reo Māori kaiako to 

consider. 

Yes, it’s got to be holistic to realise, “Wow, we’re doing science, we’re doing 

maths, we’re doing te reo, we’re doing tikanga.” It is part of an integrated 

curriculum; we actually don’t break it up. (TKR 2) 

It is important for ECE kaiako to open pathways for all children – especially 

non-Māori-speaking children – in order to retain and revitalise te reo Māori. 

(Iwi 2)   

You cannot have a language without awareness and knowledge of the culture – 

otherwise it lacks substance. (Kawana 4) 

Language opens the door to understanding the culture. You need to know the 

ethical meanings, principles, and values that underpin tikanga based on Māori 

worldviews because this is important, as they guide the behaviour in decision-

making. (Iwi 1) 

The next example, from one of the public servants within this participant group, directly refers 

to Māori tamariki currently attending mainstream ECE services. Implicit within the comment 

is the point that these tamariki need their whakapapa identity, language, and culture nurtured 

because these are birthrights. The participant also echoed the comments of other participants 

when she said that kaiako need to be well prepared and skilled to deliver the educational 

aspirations that Māori have for their tamariki. The participants considered these matters 

important topical issues.  
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Te reo Māori and tikanga are paramount for our own Māori tamariki. As we all 

know, [because] the majority of our Māori tamariki are attending mainstream 

ECE services, their identity needs to be kept intact. Therefore, kaiako should 

be well prepared to nurture te reo Māori and tikanga Māori and make them 

visible for all tamariki. (Kawana 2) 

4.4.1.2. The Wai 11 claim (again)24 

The next two excerpts from the Groups 1 and 5 discussion-group transcripts are still relevant to 

Priority One because the first refers to the kaumātua Huirangi who led the Wai 11 Te Reo Māori 

claim back in the 1980s. 

The Government needs to wake up. Te reo Māori was the only official 

language of New Zealand in 1987, and they are still pussy-footing around, 

whether to make it compulsory in our education system. Go figure. Why 

acknowledge it by passing law through an act of de jure? It is coming up to 

twenty-five years since the Māori Language Act was passed eh Koro Huirangi. 

Why is the government still pussy-footing around? Koro, you may need to lead 

off another hīkoi to Parliament. (Poari 1) 

The response:  Yes, the government needs to support te reo Māori initiatives, 

especially for our kaiako. [They need to] say they can protect our beautiful 

language: “Ko tōku taonga ko tōku reo – my treasure is my language.” It is 

about the normalisation of te reo Māori through continual improvement and 

nurturing. This has a flow-on effect as Tīmoti Karetū [2019] says, invest in 

kaiako. (Kāhui Kaumātua 1) 

The second comment (immediately below) relating to Wai 11 is from an ITE lecturer. She 

pointed out that all lecturers need to be strong te reo Māori users. She considered this an 

important aspect of lecturers work as professionals who should essentially be confident role 

models in using te reo Māori within their daily practice. 

Lecturers [tertiary providers: ITE programmes] need to be proficient in te reo 

Māori me ōna tikanga. Sadly, this is not evident throughout the tertiary sector. 

                                                 

 

24 In 1984, Ngā Kaiwhakapūmau i te Reo, the organisation behind the first Māori radio station, and one of its 

founders, Huirangi Waikerepuru, lodged a claim that affected all Māori. Allocated the name ID Wai 11 (because 

it was the eleventh claim lodged), the claim was more popularly known as ‘The Te Reo Māori Claim’. It had a 

strong impact on the revitalisation of te reo Māori.  
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A model would be the Kōhanga Reo model, where the learner is surrounded by 

the experienced kaumātua and kuia. Māori are a collective; thus, working 

together or supporting each other is how you get the best out of them. 

(Pūkenga 4) 

4.4.2. Kaupapa Tuarua – Priority Two: Mātauranga Māori Within: Experiential 

Learning, Place-based Education, and Local Curriculum 

The first three quotes from the discussion transcript that feature in this subsection feature a 

comment from one participant and what two other participants said in response to it. The 

comments focus on noho marae experiences and associated experiential learning. 

All three whare wānanga – Awanuiārangi, Raukawa, and Aoteaora – give 

week-long noho, whereas the universities, polytechs, and private training 

establishments give an overnight experience. What is that about? Honestly, 

what can you learn with a day and overnight experience? (Iwi 3)   

Response:  It is all about budgets, Whaea. (Kawana 2)  

Response: We are not a budget; we are the knowledge-holders. If this is what 

they call valuing te ao Māori, then those people who hold the purse-strings 

need to review their relationships with our marae. Why are our marae 

supporting these overnight stays? (Iwi 3) 

Later in the discussion, another of the Group 5 participants picked up on the limited value of 

single overnight stays.  

ITE providers need to take their classes out to the marae [where] what happens 

is the immersion or bilingual programmes. Go out on a number of noho marae, 

because this is where they [wānanga] are most comfortable in having wānanga 

(teaching and learning sessions). It is the mainstream programmes that need to 

experience these, otherwise you are teaching the already converted. It is the 

multitudes that need regular noho marae throughout their teacher education 

programmes. (Pūkenga 5) 

Of the above comments, Iwi 3’s concern about the different amounts of time that mainstream 

organisations and Māori whare wānanga spend at noho marae is perhaps the most telling one. 

The concern is one I return to in the next chapter. In related vein, the next participant pointed 
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out that opportunities for te reo me ōna tikanga learning extend well beyond what is 

experienced on noho marae.  

Experiential learning opportunities and placed-based education can be 

experienced at marae, Māori social gatherings, calendar of events, celebrations 

[such as] Waitangi Day, Matariki, [and also] te wiki o te reo Māori, local kapa 

haka competitions (primary schools, secondary schools), manu kōrero local 

competitions. Marae are the social hub of Māori, and the wealth of place-based 

educational opportunities are many. Therefore, our marae have a significant 

role in their teaching and learning of te ao Māori in teacher education 

programmes. (Pūkenga 2) 

Taken together, all of these comments emphasise the need for mainstream organisations to 

design their English-medium programmes further so that they bring in content and modes of 

delivery enabling students to participate in meaningful experiential learning and place-based 

education focused on te ao Māori teachings and learnings.  

4.4.3. He Whakarāpopoto – Summary 

In discussing the important obligation all mainstream ECE providers have towards ensuring te 

ao Māori, te reo Māori, and tikanga Māori are integral parts of their programmes, the 

participants in Groups 1 and 5 covered matters intrinsic to the wellbeing of the Māori of today 

and for the generations that follow. The participants offered ways forward for the ECE sector, 

which they saw as struggling to deliver, as a natural part of their teaching programmes, te ao 

Māori inspirations of identity, language, and culture. The participants also emphasised that 

teacher education organisations need to critically review and, where necessary, address their 

professional and obligatory requirements to tangata whenua.    

4.5. Part 4: He Tiro Whānui – Survey (Participant Group 4) 

This section of the chapter presents both the quantitative and qualitative data that I obtained 

from Group 4. This group featured 41 female kaiako who were upgrading their Diploma of 

Teaching (ECE) qualification to a Bachelor of Teaching (ECE). The programme’s delivery 

mode was centre-based, which in this case meant the kaiako spent one day a week on campus 

and the other four days working within their own ECE services. I purposively targeted these 

kaiako so that I could compare their responses to the questionnaire I administered to them with 
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the data I obtained from the student-kaiako Group 2 responses to the statements-based survey. 

The Group 4 survey comprised 10 questions, the first two of which provided demographic 

information. The remaining eight questions focused on content that represented and reflected 

bicultural curriculum within ECE Aotearoa New Zealand contexts. The intent of the survey 

questions was to trigger thoughts and ideas among these registered kaiako about the matters 

covered in the questions.   

4.5.1. Mana Whenua – Belonging: Ethnicity 

This group of participants completed two demographic questions, namely: 

1. Which ethnic group(s) do you belong to? 

2. What is your date of birth? For example: 17/04/99. 

Table 4.3 provides the ethnicity results for the group.   

Table 4.3: Mana whenua – ethnicities of Group 4 participants   

Ethnicity Number Percentage of group 

Pākehā 27 66 

Māori 2 5 

European 3 7 

Asian 5 12 

Pasifika 2 5 

Other 2 5 

 

4.5.2. Rā Whānau – Age Bands 

The majority (61%) of participants sat within the age band < 20 years to 30 years (see also 

Figure 4.1). The 31 to 35 years age bracket accounted for 12 percent of the group; the remaining 

five age bands totalled 27 percent.  
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Figure 4.15. Number of Group 4 participants (N = 41) in each age band. 

4.5.3. Survey Questions  

This subsection sets out each question in turn, along with the percentage or number of 

participants who responded to the each of the question’s response options (Figures 4.16 to 

4.21). I also, where I think relevant, comment on the responses. These eight questions came 

with a mixture of multiple-response options. The numbers in the figures represent the responses 

for single select options; percentages represent the responses for the multiple select options. 

4.5.3.1. Question 3  

What skills are required to become biculturally competent as a kaiako in early 

childhood education?  (Please tick all that apply).    

□ a)   Being able to speak a basic level of Māori language (i.e., able to understand 

      basic greetings and commands).  

 

□ b)   Understanding differences in Māori child development and behaviour?  

□ c)   Understanding Māori cultural practices like pōwhiri, mihi whakatau,  

      mihimihi?  

 

□ d)   Being able to build relationships with Māori?  

□ e)   Understanding pedagogy Māori within educational contexts?  

□ f)   Other  
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Figure 4.16. Question 3: percentage of Group 4 respondents who checked each 

response option.  

 

Respondents considered c, a, d, and e the most important bicultural competence skills. These 

options all attracted between 80 and 88 percent of the participants. Participants considered 

Option b of lesser importance, but the majority of participants (66%) still checked it. Only 19 

percent considered all five options represented a good set of bicultural competence indicators. 

The questions rated by these respondents can be accepted as a set of relevant indicators for 

understanding bicultural teaching and learning contexts and/or content.  

4.5.3.2. Question 4 

Based on your response(s) at Question 3 how would you rate your own level of 

bicultural competence? 

□ a)   High degree of bicultural competency (able to speak te reo Māori and understand and  

      apply tikanga Māori as appropriate). 
 

□ b)   Moderate bicultural competency (able to speak basic te reo Māori and follow tikanga 

    Māori processes for example: can participate in a pōwhiri process with comfort). 
 

□ c)   Low bicultural competency (know a few basic Māori words and basic tikanga, such as 

   where to stand during a pōwhiri, but not comfortable in Māori settings and with Māori 

   processes).  
 

□ d)   Extremely low level of bicultural competency (fearful about speaking te reo Māori and 

             try to avoid taking part in Māori processes when I can). 
  
□ e)   Feel culturally inadequate and/or unprepared. 
 

□ f)   Any other comments? 
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Figure 4.17. Question 4: number of Group 4 respondents (N = 41) who checked each 

response option.  

Eighty-five percent of the Group 4 respondents checked either Option c, d, or e, which means 

only 15 percent considered they had a moderate or high degree of bicultural competence. This 

pattern is concerning, given that this participant group already held a Diploma of Teaching 

(ECE) qualification and were currently teaching within ECE services. 

Question 3’s subsidiary question (f) allowed respondents to provide individual commentary to 

support why they checked the option they did.   

Question 4: Sample of responses 

Seventeen respondent’s responses checked Option f, nine respondents checked Option 

c; seven respondents checked Option d, and one respondent checked Option e. 

I stand somewhere between low and extremely low as I do not have enough 

confidence or competence in speaking te reo Māori full phrases. All of my 

phrases are two words. (UG3 checked Option c) 

I will be continuing my te reo journey. It does take time, and it hasn’t been a 

priority for me. (UG4 checked Option d]) 

I believe that knowledge of any culture that is a part or comes into a centre is 

important, not just Māori. (UG9 checked Option d) 
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Willing to learn more continually and constantly. (UG 14 checked Option d 

and UG 17, 18, 21, 24 checked Option d, as they had similar responses of 

“willing to learn”) 

I would like to be more biculturally competent. (UG 25, 26, 27, 29, 32, 33, 35, 

36 checked Option c) 

It is not a priority in our teacher education programme, so I haven’t learnt too 

much. (UG1 checked Option e) 

4.5.3.3. Question 5 

What professional development needs do you have that will help you to improve your 

level of bicultural competency in terms of working with Māori tamariki and their 

whānau?  

(Please tick all that apply).    

□ a)   Te reo Māori classes  

□ b)   Cultural supervision  

□ c)   Local, regional, national tikanga education programmes tailored to ECE educational 

      contexts and programmes 

  
□ d)   Workshops on Māori pedagogies and how to apply these to ECE contexts  

□ e)   Workshops on bicultural competency within ECE contexts  

□ f)    Marae-based workshops that cover identity, language, and culture of local iwi  

□ g)   Access to someone knowledgeable in Kaupapa Māori for ECE applications  

□ h)   Ability to access local Māori networks  

□ i)    Ability to access regular Māori cultural support  

□ j)   Other (please specify)  
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Figure 4.18. Question 5: percentage of Group 4 respondents (N = 41) who checked each 

response option.  

Eighty percent of the participant group identified having te reo Māori classes as the priority 

means of increasing bicultural competence. Seventy percent of participants checked both 

Options d and e, thus showing an equal preference for learning more about Māori pedagogies 

(i.e., kaiako’ understanding of Māori teaching and learning theories) and bicultural 

competencies (the actual actions or the doing). Together, these choices show the need for 

kaiako to understand the pedagogical theories that underpin bicultural practices because theory 

and practice work side by side. 

Three response options, g, h, and i, were each checked by 58 percent of the participants. 

These three options all offered similar choices, notably support, mentorship and/or guidance. 

The cultural supervision option ‘b’ attracted 17 percent of the participants. The word 

supervision in the item could explain why this option did not attract more participants. Just 

under 50 percent of the participants thought that marae-based workshops could help 

strengthen their bicultural competence. This is another finding that I pay particular attention 

to in the next chapter. The relatively low percentage (39) selecting the tikanga options is an 

interesting finding, as one could assume that the kaiako would see the need to learn tikanga 

(culture) as just as important as the need to learn te reo Māori.   
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4.5.3.4. Question 6 

Identify your level of fluency in te reo Māori (Please tick one).    

□ a)   Fluent. I can hold a conversation in te reo Māori.  

□ b)   Moderate fluency. I can hold a basic conversation.  

□ c)   Limited fluency. I can understand some words and issue basic commands like ‘Haere  

      mai ki te kai’ 

  

□ d)   Beginner. I know basic words only  

□ e)   Nil  

□ f)   Comments 

 

 

Figure 4.19. Question 6: number of Group 4 participants (N = 41) who checked each 

response option.  

Only two respondents considered themselves confident and comfortable knowing and using te 

reo Māori; 39 sat within a beginner’s level of te reo Māori.   

4.5.3.6. Question 7 

Identify your level of knowledge/understanding of Tikanga Māori (Please tick one).    

□ a)    Competent and confident. I can meet, greet, and work with Māori tamariki and their   

               whānau in culturally appropriate ways. I understand a range of 5 tikanga principles  

               that underpin my tikanga practices.  

 

□ b)    Moderate confidence in engaging in basic cultural practices but limited knowledge  

              of 5 tikanga principles that underpin tikanga practices.  

 

□ c)    Limited knowledge. I rely on colleagues to role model and to explain tikanga  

              principles that underpin tikanga practices.  

 

□ d)   No knowledge. I rely totally on colleagues to support my knowledge and  

              understanding of tikanga Māori.  

 

□ e)  Other (comments). 
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Figure 4.20. Question 7: number of Group 4 respondents (N = 41) who checked 

each response option.  

The majority of the respondents identified themselves as having limited or no knowledge of 

tikanga Māori and having to rely on collegial support as a consequence. Only two kaiako 

considered themselves as competent and confident with regard to tikanga Māori. Six of the 41 

respondents provided comments on this question. 

I need more knowledge on what tikanga actually entails. (UG 3)  

I didn’t know there were tikanga principles. I just thought tikanga was about practices 

such as not touching children’s heads, no sitting on tables, no stepping over tamariki, 

etc. (UG 21)  

My Kuia and Koro brought me up, so I am all good with te reo Māori me ōna tikanga. 

(UG 7)  

I have a long way to go here. What are these tikanga principles about? (UG 1) 

I thought I knew tikanga, but having tikanga principles, this is the first time I have 

heard about those. What are they? (UG 23) 

I need to do some more learning in this area. I feel a bit out of my depth with the 

options provided here. (UG 14) 

 

These comments show that some respondents had not heard of tikanga Māori practices let 

alone knew what constituted or underpinned them. In pedagogical terms, what understanding 

there was tended towards knowing what tikanga can look like in practice rather than the 

theories and principles underpinning them. 
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4.5.3.7. Question 8 

Identify your level of knowledge base/understanding of Te Tiriti o Waitangi or The 

Treaty of Waitangi (Please tick one).    

□ a)  Confident and competent in articulating all articles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi or The  

Treaty of Waitangi within ECE contexts.  

 

□ b)  Moderate knowledge and understanding of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and all four articles. 

 

□ c)  Moderate knowledge and understanding of all three articles of The Treaty of Waitangi  

and the three principles and can relate these to some ECE contexts.  

 

□ d)  Limited knowledge of both Te Tiriti o Waitangi and The Treaty of Waitangi and their  

relevance to ECE. 

 

□ e)  No understanding of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and The Treaty of Waitangi and their  

relevance to ECE contexts.  

 

□ f) Other (comments).  

 

 

 

Figure 4.21. Question 8: number of Group 4 respondents (N = 41) who checked each 

response option.  

Only one respondent identified herself as confident and competent in her understanding of Te 

Tiriti o Waitangi or the Treaty of Waitangi articles within ECE contexts. The response option 

denoting a moderate amount of knowledge of the Treaty of Waitangi, its three articles and three 

principles and their relevance to ECE contexts was the option that the majority of participants 

(65% of them) checked. The remaining 31 percent had limited or no understanding of this 

country’s founding document and its relevance to ECE contexts. None of the participants 

offered comments on this question (Option f).    
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4.5.3.8. Question 9 

On a continuum from 1 to 5, with 1 being low and 5 being high, rate your current 

teacher education programme in relation to how effective it is towards enhancing your 

current knowledge base of te reo Māori me ngā tikanga.   

 

 

Figure 4.22. Question 9: number of Group 4 respondents (N = 41) who checked each 

ranking option (1 = ineffective; 5 = highly effective)   

The key result from this question is that 70 percent of the respondents considered their teacher 

education programme was either minimally effective or not effective in terms of enhancing 

their learning of te reo Māori me ngā tikanga. The responses to the next question provide the 

reasons the kaiako gave for their rankings.  

4.5.3.9. Question 10 

Based on where you rated your teacher education programme, provide your 

reasoning for that placement. 

Of the 41 kaiako in Participant Group 4, only 30 provided responses. I grouped these responses 

thematically and found a good number of them said the same thing. Consequently, the 12 that 

I report here are aligned to all responses received. I provide relevant commentary for each of 

the grouped responses. 

1. Due to the high importance of bicultural practices in ECE, as kaiako we need 

practical as well as theoretical ways to include tikanga in our daily practices. 

We have been taught about the not sitting on tables, no touching heads, 

sleeping tamariki head-to-head, but why are these tikanga? What are the 

tikanga principles? This questionnaire has been a real wake-up call. (UG 3, 

4, 11). 
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Having expressed concern about her lack of knowledge and understanding of tikanga Māori, 

the above respondent indicated, via her question, her willingness to advance her learning. 

2. Te reo Māori, tikanga Māori, Treaty of Waitangi they should be integrated 

throughout all our courses within our programme we only seem to get this 

knowledge from our Māori course. (UG 21, 2, 13) 

3. It would be good to have a resource to refer back to in support of te reo 

Māori phrases, tikanga examples and Te Tiriti framework. It feels like we 

don’t know enough background. (UG 1, 6, 12, 16)  

These two responses make two important points. The first is that teacher education programmes 

should be integrating bicultural components throughout all of their courses. This point reflects 

recognition that learning te reo Māori and tikanga Māori and learning about Te Tiriti of 

Waitangi and the Treaty of Waitangi are continual processes of learning and that students need 

to have ongoing opportunity and support to bed in new learning and to use that learning in their 

pedagogical practice. The second point is that kaiako need ready access to resources to refer to 

so as to help them take on board the new learning.  

4. The amount of time given to learn te reo Māori me ōna tikanga is given 

extraordinarily little time; our provider could be seen as providing piece-

offerings within this programme. (UG7, 9)    

5. I noticed that through my primary degree how few opportunities we had to 

experience and practise in any real and meaningful contexts. This is what 

is missing. We should have the knowledge and apply it in practicum 

placements. Our programme needs to integrate te reo Māori and tikanga in 

all courses of the programme. (UG 41, 5, 10)   

6. It is important to continue to study and practise te reo Māori with weekly 

or fortnight sessions (UG 27, 2)  

7. Support is needed in centres to aid correct pronunciation as well as 

resource (songs, reference books etc) ideas. (UG 17, 3, 18, 19, 36)  

 

These four responses refer to te reo Māori and tikanga Māori. UG 7 emphasises that the time 

allocated to te reo Māori, tikanga Māori teaching is limited and needs reviewing. UG 41 not 

only supports what is said by UG 7 but also makes a similar point to that made by UG 21. UG 

27 and UG 17 show goodwill in relation to recognition that learning te reo Māori is a continual 
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process of study. They also either implicitly or explicitly reiterate the point that teacher 

education programmes do not offer sufficient time for such learning. UG 1 adds the point that 

ECE centres need resources to aid te reo Māori learning, presumably beyond that experienced 

in teacher education programmes.  

8. There is a need to keep extending biculturalism in ECE settings. (UG 33, 

10) 

9. After graduation there should be ongoing PLD [professional learning and 

development] on bicultural practices in the centre. (UG5, 40) 

10. To provide inclusion for all is an aspiration towards a healthy future for 

our whānau and tamariki alike. (UG7) 

11. Bicultural approaches should be in practices all the time, and te reo 

should be part of everything and not separated out as (a) standalone 

course. (UG30) 

12. Māori practices should not be tokenistic but rather used throughout all 

aspects of ECE education. (UG8, 38) 

Comments 8 to 12 further acknowledge the importance of continual study as a means of 

developing and strengthening understanding and implementation of bicultural practices. Like 

Comments 6 and 7, they also show goodwill towards such learning. Comment 11 presents the 

argument that bicultural practices and te reo Māori need to be an integrated part of teacher 

education and not standalone courses, while comment 12 brings in the consideration of 

tokenism and the need to ensure that bicultural practice in ECE centres moves well beyond this 

approach. 

5.5.4. He Whakarāpopoto – Summary 

The Group 4 participating kaiako responses to the statements survey give validity to the 

importance of bicultural competence within an ECE sector. The knowledge and understanding 

of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Treaty of Waitangi, te reo Māori, tikanga Māori, and bicultural 

curriculum varied across the group, indicating various levels of bicultural competence. The 

responses show, on balance, a lack of sufficient knowledge to enable the participating kaiako 

to implement te reo Māori, or to articulate the theory behind tikanga Māori practices. Te 

Whāriki promotes Aotearoa New Zealand as the home of te reo Māori and tikanga Māori and 

that Māori and Pākehā represent the dual heritage of this country (Ministry of Education, 

1996a). These are areas of practice that should be a natural part of all ECE programmes. 
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However, it seems that we still have a long way to go in this regard. Teacher education 

providers also need to review how they can support their student kaiako further so that when 

they graduate from their teacher education programmes they are comfortable (at a minimal 

level), ethical, bicultural teachers ready to use te reo Māori as a natural part of their daily 

practice; are able to articulate their tikanga practices and what underpins them;  and are 

conversant with Te Tiriti o Waitangi and can use refer to and use it as the foundation of their 

teaching practices because this is the intent of Te Whāriki.   

4.5.6. He Kōrero Whakakapi – Conclusion 

The findings presented in this chapter reveal that the participant groups E, I, and O had clear 

views and ideas as to what could support and assist student-kaiako and kaiako become 

biculturally competent and confident. Equally, there was considerable conjecture around areas 

that need further examination and reviewing in relation to successful bicultural educational 

experiences that could lead to positive outcomes. The ECE sector has been required to work 

with the bicultural curriculum document Te Whāriki since 1996 to 2016, the timeframe this 

study has concentrated on, as this was the forerunner to the 2017 refreshed version of Te 

Whāriki.  I am a great believer that our past provides us with the answers we need to sow the 

seeds today for the generations to follow. However, the findings from this doctoral study reveal 

a range of concerns relating to understanding the curriculum and how to implement it in 

practice in ECE settings. The data suggest that if student-kaiako and kaiako are to achieve an 

elevated level of bicultural competence and confidence, then intervention is needed at all levels, 

ranging from the grassroots levels of communities and local iwi through to government 

agencies, such as the New Zealand Kaiako Council, and teacher education providers. These are 

among the considerations I explore further in the next chapter. 

Also in that chapter, I offer practical, useful, and mana-enhancing ways forward with regard to 

bicultural competence in ECE settings. An important reminder at this point is that tangata 

whenua from all over Aotearoa play a pivotal role in supporting ECE services in their local 

areas. This is because iwi hold the whakapapa knowledge of the area. It is vitally important 

that all tamariki in our bicultural nation of Aotearoa New Zealand know not only the significant 

histories of the area(s) in which they live and learn and how names were given to the physical 

features of those areas but also te reo a-iwi and tikanga a-iwi (the language and culture of the 

local iwi) and the cultural narratives of the area. These components are but a small part of what 

te ao Māori has to offer all educational contexts.  
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Wāhanga Tuarima: He Kōrero Whakawhiti     

Chapter Five: Discussion 

5.1. Kōrero Whakataki – Introduction  

This chapter discusses the findings of the study (as presented in the previous chapter) relative 

to the four key themes I identified from my scrutiny of the full dataset. My discussion of each 

theme in this current chapter links into one or more of my research questions (for the 

background to and rationale behind these questions, see Chapter One). As a reminder, the 

questions that drove this research project were: 

RQ1: For mature Māori knowledge holders, what are the realities and what needs to happen 

to have a confident bicultural early childhood education sector in Aotearoa New 

Zealand? 

RQ2:  How are iwi local curriculum enacted within early childhood education centres in 

Aotearoa New Zealand?  

RQ3:  How does Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a), the early childhood curriculum 

document, support practitioners and teachers to implement te reo me ngā tikanga Māori 

in early childhood settings? 

The four identified themes are:  

 The challenges of a bicultural curriculum 

 Confusion between Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Treaty of Waitangi 

 The demographic nature of the ECE workforce 

 Tamariki Māori in mainstream ECE settings.  

5.2. Theme 1: The challenges of a bicultural curriculum 

As the first ECE bicultural curriculum in the world (Carr & May, 1993), Te Whāriki broke new 

ground, not just for Aotearoa New Zealand but globally. However, the findings of my doctoral 

research suggest that the bicultural vision within the curriculum document is yet to be readily 

conveyed to early years student-kaiako and practising kaiako. For example, the preservice 

student-kaiako in Participant Group 2 expressed difficulty understanding what constitutes a 

bicultural curriculum and how such a curriculum relates to providing opportunities for tamariki 
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(children) to learn about Aotearoa New Zealand’s dual heritage. Of added concern was the 

finding that the Group 4 participating kaiako (registered and certified kaiako engaged in 

upgrading their qualification through a teacher education programme) were still refining their 

understanding of Te Whāriki as a bicultural curriculum and were struggling to consistently 

integrate aspects of te ao Māori such as te reo Māori and tikanga Māori into daily learning 

opportunities for all tamariki. On a more positive note, they were seeking better understandings 

and contextual knowledge of how to use or draw from either Te Tiriti o Waitangi or the Treaty 

of Waitangi to develop bicultural teaching practice that they could effectively apply to all 

learning experiences in their centres.  

While the student-kaiako participant group readily acknowledged the Treaty of Waitangi as the 

foundation of Aotearoa New Zealand’s bilingual and bicultural contexts, as expressed in Te 

Whāriki, they lacked clarity over what constitutes bicultural content and how to implement it 

in teaching programmes. Also, 75 percent of them agreed or strongly agreed with the 

questionnaire statement (number 10) that te reo me ngā tikanga Māori are essential skills for 

ECE practices. However, their focus-group responses indicated that they saw tikanga practices 

as sets of rules, which would not be deemed valid instances of such practices by Māori (see, 

Section 3.1.4. Tikanga Māori competency of previous chapter). A similar problem was 

apparent when the qualification-upgrade kaiako (Participant Group 4, Section 4.20 Level of 

tikanga Māori competence) spoke of how effective they thought their teacher education 

programme was in relation to enhancing their current knowledge of te reo Māori me ngā 

tikanga Māori. The tenor of most responses was that their programmes also tended to see these 

practices as rules. They also thought that initial teacher education (ITE) programmes needed 

to provide more time and bring a more integrated approach to te ao Māori teaching and 

learning. 

A degree of frustration also emerged from the data obtained from Groups 2 and 3 (student-

kaiako and their lecturers) and 4 (qualification-upgrade kaiako). The frustration came from not 

sufficiently understanding what a Tiriti-based curriculum is and how to enact it in practice. 

This lack of understanding also encompassed just what content should or can be included when 

teaching a Tiriti-based curriculum. These participants were keen to have access to effective 

and culturally inclusive professional development and/or ITE course content providing 

exemplars of how to implement a Tiriti-based curriculum, particularly in early childhood 

settings. What is of concern here are the findings from earlier research pointing to these gaps 

in both initial and inservice ECE teacher education. Ritchie (2008) and Ritchie and Rau (2002), 



170 

 

for example, having identified this lack of focused professional development and/or teaching 

within ECE ITE qualifications, advised the adoption of a whakawhanaungatanga approach, 

which includes a strong focus on relational connections to people, places, and programme(s). 

Gordon-Burns and Campbell (2014), Jenkin et al. (2014), and Williams et al. (2012, 2017) have 

all provided examples of what each of the four articles contained in Te Tiriti o Waitangi could 

look like in practice.  

For example, Article I would reference the notion of governance and include acknowledgement 

of why kaiako do what they do, thus providing rationales for practices. Article II would include 

both tangible and intangible possessions, with the intangible being the use of te reo Māori as a 

living and relevant language and making tikanga Māori visible in the daily programme. 

Tangible possessions could include the cultural narratives of local iwi. Article III would be 

represented by ensuring that te ao Māori teachings are visible and belong within the daily 

programme, thus normalising te ao Māori. Article IV would include the role of kaiako as that 

of tangata tiaki (responsible advocates and facilitators), committed to continually developing 

and extending te ao Māori teachings. These are just some of the possibilities on offer in the 

literature that support the enactment of Tiriti-based curriculum understandings and provide 

authentic applications.   

To understand the bicultural nature of Te Whāriki, one must also acknowledge it as both a 

Tiriti- based curriculum and a Treaty-based curriculum. That, in turn, means having a thorough 

understanding of the Māori-language version and the English-language version. It seems 

reasonable to state that from the time Te Whāriki was implemented, it came with an assumption 

that Aotearoa New Zealand’s ECE sector would be leaders of bicultural practice. 

Unfortunately, the data from this research study indicate otherwise, with not all participants 

having a sound grasp of the contents of the two versions let alone what they mean for bicultural 

teaching practice. 

The tangata whenua participants (Participant Group 5) had a collective and united 

understanding of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, which one of the kaumātua expressed as follows: “Te 

Tiriti o Waitangi is this country’s first immigration policy allowing ‘Pākehā’ to cohabit this 

country alongside of Tangata Māori.” I consider that this comment provides a starting point 

from which to enact bicultural education in Aotearoa because, as indicated above, all four 

articles provide strong foundational understandings that allow kaiako to grow into confident 

practitioners of a bicultural curriculum. There are two key tikanga principles that all kaiako 
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need to focus on in relation to the statement made by the kaumātua above. They are 

manaakitanga and whanaungatanga, and in that order. Firstly, manaakitanga as a noun means 

hospitality, kindness, generosity, support – the process of showing respect, generosity, and care 

for others (Moorfield, 2005). The key words this tikanga principle aligns to in the kaumātua 

statement are “allowing”, “cohabit”, and “alongside of”. These words acknowledge that Māori 

had the right to welcome Pākehā to cohabit this country alongside of Māori. The tikanga 

reflecting these words has its roots embedded in the act(s) of reciprocity or quid-pro-quo.  It is 

therefore fair to say that when kaiako teach from the context of manaakitanga, they are enacting 

the practices of whanaungatanga as relationally connected to the land, to our dual heritage, to 

te reo Māori, to tikanga Māori. These are the values and skills that kaiako need to secure an 

overwhelming sense of belonging to Aotearoa New Zealand side by side, Māori and Pākehā. 

This is the basis from which to strengthen our relationships so that they become intentional. 

 The tangata whenua participant group also stressed the need for student-kaiako to be 

conversant with and confident in their understanding of all four articles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

in order to navigate te ao Māori content. One of the kaumatua (Iwi 5) exercised this confidence 

when she referenced the hair product that model Rachel Hunter promoted: “It won’t happen 

overnight, but it will happen.” This belief from a member of older Māori generations that 

kaiako will eventually get it right is in line with the view expressed in first kaumātua statement 

above. However, the younger generation among the study participants who had come through 

immersion settings appeared to have a different view. One of them, a kōhanga reo graduate (Te 

Upoko 1a), said, “It’s taken 20 years for nothing to happen, Koro, kaiako just need to get on 

board now and just do it. We need kaiako who can teach in Aotearoa New Zealand, and [where] 

te reo Māori and tikanga Māori are a given!” It seems that while one generation is willing to 

apply manaakitanga and support kaiako to develop their practice over time to the level where 

dual heritages can be taught effectively, the younger generation think the time for delay is past 

and kaiako just need to do it.   

5.2.1. A Glimpse at Some Complexities for Curriculum Development 

According to O’Neill (2005), curriculum design and development is layered and the extent of 

this complexity varies from educational approach to educational approach. Within the broader 

context of implementing Te Whāriki, for example, are several layers, referred to as weaving 

the policy, weaving the pedagogy, weaving the research, and weaving the practice, all of which 

seemed somewhat obscure notions for the study participants involved in the focus-group 
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discussions. In accordance with the intention of the developers of Te Whāriki, I have always 

seen the document as a piece of weaving that provides ECE services and kaiako with the threads 

from which to weave a curriculum that best suits their local context(s). However, I am mindful 

that, as with any piece of weaving, the threads must be carefully prepared before weaving can 

begin. The first thread, known as te aho tapu (the sacred thread that weaves everything 

together), is premised on a thorough understanding of Te Tiriti o Waitangi.   

The title Te Whāriki, suggested by Tamati Reedy, one of the co-writers of the curriculum in 

1996, is a metaphor that envisages the early childhood curriculum as a whāriki, a woven mat 

for all – tangata Māori and tangata Pākehā – to stand on (May, 2002). The message, captured 

within the curriculum document’s foreword, clearly positions Te Whāriki as “the first bicultural 

curriculum statement developed in New Zealand” (Ministry of Education, 1996a, p. 7) and 

stipulates that the bicultural nature of this curriculum applies to all early childhood services in 

this country. The stance I take about the term bicultural is based on Walker’s (1986) assertion 

that bicultural in Aotearoa New Zealand stems from Te Tiriti o Waitangi. This viewpoint  is 

reflected not only in both editions of Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a, 2017) but also 

in key ECE policy, regulatory, and professional-practice documents such as the Statement of 

Desirable Objectives and Practices (New Zealand Government, 1996), Quality in Action 

(Ministry of Education 1998), and Early Childhood Education Regulations (New Zealand 

Government, 2008, 2020).  

Despite this guidance, my research findings illuminated limited understanding among most of 

the preservice and inservice kaiako participants of what a bicultural curriculum should or could 

consist of. There was a tendency among participants to view a bicultural curriculum as an add-

on to the everyday curriculum, rather than as a curriculum entire in and of itself and deeply 

embedded in culturally contextualised learning and teaching.  

Of equal concern was the tendency among participants to quantify and assess effective 

bicultural practice in terms of just how much te ao Māori they needed to include in their practice 

to ensure they were meeting the bicultural requirements of the curriculum. The notion that one 

can somehow quantify bicultural practice aligns with critique by Klenowski (2009), who, when 

discussing assessment, argued there is no such mechanism as a culture-free measurement or 

assessment. If we could quantitatively measure bicultural teaching, then I think we would 

quickly see the findings as particularly problematic for Māori and all other Indigenous students, 

who frequently continue to be labelled as failing because the balance between the cultures is 
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not equitable. As Connell (2009) and Klenowski (2009) point out from their studies conducted 

in Australia, issues of power can manifest in curricula and especially so in those developed 

from a primarily monocultural stance. Having a monocultural regime measure just how much 

practice pertaining to another culture is needed to make a curriculum bicultural is, in short, 

fundamentally flawed. According to (Klenowski, 2009), “culture fair” measures and 

assessment of teaching practice must be premised on validity and fairness. Without these 

quintessential components in place, measuring what is professed to be “an effective amount of 

practice required in te ao Māori” is much more liable to uphold the monocultural status quo.  

Another question emerging from the participants’ comments and discussions was this one:  

“Who is responsible for dual cultural heritage applications? Māori? Pākehā?” This concern was 

evident among the non-Māori student-kaiako in both the three-year Bachelor of Teaching 

programmes and the one-year upgrade programme. Given the three-year students were half-

way through their teacher education programme at the time they participated in the study, it is 

critical that students in these three-year programmes receive more clarity on biculturalism and 

bicultural pedagogy early in those programmes. The ECE kaiako who had teaching diplomas 

and were in the one-year upgrade to a degree programme were in the last quarter of that year, 

which left them with very little time to gain sufficient clarity. Comments from this group 

likened the programme to “pressure-cooker” learning that skimmed the surface of bicultural 

pedagogy. 

A number of Education Review Office (ERO) reports (2008, 2010, 2012) have highlighted the 

lack of specific te ao Māori practices within ECE. Yet, if the findings of my study are valid, 

ECE services appear to be overlooking the recommendations in these publications or not 

prioritising them as ones needing urgent attention. For example, ERO’s (2013) Working with 

Te Whāriki report, published 17 years after Te Whāriki was introduced to the early years sector, 

officially identified that services did not have a good understanding of Te Whāriki as a 

bicultural curriculum and therefore were having difficulty implementing it as such. Arguing 

that the Te Whāriki curriculum document did not contain sufficient guidance to help services 

realise the bicultural intent of the document, the authors of Working with Te Whāriki called for 

investigation into the extent and nature of bicultural curriculum understanding among those 

providing ECE services. For me, it is unconscionable that it took 17 years for the sector to 

officially notice that Te Whāriki is not understood as a bicultural curriculum and that further 

research is needed. Another 10 years on, the findings of my research, along with the research 

work of others during this decade (see Chapter Two), indicate that ECE kaiako are still 
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struggling to implement te ao Māori, whakapapa, and te reo me ngā tikanga Māori within their 

daily programmes.   

During the 26 years since Te Whāriki was introduced to the sector, the government has 

undertaken research, published documents, developed policies, and enacted legislation in 

support of this curriculum. Table 5.1 lists 26 important ECE-relevant documents published 

between 1996 and 2019. Each provides direction for realising or builds on previous bicultural 

content and applications that support the bicultural aims of Te Whāriki. Arguably, these should 

have provided the sector with pathways to enhance understanding of the integral bicultural 

nature of the curriculum and guide bicultural pedagogy, but whether they have remains in 

doubt, as evidenced by the findings of my study and similar research. Although there is a great 

deal of goodwill within ECE towards Te Whāriki, the sector needs a “wake-up call” and to step 

up its capacity to enact the type of content suggested by the tangata whenua participant group, 

that is, Group 5 (see Chapter Four). 

Included among the documents listed in Table 5.1 (below) is the 2017 revision of Te Whāriki. 

A text that had strong relevance for this second edition of the curriculum is Te Whatu Pōkeka: 

Kaupapa Māori Assessment for Learning (Ministry of Education, 2009b). It provided the 

theory underpinning the practice content in the revised curriculum. Consider, for example, the 

following three key phases from it: “te orokohanga o te ao” (the birth of the world); “te whānau 

tangata” (the conception and birth of a child); and “te āhuatanga o te tamaiti” (the birth of ideas 

and the process of learning and teaching). This three-part framework encourages all kaiako to 

observe Māori children within their own indigenous culture and to commit to providing 

environments that respect and value what each tamariki brings with them so that they feel safe 

and nurtured within their language and culture and thus reach their full potential. A significant 

part of Te Whatu Pōkeka centres on kaupapa Māori assessment pathways and contains a range 

of exemplar assessments to guide kaiako. Kaupapa Māori learning dispositions are also 

provided in the refreshed version of Te Whāriki, with the exemplars captured in Te Whatu 

Pōkeka providing kaiako with understandings and ways of knowing and doing.   
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Table 5.1. Supporting documents for bicultural-curriculum understandings and 

practices 

Year Regulatory, research, and 

policy documents 

Applicability in relation to bicultural 

understandings and applications 

1996 Revised Statement of Desirable 

Objectives and Practices (DOPs) 

for Chartered Early Childhood 

Services in New Zealand  (New 

Zealand Government, 1996) 

This regulatory document was published in the New 

Zealand Gazette on 3 October 1996 and came into 

force on 1 April 1998. As a revised version of the 

1990 DOPs, it incorporated aspects of Te Whāriki 

because the curriculum document itself could not be 

mandated.    

1998 Quality in Action: Te Mahi Whai 

Hua: Implementing the Revised 

Statement of Desirable 

Objectives and Practices in New 

Zealand Early Childhood 

Services (Ministry of Education, 

1998) 

Quality in Action served as a supporting document 

for the 1996 DOPs. 

1998 The Education (Early Childhood 

Centre) Regulations (New 

Zealand Government, 1998)  

The sections of the regulations relevant to tamariki 

Māori and their whānau were 32 (a), (b), (c), (d), 

(e), and (f). Together, these provided the rationale 

for the importance of a Tiriti-based curriculum. 

2002 Pathways to the Future: Ngā 

Huarahi Arataki (Ministry of 

Education, 2002)  

This government policy for ECE laid out a 10-year 

strategic plan that included government priority 

areas, of which participation for Māori tamariki was 

one. 

2004 Kei Tua o te Pae – Assessment 

for Learning: Early Childhood 

Exemplars (Ministry of 

Education, 2004)  

This resource provided a set of 20 best-practice 

guides to help kaiako continue to improve the 

quality of their teaching through effective 

assessment. Booklet 3 contained kaupapa Māori 

assessment exemplars designed to guide kaiako 

through appropriate observation and practice 

methods. 

2007  Ngā Arohaeahae Whai Hua: 

Self-Review Guidelines for Early 

Childhood Education (Ministry 

of Education, 2007)  

These self-review guidelines were designed to help 

services monitor and improve their performance. 

They were also seen as providing a template to 

support kaiako carry out self-reviews in all areas of 

ECE service and the bicultural curriculum.   

2008 The Education (Early Childhood 

Centre) Regulations (New 

Zealand Government, 2008). 

The Regulation 43 curriculum standard – general (a) 

(i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi); (b) and (c) (i); (ii) –  had 

direct implications for bicultural curriculum and 

provided the rationale for a bicultural curriculum. 

2008 Māori Children in Early 

Childhood: Pilot Study  

(Education Review Office, 2008)  

ERO is a Crown agency that reports on compliance 

within ECE services and the schools sector. This 

report signaled the lack of confidence and 

competence among ECE kaiako and managers to 

integrate te reo Māori and tikanga Māori in ECE 

services. The report also highlighted shortfalls 

regarding bicultural practices and provided relevant 

recommendations to support further development.  
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Year Regulatory, research, and 

policy documents 

Applicability in relation to bicultural 

understandings and applications 

2008 Ka Hikitia: Managing for 

Success: The Māori Education 

Strategy 2008–2012  (Ministry 

of Education, 2008a, updated 

2009)  

This government policy provided a five-year Māori 

education strategy that set the direction for 

improving education success for Māori learners. It 

also included an overview of Māori educational 

priorities and tailored expectations for early years 

teaching and learning. 

2009 Te Whatu Pōkeka: Kaupapa 

Māori Assessment for Learning: 

Early Childhood Exemplars 

(Ministry of Education, 2009b)  

This supporting resource provided kaupapa Māori 

exemplars for children’s assessment and was a 

response to the absence of kaupapa Māori content 

within the 19 booklets of the 2004 Kei Tua o te Pae 

assessment series. Only Booklet 3 of this series 

included aspects of bicultural assessment practices.    

2009 Tau Mai te Reo: The Māori 

Language in Education Strategy 

2009–2013 (Ministry of 

Education, 2009d)  

This government policy sat and was intended to 

work alongside Ka Hikitia: Managing for Success 

(Ministry of Education, 2008a). The strategy 

brought coherency to educational contributions and 

accessibility to the teaching and learning of te reo 

Māori in English-medium settings.   

2009 Te Aho Arataki Marau Mō te 

Ako i te Reo Māori – Kura 

Auraki: Curriculum Guidelines 

for Teaching and Learning te 

Reo Māori in English-Medium 

Schools, Years 1–13 (Ministry of 

Education, 2009a). 

This government policy provided explicit 

curriculum guidelines for teaching and learning te 

reo Māori in English-medium schools. The 

Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand 

adopted the levels of te reo Māori competence 

within this curriculum and advised all ITE 

programmes they would need to follow them when 

seeking approval under the Teaching Council’s new 

requirements for their 2022 ITE programmes.   

2010 Success for Māori Children in 

Early Childhood Services 

(Education Review Office, 2010) 

This compliance review reported the extent of 

success for Māori children attending ECE services 

as per the priority area of participation from Ngā 

Huarahi Arataki: Pathways to the Future (Ministry 

of Education, 2002). The review emphasised 

forming and strengthening partnerships with Māori 

parents and whānau to ensure success for tamariki 

Māori attending mainstream ECE services.   

2011 Tātaiako: Cultural Competencies 

for Teachers of Māori Learners 

(Education Council and Ministry 

of Education, 2011)  

This resource, designed to support kaiako develop 

cultural competence for teaching Māori learners, 

took the derived nouns framework from Te Whatu 

Pōkeka (Ministry of Education, 2009b) 

māramatanga, mōhiotanga, and mātauranga and 

used them as actions to ascertain the levels of 

cultural locatedness competence of kaiako. Thus: 

mārama (for student kaiako and beginning kaiako); 

mōhio (for certified kaiako); and mātau (for service 

leaders).   

2012 Partnership with Whānau Māori 

in Early Childhood Services 

(Education Review Office, 2012)   

Partnership with Whānau Māori considered how 

ECE services could strengthen and value the 

identity, language, and culture of Māori children 

and their whānau.  
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Year Regulatory, research, and 

policy documents 

Applicability in relation to bicultural 

understandings and applications 

2013 He Pou Tātaki: How ERO 

Reviews Early Childhood 

Services (Education Review 

Office, 2013b)  

He Pou Tātaki presented a new framework for ECE 

services to use when preparing for their compliance 

checks, now set at four levels. Services very well 

placed in a review could now get a four-year return 

(this was new in this framework, as all reviews were 

set at three-year maximum returns prior to 2013). A 

three-year return was given for services that placed 

well in their review; two years for services not well 

placed; and one year for services not very well 

placed (one year because the services required 

further development).  

2013 Ka hikitia: Accelerating Success. 

The Māori Education Strategy 

2013–2017 (Ministry of 

Education, 2013b)  

This document served as a continuation from 

managing success to accelerating success. The 

direction here was for Māori to enjoy educational 

success as Māori. The policy provided clear 

expectations for the ECE sector, with Focus Area 1 

requiring tamariki Māori to have access to te reo 

Māori in education, and Focus Area 2 supporting 

tamariki Māori to participate in quality early 

learning. An added intention was for the Tau Mai te 

Reo strategy to sit alongside Focus Area 1. 

2013 Tau Mai te Reo: The Māori 

Language in Education Strategy 

2013–2017  (Ministry of 

Education, 2013c)  

This continuation from the 2009 Tau Mai te Reo 

strategy works in with Ka Hikitia and other 

government policies. It acknowledged that the 

revival of te reo Māori is a responsibility shared by 

Māori, the Crown, and the Crown’s agencies. 

2013. Working with Te Whāriki  

(Education Review Office, 2013)  

Working with Te Whāriki reported that, despite 17 

years since the launching of Te Whāriki, the ECE 

sector still did not have a good understanding of Te 

Whāriki as a bicultural curriculum – damning news 

for the ECE sector. 

2017 Te Whāriki. He Whāriki 

Mātauranga mō ngā Mokopuna 

o Aotearoa: Early Childhood 

Curriculum (Ministry of 

Education, 2017)  

This refreshed bicultural document contained 

considerably more kaupapa Māori content; see 

below for further commentary. 

2017 Our Code, our Standards 

(Teaching Council of New 

Zealand, 2017)  

The code and standards were established as a means 

of governing professional practice requirements for 

New Zealand’s teaching profession. Confusion is 

evident in relation to te Tiriti o Waitangi standard in 

the code because of the Treaty of Waitangi principle 

of ‘partnership’ being included within that standard.  

2019 Ka Hikitia – Ka Hāpaitia: The 

Māori Education Strategy 

(Ministry of Education, 2019f)  

The strategy emphasised the need for all relevant 

government agencies – Te Taura Whiri i te reo 

Māori  The Māori Language Commission, Te 

Mātāwai, and Te Puni Kōkiri –  to work in tandem 

and lift their performance and provide funding 

support for iwi across the country. 
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Year Regulatory, research, and 

policy documents 

Applicability in relation to bicultural 

understandings and applications 

2019 Tau Mai te Reo: The Māori 

language in Education Strategy 

(Ministry of Education, 2019b)  

This document also emphasised the need for 

government agencies, Te Taura Whiri i te reo 

Māori, Te Mātāwai (responsible for allocating iwi te 

reo Māori funding to support initiatives by whānau, 

hapū, iwi, and Māori organisations), and Te Puni 

Kōkiri to work in tandem. 

2019 Maihi Karauna: The Crown’s 

Strategy for Māori Language 

Revitalisation 2019–2023 (Te 

Puni Kōkiri, 2019)  

This strategy again emphasised the need for 

government agencies Te Taura Whiri, Te Mātāwai, 

and Te Puni Kōkiri to work in tandem with the 

cross-agency strategies: Maihi Karauna, Tau Mai te 

Reo, Ka Hikitia, Ka Hāpaitia. The strategy also 

made clear the government’s intent to prioritise 

actions that support effort by the whole nation to 

revitalise te reo Māori.  

2019 He Māpuna te Tamaiti: 

Supporting Social and Emotional 

Competence in Early Learning 

(Ministry of Education, 2019g)  

He Māpuna te Tamaiti provided culturally 

responsive and intentional approaches in line with 

Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 2017). 

2019 He Taonga te Tamaiti: Every 

child a Taonga: Strategic Plan 

for Early Learning 2019–2029 

(Ministry of Education, 2019h) 

This government policy set out a 10-year early 

learning strategic plan. It includes five objectives 

with 25 actions.   

 

Another inclusion in the 2017 version of Te Whāriki is content devoted to Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

and the Treaty of Waitangi. This kaupapa, presented on page 3 of the Te Whāriki document, 

presented a significant shift in the government’s thinking because it extended the principle of 

‘partnership’ to all immigrants, as opposed to Pākehā descendants aligned with the Crown and 

living in Aotearoa: “Te Tiriti│The Treaty is seen to be inclusive of all immigrants to New 

Zealand whose welcome comes in the context of this partnership” (Ministry of Education, 

2017, p. 3). This shift in what is essentially a government policy document is a topical matter 

for all iwi, as I believe iwi will maintain the status quo because, for them, the partnership is 

exclusively between Māori and the Crown. This viewpoint is evident in the stipulation by Te 

Puni Kōkiri (2001, p. 77) that “the principle of partnership is well-established in Treaty 

jurisprudence. Both the Courts and the Waitangi Tribunal frequently refer to the concept of 

partnership to describe the relationship between the Crown and Māori.”  

The new professional practice content underpinned by Kaupapa Māori theories included in the 

2017 version of Te Whāriki sit alongside the critical theories positioned in a way that help 

kaiako examine various “influences and challenge disparities, injustices, inequalities and 

perceived norms” (Ministry of Education, 2017, p. 62). The employment of whakataukī 
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(proverbs) signals to readers the content of each section of the curriculum document. This 

addition at the beginning of each section is a welcome feature because it can be viewed as a 

subtle attempt to integrate te reo Māori. The section on pathways to school now includes “kura” 

(Kura Kaupapa Māori)25 and shows how the notion of weaving ties in with transitions (notably 

to school), which have a strong presence within the coherence principle of the New Zealand 

Curriculum (Ministry of Education, 2007a).  

Another feature of the refreshed version of Te Whariki is its presentation in two separate parts, 

one being Te Whāriki (for mainstream services) and the other being Te Whāriki a te Kōhanga 

Reo (for kōhanga reo services). As mentioned earlier in this chapter, Te Whāriki means a “mat 

for all to stand on” (May, 2002). However, because of how the document is laid out, a part of 

it is always upside down (as displayed in Figure 5.1), begging the question of how does one 

stand on a whāriki that is upside down?  

           

Figure 5.1. Te Whāriki document and its ‘upside-down’ presentation. 

5.2.2. The Role of Teacher Education and Monitoring by the Teaching Council of 

Aotearoa New Zealand 

Initial teacher education (ITE) providers are not exempt from providing programmes that equip 

student kaiako with the necessary skill sets to implement bicultural curriculum. In April 2019, 

The Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand made it mandatory for all ITE providers to 

review every one of their teacher education programmes. The council also made clear that 

providers would need to gain council approval, under the new requirements, by 1 January 2022. 

The new requirements of most relevance to my study are: 

                                                 

 

25 Kura kaupapa Māori are state schools from Years 1 to 13 where children are taught in te reo Māori me ōna 

tikanga – the Māori language and its cultural practices. 
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1.3 Details of Māori and iwi are key partners; how they were identified and their 

contributions and ongoing involvement in reviewing the programme(s). 

5.1 Programme content must be delivered in te reo Māori 51% of the programme for 

bilingual programmes. 

6.2 Candidates selected for entry into an English medium programme must be assessed on 

their te reo Māori competency as close as reasonably practicable after entry. 

English medium programmes must progressively monitor and support competency in te 

reo Māori during the programme, using sound practices in second language acquisition. 

By using Te Aho Arataki Marau (the te reo Māori Curriculum for English Medium 

Settings), the provider is expected to design a programme that enables student kaiako to 

use language effectively at a minimum of level 3–4 of the curriculum for all kaiako 

regardless of the sector they intend to teach in (Teaching Council of Aotearoa New 

Zealand, 2019, pp. 10, 37, 44, 45, 46). 

These criteria for the teaching profession provided a benchmark for all teacher education 

programmes irrespective of which sector of the education system a teacher works in. They 

also meant a long-awaited official direction for Aotearoa New Zealand’s teaching profession 

because, until this time, there had been no clear content and delivery criteria marking teachers’ 

acquisition of Levels 3 and 4 te reo competency, as set out in Te Aho Arataki Marau mō te 

ako i te Reo Māori – Kura Auraki: Curriculum Guidelines for Teaching and Learning te Reo 

Māori in English-Medium School Years 1–13 (Ministry of Education, 2009a).  

To my mind, four key questions arise out of the Teaching Council’s criteria stated above (i.e., 

1.3, 5.1, and 6.2): 

1. These curriculum guidelines were developed for English-medium schools, but will a set 

of curriculum guidelines be developed for the ECE sector?  

2. Because the ECE sector has a bicultural curriculum for all ECE services, should all ECE 

services and all teacher education programmes (ECE) adopt requirement 5.1 as the 

baseline for their programmes?  

3. How will these new Teaching Council requirements be monitored to ensure all student 

kaiako have met them?  

4. How will the current sign-off for kaiako renewal processes monitor teachers already in 

the teaching profession? 
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To date, the Teaching Council has made no distinction between education sectors in relation to 

the curriculum guidelines resource. Instead, teacher education providers may use the guidelines 

to prepare all student kaiako “to use language effectively at a minimum of level 3–4” (Teaching 

Council of New Zealand, 2019, p. 46), no matter which part of the education system they are 

qualified to work in. This requirement is problematic for several reasons. First, uncertainty 

over whether the minimum standard is actually Level 3 or Level 4 or somewhere in between 

the two is allowing ITE providers to make their own determination on this matter. Second, 

what does the Teaching Council consider to be the minimum requirement with respect to 

students’ te reo Māori proficiency if providers do not use the curriculum guidelines? And, third, 

given the minimum level is set at Levels 3 and 4, how can ITE programmes of different lengths 

provide the time needed to ensure students reach these levels? While the three-year Bachelor 

of Teaching (ECE) programme could address each of the three levels over each year of the 

programme, there could be problems including the fourth level. The one-year Graduate 

Diploma of Teaching (ECE) programme would assumably need to accommodate all levels 

within one year. However, as mentioned earlier, Participant Group 4 already viewed the one-

year programmes as “pressure-cookers” and felt insufficiently prepared for various areas of 

teaching when they completed their programmes. I suspect that, in reality, teacher education 

curriculum developers are focusing only on what they perceive as the minimum requirement, 

which is Level 3, and may not even be bringing their students to that level of te reo Māori 

proficiency.  

The Teaching Council needs to give clear direction on levels because levels floating between 

3 and 4 can mean different outcomes or pathways for both Māori and non-Māori student-

kaiako. The council has not gone far enough in terms of clarifying this matter for a teaching 

profession struggling to meet te reo Māori requirements and Te Tiriti o Waitangi obligations 

as noted by both Ritchie (2002) and ERO (2008). Stewart (2014, p. 4) quotes government 

policies such as Ka Hikitia: Accelerating Success (Ministry of Education, 2013b) and Tau Mai 

te Reo (Ministry of Education, 2013c) “a key message in these documents is that all teachers 

in primary school classrooms are expected to support children’s learning of te reo Māori”. As 

ERO’s Te Tāmata Huaroa Te Reo Māori in English Medium Schooling report (2020, p. 12) 

emphasised, “… not many teachers are themselves able to speak te reo Māori fluently…. [The] 

issue is acute in primary schools, as the teaching of te reo Māori is more likely to be the 

responsibility of classroom teachers. Forty percent of primary schools had no teachers who 
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were fluent in te reo Māori, and a further 29 percent had only one fluent teacher.  By contrast, 

almost all secondary schools had at least one fluent teacher.”     

If the teaching profession is to attain a minimum level of fluency in te reo Māori, I consider that 

working through the 22 achievement objectives within Te Aho Arataki Marau curriculum 

guidelines (Ministry of Education, 2009a) for Levels 1 to 4 would support the creation of 

another compliance tier within the teacher-certification processes – a tier that supports all 

kaiako to meet Levels 1 to 4 over a five-year period.  

Another concern relates to the Teaching Council’s decision to delegate the task of determining 

whether student-kaiako have reached proficiency to teacher educators. This approach needs to 

be reviewed because it assumes the teacher educators themselves have met Level 4+ 

competency and that they can therefore validly attest that renewal applications have met the 

appropriate te reo Māori levels. Arguably, a high trust approach has not worked previously, as 

is evident across the teaching profession, where kaiako continue to be challenged to employ te 

reo Māori as a language of instruction or as a natural part of the professional practices of all 

kaiako. The Teaching Council’s website on the Professional Growth Cycle (PGC) page advises 

that the move to PGC is a higher trust model with reduced compliance activity. It also places 

value on professional learning networks wherein positional leaders can connect. This space has 

potential. By 2025, teacher education programmes will undoubtedly have data as to how 

effective their programmes are in supporting their students to confidently use te reo Māori up 

to Levels 3–4.    

Despite the government having launched Te Whāriki 26 years ago and its revision six years 

ago, the findings and recommendations relating to implementation of bicultural curricula in 

both research and government reports appear to have had little significant effect on actual 

teaching practices. The ECE sector remains challenged in terms of effectively implementing te 

reo Māori (language), tikanga Māori (culture), and tangata whenuatanga (identity). Over the 

years in which I collected, analysed, and am now reporting on the data for this study, I have 

noted kaiako continuing to lack confidence in using te reo Māori me ōna tikanga within their 

daily practice. Hopefully, the Teaching Council policy changes that came into effect in 2020 

requiring ITE programmes to begin delivering their newly approved programmes from 2023 

will see te reo Māori kaiako capabilities strengthening from 2025, as this is when the first 

cohorts of ECE graduates will complete ITE programmes approved under the new policy.  
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Yet another concern this thesis raises in relation to the role of the Teaching Council centres on 

registered and certified kaiako being deemed responsible for their own professional growth in 

relation to using te reo Māori and tikanga Māori. Presumably, they should be able to articulate 

why they do what they do in this regard, thus demonstrating they can give effect to Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi in practice. However, as the data from my student-kaiako and kaiako participants 

strongly suggest, many practising registered kaiako in ECE services are not keeping up with 

their professional responsibilities in relation to bicultural practices/bicultural curriculum. I 

contend that a more transparent and accountable process is needed in regard to maintaining 

teacher registration, a process that confirms whether or not ECE kaiako and teacher leaders are 

meeting these professional responsibilities and are engaged in ongoing improvement. 

However, this affirmation cannot be the sole responsibility of kaiako. It also needs careful 

leadership and resourcing by the Ministry of Education and centre management teams. 

5.2.3. Monitoring Te Reo Māori: Ideal or Real Practices? 

As mentioned above, high-trust models have arguably not worked with respect to monitoring 

the requirements of Our Code, Our Standards, and known pre-2015 as graduating teacher 

standards and as registered teacher criteria or practising teacher criteria. This lack of 

monitoring also applies, again as previously noted, to Te Tiriti o Waitangi, te reo Māori, and 

te tikanga Māori requirements of this document. The current Teaching Council of Aotearoa 

New Zealand needs to give full effect to Our Code, Our Standards and the new criteria set for 

ITE programmes by adding another level to their approval structures and strengthening their 

monitoring and/or compliance processes to the extent that they send a very clear message that 

all kaiako in Aotearoa New Zealand must step up their bicultural capabilities so that all students 

can achieve positive educational success.  

Tātaiako: Cultural Competencies for Teachers of Māori Learners (Education Council and 

Ministry of Education, 2011, p. 2) contains a best practice model of cultural competencies for 

kaiako of Māori learners, and it is one that the Teaching Council has adopted. The model 

positions what it calls cultural locatedness according to three stages of the competencies, each 

of which aligns with the different stages of a teaching career: 

1. Mārama (understanding) is for student-kaiako entering ITE programmes and graduating 

kaiako. It fosters an understanding of one’s own identity, language, and culture, as well 

as an understanding of and openness to Māori knowledge and expertise.  
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2. Mōhio (information) is for certificated kaiako. It requires kaiako to know how to 

validate and affirm Māori and iwi culture and to apply that knowledge. 

3. Mātau (we) is for school and ECE leaders. It refers to being able to lead and engage 

others in validating and affirming Māori and iwi culture. 

The question in relation to this staged model is what stages are all 32,025 Aotearoa New 

Zealand ECE kaiako (as of 2021; Ministry of Education, 2021) at? Of use, at this point, is an 

examination of the three stages against the primary purpose of my study, which is to effect 

change so that the Aotearoa New Zealand ECE sector can produce confident and competent 

bilingual, bicultural ECE teachers. Based on this purpose, the examination underscores how I 

have interpreted each of the following competencies at the different stages:  

1. Mārama: This stage encompasses student-kaiako who are doing either a three-year 

programme that provides a Bachelor of Teaching (ECE) qualification or a one-year 

programme that results in a Graduate Diploma of Teaching (ECE). It is also for graduate 

kaiako because they must apply for teacher registration and gain a tōmua (provisional 

practising certificate), which they can hold for a maximum of five years. Tōmua kaiako 

are expected to gain tūturu (full certificate, Category 1) within this timeframe. To gain 

tūturu status, kaiako must complete a two-year induction and mentoring programme and 

be in a teaching position that carries a 0.5 fulltime teacher equivalent role in an early 

childhood setting. It takes two years for a person to become a fully registered tūturu 

teacher after graduating with a teacher qualification.   

2. Mōhio: Welcomes all tūturu kaiako who are committed to developing and practising te 

reo me ngā tikanga Māori throughout their teaching career.   

3. Mātau: Welcomes all tūturu teacher leaders who engage others in affirming and 

validating Māori and iwi culture. 

In 2019, several government agencies mapped the goals within Maihi Karauna, the Crown’s 

strategy for Māori language revitalisation, onto Tau Mai te Reo | The Māori Language in 

Education Strategy 2013–2017 (Ministry of Education, 2019b). The agencies include the 

Ministry of Education; Te Aho o Te Kura Pounamu; Education New Zealand; the Education 

Review Office; the New Zealand Qualifications Authority; the Teaching Council of Aotearoa 

New Zealand; the Tertiary Education Commission; and the New School Trustees Association. 

The Tau Mai approach is thus a cross-agency strategy that embraces te reo Māori in mainstream 

education and is intended for all learners (see Table 5.2).  
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Table 5.2. The Tau Mai i te Reo strategy 

 Mihi mai te reo Kōrero mai te reo Tau mai te reo 

Tau Mai i 

Te Reo 

approach 

Our education services will 

support learners to value and 

use Māori language words, 

phrases and other forms (for 

example, waiata and haka) 

that are used on a regular 

basis in New Zealand society. 

Our education services 

will provide Māori 

language to support 

learners to develop the 

ability and confidence to 

talk about a range of 

things in the Māori 

language. 

 

Our education services 

will ensure that learners 

can access Māori- 

medium education 

services in order to 

develop high levels of 

Māori language 

proficiency and use. 

Source: Ministry of Education (2019b). 

Thus, as the Tau Mai i te Reo approach (Ministry of Education, 2019b) makes clear, mihi mai 

te reo requires all learners in mainstream education to participate in all levels/forms of te reo 

Māori; kōrero mai te reo requires all mainstream education services to provide te reo Māori 

instruction to support all learners to learn and speak te reo Māori in a range of contexts; and tau 

mai te reo requires all mainstream education services to provide pathways to Māori-medium 

education for all learners so that they develop high levels of te reo Māori proficiency and usage. 

Maihi Karauna, in turn, proposes a nationwide timeframe under which, by 2040, the English-

medium teaching profession will be able to meet te reo Māori obligations confidently at Levels 

3–4. Realisation of this goal will provide a significant and meaningful way to celebrate the 200-

year anniversary of the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 

5.2.4. ECE-Specific Te Reo Māori Progression Guidelines 

I consider two issues are associated with the question of whether the Teaching Council’s “one 

glove fits all” requirement for kaiako to meet the Levels 3–4 te reo Māori proficiency criteria 

in Te Aho Arataki Marau (Ministry of Education, 2009a) is relevant for the ECE sector. First, 

the guidelines were developed for English-medium schools; second, much of the guidelines’ 

content and context do not cater for all age groups within ECE centres. In regard to the first 

issue, it is not just the guidelines document but also the online support material that is of 

concern. The majority of content and all the contexts in the online material found on the He 

Reo Tupu, He Reo Ora website (https://hereoora.tki.org.nz/) again support the use of te reo 

Māori in school classrooms, not ECE centres, and the language used is pitched at school-age 

children. Kaiako and teacher leaders of he pēpi (infants), he pēpi nohinohi (toddlers), and he 

tamaiti kōhungahunga (young children) require a tailored set of guidelines for using te reo 

Māori in ECE settings. Just when such guidelines will be developed is uncertain.  

https://hereoora.tki.org.nz/
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The second issue relates to the differences between pedagogical approaches in school and in 

ECE centres, where the age range of tamariki is from 0 to 6 years. Teaching and learning te reo 

Māori within these centres is not about planning to meet the achievement objectives set down 

in Te Aho Arataki Marau (Ministry of Education, 2009); it is about kaiako using te reo Māori 

throughout the day and every day so that tamariki constantly hear te reo Māori being spoken 

around them (Higgins, 2021; Higgins et al, 2014; Karetu & Milroy, 2018). This approach is in 

keeping with one of the learning outcomes in Te Whāriki, that is, having “an appreciation of te 

reo Māori as a living and relevant language” (Ministry of Education, 2017, p. 42). Examples 

of te reo Māori in He Reo Tupu, He Reo Ora presented as useful in classroom settings provide 

evidence of the seeming lack of consideration of what is appropriate for ECE contexts and 

pedagogy. Among these examples are: “Clarifying: Kua mārama? Understand? He aha te kupu 

Māori mō …? What is the Māori word for…?” or “Negating: Kaua e tuku rāpihi i konei | Don’t 

dump rubbish here; Kāore anō ia kia tae mai | He/She hasn’t arrived yet.” 

Te reo Māori used within ECE services must also be relevant to the age abilities of the children. 

The same can be said of the examples provided in resources for ECE kaiako. The lack of te reo 

Māori examples that fit the reality of pedagogical practice in ECE settings was mentioned by 

the majority of the student-kaiako and practising kaiako who participated in my study. They 

also said they would value access to te reo Māori courses within teacher education that are 

tailored to their everyday ECE programmes. The next three paragraphs provide examples of 

what I consider to be age-appropriate uses of te reo in early childhood settings. The three age 

groups are those I mentioned previously – pēpi, pēpi nohinohi, and tamaiti kōhungahunga. 

 Pēpi: Infants can be in fulltime education and care. Throughout their interactions with 

these very young children, kaiako provide running commentaries and interpret babies’ 

cues, such as when they turn towards their kaiako and make eye contact with them. Thus, 

for example, during a daily feeding routine, kaiako can use such phrases as: “Kei te 

matekai koe?” (“Are you hungry?”), and “E pirangi koe i tō pātara? Me haere tāua ki te 

tiki” (“Do you want your bottle? Let’s go and get it”). Kaiako know their pēpi intimately 

because they are the primary caregivers for maybe three or four pēpi in their centre’s 

‘Under 2s’ environment. Kaiako know the routines of each pēpi, that is, what they are 

likely to do and need at certain times of the day. They are able to read the infants’ cues, 

such as their different cries for different needs – hunger, nappy change, hugs, or hikihiki 

(carrying around), fatigue, and still having wind to bring up. These are the contexts that 

provide kaiako with a range of natural uses of te reo Māori when interacting with pēpi. 
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 Pēpi nohinohi: toddlers are just starting to practise language, so they need a lot of 

guidance and repetition. Kaiako provide short repetitive phrases but always have their 

full body and face as a main tool to support communication or to give meaning to verbal 

cues. For example, they might say, “Haere mai Rakiwhiua, haere mai” (“Come 

Rakiwhiua, come”), while also using their hands to gesture to come. They might also get 

down to the child’s level to talk, so that they use not only verbal words but also facial 

expressions, hand gestures, and body movements, thereby helping this age group make 

sense of what is being communicated. Waiata are an excellent tool for language 

development because they enable tamariki to respond not just to the words but also the 

teacher’s hand and body movements and facial expressions throughout the singing. 

“Taku kanohi tēnei, aku karu, taku ihu, taku waha, taku arero aku ringaringa e” (“This is 

my face, my eyes, my nose, my mouth my tongue, my hands”) is a particularly good 

waiata for this age group. When doing waiata with this age group, have them look in a 

mirror, as this helps them learn the words for the different parts of the face and also 

sustains the play aspect of this type of activity. These activities are fun and provide 

stimulation for this age group to develop both non-verbal understanding (e.g., from 

pointing to the different parts of the face as with the above waiata) and responding with 

a range of kohekohe (baby babble) when they are just starting to produce words. Here, 

the children try to repeat what the kaiako is saying but are still at a stage where they 

produce very few recognisable words. 

 Tamaiti kōhungahunga (young children): I envisage these children having had daily 

opportunities to hear and respond to the language being used by their kaiako. Consider, 

for example, children three years or three-and-a-half years of age continuing to play when 

a kaiako has said, “Ko te wā whāriki. Haere mai ki te whāriki tamariki mā” (“It’s mat 

time. Come to the mat, children”). Having heard the teacher’s request, the older children 

tell the younger children that it’s mat time, so let’s go. While relevant adaptions can be 

made for this age group to many te reo Māori examples in Te Aho Arataki Marau and its 

support resource He Reo Tupu, He Reo Ora, ECE kaiako will still need support to provide 

the actual te reo Māori wording for the ECE environments, ngā pēpi, ngā pēpi nohinohi, 

ngā tamariki kōhungahunga, ngā mātua (parents), and the wider whānau. 
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5.2.5. Te reo me ngā tikanga Māori competency 

Warren (2014) points out that early childhood kaiako in Aotearoa New Zealand have 

responsibility for implementing social justice requirements and are accountable for adhering to 

professional frameworks such as Our Code, Our Standards (Teaching Council, 2017) and  

Tātaiako (Education Council & Ministry of Education, 2011), and for ensuring the 

implementation of bicultural teaching practice that has Māori as tangata whenua.   

For Williams et al. (2012), ECE kaiako and teacher educators, most of whom are Pākehā, have 

responsibility for remaining critically aware of their values and practices and for actively 

working to combat social injustices. According to Williams et al. (2017), strategically aligning 

a bicultural curriculum to bilingual deliveries positions bilingualism as the doorway to 

understanding biculturalism: 

 … some kaiako argue that te reo Māori can be learnt devoid of culture for mere 

functional or academic purposes…. [However,] learning te reo Māori without 

the cultural framework in which it exists is like cooking authentic cuisine 

without the genuine ingredients, meaning, you lose the essence of a language 

and its cultural significance. The integration of language and culture is always 

present. (p. 1)  

Successive Education Review Office reports (2008, 2010, 2012) have similarly noted the 

common inclination among ECE kaiako to overlook the cultural identity of Māori tamariki: 

ECE educators were limited in their ability to develop genuine partnerships and 

often deferred to the view that “all children should be treated the same”. While 

claiming to be concerned with high quality education, this position fails to 

acknowledge the importance of the culture brought by Māori children. A high 

percentage of services do not do enough to value and acknowledge children’s 

language, culture, and identity, particularly when Māori children and their 

whānau transition to the service (Education Review Office, 2012, p. 20)      

The following examples of te reo Māori usage and tikanga Māori practices provide a snapshot 

of the levels of confidence in the ECE sector according to the results reported in the previous 

chapter from Participant Groups 2 and 4. Participants in these groups noted that the level of 

usage by kaiako and teacher leaders typically involves two-word utterances, such as kia ora, 

haere mai, e noho, e tū, whakarongo mai, ka pai, titiro mai, and ka kite, and the insertion of 

one-word te reo substitutes (such as the words for colours) in English-language sentences:  

 Pass me the mā paint. 

 Can you see the whero car? 

 Yes, the sky is kahurangi today.  
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 Go and put your pōtae on.  

 It’s kai time. 

 It’s Rāhina today.  

According to the study participants, kaiako also tend to be confident in using daily routine 

phrases and sentences, such as those beginning with haere mai  

 Haere mai ki te kai (Come for kai) 

 Haere mai ki te whāriki (Come to the mat)  

 Haere mai ki waho (Come outside)  

 Haere mai ki te moe (Come for a sleep)  

or when washing hands (Horoi ringaringa tamariki mā). They also feel comfortable singing the 

waiata “Māhunga, Pakahiwi” (the body song) and “Pakipaki Tamariki Mā”. Williams et al. 

(2012) found these two waiata are known throughout Aotearoa New Zealand ECE centres and 

that the first of the two has been akin to an ECE national anthem since the 1960s. Unfortunately, 

the above examples have generally been the extent of te reo Māori realities for kaiako over the 

past 25 years from when Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a) was first introduced to the 

sector. 

The tikanga practices that the two student participant groups said kaiako usually employed 

were ones such as not sitting on tables, not touching children’s heads, sleeping children head- 

to-head, and using different coloured cloths for different purposes. The kaiako saw these 

practices as rules. They also made no mention as to why or how the practices are tikanga. This 

lack of knowledge is a serious concern because tikanga is about understanding and being able 

to explain the reasons for the practices. For example, first one needs to state the principle that 

underpins the practice – “Our tikanga is about kotahitanga (teamwork)” – and then to explain 

the context that the principle will be applied to and then the action(s) that reflects the principle.   

In essence, my results indicate that the level of te reo Māori and tikanga Māori competence 

among ECE kaiako is minimal, a situation that presents a legitimate concern for the sector. Tau 

Mai Te Reo (Ministry of Education, 2013c) provides competency guidance on Māori language 

use in English-medium provision.  

 Level 3:  31–50% of time or 7.5 to 12.5 hours te reo usage per week. 

 Level 4a:  12–30% of time or 3.75 hours usage per week. 

 Level 4b:  3 hours usage per week. 
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 Level 5:  Fewer than 3 hours usage per week. 

(Note: Tau Mai Te Reo classifies “Levels 1 and 2, 51–100% of the time” as the levels for 

immersion settings.) While mainstream ECE settings can use this information as a tool to self-

monitor their use of te reo, I suspect many in the sector remain unaware of it. 

5.2.6. Bicultural Curriculum or Tiriti-Based Curriculum? 

These two curricula are presently presented as one and the same within Aotearoa New Zealand 

contexts. The signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi in 1840, which marked the special relationship 

that Māori have with Pākehā, forged this country’s bicultural existence. Within Aotearoa New 

Zealand, the bicultural curriculum means a Tiriti-based curriculum because, as a nation, our 

Māori and Pākehā genesis story was born out of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. I am in two minds, 

though, as to whether Te Whāriki should be repositioned as a Tiriti-based curriculum or as a 

bicultural curriculum, in part because the notion of a bicultural curriculum is highly open to 

interpretation. On a positive note, use of the term bicultural is arguably of significant interest 

to a global audience, and especially to countries that have undergone colonisation. Use of the 

term “Tiriti-based curriculum” may not have reach beyond Aotearoa New Zealand.  

Exploration of the curriculum as a Tiriti-based curriculum brings out several relevant and at 

times competing rationales as to what a bicultural curriculum is and what levels of detail or 

content are needed within it to allow it to be implemented as a bicultural curriculum. While 

clear directions in this regard can be found in the various policies and guidelines discussed 

above, my data and other research literature show a very restricted te ao Māori, te reo Māori, 

and tikanga Māori knowledge base among ECE kaiako and teacher leaders. Therefore, a great 

deal of work, support, and direction is still required to ensure ECE practitioners learn the 

bicultural content they need in order to implement the bicultural curriculum as intended in their 

settings. Teacher education providers have considerable power in determining how they will 

support Māori education across all education sectors in Aotearoa New Zealand so that Māori 

attain positive educational success within mainstream education settings and teacher education 

programmes can make committed contributions to grow the knowledge bases of all student 

kaiako and practising kaiako.  To conclude this discussion, I provide a way forward to our past 

centred on my first research question.  

 Research Question 1: For mature Māori knowledge holders, what are the realities and 

what needs to happen to have a confident bicultural early childhood education sector in 

Aotearoa New Zealand? Answer: Our bicultural genesis was born out of this country’s 
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constitutional arrangement and Māori-provided manaakitanga, through acts of generosity 

and kindness that produced agreement to allow Pākehā to coexist in Aotearoa New 

Zealand with Māori. Te Whāriki is acknowledged as the first bicultural ECE curriculum 

document developed in Aotearoa New Zealand and the world. So why is it that 26 years 

after the launch of Te Whāriki, the ECE sector is still in a state of discomfort and unease, 

such that it cannot give effect to implementing a bicultural curriculum? Perhaps if student 

kaiako and practising kaiako saw themselves as here by virtue of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, 

then they would take the responsibility more seriously? My answer is simple in that my 

eyes are wide open to this country’s past. Have we ever had a bicultural educational past 

in this country to be proud of? No! The answer has always been there, so let us rewrite the 

wrong and make it right. A Te Tiriti o Waitangi curriculum is an all-encompassing one – 

one that acknowledges our very essence of who we are. This country has a dual heritage 

through our Te Tiriti o Waitangi relationship. Consequently, it is time for this whakataukī 

to call to all ECE kaiako: 

 

Ka rongo koutou te pātōtō i te whatitoka o te whare o māramatanga? 

Nō reira kuhu mai… 

Can you hear the sound of knocking on the door of the house of a greater understanding?  

The time has arrived for us to enter 

5.3. Theme 2: He Pōraruraru – Confusion Between the Two 

Versions of Te Tiriti o Waitangi │The Treaty of Waitangi  

This theme concerns the way in which many of my study participants interchanged their 

knowledge of and references to Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Treaty of Waitangi. I also 

identified some crossover in understandings between this theme and the previous one. The 

majority of study participants viewed the two headings for the treaty as being the same and had 

little or no recognition that what they saw as the treaty is a mixture of components from both 

versions. This confusion appeared to relate to lack of understanding about what differs between 

the two versions of the treaty and why. As Tangata Whenua Participant Group 5 emphasised, 

when people talk of Te Tiriti o Waitangi (the Māori-language text), they tend to think it 

contains the associated principles of partnership, protection, and participation and do not realise 

that the principles are drawn from the English-language version of the Treaty of Waitangi (see 

Table 1.1 in Chapter One).  
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This section of this current chapter draws how a great deal of ECE literature reinforces this 

interchange between the two versions of the treaty even when references are made to both 

versions yet are presented as the same, as is evident in Te Tiriti o Waitangi standard in Our 

Code, Our Standards: “Demonstrate commitment to tangata whenuatanga and Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi [partnership] in Aotearoa New Zealand” (Teaching Council of New Zealand, 2017, 

p. 18). Here, Te Tiriti o Waitangi refers to the Māori written text, but the principle of 

“partnership” is from the English text – the Treaty of Waitangi. This is just one example of 

how confusion is being reinforced in the supporting literature that students and kaiako 

consistently refer to and which leads them to think that if the literature states this, then I must 

be right in thinking the two versions of the treaty hold the same meanings.   

Interestingly, the draft version of Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1993) correctly referred 

to the Treaty of Waitangi and the principle of partnership. It is correct because anyone referring 

to the Treaty of Waitangi is also citing the version’s three articles and their associated principles 

(partnership, protection, and participation) that originated from the Royal Commission on 

Social Policy in 1986. However, the final version of Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a, 

p. 9) refers to “both partners” to Te Tiriti o Waitangi. Again, reference to the partner principle 

within the context of Te Tiriti implies both versions of the treaty are the same, and because this 

misunderstanding is written into the ECE curriculum document, kaiako and students are at 

ongoing risk of assuming they are the same.   

While the refreshed version of Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 2017) refers to both Te Tiriti 

o Waitangi and the Treaty of Waitangi, it still does not explicitly state the differences between 

the two versions and continues to imply that both hold to the principle of partnership. It 

furthermore introduces the notion that this country’s founding document is inclusive of all 

immigrants. Iwi across the country would dispute this. As Dr Huirangi Waikerepuru has said, 

“Nō tātou te wenua” | “We are the land” (Tertiary Education Union, 2014). By this, he meant 

Māori belong to this land and our Te Tiriti o Waitangi relationship is exclusively between two 

people – Tangata Whenua (iwi across the country) and Tangata Pākehā. Immigrants to this 

country come at the invitation of the New Zealand Government; they do not have a Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi relationship with iwi. Iwi across Aotearoa hold strong views on what Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi is and means. A quote in a document relating to constitutional transformation by 

Māori and titled Report of Matike Mai Aotearoa (Network Waitangi, 2016) captures the 

confusion about Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Treaty of Waitangi: 
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Politicians and lawyers have really confused things by talking about Treaty 

principles and the different meanings in Te Tiriti and the Treaty, but if everyone 

… just remembered that at Waitangi and nearly everywhere else the rangatira 

only talked about and signed Te Tiriti there shouldn’t be any confusion … 

sometimes it seems like the Crown has deliberately created that confusion first 

of all be saying we ceded sovereignty and then by all of its arguments about what 

it means … but it’s not confusing at all…. (Network Waitangi, 2016, p. 56, italics 

original) 

Various other official government ECE and education strategies have reinforced the confusion 

debate by largely referring to the Treaty of Waitangi in their policies and publicity documents. 

For example, one of the main objectives in the government strategy document Pathways to the 

Future: Ngā Huarahi Arataki (Ministry of Education, 2002) was to “increase participation of 

Māori children in ECE” (p. 10). To make this strategy a reality, the Ministry of Education 

stated that it needed to work with “ECE services and teacher education providers to improve 

ECE teachers’ understanding and appreciation of the Treaty of Waitangi/biculturalism te reo 

and tikanga Māori” (p. 13). The iterations of Ka Hikitia (the Māori education strategies) 

(Ministry of Education, 2008a, 2013b) and Tau Mai te Reo: The Māori Language in Education 

Strategy (Ministry of Education, 2013c) both refer to Treaty of Waitangi responsibilities. 

However, the 2020 iteration of Ka Hikitia, titled Ka Hikitia – Ka Hāpatia, includes a set of 

principles to enact the strategy. One of these principles is expressed as follows: “Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi: we will give practical effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi in the education system”  

(Ministry of Education, 2020a, p. 5). Hopefully, the direct reference to the Māori version will 

be consistently applied into the future.   

Tātaiako: Cultural Competencies for Teachers of Māori Learners, published in 2011 by the 

Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand, the teaching profession’s parent body, and 

directed at all sectors of the education system, makes no reference to Te Titiri o Waitangi or 

the Treaty of Waitangi. Our Code, Our Standards (Teaching Council of Aotearoa New 

Zealand, 2017), which sets out the standards governing teachers’ practice and behaviour, refers 

to Te Tiriti o Waitangi throughout the text, but refers to the principle of partnership in each 

elaboration of the code or standard. These few examples of interchange across the two versions 

of the treaty in documents directed specifically at kaiako emphasise the need for the New 

Zealand Government to take heed and start being consistent in their references to and 

articulations of the treaty. While Ka Hikitia – Ka Hāpaitia (Ministry of Education, 2020a) 
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provides a good starting point in relation to addressing this matter, other mainstream education 

documents need to ensure that any reference to Te Tiriti o Waitangi is not accompanied by the 

principle(s) associated with the Treaty of Waitangi. 

5.3.1. The Role of Teacher Education Providers and Programmes 

Within my study data, the theme of confusion over the content and meanings of Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi and the Treaty of Waitangi continued into the sphere of teacher education provision, 

where it became clear that providers and programmes need to bring a more informed stance to 

the material they use to assist students’ understanding and transitioning between the two 

versions. As already mentioned, because most of the student-kaiako (Participant Group 2) 

understood the versions as the same, they saw no need to distinguish between them and 

considered it a matter of individual preference as to which version people referred to. The 

majority of the registered kaiako upgrading their qualification (Group 4) thought they had a 

moderate understanding of the English-language version and its three principles. They 

expressed concern, though, that their ITE programmes did not give enough time to this topic.  

The timing of content relating to the treaty also concerned some of these kaiako, especially as 

it was usually part of their welcome into their courses. The process for welcoming new students 

to ITE programmes is typically part of an orientation programme that ranges from two to five 

days in length and involves face-to-face sessions on campus. These sessions begin with a pōhiri 

or mihi whakatau (a traditional Māori welcome, in this instance to the institution and its 

structures). After a morning-tea break, students are welcomed into the ITE programme and 

given information on how their programme is structured and run. They learn how to login to 

courses and navigate course pages, are told about course administration, and are given advice 

and material on the institution’s policies and procedures. They also experience 

whanaungatanga, in the form of opportunity to meet the staff associated with the various 

courses being offered that semester. From there, they are introduced to course assessments and 

content. After a lunch break, the courses for the semester get underway, with a treaty course 

usually among the first sessions. These sessions, however, are part of a very busy schedule, 

which can see kaiako become overwhelmed with new learnings or, to use a more colloquial 

expression, suffering from information overload. This concern was one of three main concerns 

the participants expressed in relation to the delivery of treaty content. The others centred on 

the need for such content to be integrated into programme delivery and to form an ongoing part 

of that delivery.  
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5.3.1.1. Insufficient time 

As the members of Participant Group 4 pointed out, student-kaiako, whether preservice or 

inservice, are under pressure to retain teaching and learning provided within orientation 

deliveries because they have to deal with navigating the physical and online learning spaces 

and course content. For many of these students, multiple new institutional policies, processes, 

and learning demands can become content overload. The practice of attaching treaty content to 

busy orientation programmes not only makes it difficult to absorb information about the treaty 

but also results in insufficient time to address the 180 years’ worth of history since the two 

versions came into being and their relevance to this country and contemporary Aotearoa New 

Zealand contexts. Also, only a small proportion of the time given to courses on the treaty covers 

its relevance within teaching and learning contexts.  

5.3.1.2 Lack of integration of content across programmes 

The participants’ second concern arose out of their first one. Several participants explicitly 

stated that the tendency of teacher education institutions to confine content on the treaty to 

orientation week (usually as a two-hour or a one- or two-day workshop) means such content is 

rarely ongoing and integrated across teacher education programmes. Participants voiced the 

need for learning about the two versions of the treaty to be in the form of a dedicated ongoing 

course or courses throughout their respective teacher education programmes because this 

would help them engage more closely in the content and thus comprehend the information 

(theory of understanding) within the context of their professional roles as kaiako (pedagogical 

practice). I consider, as did the kāhui kaumatua and tangata whenua (Participant Groups 1 and 

5) who joined me on my research journey, that providers need to review their programmes so 

that Te Tiriti o Waitangi framework is used in order to first understand the document and then 

make distinctions between Te Tiriti and the Treaty. Continually referring to both versions as a 

translation and positioning the two versions as the same is incorrect; the narrative about the 

versions need to be corrected. I cannot reiterate this enough. When learning about our country’s 

constitutional arrangement, we must start with knowing the two versions. Thus, when talking 

about Te Tiriti o Waitangi, we are referring solely to the Māori written version. When talking 

about the Treaty of Waitangi, we are referring solely to the English written version. If we get 

the start correct, then everything else will become cohesive and relevant. This constitutional 

arrangement is also the starting point from which to start weaving our own bicultural whāriki 

for each child to stand on. What is so hard about putting this into effect? We have a birth and 
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we have a dual heritage. It is these that what will guide our bicultural weaving (Hotere-Barnes, 

2016; Jackson; 2018, Mikaere, 2011; Mutu, 2019).   

5.3.1.3. Limited opportunity to retain learning and to learn how to apply it in practice 

Lack of integration of treaty content and its relevance to bicultural curriculum across teacher 

education programmes raised, for the study participants, the issue of retention of the 

information and thus ability to appropriately apply it within diverse pedagogical contexts 

across time. This concern implies the need for continually reinforcing treaty-related content in 

teacher education programmes, with that reinforcement including assessment of learning. 

Because teacher education programmes provide very limited guidance on the relevance of the 

treaty for teacher practice, I consider it is time to revisit Ruth Kane’s report on ITE policy and 

practice (Kane, 2005). She pointed out that if ITE providers were committed to their student-

kaiako becoming change-makers able to support Māori children achieve educational success, 

then they would be giving close scrutiny to their treaty-related ITE programme content and 

practices. My research findings indicate that Kane’s critique still has currency almost two 

decades later and that her recommendations still need to be progressed.  

Kane’s (2005) recommendations align with thinking expressed in the Report of Matike Mai 

Aotearoa (Network Waitangi, 2016, pp. 97–98):  

Education is a tikanga because it’s not just going to school. It’s what you learn. 

It’s our way of seeing the world and not just being taught what Pākehā think is 

important … and if I’ve got this kaupapa right it’s about a constitution based 

on tikanga and Te Tiriti which means giving mātauranga the same importance 

as everything else.  

As this quote emphasises, tikanga within educational contexts is (or should be) a core social 

value and thus needs to be a constant practice within educational provision. The message 

conveyed is grounded in Aotearoa New Zealand biculturalism and gives recognition to the 

wider educational contexts for Māori, especially because having ready access to te ao te reo 

Māori and to tikanga Māori is what is meant by the expression “Māori succeeding as Māori”.   

5.3.2. Te Tiriti o Waitangi – Educating a Nation 

The New Zealand Government needs to take the lead and be consistent in their articulations of 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi in educational policy and key mainstream curricular and resource 

documents, so that the narrative of confusion between this version and the English-language 

version becomes a non-issue. Specifically, there is a need to ensure, for example, that 
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references to treaty principles are made only in relation to the English-language version, that 

is, the Treaty of Waitangi, as clarified in the government’s iteration of its Māori education 

strategy, Ka Hikitia – Kā Hāpaitia (Ministry of Education, 2020a).    

But how do these considerations regarding the two versions of the treaty link back to my 

research questions? Let me answer each one in turn: 

 Research Question 1: For mature Māori knowledge holders, what are the realities and 

what needs to happen to have a confident bicultural early childhood education sector in 

Aotearoa New Zealand? Answer: The realities are tangata whenua realities whenever 

reference is made to Te Tiriti o Waitangi version. The New Zealand Government and its 

agencies, preservice and inservice providers of teacher education, teacher educators, 

student-kaiako, registered kaiako, and ECE services need to stop the confusion by making 

clear distinctions between the two versions and always using Te Tiriti o Waitangi version 

when engaging with iwi and te ao Māori content. 

 RQ1 (as above) and Research Question 3: How does “Te Whāriki” (Ministry of Education, 

1996a), the early childhood curriculum document, support practitioners and teachers to 

implement te reo me ngā tikanga Māori in early childhood settings? Answer: Because Te 

Tiriti o Waitangi is the reality for iwi within the context of Te Whāriki, teacher education 

providers must ensure they equip their early years student-kaiako with the skills they need 

to enact Te Tiriti o Waitangi and thus allow Māori tamariki to succeed in education as 

Māori. Accordingly, it is crucial that te ao Māori, te reo Māori, and tikanga Māori are 

permanently integrated into and across educational programmes and pedagogies, and from 

there into the everyday educational practice of ECE kaiako. 

 Research Question 2: How are iwi local curriculum enacted within early childhood 

education centres in Aotearoa New Zealand? and RQ3 (as above). Answer: Ensuring that 

early years student-kaiako know how to employ and ensuring that qualified kaiako can 

appropriately employ a Te Tiriti o Waitangi framework in centre programmes provides a 

genuine reason for them to establish ongoing relationships with mana whenua (local iwi). 

Welcoming their contributions to daily programmes is where te ao Māori, whakapapa 

(histories), tikanga a-iwi, reo a-iwi, and local curriculum content can be shared and 

transformed into the daily teaching and learning programmes for all children.   
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5.4. Theme 3: The Demographic Nature of the ECE Workforce  

A theme that surfaced from the demographic data from Participant Groups 2 and 4 and from 

annual ECE census returns (Ministry of Education, 2021) is that the large majority of ECE 

educators and centre leaders are female and identify as being of European/Pākehā ethnicity. 

This long-entrenched feature of the early years workforce is another key concern because of 

its likely impact on Māori educational achievement and success. For example, as I noted in 

Chapter Five, of the 162 ECE student kaiako who participated in my study, 66 percent were of 

European/Pākehā descent, approximately 10 percent were of Asian and another 10 percent of 

Māori descent, 4.3 percent were of Pasifika descent, and the remainder belonged to other 

ethnicities. These percentages are similar to those for ethnic identity in the 2020 statistics for 

the national ECE workforce (Ministry of Education, 2021). Here, of the 32,025 ECE kaiako, 

66 percent were of European/Pākehā descent and 16 percent of Asian descent. These same 

percentages were recorded in 2019 (Ministry of Education, 2021). The remaining 2020 

percentages were Māori, 8 percent; Pasifika, 7 percent; and Other, 3 percent.  

Statistical information such as this is useful in bringing credibility to claims about the extent of 

influence a group might be having on the behaviours and achievements of others. Becker (1970) 

argued that numbers have the value of making claims more precise in relation to the terms 

frequently associated with them, such as “the majority”, “many”, “a great deal”, “a considerable 

amount”.  In keeping with this assertion, we can safely say that Pākehā have been the dominant 

ethnicity of kaiako working in the ECE sector from the time the first kindergarten opened in 

Dunedin in 1889 (May, 2011). Furthermore, even since the launch of Te Whāriki in 1996, Māori 

have remained aware that their culture and language have been rendered quiescent in 

mainstream early years settings by a workforce that largely represents the dominant Pākehā 

culture. The  high percentages of Pākehā (66%) and Asian (16%) doubtless have a bearing on 

why the large majority of ECE kaiako continue to educate children from a monocultural, 

monolingual perspective and position and fail to integrate te reo Māori me ōna tikanga into their 

pedagogical practice (see, for example, Chan, 2014; Chan & Ritchie, 2014, ERO, 2008, 2010, 

2017; Gordon-Burns & Campbell, 2014; Ritchie, 2002, 2003; Williams et al., 2012).  

5.4.1. Pākehā Kaiako 

Over the past 25 years, both research and anecdotal evidence shows Pākehā kaiako (I’ll address 

the situation with Asian kaiako shortly) giving numerous reasons as to why they lack 
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confidence in using te reo and tikanga Māori. Chan and Ritchie (2016), for example, found that 

ECE kaiako generally reported feeling challenged by their inadequacy. The two researchers 

also reported some of these kaiako deflecting this inadequacy by claiming that Māori do not 

value education. Yet Māori have experienced challenge after challenge over the years to keep 

te reo and tikanga Māori alive. They speak English and understand its dominance in New 

Zealand’s education system, which is why some choose for their tamariki to come into 

mainstream ECE, and some have no choice, as this is all that is available to them (Waitangi 

Tribunal, 2012).  Pākehā ECE kaiako typically limited use of te reo Māori in ECE settings is 

most definitely not at a level commensurate with the commitment that Māori have exercised 

over the years in order to drive the bicultural and bilingual precepts of te Tiriti | The Treaty. 

The following comments from five of the Group 2 participants (the kaiako upgrading their 

teaching qualification) provide context for these considerations.   

 “The use of te reo demonstrates that centre’s commitment to biculturalism, so if it is not 

happening then there is no commitment there.” (Runga 5)  

 “If kaiako were really committed to learning te reo then they would. Kaiako need to want 

to do it, otherwise why are they here?” (Te Puku 3).  

 “The centre I work in no one speaks te reo but they tell me to bring back all the phrases 

we are taught on our programme, but I shouldn’t bother because they stay inside the 

drawer in the office.” (Runga 3) 

 “The practicum centre I was in didn’t use it much as the teachers really struggled with 

pronunciation and they didn’t have anyone to support them.” (Te Upoko 3)  

 “I find us Pākehā teachers are, like, why should we speak the reo, Māori should do it for 

themselves.” (Te Hiku 3)  

The first two examples lay responsibility for using te reo Māori with ECE services and with 

practising kaiako. The two comments imply a lack of centre leadership with respect to 

supporting te reo Māori me ngā tikanga Māori practices. The third and fourth examples indicate 

that the ECE services that kaiako work in or where, as student-kaiako, they undertake 

practicums, are not using te reo because they lack the cultural capital to incorporate it into their 

daily practice. The final example articulates the view that speaking te reo Māori is not the 

responsibility of Pākehā kaiako. These diverse perspectives undoubtedly contribute to the weak 

application of the vision of biculturalism promoted within Te Whāriki.   
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Bishop et al. (2009) argued that there has never been a strong bicultural element within early 

childhood education. My findings align with this premise. They also feed yet more data into 

the perennial results showing that ECE services are still not giving full effect to the bilingual 

and bicultural promise and requirements of Te Whāriki. The ECE sector, the New Zealand 

Government, government agencies such as ERO and the Ministry of Education, and the 

Teaching Council have been well aware of results such as these from the expanding body of 

research conducted almost from the time this bicultural curriculum was implemented a quarter 

of a century ago. Yet, as my study attests, the issues remain largely unresolved.   

5.4.2 Asian Kaiako 

A decade or so ago, Badkar and Tuya (2010) advised that the growth rate of the Asian 

population in Aotearoa New Zealand was higher than for any other ethnic group in New 

Zealand (see Figure 5.2 below for a comparison). Between 2019 and 2020, the number of first-

time Asian international graduates with a qualification from a New Zealand ITE provider 

increased by 54 percent to reach 540 (an increase of 190). Of these 2020 graduates, 73 percent 

took up work in the ECE sector; the remainder were relatively evenly split between the primary 

and secondary education sectors (Ministry of Education, 2021). Table 5.3 also shows this 

growth in the number of ECE kaiako of Asian ethnicity between 2019 and 2020.  

Table 5.3.  Numbers of kaiako of different ethnicities working in ECE: changes between 

2019 and 2020  

Ethnicity 2019 (n) 2020 (n) Growth: +/ - (n) 

European/Pākehā 15,570 15,563 -7 

Asian 3373 3531 +158 

Māori 1814 1796 -18 

Pasifika 1526 1445 -81 

MELAA 254 292 +38 

Other 121 125 +4 

No response 253 220 -33 

Note: MELLA = Middle Eastern, Latin American/African.  

Source: Ministry of Education. (2021) 

 

A 2019 initiative by the government (Robertson, 2019) to increase teacher supply in New 

Zealand by recruiting people from overseas helps explain the increases in Table 5.3 in the 

numbers of Asian, MELAA (Middle Eastern, Latin American/African), and “Other” ethnicities 

joining the ECE teaching workforce between 2019 and 2020. Then came Covid-19, which 

dramatically changed the landscape of Aotearoa New Zealand and the world. In 2020, New 
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Zealand closed its borders to overseas immigration, which of course halted the recruitment of 

early childhood educators from overseas. However, in terms of ethnicity, kaiako from Asian 

backgrounds still make up the second largest group of kaiako working in the ECE sector.   

Figure 5.2 displays the growth over the past 10 years in relation to the total number of Asian 

domestic students enrolled in a New Zealand tertiary education institution. The years 2012 to 

2014 saw a slight decrease in numbers; for females, the growth was consistent from 2015 to 

2021. For the males, alternate years saw small decreases and increases in numbers, then 

consistent growth from 2017 to 2021. The figure provides further support for the growth rate 

in the Asian population in New Zealand that Badkar and Tuya (2010) predicted.  

Figure 5.2.  Asian students in tertiary education institutions in New Zealand 

by gender, 2012–2021, number of students enrolled (domestic only) 

 

 

Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Females 26,510 26,030 25,315 25,650 26,265 26,975 27,955 28,780 30,125 34,790 

Males 21,645 21,165 20,850 21,170 21,340 21,875 22,120 22,125 23,205 26,275 

Source: Ministry of Education (2022) 

 

Asian people recruited into New Zealand whose intent is to work in the early years sector must 

complete this country’s Graduate Diploma in Teaching (ECE). To qualify for this programme, 

immigrants must have an undergraduate degree. This allows them to enrol in the one-year (40 

academic weeks) programme. Discussion within the teaching profession and by the general 

public as to whether a one-year postgraduate programme is sufficient preparation has been 

ongoing for some time, and this debate has cogency for people recruited from overseas to fill 

teaching shortages in New Zealand.  
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In 2011, Massey University proposed delivering only one-year postgraduate teacher education 

programmes for its early years and primary school teacher qualifications. In a subsequent NZEI 

(New Zealand Educational Institute) Te Riu Roa (2011) media release, students expressed 

serious concerns about the Graduate Diploma programmes, claiming that they could be 

damaging the quality of teacher education in New Zealand. One student quoted in the release 

who was studying toward a Graduate Diploma ECE teacher qualification argued that while the 

opportunity to produce quality kaiako through this pathway of study was possible, she and her 

fellow students often described their course as a “pressure-cooker” situation, a term also used 

by some of my study’s participants. This student’s use of the term signifies the rushed nature 

of her programme, she and her fellow graduates feeling they were being pushed through their 

teacher education and out into the world of teaching in such haste that they would be 

underprepared. Such a situation has the danger of kaiako experiencing burnout and even 

deciding to leave the profession.  

As was evident from my own study results and also from what I am about to write, graduates 

of teacher education programmes, especially the one-year postgraduate courses, often feel 

insufficiently prepared for the realities of teaching. If student-kaiako who grew up in New 

Zealand feel this way, then we could assume kaiako recruited from beyond this country might 

feel even less prepared and especially so if they have to find ways of adapting to the 

requirements of curricula grounded in Aotearoa New Zealand cultural understandings and 

practices. Given that Pākehā ECE kaiako generally have difficulty negotiating Te Whāriki as a 

bicultural curriculum, can we also assume that kaiako recruited from Asian countries will have 

the same difficulty, if not more difficulty? 

New Zealand is still facing a teacher shortage across all sectors. New Zealand’s current 32,065 

ECE kaiako (Ministry of Education, 2021; most recently available data) are still not enough to 

meet the sector’s need (NZEI, 2021). In autumn 2021, a Television One news report titled 

Diabolical, Unstable and Stressful (mynewsdata.com, March 2021) claimed the ECE teacher 

shortage was adversely affecting existing staff in centres and thus the children as well. A New 

Zealand Educational Institute survey has revealed that out of 305 responses from ECE 

employers and employees, 80.3 percent agreed that shortages had affected their ability to teach 

as effectively and safely as they wanted to. The New Zealand Government’s response to this 

has been a short-term fix that includes a suite of initiatives: pre-approved overseas teaching 

qualifications; overseas relocation grant; domestic relocation grant; a current border exemption 

for 300 qualified kaiako to enter New Zealand; a one-off residency visa; and the need to earn 
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the median wage of $27.00 per hour. The government considers that these initiatives have 

helped meet immediate teacher shortage needs during 2022 and maintain that as the Covid-19 

restrictions continue to ease, the ECE sector will see a flow of new domestic graduates and 

migrant kaiako coming in to support the teacher shortage.  

The government is currently offering two initiatives that ECE services can apply for. The first 

is a Domestic Finder’s Fee, presumably intended to incentivise services to recruit returning or 

beginning teachers. The second is a Domestic Relocation Grant, available to returning or 

beginning ECE teachers prepared to relocate from one town/city to another. Services can also 

apply for reimbursement of actual incurred costs they incur. Education New Zealand is also 

welcoming the reopening of our borders to international students. From October 2022, normal 

visa processing will resume, enabling international students to apply to study in Aotearoa New 

Zealand in 2023. A large number of graduate diploma students will play a pivotal role in ECE 

recruitment strategy for 2024. Education New Zealand’s catch phrase for teacher recruitment 

across all sectors is “He rā ki tua | Better days are coming!” 

5.4.3. Insufficient Support 

The argument that arises from analysis of the data presented in this section is implicit in this 

question: If Year 2 ECE student-kaiako are struggling with te reo Māori and tikanga Māori 

after completing a three-year ITE programme, then what are the chances of kaiako graduating 

from the one-year Graduate Diploma programme with the necessary skills to integrate te reo 

me ngā tikanga Māori from Day 1 in centre environments? The ethnic profile of the ECE 

workforce, which is dominated by Pākehā women, also feeds into the implications of this lack 

of skills for both Māori and mainstream ECE provision, a point that resonates with Gordon-

Burns and Campbell’s (2014) argument that dominant cultures “continue to educate children 

from a mono-cultural, monolingual perspective and position” (p. 23). Furthermore, with current 

statistics showing that the next most-dominant ethnic group in the ECE teaching workforce 

identify as Asian, the same question of whether these kaiako have the necessary skills to 

implement bicultural curriculum within this country’s ECE sector applies. As early as 2007, 

Wong (Wong, 2007) alerted the ECE sector to the increase in both Chinese immigrants and 

international students in ECE teacher education programmes and concern as to whether these 

programmes would be able to prepare them sufficiently for work in the sector. With the 

majority of these student-kaiako still coming through the Graduate Diploma programme, it is 

again highly unlikely that the 40 weeks of fulltime study is sufficient to provide these students 
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with the comprehensive induction and skills set that will enable them to “weave te reo Māori 

and tikanga Māori into the everyday curriculum” (Ministry of Education, 2017, p. 12).  

The comments from the preservice and inservice student-kaiako who participated in my study 

also confirmed this lack of readiness. Of the student-kaiako participants, the ones who seemed 

best prepared were those who identified as Māori. In the main, the data from the participating 

student-kaiako revealed tension regarding and attitudinal barriers towards learning bicultural 

content, with a common cry being, “Why do we have to learn this?” In addition, the study data 

indicated that practicum placements were not sufficiently supporting student-kaiako to apply 

te reo Māori. These viewpoints align with ERO reports (2008, 2010), which found limited use 

of te reo Māori within ECE services.   

Analysis of the data from the student-kaiako and the qualification-upgrade kaiako points to the 

need for students and kaiako to experience a shift in attitude regarding te reo Māori use by 

seeing it as an integral part of their teacher knowledge base, responsibility, and 

professionalism. Even though the participating Year 2 student-kaiako were halfway through 

their teacher education programme, it was clear that they still needed, but probably would not 

receive, the concentrated support required to graduate with a positive mindset in terms of 

biculturalism and to understand that te reo Māori and tikanga Māori are integral to the 

curriculum and not add-ons. If a three-year course offers insufficient preparation, then it seems 

reasonable to claim the 40 weeks’ programme for graduate student-kaiako offers even less.  

A possible way forward toward becoming biculturally competent for these students, the 

majority of whom identify as Pākehā and Asian, is for their teacher education programmes to 

support them to develop their own tailored te reo Māori learning plans. Several sources (see, 

for example, Ministry of Education, 2008a, 2013b, 2019b) strongly recommend te reo Māori 

learning plans as a way to continue revitalising te reo Māori. Te reo Māori planning involves 

the provision of detailed resources, which include vocabulary, sentence structure templates 

along with second language acquisition principles as students can learn in a manner that is 

driven by themselves to a certain extent. This approach could be an important for teacher 

education providers to consider especially in their one-year “pressure-cooker” programmes or 

a micro-credential qualification.  It would also serve as a great introduction to Aotearoa New 

Zealand’s bicultural and bilingual contexts for international students or refresh courses for 

domestic teachers returning to the workforce.   
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If teacher education is indeed ineffective in terms of supporting students to develop a bicultural 

teacher self, how does Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a) act as a scaffold in this 

respect? The central idea in Te Whāriki in relation to te reo Māori me ngā tikanga Māori is the 

notion that “te reo Māori is a living and relevant language” (p. 76). While tikanga is not 

explicitly referred to in this quote, I consider it is implicit because tikanga provides the cultural 

contexts for much of the way te reo Māori is used.  As I observed from my Chapter Two content 

analysis of Te Whāriki, the document contains only limited bicultural content. 

The finding of limited bicultural content in Te Whāriki coupled with the participant data 

relating to the difficulties and challenges of learning te reo Māori me ngā tikanga Māori within 

teacher education programmes strongly suggests that the curriculum document alone provides 

insufficient support to promote a truly bicultural curriculum. My third research question, which 

concerned the extent to which Te Whāriki supports kaiako to implement te reo me ngā tikanga 

Māori in early childhood settings, has particular relevance here. My answer to this question is 

that both the 1996 and 2017 versions of this curriculum document offer only very limited 

support.  

However, on a more positive note is the Teaching Council of New Zealand’s new set of policies 

(mentioned earlier in this chapter) regarding the level of te reo me ngā tikanga Māori 

proficiency that graduating kaiako must achieve. ITE providers were apprised of these policies 

in 2019 and, as a result, are now strengthening their te reo Māori deliveries to ensure graduates 

meet the teaching standards. Also, the professional leader must sign off that kaiako have shown 

progression in te reo me ngā tikanga Māori as required in the standards. For ECE graduate-

kaiako, these standards are now integral to them working within the precepts of the ECE 

bicultural curriculum Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 2017).  

5.5. Theme 4: Tamariki Māori in Mainstream ECE 

A theme that arose out of comments made by the tangata whenua participant group (Group 5) 

concerned tamariki Māori attending mainstream ECE services. The members of this group 

were from Te Kōhanga Reo Trust and also included active kaiako (kaiako in te kōhanga reo). 

Some years before I met with the members of this group, Te Kōhanga Reo Trust had gone 
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through a Treaty of Waitangi26 grievance claim against the New Zealand Government. One 

feature of the claim, known as the Wai 2336: Matua Rautia claim, concerned the government’s 

strategy to attract more tamariki Māori into ECE. However, the strategy was to have these 

children move into mainstream services rather than into the language-immersion settings of 

kōhanga reo. This strategy had led to declining numbers of tamariki enrolling in kōhanga reo. 

Because of their knowledge of the Wai 2336 report (Waitangi Tribunal, 2012), the kōhanga 

reo participants in Group 5 were able to inform not only the other members of that group but 

also the other tangata whenua group (Group 1) that the majority of Māori tamariki were now 

participating in mainstream ECE.  

In confirmation of their claim, Table 5.4 shows the numbers of tamariki participating in 

mainstream ECE and te kōhanga reo from 2015 to 2020. Over these six years, 23 percent (on 

average) of all children attending ECE (i.e., both mainstream and te kōhanga reo) were tamariki 

Māori, and of them substantially higher numbers were attending mainstream ECE than were 

attending te kōhanga reo. A considerable decrease in tamariki participation was recorded in 

2020, but this drop can be credited to the Covid-19 pandemic.  

Table 5.4. Numbers of children attending mainstream ECE and Te Kōhanga reo 2015 to 

2020  

 

Year All Children in 

mainstream ECE 

(N) 

Tamariki Māori in 

all forms of ECE 

(N) 

Tamariki in 

Kōhanga reo 

(N) 

Tamariki Māori in 

mainstream ECE 

(N) 

2015 198,887 45,128 22.6% 7,955 37,173 

2016 201,675 46,190 22.9% 8067 38,123 

2017 202,772 47,297 23.3% 8110 39,187 

2018 200,588 47,582 23.7% 8023 39,559 

2019 198,923 47,267 23.7% 7956 39,311 

2020 190,348 45,364 23.8% 7613 37,751 

 

Source of data: Ministry of Education (2021). 

 

                                                 

 

26 It should be noted that the New Zealand Government uses the English title as the official of this body that is 

mandated to settle past Treaty of Waitangi claims lodged by members of iwi.  
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The information in Table 5.5 again confirms the small number of the tamariki Māori attending 

mainstream settings and only a tiny percentage attending kōhanga reo. On average, across time, 

64% of tamariki Māori were attending education and care settings, 15 percent were attending 

kindergartens, 9 percent home-based settings, 6 percent playcentres, and 4 percent kōhanga 

reo.   

Table 5.5. Total numbers and percentages of tamariki Māori attending different ECE 

settings, 2015 to 2020  

 

 

Source of data: Ministry of Education (2021). 

The small number of tamariki Māori attending kōhanga reo was of considerable concern to the 

tangata whenua group, who feared that a great many tamariki Māori in mainstream settings 

were missing out on succeeding as Māori. The Māori Education Strategy policy document Ka 

Hikitia (Ministry of Education, 2008a) stated that “managing success” as Māori was highly 

dependent on being “indigenous me”. The tangata whenua group also considered that managing 

success in this way was most likely to be achieved in language immersion settings, such as 

kōhanga reo, a credible supposition given the findings of my study that student-kaiako and 

practising kaiako were not comfortable with or adept as using te reo Māori, articulating tikanga 

Māori, and knowing the difference between Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Treaty of Waitangi.   

ERO’s (2013) claim in its report on Te Whāriki that bicultural curriculum is not well understood 

by kaiako is an area for further research. Jenkin (2017) asserts that because kaiako do not 

understand Te Whāriki to be a Te Tiriti curriculum, there is need for more work in this area. I 

believe that my study provides a fresh lens into the actual problem here. The Teaching Council’s 

recent more rigorous approach to teachers failing te reo and tikanga Māori requirements when 

seeking to renew their practising certificates is part of the remedy. However, a Ministry of 

Year  N  Education 

and care 

(%) 

Kindergarten 

(%) 

Home 

based 

(%) 

Playcentre 

(%) 

Kōhanga 

reo 

N (%) 

2015 198,887 64 16 10 6 7955 4% 

2016 201,675 64 16 9 7 8067 4% 

2017 202,772 65 15 9 7 8110 4% 

2018 200,588 67 15 9 5 8023 4% 

2019 198,923 68 14 9 5 7956 4% 

2020 190,348 69 14 8 5 7613 4% 
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Education paper to the Associate Education Minister Kelvin Davis in early 2021 notified him 

that the Teaching Council was not applying the requirement to all teachers (Gerritsen, 2021). 

While there could be a few valid reasons for this intention, it could be something to do with the 

number of teachers that the requirement will apply to. With 30,476 ECE teachers as at June 

2020, it’s likely that some of our kaiako, if not a great many of them, will have to take on a 

professional responsibility for their own upskilling of te reo Māori and understanding tikanga 

Māori. This is going to be an interesting space to keep abreast of. 

Skerrett (2018) identified that 92 percent of Māori children are receiving ECE in a monolingual 

(English language) system. The monolingual nature of these children’s experience is a concern 

that participants in Group 5 shared with Skerrett. Use of the term mainstream, however, 

obfuscates this concern. As Skerrett explained, “anecdotal evidence shows that most students 

coming straight from the compulsory [education] sector are predominantly monolingual and 

monocultural” (Skerrett, 2018, p. 5). Hargraves (2020) also acknowledges that the majority of 

Māori children attend mainstream ECE services and are likely to be taught by Pākehā (non-

Māori) kaiako who lack Māori cultural knowledge and language. Once again, the question 

arises as to how this predominantly monolingual and monocultural teaching workforce can 

teach Māori children who require te ao Māori, te reo Māori, and tikanga Māori as part of their 

everyday learning opportunities and experiences in mainstream ECE?  

5.5.1. Invest in Teachers 

This kaupapa (topic) links back to Research Question 1: Māori realities and what needs to 

happen to realise a confident ECE sector. Iwi across the country would support the direction 

given by Māori language expert Sir Tīmoti Kāretu, who says his language comes from his 

elders: “For a long time, I have been saying that we need to use the money on 

teachers. Why? Firstly, so that the language levels of teachers can be improved. Secondly, so 

that they are better at teaching” (Smith, 2019). 

This is an important kaupapa because if we invest in kaiako, then perhaps in the near future we 

will have a truly bilingual and bicultural Aotearoa New Zealand society. The New Zealand 

Government, ITE providers, iwi, and kaiako all need to work together towards implementing 

the intent of Te Tiriti o Waitangi for all New Zealanders. The tangata whenua participant group 

(5), while being intensely committed to tamariki Māori learning and growing up as Māori, 

showed a high level of manaakitanga towards ECE kaiako. Student-kaiako, they advised, need 

to be sensitised and/or effectively nurtured into te ao Māori teaching and learning contexts. 



209 

 

When students become more sensitised to different world views and other ways of knowing 

and doing, they start to open their eyes and hearts to accepting differences and, from there, 

become able to take on board teachings of te ao Māori that are respected and valued. 

5.6. Conclusion 

In this chapter, I discussed the four key themes that I identified from the data I generated from 

across the groups of people who participated in my study. These themes were: 

1. The challenges of a bicultural curriculum 

2. Confusion between the two versions of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Treaty of Waitangi  

3. The demographic nature of the ECE workforce 

4. Tamariki Māori in mainstream ECE. 

Each theme can be related to one or more of my three research questions. The overall line of 

direction contained within each theme reinforces findings and views contained in relevant 

official literature and research-based literature, namely, that the bicultural underpinning and 

intentions of Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a) are yet to be realised.   

In the next and final chapter, I bring the thesis to a conclusion by suggesting possible ways 

forward to realise the potential of Te Whāriki as a bicultural document based on Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi and a fuller articulation of the ways in which te reo Māori me ngā tikanga Māori are 

at the heart of a Te Tiriti-based curriculum. 
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Wāhanga Tuaono: Te Whakaotinga                              

Chapter Six: Conclusion 

6.1. He Kōrero Whakataki – Introduction 

In this thesis, I explored the intersection of past, present, and future. A well-known 

whakataukī within te ao Māori is “Kia whakatōmuri te haere whakamua | I walk backwards 

into the future with my eyes fixed on my past.” This proverb expresses a Māori perspective of 

how “time” is lived. The past, present, and future are interconnected because the past is 

represented by one’s whakapapa or genealogical database. Whakapapa is the blueprint that 

guides and shapes the present ways of being and and of knowing that explain the future ways 

of doing. The beauty of this whakataukī is that it has a revolving lifespan, so we keep returning 

to it, refining our practices to the contexts, and growing our knowledge as we do so, because 

these are what can be modified in relation to context, time, and the purposes of those 

applications. In this final chapter, I draw on the notion of walking backwards into the future 

with my eyes fixed on the past. I begin the chapter by reminding the reader of the origins of 

my study: the past. I then reiterate the study’s main findings in order to move into the future 

with the benefit of hindsight generated from this study. The notion of time embraced within 

this whakataukī also framed the structure of this thesis report. The past (what has happened) 

was captured in my review of literature (Chapter Two) and collection and analysis of data. The 

present is the thesis itself, that is, my thinking about my findings and my discussion of them. 

The future centres first on the contentions and conclusions arising out of my discussion of the 

findings and then on the implications of these assertions for policy and practice.   

6.2. Te Wā o Mua - The Past: What I Brought to this Study and 

Why 

In Chapter One of this thesis,  I used the whakataukī,  “Titiro whakamuri kia haere whakamua   

Looking forward into the past,” because of its significance for my own background and how 

my upbringing influenced me on this research journey. As a wahine Māori hungarangahau and 

educationalist, I am deeply imbued within my whakapapa, because it is there that identity, 

language, and culture stand as taonga (treasures). This is the pathway that I travelled during 
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my journey, always aware that ideas drawn from traditional knowledge can contribute to 

research repositories.  

6.2.1.  Te Whakahau - The Motive 

My research journey explored critical areas that I, as an educator in Aotearoa New Zealand, 

have long been concerned about because of their impact on the wellbeing of our tamariki. 

Hence, the title and focus of my thesis: Ki te hoe: Journeying towards indigenising the early 

childhood curriculum in Aotearoa New Zealand. My motivation for this research was largely 

about wanting to look at te reo me ngā tikanga Māori as an expression of biculturalism as I 

understood this term. I wanted to understand why there was a gulf between my interpretation 

of biculturalism and other people’s interpretations. I often questioned myself about what was 

actually happening in early childhood education (ECE) programmes and practices because the 

tikanga Māori practices that kaiako and teacher educators were calling tikanga was not tikanga 

as I knew it to be.  

As a Māori woman steeped in my own cultural milieu and with four decades of working with 

and in mainstream and immersion ECE settings, I came to realise that too often I was caught 

up trying to understand and reconcile the different viewpoints emanating from mainstream 

ECE-related professional practices, the mindsets associated with  Kaupapa Māori or Māori 

immersion practices, and the beliefs I held from my own upbringing in relation to te reo me 

ngā tikanga Māori. And so I came to Aotearoa New Zealand’s curriculum for the ECE sector, 

Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a), and my concerns about its implementation in 

practice. 

It may well be that the ECE sector is proud to have this curriculum, widely referred to as a 

bicultural curriculum. However, through my own experiences and reading of the research 

literature, I kept returning to this question: Why does mainstream ECE continue to have such 

superficial interpretations of bicultural practices and low expectations of using te reo Māori in 

its settings? During my 25 years as an educator within teacher education ECE programmes, I 

was increasingly challenged by why the bicultural content of Te Whāriki in both its initial and 

revised versions (Ministry of Education, 1996a, 2017) was not being sufficiently interpreted as 

a bicultural curriculum, let alone being implemented as one. In short, for me, the bicultural 

curriculum as I understood it, had gained little traction, and the questions I kept asking myself 

were the ones that I would eventually bring over into the research questions that informed my 

doctoral work (see Chapter One).  
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Even before I began applying research methodology in an effort to answer those questions, I 

had come to realise that the situation of “little traction” was not surprising. Guidance on true 

implementation of the curriculum’s intent, as my thesis findings (supported by similar findings 

from other researchers) would later attest, had continued to be so minimal that ECE services 

and kaiako could not help but have very limited understanding of what they needed to know 

and to do to effect this implementation. It also seemed to me that inadequate preservice and 

inservice teacher education deliveries of te reo me ngā tikanga Māori was a strong factor in 

this situation. Deeply concerned that what I understood as biculturalism was being significantly 

“watered down” and compromised in the articulations and practices that I was seeing and 

hearing as an ECE teacher educator, I set out on my research journey determined to find 

answers to my questions.        

6.2.2.  Tēnei Mea te Tikanga Ā-Rua – The Term ‘Bicultural’  

Before going too far with that exploration, I needed to gain understanding of how the word 

bicultural had become part of Aotearoa New Zealand’s whakapapa. The range of bicultural 

interpretations and views that I identified and addressed primarily in Chapter Two but also 

throughout this thesis articulate that part of my research journey. The term bicultural within 

the context of education grew out of an ongoing attempt to structurally align education with Te 

Tiriti o Waitangi that began with the Labour Government’s efforts back in the late 1950s to 

focus on “Māori issues” through a process of integration into mainstream society highlighted 

in the so-called Hunn Report (Hunn, 1961). Later, in the 1980s, reports emerged that advocated 

breaking away from assimilation policies. Eventually, biculturalism became government 

policy, evident in the the State Sector Act 1988, which resulted in guidelines being issued to 

all government departments instructing them on how to become bicultural (Kelsey, 1996).   

Several years on and Ritchie (cited in Nuttall, 2003), among others, was asserting that the 

Treaty of Waitangi should be a context for bicultural development. Ritchie called for policies 

drawing upon whanaungatanga (relationally connected) as a process for bicultural 

development, a view shared by Jenkin (2009) and Williams et al. (2012). Two years later, 

Gordon-Burns and Campbell (2014) made it known that a majority of ECE kaiako were 

teaching from a monolingual, monocultural base (predominantly Pākehā). In 2019, Moka 

argued (Moka, 2019) that Aotearoa New Zealand needed to learn how to become bicultual 

before attempting to become multicultural. 
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Having gained a clearer understanding of how the term bicultural was generally being 

understood and used both generically in Aotearoa New Zealand and specifically within the 

context of education, I set out to review this country’s (and the world’s) first bicultural 

curriculum statement Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a) in order to gauge the extent 

of bicultural content within it or, to put this another way, to determine just how bicultural this 

curriculum is. From my analysis of that document in Chapter Two, I concluded it did not 

sufficiently inform kaiako about the origins of how and why this curriculum was termed 

bicultural. A particularly troubling finding was the omission of explicit Māori teaching and 

learning content that could have provided kaiako with Māori ways of being, knowing, and 

doing and therefore helped guide them into authentic bicultural practice. Another major 

concern was the placement of Māori content, including associated descriptors and learnng 

outcomes, within the strand information and then the elaboration of learning outcomes at or 

near the end of discussion material or near the bottom of learning outcome lists. The impression 

gained from this positioning was one of Māori content being included as an add-on in the 

curriculum document rather than serving as a primary and integral part of it.   

As an experienced teacher educator, I began the first steps of my research journey by engaging 

in talks with Year 2 students engaged in an initial ECE teacher education programme because 

teacher education is the first step towards becoming a qualified teacher. I wanted to assess how 

the provider of this programme was helping new entrants to the profession understand 

bicultural curriculum. I later worked with a cohort of students who already held a diploma-

level teaching qualification and were in the process of upgrading to a Bachelor of Teaching 

(ECE). Because they were qualified, practising kaiako, I wondered if they might have 

experiences of and understandings about bicultural curriculum that they could share with me.  

Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a) provides what I consider to be “destination-

learning” outcomes, essentially an emphasis on an end product – in this case, where children 

should be ‘at’ with their learning. Thus, within the document, the child’s learning journey is 

directed firstly towards a specified learning outcome rather than consideration of what the 

journey along the way towards that goal can entail for the child and how it might advantage 

them in ways important to them as individual learners. At no point in Te Whāriki does the 

document give kaiako information and guidance on what a bicultural curriculum comprises; 

instead, the curriculum’s framework provides kaiako with broad statements and ideas to inform 

curriculum planning.  
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As I mentioned in Chapter Two, and further to my above comment about destination learning, 

the framework that kaiako follow within Te Whāriki integrates the principles underpinning it 

and then defines them into a series of strands, each of which weaves into the mat that gives the 

curriculum its name (whāriki). Each strand is followed by a learning goal and learning 

outcomes. Thus: strand > goal > learning outcome. The communication strand, for example, is 

guided by the descriptor “the languages and symbols of their own and other cultures are 

promoted and protected” (Ministry of Education, 1996, p. 72). The associated goal specifies 

that “children experience an environment where they develop verbal communication for skills 

for a range of purposes” (p.72). From there, a range of learning outcomes are available. One of 

the ones for the communication strand explicitly references the bicultural aspect: “… children 

develop an appreciation of te reo as a living and relevant language” (Ministry of Education, 

1996, p. 76; see Chapter Two of this thesis for further examples). What is missing at this point 

is the “te reo content” that ECE kaiako and managers need to implement in order for te reo 

Māori to become a living, relevant language. It was the above example and all the explicit 

bicultural learning outcomes detailed in Chapter Two that led me to conclude the curriculum 

document is primarily one that focuses on destination learning for children and in so doing 

loses sight of its bicultural intention.  

Aotearoa New Zealand’s bicultural relationship stems from the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

in 1840; this was when Aotearoa New Zealand’s bicultural and bilingual relationship came into 

being. I find myself closely aligned with arguments raised by Ritchie (cited in Nuttall, 2003) 

and Jenkin (2009), each of whom asserts that Te Whāriki should have been about implementing 

a Tiriti-based curriculum. Through my doctoral research, I too came to the viewpoint that Te 

Whāriki should be positioned and referred to as Te Tiriti o Waitangi curriculum for ECE in 

Aotearoa New Zealand, as opposed to a bicultural curriculum.  

Like Ritchie and Jenkin, I consider that Te Tiriti o Waitangi curriculum espouses and 

accurately reflects our Aotearoa New Zealand dual heritage because it is based on Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi rather than the English-language version of the treaty, the Treaty of Waitangi. My 

reasoning for giving effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi is firstly the context: I believe Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi version is a taonga our ancestors signed for the benefit of all their uri (descendants) 

who would follow. We have a taonga that confirms our tangata whenua status: the people of 

this land. The employment of Te Tiriti o Waitangi guides my teaching practices and provides 

rationale to the curriculum development work I design. Te Tiriti o Waitangi has never changed. 

There have been no additions made to it; the version is still in its original state. When referring 
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to the Treaty of Waitangi, we need to remember that it recognises three articles and a range of 

contemporary principles. I consider the principles can be manipulated and are also used as 

stepping stones towards trying to meet the intent of each of the articles. The stance I take here 

is that these are watered-down understandings and/or implementations that meet the desired 

outcome(s) of people – not the full intent of the articles.  (See the commentary in Chapter One 

and specifically Table 1.1 in that chapter for the differences between the two versions and the 

implications these differences have had for biculturalism in this country down through the 

years.) A curriculum grounded in Te Tiriti would provide a sense of belonging for both parties 

to Te Tiriti – tangata Māori and tangata Pākehā27 – and provide clarity for our ECE context 

from the outset. The  expectation associated with a curriculum positioned as a Tiriti o Waitangi 

curriculum rather than a bicultural curriculum would see kotahitanga (a united front) in action 

because all ECE kaiako would start from the same point, that of becoming conversant with te 

reo Māori written version of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. From there, they would be guided by the 

four articles of Te Tiriti because these would provide the framework from which to develop 

and implement te ao Māori content.  

Bicultural curriculum or Te Tiriti o Waitangi curriculum? My stance is fixed on the past and 

that past includes the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. A contemporary contributing factor in 

support of my stance came from an Education Review Office report, published in 2013 

(Education Review Office, 2013). It stated that Te Whāriki was not well understood as a 

bicultural curriculum both generally and specifically within the ECE sector, and that further 

research as to why was needed. Why did it take this long for an official acknowledgement of 

this gap – a gap formally expressed 17 years after Te Whāriki was implemented in the early 

childhood sector and consequently 17 years of working with it?  

This is not to say there has not been a high level of commitment to biculturalism within the 

ECE sector, as referred to in Chapters Two and Five of this study (Chan & Ritchie, 2016; 

Education Review Office, 2008, 2010a, 2010b, 2013; Shareef, 2020). However, as the findings 

of my study show, bicultural practice is still lacking or absent in ECE settings. The range of te 

ao Māori curriculum documents produced from 1996 to 2021 (see Table 5.1 in Chapter Five) 

as a means of guiding kaiako and enabling them to devise te ao Māori plans that could include 

                                                 

 

27 Tangata Māori and tangata Pākehā are the words employed in Te Tiriti o Waitangi te reo Māori version of the 

treaty. 
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te reo Māori, tikanga Māori, ako Māori (Māori pedagogy) has also done little to improve this 

lack. I consider that the majority of ECE services have become stuck in terms of direction, in 

general, and developing bicultural content, in particular. I agree with Karetu (2019) that the 

New Zealand Government needs to invest in teachers  to increase te reo Māori proficiency and 

tikanga Māori competence because language and culture form the gateway to te ao Māori 

(Cooper, 2021). 

6.3. Tēnei Wā – The Present: The Arguments and Pathways 

Beyond 

During my research for this thesis, I used surveys, questionnaires, and focus-group discussions 

to explore the experiences of ECE student-kaiako, registered ECE kaiako, and ECE teacher 

educators with respect to matters relevant to implementation of Te Whāriki in ECE settings. 

Specifically, I wanted to gather data on their experiences of learning and using te reo me ngā 

tikanga Māori, bicultural curriculum, and Te Tiriti o Waitangi components within their teacher 

education programmes (both preservice and inservice) and, where applicable, their pedagogical 

practice in ECE settings. Chapter Four presented my findings from the five groups that 

participated in my study: kāhui kaumātua rōpū (Participant Group 1); ECE student-kaiako 

(Participant Group 2); ECE student-kaiako and their teacher education lecturers (Participant 

Group 3); registered kaiako studying towards a Bachelor of Teaching (Participant Group 4); 

and tangata whenua representatives (Participant Group 5). I presented the findings from the 

information gathered in Chapter Four of this thesis and discussed those findings in Chapter 

Five.  

Participant Groups 1 and 5 guided the key kaupapa of my research. Members of these groups 

have ECE Māori immersion and bilingual backgrounds and also legislative and compliance 

educational experience. This group provided viewpoints drawn from their experiences of and 

expectations regarding the intersection of Kaupapa Māori education past, present, and future 

have evolved and what they (the participants) deemed to be Māori education priorities at this 

time, and the relevance of these priorities to my study. Both groups provided a range of te ao 

Māori components that they considered should form the basis of a bicultural curriculum. Both 

saw whakapapa as the fundamental concept to use as the foundation from which to build Māori 

curriculum content because all other te ao Māori teaching components stem from there. 

Whakapapa within this context refers to mana whenua (the local iwi), te reo Māori (their 
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language/dialect), tikanga (their cultural practices), kōrero tawhito (histories), and pepeha 

(local geographical features).  

6.3.1. He Wā Māka te Kupu Tikanga Ā-Rua – the Term Bicultural: A Place Holder 

The first key conclusion I came to from my analysis of the findings from the above groups is 

that we need to stop using the term bicultural as a ‘place holder’ in relation to educational 

contexts such as curriculum in Aotearoa New Zealand. My research findings help validate 

research and commentary from researchers and educationalists that the notion of bicultural 

curriculum is open to significant interpretation and that the language of biculturalism within 

education and effort to implement a bicultural curriculum in the early childhood sector have 

not translated into bicultural practice. As I pointed out and discussed in Chapter Two, the New 

Zealand education system was formed on assimilation policies (assimilation of Māori into 

educational systems derived from Pākehā-formulated educational theory and practice). From 

there, government-directed educational provision moved to a system that employed the 

language of integration (a more subtle approach to that of assimilation that acknowledges 

Māori and their ways of being) and, then, to one that employed the language of biculturalism. 

The latter has been most obvious in relation to early childhood education and Te Whāriki, 

espoused as a bicultural curriculum. However, it is because I consider this language and its 

manifestation in that curriculum as more rhetoric than reality that I propose moving away from 

our current bicultural journeying with respect to ECE and instead adopt the conceptual 

framework of  a curriculum based on Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 

Should the ECE sector embrace the notion of Te Tiriti o Waitangi curriculum, then, as an 

example, I suggest that the Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand revise the wording of 

the current Te Tiriti o Waitangi standard in its standards for the teaching profession (Teaching 

Council of New Zealand, 2017, p. 18) as follows. I consider such a revision, viewed through 

my lens, provides a more accurate articulation of Te Tiriti o Waitangi in policy.  

Current Standard 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi partnership 

Demonstrate commitment to tangata whenuatanga and Te Tiriti o Waitangi partnership in 

Aotearoa New Zealand. 

Elaboration of the standard: 

 Understand and recognise the unique status of tangata whenua in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
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 Understand and acknowledge the histories, heritages, languages and cultures of partners 

to Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 

 Practise and develop the use of te reo Māori and tikanga Māori. 

Rewording this standard (changes in bold italic) 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi Relationship 

Demonstrate commitment to tangata whenua of Aotearoa New Zealand. 

Elaboration of the standard: 

 Recognise and value the unique status of tangata whenua of Aotearoa New Zealand. 

 Recognise  and value the histories, heritages, languages and cultures inherent to Te Tiriti 

o Waitangi relationship. 

 Use and actively progress te reo Māori as a living and relevant language of Aotearoa 

New Zealand.  

 Enact and articulate tikanga Māori as everday ways of knowing and doing. 

The changes explained 

Change 1. Relationship: Partnership was never a term within Te Tiriti o Waitangi. This 

addition is a confusion evident among Pākehā and Māori alike. Partnership is one of the three  

principles established in the published findings of the Royal Commission on Social Policy 

(1988), where it was associated with the Treaty of Waitangi period. Nowhere have I seen it 

attached to Te Tiriti o Waitangi.   

Change 2: tangata whenua:  The relationship is between the Crown and tangata whenua of 

Aotearoa New Zealand. Tangata whenua are people of the land and the term is therefore  

integral to whakapapa or tribal identity.   

Changes 3 and 4: Recognise and value: Recognise means to identify someone or something 

from having encounted them before. Value denotes the importance of worth, of usefulness. 

Both terms are relationship friendly, a state that teachers can to aspire to until such time as 

they become inherently intrinsic. 

Change 5: inherent: All four listed components provide whakapapa stories of the dual 

heritages that stem from our Te Tiriti o Waitangi relationship. 

Change Six: use and actively progress: This is about the professional responsibilities that 

teachers need to meet.  
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6.3.2. Tiriti Articles and Treaty Principles  

My second key conclusion from my critique of current narratives and literature is the New 

Zealand Government’s strategic mixing of the wording of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Treaty 

of Waitangi. As I mentioned previously, the word “partnership” is one of the three Treaty of 

Waitangi principles that emerged from the Royal Commission on Social Policy (1988). As also 

noted above (in the panelled example), the Teaching Council of New Zealand (2017, p. 18) 

appended partnership to the first teaching standard labelled “Te Tiriti o Waitangi partnership”. 

It is this addition in association with (arguably) the majority of New Zealanders not knowing 

or not recognising that there are two versions of the treaty that continues to create confusion 

and misinformation among many. The signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi did not forge a 

partnership between tangata Māori and tangata Pākehā; instead, as the oral histories passed 

down through the generations within my own iwi, hapū, and whānau make clear, what tangata 

Māori and tangata Pākehā have is a relationship.  

The essence of my argument here is that reference to Te Tiriti o Waitangi means reference to 

te reo Māori written version of 1840, which talks directly to four articles. Reference to the 

Treaty of Waitangi (the 1840 English written version) talks to the three articles in that 

document. It was not until the 1980s that the Treaty of Waitangi Tribunal introduced a series 

of principles to aid determination of the Crown’s breaches of the treaty against Māori. The 

government has since employed these principles in a range of government policies and 

proceedures, strategies, charters, curriculum documents, and statements, and of course 

legislation. Because the principles sit within the compounds of the English written version of 

the treaty, they have no bearing on Te Tiriti o Waitangi te reo Māori written version. With no 

applicability to Te Tiriti o Waitangi, the principles should never be tagged to it.  

The fact that the principle of partnership has never been a reality for Māori within our Te Tiriti 

o Waitangi context helps explain why iwi have had ongoing grievances against the Crown for 

the multiple Te Tiriti o Waitangi breaches they have endured over the years (Network 

Waitangi, 2014). In settling claims, iwi such as Tainui (1995) and  Ngāi Tahu (1996) 

acknowledged that the principle of partnership was more about how the Crown should behave 

to Māori and Māori to the Crown. However, I still consider this is not a valid representation of 

the word partnership and therefore continue to strongly recommend that the correct word to 

use is relationship. 
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6.3.3. Kei te Ako Tonu - Lifelong Learning: It Is Never Too Late 

My third conclusion, and it is by no means a new one, given others have said the same thing 

over the years, is that all ECE kaiako and teacher educators need to step up their capacity to 

champion te ao Māori teachings as a natural part of their own professional practice and to 

ensure these practices are evident across and integrated within all facets of ECE curriculum. 

As Pere (1991) said, education is about lifelong learning, and this is the tenor in which I offer 

my argument that all ECE educators and managers can and must learn te reo Māori and tikanga 

Māori if they have not previously done so.  

Within the context of my study, my argument here arises out of two troubling findings from 

the demographic data I collected for this study. (These data align with  patterns evident in 

national statistics and research literature.) The first of these two findings is that the large 

majority of the ECE student-kaiako and ECE registered kaiako who participated in my study 

identified as New Zealand Pākehā and spoke only English; hence, were monolingual (see, in 

this regard, Gordon-Burns & Campbell, 2014; Hargreaves, 2017; Ministry of Education, 2021). 

The other troubling finding is that the majority of Māori tamariki are participating in ECE 

mainstream services. In the late 1990s and into the new millennium, the number of Māori 

tamariki participating in early years education was low. In recognition of this low participation, 

one of the main goals in the Ministry of Education’s Pathways to the Future (Ministry of 

Education, 2002) was to provide pathways whereby Māori tamariki could access early years 

education. It was at this point that the number of Māori tamariki in kōhanga reo (ECE settings 

that focus on total immersion in te reo Māori and te ao Māori) numbers fell, and their number 

in mainstream ECE services rose. This change occurred because the ECE strategic plan did not 

provide pathways for tamariki Māori to participate in immersion settings (Waitangi Tribunal, 

2012). The presence of the relatively new, assumedly bicultural curriculum Te Whāriki and 

what it offered Māori tamariki and their whānau was also a drawcard (more on that shortly).   

When, as part of the initiative to encourage more Māori tamariki into ECE settings, Professor 

Mason Durie began providing guidance on shaping mainstream ECE teaching and learning 

environments for the anticipated growing numbers of Māori tamariki in early years education, 

he developed the “Māori achieving success as Māori” (MASAM) framework (Durie, 2001). 

The goal within the framework that aligns to my study is the one focused on providing tamariki 

with access to te ao Māori, that is, te reo Māori, tikanga Māori, marae, and resources. The 

increase in the number of Māori tamariki participating in mainstream ECE heightened 
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awareness among Māori around the country that ECE mainstream services were assumedly 

providing a bicultural curriculum that included aspects of te ao Māori, the use of te reo Māori, 

and teaching and implementation of tikanga Māori. As the comments from the tangata whenua 

participants in my study (Participant Group 5) made clear, Māori nationwide were willing to 

invest in Aotearoa New Zealand’s mainstream ECE because of the understanding that the 

bicultural curriculum meant ECE kaiako would be able to deliver on Durie’s (2001) goal for 

Māori to live as Māori. Consequently, the extent of goodwill towards the bicultural curriculum 

at that time was substantial.  

That goodwill has diminished over the years, but the pathways set down in the early 2000s are 

sufficiently entrenched in many parts of the country that the only ECE provision for Māori 

tamariki is in the mainstream settings, where in most cases kaiako and managers are 

monolingual Pākehā. For example, my own mokopuna are currently coming through ECE 

mainstream services because there are no Māori immersion ECE services in their part of the 

country. The photograph in Figure 6.1 is of my mokopuna, Matangirau, who is attending a 

whānau wānanga (whānau learning forum) at Moeraki. He has props behind him to help him 

recite one of his Ngāi Tahu pepeha while introducing himself to the Moeraki whānau.   

 

Figure 6.1. Matangirau introducing himself at a Moeraki marae wānanga. 

The reason I included this photograph is two-fold. The first is to contextualise the intent of goal 

one, which is to live as Māori (Durie, 2001); the components of such a life are captured in the 

photograph. Whenever Matangirau recites his mihimihi, he draws from his Ngāi Tahu 

whakapapa (identity) by acknowledging his genealogical descent from his ancestors and the 

geographical features of their ancestral area. He uses te reo o Ngāi Tahu (Kāi Tahu dialect), in 

which this iwi substitutes the ng for a k. Thus, for example, maunga (mountain) becomes 

mauka. In the photo, Matangirau is following the tikaka (cultural mores) of whanaukataka 
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(extending relationships) by saying his mihimihi of introduction – he is on the stage of the 

wharenui “Uenuku” in front of approximately 50 people, made up of pākeke (elders), rakatahi, 

(youth), and tamariki, (children) all listening to him. The te reo Māori and tikanga examples 

covered in this mihimihi provides the second reason because the photo provides a snapshot of 

how easily te reo and tikanga Māori can be integrated into daily ECE programmes. For 

Matangirau and the other 37,751 Māori tamariki (Ministry of Education, 2021) in mainstream 

ECE services as of December 2020, to live as Māori within ECE mainstream programmes, all 

kaiako and teacher education providers must first and foremost acknowledge the call from 

within this whakataukī: “Ki te kore e kōrero Māori, mā wai ahau e ako? If you do not speak 

Māori, who will teach me?  

6.3.4. Ngā Pūkenga o Ngā Whare Takiura – The Role of Teacher Education Providers 

The roles and responsibilities of teacher education providers and thus teacher educators relate 

to the third conclusion I drew from my study findings. This matter is one I have already alluded 

to in this chapter, and it is also equally as important as the matter relating to the kaupapa 

discussed in the previous section. My thesis findings confirmed that ECE teacher education 

programmes are not sufficiently equipping both preservice and inservice kaiako with the set of 

te ao Māori skills enabling them first to support Māori to live as Māori and, second, to teach 

this country’s dual heritage, histories, languages, and cultures not only to people in Aotearoa 

New Zealand who identify as Māori or Pākehā but to all other peoples who have made this 

country their home. Because teacher education programmes are the entrance-ways to the 

teaching profession, all providers need to step up their capacity so they can support both the 

kaiako of today and tomorrow in the way just described. 

As I stated in the previous section, the majority of tamariki Māori (96% or 37,751 as at 2020) 

today attend mainstream ECE services (Ministry of Education, 2021). This majority attendance 

makes clear (or should make clear) to all ECE teacher education providers that Māori are 

investing in the education of their tamariki through these mainstream services. This fact further 

emphasises the need for ECE kaiako (again, both preservice and inservice) to be equipped with  

a te ao Māori skills set. The set I propose would be based on whakapapa, as this is the 

foundation from which te reo Māori, tikanga Māori, and ako Māori (pedagogy Māori) grows 

and matures. I also suggest a three-phase model of the competency levels I consider student-

kaiako within different types of teacher-education programmes need to have worked through 

and reached at completion of their respective programmes. Thus, by the time student-kaiako in 
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(a) a three-year undergraduate initial teacher education programme are carrying out their final 

professional practice, or (b) have completed a one-year upgrade teacher education programme, 

or (c) have completed a one-year graduate diploma teacher education programme, they should 

have successfully moved through these phases: 

 Phase One: student is a comfortable and capable te ao Māori teacher;  

 Phase Two: student is a confident and competent te ao Māori teacher; and  

 Phase Three: student is a proficient and ethical te ao Māori teacher.   

This pathway to competency might seem ambitious for teacher education providers, but we 

need to remember that not only teacher education providers but also the entire tertiary 

education sector have been on notice since the government presented its first set of tertiary 

education strategies in 2007 (Ministry of Education, 2007). A key focus of that plan, which 

covered the years 2007–2014, was:  

Strengthening the provision of kaupapa Māori tertiary education options  

1. Provision of courses and qualifications with a focus on te reo Māori, tikanga Māori 

and kaupapa Māori approaches across all sub-sectors. (Ministry of Education, 2007, 

p. 5)  

A second set of strategies, published in 2014 and encompassing the years 2014–2019 (Ministry 

of Education, 2014), had, as a key priority, boosting the achievement of Māori students, while 

the most recent set has as a priority “meaningfully incorporate[ing] te reo Māori and tikanga 

Māori into the everyday life of the place of learning” (Ministry of Education, 2020, p. 1).  

Despite the impetus of these strategies over almost two decades, there has been very little 

uptake with regard to making these strategies a reality, as expressed within the findings in my 

study and the research and commentary of others I have referred to (e.g., Hargraves, 2017; 

Hotere-Barnes, 2013; Ritchie & Rau, 2005, 2006; Warren, 2013; Williams et al., 2017). The 

point of this matter is, despite the strategies being there, all of which paint a picture of ideal 

practice, in reality these have yet to be taken seriously and enacted. One might expect that, 

within the tertiary education sector, teacher education would have led use of these strategies, 

and that, within teacher education, early childhood teacher educators would have been at the 

forefront because of the much-touted bicultural curriculum Te Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 

1996a, 2017).  
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Warren (2013) believes that the ITE programme from her study  “was grounded in Eurocentric 

academic traditions, which shaped understandings of teacher educator professionalism; and it 

was possible to include te reo and tikanga Māori in teaching in a token form that maintained 

Māori marginalisation” (p.59). Warren raises two important points for teacher education. The 

first is implicit in a question she asks: given that many teacher educators have had little 

grounding in te ao Māori, how can they support their students? I would suggest that to give 

effect to above-mentioned strategies, the change has to come from top–down and bottom–up 

approaches. So, top-down: the head people in tertiary institutions recognising and acting on 

their obligations by seeking support and guidance from Māori themselves and having 

programmes in place to strengthen teacher educators. The bottom–up approach would see 

teacher educators agitating for the support, guidance, and programmes they need so they can 

support their students with te ao Māori content inclusive of te reo me ngā tikanga Māori. 

The second point that Warren (2013) highlights is the notion that because professionalism is 

grounded in Eurocentric traditions, it shapes teacher educators’ understanding of 

professionalism. For the tertiary education strategies to become lived realities, devising 

programmes using the bottom–up approach to support teacher educators would be underpinned 

by a Eurocentric and a Māoricentric shared space. That shared space that I call Aotearoacentric 

is where Te Tiriti o Waitangi framework would become the vehicle to initiate change.      

One further finding of my study was the allocated time given for Māori and Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

│the Treaty of Waitangi courses within teacher education programmes. My study’s Participant 

Groups 2 and 4 were both very concerned that te reo Māori was a challenge to learn. The Year 

2 student-kaiako found that because they had a Māori course only once a year, by the time they 

returned the following year to it, they had not retained what they had been taught the previous 

year. The qualification upgrade-kaiako found their programme very demanding (a “pressure 

cooker” is how they put it), which was not an ideal situation with respect to strengthening their 

te reo Māori. Some of these students believed they would graduate from their programme 

without a set of worthy te reo Māori skills that they could use in their daily practice. The 

concern around where the position of the Māori course sat in the teacher education programme 

for example, at the beginning of the year and 10 weeks in duration  (Term 1) was not conducive 

to their language learning journey because for the rest of the 30 weeks there was no course that 

focused on or supported the learning from that first-term 10-weeks Māori course. The ways 

forward could be to have Māori courses running throughout the year. This could also address 

student-retention issues. Another important way forward again concerns the top–down 
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approach. If all student-kaiako have to have met Level 3 or Level 4 of Te Aho Arataki Marau 

mō te Ako i te Reo Māori – Kura Auraki (Ministry of Education, 2009a) curriculum guidelines 

for teaching and learning te reo Māori in order to graduate from their teacher education 

programmes, then all teacher educators should be at this level already.  This is an ideal time to 

develop programmes that could address the shortfalls of te reo Māori teaching and learning 

across teacher education programmes because all providers have been approved under the new 

Teaching Council requirements. Teacher education providers thus need to ensure that 

development of their programmes can support student-kaiako across all courses and that means 

integrating te reo Māori across the programme. Therein lies a space in which to grow confident 

student-kaiako – a space within which to effect an Aotearoacentric approach to supporting the 

indigenous language of this country.  

6.3.5. Ētehi atu Kaupapa – Two Further Areas of Concern    

The first of these two concerns arising out of my research findings relates to the sheer number 

of practising teachers from across the ECE, primary, and secondary sectors in Aotearoa New 

Zealand. As of 2001, there were 30,476 ECE kaiako (Ministry of Education, 2021) and for 

primary and secondary, 72,115 teachers (Education Counts, 2021) – a total of 102,591 kaiako.  

How are all of them going to upskill in learning te reo Māori to Level 3–4 competency to meet 

the Teaching Council’s requirements (Ministry of Education, 2019)? The New Zealand 

Government has invested funds into a professional learning and development programme 

called Te Ahu o te Reo Māori – the future pathway of te reo Māori (Ministry of Education, 

2022). The programme’s five strategic objectives are all relevant to the findings of this study 

and my commentary on them: 

1. To grow and strengthen an education workforce that can integrate te reo 

Māori into the learning of all ākonga and students in Aotearoa, New 

Zealand, by 2025. 

2. Developing teacher competency, accelerate language acquisition and inspire 

a passion to teach using te reo Māori and thus normalise the correct use of 

te reo Māori every day. 

3. Lifting the capability of our education workforce (from early learning 

through to secondary school) to use te reo Māori correctly. 

4. Every child in early learning, and all levels of schooling has te reo Māori 

integrated into their learning. 

5. To achieve systemic change across the education system so it directly 

supports the growth of te reo Māori and mātauranga Māori and is itself 

increasingly bilingual and bicultural.    

(Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand, 2022) 
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Te Ahu o te reo Māori programme conducted a pilot course during 2019 to 2020 across four 

Ministry of Education regions: Waikato; Taranaki/Whanganui; Kapiti – Wellington; and Te 

Waipounamu. A total of 616 teachers graduated from the 2019 terenga (intake) and 438 from 

the 2020 terenga.  In 2021–2022, the programme was rolled out across the country, with 13 

providers covering the 10 Ministry of Education regions: Tai Tokerau; Auckland; Waikato, 

Bay of Plenty, Rotorua, Taupō; Taranaki, Whanagnui, Manawatu; Hawkes Bay, Gisborne; 

Wellington; Nelson, Marlborough, West Coast; Canterbury; and Otago, Southland.  The total 

number of participants enrolled across the 10 regions were 2439 in the first terenga and 3751 

in the second, which began in March 2022.  

The programme’s first objective gives a timeline, which calls kaiako being able, by 2025, to 

integrate te reo Māori into the learning of all ākonga (students). The New Zealand Government 

has provided a budget for a minimum of 1000 participants from each of the 10 Ministry regions, 

per financial year.  As noted above, a total of 1054 graduated from the pilot years programme; 

the projection for the current period 2021–2022 is 6190. The remaining years for this 

programme, during which the intention is to meet the first objective of the two terenga being 

full each year (i.e., 2023–2024, 40,000 kaiako, and a further 40,000 for the 2024–2025 period), 

means potentially a total of 87,244 (85 percent) of kaiako coming through this professional 

learning and development programme. This is a very audacious strategy, and there is the need 

to track the participation rates of all kaiako. There is also a need to ascertain if the learning for 

those who participate in this programme does become transformative, and the learning is 

employed within ECE settings and primary and secondary school classrooms? This is an 

obvious area for further research. 

The disconnect between Te Ahu o te Reo Māori programmes and teacher education 

programmes is the te reo Māori curriculum content. My understanding is that because Te Ahu 

o te reo Māori programmes are tailored and underpinned by local iwi, they embrace te reo ā-

iwi (local dialects). Consequently, the learning imperatives include learning correct 

pronunciation of Māori words through the Māori alphabet; learning pepeha of the region and 

how to introduce oneself through a mihi of introduction; learning a waiata of the iwi and/or 

area; learning tikanga practices associated with various hui (meetings/gatherings) of the iwi; 

and learning cultural narratives of the area (personal communication, Māori Kaiako, who was 

in the 2019 intake in Te Wai Pounamu region).  The teacher education programmes incorporate 

Levels 1 to 4 of Te Aho Arataki Marau (Ministry of Education, 2009a) has 22 achievement 

objectives that teacher education programmes can design their te reo Māori courses around. 
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The content is very detailed. Te Aho Arataki Marau was developed in accordance with primary 

school contexts; therefore, adapting content to ECE contexts is needed when teacher education 

courses are being developed. Te Ahu o te Reo Māori programme is addressing the 102,591 

kaiako who are already registered and have active practising certificates. Essentially, teacher 

education programmes will have to step up their capacity and deliver programmes that support 

their student-kaiako to become comfortable and capable and/or confident and competent ethical 

te ao Māori kaiako within Aotearoa New Zealand. This consideration presents a further area 

for research during 2025–2026, as this is when the first cohort of students who meet their three-

year Bachelor of Teaching programme’s criteria will graduate under the new Teaching Council 

requirements. 

Another important area of concern is the Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand’s 

responsibility for confirming (“signing off”) that kaiako have met teaching standards relating 

to te reo me ngā tikanga Māori and for ensuring that kaiako continue to develop and practise 

those skills sets. At present, there is no set guideline or direction as to what constitutes the 

“bottom line” for these standards and what evidence is needed to confirm te reo me ngā tikanga 

Māori progression. I suggest that all kaiako work collaboratively with their ECE services to 

develop annual te reo me ngā tikanga Māori plans and set alongside of these the logistical plans, 

resources and support mechanisms needed so that these become integral components of the 

growth cycles for individual kaiako. I support the practice of teaching and management teams 

within ECE settings working collaboratively to meet practising certification requirements 

because ultimately the team is accountable for ensuring that the mauri or the life essence of te 

reo me ngā tikanga Māori is healthy. All kaiako have, after all, a professional responsibility to 

ensure their practice remains current, vibrant, and lived. This is how kaiako take on the roles 

and responsibilities of being tangata tiaki (guardians) of te reo me ngā tikanga Māori so that 

these not only survive but thrive in everyday teaching practice and programmes.  

6.4. He Wā Heke – The Future: Policy and Practice Implications 

and Initiatives to Support Sensitivities 

In 2019, the government announced that all schools and kura would be required to teach New 

Zealand history from 2022 (Arden & Hipkins, 2019). The change will reset the national 

curriculum framework so that all ākonga are aware of key aspects of Aotearoa New Zealand’s 

history and how these have influenced and shaped this country and its peoples. Arguably the 
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change represents a substantial attitudinal and structural shift in New Zealand society.  Because 

Māori have always taught their history as imbued within their whakapapa and with respect to 

the roles and responsibilities of executing whanaungatanga (that is, being relationally 

connected to the land, people, places, and objects across time), this is one method of how the 

transmission of intergenerational knowledge can shared with following generations.  

Such changes also establish the importance of kaiako and teacher educators (not just those 

responsible for teaching history as a school subject) acknowledging their obligations to and 

exercising sensitivity towards iwi as tangata whenua of this land in which we all live. That 

sensitivity, in turn, requires knowledge of and ability to teach te ao Māori curriculum, which 

encompasses Te Tiriti o Waitangi, te reo Māori, tikanga Māori, and ako Māori. Te ahu o te reo 

Māori programme is a good starting point for kaiako and teacher educators to establish 

relationships with iwi, especially because I envisage ongoing support from iwi is needed to 

ensure this  important change to the National Curriculum for Aotearoa Zealand’s schools and 

kura ‘beds in’. 

The range of broader shifts that have happened in New Zealand society over the past 10 years 

hold promise, perhaps more so than at any time in the past, that the struggle to have this 

country’s mainstream education system acknowledge Te Tiriti commitments is lessening. 

Today, more and more New Zealanders are wanting to learn te reo Māori. Ministry of 

Education figures for 2020 showed 30,626 people formally enrolled in te reo Māori 

programmes and 1324 studying te reo rangatira, which is for native speakers of the language 

(Radio New Zealand, 2020).  Initiatives such as Te Wiki o te Reo Māori (Māori Language 

Week) and Matariki (the Māori New Year) are now being taken up by businesses and other 

organisations across the country, keen to engage in and support these events. In 2019, a 

government publication titled Maihi Karauna set out the Crown’s strategy for Māori language 

revitalisation, one goal of which is “to establish te reo Māori as a key part of national identity 

in the national psyche” (p. 11). In keeping with this goal, the document calls for at least one 

million New Zealanders to have basic te reo Māori competency by 2040 and 150,000 people 

to be proficient te reo Māori speakers by that same year (Radio New Zealand, 2019).  

Moves towards these targets have become increasingly evident across mainstream New 

Zealand airwaves over the past few years. Over at least the past five years, Radio New Zealand 

(RNZ) has stepped up its capacity by encouraging staff to use te reo Māori as a natural part of 

their work, an initiative that has been well received by audiences and most commentators. RNZ 
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has a statutory duty, as outlined within their charter, “to reflect New Zealand’s cultural identity, 

including Māori language and culture” (New Zealand Government, 2016, p. 2). In just the last 

two or so years, news presenters on TV1 have been “normalising” te reo Māori on the  

Breakfast Show (6 a.m. to 9 a.m.), the midday news (noon till 12.30 p.m.) and evening news 

sessions (6 p.m. to 7 p.m. and at 10.30 p.m. to 11 p.m.) and their associated weather forecasts.  

Although TVNZ do not have a statutory duty of the kind RNZ has, the heads of TVNZ can be 

seen as exercising their own volition to use te reo Māori despite a flurry of complaints. 

However, in 2021 the Broadcasting Standards Authority’s decided it would no longer take 

complaints from people upset about the use of te reo Māori on-air and on-screen (RNZ, March 

2021).  This ruling has seen the presenters flourish in using te reo Māori. As a natural part of 

their reporting the news and the weather, they constantly use a range of contextualised te reo 

Māori phrases and now have a core set of 40 key te reo Māori phrases they can draw upon.  

Changes such as these throughout the country are all positive developments as are the new 

Teaching Council requirements, but presumably there is still a way to go towards ensuring 

kaiako and teacher educators are equipped with te reo and tikanga Māori skills set they need to 

confidently embrace the practice set out in curriculum documents: Te Whāriki (Ministry of 

Education, 1996, 2017) and  Te Aho Arataki Marau (Ministry of Education, 2009a). There also 

needs to be a shift in mindset, and that requires a critique of what is working and what is not. 

My study reports that Te Whariki is not working as a bicultural curriculum and consequently 

there needs to be a change in the way it is positioned. As such, the instruction needs to be, don’t 

keep on doing the same thing or mouthing the same words, if they are not working.   

One of the questions this study set out to answer was Research Question 3: How does Te 

Whāriki (Ministry of Education, 1996a), the early childhood curriculum document, support 

practitioners and kaiako to implement te reo me ngā tikanga Māori in early childhood settings? 

Response: Te Whāriki offers very limited support to kaiako to implement te reo me ngā tikanga 

Māori. Here, for example, is the direction provided to all kaiako: “New Zealand is the home of 

Māori language and culture: curriculum in early childhood settings should promote te reo and 

ngā tikanga Māori making them visible and affirming their value for children from all cultural 

backgrounds” (Ministry of Education, 1996a, p. 42). Nowhere in Te Whāriki is there a follow- 

up in regard to the provision of te reo Māori examples or tikanga Māori practices. Instead, 

kaiako have been left to navigate and strengthen their own te reo Māori proficiency and tikanga 

Māori competence themselves. This is part of the reason why the ECE sector has been 

struggling to effectively use te reo Māori as an everyday language. “Language is embedded in 
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culture and also expresses culture. The culture and practices of the people who share a language 

are dynamic within a changing world” (Ministry of Education, 2009a, p. 22). My study 

therefore supports all kaiako to start their te reo Māori learning journey through initiatives such 

as Te Ahu i te reo Māori programmes because the learning will provide them with the 

grounding to navigate in the above direction. Te reo me ngā tikanga Māori learning journey 

should also be brought back into the ECE setting, where te reo me ngā tikanga Māori planning 

is carried out by the team.  

This is the tikanga Māori principle of kotahitanga (collaboration) being enacted, where  

responsibility for growing te reo Māori is actioned by the team, for the benefit of all tamariki 

and mokopuna. This was the preferred starting point for the members of my study’s Participant 

Group 5, so providing an answer to Research Question 1: For mature Māori knowledge holders, 

what are the realities and what needs to happen to have a confident bicultural early childhood 

education sector in Aotearoa New Zealand? The older participants (who were the majority) of 

Group 5, maintained that everything needs to be done in bite sizes. Thus, the pivotal point is to 

commence the learning te reo Māori journey, as this will definitely lead to the discovery of 

new horizons. This same participant group provided the information in the inherent birthrights 

table (Table 4.2) in Chapter Four. They considered it a starting point for answering Research 

Question 2: How are iwi local curriculum enacted within early childhood education centres in 

Aotearoa New Zealand? The table provides ways forward for teacher education providers to 

design curricula that can support their students’ learning of te ao Māori coupled with Levels 

1–4 within Te Aho Arataki Marau. Developing a course with these two sets of content would 

provide a comprehensive programme for student-kaiako and therefore has the potential for 

them to achieve that level of competency that marks them as a proficient and ethical te ao Māori 

kaiako. 

6.5. He Tepengatanga – Limitations 

My study has several limitations that need to be considered against the findings I drew from 

my data and the conclusions I reached regarding those findings. The first limitation concerns 

the data I obtained from Participant Groups 2 and 3. That data was a snapshot in time, spanning 

five months of student engagement in the second year of three-year teacher education 

programmes. Because these students were only in their second year of study, they may have 

been experiencing shifts in their learning and identity as beginning kaiako and their 

responsibility for bicultural practices. The limitation is lack of knowledge, because I did not 
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follow up on this participant group, as to whether their attitudes and understandings as second-

year students reflected their attitudes and understandings by the time they graduated. It is for 

this reason, which I emphasise that my findings are based on just one point in time – the period 

when I collected my data. 

The second limitation concerns the registered kaiako who were enrolled in the upgrade 

programme (Group 4), that is, the 44-week programme that moved them from a Diploma of 

Teaching (ECE) to a Bachelor of Teaching (ECE). The information I obtained from this group 

came from their answers to a survey with multi-select answer options. I suspect that if I had 

also given these kaiako opportunity to engage in focus groups, I would have obtained a richer 

dataset from them and a better understanding of their survey responses. 

The third limitation concerns documentation relating to the Bachelor of Teaching (ECE) 

programme and the upgrade from diploma to Bachelor of Teaching programme. I realise it 

would have been valuable to have requested copies of the providers’ conceptual frameworks, 

course materials, and graduate profiles and sought approval to conduct a document analysis. 

Access to this material meant I could have compared it with the survey information I obtained 

from the participants in these programmes. The comparison would have shown me what these 

participants had learned up to the time of the survey and given me a clearer understanding of 

the extent and type of programme content relating to te reo Māori and tikanga Māori.  

6.6. Haere Whakamua – Going Forward   

Research similar to this study but conducted over a longer period of time (2023 to 2025) could 

ascertain any growth in te reo Māori proficiency and tikanga Māori competency among 

student-kaiako entering an ITE programme through to graduation. Benchmarks against which 

to assess such growth could be made against the levels of proficiency and competency 

articulated in Te Reo Maori Te Aho Arataki Marau mō te Ako i te Reo Māori – Kura Auraki 

(the curriculum guidelines for teaching and learning te reo Māori in English-medium schools, 

Years 1–13; Ministry of Education, 2009c) and the new proficiency and competency 

requirements set down by the Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand.   

6.7. He Kōrero whakakapi – Conclusion 

The mauri (life force) of this study has allowed me to give effect to the realities of the research 

participants with pride and dignity. My eyes are always set firmly on the past, and this is where 
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my study constantly took me, and it is where I now end this particular research journey. Te reo 

Māori, tikanga Māori, tangata whenua, and Aotearoa – these are the four characteristics that 

form nationhood for Māori and that our Pākehā relations are coming to recognise as part of 

their nation too. Te reo Māori is the language of the land; tikanga Māori is the law of the land; 

tangata whenua are the people of the land; and Aotearoa is the land. This is how we recognise, 

value, and actively progress te ao Māori teachings by going back to the beginning, where we 

can all work from the same page in unison. The next chapter of our history will just fall into 

place.   

Hutia te rito o te harakeke 

Kei te kōmako e ko 

Kii mai ki ahau 

He aha te mea nui 

Te mea nui o tēnei ao 

Māku e kii atu ki a koe 

He tangata, he tangata 

If you remove the heart of the flax bush 

From where will the Bellbird sing? 

If you say to me what is the most important  

thing in this world 

I will reply to you 

It is people, it is people! 

The rito or inner shoot is symbolic of our mokopuna (children).  The awhi rito represent the 

kaiako (teachers).  When harvesting harakeke the rito and awhi rito are never touched as the 

rito is the youngest and the awhi rito are there to protect the rito. If the rito is cut the root will 

no longer produce anymore rito. This whakataukī represents how important it is to nuture our 

young ones.  This is especially important for te reo Māori as passing te reo on to the next 

generation is a professional responsibility and all teachers play an integral role in not only 

ensuring te reo Māori survives  but thrives.  
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Appendix A: Agreement Statements Bachelor of 

Teaching (ECE) Year 2 Student-Kaiako  

(Participant Group 2) 

 

The first four questions are about you.  This information is needed so that the differences 

can be compared across gender, age, ethnic identity and tribal identity variables. 

 

 

1. Gender (please tick one) 

□ male 

□ female 

 

2. What is your date of birth?  (Please record as day/month/year, for example: 14/01/85 

 

........................................................... 

 

3. Which ethnic group(s) do you belong to?  (Please tick all that apply) 

 

□ Pākehā 

□ New Zealand European 

□ Other European (such as Welsh, English, Irish, Scottish) 

□ Māori 

□ Samoan 

□ Cook Island Māori 

□ Tongan 

□ Nuiean 

□ Other Pacific Island (such as Tokelauan, Fijian. Please specify.) 

         ........................................................... 

□ Chinese 

□ Indian 

□ Other Asian (such as Japanese, Korean, Thai. Please specify.) 

     ........................................................... 

□ Other (such as American, Canadian. Please specify.) 

     ........................................................... 

□ New Zealand Pākehā 
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4. Please list your iwi affiliations (or tick if not applicable): 

a.  ................................................................ 

b.  ................................................................ 

c.  ................................................................. 

d. not applicable  □ 

 

The following 13 statements require you to rate your level of agreement with the statements as 

follows: 

□ strongly disagree (SD) 

□ disagree (D) 

□ neither agree nor disagree (N) 

□ agree (A) 

□ strongly agree (SA) 

 

1. Statement One:  Te reo Māori is only important if you are working with tamariki Māori. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 

 

2. Statement Two:  When working with children from different cultures te reo Māori is 

important and treating all children teh same is more important. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 

 

3. Statement Three:  All children have the same educational needs and should be treated the 

same. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 

 

4. Statement Four:  Everyone working in NZ should be able to speak te reo Māori. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 

 

5. Statement Five:  Listening and responding to what parents and whānau expectations are, 

provides strong teaching and learning collaborative approaches. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 

 

6. Statement Six: Biculturalism in ECE only applies to tamariki Māori and their whānau. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 

 

7. Statement Seven: Kaupapa Māori only has a place in Kōhanga Reo and Māori immersion 

services. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 

 

8. Statement Eight: Tikanga Māori has no place in mainstream ECE. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 

 

9. Statement Nine: Inclusion of te reo me ngā tikanga Māori in mainstream ECE 

programmes is tokenism. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 
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10. Statement Ten: Te reo me ngā tikanga Māori are essential skills of ECE practices in New 

Zealand. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 

 

11. Statement Eleven: Knowing your own culture is important. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 

 

12. Statement Twelve: An essential skill in ECE New Zealand is being biculturally competent 

that represents this country’s dual heritages. 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 

 

13. Statement Thirteen: Te reo me ngā tikanga Māori are requirements for all ECE teachers 

(NZ Government, 2008; MoE, 1996; Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand, 2015). 

SD □   D □   N □  A □   SA □ 
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Appendix B: Survey for Upgrade Kaiako:  Diploma 

of Teaching (ECE) to Bachelor of Teaching (ECE)  

(Participant Group 4) 

The first few questions are about you.  This information is needed so that the differences 

can be compared across gender, age, ethnic identity and tribal identity variables. 

 

 

1. Which ethnic group(s) do you belong to?  (Please tick all that apply) 

 

□ Pākehā 

□ Māori 

□ European 

□ Asian 

□ Tongan 

□ Pasifika 

□ Other  

     

............................................................ 

 

2. What is your date of birth?   

(Please record as day/month/year, for example: 14/01/85 

 

 

........................................................... 

 

 

Question 3  

What skills are required to become biculturally competent as a kaiako in early childhood 

education?   

(Please tick all that apply).    

□ a)   Being able to speak a basic level of Māori language (i.e., able to understand 

□       basic greetings and commands).  

□ b)   Understanding differences in Māori child development and behaviour?  

□ c)   Understanding Māori cultural practices like pōwhiri, mihi whakatau,  

      mihimihi?  

□ d)   Being able to build relationships with Māori?  

□ e)   Understanding pedagogy Māori within educational contexts?  
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□ f)   Other  

 .......................................................................................................................................... 

Question 4 

Based on your response(s) at Question 3 how would you rate your own level of bicultural 

competence? 

□ a)  High degree of bicultural competency (able to speak te reo Māori and understand and  

     apply tikanga Māori as appropriate). 
 

□ b)  Moderate bicultural competency (able to speak basic te reo Māori and follow tikanga 

   Māori processes for example: can participate in a pōwhiri process with comfort). 
 

□ c)  Low bicultural competency (know a few basic Māori words and basic tikanga, such as 

   where to stand during a pōwhiri, but not comfortable in Māori settings and with Māori 

   processes).  
 

□ d)  Extremely low level of bicultural competency (fearful about speaking te reo Māori and 

             try to avoid taking part in Māori processes when I can). 
  
□ e)   Feel culturally inadequate and/or unprepared. 
 

□ f)   Any other comments? 
  

 .......................................................................................................................................... 

 .......................................................................................................................................... 

 .......................................................................................................................................... 

 

Question 5 

What professional development needs do you have that will help you to improve your 

level of bicultural competency in terms of working with Māori tamariki and their 

whānau?  

(Please tick all that apply).    

□ a)  Te reo Māori classes  

□ b)  Cultural supervision  

□ c)  Local, regional, national tikanga education programmes tailored to ECE educational 

     contexts and programmes 
  

□ d)  Workshops on Māori pedagogies and how to apply these to ECE contexts  

□ e)  Workshops on bicultural competency within ECE contexts  

□ f)   Marae-based workshops that cover identity, language, and culture of local iwi  

□ g)  Access to someone knowledgeable in Kaupapa Māori for ECE applications  

□ h)  Ability to access local Māori networks  

□ i)   Ability to access regular Māori cultural support  

□ j)  Other (please specify) 

 .......................................................................................................................................... 
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 .......................................................................................................................................... 

  

Question 6 

Identify your level of fluency in te reo Māori 

(Please tick one).    

□ a)  Fluent. I can hold a conversation in te reo Māori.  

□ b)  Moderate fluency. I can hold a basic conversation.  

□ c)  Limited fluency. I can understand some words and issue basic commands like ‘Haere  

      mai ki te kai’ 

  

□ d)  Beginner. I know basic words only  

□ e)  Nil  

□ f)  Comments 

   .......................................................................................................................................... 

   .......................................................................................................................................... 

   ........................................................................................................................................... 

 

Question 7 

Identify your level of knowledge/understanding of Tikanga Māori (Please tick one).    

□ a)    Competent and confident. I can meet, greet, and work with Māori tamariki and their   

               whānau in culturally appropriate ways. I understand a range of 5 tikanga principles  

               that underpin my tikanga practices.  

 

□ b)   Moderate confidence in engaging in basic cultural practices but limited knowledge  

              of 5 tikanga principles that underpin tikanga practices.  

 

□ c)    Limited knowledge. I rely on colleagues to role model and to explain tikanga  

              principles that underpin tikanga practices.  

 

□ d)   No knowledge. I rely totally on colleagues to support my knowledge and  

              understanding of tikanga Māori.  

 

□ e)  Other (comments). 

   .......................................................................................................................................... 

   .......................................................................................................................................... 

  .......................................................................................................................................... 
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Question 8 

Identify your level of knowledge base/understanding of Te Tiriti o Waitangi or The 

Treaty of Waitangi  

(Please tick one).    

a) Confident and competent in articulating all articles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi or The Treaty of 

Waitangi within ECE contexts.  

b) Moderate knowledge and understanding of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and all four articles.  

c) Moderate knowledge and understanding of all three articles of The Treaty of Waitangi and 

the three principles and can relate these to some ECE contexts.  

d) Limited knowledge of both Te Tiriti o Waitangi and The Treaty of Waitangi and their 

relevance to ECE. 

e) No understanding of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and The Treaty of Waitangi and their relevance to 

ECE contexts.  

f) Other (comments).  

  .......................................................................................................................................... 

  .......................................................................................................................................... 

  .......................................................................................................................................... 

 

 

Question 9 

On a continuum from 1 to 5, with 1 being low and 5 being high, rate your current teacher 

education programme in relation to how effective it is towards enhancing your current 

knowledge base of te reo Māori me ngā tikanga.   

 

1_______________2_______________3_______________4_______________5 

 

 

Question 10 

Based on where you rated your teacher education programme, provide your 

reasoning for that placement. 

Comments: 

  .......................................................................................................................................... 

  .......................................................................................................................................... 

  .......................................................................................................................................... 

 

 

Ngā mihi maioha – thank you for your contributions 
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