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Abstract 

Place naming is an important means by which humans attach meaning to the physical 

environment, making it knowable, navigable, and ultimately a 'home' place. The way in 

which peoples name places depends on their cultural identity, history, and the way in which 

they perceive their environment. Place names in the South Island/ Te Wai Pounamu reflect 

the cultural identities and heritages of two peoples: Ngai Tahu and European New 

Zealanders (Pakeha). The Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998 contains provisions for 88 

place name changes, which now carry dual names. 

The issue of reinstating indigenous place names is contentious and involves a 

cultural politics of place and identity. This thesis examines how people's relationships to 

place inform their reactions to place name changes. Secondly, the thesis explores the 

workings of power in place naming debates. It uses three case studies of amendments from 

the Settlement to achieve this. Insights from theories of place, identity and naming, 

especially those with a postcolonial focus are used to map out the cultural politics to which 

the place names speak. 

It is found that for Ngai Tahu, having their place names recognised is integral to the 

reclamation of cultural identity and authority over places lost to them under Pakeha 

colonisation. The thesis identifies a range of Pakeha responses to this postcolonial project to 

rename and reclaim. Some Pakeha are supportive. Responses of other Pakeha show 

resistance to this project and some people have worked explicitly to reinscribe the 

dominance of the Pakeha masculine subject over places and over Ngai Tahu. Other Pakeha 

responses are more ambiguous, in that the names are accepted but are ascribed meanings 

which recall colonial constructions of indigeneity. These are used in a manner 

disempowering for Ngai Tahu. In all, an intensely complex politics of place naming is 

identified, in which the power to name is not exclusively held by any one group and a 

multiplicity of colonial and postcolonial visions of places and identity are pitted one against 

the other in the battle to reclaim or retain the right to name. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

1.1 The research problem 

Place names are a taken-for-granted part of everyday life. Their seemingly mundane 

nature obscures their cultural importance. Yet, place naming is an important means by 

which people attach meaning to the physical environment, making it knowable, navigable 

and ultimately, home. The way in which people name places is intimately bound up with 

their cultural identity. Most obviously, this is reflected in the language used to name. But 

place names also reflect the history of the namers, and their world view; the, way in which 

perceive the environment, their interests, values and beliefs with respect to place. 

Throughout the world, as imperial powers have withdrawn and indigenous people 

have assumed governance of their own countries, the decolonisation process has been 

attended by widespread renamings - of streets, localities, regions and even countries -

signalling the regaining of political power and the reclamation of a pre-colonial culture and 

history. In ex-settler colonies like the United States, Australia, Canada and Aotearoa / New 

Zealand, where descendants of European colonists continue to outnumber indigenous 

people and often retain the balance of political power, there has nevertheless been an 

increasing interest on the part of indigenous people to have their place names officially 

recognised in the dominant society. 

However, the official recognition of indigenous place names often finds unequal 

favour within the white populations of these countries. In the last fifteen years in Aotearoa / 

New Zealand, the pages of local newspapers have witnessed occasional angry debates over 

the reinstating of indigenous Maori place names. In one such case in the North Island, a 

correspondent to the New Zealand Herald wrote of other readers becoming "increasingly 

hysterical at the suggestion that the volcanoes of Auckland resume their original Maori 

names" (5/8/96: 3). Another commentator snidely remarked that it was all an exercise in 
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"geo-political correctness" (Dominion 21/5/97: 10). In a parallel context, that of Australia, 

Birch (1996: 174) characterised the response of a white Australian community to Aboriginal 

renamings as ''racist hysteria", which he said "flared like the picking of a scabby sore". 

Similar reactions to American Indian attempts at renaming have been noted in several 

localities in the United States (Loy, 1989, Herman, 1999). 

Obviously, the issue of reinstating indigenous place names in the late twentieth 

century is a contentious one. Attempts at official renamings and the reactions they provoke 

highlight the cultural politics involved in the process of naming places. The politics of place 

names is normally submerged from view: people are probably not even aware of what 

names mean to them until the threat of change is upon them. Yet, the cultural and political 

assumptions which are encoded in the official place names of a country become apparent 

when people are forced to articulate their arguments for and against indigenous renamings. 

The politics of place naming is a subject which has recently caught the attention of 

geographers and social scientists more generally. Specifically, there is a nascent body of 

scholarship which examines, in light of recent theoretical developments in the social 

sciences, the politics surrounding the use of original indigenous place names in ex-settler 

societies. Despite the fact that there are non-indigenous people who are supportive of 

renamings, with one very recent exception, research thus far has generally focussed solely 

on the negative reactions of settler descendants to proposed place name changes. 

Researchers have largely neglected the politics driving indigenous people to seek place 

name changes and positive or ambivalent responses from settler descendants. 

This thesis examines debates surrounding the official reinstatement of indigenous 

place names in the South Island / Te Wai Pounamu of New Zealand. The thesis seeks to 

fulfil two broad aims. They are: 

1.) To examine how contemporary relationships to place of the indigenous people (Ngai 

Tahu) and settler descendants (Pakeha) have informed recent place name changes and 

contestations, and; 
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2.) To explore the processes through which Ngai Tahu have sought to have their place 

names recognised and/ or officially reinstated. 

With the first of these aims in mind, I seek to interrogate the connections befweeris between ...__ 

place names and the cultural construction of place and identity in the late twentieth century. 

Here, I seek to elucidate what sorts of meanings Pakeha and Ngai Tahu attach to place 

names, and what sorts of meanings they mobilise in support or objection to place name 

changes. The second aim addresses the success or failure of various strategies used by Ngai 

Tahu to have their place names recognised. Here I seek to interrogate the workings of 

power at specific times and in particular places where Ngai Tahu have sought to rename. 

Through a detailed investigation of the debates surrounding place name changes, I hope to 

map out the cultural politics of place and identity to which these place names speak. I want 

to expand the scope of the cultural politics of place naming set out by other authors, by 

examining a fuller range of perspectives on the issue of reinstating indigenous place names. 

As such I seek to examine, in all its complexity, a zone of interaction in which the cultural 

meanings about people and places encoded in names are mediated, negotiated, or outright 

contested. 

In this thesis, where a Maori alternative for an officially recognised English place 

name is known, I use these names in conjunction, as in Te Wai Pounamu / The South 

Island. I have adopted this strategy as a way of recognising in my own text the (broadly 

speaking) two histories and cultures which co-habit in Te Wai Pounamu / the South Island. 

I also use this strategy to acknowledge the contested nature of many of our officially 

accepted English place names. 

1.2 Introducing Te Wai Pounamu / the South Island 

Although the reinstatement of original Maori names is provoking debate throughout 

New Zealand, this thesis focuses on indigenous renamings in the South Island / Te Wai 

Pounamu. This Island is the largest land mass in New Zealand. Its topography is diverse in 

form, comprising high mountains in the Southern Alps / Ka Tiritiri o te Moana, broad 
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plains, large braided rivers and a coastline punctuated by coastal lagoons and estuaries. The 

major cities of Te Wai Pounamu / The South Island occur around its coastline and much of 

the island is farmed. Yet there are also substantial tracts of land and indigenous forests, 

mostly in the interior, which are held by the State in its conservation estate. 

This island was first settled by Maori people of the iwi (tribe) now known as Ngai 

Tahu. Although there are other iwi in the northern part of the South Island, Ngai Tahu is 

the iwi which holds traditional land rights to 80% of the South Island / Te Wai Pounamu. 

Ngai Tahu are Tangata Whenua (first people of the land) and are recognised as the iwi 

which holds manawhenua (traditional tribal authority with respect to the land). Ancestors of 

Ngai Tau have been living in the South Island/ Te Wai Pounamu for hundreds of years, and 

these ancestors explored and named every feature within the traditional area ofNgai Tahu. 

From the late 1700s onward, the South Island/ Te Wai Pounamu was progressively 

colonised by European settlers (Pakeha). In May 1840, the Treaty of Waitangi, a bicultural 

agreement between the British Crown and Maori iwi, was signed by Ngai Tahu chiefs. The 

Treaty gave to the British Crown governance of the territory, and provided for Crown 

purchases of land for further European settlement and pastoral expansion. But importantly, 

the Treaty also assured Ngai Tahu their full tribal authority over lands, resources and 

treasures. However, the Treaty was soon forgotten by Pakeha and iwi Treaty rights were 

denied. In a series of bungled land purchases, Ngai Tahu lost lands they had never intended 

to sell and were denied access to and control of their sacred places and resources important 

to their domestic economy. Reflecting their marginalisation in material terms, Ngai Tahu 

also lost the right to name. The landscape was progressively overwritten in the language and 

history of the colonisers. Today, it is predominantly the place names of Pakeha which are 

recognised by the wider society and are used as official designations on maps and road 

signs. 

Since 1849, Ngai Tahu have struggled against the colonial State for redress for 

grievances suffered under colonialism. In recent years, this struggle has coincided with a 

strong resurgence of Maori cultural forms ( dubbed the 'Maori renaissance') throughout 

New Zealand and increasing calls for recognition of Treaty rights. As a response to this, in 
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1975, the State set up the Waitangi Tribunal to hear iwi claims concerning Crown breaches 

of the Treaty of Waitangi. In 1986, the Ngai Tahu claim was lodged with the Waitangi 

Tribunal. Specifically, the claim centred around Ngai Tahu's grievances relating to land 

purchases, the acquisition of lands they did not believe they had sold, and the lack of 

adequate reserves set aside. The Waitangi Tribunal found largely in favour of Ngai Tahu 

and the Crown accepted the Tribunal's findings. In .1991, Ngai Tahu entered into 

negotiation with the Crown for settlement of their claim. 

The outcome was the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. The Act contains a 

broad range of 'cultural redress' mechanisms which seek to recognise and re-establish Ngai 

Tahu's traditional spiritual and economic relationships to the lands and resources of Te Wai 

Pounamu. Importantly, as part of this cultural redress, the Settlement contains provisions 

for changes to eighty-eight place names, which, with one exception, will now carry bilingual 

names. This is explained in greater detail in chapter three. 

1.3 Research approach 

This thesis examines as cases studies three place name amendments contained within 

the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act. Two of these name amendments have a prior history 

of contestation, through local political channels and through the New Zealand Geographic 

Board (the statutory body responsible for official place naming in New Zealand). A case 

study approach has been employed to allow detailed examination of the specific politics 

associated with each name change. The case studies were carefully selected to allow a 

diversity of renaming. strategies and arguments to be investigated. 

The first of these case studies looks at attempts by Ngai Tahu, spanning twenty 

years, to have their name for Aoraki / Mount Cook recognised. This mountain is the highest 

in New Zealand, and is something of a national symbol for Pakeha and Ngai Tahu alike. It is 

of great spiritual significance to Ngai Tahu. It is also part of a National Park; and has a 

range of aesthetic, recreational and conservation values attached to it by Pakeha. 
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The second case study examines the reinstatement of the name Whareakeake for 

Murdering Beach in Otago. In light of the very small size of this locality, the debate which 

arose over its name change seems disproportionate. Yet, due t0€.Yents which took place 

there early last century, it is a place of historical significance to both local Ngai Tahu and 

Pakeha. This place name was first contested by Ngai Tahu in 1989 through the New 

Zealand Geographic Board, but was only finally actioned by legislation through the 

settlement process. 

In the third case study, I examine the renaming of Little Mount Peel / 

Huatekerekere. Here, the debate over the name of this feature only arose after the Ngai 

Tahu Claims Settlement Act had been passed. However the arguments surrounding this 

place name change illuminate a highly localised political debate, in which people seek to 

define in contradictory ways the place ofNgai Tahu in the past and present of their locality. 

In researching each of these case studies, I have drawn on a wide range of sources. 

The principle sources of data have been newspapers ( editorials, articles, and letters to the 

editor) and interviews with Ngai Tahu and Pakeha who have taken an interest in the place 

name changes at the local level, but also with Ngai Tahu and Crown officials who have been 

involved in the process of reinstating the original Maori names. I have also drawn heavily on 

archival sources, including submissions to the New Zealand Geographic Board, submissions 

to the Parliamentary Select Committee for the Ngai Tahu Settlement Bill, and 

correspondence from and between government departments concerning place name 

changes. Data from all of these sources has been analysed, and principle arguments and 

themes have been pulled out of each debate, to show the sorts of political and cultural 

meanings which people attach to place names, and to elucidate the politics of place and 

identity which underlie the place naming proC(!SS. Chapter four provides a more detailed 

background to the case studies and a fuller account of the methodologies employed in this 

thesis. 

This research is timely, as Ngai Tahu are considering proposing further place name 

changes through the New Zealand Geographic Board. In addition, North Island iwi are 

presently negotiating place name changes as part of their settlements with the Crown. In this 
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context, an understanding of the issues involved is important. This exercise will also provide 

insights into the cultural politics of place name changes which will be relevant to the other 

post-colonial contexts, such as Australia, Canada, and the United States, where similar 

issues over indigenous and colonial place names are arising. 

1.4 Research context 

In recent years, geographers have lamented the largely atheoretical nature of 

scholarship on place naming (Myers, J996; Zelinsky, 1997; Berg and Keams, forthcoming) . 

In the past, scholars of place names have tended to view place names merely as "entities in 

the landscape, ... [rather than as] a constitutive component of landscape itself' (Berg and 

Kearns, forthcoming). These scholars have tended to focus solely on place names 

themselves, subjecting them to rudimentary classification or statistical analysis (Griffiths, 

1988; 1990), and using them as independent clues on environmental or ethnic change (Loy, 

1989; Gelling, 1988). In doing so, they have neglected the wider social and political 

contexts in which place names occur and of which they are an integral part. Now, " ... rather 

than treating toponyms as independent clues on environmsmtal change, there is an increasing 

interest in reading them within the wider social context" (Yeoh, 1996: 298). 

Many geographers are now examining place naming as part of a broader political 

and cultural struggle for place between differently positioned and empowered social groups 

(Cohen and Kliot, 1992; Yeoh, 1992; 1996; Berg and Kearns, 1996; Herman, 1999). 

Geographers working in this vein see place naming as a part of the "social construction of 

space and the symbolic construction of meanings about place" (Berg and Keams, 1996: 99). 

They argue that the way in which people name places is informed by their culture, their view 

of history, their spiritual, economic and ideological interests with respect to place. Place 

naming is a primary strategy for attaching these sorts of meanings to place, and hence 

inscribing identity in the landscape. However, it is recognised that place naming is largely 

the preserve of dominant social actors. In colonial contexts, the control of mapping by 

European colonists meant they were able to usurp the right to name places. In the late 

twentieth century, place naming is largely controlled by those social groups able to exercise 
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power through the State. Place naming has thus been recognised as a potentiaiiy contested 

form of place representation, which tends to lend legitimacy and ideological support to 

those who control it. This in turn provides symbolic support to the material claims to place 

of hegemonic groups. 

In this thesis, I too view place names as an integral part of relationship between 

place and the politics of identity in contemporary society. I draw on theories of place 

naming put forward by other geographers and social scientists to lend explanatory power to 

my work. However, in seeking to show how place naming is implicated in a political 

struggle for place and identity, I also draw on broader theories from cultural geography and 

post-colonial studies. 

Within both of these fields place has been recognised as a key site for contesting 

unequal power relations between social groups, particularly between colonisers and 

colonised (Massey, 1994; Massey and Jess, 1995; Ashcroft et al, 1995; Harvey, 1996; 

Jacobs, 1996). Cultural geographers studying the relationships between place, identity and 

power have theorised that place is socially constructed, in part, by people attaching 

meanings to it (Carter et al, 1993; Massey and Jess, 1995; Anderson and Gale, 1992) . It is 

recognised that the meanings which inhere in places are often important sources and 

supports of personal and group identification (Massey and Jess, 1995). Yet, the relationship 

between the identities of people and places is seen as problematic. Often competing 

definitions of place exist\ In their work, cultural geographers have examined the ways in 

which diverse constructions of place are worked out, negotiated, or openly contested by 

social groups who are already unequally positioned in terms of how much influence or 

power they can exert on outcomes (Anderson and Gale, 1992; Massey and Jess, 1995). 

These theories of place and identity are particularly concerned with how, in usurping 

the power to define place, dominant groups may marginalise the identities and interests of 

'Others'. They also detail the ways in which oppressive constructions of race and gender 

may be reinforced in the production of meanings about place. Again, the focus is on how, in 

controlling the production and representation of meanings about place, dominant groups 

can reinforce their own hegemony and contribute to the social subordination of 'Others'. 
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Particularly relevant to this thesis is the work of Jacobs (1996) on place and identity, 

which has an explicitly post-colonial focus. Her work examines how representations of 

place (maps, promotional materials, planning documents, reports) work to construct 

meanings about place and people which ether reinforce or challenge oppressive 

constructions of race and culture in colonial and post-colonial contexts. She, like other 

cultural geographers (Massey, 1994; Massey and Jess, 1995; Anderson, 1992), has 

recognised that forms of representation are as important in the production of place and 

identity as material activities, although her analyses do not explicitly look at place naming. 

However, other post-colonial theorists, with their sensitivity to language, have examined 

place naming as part of a broader colonial and post-colonial struggle for symbolic and 

material control of place (Carter, 1988; 1992; Ashcroft et al, 1995). 

For this thesis, I have drawn insights from the literature on place naming and from 

the broader literature on the construction and contestation of place and identity, particularly 

that with a post-colonial focus to help explain the struggles and debates which surround 

place naming in twentieth century New Zealand. Chapter 2 provides a detailed overview of 

the ideas drawn from these literatures which are useful in this thesis. 

1.5 Structure of the thesis 

This thesis is comprised of nine chapters. Chapter two contains an exposition of the 

ideas and theories which I have employed in this thesis. It begins with a brief review of 

previous theoretically weak approaches taken to the study of place names, as a way of 

marking out a space for this thesis. I then lay out the broad insights drawn from cultural 

geography on place and identity which I have employed in understanding the case studies. 
I 

The chapter then examines how geographers and other social scientists have theorised the 

role of place naming in the social construction of place and identity, and how place names 

relate to social power. 
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Chapter three provides a fuller exposition of the historicai, cuiturai, and political 

terrain of Te Wai Pounamu / the South Island on which the naming debates examined in this 

thesis take place. Section one looks at origins ofNgai Tahu, their migrations to this island, 

their pre-colonial place naming practices, and how these relate to their cultural identity as a 

people and their constructions of space and place. Section two looks at the arrival of 

European colonists and the signing of the Treaty of Waitangi. It provides an outline of the 

transformations of space and place which European colonists wrought, in part through the 

renaming of places, and outlines the grievances suffered by Ngai Tahu under colonisation. 

In the third section, I briefly sketch the political and cultural transformations which have 

occurred in New Zealand in the last three decades as a result of the Maori renaissance and 

assertion of Treaty rights and which have ushered in a popular and official commitment to 

biculturalism in New Zealand. This is done to provide a political context for the thesis as a 

whole, but also as a prelude to understanding the policies of the New Zealand Geographic 

Board and the Crown in relation to Maori place name changes. The final section takes a 

critical look at previous studies of place naming in Te Wai Pounamu I the South Island in 

order to further carve out a space for this thesis. 

In chapter four, I provide a account of the research objectives and qualitative 

methodology employed in this thesis. The chapter contains a fuller introduction to each of 

the case studies and provides a detailed account of the data sources and means of analysis. 

Chapters five, six and seven lay out the results obtained from the case studies of Aoraki I 

Mount Cook, Whareakeake, and Little Mount Peel / Huatekerekere respectively. Each of 

these chapters begins with a brief place naming history of the place concerned, before 

turning to look at contemporary contestations of the names. In these chapters, I detail the 

strategies employed by Ngai Tahu to have their place names recognised, and lay out the 

diverse arguments ofNgai Tahu and Pakeha alike concerning the place name changes. 

In chapter eight, I draw insights from chapters two and three to explain and interpret 

the main themes which have emerged from the case studies. The discussion falls into four 

broad sections which examine the diverse political and cultural meanings which Ngai Tahu 

and Pakeha attribute to English and Maori place names. An intensely complex politics of 

place naming is identified, in which multiple colonial and post-colonial visions of places and 
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identity are pitted against one another in the battie to reciaim or retain the right to name. In 

chapter nine, I conclude the thesis by revisiting my research objectives and positing the main 

findings of research. 
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Chapter Two 

Theories of Place, Identity and Na ming 

2.1 Introduction 

The study of place names has a long history in the disciplines of anthropology, 

history, and geography. However, as Zelinsky notes, "the sober actuality is that, to date, it 

has hardly advanced beyond its pioneering phase" (1997: 465). The reference to pioneers is 

not accidental, for it has been in colonial contexts where much of the earliest research on 

place names has been carried out. Fair (1997) notes that it was a preoccupation of 

anthropologists in nineteenth century North America to salvage as much of the 'vanishing 

cultures' of the indigenous people and they assiduously collected and recorded indigenous 

traditions, songs, and place names. In the New Zealand context, historians such as Graham 

(1926), Anderson (1942) and Mitchell (1948), also devoted much time to collecting, 

classifying, and seeking origins for Maori place names. Fair argues that such "antiquated" 

approaches, in which place names were acquired "unbolstered by context or the deep 

texture of emic perspective", treated names as objects for acquisition (1997:467). Similarly, 

Herman links the collecting of indigenous Hawaiian place names to the acquiring bent of 

colonists: "Like plants, animals, and people removed from their environment, these 

language specimens lost their significance as cultural economies of geographic meaning, 

becoming reduced instead to artefacts" (1998:3). Carter, writing in the Australian context, 

notes that the recording of Aboriginal place names by colonists "preserved [the place name] 

out of context in a linguistic environment quite foreign to it", rendering it "a stuffed bird in 

a museum case" (1998: 328). The treatment of place names as artefacts not only divorces 

them from their cultural context, it also consigns them (and the culture to which they 

pertain) to the past, to history. 

Berg and Kearns (forthcoming) argue that "The indisputable focus of much 

toponymic research is the past and a view that a count~~history is revealed in place 

names". More recently, researchers have sought to situate place names within their cultural 
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context (see Fair, 1997; Jett, 1997), and importantly, highlight the ways in which place 

names are integral to processes of cultural construction in the present (see Berg and Kearns, 

1996), 

Place names have also been studied from a perspective which sees them as 

"independent clues on environmental change" (Yeoh, 1996: 298). This is the type of 

approach which Loy (1989: 20) advocates: 

At the graduate level, geographic names research can be used to attack ... the general 
historical geography of a region. The place name can yield many clues concerning 
settlers and their ethnic characteristics, original flora and fauna, sites of mills and 
mines and many other factors. 

Gelling (1988, cover) writes that place names " ... provide vital evidence for dating and, 

indeed, estimating the mixture of races". Berg and Kearns (forthcoming) argue her method 

is akin to the study of stratigraphic sequences in geomorphology. However from this 

perspective, place names tend to be viewed as the result of 'innocent histories', a 

perspective which elides the struggles between cultural groups for place which underlie 

naming processes. Likewise, Timmons-Roberts (1993: 163) writes that studies which see 

place names as independent clues on environmental or cultural change are " ... dangerous 

sociologically because they usually imply peaceful co-existence and deny differing levels of 

power of different actors and classes during the origination and evolution of names". 

Struggles for place and over place naming necessarily involve uneven relations of power. 

Thus Myers (1996: 237) argues that place names "mark the spatiality of power relations". 

In their most recent studies geographers have therefore tried to read place names in the 

wider social context in which they occur (Y eoh, 1992, 1996), as implicated in the contested 

politics of constructing and representing space and place (Berg and Kearns, 1996), and as 

entrenched within social relations of power (Azaryahu, 1996; Myers, 1996). 

This thesis, in engaging theories about the cultural construction of place and identity 

to examine the renaming of places in Te Wai Pounamu/ the South Island, marks a 

continuation of this geographical work. It is, however, first necessary to examine the ways 

in which geographers have theorised the social construction of place and identity. Secondly, 

the chapter will examine theories about the role of place naming in the cultural construction 

of place and identity. Special attention will be given to place naming in colonial contexts 
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and in the constitution of modern nation-states. Finally, the chapter wili examine place 

naming as a form of power. 

2.2 Theories of Place and Identity 

The relationships between place and identity have long been of interest to 

geographers. Notions of place and identity were, for example, central to the work of 

humanistic geographers researching and writing in the 1970s. Rather than taking an 

objective view of place, they gave a central role to the human subject and focussed on the 

subjective experience of place. Relph (1976:43), for example, argues: "The essence of place 

lies in the largely unselfconscious intentionality that defines places as profound centres of 

human existence". Humanistic geographers emphasised in their work the feelings and 

emotions which places evoke, the affective relationship between people and place, or 

"senses of place" (see Tuan, 1974; Relph, 1976). 

In recent years, geographers such as Massey (1994), Jacobs (1996), and Rose 

(1993) have critiqued humanistic theories about the relationships between place and the 

identities of people. First, this is because humanistic geographers conceptualised place in a 

singular and essential way. The singular identity posited for place was founded in an 

unproblematical link between the internal history of a place and its present (Massey, 1994). 

In concentrating on internal processes of place construction, humanistic geographers failed 

to see how places are already and always affected by histories and social relations operating 

at much wider spatial scales (Massey, 1994). This is particularly evident in places 'made' 

under colonialism (Jacobs, 1996), but is a character~stic of every place in the modern world. 

Second, by focussing on processes of construction internal to localities, humanistic 

geographers implicitly posited a view of place as 'dwelling' or 'being-in-place' (Huggins 

and Jacobs, 1995: 171; Jacobs, 1996; Harvey, 1996: 307). That is, they saw place as an 

unproblematical source of identity for those who live there. However, in a world in which 

many people are, in various ways, displaced and dwelling 'out-of-place' ( especially 

indigenous people dislocated under colonialism) this view of place as a "source of stability 

and unproblematical identity" is problematic (Massey, 1993: 63; also Huggins and Jacobs, 
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1995). Thirdly, in positing singular and essential identities for places, they failed to see how 

place-identities are constructed by variously positioned and identified people and therefore 

multiple. Humanistic theories of place have been critiqued for implicitly promoting the 

views and experiences of a white, masculine subject and suppressing in their texts the 

multiplicity of constructions and knowledges which characterise places (Rose, 1993; 

Ellemor, 1998). Finally, humanistic geographers failed to see how the fixing of any one 

reading or meaning of place as the norm, or essential identity of a place, is the outcome of 

uneven power relations between different social groups. Hence, humanistic geographers 

have been roundly criticised for their inattentiveness to the workings of power in the social 

construction of place (Anderson and Gale, 1992). 

Cultural geographers are critical of traditional views of place as bounded, singular, 

and unproblematical in identity (Massey, 1994, Massey and Jess, 1995). This is because 

drawing boundaries around place, and constructing its identity in opposition to an 

externalised 'Other' necessarily creates 'outsiders' who are 'out of place' and thus excluded 

or marginalised socially and spatially (Massey, 1994, Massey and Jess, 1995). It is such 

regressive notions of place which create geographies of exclusion (Sibley, 1992). 

Massey has recently argued the need for a more "progressive sense of place" (1997: 

323). In theorising what this may be cultural geographers have stressed how place must first 

be understood as socially constructed, rather than a natural given. Places are constructed 

out of social relations of power (Harvey, 1996, Massey, 1994, 1995, Carter et al, 1993). 

Secondly, places are understood as being constituted out of social relations operating at a 

much wider scale than just the local (Jacobs, 1996, Massey, 1997). Jacobs (1996), for 

example, argues that space and place are linked, in that local and global processes and 

histories 'co-habit' in place. Thirdly, rather than seeing the identity of places as singular, 

they are recognised as multiple. The multiplicity of place-identities reflects the fact that 

people experience and interpret place differently (Massey, 1994). Rodman terms this the 

'multivocality' of place, and states: "It is time to recognise that places, like voices, are local 

and multiple" (1992: 643). Multiple constructions and knowledges of place also arise out of 

the fact that the identities of people living in place are diverse. People, depending on their 

culture, gender, race, class, and sexuality, are differently positioned in the grid of power 
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relations through which places are constituted (Massey, 1994). This is what Rodman (1992) 

refers to as the 'multilocality' of place. 

To acknowledge that places and their meanings are not singular is not simply to 

recognise that different people may see one place in many ways. This implies that the 

diversity which characterises place is benign. Rather, cultural geographers seek to politicise 

the notion of place. If multiple meanings of place '~c~ are held by different social 

groups, then meanings that become dominant are the result of social contestation and 

negotiation between those social groups (Anderson and Gale, 1992, Jackson, 1989, Massey, 

1994). Within this view, essential and bounded characterisations of place come to be seen as 

strategic and political fixings. They are used to legitimate the agendas of particular social 

groups. These struggles to define place occur within decidedly uneven structures of power. 

Not all social groups have equal influence in the creation of meanings about place. In 

western societies, place has often been made in the image and interests of a white, 

bourgeois, and/ or masculinist subject (Rose, 1993). The identities and interest of groups 

are marked as 'Other' within these dominant constructions and therefore marginalised. 

Hence, Jacobs (1996: 2) refers to a "politics of place" in which differently identified and 

empowered groups seek to express their sense of Self and contest social relations of power 

through the processes of place construction. 

The politics of place generated in the process of localities being made or remade is 

also a "politics of identity in which ideas of race, class, community and gender are formed" 

(1996: 2). That is, hierarchical and oppressive notions about the identities of particular 

subjects are defined, negotiated or contested through struggles to make or remake place. 

This is particularly evident in the creation of places under colonialism, where hierarchical 

binary constructs of European Self and colonised Other were integral to the taking of 

indigenous peoples' lands, and to transformations of place (Jacobs, 1996). In struggling 

over place, social groups define, articulate and negotiate notions of Self and Other (Jacobs, 

1996). Hence place-based struggles involve a "cultural politics" in which "meanings are 

negotiated and relations of dominance and subordination are defined and contested" 

(Jackson, 1989: 2) These points will be illustrated in section 2.3.l through an examination 
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of colonial place naming and further elaborated throughout this thesis with reference to 

debates over colonial and indigenous place naming. 

Many attempts to fix the identity of place are made with reference to the past 

(Massey, 1995). However, just as views of place are multiple, so too are views of its past. 

Hence the history of place is open to interpretation (Ellemor, 1998:25). Certain events and 

actions may be highlighted, whilst others may be ignored or actively suppressed, and a 

variety of meanings may be attributed (Ellemor, 1998:25). Hence Massey writes: "the past 

of a place is as open to a multiplicity of readings as is the present. Moreover, the claims and 

counterclaims about the present character of a place depend in almost all cases on rival 

interpretations of the past" (1995: 185). Through particular constructions of the history of a 

place, social groups attempt to legitimate their view of place in the present, and their plans 

for place in the future (Massey, 1995). Often they do this through the invention of a 

continuous, coherent, and singular history for place. Hence Jacobs posits a link between the 

politics of identity and place and the "return to origins" which is explained as "the claim that 

identity is 'given' through some uncontested inheritance or static place-based genesis" 

(1996: 162). 

The above re-theorisations of place and identity have worked to unsettle such claims 

to essential, pre-given or natural identities. They have shown that the identities of both 

people and places are constructed, multiply fractured and contingent. Cultural geographers 

(Massey, 1994; Jacobs, 1996) see place as an agglomeration of overlapping and variable 

histories, meanings and subjectivities. Within this view, essential notions of place are 

revealed to be political constructs. That is, they are attempts to naturalise socially 

constructed identity and hierarchical relations between social groups (Jacobs, 1996). As 

such, these theorists of place reveal essentialism as a hegemonic discourse of power. Yet, it 

is important to note that marginalised groups may also mobilise essential notions of place 

and identity. This is particularly evident in certain indigenous struggles to reclaim places lost 

under colonisation (Jacobs, 1996). Hence, whilst recognising the constructed nature of 

places, histories, and identities, it is also necessary to be attentive to the political agendas, or 

relations of power, which such constructions may work to uphold or overturn (Anderson 

and Gale, 1992; Jess and Massey, 1995; McDowell, 1997). 
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Cultural geographers (Jess and Massey, 1995; Jacobs, 1996) have stressed the role 

of representation in the construction and contestation of place and identity. The recognition 

that representations are integral to these processes has meant that in studying material 

geographies of colonialism, patriarchy and capitalism, geographers have had to be attentive 

to the forms of representation which help create them. Harley (1988), for example, 

demonstrates the relationship between European cartography and the production of 

'known' and 'empty' spaces in colonial contexts. These mappings were imaginative 

constructs, but they had very material consequences. They facilitated and legitimated 

European acquisition of indigenous peoples' lands. 

Place naming is another form of representation which is integral to the construction 

of place and identity. The chapter now examines place naming theories. 

2.3 Theories of place naming 

Place names are a reflection of peo'pJes")symbolic interaction with their environment. 

Through symbolisation people relate their perceived or experiential reality to the physical 

world (Cohen and Kliot, 1992). Through place naming, a form of symbolisation, humans 

attach meaning to physical space, which is a fundamental element in the social construction 

of place (Carter, 1988; Anderson and Gale, 1992; Carter et al, 1993). In this view, places 

do not 'pre-exist' as natural givens (Carter, 1988). Rather, they are 'made' through the very 

human act of endowing meaning and naming is often the first way in which meanings about 

place are created. In socially constructing place out of space, people humanise the 

landscape, ordering it, making it familiar, knowable, navigable, and ultimately 'home' 

(Relph, 1976; Herman, 1990). Indeed, naming is fundamental to 'knowing' a place, to 

differentiating the chaos, uniformity or wilderness of unknown space (Relph, 1976; Carter, 

1988). As a form of knowledge, naming is also a form of power, power over space and 

place. In its ability to differentiate the uniformity of space, naming constitutes a v-,ay of 

appropriating space. Relph (1976:16) writes: "Space is claimed for man by naming it". 
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Naming a place is an act of appropriation and underpins a claim to ownership of that place 

(Crocombe, 1991). 

Symbols are shared by groups of people and it is in the communication of significant 

symbols that societies exist (Cohen and Kliot, 1992). Place names are therefore meaningful 

for groups of people. In bestowing a name, the namer imparts their perception of the 

environment, their interests, values and beliefs in respect of that particular place. Place 

naming is therefore informed by the namer's world view or culture (Crocombe, 1991). In 

composite, place names form a system of symbols, or language which serves as a repository 

of cultural values and meanings for all those who speak or hear the name (Davis et al, 1990; 

Cohen and Kliot, 1992). In their capacity to convey meanings about place, they are integral 

to the construction of the 'maps of meaning' which make up the cultural geographies of 

particular social groups (Jackson, 1989). In using the names, cultural meaning and ideology 

are transmitted and reproduced. Place names and their attendant meanings are therefore part 

of cultural reproduction. 

Place names can encode a great number and variety of meanings about place. For 

example, Fair (1997: 467 )writes of Alaska Inupiat place naming: 

[N]ative teachings electrify each named . place with an intimate conglomerate of 
activities, genealogy, history, memory, belief, moral lessons and future ... Patterns 
associated with place-naming are tied to geography, subsistence hunting and 
gathering, kinship and social structure, local history, personal experience and belief 

It is also apparent within the literature that the meanings which are created through naming 

are culturally specific (Herman, 1990). Much research has focussed on the ways in which 

place names reflect people's perception of, and interaction with their environment. Afable 

and Beeler (in Jett, 1997: 481) note that: "Place names provide insight about what areas, 
I 

points, land routes and waterways native peoples considered significant and how they 

organised perceptions of their territory and space in general". Place names thus represent 

the power to differentiate and construct space within a given cultural framework. Herman 

(1990) notes that indigenous Hawaiian place naming practices reflected the "analogic" 

thought of their traditional culture, in which the identity of things was conceived primarily 

in terms of their relationship to other things, rather than as separate, bounded and abstracted 

entities. Hence Hawaiians named places in an interrelated manner. Similarly, Maori iwi in 
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New Zealand often connected places together through naming stories and the full meaning 

of a name could only be understood in relation to the other places named within that story 

(NZGB, 1990). Harvey (1996: 265) contrasts a relatively fluid indigenous spatiality marked 

out in place names with that of European colonists who "had a Cartesian vision of fixed 

property rights, of boundaries in abstract space, and [who] created arbitrary place-names 

which either recalled localities in their homeland or gave a place the name of its owner". 

The ways in which groups construct space and place through place naming reflect 

every aspect of the group's relationship to the environment, in economic, cultural and 

spiritual terms. In economic terms, place names, for example, often indicated where and in 

what seasons plant and animal resources could be harvested in subsistence hunting and 

gathering economies. This is true for the Canyon de Chelly Navajo of Arizona (Jett, 1997), 

the Inupiat of Alaska (Fair, 1997), northern Aboriginal groups in Canada (Freeman, 1997) 

and Maori iwi in New Zealand (Tau, 1992). For Europeans, place naming serves to delimit, 

divide, and bound space in a way which is compatible with a capitalist economic system 

based on individual property rights (Carter, 1988; Harvey, 1996). Place naming also reflects 

the spiritual beliefs of the namer. Indigenous peoples often name places in a way which 

integrates the land into their cosmogony and mythology. Herman (1990: 12-13) writes that 

Hawaiian place names "represented the organic relationship between the people and their 

environment" and "names of geographic entities reflect the animist nature of Hawaiian 

culture". Conversely, Carter (1988) argues that in the Australian context, naming places 

was a means by which colonists 'Othered' the natural world, setting it apart from, and 

inferior to the human realm of culture, a process which reflected their own philosophical 

and religious beliefs about the fundamental separation between humans and the natural 

world. Finally, place naming is a means by which a culture embeds its history in the 

landscape. This is true for indigenous peoples and Europeans, who may name places after 

important ancestors or historical agents, or particularly significant historical events. The 

capacity to record history in the naming of the landscape was particularly significant in oral 

cultures, in which place names often served as mnemonic devices for remembering history 

and genealogy (Davis et al, 1990). If as Rutherford (1990: 19) argues "identity marks the 

conjuncture of our past with the social, cultural and economic relations we live within", 



21 

then it can be seen how toponyms (which name histories, cultures, social and economic 

relations), mark the inscription of identity in place. 

Places are important sources of identification for individuals · and groups. The 

connection between place and individual or group identity has been addressed by 

geographers who "have argued that the meanings given to place may be so strong that they 

become a central part of the identity of people experiencing them" (Rose, 1995:88). As 

place naming is a process whereby people attach meaning to place, then place names, as 

signifiers of place meanings, may also evoke powerful identifications for individuals and 

groups (Berg and Kearns, 1996) and act as a source of cultural place-identity. However, as 

Anderson and Gale (1992) point out, not all social groups have equal access to the means 

for creating shared meanings about place. For example, in almost every cultural setting, 

place naming has traditionally been the preserve of the masculine subject (Crocombe, 1991). 

In addition, in colonial contexts, it has been the elite white masculine subject who has 

exercised control over place naming. Hence place names may encode meanings about place 

which reflect the interests of only a select few, but which are universalised to all (Anderson 

and Gale, 1992). In this manner, place names may provide normality and legitimacy to 

hegemonic subjects and work to exclude or oppress 'Others'. The renaming of places may 

be a site of identity politics (Jacobs, 1996) where differentially empowered groups seek to 

define, negotiate and contest the meanings of places and the social relations of power such 

meanings support (Anderson and Gale, 1992; Jacobs, 1996). 

2. 3.1 Place naming and colonialism 

When two or more cultures come into contact, as has happened in colonial contexts 

throughout the world, place naming can become implicated in struggles over power, place 

and identity. More specifically, it may be part of struggles for power to construct place and 

represent identity in a way which is meaningful to the respective cultures, and that enables 

their interests. The links between power, place and identity in colonial contexts are 

understood to be complex and contested. Space and place are less the product of a simple 

imposition of colonial structures and "more a process of symbolic encoding and decoding 

that produces a series of homologies between the spatial, symbolic and material orders" 
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(Blunt and Rose, 1994:3). Place naming, a form of symbolic encoding, has been used in the 

colonial contexts of Ireland (Loy, 1989; Nash, 1994), Singapore (Yeoh,1992), the United 

States (Jett, 1997), Australia (Carter, 1988) and New Zealand (Byrnes, 1998) by European 

colonists to further their colonial interests. 

Firstly, this is because place naming is a form of appropriation. It conveys to the 

namer a claim to ownership of the place (Birch, 1996, Crocombe, 1991). Aq_d if space is 
{-..... / 

constructed into place throug&-~complex constellations of power knowledge'-?)(Berg and 

Kearns, 1996: 101 ), then for European colonists, the affixing of names to previously 

unknown space was a way of constructing those places as objects of European knowledge. 

Indeed, Carter (1988: 41) writes of European colonisation of Australia " ... space was a text 

that had to be written before it could be interpreted". In Ireland, in the British Ordnance 

Survey of 1833, all of Ireland was mapped and names were anglicised\, rendering the land 
\ 

an object of British knowledge and facilitating closer management and control of the Irish 

population (Loy, 1989). In New Zealand, European explorer-surveyors, through mapping 

and naming, literally constructed known spaces which would yield to the imperialist drive 

for economic and cultural expansion (Byrnes, 1998). Yet, in all colonial contexts, European 

colonists were re-writing space - it was already named and known by its indigenous 

inhabitants (Byrnes, 1998). For colonists, the renaming of places enabled and legitimated 

their eventual acquisition or seizure of the land, and its subjection to their control. For the 

colonised, the loss of land and place names undermined their cultural identity. These notions 

are productively elaborated in postcolonial theories of language. 

Language and specifically naming are key issues in postcolonial theory (Ashcroft et 

al, 1995). Postcolonial theorists, for example, recognise language as "a fundamental site for 

struggle" because language is the most potent instrument of cultural control (Ashcroft et al, 

1995: 283). Language is powerful because it provides the terms by which reality is 

constituted and it provides the names by which the world may be known. Write Ashcroft et 

al (1995: 283): 

One of the most subtle demonstrations of the power of language is the means by 
which it provides, through the function of naming, a technique for knowing a 
colonised place or people. To name the world is to 'understand' it, to know it 
and to have control over it...To name reality is therefore to exert power over it, 
simply because the dominant language becomes the way in which it is known. 
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Similarly, the feminist linguist Cameron (1990: 12) argues: "Names are not a mere reflection 

of reality. Rather names are a culture's way of fixing what will actually count as reality in a 

universe of overwhelming, chaotic sensations, all pregnant with possible meanings", 

Postcolonial theorists have concerned themselves with the ways in which, through the 

systematic education and indoctrination of indigenous people in the language of the 

coloniser, Europeans were able to not only colonise space, but also colonise the minds of its 

inhabitants. This was possible because the language of the coloniser became the means by 

which the colonised came to know not only him/herself, but also the land. Writes Carter in 

the Australian context: "To place the Aborigine in possession of English was simply to 

possess him, to help him forget he was ever at home" (1988: 64). 

If control of language has been a common concern for feminists and post-colonial 

theorists, then they have found common ground in an interest in the work of Lacan. In 

particular, feminist retheorisations (Butler, 1993; Cixous, 1981) ofLacanian pyschoanalysis 

have been used by Herman (1999) in his post-colonial analysis of the role of place naming in 

the colonisation of Hawaii. Although this thesis does not employ Lacanian theory, it is 

useful to outline Herman's use of it here, to provide an insight into the ways in which 

colonial· place naming facilitated appropriation of the land and the making of place through 

racialised and gendered binary constructs. 

For Lacan, language constitutes a symbolic order, a set of meanings that are the . 

foundation of culture (Cameron, 1990: 9) . The locus of meaning within this symbolic order 

is the phallus, which designates not the physical body part, but rather "the ability to decree 

meaning and make law, within the symbolic economy" (Herman, 1999: 78). In as much, the 

phallus 'rules' or dominates the symbolic order (Cameron, 1985). Command of meaning is 

termed by Lacan logos. As the phallus is the cultural sign of masculinity, Lacan's naming 

the command of logos as the phallus means that he sees women and men as differently 

positioned in relation to the symbolic order (Cameron, 1985; 1990). (Feminists such as 

Butler (1990) have rejected the biological determinism of this argument, instead preferring 

to state that the masculine and feminine subject are differently posited in relation to the 

symbolic order, for women can "wield" the phallus too and men can take feminine 
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positions). Men fix meaning and command knowledge (Herman, 1999: 78). They have the 

ability to establish order. On the other hand, women, who lack the phallus, are positioned as 

objects of masculine desire and of masculine knowledge (Herman, 1999:78). In their 

condition of lack, they are incapable of producing meaning and order. Herman (1999: 78), 

drawing on Cixous ( 1981 ), takes this even further, arguing that the feminine subject lacks 

even an awareness of that which brings order into being: "Without the man she is 'unable to 

recognise herself and so must· exist 'outside the symbolic' order. Man must enter to 

establish order out of chaos, to teach the law and encode coherence onto the unbordered 

and unorganised territory". Not all feminist linguists go this far, but certainly they see that 

the feminine subject is marginal to language, "in culture, but not entirely of it" (Cameron, 

1990: 179). 

Lacanian theory provides a possible explanation as to why place nammg has 

traditionally been a masculine activity, for creating order out of chaos is associated with 

possession of the phallus. Herman puts it to use in explaining colonial place naming. 

Herman (1999: 79) sees the exploratory phase of colonialism as a "phallic project": an 

attempt to impose order on the globe by subjecting its lands and people to names, 

categorisation, classification, and hierarchisation. In. this sense, colonists (including 

explorers, cartographers, botanists, astronomists, naturalists) were "dispensers of logos", 

the creators of order and knowledge (Herman, 1999:79). The collection of indigenous place 

names and traditions, which were then categorised or alphabetised as language specimens or 

curios, was part of this ordering of knowledge. Indeed, in 1912, Williams made "a plea for 

the scientific study of Maori names" in New Zealand, which would subject them to 

"systematic and thorough inquiry" (354). Yet, when it came to putting names on maps, to 

official place naming, colonisers frequently ignored and erased indigenous place names, 

preferring to rename in their own language. As Herman (1999: 79) points out, colonists did 

not see indigenous place names as constituting order any more than indigenous ways of 

knowing (associated with feminine superstition and myth) were said to constitute science. 

Hence indigenous placenames became for colonists an object of knowledge, but were not 

recognised as a form of knowledge. The colonial naming project represented a refusal to 

recognise as valid an indigenous knowledge and spatiality (Carter, 1988; Jacobs, 1996). In 

deleting indigenous place names, the masculine subject refused to "speak the language of 
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the feminised Other", who he condemned to a "place of silence" (Herman, 1999: 79). In 

renaming in English, the masculine white subject sought to create order out of chaos, to 

subject the land and people to hierarchical organisation along gendered and racial lines. Or, 

in Carter's (1998, in Jacobs, 1996: 22) words, the colonial subject sought to tum the 'haze' 

of premodem space into the 'clear outlines' of known, orderly and modem place. This 

provides an example of Jaco~point that in the making of places, ideas about race and 

gender are formed. Further, it demonstrates how relations of power between racialised and 

gendered subjects are constituted and reinforced in and through place. 

Said (1993: 273) writes: "One of the first tasks of the culture of resistance [to 

imperialism] was to reclaim, rename, and reinhabit the land". It is clear that in contesting 

place names, indigenous people also contest constructions of place which contribute to their 

marginalisation and which legitimate their social subordination. 

2. 3. 2 Place naming and nationalism 

Just as place naming has historically been used to reinforce claims to colonial 

ownership and power, and in the construction of colonial place-identities, it is also integral 

to reinforcing national ownership of territory and state power, and to the construction of 

nationalist identities. Indeed "affixing names to places is inextricab~Hnked with nation 

building and state formation" (Cohen and Kliot, 1992: 653), which is the reason, in most 

countries central governments retain ultimate control over place naming, "reflecting the 

imputed importance of these names in molding national identity" (Cohen and Kliot, 1992: 

661). Geographers have looked at the relationship between place naming and the 

construction of nationalist imaginings of place and identity in a variety of contexts and at 

varying geographical scales, from the naming of regions and localities (Cohen and Kli?t, 

1992; Katz, 1995), to the naming of streets in urban environments (Lewandowski, 1984; 

Yeoh, 1992; 1996; Azaryahu, 1996). Yeoh (1992; 1996), for example, examines the naming 

of streets in colonial and post-colonial Singapore as part of the sociological and ideological 

production of nation. Cohen and Kliot (1992) and Katz (1995) have studied how the Israeli 

nation-state has used Biblical and Talmudic place names in the administered territories of 

the Golan, Gaza, and West Bank, to reinforce national Zionist ideologies and to naturalise 
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the connection between Jewish settlers and their ancient homeland. Zelinsky (1983: 1) has 

noted "the great number and frequency of nationalistic place names to be seen" in the 

United States, associating it with "the intensity and exuberance of nationalism in the young 

United States". 

In examining the links between the naming of places and nationalism, writers have 

argued that place naming is an ideological activity implicated in the formation of what 

Anderson (1983) terms 'imagined communities'. Such imagined communities arise :from 

nationalism, a historically specific and culturally constructed phenomenon, grounded in 

physical space (Jackson and Penrose, 1991). Place naming enables the construction of 

nation as a phenomenon grounded in physical space by rhetorically settling the territory in 

the language, imagery and tradition of the nation. National communities are imaginary 

because they contain too many people for members to know one another (Anderson, 1983). 

The construction of nation thus requires shared symbols, traditions and histories to foster a 

sense of unity and identification. Place names provide such shared symbols (Cohen and 

Kliot, 1992). Berg and Kearns (1996: 100) state "Nationalism results :from a complex 

configuration of emotions, beliefs, and attitudes rooted in the perception of singular cultural 

attributes, myths and traditions, leading to the belief in 'national community'". This 

highlights another way in which nations are imaginary: they are represented as universal, as 

inclusive of all the diverse and different people which comprise the socio-geographical 

polity, when in fact "they are highly specific to members of the hegemonic class" (Berg and 

Kearns, 1996: 100). The selection of cultural symbols, traditions, histories, and place names 

in the construction of national identity is thus inherently ideological, in that it is done to 

legitimate and reinforce the hegemony of the ruling class. Hence in colonial Singapore, 

officials named streets after British historical figures, civil servants, deserving citizens and in 

the imagery of the British countryside (Yeoh, 1996). The fall of political regimes or the 

changing hands of state power is often attended by widespread renaming of streets and 

places, as the newly hegemonic inscribe their own nationalist ideologies in the landscape, 

and attempt to naturalise and legitimate their power and identity (Lewandowski, 1984; 

Maake, 1996; Yeoh, 1996). 
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In ex-settler colonies of Canada, Australia, and New Zealand decolonisation of the 

sort experienced in India, Singapore and parts of Africa is not possible. As representations 

of nation are highly specific to hegemonic subjects, then a particular concern in such 

settings is how nationalism may continue to function to elide and obscure difference within 

the population (Ashcroft et al, 1995). Berg and Kearns (1996) study place naming in New 

Zealand as a representation of national identity. They argue that through official State 

control of place naming, national identity has come to be represented in the landscape in 

terms· of the hegemonic white masculine subject, and indigenous Maori notions of place and 

identity have been marginalised. Nash (1994) examines the renaming of places in Ireland as 

part of a post-colonial recuperation of Irish national identity. She argues that in discourses 

about renaming, the land is marked as feminine, and therefore, in renaming the landscape, 

the hegemony of an Irish masculinity over the landscape is constructed, subjugating and 

'Othering' the feminine subject. Hence, even in re-imagining (post)colonial national identity, 

feminine difference may be elided, or in this case, reinscribed in masculinist and hierarchical 

terms. 

2.3.3 Place naming and Power 

It is apparent that notions of power are central to studies of place naming. In some 

studies, place naming is seen to simply reflect power relations between individuals and 

social groups. For example, Crocombe (1991: 16) argues "earlier names get replaced as a 

reflection of changed power relations, when later ones get changed back to earlier ones it is 

not because the earlier one (or ones) was right, but because those who benefit from 

identification with the early ones have regained power". Similarly, Timmons-Roberts 

(1993: 163) writes that "place names reflect relations of domination and subordination 

between social groups". In this rather naive view, power is related to place naming merely 

because place naming involves decision making ( either informally or formally through the 

State) and whoever has the power to make the decision therefore has the power to name. 

More commonly, theorists see place naming, like naming more generally, as a form 

of power itself. Herman (1990: 6) for example, states that place naming "as a practice is a 

form of power. It may be power over nature itself or it may be power over other persons or 
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groups". Place naming is power not only because it is knowledge, a form of appropriation. 

It is also powerful because it represents, naturalises, and norms the identities of powerful 

subjects in space and place (Berg and Kearns, 1996). Further, place naming is powerful 

because it not only names place-identities, it also names histories. It was noted in the 

previous section that constructions of traditions and history are integral to the making of 

place in the present. Writes Azaryahu: 

History, that is the story of how things evolved, provides both an explanation and a 
justification for the present. Culturally constructed and potentially contested, the 
historical account is an effective strategy for legitimating and consolidating socio
political structures and formations. Potentially challenged, official versions of the past 
and canonical histories are celebrated as definitive representations and interpretations 
of the past. Imbued with political interests and agendas, their hegemonic status 
concretizes and reflects specific power relations in society (1996: 319). 

Place names merge history with geography, thereby naturalising a particular reading of 

history. They convey authority and legitimacy to hegemonic subjects in, for example, 

colonial relations or nation-states. 

However, in line with recent re-theorisations of power by post-structuralists 

(particularly Foucault) and post-colonial theorists, geographers studying place naming are 

inclined to stress the lack of absolute power, the absence of monolithic ideology, and the 

impossibility of total hegemony in the inscription of place names (Y eoh, 1992; Azaryahu, 

1996; Myers, 1996). Rather they argue that power is widely dispersed and exercised by all 

social groups and that the effects of power are partial, mediated by the contingencies of 

space and.time (Jacobs, 1996). Like cultural geographers and place-identity theorists, some 

try to dislodge the binary logic of domination/ subordination and emphasise instead the 

intense complexity of power relations in processes of cultural construction, which are 

marked by compliance, resistance, accommodation and conflict (Anderson and Gale, 1992; 

Yeoh, 1992; Jacobs, 1996; Myers, 1996). In doing so, place name theorists turn from 

'representations of space' (official place namings and mappings) towards the 'spaces of. 

representation' (Lefebvre, 1991), where people in their everyday lives may reject official 

place names, appropriate or subvert the official meanings of place names, or engage in 

unofficial renamings (Yeoh, 1992; Azaryahu, 1996; Berg and Kearns, forthcoming). Myers 

(1996) views 'popular toponymy' (nick-naming) by black residents in Zanzibar's Ng;ambo 

neighbourhoods as an exercise in power and resistance, which allows residents to negate 
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officially inscribed meanings about the (subordinate) place of blacks in the city. It is not 

only an exercise of symbolic power as popular tenamings may have material effects. Both 

Berleant-Schiller (1991) and Yeoh (1992) note than in Barbuda and Singapore 

(respectively), the use of unofficial place names by indigenous reside.nts confounded colonial 

State surveillance and control. Thus even as socially produced space is "a means of control, 

and hence of domination, or power", space also '(escapes in part those who would make use 

of it" (Lefebvre, 1991 :26). In these most recent theories of place naming, which focus on 

popular resistance, the binary logic of subordination I domination is unsettled and a more 

complex understanding of the politics of place naming is demonstrated. 

This work aligns with that of Jacobs (1996) on place and identity. She has argued 

that theoretical over-emphasis on binary oppositions of Self / Other, domination and 

subordination has obscured the complexity and variability of cultural politics;· particularly in 

colonial and postcolonial settings. This has elided strategies of resistance, but also obscured 

the subtle ways in which colonial constructs are worked, reworked and mediated at the 

local level, giving them a vitality and tenacity which confounds any simple reversal of power 

relations between colonised and coloniser (Jacobs, 1996). It is through attention to the 

micropolitics of place and place naming that this complexity in identity politics and social 

relations of power may be revealed. 

2.4 Concluding Comments 

Drawing on the theories set out above on place, identity, and naming, this thesis 

examines the politics involved in renaming of places in Te Wai Pounamu/ the South Island. 

Although the focus of research is official place name changes, these are examined from 

multiple perspectives, both within the State, and in society. Hence, the view of identity 

politics as variable and fragmented, and the view of power as complexly negotiated and 

mediated are appropriate to this thesis. Having set out the ideas I utilise to interpret the 

contestation of place name changes, the next chapter sets out the historical, cultural and 

political context in which the place name changes occur. 
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Chapter Three 

The Research Context: Precolonial, Colonial and Postcolonial -

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a detailed introduction to the peoples and place of Te Wai 

Pounamu / the South Island. The first three sections give a historical account ofNgai Tahu 

and Pakeha colonisation of the island, with a special emphasis on how each of these peoples 

used place naming to construct place and cultural identity. In the next section, I sketch the 

political context of contemporary place name changes in terms of a bicultural identity 

politics in New Zealand. I then provide an introduction to the New Zealand Geographic 

Board and to the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement process. In the final section, I critically 

examine previous studies of contemporary place naming in Te Wai Pounamu / the South 

Island. 

3.2 Ngai Tahu and precolonial Te Wai Pounamu 

Ngai Tahu is the iwi (tribe) which claims traditional manawhenua over the vast 

majority of Te Wai Pounamu, or the South Island (O'Regan, 1989). The origins of Ngai 

Tahu, like those of all Maori iwi, lie firstly in the islands of Eastern Polynesia, and then in 

the North Island of New Zealand. The iwi takes it name from the ancestor Tahu Potiki, of 

the East coast of the North Island (Anderson, 1998). However the iwi also incorporates 

two other, and older streams of southern Maori descent, the oldest that of Waitaha, who 

were the southern Maori peoples holding manawhenua prior to the arrival of Kati Mamoe 

and Ngai Tahu hapu from the North. Thus the identity of the iwi is sometimes represented 

as "Ngai Tahu me Kati Mamoe me Waitaha", or as ''Ngai Tahu whanui", in recognition of 

the broad and diverse whakapapa of the tribe's people (Dacker, 1994). 

Within each of these three broad sub-tribal groupings, there were multiple hapu 

groups, affiliated through their descent from a common ancestor. These hapu groups 
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migrated southward from the North Island in waves, sometimes in an organised fashion, but 

often independent of one another (Anderson, 1998; O'Regan, 1989). Although the exact 

causes of each migration were complex and historically specific to the hapu concerned, at a 

general level the hapu migrations were driven by conflict and increasing competition for 

land and resources in the North Island (where the climate was more conducive to 

agriculture and populations were steadily increasing), marriage with southern Maori, and, as 

O'Regan (1989: 235) puts it, "the simple zest for discovery". The history of the tribe in Te 

Wai Pounamu is one of complexly interwoven migrations from the North Island, 

categorised into three broad ancestral groupings, which also reflect three distinct time 

periods in the history of migrations. 

Although archaeological evidence indicates that Maori occupation of the South 

Island dates back one thousand years, Ngai Tahu have no traditional history of these earliest 

people (O'Regan, 1993). It is only with Waitaha that their history in Te Wai Pounamu 

begins. The name 'Waitaha' is used by modern Ngai Tahu as a generic term for the peoples 

which migrated to Te Wai Pounamu either with or after the ancestor Rakaihautu aboard the 

ancient Uruao canoe, and prior to the arrival of Kati Mamoe in the sixteenth century 

(Anderson, 1998). Waitaha established Ngai Tahu traditions in Te Wai Pounamu, for as 

they arrived in the new and strange land of the South Island, they unrolled their stories and 

legends upon the landscape, naming prominent features for central actors and events (Cant, 

1998; O'Regan, 1993). The first to arrive was Rakaihautu, of the Uruao, who journeyed 

southward from Whakatu (Nelson), discovering and naming the lakes of the interior and 

east coast (O'Regan, 1989; NZGB, 1990). As a multiplicity of hapu migrated, a multiplicity 

of traditions became overlaid on the landscape. Some of these traditions explained the 

creation of the physical landscape in terms of the exploits of atua-ancestors, such as Aoraki 

and his son Tuterakiwhanoa. Others recorded the arrival of canoes such as the Takitimu and 

Arai Te Uru canoes (Anderson, 1942; Anderson, 1998). These traditions are interwoven 

with the landscape through the naming of ranges and hills, which, according to Ngai Tahu 

traditions, are the crew and cargo of these canoes personified. The naming of features 

through ancient tradition complexes reflected the origins of the newcomers in the North 

Island and Polynesia, where similar traditions and place names occur (Davis et al, 1990). 



32 

Place nammg also integrated the new environment into the cosmogony, history and 

whakapapa of the people. 

In the sixteenth century, and then in the seventeenth century, the respective Kati 

Mamoe and Ngai Tahu migrations to Te Wai Pounamu took place (O'Regan, 1989, 1993). 

Kati Mamoe were drawn southward by the rich eel, bird and fish resources of the Wairau 

district, on the shores of Raukawa / Cook Strait (see figure 3.1). However over time, they 

spread throughout the length of Te Wai Pounamu, imposing themselves on the Waitaha 

communities, and through both conquest and strategic marriages, achieving political 

dominance. Thus when the last round of migrations began, the southern Maori communities 

were beginning to identify themselves as Kati Mamoe (Anderson, 1998; O'Regan, 1989). 

The final migrations to Te Wai Pounamu involved larger numbers of hapu groups and 

occurred over two generations (O'Regan, 1989). At the time of their migration, these 

northern migrants did not identify themselves as Ngai Tahu and within Te Wai Pounamu, 

they fought amongst themselves and with the Kati Mamoe (O'Regan, 1989). Over time, 

however, the northern invaders integrated themselves into the southern Maori culture and 

economy, again through both conquest and intermarriage, and by the early nineteenth 

century the southern Maori communities caine to identify, and be identified by northern 

tribes as a unified tribal entity (Anderson, 1998). Although the tribal entity was comprised 

of many sub-tribal groups, living widely scattered throughout a very large land-mass, they 

were joined through a 'network of whakapapa' (genealogy), a result of the strategic 

marriages along chiefly lines. The common ancestor Tahu Potiki, of the East Coast, North 

Island, was singled out to convey this unity and the tribe became known as "Ngai Tahu". 

The strategic intermarriages and meshing of whakapapa that occurred throughout 

the rohe gave newcomers access, through their descent from Waitaha ancestors, to the 

traditions and place-names of all of these ancient peoples. Anderson (1998:1) calls these 

traditions and place-names "a common heritage of the mind" for the southern Maori 

comprising Ngai Tahu whanui. Whakapapa, traditions and place-names grounded the 

reciprocal relationships of kaitiakitanga between the environment and people as it was these 

three things which brought Ngai Tahu whanui into an intense spiritual and familial 
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Figure 3.1: Map of Aotearoa / New Zealand, showing significant districts and localities 
named in this chapter. 
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relationship with their environment (Roberts et al, 1995), a relationship which gave rights of 

access to resources for the sustenance of the tribe, and brought upon the tribe an obligation 

to care for and manage the resources as part of their environmental family. 

The tribal rohe ofNgai Tahu comprises some 80% of the South Island, as well as its 

offshore southern islands, the largest of any iwi. It contained within it diverse resources, 

including freshwater, estuarine, and marine fisheries, bird and plant resources, as well as the 

treasured pounamu (Anderson, 1998; O'Regan, 1989). However, it was also colder than the 

environments of the North Island, and climatically, the seasons were more accentuated. The 

crops which ancestors had brought from Polynesia, such as kumara, could not successfully 

be grown further south than Taumutu in North Canterbury (Anderson, 1998). The domestic 

economy of the southern Maori was adapted, :from one based on garden agriculture, to one 

based on seasonal exploitation of the available resources in hunter-gathering. As a 

consequence;the social structure ofNgai Tahu is unique. Where northern settlements were 

based primarily around hapu identification, and tended to cultivate and exploit the resources 

of their particular area, Ngai Tahu kaika were widely separated, were organised around 

resource factors and contained multiple hapu groups (O'Regan, 1989, 1993). The 

communities were characterised by a high degree of mobility, as each community moved 

throughout the rohe, exploiting the resources which became available with the seasons. This 

high degree of mobility and convergence on particular resource areas (for example the Titi 

Islands during mutton birding), continually reinforced the close whakapapa linkages 

between the widely scattered groups. 

Place names reflected the complexity, structure and mobile nature of Ngai Tahu's 

economic relationships with the environment. Sites named by the ancestors were linked 

together in trails, forming oral memory maps (Tau, 1993). The names provided travellers 

with information such as the travelling distances and resources locally available. Naming of 

sites around mahinga kai (resource gathering areas) indicated gathering sites, the seasonal 

availability of particular foods, the rights of particular families or individuals to harvest at 

that place, and marked the boundaries between the wakawaka of different families (Tau, 

1993). The very detailed naming which characterised resource trails and areas, it is 

sometimes claimed, reflects the much closer relationship between Maori and the 
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environment which existed pre-contact and the particularly detailed knowledge of the 

seasons, the environment and all its resources which developed from that relationship (Tau, 

1993; Davis et al, 1990; Barton, 1991) 

In summary, place names reflected every aspect ofNgai Tahu's ancestral, spiritual, 

traditional and economic relationships with the environment, and represented, as Norman 

( 1989) puts it, the 'emotional landscape' of the tribe. An intense relationship to the land of 

the tribal rohe grounded the cultural identity of the iwi, and place names were essential to 

the representation of this place-identity. This is evident in the recitation of the tauparapara 

(motto maxims), in which identity is represented both in terms of descent from a common 

ancestor, and also in terms of the key geographic features of the rohe (which, it will be 

remembered, are personified as ancestor-atua) and of the sub-tribal area from which an 

individual comes. Thus, a tauparapara for Ngai Tahu may be given: 

Ko Aoraki taku mauka 

Ko Waimakariri taku awa 

Ko Kaitahu taku iwi 

Ko Te Tahupotiki taku poua 
' 

(Henare: 1988) 

Aoraki is the mountain 

Waimakiriri is the river 

Kaitahu is the iwi 

Tahupotiki is the ancestor 

Moreover, the ability to recite long and complex lists of place names, marking the 

sites of mahinga kai, urupa (burial grounds), wahi tapu (sacred sites) and important battles 

demonstrated ahi kaa ( continuous occupancy and use), that the relationship between the iwi 

and the land had not 'grown cold' (Roberts et al). In turn, ahi kaa was necessary for 

manawhenua (traditional rights to speak and act in relation to the land) which constituted 

the traditional land rights of the iwi (Henare, 1988, Roberts et al, 1995). Thus place names 

were nga pou taunaha, or the 'survey pegs' which marked out the belonging of the 

manawhenua Maori to the land of their rohe, and the belonging of that land to them 

(Norman, 1989) 
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3.3 European colonisation of Te Wai Pounamu / the South Island 

In 1769, Captain James Cook, upon his first expedition to the South Pacific, sailed 

down the east coast of Te Wai Pounamu. Ngai Tahu whanui at Kaikoura and Murihiku 

caught sight of the strange vessel, but no contact was made. In 1773, on his second voyage, 

Captain Cook laid anchor at Doubtful Sound, encountering there a populous and friendly 

Maori community {Evison, 1987). The arrival of more European explorers and traders in 

the late 1790s and early 1800s, and particularly along the Murihiku coastline, wrought 

considerable changes in the culture and domestic economy of Ngai Tahu whanui, as they 

actively embraced and incorporated the language, technologies, crops and (later) Christian 

teachings of Pakeha into their lives. In this early period of colonisation, relations between 

Pakeha and Ngai Tahu were marked by a high degree of mutual benefit (Cant, 1998) and a 

distribution of power, which, if anything, favoured Ngai Tahu, as they greatly outnumbered 

their European guests (Evison, 1987). Pakeha were reliant upon Ngai Tahu for particular 

foods and their detailed knowledge of the geography of the land. Ngai Tahu benefited from 

the introduction of whaleboats and hardier crops. The two peoples also worked together in 

the expanding commercial economy. Ngai Tahu were extensively involved in the harvesting 

of seals and whales in Otago and Murihiku, and by the 1830s they were participating, 

alongside Pakeha, in local and trans-Tasman trade of flax, timber, vegetables, grains and 

livestock (Cant, 1998; Evison, 1987). Unrestricted access to farming land, as well as to their 

traditional mahinga kai, seemed to promise Ngai Tahu an economically and culturally rich 

future and Ngai Tahu saw no reason to resist further Pakeha settlement in their rohe 

(Evison, 1988). 

In May 1840, Major Bunbury, the deputy of Lieutenant Governor Hobson, came 

south to Te Wai Pounamu to collect the signatures of Ngai Tahu chiefs for the Treaty of 

Waitangi. British sovereignty had already been declared over the North Island after the 

signing of the Treaty at Waitangi on February 6 1840. The Treaty, a "strongly bicultural 

document", provided the foundations for a partnership between the Crown and Maori tribes 

(Cant, 1998: 8). Article I ofthe Treaty gave exercise of kawanatanga (governorship) to the 

Crown whilst Article II guaranteed that the tribes would retain rangatiratanga (full tribal 
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authority) over their lands, settlements, resources and all other taonga (treasured 

possessions) (Cant, 1998, Kawharu, 1989). Article II also gave the Crown the right of pre

emption, or first right to buy Maori lands, should the manawhenua iwi be willing to sell, and 

at a price agreed to by both parties (Evison, 1988). Article III gave to the Maori the 

protection of the Crown and the equal rights and responsibilities of citizenship as British 

subjects (Evison, 1988). Ngai Tahu chiefs signed the Treaty on behalf of the iwi at three 

locations, in May and June of 1840. They were probably impressed by the guarantees of 

rangatiratanga and manawhenua enshrined in Article II. In late June at Cloudy Bay Major 

Bunbury formally declared British sovereignty over the South Island by right of cession 

(O'Regan, 1989). 

From the time the Treaty was signed, Ngai Tahu whanui believed themselves bound 

by it and expected a similar sense of obligation from the Crown (O'Regan, 1989). With this 

expectation Ngai Tahu negotiated a series of eight land purchases, beginning in 1844 with 

the Otakou block, which was sold to the New Zealand Company for the Otago Settlement, 

and with the Kemp purchase of 1848, which obtained for the Crown the lands necessary for 
. 0 

_::, 

the Canterbury Asso~iation Settlement (see figure ~2). Ngai Tahu expected to obtain a fair 

price for the purchases, as well as to have reserved from the sales their settlements, sacred 

places (particularly in the Central South Island and Fiordland, which are important sites in 

the creation traditions), mahinga kai (including rivers, lakes, estuaries, and wetlands) and 

enough land for them to participate in the emergent pastoral economy (Cant, 1998). The 

Crown, however, failed to meet its Treaty obligations, and breached also the contractual 

agreements of the purchases. Paltry sums were paid to Ngai Tahu for the lands, which were 

then sold by the company and Crown to settlers for massive profit. In addition, in the case 

of the Kemp purchase, the Crown agent Tacey Kemp failed to record and set aside the lands 

reserved from the sale by Ngai Tahu. His successor, William Mantell, confined the reserves 

to the coastal strip alone, and reserved only a fraction of the lands Ngai Tahu had requested 

for themselves, in particular, refusing to reserve mahinga kai from the sale (Cant, 1998). 

What remained of the traditional lands ofNgai Tahu were sold under duress between 1848 

and 1863 and again, land agents failed to set aside those lands which Ngai Tahu whanui 

wished reserved from sale (Cant, 1998, Evison, 1987). Where once Ngai Tahu had enjoyed 

a tribal robe comprising 80% of the South Island, they were left with only 13 acres per head 
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(Cant, 1995). The possibility of entering into pastoralism alongside Pakeha farmers was 

foreclosed for Ngai Tahu, who found themselves marginalised and poor in the emergent and 

prosperous settler economy (Evison, 1987). However dispossession of mahinga kai and 

Spar't)d places also debased their traditional economy and profoundly shook their cultural 

identity, based as it is on an intense relationship between the iwi and the land (Ngai Tahu 

Negotiating Group, 1997). 

D Disputed purchases 

Banks Peninsula 
1849, 1849, 18'56 

0 100km 

Waitangi Tribunal, 1991, 6 • 7 

Figure 3.2: Map showing the eight Ngai Tahu land purchases (source: Cant, 1998: 11) 
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The experiences of Ngai Tahu were echoed throughout Aotearoa/ New Zealand. 

From 1852 onwards, political power was devolved from Britain to the settler government of 

New Zealand, which lacked Maori representation (Orange, 1987). British settlers arriving 

in great numbers sparked a colonial appetite for land which could only be satisfied through 

the alienation of Maori land on a massive scale, and the newly constituted government, far 

from honouring its obligations as a Treaty partner, became representative only of settler 

interests. 1.6 million acres of tribal lands were confiscated under The New Zealand 

Settlement Act, ostensibly to punish Maori 'rebels' for their actions against the Crown in 

the land wars of the 1860s (Orange, 1987). The Native Land Act of 1865 was introduced 

to destroy the 'beastly communism' of tribal ownership of land and individualise title 

(undermining the iwi and hapu who signed the Treaty), and was an effective instrument in 

hastening, even forcing land alienation in both the North and South Islands (Reynolds, 

1990; Evison, 1988). By 1891, only 11 % of land was controlled by Maori and they were 

vastly outnumbered, with the total Maori population having declined to 40,000 compared to 

a Pakeha population in 1901 of over 770,000 (Berg and Kearns, 1996), statistics which 

emphasise the .greatly changed balance of power between the colonisers and colonised 

(Pawson, 1992). 

3.4 Colonial place naming 

The unequal relations of power established under British colonisation and the 

material dispossession of Maori of their land is reflected symbolically in the distribution of 

place names in New Zealand. In the South Island, for example, where once almost every 

feature the length of the traditional rohe bore a name bestowed by the ancestors, 67% of 

features on the 1: 1,000,000 standard map bear names of European origin (Stokes, 1994). 

Those that have retained their original Maori names are largely lower order places (small 

towns or rural locations) in the dominant Pakeha society (Yoon, 1986). 

Representational practices are means through which place and identity are socially 

constructed (McDowell, 1997). They are also integral to the establishment and maintenance 

of social relations of power. Hence the representational strategies of mapping and naming 

places cannot be divorced from the material geographies of colonialism they helped 
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construct (Jacobs, 1996). Rather than merely symbolically reflecting the spatial outcome of 

colonial power relations between Maori and colonists, the bestowing of English place names 

in New Zealand was an integral part of the processes whereby explorers, surveyors and 

settlers asserted power over, and came to materially possess, space. 

The process of (re)naming the landscape of Te Wai Pounamu / the South Island 

began with early explorers and surveyors. Captain Cook, upon his circumnavigation of New 

Zealand, bestowed English names upon prominent features such as capes, bays, and islands, 

as he mapped and charted the coastline of the North and South Islands. Explorer Charles 

Douglas wrote in his journal in 1860: "It has always been the acknowledged right of an 

explorer to affix names to places and unless the said names are absurd or very inappropriate, 

they are allowed to remain" (in Byrnes, 1996: 22). Julius Haast and James McKerrow, who 

explored the Mount Cook and Central Otago districts respectively, applied English names 

liberally. They bestowed names that were either simply descriptive, or, more commonly, 

inscribed in the landscape the names of European, especially British, contemporaries, often 

members of the cultural, economic, scientific or military elite. The mapping and naming 

strategies of these explorers and surveyors represented attempts to make the landscape 

knowable and familiar in European cultural terms. In doing so, the colonists transformed the · 

previously unknown spaces of the South Island into objects of European power/ knowledge 

(Berg and Kearns, 1996) and enabled those spaces to be fully incorporated "within the 

ambit of a white gee-historical discourse" (Carter, 1988: 238). However, the colonial 

explorers and surveyors recorded very few Maori names, despite the fact that many knew 

almost every feature was already named and known within that cultural framework. Thus 

the colonists were 're-writing' space, suppressing or erasing in their texts the history and 

culture ofNgai Tahu, and literally constructing the spaces of the South Island as empty and 

open for colonial acquisition (McKinnon, 1997). If naming was a form of literal claiming for 

the colonists, it was also a denial of the prior claims to ownership, marked out across the 

landscape in the dense grid of place names ofNgai Tahu (McKinnon, 1997). 

ln chapter two it was argued that place naming is fundamental to the making of 

space into place, that is, space with meaning; with a history (Carter, 1988; Carter et al, 

1993). In the colonial context of New Zealand, Byrnes (1998) argues that British place 
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naming ws a cheap and easy means of constructing 'cultural space'. Names chosen were 

dedications to revered individuals of British society, military or imperialism; referents to 

places in the home country of England; or simply descriptions of the new landscape. They 

inscribed British history and culture in the landscape. Place naming was, however, but one 

way in which colonists 'Europeanised' the landscape: material transformations were 

effected through the clearing, draining and fencing of the land and the introduction of exotic 

flora and acclimatised species (Pawson, 1992; Kirkpatrick, 1987). Thus place names were 

part of a broader process of creating a new 'iconography of landscape' (Pawson, 1992: 23; 

after Daniels and Cosgrove, 1988). 

In the construction of a European cultural space, colonists sought to conquer an 

unruly space and people by organising it according to the oppositional hierarchies 

(culture/nature, man/woman, black/white) implicit in European thought (Kirkpatrick, 1987). 

Hence for the colonists, place naming was a culturally embedded act of masculinity and 

control (Crocombe, 1991); control over feminised 'Others' (the land and Maori). Such 

masculine control was ordained in the mythology of Genesis, when Adam is given dominion 

over Nature, and told to assert that dominion through the naming of God's creations. 

Pawson (1992:19) writes "Europeans undoubtedly saw in creation a natural order, a 'chain 

of being' stretching from God to man, woman, the 'lesser races', down to beasts and 

plants ... ". However on arrival in New Zealand, Europeans were confronted with " a 

landscape and a people seen as not conforming to God's laws of order and morality" 

(Kirkpatrick, 1987: 114). Indeed, Edward Gibbon Wakefield wrote in his Art of 

Colonisation that "names should be changed for they make up part of the moral atmosphere 

of the country" (in Byrnes, 1998:23). The 'moral wilderness' that confronted colonists was 

conquered and ordered by renaming features after politicians, surveyors and military heroes 

from the Home country (Kirkpatrick, 1997). Carter (1988) also notes that the attaching of 

revered individuals to features, by its very unnaturalness, was an act of metaphorical 

violence through which the colonists preserved the distinction between the realm of culture 

and the realm of nature and the superiority of the former over the latter. Where colonists 

were unable to tame, subdue, manage, or otherwise assert their superiority and control over 

the natural world, for example with the large braided rivers of the Canterbury Plains, names 
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reverted to Maori (McKinnon, 1997). This possibly highlights a colonial association 

between the uncivilisable 'Nature', and the 'uncivilised' Maori. 

However, the continued existence of original Maori names amongst ones of 

European origin is evidence that New Zealand's landscapes were often produced through 

negotiation between differently positioned peoples. Byrnes (1998), for example, points out 

that surveyors often relied on Maori geographical information. In working togther, Maori 

guides and surveyors often gained mutual insight into one another's cultures (Byrnes, 

1998). However the exchanges were often unequal. Maori map and place name knowledge 

was structured within culturally specific ways of experiencing and knowing the landscape. 

Surveyors sought to appropriate this knowledge to their own geographical scheme. 

The existence of a hybrid map idiom in New Zealand also highlights the fact that 

there was not one unitary and unchanging colonial identity. Rather, the identities of 

colonists were multiple and continually produced and reproduced· through the specificities 

of time and location. Byrnes (1998:26) notes "for the next generation of European settlers 

searching for their own sense of identity, Maori place names often conveyed the sense of 

history their own itinerant culture lacked. Pakeha have felt free to appropriate Maori names 

in the construction of their own cultural identity". 

Legislative provisions for place naming in New Zealand were originally under the 

auspices of the Royal Geographic Society. However in 1894, the Designations of Districts 

Act gave the Governor the authority to alter or assign place names, with the provision that 

"in all such alterations and future naming, preference shall be given to the original Maori 

names" (in Byrnes, 1998:26). The objective of the Act was to eliminate the confusion which 

had arisen from the duplication of many English names throughout the country, and obviate 

difficulties which had arisen with the postal service. The Act echoed the words of the 

Crown Commissioner for Lands in Canterbury, who in 1850 wrote: "When it can be done, 

the Maori names of objects, points, or rivers, &c intended to define the boundaries of runs 

applied for, are to be used in preference to any other designation, which too often lead to 

confusion and disputes among the applicants" (in Yoon, 1986: 115). Official attempts to 

preserve Maori names did not reflect an attempt by the colonial government to recognise 
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the competing historical and cultural constructions of Maori in national representations of 

landscape. Rather, Maori names were to be appropriated to the purpose of acquiring and 

then rationalising space, in order that colonial economic, political, and social structures may 

more efficiently expand. Paradoxically, Maori names were to be part of the construction of 

European material geographies. 

3.5 Postcolonial Aotearoa / New Zealand 

In recent years, the terrain of cultural politics in Aotearoa / New Zealand has been 

transformed by a resurgence in Maori cultural forms and a recuperation of the partnership 

between Maori iwi and the Crown inaugurated in the Treaty of Waitangi (Spoonley, 1995). 

Under the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975, the Waitangi Tribunal was set up to hear Maori 

grievances stemming from current Crown breaches of the Treaty. In 1985, the Amendment 

to that Act extended the mandate of the Tribunal to hear historic grievances. Of particular 

importance was the decision of the New Zealand Court of Appeal in 1987 in the case of the 

New Zealand Maori Council vs. the Crown. The Court of Appeal strongly upheld the 

Treaty and Crown obligations under it, which gave the Treaty a new legal standing, 

enshrined in the Treaty ofWaitangi (State Enterprises) Act 1988 (Stokes, 1992). Declared a 

'simple nullity' by Judge Prendergast 1877 (Renwick, 1990), the Treaty had been a largely 

forgotten document in the dominant Pakeha society. Now the Treaty has come centre stage 

as the founding document of a bicultural Aotearoa/ New Zealand. Reflecting the Maori / 

Crown partnership forged through the Treaty of Waitangi, and in recognition of the special 

status of Maori as the indigenous people of Aotearoa/ New Zealand, biculturalism has been 

privileged in the cultural politics of the nation (Mulgan, 1989; Spoonley, 1995). New 

meanings and understandings have been negotiated through a politics of 'bicultural 

consensus' (Mulgan, 1989: 150). This politics is particularly evident in the style and 

workings of the Waitangi Tribunal, and it has intervened at a number of sites and levels into 

the (previously mono)cultural reproduction of the nation: in education, health care, resource 

management, resource allocation and broadcasting. This bicultural politics of people and 

place, however, finds uneven expression and support in time, space, and according to 

subject positioning and it is contested, in its many forms, by certain Pakeha (Berg and 

Kearns, 1996; Mulgan, 1989; Spoonley, 1995). 
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History is one discursive terrain where dominant Pakeha monocultural 

understandings have been contested and new meanings forged from a bicultural perspective. 

The hearing of land claims through the Waitangi Tribunal has prompted New Zealand 

towards what Sorrenson (1987: 173) calls di radical reinterpretation of New Zealand 

history". In hegemonic narratives of New Zealand history, Maori-Pakeha relations were 

constructed as 'the best in the world', rooted in the twin Pakeha myths of racial harmony 

and egalitarianism (Mulgan, 1989; Pawson, 1992; Reynolds, 1990). Maori, in marae oratory 

and at hui, kept alive a much different interpretation of colonial history (Stokes, 1992). The 
I 1 

Waitangi Tribunal has given a prominent voice to E<subaltern'1,Maori historical narratives of 

injustice under the Treaty, dispossession, marginalisation, and resistance. Through its 

workings, it has spawned much research into the pre-colonial and colonial history of 

Aotearoa/ New Zealand. There has subsequently been a 'revisioning' of New Zealand 

history by the Tribunal itself, but also by such historians as Orange (1987) and Belich 

(1986). 

Maori have sought to reclaim history. They have sought to reclaim place names. 

Reclaiming the right to name places may be seen in context of a broader reclamation of 

naming and language, which gives the colonised the power to define and represent their 

own history, land and identity in a way which is meaningful to them and in a way which 

legitimates their own interests. Maori attempts to reclaim place names usually involves them 

with the New Zealand Geographic Board (NZGB), although it is becoming common for 

place name alterations to be negotiated and made through Treaty Claim Settlements. 

3.6 The New Zealand Geographic Board 

The NZGB was initially set up in 1924 to investigate the assigning or altering of 

place names within New Zealand's territory. It, however, lacked statutory powers until it 

was legally constituted as the authority on place names under the New Zealand Geographic 

Board Act 1946. Under the Act, the board was comprised of seven members, including the 

Surveyor General, one representative of the New Zealand Geographical Society, one 

representative of Federated Mountain Clubs, and two persons representative of the Maori. 
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The NZGB is charged with, amongst other things, investigating and determining any 

proposed alteration of a place name. Such proposals may be received directly from members 

of the public, or from local government departments. Preliminary research on the proposed 

name change is conducted by staff of Land Information New Zealand and the iwi authority 

for the area is consulted at a meeting of the Board; members assess the name change 

proposal according to that information collected and its Rules of Nomenclature (see 

Apendix B). If a name is to be changed, the NZGB publicly advertises its intention to assign 

the name, allowing potential objectors a three month period in which to make submissions. 

If objections are received, the final decision whether to accept or decline a name change is 

removed to the Minister. 

The NZGB has, in the past, had an ambiguous relationship to Maori and their place 

names, especially to Southern Maori. Since its inception the NZGB has had the duty of 

collecting and recording original Maori names, although not for usage on official maps. 

Originally this duty was probably inspired by the view that as Maori died out or were 

assimilated into the dominant society, knowledge of their place names would forever be lost 

(pers. comm., former Secretary NZGB, 1999). This was certainly a view held by Pakeha 

interested in Maori place names earlier this century (Williams, 1912; Mitchell, 1948) In 

addition, whilst the Board was cognisant of a Maori perspective (through its two Maori 

representatives), this was often the perspective of Maori of northern iwi, who knew less 

about Southern Maori place names and dialects. In recent years, however, the ideology of 

the Board has been influenced by the recuperation of the Treaty of Waitangi and the Maori 

Language Act 1987, which arose out of the Te Reo Claim to the Waitangi Tribunal and 

recognises Maori as official language of New Zealand. In fact two Waitangi Tribunal 

members also served on the NZGB. It is not surprising then that, as Stokes (1994: 52) 

notes, the Board has been "proactive in its policy of collecting and recording Maori names, 

and in encouraging greater interest in them". It, for example, researched and published a 

Maori Oral History Atlas and Handbook for the sesquicentennial celebrations of 1990 and 

Maori Place Name Maps c.1840 for the 1993 United Nations International Year of the 

World's Indigenous People. 
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The NZGB has also in this time period adjudicated favourably on proposals put 

forward by Maori individuals or iwi to have English names replaced by Maori ones at 

Mount Egmont (Taranaki), Somes (Matiu) Island in Wellington Harbour, and at Long 

Beach (Wharauwerawera) and Murdering Beach (Whareakeake) in Otago. However each 

of these three decisions has provoked considerable numbers of objections from certain 

sections of the Pakeha population, (no less than 10,746 in the case of Mount Egmont / 

Taranaki). 

3.7 The Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement 

On the 26th of August 1986, Rakiihia Tau lodged Wai 27, the Ngai Tahu claim, 

with the Waitangi Tribunal (Crown, 1988). The claim spelled the beginning of the final 

chapter in a history of grievance and resistance which began in 1849, when Matiaha 

Tiramorehu wrote to Lieutenant Governor Eyre protesting the size and allotment of 

reserves at Moeraki following the Otakou purchase. Ngai Tahu organised their claim 

around the imagery of nine tall trees, eight of which represented the land purchases of 1844-

1864, the ninth representing the loss of mahinga kai (Cant, 1995). Ngai Tahu were 

aggrieved by the manner in which the purchases were made, the acquisition of land they did 

not believe they had sold, and the lack of adequate reserves set aside for them after the 

purchases were made. Dispossession of their land debased their traditional economic and 

spiritual relationships with the land and profoundly shook their cultural identity as a people. 

The Waitangi Tribunal found largely in favour of Ngai Tahu and the Crown 

accepted in 1999 that it had failed as a Treaty partner to act reasonably and with the upmost · 

good faith towards Ngai Tahu, as well as in its contractual obligations in the land purchases 

(Crown, 1998). Negotiations between the Crown and Ngai Tahu were long and not always 

smooth. The Deed of Settlement was finally executed on the 21st of November 1997 and 

the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act was passed in Parliament in 1 ~8. It is comprised of a 

number of interrelated parts which provide for holistic ( economic and cultural) redress of 

Ngai Tahu grievances (Cant, 1998). The most significant elements are an apology from the 

Crown (which recognises the rectitude ofNgai Tahu's grievance, and restores the mana of 

both the Crown and Ngai Tahu as Treaty partners) and a symbolic return of Aoraki (Mount 
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Cook) to iwi ownership. Cultural redress elements are designed to provide Ngai Tahu with 

opportunities to re-establish their traditional spiritual and economic relationships with the 

land and have their mana over taonga resources and sacred sites recognised. Mechanisms 

such as nohoanga, statutory recognitions and advisory roles, Topuni, land vesting and place 

name changes serve these ends. Specifically with respect to place naming the settlement 

provides for: 

1. changes to 88 place names, which will now carry dual place names 

on official maps and sign-posts; 

2. change of the name Murdering Beach to Whareakeake; 

3. a dedicated seat on the New Zealand Geographic Board; 

4. an addition to the functions of the New Zealand Geographi($oard, to 

encourage the use of Maori place names on official maps; 

3.8 Previous studies of postcolonial renaming in Aotearoa / New Zealand 

The interest shown by both Maori and Pakeha in naming places in contemporary 

New Zealand would indicate perhaps that place naming is not something confined to the 

past, nor should it be studied only from a colonial perspective. Rather, it would tend to 

suggest that naming places remains implicated in politics of place and identity in 

contemporary New Zealand, in which the material and cultural geographies established 

under colonialism have become open to renegotiation or contestation. Unfortunately, there 

is only one study done which examines official place naming in New Zealand from the 

perspective of (post)colonial cultural politics (I bracket the 'post' beacuse the findings 

demonstrated a tenacious colonialism). Berg and Kearns (1996) examined, using discourse 

analysis, submissions to the NZGB concerning the proposal to rename in Maori three places 

in Otago. They were critical of many studies of cultural politics in Aotearoa/ New Zealand, 

including place name studies, which posit a binary opposition between a hegemonic Pakeha 

group and a subordinate, opposiiional, Maori group. They were anxious to draw into their 

examination of place naming recent developments in theories of identity which see race, 

gender, class and sexuality as mutually constitutive in identity formation. (So, for example, a 
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wortieti can occupy a masculine subject position, and a white worn~ may articulate support 

for a Pakeha masculinism. Similarly, Maori people are not excluded from a Pakeha 

positioning. Berg and Kearns (1996) give Winston Peters as an example). Rather than 

privileging the Maori/ Pakeha racial or cultural binary, they focussed on the ways in which 

notions of culture, race and gender intertwine in the politics of place naming. They argued 

objections were articulated through 'commonsense' or naturalised notions of race and 

gender which worked to (re)produce the hegemony ofPakeha masculinism in New Zealand. 

They also argued that control of official place naming through the NZGB by hegemonic 

Pakeha masculinities has meant that their constructions of place and identity have become 

dominant in representations of the nation, and have been universalised to all New 

Zealanders. Hence a place name like Mount Egmont, for example, is said to adequately 

represent the identity of all New Zealanders in relation to that place, even though it names a 

history and identity historically specific to Pakeha, and may supress the idenitification of 

'Others' with the mountain. Again, the effect was to reinforce the hegemony of the Pakeha 

masculine subject. 

The work of Berg and Kearns (1996) brings the discussion of place naming and 

identity politics in New Zealand forward from the colonial era and into (post)colonial New 

Zealand. However, there are a number of issues surrounding (post)colonial renaming which 

remain unelucidated and/or problematic. Firstly, it is agreed that the privileging of a binary 

cultural politics is problematic. Although the construction of the categories Maori and 

Pakeha ostensibly serves an emancipatory political purpose (biculturalism has been New 

Zealand's answer to a postcolonial politics), these constructions elide the heterogeneity of 

subject positions encompassed within the categories. Moreover, they reproduce, even in 

striving for the postcolonial moment, the very same social constructions which served the 

political purpose of colonialism (Kobayashi and Peake, 1994). Although pan-tribal 

identification as 'Maori' has at times been an important source of political strength for 

Maori (Greenland, 1991), the primary source of cultural identity is the iwi. The category 

'Maori' is, in fact, a product of the colonial encounter and, in its ability to collapse diverse 

iwi cultural identities and experiences into one, it has been instrnmental in colonialism. Not 

surprisingly then, "the interest in postcolonialism is largely a product of the evolving politics 

ofiwi" (Spoonley, 1995: 52). 
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Cultural identity is also heterogenous for Pakeha. Dominy (1995a: 369) writes of 

the South Island situation: 

High country people resist inclusion as settler descendants in a static, generic, 
imperialist discourse by acknowledging their changing relationship with the land 
through generations and by emphasising their differences from other Pakehas. 
Ngai Tahu resist assimilation into a homogenously white nation-state, as well as 
inclusion in a static, generic discourse of otherness. 

Dominy (1995b) shows how toponymy is implicated for high country farmers in a cultural 

construction of place and identity which is fluid and situationally specific and in doing so, 

displaces the logic of a cultural binary. Berg and Kearns also argue that they have dislodged 

that binary in their work on official place naming, by incorporating notions of gender into 

their analysis. However, in analysing only Pakeha objections to official reinstatement of 

Maori names, in a way they reproduce the opposition they seek to dislodge. The struggle to 

construct and represent place and identity through place naming is still cast in terms of 

Maori versus Pakeha and that is problematic. 

Further, Berg and Kearns (1996: 102) write: "We are critical of the role that naming 

places potentially plays in the legitimation of certain spatialised rhetorics of 'race' and 

gender relations". Yet critical is all they are, and as Mulgan (1989:359) writes, "the 

denigration of western culture can go too far". Ashcroft et al (1989) point to the problems 

confronting settler cultures in negotiating relations with the landscape. They seek to 

construct their own indigeneity and assert difference from the colonial centre. Yet, they 

must also do this whilst negotiating a gap between imported language (which often lacks a 

geographic sensitivity to the local environment) and the land (Dominy, 1995a: 360). Place 

naming is obviously implicated in these negotiations, and it is important not to render 

completely unauthentic the creation of a settler culture's sense of belonging and attachment 

to the land, otherwise one posits an explicit occidentalism (Dominy, 1995a). This is all the 

more important, in that Pakeha cannot be expected to enter positively into postcolonial 

cultural politics if that politics renders their own cultural identities and senses of place 

invalid and unauthentic. Although critical inquiry into politics of place naming is important 

in striving for post-colonialism, this must be balanced with a recognition of how attachment 
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to English place names might reflect genuine and valid senses of place and identity for 

Pakeha. 

But it is not immediately obvious how this might be so. As the above quote from 

Dominy (1995a) highlights, the cultural identities of both Pakeha and Maori are not static, 

nor unchanged since the colonial period. Nor have our relationships to place remained 

unchanged. Rather, the processes of cultural identity formation are ongoing and the cultural 

identities of both Pakeha and Ngai Tahu have been changed and nuanced by encounters 

with the particularities of land and cultural contact. For example, many Pakeha now express 

a sense of unique identity and also articulate distinctive relationships to the environment. 

We cannot simply assume that their cultural identities and constructions of place are simply 

derivative of British settler ones (Dominy, 1995a). And, as was mentioned above, as early 

as the 18 80s and 1890s, Pakeha were appropriating Maori place names to convey this sense 

of unique place-identity (Byrnes, 1998; Griffiths, 1998). Thus it is not automatically 

obvious why traditional place names (British or Ngai Tahu) are, in the late twentieth 

century, meaningful and representative of the cultural identities of the respective peoples. It 

is the objective of this thesis to show how the specificities of place and identity in late 

twentieth century New Zealand lead to diverse discourses amongst Pakeha and Ngai Tahu 

about official place naming in New Zealand. These objectives will be achieved by examining 

a range of Pakeha and Maori reactions to three place name changes incorporated in the 

Ngai Tahu Claim Settlement Act 1998. 

3.9 Concluding comments 

This chapter has laid out the historical, cultural and political terrain upon which the 

place naming debates examined in this thesis occur. It has also provided a brief description 

of the ways in which geographers have theorised the role of place naming in the 

construction of place and identity under colonialism and in postcolonial New Zealand. The 

contextual and theoretical insights laid out here will be taken up again in chapter eight, and 

used to enrich the discussion of material contained within the case studies. However, before 

turning to the case studies, in the next chapter I explain my research objectives and provide 

an account of the research methodology employed. 
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Chapter Four 

Research Objectives and Methodology 

4.1 Introduction 

This thesis focuses on place name changes and the meanings that these generate for 

Ngai Tahu and Pakeha. I have examined renaming by selecting three specific places in Te 

Wai Pounamu I the South Island where place names have been officially changed or 

amended. As outlined in the previous chapter, research for this thesis proceeded from a 

perceived need to understand the ways in which place names are meaningful to Ngai Tahu 

and Pakeha in contemporary times, given that neither culture is static; unchanged since the 

times at which names were given. Research into renaming was also undertaken because of a 

perceived need to further displace the binary logic of 'Maori versus Pakeha' in cultural 

geographies of Aoteraoa/ New Zealand. These concerns are reflected in the objectives and 

methods of research for this thesis. 

Anyone undertaking social research must take account of their own identity and 

location within the research context, and how this bears on their relationship to research 

subjects who may be differently positioned. The fact that I am a Pakeha woman begs the 

serious question whether I should be researching Maori matters and whether I even have the 

right to (Tolich and Davidson, 1999). However, this thesis is concerned with the 

interactions between two cultures and heritages, that of Pakeha and that of Ngai Tahu, as 

those interactions are played out through place name changes in the single space of the 

South Island / Te Wai Pounamu, which both groups call home. As a Pakeha politically 

committed to post-colonialism, I believe it is important that research such as this is 

undertaken, as a step towards greater understanding of how indigenous and settler identities 

may co-habit in the one place, in a way that does justice to the cultural identities of all. 

However, I can understand this research only from my own experiences of life (Tolich and 

Davidson, 1999). I am more of an 'insider' with Pakeha perspectives than I am with those 

ofNgai Tahu, to whom I am 'other' (Tolich and Davidson, 1999). Acquainting oneself with 
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Maori cultures and histories, staying in close and :frequent dialogue with representatives of 

Ngai Tahu, and having Ngai Tahu check my work (as has been done with one case study) 

can help overcome problems associated with my Pakeha positioning (Tolich and Davidson, 

1999). But ultimately, I must acknowledge that my identity as a Pakeha woman bears on 

every aspect of the research, from data collection, to analysis and interpretation. 

4.2 Research objectives 

This thesis seeks to fulfil two broad aims. Those aims are: 

1.) to examine how contemporruy relationships of Ngai Tahu and Pakeha to places in the 

South Island / Te Wai Pounamu have informed recent place name contestations and 

changes, and; 

2.) to explore the processes through which Ngai Tahu have sought to have their place 

names reinstated. 

The first of these aims is directed at interrogating the connections between place 

names and the cultural construction of place and identity in the late twentieth century. Here 

the objective was to explore what sorts of meanings place names encode for people, and 

what meanings about place people articulate in support of, or objection to, place name 

changes. The second research aim focussed attention on the success or failure of various 

strategies employed by Ngai Tahu to have their place names recognised, both officially and 

popularly. This aim is directed at exploring the workings of power at specific times and in 

particular places where Ngai Tahu have attempted to rename. Of course, there is 

considerable overlap between the two objectives as well. Articulating notions about place 

and identity is an integral part of the process of contesting place names. In addition, the 

socio-political context in which these renamings talce place is one of an (uneven) post

colonialism. In this context, arguments for and against renamings which work through 

discourses of place and identity are inherently political, embedded in wider relations of 

power. 
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4.3 A qualitative approach 

AB this thesis is concerned with how place names relate to (various) constructions of 

place, the research methods utilised in this thesis are qualitative. Many social scientists 

(including human geographers) now begin research :from the theoretical viewpoint that the 

world consists of multiple, socially constructed realities rather than an external, singular and 

objectively identifiable reality (Tolich and Davidson, 1999). Because "qualitative methods 

operate on the basis that the 'natural' order of reality is seen, conceived of, and understood 

in different ways by different people" (Robinson, 1998: 408), they have been increasingly 

employed by human geographers over the last three decades. The purpose of qualitative 

research is to uncover how social actors construct these realities; to expose the multiple 

meanings, understandings and knowledge that individuals and groups deploy in constructing 

their worlds and interpreting events (Eyles, 1988, Tolich and Davidson, 1999). As the focus 

of this thesis is on how diverse constructions of place and identity may inform place name 

debates, qualitative methods were deemed most appropriate. 

The purpose of qualitative research is not merely to identify and describe multiple 

meanings and interpretations of places and events; it is also to interpret them within their 

social context (Robinson, 1998). For this research, being attentive to the social context in 

which people make representations means being attentive to the power relations at work. 

Although individuals and groups construct their worlds differently, and multiple meanings 

exist, it would be pointless merely to describe these as if they all enjoy equal standing in 

society (although they may be equally valid). Within specific contexts, some meanings and 

constructions have greater currency, are seen as more fundamental, natural or normal than 

others. Hence, researchers using qualitative methods interpret meanings attributed to places 

and events, to uncover the 'taken-for-granted' or assumptions embedded in people's 

representations (Eyles, 1988, Robinson, 1998). Interpretive geographies also reveal the 

ways in which multiple meanings are worked out between variously positioned groups and 

individuals in a given social context, revealing the political in cultural geographies (Ellemor, 

1998). 
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4.4 A case study approach 

I chose to attack the research problem through the use of three case studies. The 

decision to use case studies partly reflected the nature of place name debates in Aotearoa / 

New Zealand. They usually arise in relation to a specific place name change. In terms of 

'naturally occurring' data (that which existed independently of my research, for example, 

submissions to the NZGB) it thus made sense to focus on particular place name changes as 

case studies. However, case studies have other intrinsic advantages. They allow in-depth, 

detailed and holistic study of complex social phenomena and contexts (Stake, 1994). Case 

study fulfils a need perceived by social theorists to have "theory informed descriptions of 

specific places to enhance our understandings and explanations of the world" (Eyles, 1988: 

3). Case studies ground observations, allowing the researcher to build, refine, or refute 

theoretical constructs from a 'real world' perspective. Criticisms of case study approaches 

which question the typicality or representativeness of a particular case miss the point (see 

Stake, 1994). Case research is not carried out to make generalisations to a population of 

cases. Rather, it utilises the particularity and complexity of a single case to refine and 

strengthen the theories we construct to understand and explain the social world. Further, 

the particularity of a single case may highlight the limits of generalisability for theory (Stake, 

1994). 

Stake argues that in selecting cases to study "[b]alance and variety are important; 

opportunity to learn is of primary importance" (1994: 244). The cases for this thesis were 

selected after I had undertaken exploratory research (using published literature, newspapers 

and records held by the NZGB) to familiarise myself with the background of a number of 

place name changes which had occurred in recent years. At length, Aoraki / Mount Cook, 

Whareakeake (formerly Murdering Beach) and Little Mount Peel / Huatekerekere were 

selected for detailed research. The location of each of these places is shown in Figure 4.1. 

The cases were selected to maximise opportunities for learning from research. 

Although all these place names were incorporated as amendments under the Ngai Tahu 



Figure 4.1: Location of the case studies in Te Wai Pounamu 
and in relation to other significant localities. 
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Claims Settlement Act, there is considerabie diversity between them. The case studies 

selected cover a range of processes and relationships to place, time and spatial scales, with 

Aoraki / Mount Cook being the broadest in all respects, and LittleJJM:ount Peel I 

Huatekerekere the most sharply focussed on a particular time and locality. 

4.4.1 Case Study 1: Aorakil Mount Cook 

The first case study examines the renaming of Aoraki / Mount Cook. Aoraki is 

central to Ngai Tahu creation traditions and provides a common focus for Ngai Tahu 

whanui. Similarly, as New Zealand's highest mountain, Mount Cook is an important icon 

for Pakeha and a symbol of national identity. Aoraki / Mount Cook is also a National Park 

with World Heritage Status and is highly valued by both Pakeha and Maori for its natural, 

spiritual, and recreational values. 

Aoraki / Mount Cook has a relatively long history of place name contestation, 

reaching back at least as far as the 1880s and staged in diversity of arena, from the NZGB, 

to local government and in newspapers. Chapter 5 provides an overview of this history. 

However, the focus of the chapter is relatively recent contestations, including a protracted 

local debate waged in the 1980s over the use of northern Maori dialects in the Ngai Tahu 

rohe, and the amendment of the name Mount Cook under the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement 

Act 1988. The chapter looks at Ngai Tahu motivations in contesting the name, and 

examines a diversity of Pakeha collective and individual responses, gathered from 

newspaper sources and interviews with Federated Mountain Club members. 

4.4.2 Case Study 2: Whareakeake 

This case study revisits a place name debate which surfaced publicly in 1990 and 

was the subject of research by Berg and Kearns (1990). Whareakeake does not have the 

national significance for Pakeha or Maori that Aoraki / Mount Cook has. Nevertheless, for 

Ngai Tahu its significance reaches out beyond the local, because Whareakeake was, prior to 

Pakeha colonisation, the heart of Maori settlement in Otago and the major centre for green

stone working and trade. Whareakeake has long been known officially as Murdering Beach, 
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and today the iand there is farmed, whiist the beach is a popular picnic and recreationai 

destination for Dunedin residents. It is also a place which features prominently in Pakeha 

mythology of the Dunedin area. The original ( and unsuccessful) proposal to rename the 

beach in Maori was met with a large number of quite vitriolic objections to the NZGB, as 

well as support from both Maori and Pakeha. Chapter 6 examines the original debate, and 

revisits some of its players, now that Whareakeake has been officially reinstated by 

legislation in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement. 

4. 4. 3 Case Study 3: Little Mount Peel I Huatekerekere 

Little Mount Peel is the most highly focussed of the case studies on a particular time 

and place. For Pakeha, this feature is only significant locally (in the South Canterbury 

region). Similarly, its significance to Maori is restricted to a particular hapu within Ngai 

Tahu. But it is subject to diverse constructions by those who do know it, as a place of Kati 

Huirapa tradition, Pakeha history, and as a natural environment. This case study examines a 

post-settlement debate over the instatement of a dual name, which arose within the Timaru 

District Council and found expression in the local newspaper. Again, Ngai Tahu's reasons 

for seeking the name change are explicated, and a diversity of Pakeha responses from the 

newspaper and interviews are examined. 

4.5 Sources of data 

There are many methods available to people doing qualitative research to collect 

data, including participant observation, the 'reading' of texts (including landscapes), 

structured and unstructured interviewing, and document analysis. Although participant 

observation has been employed in the study of toponymy -Dominy (1995b) used participant 

observation in an in-depth study of toponymic behaviour in one high-country family- this 

approach would not have been suitable for this thesis beacuse a wide range of responses 

were sought and the time-consuming nature of participant observation would have limited 

the focus of research unduly. Data for this thesis has been collected from the analysis of 

relevant documents and from semi-structured interviews. It has also involved (limited) 
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textual readings of maps and landscapes, in partictdar for Case Study 3. A breakdo"vn of 

sources used for each case study is given in table 4.1. 

Case Study 1 CaseStudy2 CaseStudy3 

Aoraki / Mount Whareakeake Little Mount Peel / 

Cook Huatekerekere 

Sources 
Newspapers Timaru Herald Otago Daily Times Timaru Herald 

- letters to editor -letters to editor -letters to the editor 

-articles -articles -articles 

-editorials -editorials 

NZGB Archives -submissions -submissions -minutes 

-reports -reports -correspondence 

-correspondence -correspondence 

Parliamentary -submissions 

Select Committee 

Files 

National Archives -meeting minutes of gvt. 

departments using the 

name Aorangi 

-correspondence 

Interviews -TeRunanga o Ngai -Te Runanga o Ngai -Te Runanga o Ngai 

Tahu Tahu Tahu 

-Federated Mountain -Te Runanga o Kati -Timaru District 

Club members Huirapa ki Puketeraki Councillors 

-submitters to NZGB -people who wrote 

letters to the editor 

-Kati Huirapa at 

Arowhenua 

Table 4.1. Breakdown of sources of data by case study 

It was originally intended that research for this thesis would focus predominantly on 

documents. Documents have been an important source of data for this thesis, aliowing me 

to reconstruct events, identify main players, and providing me with important insights into 
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the historical, ideological and institutional contexts of place name debates. However there 

was very little documentation available on the place name changes incorporated in the Ngai 

Tahu Claims Settlement Act, a fact which reflects both the oral working style of the Ngai 

Tahu negotiating teams and the time pressures under which the name changes were 

negotiated. In addition, I was particularly interested in identifying a range of Pakeha 

responses to the name changes, not objections alone. However submissions to the NZGB 

were overwhelmingly negative. (The Board only calls for objections and people are perhaps 

more motivated to write reactively, in objection). Also, submissions of support were brief 

and tended not to be explicit in terms of reasons for support. For these reasons informal 

semi-structured interviews were conducted. A summary of these interviews is given in table 

4.2 and the interview schedule for case study interviews is contained in Appendix C. 

Interviews fulfil a number of purposes in qualitative research. They allow a 

researcher to cross-check information collected from other sources, to elicit information 

unavailable elsewhere and to understand the interviewee's perspective (Ellemor, 1998). In 

addition, they allow the interviewee to use their own language and to construct their own 

accounts in describing and explaining experiences and events, which is valuable to the 

researcher (Valentine, 1997). With a semi-structured interviewing format, the interview 

takes a fluid, conversational form, varying depending on the interests, experiences and 

views of the subject (Valentine, 1997). The researcher may elicit basic information desired 

by using an interview schedule. However, the structure of the interview is flexible enough 

for the interviewer to re-cover questions, exploring in detail particular issues and clarifying 

points and to enable the subject to raise issues important to them. Consequently, semi

structured interviews offer the opportunity for a far wider ranging discussion and may bring 

to light issues not thought ofby the researcher (Valentine, 1997). 

Table 4.2 summarises the interviews conducted for this research, including those 

undertaken with Maori and Pakeha members of the community in relation to a particular 

case study, and a range of what I have termed 'general' interviews. Here representatives of 

the Ngai Tahu A and C negotiating teams and with the Director of the Office of Treaty 

Settlements were interviewed to gain insights into the reasons why place names were 

included in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act and how these changes were brought 
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about. In addition, formal interviews were conducted with past and present members of the 

NZGB. These interviews were important in tenns of cross-checking information gathered 

from documents and providing background material for the data collected for this thesis. 

There was, in fact, some overlap in these interviews. For example, Sir Tipene O'Regan is a 

member of the NZGB, an A team negotiator for Ngai Tahu in their claims settlement, and 

particularly knowledgeable on the subject of Aoraki. These interviews were semi

structured, and the questions asked in each varied. 

Case Study I Case Study 2 Case Study 3 General 

Interviews with 7 8 15 4 
Pakeha (individual) 

Interviews with ** 4 1 3 
Ngai Tahu 

(individual and 
l?'rouo)* 

*a group interview is counted as one interview 
** because Aoraki / Mount Cook is significant to the iwi, Case Study 1 was covered in general interviews 
with iwi authorities, as well as being discussed in interviews with Maori for other case studies 

Table 4.2: Summary of interviews conducted 

Initially, candidates for informal interviews were identified from letters to the editor 

and submissions to the NZGB and Parliamentary Select Committee. Each potential 

interviewee was sent a letter introducing myself and the research, which was followed up by 

a phone call. Where no time was available to send a letter prior to the interview, 

interviewees were provided with a written statement outlining the research being 

undertaken. Snowball sampling was also used. Initial informants were asked~f they 

would identify others who had expressed a particular view on the place name change. This 

method of gaining additional interviews was particularly important for identifying 

supporters of the place name changes, who tended to be less vocal in the public sphere. 

However, this was not always a successful strategy. In the case of Whareakeake, for 

example, none of the four supporters spoken to were able to identify any other supporters. 
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All contacts for interviews with Ngai Tahu people were given to me by Anake 

Goodall and Justine Inns (of the Ngai Tahu negotiating team and presently Settlement 

Implementators for Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu). They arranged contacts for me with the 

negotiator specifically responsible for coordinating the place name changes in the settlement 

and with representatives of the runanga traditionally responsible for the robe in which each 

case study lies. Having Anake and Justine act as gatekeepers (Tolich and Davidson, 1999) 

in this manner allowed them to set limits on who would and would not be spoken to and (I 

hope) meant that I was not overly intrusive. It should be noted here that the type of 

responses sought and received from Pakeha and Ngai Tahu differ. From Pakeha, I have 

deliberately sought out a range of perspectives. Maori, however, prefer to present collective 

views (see Metge and Kinloch, 1987, Henare, 1988). Thus those Ngai Tahu spoken to have 

generally been hapu, runanga or iwi spokespeople, or the kaitiaki with the authority to 

speak for a particular place. 

Interviews were conducted at the homes or work-places of respondents, whichever 

was the most convenient for them. The majority of interviews were taped using a hand-held 

recorder and notes also taken (lest the technology fail me!). Each respondent was given the 

choice not to have their interview taped. In one case, I was asked to neither tape nor take 

notes during the interview. Notes for this interview were written down immediately 

following the interview. Each interview was transcribed and given a number and letter 

depending on which case study it referred to (A for Aoraki / Mount Cook, H for 

Huatekerekere / Little Mount Peel, and W for Whareakeake ), in order to ensure the 

confidentiality which I promised to interviewees. The responses are referred to in the text of 

the thesis by this method (for example Int. A6). Formal interviews are referenced by the 

position that the interviewee holds in his/ her particular government agency or organisation. 

Submissions to the 'Parliamentaiy Select Committee and NZGB, although in the public 

domain, are referenced by the number assigned to them by the relevant agency, or where an 

organisation has made the submission, by name. 
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4.6 Analysing the data 

The qualitative researcher is often confronted with voluminous amounts of data, of 

diverse forms, collected from diverse people on diverse occasions (Crang, 1997). 

Qualitative analysis involves making sense of this data in a systematic way, sorting and 

sifting the data, looking for issues and themes, and developing categories and codes (Crang, 

1997). Coding is a means of conceptually organising material. As Robinson (1998) points 

out, the process of coding is an iterative one, "going from material to ideas, back to the 

material and so on, through analytical induction" (Crang, 1997: 188). In the process of 

developing, redefining, categorising and recategorising, ideas and codes evolve, break 

down, and shades of meaning within codes are teased out. The process of coding may be 

"maddeningly recursive" (Agar in Crang, 1997: 188), but careful scrutiny of the 

correspondence between conceptual codes and data means that the categories finally 

produced are supportable, coherent, robust and valid. Of course, these codes are not an end 

in themselves. They merely aid the researcher to make sense of the data in a systematic way, 

facilitating interpretation and theorising. 

Coding was used to analyse data collected from interviews, letters to the editor, and 

s_ubmissions to the NZGB and Parliamentary Select Committee. I began open coding as 

soon as the first few interviews were completed and transcribed. However, as more 

observations came to hand, I read and re-read the data and reflected on the codes being 

generated, revising, refining and fleshing them out. All coding was done by hand directly on 

the transcript or document. However, for each case study a matrix was drawn up (by code 

and interview or submission number), so that data relevant to each category could . be 

retrieved. Codes were thus generated out of the data itself, rather than being decided on 

prior to analysis and imposed on the data. In this sense, the process of analysis has been 

inductive. However, theoretical knowledge influenced what I perceived as being important 

themes within the data, and in that respect did influence the coding process. 

The presentation of material in this thesis is organised around the themes identified 

in analysis of data. Theories from the wider literature on place naming have been used to 

interpret and explain these themes. But importantly too, the knowledge generated within 
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each case study has been used to refine and strengthen social theories about place naming. 

This is fitting, in that the purpose of research should not be solely to describe and explain a 

particular social phenomenon, but also to help build and refine the social theories we use to 

explain and understand the world. 

4. 7 Reliability and Validity 

Reliability and validity are particular concerns for social scientists using quantitative 

research methods. Reliability refers to whether the same results could be generated if the 

exercise was repeated. If they can, the research is said to be reliable. Champions of 

quantitative research sometimes question the reliability of qualitative research. However, as 

Tolich and Davidson (1999) point out, statistical reliability is not a goal of qualitative 

research, as research does not aim se~k to produce statistics to generalise to a whole 

population. But validity is an issue for qualitative research (Eyles, 1988, Tolich and 

Davidson, 1999). That qualitative researchers see 'reality' consisting of multiple and 

competing constructions and representations has important implications for validity (Eyles 

1988). Here, validity can not mean 'the truth' as there are multiple truths. Yet qualitative 

researchers must still provide accurate descriptions of our subjects' representations of the 

world; our interpretations must be justified in terms of the evidence presented (Eyles, 1988). 

In this sense, the validity of qualitative research can be enhanced by careful analysis 

and coding of the data. The recursive process described above helps to keep us faithful to 

our data. Validity may also be strengthened by triangulation. Triangulation is achieved by 

gathering data from different sources and using multiple research methods (Eyles 1988, 

Tolich and Davison, 1999). For each case study in this thesis, I have been able to use 

spontaneously written letters and submissions to cross-check data from interviews (although 

this is less true for the responses of supporters of place name changes, where usually 

interviews alone have had to suffice). I have been able to triangulate the reconstruction of 

events using documents and interviews. In addition, each case study examines a different 

social context and time. This in itself is a form of triangulation, which leads to greater 

confidence in the validity of the generalisations drawn out of the case studies. It is to the 

first of these case studies, that of Aoraki / Mount Cook, that the thesis now turns. 
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Chapter Five 

Case Study 1: Aoraki / ·Mount Cook 

5.1 Background 

The naming of Aoraki is explained for Ngai Tahu through the tradition of Te 

Waka o Aoraki (table 1). The name, and the traditions in which it is grounded, were 

brought from Polynesia by the-earliest occupants of the South Island, the Waitaha, and it 

is claimed that the name has been used here for more than a thousand years. Polynesian 

variants of the name, such as Aora'i, the peak above Papeete in Tahiti, have existed .for 

over 3000 years. 

The tradition of Te Waka o Aoraki is Ngai Tahu's central creation story and is 

unique to the South Island, providing, as it does, a different account of creation to the 

traditions of North Island iwi (see table 5.1). The tradition explains not only the 

existence of the land in which the iwi live, but also the iwi itself This is because Ngai 

Tahu people are linked, through whakapapa, to Rakinui, and thus to Aoraki. Their direct 

whakapapa lineage to Rakinui also links Ngai Tahu to his sons and daughters by other 

unions, who are the atua responsible for the creation and maintenance of the forest, sea, 

plant .and animal resources which underpin Ngai Tahu's traditional economy, and for 

which Ngai Tahu are traditional kaitiaki (Tau et al, 1990). The naming of features 

through this complex of creation traditions constructs familial relationships between all 

parts of the environment, including between Ngai Tahu and the environment. Ngai Tahu 

speak of Aoraki as both their tupuna mauka (ancestor mountain) and mauka atua 

(mountain god). In this case, then, naming established a spiritual and reciprocal 

relationship between the people and the mountain, in tum establishing the manawhenua 

of that iwi (Roberts et al, 1995). Ngai Tahu have inherited this whakapapa to the 

mountain, the traditions and tikanga relating to it, and continued knowledge and use of 

the name in this context demonstrates ahi kaa (that the iwi's relationship to the mountain 
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has been maintained) and therefore manawhenua (authority to speak and act in reiation 

to the mountain). The name Aoraki enters into a complex of verbal expressions 

(whakapapa, traditions, karakia and korero) which construct cultural identity in relation 

to the mountain. 

Tradition of te Waka o Aoraki 

In the beginning, there was no Te Wai Pounamu or Aotearoa. The waters of Kiwa rolled 
over the place now occupied by the South Island, the North Island, and Stewart Island. No 

sign of land existed. 

Before Raki (the Sky Father) married Papatuanuku (the Earth Mother, each of them 
already had children by other unions. After the marriage, some of the Sky Children came 

down to greet their father's new wife and some married earth daughters. 

Among the celestial visitors were four sons of Raki who were named Aoraki (Cloud in the 
Sky), Rakiroa (Long Raki), Rakirua (Raki the Second) and Rarakiroa (Long Unbroken 
Line). The came down in a canoe which was known as Te Waka o Aoraki. They cruised 

around Papatuanuku who lay as one body in the continent known as Hmvaiki, 

Then, keen to explore, the voyagers set out to sea, but no matter how far they travelled, 
they could not find land. They decided to return to their celestial home but the karakia 

which should have lifted the waka back to the heavens failed and their craft ran aground 
on a hidden reef, turning to stone and earth in the process. 

The waka listed and settled with the West side much higher out of the water than the east. 
Thus the whole wakaformed the South Island, hence the name: Te Waka of Aoraki. Aoraki 

and his brothers clambered on to the high side and were turned to stone. They are still 
there today. Aoraki is the mountain known to Pakeha as Mount Cook and his brothers are 

the next highest peaks near him. The form of the island as it now is owes much to the 
subsequent deeds of Tu Te Rakiwhanoa, who took on the job of shaping the land to make 

it flt for human habitation. 

Table 5.1: The tradition of Te Waka o Aoraki, which explains the creation of Te Wai Pounamu 
(Source: Statutory Acknowledgment for Aoraki / Mount Cook, Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 

1998). 

Ngai Tahu's relationship and rights to the mountain were, however, successively 

marginalised. As the spaces of the interior of the south island were explored and mapped 

by European surveyors, they were named, symbolically transforming these spaces into 

European cultural places. Aoraki was renamed Mount Cook in 1851 by Captain Stokes 

of the H.M.S. Acheron, as he sailed up the West Coast on a surveying expedition. The 

bestowing of the name was done in honour of New Zealand's first British discoverer, 
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James Cook and probably in ignorance of the existing Maori name (which explorer 

Charles Heaphy had recorded in his journal in 1846 as "Te Hauraki"). The renaming 

began the reconstruction of the mountain in distinctly European terms. For example, the 

bestowing of an explorer's name to the physical landscape in this way preserved the 

distinction between, and hierarchical ordering in European thought of the realm of 

Culture and the realm of Nature (whereas for Ngai Tahu, the mountain is their ancestor 

Aoraki, reflecting their cosmogony in which there is no fundamental separation between 

the gods, people, and the environment). 

The name Mount Cook was established on European maps and plans from 1856. 

Conversely, as the New Zealand Geographic Board noted in 1985 (unpublished, a) 

neither Aoraki nor Aorangi appeared on early maps, plans, or any other "authoritative 

documents". However there is a tradition in the settler culture of calling the mountain 

'Aorangi', the northern Maori dialect for Aoraki. Tom Fife, who was the first to climb 

the mountain in 1884, referred to it by this name, as a way of indicating his New Zealand 

identity in opposition to the European identities of his rival mountaineers (Pascoe, 1952). 

In the 1920s, the Tourism and Publicity Department also began using the name 

"Aorangi- the cloud piercer" in its representations of the mountain. In 1939, and again in 

1973, the New Zealand Geographic Board received proposals from Pakeha to rename 

the mountain • Aorangi'. 

fu using Mount Cook and Aorangi, Pakeha had assumed the power to construct 

meanings about the mountain in a way which represented their own specific identities in 

and of place, even where an ostensibly Maori name was being used. The renaming of the 

mountain both enabled and reflected the material dispossession of Ngai Tahu of their 

most sacred mountain. Although Ngai Tahu dispute it, the Waitangi Tribunal (1991) has 

found that they sold the high country, including Aoraki, in the Kemp purchase. But for a 

brief period in the 1920s and 1930s when the land at Aoraki / Mount Cook was leased 

out to the Mount Cook Motor Company, the mountain has been in Crown ownership, 

and in 1953 it became a National Park, subject to Pakeha management regimes. 
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5.2 Contesting the Name 

Within the dominant (Pakeha) society, Ngai Tahu notions of place and identity at 

Mount Cook were largely invisible and silent until 1980. These different notions of place 

and identity were actively reproduced in the private sphere, in the homes and on the 

marae of some Ngai Tahu descendants (who claim the mountain has always been Aoraki 

to them). However for a number of Ngai Tahu descendants, the devaluation of their 

culture within the dominant society led them to actively embrace Pakeha ways and many 

lost knowledge of their own language, dialect, whakapapa and traditions. The public 

contestation of the naming of Aoraki I Mount Cook throughout the 1980s and 1990s can 

only be understood in the context of the much broader cultural politics of the iwi. In the 

1980s, an era marked throughout New Zealand by the renaissance of Maori culture, 

reclaiming the name Aoraki was part of a political movement by some Ngai Tahu to halt 

and reverse the loss of their dialect and cultural traditions, to have those valued 

positively, and to reassert their status as the manawhenua iwi in Te Wai Pounamu. 

It began as a highly localised movement and was driven, at the outset by the 

personal convictions of elders Bill Torepe and Rima Bell of Kati Huirapa at Arowhenua, 

In 1979, the Local Government Commission had decided to name the newly constituted 

District Provisional Scheme for South Canterbury 'Aorangi'. Whilst Kati Huirapa felt the 

naming of the District after the mountain which overshadowed it was appropriate, they 

made strong objections to the Local Government Commission in 1980 regarding the use 

of northern tribal dialect in the Ngai Tahu rohe; an effective denial of the manawhenua of 

the iwi, and a perceived threat to the maintenance of their dialect. This dialect, they 

argued, was "ancient, indigenous to the south, and original" and "a taoka" of their 

"uniquely southern heritage". The hapu at Arowhenua also asked the Ngai Tahu Maori 

Trust Board to lobby the New Zealand Geographic Board to recognise 'Aoraki' as the 

Maori alternative for Mount Cook, as it was from the Geographic Board that the Local 

Government Commission had taken its advice on the naming of the District. Whilst the 

Geographic Board eventually agreed that it was "more correct" to use Aoraki than 

Aorangi, they nevertheless advised the Local Government Commission "that a census of 
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opinion among Regional Council members and their constituents would probably favour 

the retention of Aorangi because of the popularity of the name [among Pakeha]". r'<f :,

Further, the Board made it clear to the Ngai Tahu Maori Trust Board that they did not 

consider either Aoraki or Aorangi an official alternative for Mount Cook, nor would they 

consider at that time a proposal to change the name of Mount Cook, as it was 

established, in local and national usage, and commemorated an early explorer of some 

historic importance. 

The Local Government Commission thus ignored Ngai Tahu's objections and 

named the District Scheme 'Aorangi'. The disregard with which they had been treated 

incensed Ngai Tahu and hardened their resolve. As the 1980s wore on, and organisations 

took their name from the Aorangi United Council (including the Aorangi Regional 

Development Council, the Aorangi Public Relations Association, the Aorangi National 

Parks and Reserves Board a..nd numerous private companies), the Ngai Tahu Maori Trust 

Board and elders from Arowhenua continued to lobby all public organisations using the 

Maori name. The Timaru Herald, which had ea@~;advocated using Aoraki in a 1980 

editorial, launched a campaign in May, 1987, to have all organisations change their name 

to Aoraki, as a mark of consideration and respect for the wishes and beliefs of the 

Tangata Whenua. In that year, three organisations (the Polytechnic, the Holme Station 

Festival, and the National Parks and Reserves Board) entered into dialogue with Ngai 

Tahu at Arowhenua and decided in favour of Aoraki, for reasons of "bicultural 

sensitivity" and "correctness" and to avoid charges of tokenism. 

The debate which was waged through the pages of the Timaru Herald in 1987 

illustrates the sort of politics in which place naming can be implicated. The Aorangi 

United Council, Development Council and Public Relations Association, each 

responsible for aspects of the region's social and economic development, was faced with 

a situation in which central government was withdrawing direct financial aid to the 

region and the economic performance of the region was worsening, as witnessed by 

rising unemployment and loss of business confidence. These organisations, in alliance 

with the Timaru Harbour Board, South Canterbury Manufacturers Association and 

Chamber of Commerce, repeatedly stressed the need for a unified and widely recognised 
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identity for the region for successful marketing of its services and products. They 

accused organisations using the name 'Aoraki', especially the Timaru Herald, of being 

politically motivated, irrational and biased towards Ngai Tahu (with the mayor pointedly 

suggesting that the newspaper should call itself"The Aoraki Advocate") .. They were also 

accused of creating "division" and "acrimony" within the community, and between the 

region and rest of New Zealand. The pro-Aorangi organisations implied that, in seeking 

to further the socio-economic position of the whole province, they were representing 

more universal interests, and therefore~ 'Aorangi' marked the neutral, apolitical, and 

rational stance. Moreover, they constructed 'Aoraki' as representing a highly localised, 

provincial point of view: they argued that 'Aoraki' would not be known or recognised 

anywhere outside the South Island, and even there, it was a name "virtually unknown" to 

all but the "very small minority'' of Maori at Arowhenua.' 

Local government restructuring in 1989, and the ushering in of an enlarged 

Canterbury Regional Council, meant that the issue died in the minds of many Pakeha. 

However, there are many private organisations from this period still using the name 

Aoraki and the name has a certain degree of visibility and acceptability within South 

Canterbury. The debate of the 1980s served to politicise the issue for Ngai Tahu: they 

had not expected that there would be such public opposition to what they saw as a 

reasonable request. In addition, the death of the elders who originally began the bid for 

Aoraki left other Ngai Tahu with the obligation of oha ki, to see their wish for the 

reinstatement of the name Aoraki fulfilled. Thus, this debate was formative in Ngai Tahu 

seeking the reinstatement of the name Aoraki for the mountain itself under the Ngai 

Tahu Settlement Act, 1998. 

However, there were also other factors which led Ngai Tahu to seek the 

amendment of the name Mount Cook to Aoraki/ Mount Cook. Firstly, the iwi was 

looking for ways to re-establish their spiritual and ancestral relationships to the 

mountain, both symbolically and practically. Ownership of the National Park was 

politically untenable for the Crown. Mechanisms such as a place name amendment, a 

Statutory Acknowledgment, and Topuni were devised as a way of achieving both 

material and symbolic recognition ofNgai Tahu's different identity in and of place, whilst 
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still working witrJn dominant Pakeha systems of representation and management of the 

National Park. 

Although Ngai Tahu have tended to construct their relationship to the mountain 

as traditional, this relationship has become more sharply focussed in the colonial era. It 

is, for example, in this context only that Aoraki has become a symbol or icon of tribal 

identity for all the runaka that comprise Ngai Tahu whanui. This 'national' identity has 

been constructed to carry forward Te Kereme, the Ngai Tahu claim, which consisted of 

the many disparate grievances ofNgai Tahu whanui. In publicly contesting the naming of 

Aoraki / Mount Cook, and more broadly Te Kereme, Ngai Tahu have used Te Waka o 

Aoraki tradition alone, whilst other traditions explaining the naming of the mountain 

have been denounced (by some) as an "attack on the tribal icon" (pers. comm. Sir Tipene 

O'Regan, 1999). The primacy given this tradition is explainable in that the tradition not 

only better constructs a unified tribal identity (all Ngai Tahu share this whakapapa), but it 

also better grounds and legitimates the iwi's claims to the mountain, and the land of Te 

Wai Pounamu more generally, providing as it does such close and powerful genealogical 

and geographical links between people and place. It may be said, then, that Ngai Tahu 

have actively, and strategically 'fixed' their identity in place at Aoraki (Jacobs, 1996), in 

order to better contest their cultural and material marginalisation. 

Having the name Aoraki publicly and officially recognised achieves more than 

just symbolically re-establishing Ngai Tahu's relationship to the mountain. It serves also 

to make Ngai Tahu's identity as a "nation within a nation" visible (Otago Daily Times, 

30/9/97: 8), in that their national icon is now officially represented alongside that of 

Pakeha, and as a public acknowledgment of the manawhenua of that tribal identity. The 

name, it can be seen, enters at many levels and scales into the cultural politics of the iwi. 

The inclusion of amendments to place names in the Ngai Tahu settlement, was 

first publicised in Christchurch's The Press, the Timaru Herald, and the Otago Daily 

Times on the 8th of October, 1996, after the signing of the Heads of Agreement between 

Ngai Tahu and the Crown. When the Deed of Settlement was signed in September 

1997, each paper ran small articles detailing the dual place names for their respective 
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regions and for important landmarks such as Mount Cook. The announcement of that 

place name amendment drew no public comment, in the form of letters to the editor, 

within the four month periods checked. The fact that the name Aoraki was by this time 

well known, and after the debate of the 1980s, already in usage by a number of 

organisations in South Canterbury, is important in understanding the lack of public 

response to the renaming ofMount Cook. Indeed, in an editorial in the Timaru Herald, it 

was written: 

The name change of the country's highest peak to Aoraki/ Mount Cook 
should not raise hackles, for the word Aoraki is not foreign to this area and 
common usage will dictate what the mountain will be called (24/9/97: 4) 

In addition, the place name changes were publicised in the context of the Ngai Tahu 

Settlement as a whole and they appear to have been one of the less contentious elements. 

Dissenting voices in the media mostly targeted issues of public ownership of, access to, 

and management of the conservation estate and :fisheries, as well as the economic aspects 

of the settlement. 

This priortisation of issues was also reflected in submissions to the Parliamentary 

Select Committee for the Ngai Tahu Settlement Bill, with only six submissions 

mentioning the place name amendments. Three of these submissions came from the 

Nation ofWaitaha and their supporters, the remaining three from the Tararua Tramping 

Club, Federated Mountain Clubs, and an independent recreational tramper. Interviews 

with the latter organisation and individual, as well as information gleaned from other 

interviews, revealed an unexpectedly high level of support for the official recognition of 

the name Aoraki / Mount Cook amongst Pakeha, even where there was objection to 

other dual names. Only two interviewees objected to the dual name. However as will be 

shown, in stating their support for the name, many articulated particularly Pakeha 

discourses about the mountain, discourses which were shared by those opposing the 

name change and which underlay much of the resistance to other aspects of the 
I 

Settlement. There was, therefore, a degree of ambivalence in the acceptance of the name 

Aoraki / Mount Cook. 



72 

A major factor framing Pakeha acceptance of the name Aoraki is the fact that it 

was already established as . an alternative name for Mount Cook However nearly all 

interviewees understood Aoraki to be merely the southern dialect for 'Aorangi, the cloud 

piercer'. That translation of the name was disseminated by the Tourism and Publicity 

Department in the 1920s in their promotional literature and has since had wide 

circulation in numerous (Pakeha) books about Mount Cook. The translation is similar to 

what Ngai Tahu give as the literal meaning of the name Aoraki ('The Cloud in the Sky'), 

but it is completely divorced from Ngai Tahu cultural traditions relating to the mountain, 

traditions which shape their radically different sense of place and identity and inform a 

range of cultural practices which seek to maintain and reproduce that place-identity. (For 

example, it is through protecting the mauri of the mountain according ·to tribal tikanga 

that the mana of the tribe is maintained). The separation of the name from the cultural 

context in which it is grounded has enabled Pakeha to use the name Aorangi, and now 

Aoraki, in hegemonic representations of the mountain, without any of Ngai Tahu's 

counter-hegemonic understandings being allowed to speak through the name. The name 

has been depoliticised. It is significant then that only two Pakeha spoken to had an 

understanding of Aoraki as Ngai Tahu's ancestor and atua and in supporting the name, 

were affirming the rights ofNgai Tahu to represent and manage the mountain according 

to their own cultural beliefs. 

For a few, names at Aoraki/ Mount Cook are simply not important, they are 

"simply terminology" or "a way of denoting a geographical point" (Int. Al, A6). What 

is important is the mountain itself. As one FMC member noted: 

"It was there way before we humans were even thought of and will probably 
be there long after we have gone. So our name for it doesn't actually have a 
great deal of significance, not in terms of what it actually is" (Int. A6). 

Such statements represent that environment as a 'primordial', external and objectively 

experienced reality, and tend to deny that places, including places of Nature, are socially 

mediated and constructed (Fitzsimmons, 1989). In the case of Aoraki / Mount Cook, 

which is part of a National Park, the meanings ascribed by many Pakeha in interviews are 

of an externalised natural environment, one untouched by Culture. For example, 

interviewees often construct the natural environment of the mountain in opposition to the 
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city or town environments in which they live, which are seen to embody the cuiturai. The 

National Park is described by some interviewees, in opposition to the city, as a place 

where one can "get rid of the trappings of modern life and get life back to its basic 

components" (Int. A6), as "a place where I can return to the land, where I feel free" 
,--. 

(Int. A2) and as an "escape from other human beings ... where one refreshes one~ spirit 

in the natural world and one empties on~ mind in the contemplation of vastness and 

emptiness" (Int. AS). As inherently cultural phenomena, place names are perhaps 

irrelevant to, even contradict, Pakeha constructions of the mountain as a natural 

environment. This resonates with the FMC philosophy that place naming should be kept 

to a minimum in wilderness areas (Henson and Southerwood, 1995). Thus the absence of 
I 

place names becomes part of the construction of nature in some Western cultural 

contexts. But to claim this notion of Nature at Aorald/ Mount Cook as an external, 

objectively experienced reality, as some interviewees implied, is perhaps a denial that it 

is a notion which is socially produced . The appeal to the 'reality' of the mountain, and 

the denial of its social construction, naturalises Pakeha understandings of Aoraki / Mount 

Cook as wilderness whilst masking the marginalisation ofNgai Tahu's understanding (see 

Keith and Pile, 1993). 

Further, some claimed that the name Aoraki was more "euphonious" (Int. A6, 

A2), that the name gave a better impression of "the majesty of the thing" (Int. Hl) than 
Q,, 

the name Mount Cook. On;f1an stated that: 

I'd use the Maori name [at] times when I've had a particularly good day out 
there, when I am feeling in harmony with it all, I feel a little more poetic 

· them in is my usual state, and the Maori name fits very well with that poetic 
sort of feeling. Aoraki is 'cloud piercer' ... Habitually I would use European 
names though (Int. Al). 

This belief that indigenous place names are euphonious or more poetic than colonial 

names is not specific to these Pakeha in post-colonial New Zealand. It has had currency 

in the colonial context here (being cited as a reason for giving preference to original 

Maori names under the Designation of Districts Act 1894 as well as in the 1939 proposal 

by a Pakeha mountaineer to change Mount Cook to Aorangi). However, such statements 

are made in absence of an understanding of ~t the specific cultural meanings of the 

name. In addition, the above quote may be interpreted as relying on a familiar trope of 
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colonialism, that of indigenous people being 'in harmony with\ or 'cioser to nature' 

(Jacobs, 1996). These statements of euphony and poetics may be read as part of an 

ongoing appropriation of the Maori name by certain Pakeha in order to construct Aoraki/ 

Mount Cook as a place of Nature, where an absence of naming serves the purpose for 

others. 

It is not surprising to find that a number of Pakeha I interviewed use Aoraki in 

preference to Mount Cook, even where they felt place names were largely unimportant. 

These interviewees expressed a lack of affinity, even discomfort with the name Mount 

Cook, and/ or European place names generally. One man (not an FMC member) 

articulated this discomfort explicitly through knowledge of what have been called 

'revisionist' or 'subaltern' histories of Pakeha- Maori relations in colonial New Zealand 

(Nairn and McCreanor, 1991: 248-249). He argued, speaking of place names generally, 

that: 

For example, I prefer to call [the Harper Pass] the Hurunui Pass, which is 
the Maori name for it, mainly because Harper was a thieving scumbag of a 

-, 
lawyer ... And also, it was pretty much a main highway, so whose.,,Harper? He 
was just a white boy the Maori showed over it ... And in Hamilton, there are a 
lot of street names, Bryce, a Monteith and every other colonial land
grabbing bastard Some names just rub it in, and they need to go (Int A3). 

Thus where English place names serve as a reminder, or commemoration of historical 

actors and events in the colonial history of New Zealand which have recently been 

reinterpreted in a negative light, he believed the names should be replaced. In other 

cases, such as at Aoraki / Mount Cook, where the negative referent is not so blatant, the 

same man welcomed dual names as a "a recognition of the multiple histories on the New 

Zealand landscape", although he still preferred Aoraki. It may be argued that the 

construction of subaltern histories has, for those whO:\aware of them, created a crisis of 

legitimation in terms of the Pakeha occupation of this country and certain place names 

serve to highlight this. The wish to replace some, whilst keeping others, may amount to 

an editing of historical referents in the landscape to restore a sense of legitimacy to the 

Pakeha, which may be felt to be lacking in the context of revisionist histories and Maori 

discourses of dispossession. 
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Not all Pakeha, and certainly not the FMC members interviewed, know, or 

acknowledge so readily, the revisionist narratives of New Zealand history. However, in 

expressing their preference for Aoraki, and a lack of affinity with the name Mount Cook, 

FMC members articulated notions of attachment and belonging at Aoraki/ Mount Cook 

which are often articulated in relation to, and through, Maori concepts and discourses of 

attachments to land, and in this specific context, Ngai Tahu discourses of place-identity 

at Aoraki /Mount Cook. Many spoke, for example, in this way of having a spiritual 

relationship with the mountain: 

My relationship is one of attachment to that alpine environment. I can 
really relate to what the Maori say about Turangawaewae, place to stand. 
Its got pretty strong spiritual connections .. .! don't think that's an exclusively 
Maori thing. I think plenty of Pakeha New Zealanders relate in exactly the 
same way (Int. A6) 

I feel quite spiritual about the place, and that's what annoys me about the 
Ngai Tahu stance, 'we have a special relationship with this place '. What 
does that actuaUy mean? By implication it means they have a more special 
relationship with the mountain than anyone else. I think that tends to 
devalue our relationships with that landscape, and with our own culture 
(Int. A2) 

One culture seems to have got a monopoly on having spiritual feelings 
about the mountains. Inf act, its something I think we have in common (Int. 
Al) 

For some, this spirituality stems from the intimacy with the environment 

experienced whilst climbing and tramping in the area. For others notions of intimacy are 

closely connected with specific constructions of Nature in this setting, in that, in the 

absence of Culture, one can get, like Maori, 'closer to nature'. The lack of affinity with 

the name Mount Cook (and other English names in National Parks) stems from what 

interviewees saw as the alienated relationship certain colonists and explorers had with the 

land. For example: 

I don't feel comfortable with a lot of names in New Zealand. There are a lot 
which represent quite misguided attitudes to the landscape. I am thinking of 
things like Mount Cook and Mount Tasman. Ones that were named after 
explorers that had a pretty dubious relationship with the land (Int. A2) 

To illustrate this, much was made of the fact that Mount Cook was named off a ship, by 

someone who never set foot in the area, or had any experience of the mountain. 
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Conversely, there is a great deal of affinity, at least in climbing circles, with the names for 

features on Aoraki / Mount Cook, which were named by and for climbers, guides and 

expeditions, as these names represent a geographic sensitivity to the land which FMC 

members feel they have. The name Aoraki, embedded as it is in particular Maori 

discourses of sacredness and spiritual attachment to the mountain, is used by Pakeha as a 

way of indicating that they share with Ngai Tahu a 'close' relationship to the mountain, 

in a sense, invoking their own sense of belonging, of indigeneity as Pakeha New 

· Zealanders. 

In addition, there was the sense that certain FMC members I interviewed 

preferred the Maori name as a way of constructing their identity as New Zealanders in 

opposition to England. For example, consider the following: 

Well we live in New Zealand We are not part of Britain any more. I think 
that for that whole sort of individualism as a country, that provides for me 
one of the strongest reasons for going to Maori names (Int. A2) 

I am happy to see {the mountain] carry the name [Aoraki]. Because it is 
New Zealand after all, and that is the only thing that is distinctive about this 
place, its Polynesian history (Int. A6). 

So, these FMC prefer to use certain Maori place names as a way of differentiating 

themselves from the colonial centres of Europe, and more specifically, England. 

In three instances, the invocation of Pakeha indigeneity was taken further: it was 

claimed that Pakeha, especially climbers, are the true Tangata Whenua at Aoraki. This 

assertion is based on criteria of physically using and inhabiting the environment, and is 

similar in its eurocentricity to beliefs that indigenous people did not have rights to land 

which they did not actively cultivate, a belief which underlay and justified the 

dispossession of land in many colonial contexts. In the contemporary context, FMC 

members have been active in contesting Ngai Tahu1s claim through the Waitangi 

Tribunal, and the settlement of that claim, especially where conservation lands including 

Aoraki/ Mount Cook were involved (Dominy, 1995). Thus such FMC claims to 

spirituality and indigeneity have been formulated in a highly political context, and as 

Levine (1990) points out, we must be wary of the appropriation of Maori language and 
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self-imagery, including the use of their names, where the implications for :Maori are 

continued cultural and territorial marginalisation. 

This brings us full circle back to what has been one of the most contested 

elements of the Ngai Tahu settlement by certain Pakeha : ownership, access to and 

management of the conservation estate, including at Aoraki / Mount Cook. FMC 

members spoken to objected particularly to those parts of the Settlement, such as the 

Statutory Acknowledgment and Topuni, which give Ngai Tahu (limited) powers to also 

manage Aoraki / Mount Cook according to their own cultural values and beliefs. There is 

also significant anxiety about the passing of the mountain into Ngai Tahu ownership, 

even though it is to be gifted back, almost immediately, to the nation. Pakeha who 

accepted and were even willing to use the name Aoraki objected to Ngai Tahu requests 

for climbers not to stand on the summit of the mountain, even when they were not 

themselves climbers. Thus many Pakeha only acknowledge the validity of recognising 

Ngai Tahu's relationship to the mountain at a symbolic level, rather than materially. But it 

is important to remember too that most Pakeha understand Aoraki to mean 'the cloud 

piercer': the connection between the name and the material practices which stem from its 

tradition are not readily apparent. 

The objection to the material aspects of the Settlement are informed by two 

specific and interrelated notions, the first of which is that no one group or individual can 

own the 'natural world'; it should be kept by the State in public ownership. The passing 

of Aoraki / Mount Cook out of public ownership in the 1920s and the denial of access to 

climbers was a primary motivation for the formation of Federated Mountain Clubs, as a 

lobby group advocating public ownership of wilderness areas. The second notion 

informing objections is that as Aoraki / Mount Cook is an area valued by 'all New 

Zealanders' (albeit in different ways), it should be managed 'objectively' by a State body, 

for the benefit of everyone. Arguments about multi-culturalism are invoked here, with 

interviewees pointing out that there are many different cultural groups in New Zealand, 

and the granting of preferential rights to Ngai Tahu, it is implied, compromises the 

cultural values of these other groups. It is not agreed exactly what 'objective' 

management of the mountain constitutes (with some invoking 'scientific' principles, and 
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others articulating their scepticism that science can protect their own spiritual vaiues at 

Aoraki / Mount Cook). What is important here is that management of the mountain by 

the State is seen as ( at least being capable of being) universal, in terms of the interests it 

represents and protects, whilst management by Ngai Tahu, according to their traditional 

beliefs and practices, is cast as subjective, partial and exclusive of the interests of "all 

[the Othered] New Zealanders" (Int. A2).Interestingly, for those who support the dual 

name, Aoraki better serves the construction of this universalism than does Mount Cook, 

for the name is already in widespread usage, is descriptive of an objective reality which 

all experience (it is 'the cloud piercer') rather than possessive, and better signifies the 

intimate, spiritual way in which New Zealanders generally relate to the mountain. Of 

particular significance is that one FMC member said that he liked the name Aoraki 

because it was descriptive, but: 

At the same time there are a lot of Maori names which I wouldn 't use or 
support. They might be named after a historical or mythical character, a 
relation or whatever. I tend to be more attracted to Maori names that are 
descriptive rather than naming after one of their ancestors (Int. A2). 

This statement is significant because, of course, Aoraki is named after an ancestor. But 

there is also a degree of ambivalence expressed here towards Maori names which are not 

simply descriptive. I suggest that these sorts of names contain culturally specific 

meanings which this Pakeha feels are too exclusive for use in places owned and enjoyed 

by all New Zealanders. Indeed, he described descriptive English and Maori names as the 

"common ground" for cultural groups (Int. A2) 

The two FMC members I interviewed who objected to a dual name for Aoraki / 

Mount Cook, voiced very similar opinions about universality versus exclusivity in 

ownership and management of Mount Cook National Park, but for them the symbolic 

and material recognition of Ngai Tahu's relationship are inextricably intertwined. One 

stated: 

The big problem is that this whole name changing exercise, it is impossible 
to separate it from its political context. And I can't help but think the whole 
move to even such things as lvfaori names enforced over parts of the 
conservation estate is actually part of the same general assertion of rights 
superior to non-Maori rights over the natural world And one thing we 
conservationists have been preaching all this time is that we don't own the 



natural world No-one can be said to own it or have any rights over it (Int. 
A5) 

Thus for him naming is part of claiming. 

79 

In addition (and closely related to the above), both objectors did not share with 

other respondents the view that the name Aoraki in any way represented their sense of 

identity. For them, Mount Cook is an important part of their identity and heritage as 

New Zealanders, as it commemorates the first British discoverer of New Zealand. As 

New Zealand's highest mountain, it is also seen as an icon which unites the diverse 

cultures of this nation as New Zealanders. Although the name is English, it is the name 

which is known by, and is meaningful to, everybody. The Maori name "means nothing" 

(Int. A4) This argument is linked into wider discourses about the English and Maori 

language generally: the English language is spoken by, and meaningful to all New 

Zealanders, therefore it should be the language in which the nation is represented in all 

public and official discursive arenas (with official maps and road signs being mentioned 

along with Parliament, schools, television and radio). Hence the language of the settler 

descendants is universalised to all in constructing New Zealand identity. Conversely, the 

Maori language is considered meaningful to, and representative of, only a small minority. 

Its use in official contexts, in this case in official representations of Aoraki/ Mount Cook, 

is constructed as divisive for the national identity, in that it polarises New Zealanders into 

those who do and do not understand Maori language, and more specifically, those who 

do and do not identify with Ngai Tahu constructions of place. Interestingly, these two 

FMC members did not object to Maori place names already in common usage. They 

stated that whilst they do not care what Ngai Tahu wish to call Mount Cook amongst 

themselves, there is no reason for their chosen name to be publicly recognised. These 

objectors would have difference relegated to the private, whilst having what are highly 

specific Pakeha (all the more so given other Pakeha's support for Aoraki) notions of 

language, place and identity dominate in the public sphere. 

Significant arguments are also made by those FMC members who objected to the 

place name amendment about the 'artificial' intervention of the state into the 'natural' 

historical process by which many Maori names dropped out of usage. (Here the two 
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objectors point out that some Maori piace names such as Timaru have survived to the 

present, and have entered into what has become a uniquely New Zealand form of 

English). The construction of this historical process as 'natural', I believe, relies on a 

repertoire of colonial tropes which posit the settler culture (and language) as naturally 

superior, and associate it with progress, whilst the Maori culture is seen as naturally 

inferior; backwards. It is implied that through a form of social Darwinism, the (inferior) 

Maori names have been supplanted, mirroring the broader process of cultural succession, 

and marking progress in the development of the South Island . The appeal to the natural 

serves to hide the fact that power relations between colonisers and colonised were 

unequal: that increasingly, the colonisers had the power to name and claim places for 

themselves. But there is real concern on the part of these two FMC members that 

following the artificial reinstatement of Aoraki by the government, the name Mount 

Cook will be lost, and with it, a significant piece of Pakeha New Zealanders' heritage. 

One man commented: "And if it is our mountain and not just Ngai Tahu's, and Ngai 

Tahu are after all a very small proportion of the South Island's population, that surely 

is not good enough" (Int. A4) 

The vow by these Pakeha that they will always use the name Mount Cook may in 

this context be read as a show of resistance in a situation where some Ngai Tahu have 

regained considerable power not only to represent and reproduce their particular sense of 

place and identity at Aoraki / Mount Cook, but to influence how many Pakeha construct 

their own place-identities at Aoraki / Mount Cook. 

5.3 Concluding Comments 

This chapter has examined Ngai Tahu's attempts, through local political channels 

and through the settlement process, to have the name Aoraki recognised and accepted by 

the wider society. Results reveal a high level of acceptance for the name amongst 

Pakeha. However, this acceptance is somewhat ambiguous: it occurs in an absence of 

knowledge of the cultural meaning of the name for Ngai Tahu and it does not translate 

into an acceptance ofNgai Tahu claiming material rights to the mountain. Rather than as 

a demonstration of sympathy for Ngai Tahu, these Pakeha use the name Aoraki to 
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represent their own relationships to the mountain and their i?entity as New Zealanders. 

Hence, in many ways, Pakeha use of the name Aoraki constitu'ys an appropriation, and is 

compatible with attitudes to Ngai Tahu that are not too dissimilar from those who object 

to the name changes. 
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Chapter Six 

Case Study 2: Whareakeake 

6.1 Background 

Whareakeake lies on the north facing coast of Otago peninsula (figure 4.1) in the 

Purakaunui District. Carbon dating suggests that Maori occupation at Whareakeake dates 

back to the thirteenth century, the time of Waitaha. However it was some time after the 
-, 

arrival-, of Kati Mamoe and Ngai Tahu that Whareakeake developed into a permanent 

settlement. Indeed, it became the heart of Ngai Tahu settlement in Otago, as it was here that 

pounamu, a major source of wealth to Ngai Tahu whanui, was worked into ornaments such 

as hei tiki. Pounamu was sourced from west Otago, and in particular from the headwaters 

of Lake Wakatipu, and carried along the greenstone trails for fashioning at coastal 

settlements such as Whareakeake (Anderson, 1998). Whareakeake was therefore linked into 

the greenstone trails, but also into coastal trading routes between kaika. 

There are at least three possible explanations as to the origins of the name 

Whareakeake. The simplest, and most widely circulated, is that Whareakeake means 'house 

made of Supple Jack'. A second possible explanation is that Whareakeake recalls the name 

of an ancestor, Te Whare Ake Ake, whose name was in a whakapapa given by Taare Te 

Maiharoa and recorded by Herries Beattie around 1915. Both of these explanations indicate 

that Whareakeake was named by Waitaha. Sir Tipene O'Regan, who has a particular 

interest in Ngai Tahu place names and is recognised as an iwi authority on the matter, also 

suggests the name recalls an ancestor. He refers to a cluster of place names which were 

bestowed in the vicinity of present-day Masterton and in South Otago which recall the 

names of female ancestors, and which are interconnected through the prefix 'Whare-', 

which means 'house'. The imagery conveyed is that t~e bodies of the female ancestors are 

the 'whare' out of which the people are born. As these place names occur in clusters in two 

locations, it is suggested that the name Whareakeake, ( or the imagery involved in that type 



83 

of place name), was brought southwards, through Weilington to South Otago in the later 

migrations of Ngai Tahu whanui. 

There is no confusion surrounding the origins of the English name for Whareakeake, 

Murdering Beach, although accounts vary widely in the specifics of the event which it. 

recalls (see, for example, Anderson, 1942; Dury and Patterson, 1998; NZGB, unpublished . 

b ). On the 11th of December, the Tasmanian brig Sophia anchored in Port Otakou. A party 

of six men, including Captain James Kelly went ashore to the kaika at Whareakeake to trade 

with local Maori. Local Ngai Tahu recognised within the party one Tucker, who had stolen 

a mokomokai, or preserved head, at Riverton in 1811. Three Europeans, including Tucker, 

were killed by Ngai Tahu. Captain Kelly escaped back to the brig unharmed, and exacted 

revenge on the local Maori population. It is in accounts of Kelly's retaliation that 

differences occur, the wildest being Kelly's own 1868 version, published in the Hobart 

Town Courier (ODT, 1/2/1991: 8). However, it is generally accepted that Kelly killed local 

Maori, including the chief Korako, and set fire to houses in the kaika (NZGB, unpublished 

b). The korero ofNgai Tahu regarding Whareakeake confirms this retaliation (Int. WI, W9, 

WIO). After the settlement was attacked and burned, a tapu was placed on Whareakeake 

and the kaika was abandoned. The settlement was left as it lay, with artefacts, possessions, 

and the bodies of tipuna in the urupa being left behind. The land at Murdering Beach has 

since been farmed privately by Pakeha. The site has been important archaeologically and 

many Pakeha (both expert and non) have collected an estimated three tons of artefacts from 

Murdering Beach, some of which are held now by the Otago museum (Anderson, 1998; Int. 

WlO). 

6.2 Contesting the name 

On the 10th of November 1989 the Secretary of the NZGB received a proposal 

from John McLachlan to have the names of two locations in the Purakaunui district revert 

to their original Maori names, including Murdering Beach to Whareakeake. He suggested 

that place names should be considered as a taonga of te reo Maori, protected under Article 

II of the Treaty of Waitangi. McLachlan supplied his whakapapa, which linked him to Kati 

Huirapa, the manawhenua hapu for the rohe concerned, and wrote in his proposal: 



In part, I am of Ngaiiahu tribal lineage. My maternal great great grandmother 
MOTOITOI was a high ranking woman within the Ngatihuirapa hapu of that 
tribe. During 1839 she entered into a relationship with a European whaler 
named Richard Driver. From that time until her death in 1846 they lived 
together at Murdering Beach. .. Three daughters were born from that union who 
were to become the ancestresses of well known South Island 
families ... Descendants of MOTOITOI have lived in the adjoining Purakanui 
district since that time and still do. 
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In legitimating his right to speak for Whareakeake (to reclaim the name) in this way, 

McLachlan made a claim to 'origins' (Jacobs, 1996) and in doing so, played to the idea that 

the identity of place is given through an uncontested inheritance from the past. He thus 

invoked the notion of place as stasis (Massey, 1994, see also Berg and Kearns, 1996: 109). 

However, the essential identity he posited for place would not go uncontested. 

The NZGB requested the Otago District Office of the Department of Land and 

Survey to do preliminary research on the place name proposals. The Chief Surveyor for 

Dunedin, however, made it quite clear that he did not support the name change proposals 

and indicated his unwillingness to undertake any research on the matter. The effect was to 

centralise the research process in Wellington, and to delay the Board's consideration of the 

proposals. It was not until October 1990 that a decision in favour ofMcLachlan's proposals 

was reached. The Board gazetted its decision on the 1st of October 1990, published Notices 

of Intent to Assign in the Otago Daily Times on the 7th and 9th of November 1990, and 

called for objections within a three month period, as per the requirements of the New 

Zealand Geographic Board Act 1924. 

The NZGB received submissions of objection from 95 individuals, and ten petitions, 

claiming to represent 1880 people. The NZGB also received twelve submissions of support 

for the name changes, eight of which were from Ngai Tahu collective authorities (Runanga, 

Marae, the Otago Maori Council, and Ngai Tahu Maori Trust Board), and four of which 

were :from Pakeha individuals. In registering and arguing their support or objection to the 

name changes, submitters articulated diverse and conflicting relationships to, and definitions 

of place. Particularly contested in the renaming of Murdering Beach were the multiple 

constructions, evaluations, and interpretations of the history of the place. 
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6.2.1 Whose history? 

It is apparent from both submissions and interviews that historical associations are 

important for both Ngai Tahu and Pakeha in their relationships to Whareakeake or 

Murdering Beach. One objector argued that "Europeans have as much historical 

connections as other early peoples" (submission 76). Indeed Pakeha articulated senses of 

place which were formed directly through personal experiences of the beach, but also 

knowledge of its European history. For a few objectors, the name Murdering Beach carried 

meanings relating to this conjunction of personal memory with a broader settler history and 

culture: 

These are beaches which we visited and enjoyed when our children were small 
and as this is part of our heritage we would find it hard to accept a name 
change (submission 17) 

The name Murdering Beach means a special place to me, part of my childhood 
and part of our history (submission 83). 

For some, their family history tied directly into the European history of the area, m 

particular the marriage of Motoitoi and Richard Driver at Murdering Beach, enabling them 

to make the same sorts of claims to ancestral connection and essential place-based identity 

as McLachlan had. For example: 

As a direct descendant of Scottish early settlers who gave, now well known 
place names, to localities and features in Otago and Southland, I believe I 
have some very legitimate claim to request the name changes are not 
proceeded with (submission 13). 

I am totally opposed to this because of the historical importance of that area 
to my forbear Richard Driver who lived at Murdering Beach. .. [who] was my 
great-great grandfather .. .I feel this would be a loss to the people of Dunedin 
as Richard Driver is a well known pioneer which helped build the province of 
Otago (submission 60). 

I am a direct descendant of Richard Driver who was one of the earliest 
inhabitants of this area. My family, ever since then, have regarded this as a 
major part of our heritage. Since then, there have always been Drivers living 
in the area (submission 91). 

The story of Driver and Motoitoi is a central element of both the Pakeha folklore of 

the area, and it was mentioned in many submissions and in every interview. That story has 
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been conflated with the events of 1817, and the popular history of the beach is that Richard 

Driver came ashore with Captain Kelly of the Sophia, but was spared death when Motoitoi, 

the chiefs daughter, threw her cape around Driver and proclaimed that she wished to many 

him. Although that narrative is factually incorrect, it remains a central part of popular 

folklore, and some Pakeha believe this is the story from which the name Murdering Beach 

derives. For Ngai Tahu too, the union ofMotoitoi and Driver is of particular significance, as 

a symbol of the meeting of the two cultures (Int. W9, WIO). But the meanings attached to it 

are significantly different. For example, one member of Kati Huirapa explained that the 

attaching of the name 'murdering' to the beach signified for him the disrespect, 

misunderstanding and high-handedness with which Pakeha have treated Maori (Int. WIO). 

Conversely, many Pakeha felt that the murders and union signified an initial 

misunderstanding followed by peace, harmony, and tolerance between the two cultures. 

Of central importance to the debate over renaming Whareakeake/ Murdering Beach 

was which aspects and interpretations of history, (and whose ancestral connections), were 

to be represented in its naming. Supporters (Maori and Pakeha) privileged the Maori history 

of the place prior to the arrival of Europeans, arguing that the naming of the beach should 

reflect the longstanding Maori occupation ofWhareakeake, and the importance of the kaika 

to the ancestors: 

The Ngai Tahu and Ngati Mamoe people have had a long residence on that 
land and it is only fitting as manawhenua that the history of their past should 
be conserved in the continued use of their place names (Otautahi Runanga, 
submission 107). 

We believe the long Maori history in the area justifies this change (submission 
96) 

Supporters tended to attach far less significance to the events of 1817, and even to the 

marriage ofMotoitoi and Driver. Conversely, for objectors, the 'murders' of 1817 and the 

deeds of Richard Driver are the central elements in the folklore of the area, and are for them 

more significant than the pre-European history of the beach. 

Differences in the importance attached to events, and the diversity in meanings 

attached to the beach's history, highlight the fact that the construction of histories is 

relative. It depends on one's cultural positioning. However, in order to legitimate their 
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specific constructions, both supporters and objectors evoked the continuity of their 

historical and ancestral associations, thereby attempting to construct their histories as 

internal to the place (see all above quotes). Some Pakeha objectors implied that Maori had 

lost their connections to the beach in the nineteenth century, when the kaika was abandoned 

and local Maori moved away. Hence, the re-emergence of a Maori history was posited as a 

rupture in the coherent, internal, and continuous history constructed by Pakeha. For 

example, one woman wrote: 

I can't remember one Maori family living in either [Murdering Beach or Long 
Beach], so why this sudden interest in a long forgotten Maori occupation for a 
short time, many many years ago? (submission 1) 

Within this context, the much longer Maori occupation of Whareak:eake prior to European 

arrival could be deemed "largely irrelevant" (Griffiths, ODT, 1/2/1991:8). This argument 

relies on a particularly spatial understanding of history (whose history is in place, and whose 

has lost its place). This spatial element will be taken up again in the next section. 

However despite the constructedness of both histories, it is clear that historical 

associations are important to both Ngai Tahu and Pakeha. It would perhaps seem fair to 

instate a dual name, so that neither culture's histories are silenced or marginalised in the 

naming of the beach. However, for Ngai Tahu, Murdering Beach is offensive, and would 

denigrate the status of the name and history ofWhareak:eake if it were retained (Int. WlO, 

pers. comm. Negotiating Team A and C member, 1999). McLachlan's main concern in 

requesting the reinstatement of Whareakeake was that Murdering Beach inaccurately 

portrayed the Maori as murderers. He contended that as Tucker had been identified as a 

trader in mokomokai, the killings had not been murder, rather, an execution of utu or ritual 

justice. He wrote in his original submission: 

The event from which [Murdering Beach] derives is ... eminently justifiable as a 
reaction from any race which accords respect for ancestral values and identity. 
The strengths which Maori people derive from knowledge of whakapapa plus 
the racial perspective of TE AO W AIRUA made the clash inevitable if the 
mana of their ancestors was to be adequately protected 

For these reasons, Murdering Beach was an "inappropriate and culturally insensitive name" 

for Maori, an argument that some Pakeha supported in interviews (Int. W2, W4). 
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However, many Pakeha objectors feit that lvfurdering Beach was a historically 

accurate name, as is reflected in the following: 

Murdering Beach is named after a historical event (submission 42) 

One cannot change history. Historic events should not be erased from 
nomenclature (submission 88). 

Though the name may be culturally insensitive to some people, it does depict 
history well (submission 1) 

In arguing that the killings were utu, rather than murder, McLachlan was calling into 

question the cultural positions from which histories are constructed and named, highlighting 

the eurocentricity of the appellation 'Murdering'. Conversely, Pakeha objectors tried to hide 

the subjective and eurocentric nature of European interpretation of events, by making claims 

to objectivity and' or historical truth of the name. Moreover, whilst some Pakeha felt the 

name indicated the culpability of both Maori and Europeans, or Europeans alone, some 

attributed blame solely to the Maori: 

To behead an enemy in retribution is accepted but to live in pretended 
.friendship and kill all while they slept is murder. Even earlier this beach had a 
history of massacres of Maori by Maori (submission 9). 

[The name] does reflect a historical event ... and there is still no doubt who 
massacred whom (Chief Surveyor, Dunedin, letter to NZGB, 1990). 

In such rhetoric, Maori are constructed as savage, irrational and dangerous in opposition to 

· a rational, civilised and morally superior Pakeha subject. However, as John McLachlan 

pointed out, when viewed from a Maori cultural perspective, the killings were rational and 

civilised, justified through Tucker's transgression of Maori customary law. Nevertheless, 

not all Pakeha believed the name to indicate Maori culpability and, despite the connotations 

of the name for Maori, it is a name historically significant to Pakeha. 

6.2.2 Whose place? 

John McLachlan was residing in Paraparaumu at the time he made his proposal to 

the NZGB. Although he gave his whakapapa to establish his linkages to place, his physical 

absence from the area was taken up in a highly critical editorial in the ODT in which it was 

written: 



The adoption by the New Zealand Geographic Board of one man's proposal, 
and a stranger at that, to alter the well-established local names of Murdering 
and Long Beach to long Maori names ... has caused a great deal of 
unfavourable reaction in and around Dunedin (8/11/1990: 8). 
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The editorial established a dichotomy between 'well established local names' associated 

with a local community and alien 'long' Maori names, associated with a 'stranger' Maori 

(see also Berg and Kearns, 1996). This dichotomy was recycled in numerous objections to 

the NZGB as shown in the following examples: 

As I understand it these proposals were forwarded by a person residing in the 
North Island I would therefore consider an objection to this proposal from a 
South Island born and domiciled person will be considered as a serious 
objection (submission 37) 

The suggested names are of no significance or relevance to the area today, 
and the existing names are quite long established, well known, and popular 
with not only local residents, but the surrounding Districts and Dunedin 
residents (submission 93) 

The reliance in such arguments on physical habitation of the area recalls 

conventional western understandings of place as 'dwelling', or as 'being in place' (see 

chapter two). Indeed, eight objectors mentioned being residents at Purakaunui, or owning 

cribs there, and another four stated that they were regular visitors to Murdering Beach. 

Such statements may be read as explicit statements of 'being in place' in the Murdering 

Beach area, and therefore having legitimacy to speak for its name. A far greater number 

(thirty seven), evoked in some manner their belonging to the 'local community', defined in 

terms of residence within the wider Dunedin area. Again, notions of 'being in place' and 

belonging are implied. Working through conventional discourses of place and community, 

objectors used a number of strategies to render any Maori support for the place name 

changes illegitimate. Firstly, in opposition to their own 'placed' positions, objectors 

attempted to define John McLachlan and Maori as 'out of place' in Dunedin, or 'outsiders' 

to their local community. For example, one man argued in relation to McLachlan: 

As a resident for 20 years and a landowner for 34 years I am shocked and 
outraged that an 'outsider' can propose to change the names of OUR beaches 
(submission 30); 

whilst it was argued in relation to Maori: 

There is no prominent Maori connection with the area (submission 73) 



The Maori presence is small ... There is no resident Maori population to use 
[the names] (submission 94) 

Murdering Beach [is] almost the only European name in a district which is 
inhabited by non-Maori people and has been for many years ( submission 1) 
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Secondly, in those submissions in which a resident Maori population was (implicitly) 

acknowledged, that group was summarily dismissed as a minority, in opposition to an 

unmarked (Pakeha) and opposing majority (submissions 11, 12, 56, 68, 52) . In attempting 

to establish a (predominantly) Pakeha community, belonging in place, Pakeha objectors 

constructed their place and community as bounded, and essentially European in identity. In 

doing so, they played to conventional western discourses of place and community as 

bounded and homogenous, discourses which generate exclusions and externalised 'others'. 

(Indeed, one submittor said during an interview: "The local people should be consulted first 
' 

and then any ethnic interest should be considered' [Int. W3, emphasis added]). Within this 

framework, the proposal to rename the beach with a Maori name was posited not only as a 

rupture in European history of place, but also as a rupture to a bounded, and homogenously 

European community residing in place. 

Ngai Tahu established their legitimacy to speak for Whareakeake through both 

western discourses of place and community and through counter-discourses utilising 

specifically Maori notions of place and belonging. With regard to the former, John 

McLachlan defended his right to name, pointing out that he had lived most of his life at 

Purakaunui, and continued to pay rates on land he owned there. Te Runaka o Kati Huirapa 

argued in its submission that an estimated 400 people with affiliations to the hapu lived 

locally in the Dunedin District, and would be supportive of the name change. With regard to 

the latter, proponents (Maori and Pakeha) invoked the manawhenua of Kati Huirapa hapu 

(including McLachlan) over the rohe which includes Whareakeake, and their Tangata 

Whenua status. And, as manawhenua is established through whakapapa, it was pointed out 

that many more Ngai Tahu than those living locally could claim belonging and the right to 

speak for Whareakeake. Speaking of his relationship to Whareakeake, a man of Kati 

Huirapa (who had only visited the beach "once or twice" in his life) said: 

To me its a wahi tapu. People are still buried there. Its an important site in the 
mahi of the tipuna. That's part of our korero about the place. And it interlinks 
with the other kaika of the times. The whakapapa that was inherited at that 



kaika is part of the whakapapa of the whole coast. Its in private ownership 
now, but its always been a site I would like to purchase back and manage as a 
taoka of the tribe (Int.WI). 
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Although there is a sense that Ngai Tahu relationships to Whareakeake have been displaced 

(he states he would like to purchase the land back), it is apparent that whakapapa and 

korero (oral histories), rather than physical habitation is what is important in establishing 

attachment to place. (Although, it must be noted that continuous physical occupancy is 

necessary for ahi kaa and kaitiaki status, and there is only one kaitiaki whanau in the 

Purakaunui area). 

There were additional ways in which Pakeha objectors invoked conventional 

discourses of place and community to discredit the renaming proposal. In traditional 

western thought, communities are geographically bounded entities, "inhabited by rational, 

reasonable subjects, who share a common culture, language, belief system and a unity of 

purpose" (Berg and Kearns, 1996: 110). These notions of community originated in the 

Enlightenment, where objective, impartial and universal forms of thought (associated with 

masculine rationality and reason) were elevated above subjective, partial, and particular 

forms (associated with feminine unreason, emotion and passion) (Berg and Kearns, 1996: 

110). Such understandings create hierarchies and exclusions, as difference must be marked 

as inferiority, and subsumed, relegated to the private, or expelled in order for community to 

be posited as homogenous and universal (Young, 1990b). In their submissions of objection, 

Pakeha attempted to construct their community as homogenous and universal not only 

through the rhetorical subsumption (marking as 'minority') or expulsion (marking as 

'outsider') of Maori people from their community, but also through Maori culture and 

language. In a manner similar to objectors at Aoraki/ Mount Cook, Pakeha constructed the 

Maori name Whareakeake as representing a partial and subjective point of view, whilst the 

English name was posited as being universally meaningful and representative: 

The local names are explicit and meaningful to everyone, no matter which 
culture they belong to. They are easily pronounced .. The new Maori names are 
too long and too unpronounceable and therefore are never likely to be used by 
any of the local people (submission 40) 

The proposed Maori names are long, cumbersome and unpronounceable to the 
majoriry of people local people of both Maori and Pakeha descent ... The 
present names are well established and meaningful (submission 80) 
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The present names are universally accepted (submission76) 

In addition, the suggestion and subsequent decision to change the name were said to have 

been made on "whims" (28, 29, letter to ODT 14/12/1990; 8), without "logical reason" 

(submissions 34, 63). One objector implored the Board to listen to "reason not emotion" 

(submission 88) whilst another stated: "I was in Taranaki when the [place name] 

controversy erupted .. and know how emotions can be aroused to the detriment of 

objectivity" (submission 94). These objectors associated Ngai Tahu's stance with 

irrationality and emotion, (the markers of partiality) in opposition to reasoned and rational 

stance (implicitly associated with the choice of the English name). Through appeals to 

reason and rationality, the particular views of Pakeha were constructed as objective and 

impartial; said to represent all the 'community'. In line with this construction of the Pakeha 

subject position as transcendent and universal, it was suggested by one interviewee ( and 

also in one petition) that the proper place for the teaching of Maori culture and language 

was in the private sphere: 

Why should we, or for that matter third generation Chinese New Zealanders 
have to put up with Maori culture and place names? Korean, Polish? They all 
have their own culture. They teach it themselves, at home, and it thrives (Int. 
W5). 

Such repressive and exclusive understandings of community found further 

expression at the level of nation and national identity in eleven opponents submissions. 

Objectors made references to the fact that all are 'New Zealanders', regardless of cultural 

background. However, two objectors made it clear that cultural specificity had no place in 

the construction of such a unitary national identity. One wrote: "New Zealanders live here, 

not Maori" (submission 77) whilst the other argued: "This country's language is English" 

(submission 76). National identity was imagined in terms of the 'unmarked master subject' 

(Rose, 1993), the Pakeha masculine subject. The move to reinstate the Maori name 

Whareakeake was posited as dangerous and divisive for national identity: 

We are all New Zealanders and there is too much them and us it should not be 
encouraged (submission 19) 

We see these name changes as a minor contribution towards a cumbersome 
two language situation which will eventually become exceedingly divisory and 
dangerous as, for instance, is happening in the Canadian Province of Quebec 
(submission 89) 
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However, not everyone took the view that Maori names were representative of a 

particularity which posited a threat to a unitary national identity. Four interviewees felt that 

the Maori language and culture are in fact markers of a unique New Zealand identity: 

We like Maori place names. They have far more meaning for us .. , We live in 
New Zealand and to hear of places called Ponderosa Heights, it makes me 
cringe. I just like Maori names. We are New Zealanders and they give a better 
sense of the place (Int. W2) 

The Maori are the only thing unique about New Zealand The Maori place 
names are distinctive. And we live here not in England (Int. W 4). 

Further, one interviewee commented: 

The Maori name gives something of the wildness of the place (Int. W2). 

These Pakeha wished a lot more place names would revert to their original Maori names. 

These sentiments are similar to those made by Pakeha supporters of the name change at 

Aoraki/ Mount Cook and reveal a distancing from the British settler culture and the 

representation of a distinctively Pakeha sense of place and identity through Maori place 

names. 

It can be seen, then, that in submissions of objection, Ngai Tahu were either cast as 

'other' and outside the community, or subsumed within the abstract universalism of 

community discourse. However to legitimate the construction and representation of this 

community on Pakeha terms, Maori culture and language were constructed as inferior 

'other' to Pakeha culture and the English language. For example, arguing that Maori place 

names are "too long', "unpronounceable" and that they "mean nothing'' (to Pakeha) 

devalues the Maori language and places it in a subordinate position to the English language 

(see also Berg and Kearns, 1996). In fact, a belief in the natural superiority of the English 

language and European culture found more explicit express!ons in objectors }submissions 

(and in interviews), examples of which are as follows: 

I am proud of my settler ancestry and the changing of New Zealand into a fit 
member of the 1990s in only 150 years-from swamp and cannibalism to this 
wonderful country today (submission 3) 

... the opinion of the Pakeha [should also be considered] who helped educate 
the people and who have helped make New Zealand what it is (submission 28). 
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The references to cannibalism and the "Pakeha who helped educate the people" recall a 

particular discourse of colonialism, that of the 'civilising mission'. The European duty to 

'civilise' natives under colonialism was underpinned by a belief in the moral and cultural 

superiority of European colonists and a necessary part of the exercise was the teaching of 

the English language (also deemed naturally superior). Hence, it is implied through 

association that the English place name for Whareakeake is also superior. 

Further another objector (who felt no particular connection to Murdering Beach, but 

was a professional historian) wrote that he was " ... a convinced advocate that place-names, 

like language, fare best and produce the richest results when they are the product of 

natural factori' (submission 95). He accused the NZGB and McLachlan of "intervening 

unduly in natural processes" of language development and place name selection. As was 

found at Aoraki/ Mount Cook, a sort of place-name social darwinism is implied. Indeed, this 

man stated that the Maori name was a "weak survivor'', which "has survived by its own 

strength not at alf'. The appeal to natural processes in this argument naturalises the 

dominance of the English place name and, (through the use of personification) the historical 

hegemony of the Pakeha subject, a rhetoric which denies unequal power relations in the 

naming of places. (It was, for example, Pakeha who decided which place names would 

become 'official' and enjoy widespread usage in society). 

However, a colonial belief in the superiority of the settler culture is not universal to 

Pakeha. One submittor was motivated to write in support of the place name change 

precisely to counter such claims. She said during an interview: 

A lot of it related to my personal objection to the colonisation process, which 
is still going on now, where Europeans go in somewhere and think they can 
teach better things, teach better ways to speak, act, live. They change names 
and they change cultures. We need to get past those ideas and I guess part of 
the name change, if you can go back to some of the names that were there, or 
don't have those sorts of connotations, or have more meaning in the history of 
the area, it's far better (W2). 

In part, her comments recall that made by a man at Aoraki / Mount Cook ( see Chapter 5), 

and appear directly informed by the revisioning of New Zealand's colonial history which has 

occurred in the last twenty years. 
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The devaluation of Maori culture under colonialism had a profound impact on Ngai 

Tahu whanui in South Otago. A member of the Kati Huirapa hapu explained to me: 

We had become very colonised When I say [that], that was a choice for the 
old people to push their kids towards the Pakeha way, for survival, and the 
history of it is that they were very much impoverished people as Kai Tahu (Int. 
Wl). 

The continued devaluation of Maori culture by objectors to the name changes, particularly 

in the ODT, meant that Te Runanga o Kati Huirapa ki Puketeraki felt they could not 

publicly comment on, and support McLachlan's proposal. However, for some within the 

Runanga, the arguments of Pakeha had the opposite effect: 

The original blow-up over 'Whareakeake was a watershed and people began to 
feel good about saying, 'well, this is us. Those are our tipuna buried in that 
place, this is our wahi tapu and this is what we think about it'. There were 
several turning points, and this was another one which gave us a great boost 
and challenged people to value their culture and heritage (Int. Wl) 

To summarise, in contesting the naming of Whareakeake/ Murdering Beach, both 

Ngai Tahu and Pakeha asserted their own valid senses of belonging to place. For• both 

supporters and objectors, historical associations were particularly important in the 

construction of meanings about place and identity at Whareakeake/ Murdering Beach. 

However supporters and objectors evoked different discourses to establish the primacy of 

their claims to name place. Ngai Tahu and supporters utilised discourses involving Maori 

concepts of whakapapa and manawhenua to establish their belonging and the legitimacy of 

their name. Pakeha objectors used traditional western notions of place and community to 

establish theirs. However, Pakeha objectors also used conventional understandings of place 

and community to exclude Ngai Tahu from their place and community, or to subordinate 

Ngai Tahu understandings of place to their own in the consideration of the place name 

change. 
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6.2.3 Exercising Power: T1te NZGB Decision 

In soliciting the NZGB to retain the name Murdering Beach, Pakeha invoked a 

number of (narrowly con~1Aved) democratic principles. Firstly, they argued that the decision 

should be made in the interests of the majority, that to change the name would be ((to 

pander to the demands of a very small minoriry'' (submission 12). Secondly, they argued 

that the decision should be a reflection of the wishes of the local co11}.tnunity, rather than the 

objectives of a "geographically and emotionally distant Board). It was argued that the 

views of the Dunedin Office of Land and Survey Information (which were oppositional) 

should take precedence in the NZGB decision, as that Office was better in touch with local 

opinion and knowledge. 

Ngai Tahu collective authorities, despite claiming substantial representation, asked 

that the Board not consider its decision on a 'majority rules' basis. Rather, they requested 

that the Board consider the name change in terms of its obligations, as a part of the Crown, 

under the Treaty of Waitangi: 

As long as Pakeha outnumber tangata whenua, we will never have a 
reasonable sqy in the internal matters of Aotearoa. Here is one chance for a 
statutory body to respect the wishes of the Tangata Whenua (submission 104) 

We hope that 'numbers' do not influence the decision at the end of the day. 
The Council are aware of various commitments to the Trea-ty of Waitangi and 
see this as an opportuni-ty for the department to reflect their relationship to 
Tangatawhenua by taking the initiative in the form of acknowledging 
traditional Maori names (submission 102) 

Koukourata .. .feel that the retention of tipuna names is a step towards the 
recognition of Rangatiratanga and tangata whenua status (submission 106) 

The NZGB considered the submissions of support and objection and formulated a 

report to the Minister of Land and Survey Information, containing their recommendations 

as to a decision. The board considered its recommendations in terms of its Rules of 

Nomenclature, finding that rules 3 and 10 went in favour of objectors, whilst rules 2 and 19 

supported the name change (see Appendix B). Members on the board at that time were Dr 

Evelyn Stokes and Professor Keith Sorrenson, both Waitangi Tribunal members, as well as 

Sir Tipene O'Regan and the Professor of Maori studies at Victoria University, Hirini Mead. 
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Therefore, the Board was particularly a\vare of Crown obligations under the Treaty of 

Waitangi. Although there was no statutory mandate for the Board to consider the Treaty 

under its governing Act, the Board considered that the decision must be consistent with 

Treaty principles, and also with the Waitangi Tribunal's Te ReoMaori Report, which found 

the Maori language to be a taonga protected under Article II of the Treaty. Hence, in its 

October 1990 report to the Minister, the Board argued: 

The compulsion to protect original Maori names has a statutory basis and is 
included in the rules of nomenclature. These provisions are also consistent 
with the Crown's Treaty obligations and therefore with the principles of the 
Treaty of Waitangi. It could be suggested that these fundamental matters of 
principle and good faith outweigh the practical considerations reflected in 
rules 3 and JO (NZGB, unpublished report b: 23). 

The Board recommended that the Minister overturn the objections to the name change, and 

reinstate Whareakeake as the official name. 

The Minister, who was to make the final decision on the name change, had received 

a number of letters of objection personally. In addition, the Member of Parliament for 

Dunedin had lobbied the Minister to retain the name Murdering Beach, in line with the 

wishes of the ''Otago community", his constituency. As both representative of the Crown, 

and an elected Member of Parliament, conflicting discourses and forms of power (relating to 

democracy or the Treaty of Waitangi) were bro~ght to bear on the Minister's decision. He 

decided in favour of retaining the name Murdering Beach. For the hapu of Kati Huirapa ki 

Puketeraki, the decision was disappointing, but not surprising. It was regarded as one more 

example of government indifference to Treaty obligations in a chain of many (Int. Wl). 

6.2.4 TheNgai Tahu Settlement 

Ngai Tahu were given another opportunity to have the name Whareakeake 

reinstated under the Ngai Tahu Settlement Act 1998. The Crown initially agreed to a very 

small number of place name changes as one element within the cultural redress package of 

the claim settlement. The Ngai Tahu Negotiating Team undertook a process of internal 

consultation, wherein each papatipu runanga was asked to nominate names within their rohe 

for official recognition. Te Runanga o Kati Huirapa ki Puketeraki held a hui, in which the 
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hapu decided which place names to nominate and a list was then forwarded to the 

Negotiating Team (who received many more nominations than was initially agreed upon 

with the Crown). Interestingly, Whareakeake was not nominated by the Runanga (pers. 

comm. Ngai Tahu Negotiating Team A and C member, 1999). That name therefore did not 

appear in the Heads of Agreement, signed in October of 1996, nor in a newspaper article in 

the ODT (8/10/96: 3) publicising the nineteen Otago place name changes contained within 

the Agreement. Rather, it was on the suggestion of Sir Douglas Graham, Minister of Treaty 

Settlements, that Whareakeake was included (pers. comm. Ngai Tahu Negotiating Team A 

and C member, 1999). The proposed name change was publicised in the ODT on the 25th 

of September 1997, after the signing of the Deed of Settlement by the Crown and Ngai 

Tahu. 

The Office of Treaty Settlements and the Minister were made aware of the 

considerable negative reaction that this name change proposal had provoked in 1990-1991. 

Public political pressures remained a consideration for the Crown in negotiating the current 

name changes. (For this reason Ngai Tahu were not allowed a dual name for the province of 

Murihiku/Southland, nor were they allowed to rename cities or towns). However, 

Whareakeake was not a concern. Ross Phillipson, responsible for the Crown's negotiations 

on cultural redress for the Claim Settlement, stated that the Office of Treaty Settlements is 

representative of the Crown as Treaty partner, and not the public, nor Pakeha (pers. comm., 

Director OTS, 1999). In agreeing to the official reinstatement of Whareakeake, obligations 

under the Treaty of Waitangi were considered first and foremost. As the name was to be 

changed by legislation, rather than through the processes of the NZGB, the only space given 

to the public to voice its objections was through the Parliamentary Select Committee 

process. Again, however, the Director of OTS pointed out that by this time, the Deed of 

Settlement had already been signed between the Treaty partners. Thus any public dissent 

expressed in submissions or hearings of the Parliamentary Select Committee would have 

limited effect on the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act. As it was, no public opposition to 

Whareakeake replacing Murdering Beach was forthcoming to the Parliamentary Select 

Committee, nor were there any letters to the editor of the ODT following announcement of 

the change (within the four month period checked). 



99 

An important factor in this lack of response, I believe, is that few peopie actuaily 

knew about the name change. In interviews, only three out of ten Pakeha who had 

previously made submissions to the NZGB on the matter were aware that Whareakeake had 

been reinstated, a fact that probably reflects the low key response taken by the ODT on this 

occasion. Of those who did know, two were shocked and angered that the Government had 

overridden the previous "democratic" decision and ignored the views of "locals" (Int. W3, 

WS). However, they were not moved to publicly oppose the name change, partly because 

they felt it was no longer politically acceptable to so: 

There has been a change of attitudes since 1990. A lot of people don't think 
the same. They have gone a bit with the idea that perhaps the Maori have got a 
case. (Int.W3) 

A lot of whites have been brainwashed into thinking the Maori were hard done 
by through the propagation of false history by Maori. It is false, but it makes it 
pretty hard to stand up for yourself. You get labelled a racist (Int.W5) 

However, all those interviewed who had made submissions of objection to the NZGB in 

1990-1991 maintained that they and the 'community' did not accept the name change, and 

would continue to use the name Murdering Beach. 

For Ngai Tahu the reinstatement of the name Whareakeake affirms the mana of the 

tribe, and highlights the status of Kati Huirapa as the tangata whenua and the manawhenua 

hapu in the District. It also publicly recognises their history at Whareakeake. However, even 

within Ngai Tahu, the official reinstatement of Whareakeake under the Ngai Tahu Claims 

Settlement Act does not find universal support. For the kaitiaki of Whareakeake, who have 

maintained ahi kaa in the Purakaunui District, the name change is an affront to their mana as 

. kaitiaki, as neither John McLachlan's proposal, nor that of Sir Douglas Graham, was 

sanctioned by the kaitiaki or runanga, according to the proper protocol. Also, the kaitiaki 

explained that the land and the name go together: one is meaningless without the other. As 

a purely symbolic gesture, the reinstatement of the name was in no way empowering for the 

kaitiaki whanau, as the land would remain in Pakeha ownership. Thus the family 

representative I spoke to said that although he had always used the name Whareakeake 

himself, its official reinstatement was meaningless to him, and was also unaccepted (Int. 

W9). 
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6.3 Concluding Comments 

Whareakeake is a place of historical significance to both Ngai Tahu and Pakeha. The 

struggle over the renaming of the locality reflects the importance of these historical 

associations. Yet it was also a struggle over claiming place in the present. Whilst some 

Pakeha, including those in officialdom, supported the name changes, responses were 

overwhelmingly in objection. The discourses used by these Pakeha demonstrate that the 

reinstatement of a Maori name unsettles a whole range of constructions relating to history, 

place and community which confirm Pakeha dominance at Whareakeake and in the 

surrounding area. Yet the final reinstatement of the name under the Ngai Tahu Settlement 

Act is also disempowering for the local Ngai Tahu kaitiaki. Hence the politics surrounding 

the name change are, as in the previous chapter, ambiguous in effect. The next chapter 

examines the third and final case study, that of Little Mount Peel I Huatekerekere. 
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Chapter Seven 

Case Study 3: Little Mount Peel/ Huatekerekere 

7.1 Background 

Little Mount Peel I Huatekerekere lies within the Tarahaoa Range and is the smallest 

of three peaks within that range, named Mount Peel, Middle Mount Peel and Little Mount 

Peel. The range lies at the outermost eastern edge of the Southern Alps and Little Mount 

Peel is visible from most vantage points on the plains of South Canterbury. It is something 

of a landmark for people living in South Canterbury and for those who live in, or own 

baches in the settlement of Peel Forest itself, which is nestled at the base of Little Mount 

Peel I Huatekerekere (see figure 4.1). 

For Ngai Tahu, Huatekerekere and Tarahaoa were ancestors aboard the Arai Te 

Uru waka that was wrecked off the South-east coast of Te Wai Pounamu at Moeraki (see 

table 7.1). When the waka was wrecked, and crew came ashore to explore the new land, 

under the leadership of Pakihiwitahi. Tarahaoa and Huatekerekere explored to the north, 

eventually settling at what is now called Peel Forest. Upon their deaths, Tarahaoa and 

Huatekerekere were absorbed into the body of Papatuanuku, becoming the present day 

Mount Peel and Little Mount Peel. Before their deaths, Tarahaoa and Huatekerekere had a 

son and a daughter, Kirikirikatata and Aroarokaehe, who stand as two large totara trees in 

the forest that enshrouds Huatekerekere, whose name means 'fruit of the soil'. Kati Huirapa 

see Kowhai Stream as the umbilical cord which carries the mauri, or life force, from 

Huatekerekere to her children. Kirikirikatata and Aroarokaehe married in order to keep the 

bloodlines strong, and their children, in tum, stand as the mountains known to Pakeha as 

Four Peaks. 

For Kati Huirapa tradition does not 'explain' the naming of the mountains: this is 

not simply how Huatekerekere and Tarahaoa 'got' their names. Rather, the mountains are 
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living, breathing entities embodying the mana, thoughts and actions of these ancestors. The 

Kati Huirapa hapu at Arowhenua regard Tarahaoa and Huatekerekere as their sacred 

mountains. In tauparapara (motto maxims) they name both Aoraki and Tarahaoa as 

statements of identity. Aoraki is within their rohe, but is regarded as sacred to all Ngai 

Tahu. To name Aoraki is to state identity with the iwi. Naming Tarahaoa is a statement of 

hapu identity. Their unique identity as a hapu is constituted out of a complex intermeshing. 

of people, whakapapa and land. It is with Tarahaoa and Huatekerekere that the whakapapa 

of the hapu takes root in this rohe. Kati Huirapa can see their ancestors, Tarahaoa and 

Huatekerekere, across the plains from the marae. They are sentinels watching over. the 

people of Kati Huirapa; an ever present reminder of the origins of the hapu whose identity is 

inextricably intertwined with that land, shown in the personification of the mountains as 

ancestors. And, from the slopes of Tarahaoa and Huatekerekere descendants can view their 

rohe as it stretches from the Rakaia River in the North to the Waitaki River.in the South. 

Members of Kati Huirapa also regard the area as a traditional mahinga kai. The rohe 

of Kati Huirapa offered a diversity of freshwater, estuarine, plant and bird resources to 

whanau residing in the area, predominantly in a complex of settlements located around 

present day Temuka and Arowhenua. The forest of Huatekerekere was particularly rich in 

bird life, and was utilised on a seasonal basis in the cooler months when other food sources 

were less plentiful. The area was also a nohoanga, or camping place, where travellers could 

re-provision themselves on their journeys. It was at this place that travellers would cross the 

Rangitata River, on their voyage up the Rangitata river valley and across the main divide to 

West Coast for pounamu, or, on the way to the lakes and plains of the upper Hakatere 

(Ashburton River) for hunting moulting ducks and weka. 

Tarahaoa and Huatekerekere received their English appellations in 1849, when they 

were sighted and surveyed from the royal navy ship HMS Acheron. They were named 

Mount Peel and Little Mount Peel in honour of the British Prime Minister of the day, Sir 

Robert Peel. The area had been named Gurdon Forest in 1849 by Charles Torlesse, a 

surveyor to the Canterbury Association, and reputedly the first European to explore that 

part of the foothills. However, after the death of Sir Robert Peel in 1850, the area was 

renamed Peel Forest in his commemoration. The lands of Kati Huirapa were incorporated in 
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the 1848 Kemp Purchase and a Maori reserve was set aside by William Mantell at 

Arowhenua. The first Europeans to settle in Peel Forest arrived in the 1850s. In 1853, 

Jollie was granted a licence for a run east of the forest. In 1855, Tripp and Acland secured a 

license for their run on the North western side of Mount Peel. Between 1865 and 1908, Peel 

Forest was the site of a saw milling village. 

Tradition of the Arai Te Uru 

Many place names in the rohe of Ngai Tahu whanui derive from the Arai Te Uru tradition. 
The Arai Te Uru tradition is also important because it explains the origins of the kumara. The 

story begins with Roko-i-Tua who came to Aotearoa and met the Kahui Tipua. The Kahui 
Tipua gave Roko-i-Tua mamaku (tree fern) to eat. However, Roko-i-Tua preferred the kumara 

that he had in his belt which he took out and soaked in a bowl of water. The Kahui Tipua 
tasted the kumara and asked where it was from. Roko-i-Tua replied saying that the kumara 

came from across the sea. 

The Kahui Tipua then made a canoe and under the leadership of Tu Kakariki, went to 
Hawaiiki and returned with the kumara to Aotearoa. The Kahui Tipua planted the kumara but 
the crop failed. However, Roko-i-Tua had also sailed to Hawaiiki on the canoe called Arai Te 

Uru. Roko-i-Tua landed at Whangara, Hawaiiki, and learnt the karakia and tikanga 
connected with planting kumara. Roko-i-Tua then gave his canoe to two crew members called 
Pakihiwitahi and Hape ki Tua Raki. The Arai Te Urn returned under the leadership of these 

two commanders. 

The Arai Te Uru beached at several places in Te Jka a Maui, including at Turanga 
(Gisborne) where it landed kumara plants and left its name to a river, Te Arai. It sailed down 
the East Coast, also leaving kumara stock at Kaikoura. However, further south, the Arai Te 

Uru foundered in heavy seas, losing its precious cargo, which was washed ashore at Moeraki 
(Kaihinaki- the food baskets). The canoe eventually capsized at Matakaea (Shag Point). The 
lines of ranges running inland in Central Otago represent the successive storm waves which 

overcame the Arai Te Uru. 

The crew of the Arai Te Uru came ashore to explore the land. They had to be back at their 
vessel before day light, but most did not make it back and were turned to stone, forming the 

peaks of the Southern Alps. There are as many as one hundred and.fifty place names 
throughout the Ngai Tahu rohe which recall crew of the Arai Te Uru, and they are 

particularly common in Otago, known as Te Tai o (the coast of) Arai Te Uru. The Arai Te 
Uru tradition provides an alternative explanation for the creation and naming of Aoraki. In 

this tradition, Aoraki was a small boy riding on the shoulders of Kirikatata as the group 
explored the interior. Other names recognised in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 

associated with the Arai Te Uru tradition are Pakihiwitahi/ Mount McKenzie, Motu-pohue/ 
Bluff Hill, Matakaea/ Shag Point, Kaihinakil Moeraki, and Huatekerekerel Little Mount Peel. 

Table 7 .1: The tradition of the Arai Te U ru (Source: Statutory Acknowledgment for Matakaea, N gai 

Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998, also after Anderson, 1998: 16) 
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The landscape in th_e vicinity of Peel Forest has been almost totally overwritten with 

European names (see Figure 7 j>). Features such as Acland Falls, Emily Falls, Lakes Acland 

and Tripp, Dennistoun Bush and Coopers Creek commemorate the names of pioneering 

families who settled in the area. Names such as Ferry Road, Stew Point and Walls Creek 

(named for a boundary rider), and the stations of Mount Peel, Ben Macleod, and Erewhon 

recall European economic activities in the area, in particular, forestry and farming, and are 

intimately bound up with notions of Europeans transforming and harnessing the land. The 

name Blandswood recalls a property developer (Bland) who brought the land for sectioning. 

This is a place densely settled in the language and history of the colonisers. 

The colonial history of Peel Forest is also reinforced through the preservation of 

heritage sites and buildings, such as the Dennistoun and Acland Homesteads, the Church of 

the Holy Innocents, and Scotsbum School (which date back to the 1850s, 1860s and 1890s 

respectively). Any Maori histories of and associations with Peel Forest are invisible in the 

material landscape. They have also been silenced, or accorded minor, 'scene-setting' type 

roles in discursive representations of place (see Kerr, 1972, and Harte's 1956Mount Peel is 

A Hundred). There is evidence this is changing. The Peel Forest web site has a section 

designated to Maori history, but yet to be written. In addition, the Aclands have ceased, in 

their presentations to tourists and residents, to refer to Acland and Tripp as the first people 

to set foot in the area. 

Peel Forest is very much a place of colonial 'Culture'. Yet it is also a place of 

'Nature'. An extensive stand of native forest, one of the few remaining in South Canterbury, 

is one of its main attractions. The enclosure of the forest within a reserve has effectively 

excluded Kati Huirapa whanau from their traditional mahinga kai. It is in the forest that the 

few Maori place names in the area are found (Kowhai Stream, Rata Stream, Te Wanahu 

Flat and Kaikawaka Track). The spokesperson for Kati Huirapa did not know the origins or 

meanings of these names. 

About two hundred people are full time residents within the Peel Forest area today. 

However, it is a popular day-trip destination for people throughout South Canterbury and 

many from further afield (particularly Christchurch) own baches there. 
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Figure 7.2: Map of Peel Forest (source: Kerr, 1972: 5) 

7.2 Contesting the Names 

Tarahaoa and Huatekerekere were nominated by the Runaka of Arowhenua for 

official recognition during the early phases of internal settlement consultation (pers. comm. 

Settlement Implementation Manager and Officer, 1999; pers. comm. Negotiating Team A 

and C member, 1999). When the NZGB was asked to check the list of names put forward 

by the Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu for official recognition, it came to light that Tarahaoa was 

already recognised in the official name 'Tarahaoa Range'. (The board had, on the advice of 

Sir Tipene O'Regan and an elder of Kati Huirapa, Kera Brown, instated that name in 1993). 

Therefore, it was only Little Mount Peel / Huatekerekere that received a dual name under 

the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. 
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For Kati Huirapa, it seems only natural that these names should be recognised, as to 

them, the mountains simply are, and have always been, Huatekerekere and Tarahaoa. To 

them, the English names are meaningless; non-sensical. In addition, the name amendment 

affirms Kati Huirapa as the hapu who exercise manawhenua. As the manawhenua, Kati 

Huirap3; are sovereign in this land overlooked by Tarahaoa and Huatekerekere. It is their 

mountain, and the mountain is them. Sitting in front of their meeting house, looking across 

land owned (mainly) by Pak.eha to Huatekerekere and hearing her name, one can sense the 

power of naming to assert this sovereignty, not just in relation to the mountain, but the 

wider area. Manawhenua and rangatiratanga are guaranteed under the Treaty of Waitangi, 

so it seems particularly fitting that the name amendment be incorporated in the Ngai Tahu 

Claims Settlement. 

Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu were anxious that the official recognition of their place 

names should lead to greater everyday usage, rather than being merely a symbolic gesture 

confined to legislation and the record books. The Office of Treaty Settlements (OTS) 

agreed during settlement negotiations to encourage local authorities to use the amended 

names on relevant road signs. OTS sent letters to all local authorities within the Ngai Tahu 

rohe, informing them that the Settlement had come into force on October 1st 1998, and that 

they were requested to use the dual names on road signs. The notification came before the 

planning and regulation committee of the Timaru District Council at a meeting on the 9th of 

March this year. The elected Councillor for the Geraldine Ward objected to the name 

amendment and when the matter was put to a vote, the committee was evenly split. The 

. matter was then tabled for consideration by full council. The NZGB intervened (before the 

full council could consider the matter), respectfully reminding the Timaru District Council 

of its obligations to Ngai Tahu under the Settlement, and pointing out that the dual name 

was already legally constituted. Refusal to use it on road signs could lead to prosecution 

under Section 18(2) of the NZGB Act 1924. 

The reaction of the Councillor for Geraldine was, in part, a very personal one. He 

had been raised in Peel Forest and had known the mountain by the name Little Mount Peel 

all his life. However, in his comments to the Timaru Herald, one can identify a definite 

attempt to appeal to the prejudices of a community (comprising his constituency), which he 
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defined as "all residents, close to JOO% of [whom] are European" (Int. H2). He is, for 

example, reported in the Timaru Herald as saying: 

I will vote against this ... [T]he locals and everyone else knows (sic) it as Little 
Mount Peel and to me it will be Little Mount Peel until the day I die .. .Its the sort 
of thing that starts to polarise communities ... and there will be a backlash (Timaru 
Herald, 10/3/99: 1) 

This is some announcement from on high with no regard for the feelings of the 
people who live in the District ... The Timaru District has names both European and 
Maori ... which are accepted by both peoples equally. To go and subvert another 
name (sic) from what is the common name, I feel, is just dividing communities 
along racial lines (Timaru Herald, 11/3/99: 1) 

His arguments rely on (now familiar) oppositions between the local and non-local, 

community and disunity, universality and particularity, to render the Maori name foreign, 

particular, and divisive within the local context. He indicated that he had received phone 

calls and letters from the 'local community' overwhelmingly against the place name 

amendment, a response which seemed to vindicate his stance as this community's elected 

representative. However, ffs arguments failed to elicit in public the unanimous support of 

the Pakeha 'local community' whose ire {I suspect) he was trying to provoke. Of eight 

letters to the editor on the matter, six were in objection (and were written by residents of 

Ashburton, Waimate and Timaru), whilst letters representing nine residents (and two 

'founding families') of Peel Forest were written in support of the dual name. 

Largely though, the negative response of certain Councillors was a 'knee-jerk' 

reaction to being presented the name amendment as a fait accompli. One councillor 

interviewed said he refused to be "a sycophantic rubber stamp for some government 

department" (Int. H4) As was the case with Whareakeake, the name amendment was 

negotiated directly between Ngai Tahu and the Crown (OTS, and to a lesser degree, the 

NZGB), with little or no consultation with local authorities or their constituencies. OTS did, 

however, notify the Timaru District Council of the name change prior to the settlement. 

Nevertheless, for those in Council responsible for operationalising the new names, the name 

amendment was news, and represented a "high-handed" and "autocratic" decision. The 

debate over the name change was a reflection of the tensions produced by the 

implementation of.the Treaty ofWaitangi and Treaty settlements between central and local 

government, Maori rights and local democracy (although this is not to suggest that the 
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latter are antithetical). These tensions were apparent in interviews with Councillors, with all 

ultimately accepting the name amendment on the basis of its being a "treaty issue", but with 

some continuing to question the merits of the name change ( and the Treaty itself) for a 

predominantly Pakeha community and nation. 

The reaction of the council committee sparked a minor debate through articles and 

letters to the editor of the Timaru Herald over the instatement of the dual name. Interviews 

were conducted with four of the Councillors from the planning and regulation committee 

(two of whom were supportive), four of those who had written letters to the editor (two in 

favour), and a further eight people from Christchurch who own holiday homes in Peel 

Forest. Of those interviewed, four considered themselves residents, ten were former 

residents and recreational visitors (including bach owners), and two had no relationship to 

Peel Forest whatsoever. Interviews revealed a range of views, ranging from support 

(seven), ambivalence (three) and objection (six) to the recognition of a dual name. 

Analysis of interviews and letters to the editor revealed a reasonable level of support 

for the recognition of a dual name for Little Mount Peel / Huatekerekere. However, unlike 

the case of Aoraki / Mount Cook (where support for the Maori name extended to some 

Pakeha actually preferring it), in this case only two supporters thought they would ever use 

Huatekerekere themselves. Partly this ~eflects the fact that compared to Aoraki, 

Huatekerekere is a relatively unknown name amongst Pakeha. But it also reflects a strong 

and positive personal identification with Little Mount Peel. Little Mount Peel was the name 

meaningful to Pakeha. It was the name they could relate to, and associate their personal 

memories of the place with. This was especially true for those who do not currently live in 

Peel Forest, but who may have when they were children, or who visit the Forest more 

intermittently. Huatekerekere, largely unknown and unheard of to them, failed to evoke any 

recognition or memories for them. It therefore lacked any sense of personal identification 

and meaning. 

For Pakeha, Little Mount Peel marks familiarity, the known, a sense of home and 

personal belonging. One woman said: 

Place names are important. I mean, this is my home. I am used to these names. 
And it makes you feel.a little lost at sea [to use new names] (Int.H13}. 
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Because of their strong identification with Little Mount Peel, most interviewees felt they 

would continue to use the English name. In addition, all felt they would have objected to a 

complete name change, because of the loss of meaning, memory, and identity which would 

ensue. Interviewees articulated this loss, saying: 

I think the place would lose contact with the people who knew it under its 
original name. Its like taking someone's identity awqy from them (Int. I I). 

Virtually everyone in South Canterbury has a connection to Peel · Forest. 
Everyone knows Little Mount Peel. Whereas if they change the name, they've 
lost their background, or their memories, or part of them (Int.H14). 

To use the Maori name alone would be to dispossess these Pakeha of their memories and 

sense of identification. Fundamentally, it would dispossess them of place itself 

There was also a very strong cultural identification for Pakeha with the settler 

history of the place, especially for. those who live (either part-time or full-time) at Peel 

Forest. It is an identification reinforced by the material geography of the place (the rustic 

nature of unsealed roads and out-houses, the homesteads and churches, the remnant forests 

and swamps). The settler cultural identity of the place is also reinforced by the small size of 

the community. Those living there are either direct descendants of settler families or know 

families which are. And many, (because of this sense of personal connection), take an active 

interest in learning about the pioneering history of Peel Forest, reading published histories 

as well as the unpublished diaries, letters, and photographs of the early settlers themselves. 

These colonial associations are very much part of respondents·, constructions of place and 

identity in the present. As two bach owners said: 

hA our roots. You are constantly reminded of our forbea"J@struggle to open up 
this country. There [ at Peel Forest], you are basically back, as near as one 
can be, to what it must have been like when the pioneers started to open up the 
land. In a place like that, you remember your history (Int.HI). 

Its just nice to be living somewhere with some history, as opposed to 
Christchurch, which obviously has history, but you feel much more a part of it 
when its a much smaller place. Its much more real there. There is a lot of 
recognition and personal connection (Int.H14) 
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The settler history of Peel Forest is reinforced by the English place names that occur 

throughout. The names embed this European settler history in place. An interviewee 

commented: "These names. are important to us. They are the living part of our history 

here" (Int.H14). Most resident interviewees intimated that the place names in the area were 

significant to them because they are relevant to their understandings of the traditions, 

history and people of Peel Forest. Again, respondents felt that a complete change of name 

for Little Mount Peel would have divorced the mountain from its history. References to 

Little Mount Peel in written histories and on photographs would become meaningless and 

the settler culture and history would be dis-placed. 

The reinstatement of the name Huatekerekere marked a reassertion of a submerged 

Maori history of Peel Forest, of which most interviewees (despite their active interest in 

local history) were unaware. Many (including the Cou_ncil representative for Geraldine) 

commented that prior to this year, they had never heard of the Maori name before, nor 

knew that Maori had ever visited or inhabited the Peel For est area. Others, who knew of 

Maori being in the area prior to European colonisation, thought their involvement had been 

rather insignificant. However, some were more accepting that Ngai Tahu might make a 

symbolic claim to Little Mount Peel than others. Whether interviewees supported the dual 

name, or voiced opposition or ambivalence, depended on how they conceived of place, 

history and community and how they saw the name Little Mount Peel as contributing to 

these constructions. 

First, three supporters argued that whilst names recalling settlers (and their actions) 

who had actually lived and worked in the area were significant to them, Little Mount Peel 

was not, as Robert Peel had never visited New Zealand, nor had the namer ever come 

ashore: 

I don 'tthink its very relevant. Its a pretty stupid name. Mount Peel was just named 
by someone who came into the harbour and saw it. Didn't even come ashore 
(Int.HS) 

It was named after a British politician by a sycophantic explorer, off a ship. It 
didn't even come ashore. So no, I wouldn't say it's of much local significance 
(Int.H9) 
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These comments are similar to those made at Aoraki / Mount Cook (see Chapter 5), and 

imply an alienated relationship between the explorer who bestowed the name, and the land 

to which it was given. The name is commemorative. Place names such as Coopers Creek 

and Dennistoun Bush however, recall settlers who had closer relationships with the land 

(and with the present community) and were names valued by these Pakeha. They represent 

settled, rooted traditions and imply a sense of habitation and indigeneity lacking in the case 

of Peel. 

In addition, both these respondents felt that Huatekerekere might be a more 

appropriate name for the mountain because it is descriptive of the natural environment. It is 

on Little Mount Peel that most of the conserved forest occurs. Little Mount Peel and 

Blandswood were deemed by these respondents to be ugly and inappropriate names for 

such a beautiful place. On the other hand, Huatekerekere "flows off the tongue", "has a 

nice ring to it", and, as she is the mother of the forest, the name is a descriptor befitting the 

'natural' state of the forest. One felt that ultimately it did not matter what the mountain 

was called, it was the totality of environmental experience to be had there which counted. 

Again, this is similar to comments made in relation to Aoraki / Mount Cook (see Chapter 

5). 

Those who expressed objection or ambivalence to the dual name felt either that 

'Peel' was a historically significant name in its own right, or that it was more in keeping 

with the Pakeha character of the area. Some did not know the origins of the name 'Peel', 

and assumed that it related to another settler. However it was apparent that the fact that it 

was an English name alone was enough to foster a sense of identification between the name, 

the settler history of the forest, and contemporary Pakeha inhabitants. For these 

interviewees, Little Mount Peel fits in with dominant Pakeha meanings of place. 

Huatekerekere is out of place. These notions can be seen in the following quotes: 

The name [Little Mount Peel] reinforces the history of the place, its very 
English. .. Fine, they can have Maori names for any of the hills around it, that 
don 't have that connection and hist01y. But there was a period of a hundred years 
and it was really special in terms of the pioneering British connection with the 
area (Int.H14). 



There are so many Maori names rights throughout New Zealand. But here I much 
prefer Peel. Peel suits it. Maybe I'm a bit prejudiced. But think of the history of 
the place, the Aclands and the Tripps. The Maori name just doesn 't really fit in 
(Int.H13). . 

The Maori name, I can 't relate to it at all, because of the history of the area, its 
always been Little Mount Peel. I have never heard reference to Maori names. 
From my point of view the place was settled by English people (Int.RIO) 

My knowledge of the history of the area has been European activities, saw-milling 
and sheep grazing. I know of no Maori involvement in the area. If there was a 
tribe living here it might make a difference. But I see it as a European settlement 
and activity area (Int.HI). 
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There is a tendency apparent in these quotes to conceive of the history of the area as 

singularly European, and internal to the settlement. By internal, it is meant that the history 

of the place is derived from the actions and remembrances of people who actually settled in 

the area. The dismissal of any significance for a Maori history at Peel Forest was premised 

on the fact that Ngai Tahu only passed through the area and that their permanent 

settlements (namely, Arowhenua) are located some distance away. It was, for example, 

pointed out that Peel Forest is, and always has been "an almost completely white 

settlement' (Int.H 2). The two exceptions to that rule were only "half-caste laboureri' 

(Int.H2). The effect of these historical arguments is to construct Peel Forest as a bounded 

and fundamentally European place in the present. This stands in opposition to Arowhenua, 

which is seen as an historically and essentially Maori place. The European or Maori essence 

of each place was seen to legitimate their representation with an English or Maori name 

respectively. 

If there was a predominance of Maori population you can understand the place 
having a Maori name. Arowhenua is a classic case. And if the Maoris want to call 
Little Mount Peel another name, that's fine. I'd be very surprised if anyone in Peel 
Forest used it, unless they were Europeans pretending to have Maori blood 
(Int.RIO). 

The Maoris at Arowhenua near Temuka, who would be .fifteen, twenty miles away, 
they would be the only people who would have much knowledge of the Maori 
name, or would use the Maori name (In.H2). 

From this perspective, the appearance of a Maori name in Peel Forest (either in the 

landscape or on maps) is seen as a transgression of cultural and racial boundaries, marked 
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out in a rigidly conceived and delimited space. Of interest, those making these arguments 

were (with one exception) holiday home owners from Christchurch, who probably feel and 

see less connections between Peel Forest and the rest of South Canterbury. Their 

perspective stands in stark opposition to the perspective of Kati Huirapa, who, in pointing 

to Huatekerekere from their marae, and indicating the routes their ancestors travelled across 

this now delimited land, demonstrate a more fluid, unsettled understanding of space. Their 

traditions, speech and manawhenua transcend both discursive and material boundaries. 

Objectors who live in the wider South Canterbury district implied that 

Huatekerekere represented a history and relationship to place which was particular to a 

Maori other, in opposition to Little Mount Peel, which was said to be ''far better known to 

the whole communtty" (Int.H14), "commonly known" (Int.H13), and "universally 

accepted and meaningful' (Int.ID). It was argued that 'locals' would opt for the status 

quo. Huatekerekere would never gain any currency in the community. These Pakeha were, 

in fact, speaking of place at a different scale to the holiday home owners. Their conception 

of the 'local' was broad enough to include Geraldine, Timaru, Waimate, Temuka and, 

importantly Arowhenua. However, Kati Huirapa at Arowhenua are marginalised within this 

broader notion of community, because their perspective is partial, that of a minority. 

In addition, some objectors posited the Maori culture as backwards and inferior to 

European culture. This is shown in the following letter to the editor: 

Ngai Tahu was a population of fewer than 1500 natives, coastal foragers, and, 
until white settlement, were constantly on the move, fleeing various enemies. They 
were not explorers, not conservationists, not geographers, they were in fact by any 
measurement the most backward tribesmen on earth. Place names are an attempt 
to gain an undeserved status and certainly unearned, then or now (Timaru Herald, 
19/3/99: 4). 

Although this is an extreme statement, other interviewees also felt that reinstating a Maori 

name was a "step backwards" (Int.HS, Int.H7, Int.HI). One wrote in a letter to the editor: 

"Councillor Coughlan promotes moving into the future. In my view, we are revisiting the 

past" (12/3/99: 4). For these people, progress and development at Peel Forest (and more 

broadly) is intimately associated with European settlement and transformation of the 

landscape. One interviewee said that "It is the Europeans who have made Peel Forest what 
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it is today" (Int.14). Whilst European culture is associated with progress, the Maori cuiture 

is associated with a static primitivism. Echoing Kerr's history of Peel Forest, there was the 

sense, in the talk of some respondents, of Maori merely setting the scene, providing a foil 

for the remarkable exploits and transformations accomplished by European settlers. Further, 

the Maori name was said to be "totally unpronounceable, unspellable name" (Int.Hl 5), 

"ridiculous'' (Int.H7), "meaningless" (Int. HI, H7). Another argued "It will be necessary 

to carry around a Maori dictionary to spell a name like Huatekerekere" (letter to the 

editor, Timaru Herald, 18/3/99: 4). Through those arguments, the Maori language is 

rendered incapable of conveying meaning and creating a sensible, intelligible order. Rather, 

these attributes are associated with the English language and culture, which, in its ability to 

create meaning and order in the landscape, was a civilising influence, a marker of progress. 

The specificity of Maori language was posited as a barrier to further progress: 

I believe that the English language is the most universally spoken language. And 
people can only get together if they speak a universal language. So deliberately 
going backwards and cutting the English language out and putting another place 
name in is non-productive. In the end, the culture with the greatest impact must be 
dominant (Int. H7). 

Much was made of the fact that no tourists understand Maori; that they would find the 

Maori place name confusing in comparison to an English name which most would 

understand. So the English language is understood as universally more meaningful, 

allowing Peel Forest to be incorporated into a global progressive society and escape a 

narrow, backwards provincialism. As one interviewee commented "We 're in gigabytes and 

megabytes, not hone carvings, dream time andHeitikirererere or whatever" (Int.HS). 

For some Pakeha interviewees, the resurrection of a Maori name was a source of 

bewilderment and considerable anxiety. Two interviewees expressed this anxiety explicitly: 

I am concerned they have done that. It makes me wonder if it may be an excuse to 
say, 'O.K. is got a Maori name, therefore all this land is ours as well'. I can't say 
for real, but I'm suspicious. I don 't want them suddenly claiming our little bach as 
Maori land (Int.HI) 

I object to the name at Peel Forest pure and simply because I see it as one more 
step in the gradual assimilation of New Zealand's assets. Peel Forest is a valuable 
asset. Its a gem of a place. Same as Aorangi/ Mount Cook. They 're taking over 
another prized place like Peel Forest (Int.H7) 
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For both these people, reinstating a Maori name was seen as a precursor to Maori claiming 

ownership or some material rights over the place. Their speech reflected broader anxieties 

about Treaty claims, with many expressing their wariness, even anger at Maori claiming 

'special rights' to water, land and resources which should be owned equally by all New 

Zealanders. 

Similar anxieties were apparent in other interviews. Based on the fact they had never 

heard the name before, nor heard of any Maori involvement at Peel Forest, some expressed 

disbelief that Huatekerekere was in fact an original, or authentic name. Rather some thoughj 

it may be a recent and strategic invention. Consider, for example, the following: 

So, if this place had so much significance to the Maoris, then how did it ever get 
called Little Mount Peel. If it was a special, sacred place they should have kept 
their own name right from the start ... But its been Little Mount Peel ever since I 
was around, and my mother and my father and my grandfather. Why, all of 
sudden, do they want to change it?(Int.H5) 

If it really had a lot of significance, we would have known about it long ago. 
Travellers and explorers would have heard it and we would have just stuck with 
those names. Whatever the Maori claim, the fact its got an English name and its a 
place of the Europeans in the area, who have settled in the area, its more 
significant to them. It must be, the fact that they troubled to give it a name and let 
it be known. . .I think the Maori are just having us on (Int.H13) 

Others denied that the place name belonged to Ngai Tahu, pointing out that it had been 

bestowed by Waitaha or Kati Mamoe, whom Ngai Tahu had "decimated", "enslaved .. 

killed .. eaten ... and impregnated" not long before the arrival of Europeans (letter to 

Timaru Herald, 15/3/99:4). All these statements may be read as space clearing gestures, 

attempts at legitimating Pakeha occupation and ownership of the either previously empty 

area or an area fairly won by Pakeha in a comparatively civilised conquest. Interestingly, 

some felt it might be appropriate for the Maori name to appear in historical records (if, 

indeed, it was authentic), but felt public recognition on maps and road signs was 

unacceptable. Possibly this is an attempt to confine the Maori relationship to Huatekerekere 

to the past, rather than let it play an active (and possibly subversive) role in representations 

of place in the present. 

Two people entered into the place name debate who had no personal relationship to 

Little Mount Peel/ Huatekerekere whatsoever (Int. H4, H7). One was a councillor for the 
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Timaru Ward on the resource planning and regulation committee who had taken a stand on 

this particular issue, both at the meeting and subsequently in the Timaru Herald. His 

reaction stemmed from a dissatisfaction with the 'grievance industry' operating through 

claims to the Waitangi Tribunal, which was, in his view, gradually dividing a unified nation 

and territory between Pakeha and Maori. The other objector described himself as a 

"staunch defender of Pakeha rights" (Int.H7). Both saw the reinstatement of a Maori name 

as a symbol of a separatist Maori nationalism, bent on Maori ownership of land and 

resources and dispossessing Pakeha. For example, one wrote to the editor of the Timaru 

Herald: 

In my opinion the representatives of commonsense have again been defeated, 
and another step has been taken towards Maori sovereignty and Maori control 
of New Zealand's assets (14/4/99: 4) 

Both pointed out that there were numerous Maori place names, such as Timaru, used 

commonly by both Maori and Pakeha and that they would object to these being anglicised, 

simply because they were already in usage. Fundamentally, they said, place names are not 

important. It was the reinstatement of Maori names which was problematic, because these 

'new' names were markers of Maori power and sovereignty. And, because Maori are using 

their place names for political reasons, they believe Pakeha must take an interest in their 

own place names. It is an argument which tends to deny that colonial place naming was ever 

anything but an innocent gesture. But there is also the sense that Maori names already in 

usage have been 'tamed'; emptied of their meaning and power within a specific cultural 

context, becoming mere designations. Indeed, one thought names such as Rangitata and 

Kaiapoi were English names, demonstrating the extent to which Maori names have been 

appropriated to a Pakeha geographical order which has very little to do with representing or 

acknowledging the Maori culture or history. 

Moreover, they argued these Maori names, along with English names, were 

universally accepted, and representative of the "one nation" (Int. H4, H7) that New 

Zealanders of all cultural backgrounds comprise. To recognise a Maori name where an 

English name already existed was to "split the nation" (Int.H4., H7) and accord status to a 

partial and minority perspective, to recognise Maori as in some way special, to acknowledge 

their claims to sovereignty. As in the case studies of Aoraki / Mount Cook and 
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Whareakeake, Pakeha constructions of place and identity are constructed as embracing all 

members of the nation, whereas Maori ones are constructed as highly specific to Maori, and 

divisive for national identity. These people's arguments were also similar to those expressed 

in relation to Aoraki / Mount Cook in that they believed that instating a Maori name 

guaranteed that the English name would be lost, and with it, European cultural and 

historical associations. This fear, whilst genuine, seems unfounded in this case, given the 

high degree of personal and cultural identification with Little Mount Peel expressed by other 

interviewees. 

Supporters did not see the reinstatement of a Maori name as a threat to their place in 

Peel Forest. One man said: "I don't see that the Maoris are trying to take the place over. 

Jtfjust that the name they knew it by in those days is being remembered" (Int.HI I). Most 

supporters made comments to the effect that Peel Forest was not a particularly important 

place for Ngai Tahu, that they never attended community meetings, nor showed any sort of 

interest in the place. The reinstatement ofHuatekerekere was seen largely as recognising an 

historical relationship that posed no real challenge to residents in the present. However, 

supporters of the name change were, unlike others, at least willing to acknowledge the 

significance of a prior Maori history at Peel Forest. 

Its a New Zealand name. It has a heritage. And the Maoris were there before the 
Europeans. Its appropriate that it retains its identiry from that point of view. We 
live in a bicultural sociery. And if there was some significance for a name being 
given, then I don 't think we should lose that bit of history (Int.Hl 1) 

The Maori name is just as meaningful for some people as the English name is for 
me and this is all part of our culture. There is a Maori side and a European side. 
What one may enjoy, the other may not. But that is part of being able to live 
together, being able to accept each other's differences. We are accepting each 
other's histories and cultures, by accepting the names of our Jo-f!Jjkars. It's a 
mutual accommodation (Int.H12) 

Supporters, in their acceptance of other histories and meanings, demonstrated an 

understanding of place that was less exclusive and more open to cultural difference. For 

some, simply voicing their own personal and cultural identification with the name Little 

Mount Peel gave them an insight into what Ngai Tahu stood to lose when their names were 

erased by Pakeha. This made interviewees reaffirm their support for dual naming. 
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Moreover, these Pakeha acknowledged that the name Little Mount Peel represented 

a specifically Pakeha cultural construction of place and history, rather than a construction 

universally shared. Not all felt that the Maori name had potential to be in any way 

meaningful or relevant to them. However, some felt that the Maori name and history was 

relevant to them as Pakeha. Two interviewees, for example, said that learning the Maori 

name and traditions for Little Mount Peel was enriching, and brought out far more in their 

relationship to the place than a narrowly eurocentric perspective could. Two others said 

· that, because of the tremendous interplay between Maori and Pakeha in the South Island, 

the Maori name was an important part of their own heritage and culture as New Zealanders. 

Here, New Zealand cultural identity was imagined not in terms of the dominant Pakeha 

culture; rather on bicultural terms. These statements demonstrate more fluid (rather than 

bounded) understandings of identity, which acknowledge difference, interchange and mixing 

of Maori and Pakeha histories and cultures in the construction of self and place. Such 

understandings allow one place to have more than one name. 

7.3 Concluding comments 

As was shown in relation to the previous case study, historical arguments are highly 

important to the construction of place in the present for both Ngai Tahu and Pakeha. The 

use of an English place name for Little Mount Peel has, until this year, suppressed Ngai 

Tahu assc..oa~ons with the mountain, and complimented essentialist ch~'terisations of the 

area and community as European. As in the previous two case studies, the debate over 

renaming for some represents a struggle to position identities on the land and claim 

symbolic and material ownership of place. However, again, there were positive responses 

from Pakeha to the name changes. Some represent a revisioning of history and place on 

bicultural terms, whilst others (particularly those which use Maori place names to construct 

a more intimate Pakeha relationship with 'Nature') are more politically ambiguous. In the 

next chapter, the main themes to emerge from each of the case studies are pooled and 

discussed. · 
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Chapter Eight 

Discussion 

8.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the main themes to emerge from the case studies of Aoraki / Mount 

Cook, Whareakeake and Little Mount Peel are drawn together and interpreted in light of 

the theoretical and contextual insights set out in chapters two and three. This discussion 

falls into four broad sections. The first examines the renaming of places from Ngai Tahu's 

perspective. The second section discusses the contestation of these place name changes by 

Pakeha objectors. The third section takes a critical look at some seemingly positive 

responses of Pakeha to the place name amendments and posits that these constitute colonial 

discourses. The final section discusses those Pakeha responses which represent a more post

colonial vision of place and identity. 

8.2 Ngai Tahu reclaiming the right to name 

The cultural identity of Ngai Tahu whanui is intimately interwoven with the 

landscape of Te Wai Pounamu. Although the origins of the hapu who comprise the iwi lie 

beyond this island - in the North Island and the islands of Polynesia - it has been shown in 

the case studies of this thesis that these are a people whose cosmogony, whakapapa, and 

traditions root them in this land. Traditional place names like Aoraki, Huatekerekere and 

Whareakeake are enmeshed in a complex web of tradition and oral history, which provide 

the connections between present generations of Ngai Tahu, the land, ancestors and atua. It 

is through whakapapa and familial relationships to the land that Ngai Tahu know their 

cultural identity, which is constructed out of this complex intermeshing of genealogy and 

geography. At the level of the iwi, this identity is expressed in relation to the common 

ancestors Tahu Potiki and Aoraki. For hapu, this identity is expressed in relation to the hapu 

ancestors who established the whakapapa of the people in the rohe, as Tarahaoa and 

Huatekerekere did for Kati Huirapa at Arowhenua. At the two different scales, place names 
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are nga pou taunaha (the survey pegs) which mark the belonging of the people to the rohe, 

and the rohe to the people (Norman, 1989). To name these ancestor mountains is a 

statement of cultural identity and also an invocation of manawhenua, of the authority of the 

speaker with respect to the land derived from his or her ancestors, and ultimately, from the 

atua (Roberts et al, 1995). 

The naming of features within a complex of whakapapa, tradition and belief ordered 

the landscape according to the world view of the Tangata Whenua. It grounded the 

reciprocal relationships of kaitiakitanga, ensuring rights of Tangata Whenua to utilise the 

resources of mahinga kai, and, in tum, giving them the responsibility to care for these gifts 

from the ancestors (Roberts et al, 1995). Principles and protocols for resource management 

were shaped by the spiritual beliefs of Ngai Tahu, a love for the ancestors, a concern for 

future generations and the need to protect and enhance the mana of the people. For Ngai 

Tahu, Aoraki is the principle symbol of the mana of the iwi. But the mana of Ngai Tahu 

whanui is present in every named feature and place throughout the rohe: it is present in 

Huatekerekere and the resources she offers and also in Whareakekake, a wahi tapu and 

wahi taonga in the history ofNgai Tahu. 

Under colonialism, Ngai Tahu were physically dispossessed of their land. 

Specifically, after the Kemp purchase of 1848, Ngai Tahu lost access to Aoraki, 

Huatekerekere and Whareakeake. The passing of these places into Crown or Pakeha 

ownership, and the failure of the Crown to make adequate reserves, has prevented Ngai 

Tahu from exercising their traditional manawhenua. They have had no say over the 

management of these sites and have been excluded from utilising the resources of mahinga 

kai. Pakeha disregard for Maori rights and protocol in use and management of these places 

has threatened to denigrate the mana of the ancestors, and therefore the mana ofNgai Tahu. 

Ngai Tahu were not only physically displaced from these sites, they were also 

displaced symbolically. And, far from entering as partners into a bicultural construction of 

place, European colonists usurped the right to make places in their own image. Naming was 

fundamental to a colonial re-ordering of place, in which an unruly and externalised 'Nature', 

was subjected to the masculine control of colonial 'Culture', in accordance with a European 



121 

"God's law's of order and morality" (Kirkpatrick, 1987). This has been seen most explicitly 

in the naming of Mount Cook and Mount Peel, yet it is also apparent in the naming of 

Murdering Beach, where the Maori are named in English and by the English as unruly, 

savage, uncultured beings. 

The atomistic nature of colonial place naming was also a fundamental element in the 

re-ordering of place. Naming each place after an individual, and in separation from other 

places, was complimentary to a colonial desire to divide and delimit the land, to subject it to 

a "Cartesian vision" of fixed and individual property rights (Harvey, 1996: 265; also 

Herman, 1990). A colonial tendency to see and name places in isolation tore apart the 

densely woven fabric of Ngai Tahu traditional place names. The interconnected and fluid 

space constructed through, for example, the Arai Te Uru tradition suited the mobile hunting 

and gathering economy of Ngai Tahu and provided connections for an iwi scattered across a 

large area. Under a new colonial system, Ngai Tahu were to be excluded from places they 

did not own, and confined to places they did, such as the reserves at Arowhenua and 

Purakaunui. A scatter of unconnected place names, drawn from other lands and other 

histories, were imposed on this landscape. 

Whilst Ngai Tahu have been physically and symbolically excluded from their wahi 

taonga, wahi tapu, and mahinga kai, they have maintained their connections to these places 

through telling the stories of place naming traditions and continued knowledge of 

whakapapa. Yet the connections have been tenuous. Lack of access to mahinga kai such as 

the forests of Huatekerekere has meant that Ngai Tahu have lost the names which once 

densely covered these areas (see also Kirkpatrick, 1997). Further, the relegation of Maori 

language and culture to the private sphere, and its devaluation within the dominant Pakeha 

society have threatened its survival. For Ngai Tahu, to lose all knowledge of traditional 

place names would be to finally lose the land and, along with it, cultural identity. Just as 

Carter (1998: 64) argued that to place the Aborigine in possession of the English language 

was to possess him/ her and his/ her land, "to help him (sic) forget he was ever at home", 

Maori have spoken of their place names thus: 

they form a cultural grid over the land which provides meaning order and 
stability to human existence. Without the fixed grid of named features we would 



be total strangers on the land- lost souls with nowhere to attach ourselves (in 
Kirkpatrick, 1997: 32) 
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Hence, continuous use of traditional place names by Ngai Tahu (who say Aoraki, 

Huatekerekere and Whareakeake are simply the names they have always used) has been a 

profound act of resistance: a means of maintaining a symbolic stake in key places, resisting 

assimilation and loss of cultural identity. Indeed, Sir Tipene O'Regan has stated: "Despite 

language loss and cultural deprivation, we have been able to hold together a cultural core of 

whakapapa and identity. We have, on the whole, stayed close to our ancestral lands ... " 

(Ngai Tahu negotiating group, 1997: 6). That Ngai Tahu have maintained counter

hegemonic notions of, and attachments to place in the face of material and symbolic 

dispossession and displacement reinforces the idea that "cultures of power and domination 

never fully realise themselves" (Jacobs, 1996: 14). 

In the last thirty years, the terrain of cultural politics in Aotearoa / New Zealand has 

been transformed by a reassertion of Maori cultural forms and iwi seeking a public voice 

and visibility for identities previously denied to them. Iwi have also sought recognition of 

the rights of tino rangatiratanga and manawhenua over land and taonga resources 

guaranteed to them in the Treaty of Waitangi. The partnership between the Crown and iwi 

enshrined in the Treaty of Waitangi has gradually been recuperated. This has provided a 

foundation for the public renegotiation of exclusionary cultural geographies established 

under colonialism. Reclaiming the right to name is a fundamental element of this. In Te Wai 

Pounamu I The South Island, Ngai Tahu have invoked their rangatiratanga, manawhenua, 

and protection of place names as taonga in support of their cause. 

Ngai Tahu have been able to assert their manawhenua in the public arena from the 

1970s onwards but successes were limited in the initial stages. The case studies have, for 

example, illustrated that obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi were frequently obscured 

in the consideration of place name changes. In the Aoraki / Aorangi debate of the 1980s, 

local government departments faced with economic pressures proved themselves unwilling 

to acknowledge the authority ofNgai Tahu with respect to Maori names in their own rohe. 

At Whareakeake, the political pressures brought to bear on the Minister by an oppositional 

Pakeha majority served to displace the Treaty relationship in consideration of the 1991 
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renaming proposal. The relatively negative experiences Ngai Tahu had with reinstating their 

names through public lobbying and proposals to the NZGB led them to seek a large number 

of name changes through settlement negotiation and legislation. The context in which these 

place name amendments were negotiated was one in which the partnership between Crown 

and iwi was foregrounded. Dialogue between partners was enhanced, unmediated by the 

contingencies of local politics. 

In their claim to the Waitangi Tribunal, Ngai Tahu were seeking redress for 

grievances suffered through the Crown's breaches of the Treaty ofWaitangi and contractual 

obligations. In refusing to reserve Ngai Tahu's mahinga kai and wahi tapu from sale, the 

Crown had struck a considerable blow to the cultural identity of Ngai Tahu. Moreover, if a 

'collective forgetting' of the Treaty of Waitangi had led Pakeha to flout its promises, then 

certainly the erasure of Ngai Tahu's place names aided in keeping Pakeha in this state of 

forgetfulness. In re-inscribing Te Wai Pounamu / the South Island with their own place 

names, colonists suppressed the history and culture of Ngai Tahu and effectively denied 

their rangatiratanga and manawhenua with respect to place. The liberal dosage of English 

place names, and the version of history they inscribed, conferred to Pakeha a legitimacy 

which, in light of dishonourable dealings with the Tangata Whenua, is somewhat 

undeserved. In the context of the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act Ngai Tahu have sought 

place name amendments as part of a broader cultural redress package which would re

establish their historical, spiritual and economic relationships to their wahi tapu and mahinga 

kai and recognise their manawhenua over these sacred sites and taonga resources. These 

names represent a reclamation of place. In total, eighty-eight dual names, selected by the 

runanga ofNgai Tahu, have been included in the settlement legislation. 

Further, the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act provides for a Ngai Tahu 

representative on the New Zealand Geographic Board, and gives that Board the additional 

function of encouraging the use of original Maori names. These provisions were negotiated 

to strengthen consideration ofNgai Tahu's perspectiv,e in future renaming proposals to the 

NZGB. 
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8.3 Lingering colonialism: Boundaries and exclusions 

Ngai Tahu's attempts to rename and reclaim places 'lost' to them under colonialism 

have not gone uncontested by Pakeha. Although the precise configuration of arguments 

used against recognising Ngai Tahu's place names has differed in each case studied, a 

number of arguments, which draw on discourses of place and community (local and 

national), are common to the three case studies. In articulating their dissent, it is apparent 

that Pakeha objectors seek to continue the practice of excluding Ngai Tahu spatially and 

socially from places historically important to them. 

First, Pakeha who objected to name changes at Whareakeake and Little Mount Peel 

tended to posit a European identity for each of these places. In both cases, this essential 

place identity was constructed through a myopic reading of the history of the place: the 

positing of one localised and continuous story of European occupation and use (Massey, 

1995). At Whareakeake, where the archaeological significance of the site meant a Maori 

history could not be denied, Pakeha dismissed this history on the basis that Maori had 

moved away from the area. In each case, the use of English place names blended European 

settler histories with the landscape, conferring to Pakeha notions of place a naturalness and 

normality, which seemed to foreclose alternative readings (Azaryahu, 1996; Berg and 

Kearns, 1996). The re-appearance of an alternative Maori name for each of these places 

provided an immediate challenge to the stability of Pakeha place constructs, because it 

highlighted the existence of another, albeit dis-placed, history and knowledge. In the face of 

an active assertion of belonging and attachment by Ngai Tahu whanui, Pakeha anxiously 

tried to reinscribe boundaries, to protect their space, by defining Ngai Tahu and their place 

names as, in various ways, 'out-of-place' at Peel Forest and Murdering Beach. In drawing 

boundaries around these places, and trying to define their identity both through an 

internalised European history, they have sought to externalise the Maori 'Other' (Massey, 

1994; Sibley, 1992). These objectors have sought to exclude Ngai Tahu socially and 

spatially from their place. This marks a continuation of the exclusionary praciices 

established under colonialism which threatened to dispossess Ngai Tahu of places 

historically important to them. 
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Another way in which Pakeha objectors sought to exclude Ngai Tahu from official 

representations of place was through the invocation of the 'community'. It was argued, in 

relation to Whareakeake and Little Mount Peel / Huatekerekere, that recognising Maori 

names was not in the interests of the broader community, proclaimed to be overwhelmingly 

Pakeha in composition. The work of Young (1990a; 1990b) is instrumental in 

understanding this reaction. Although there is a plurality of specific community discourses, 

in general, community is understood as a geographically bounded essence; a particular 

space inhabited by people who share a common culture, belief system and purpose. As such, 

community is often imagined and presented as universal. Yet as Berg and Keams (1996; 

110) point out "community discourses are far from universal, as one of their primary 

purposes is to constitute boundaries of inclusion and exclusion. In doing so they work 

ideologically to produce an excluded Other". This may be a spatial exclusion, in which those 

outside the geographical space inhabited by the 'community' are designated 'strangers' or 

'foreigners' (in opposition to 'localf), and therefore denied the right to speak in relation to 

matters bearing on the community's space (Berg and Kearns, 1996). Certainly, this 

discursive strategy was used at Whareakeake and Little Mount Peel / Huatekerekere to 

render Maori claims to rename illegitimate. It was said that there was no Maori population 

resident at either of these places for whom the name changes would be valuable. 

However, exclusion from the community may also be of a social or political nature 

(Young, 1990a; 1990b). It was this sort of exclusion which was apparent in the speech and 

writing of those objectors who acknowledged a Maori presence within their local and 

national community. For the 'community' to be represented as universal, certain · 

characteristics, behaviours and attributes of particular subjects must be marked as different 

and marginalised (Ashcroft et al, 1995), for example, through their relegation to the private 

sphere (Young, 1990a; 1990b). In this regard, Pakeha objectors indicated that Maori place 

names represented a highly specific viewpoint. It was argued that only a very small minority 

of Maori would have any understanding of the place names. For everyone else, the names 

'mean nothing'. Objectors argued that this specificity was unacceptable in the public 

representation of a universal community. In line with this, they suggested the site for using 

these place names was in the private sphere; in the home or on the marae. Conversely, the 
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English place names were said to be universally meaningful to all members of the 

community or nation. Thus they should be the names used in official representations of 

place and nation. But, of course, English place names are as specific as Maori ones: they 

imply "certain assumptions about the world, a certain history, a certain way of seeing" 

(Ashcroft et al, 1995: 55) 

In positing English place names as universally meaningful and accepted, objectors 

invoked a unitary concept of people and place, at both the local and national level (Berg and 

Keams, forthcoming). In all three case studies, it was claimed by objectors that reinstating 

Maori place names provoked 'acrimony', and caused a 'splitting' or 'division' to occur in 

the community. Although such statements obviously play to conventional discourses of the 

community as unitary and universal, they also play to specific Pakeha discourses of New 

Zealand history, which have, until very recently, enjoyed a certain hegemonic status. In 

chapter three it was pointed out that many Pakeha draw upon the idea that colonisation of 

New Zealand was comparatively peaceful and fair. With Robson's proclamation of "he iwi 

tahi tatou" (in Orange, 1987: 55) at the signing of the Treaty of Waitangi, Maori and 

Pakeha did indeed become 'one nation', living together in a community characterised by 

harmonious race relations and egalitarianism (Nairn and McCreanor, 1991; Pawson, 1992). 

Obviously, iwi claims of grievance under colonialism, and moves to redress these 

grievances, for example through the reinstatement of place names, challenge these 

hegemonic discourses, and in so doing, challenge the social and material orders of society in 

which many Pakeha enjoy a privileged status and many Maori a marginal one (see also Berg 

and Kearns, 1996). 

The argument that 'community' may be constructed in a way which is universally 

representative of all its members rests on certain Western assumptions about rationality and 

reason. Specifically, community discourses rely on mature beings using their capacities of 

reason and rationality to transcend the particularities of their cultural, racial, and gender 

positionings (Young, 1990b ). Particular forms of thought, for example emotion, have no 

place in the public sphere (Young, 1990b). However, as Berg and Keams (1996:112) point 

out, traditionally "Reason is masculine and white, whereas Emotion is feminine and black". 

As a consequence of these discursive formulations, feminine and racialised subjects have 
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often been marginalised in the public sphere, and excluded from the exercise of power 

(Young, 1990b). It will be remembered that in the case studies (particularly Aoraki / Mount 

Cook and Whareakeake) objectors claimed that English place names represented a 

'rational', 'objective', and 'impartial' perspective, whereas Maori place names were said to 

be representative of an 'emotional' or 'unreasoned' standpoint. However, as Young (1990a: 

97) points out, playing to the 'ideal of impartiality' "masks the ways in which the particular 

pe~spectives of dominant groups claim universality". Indeed, in each case, the English phce 

name does represent a specific, masculinist Pakeha construction of place and history, and 

one which reflects a colonial legacy. In this sense, representing place with an English place 

name imposes a specific notion of place and identity on 'Others'. This is empowering for 

Pakeha, as it normalises their constructions of place, history and identity and legitimates 

their control and ownership of these places. However, it is disempowering for Ngai Tahu, 

as their notions of place and identity remain silent and invisible within the dominant society. 

Their claims to place are publicly denied. 

I believe this touches on the underlying reason why these Pakeha have objected to 

the place name amendments and changes studied in this thesis. Naming a place is an act of 

appropriation and underpins a claim to ownership ~f that place (Crocombe, 1991). For 

Pakeha, English place names shore up colonial acquisition of the land (Byrnes, 1998). In 

places like Peel Forest or Mount Cook, the almost total erasure of original Maori place 

names is a space clearing gesture. It makes the land seem devoid of any prior history and 

significance. This imaginative construction legitimates Pakeha seizure of, and on-going 

ownership of, the land (Birch, 1996). The objections to reinstating Maori place names point 

to an underlying insecurity and anxiety which is generated in the re-appearance of an 

"unsettling native Other" (Berg and Keams, forthcoming), whose historical presence has 

been suppressed in the official place name code. The re-inscription of Maori place names 

points up a prior, and on-going indigenous attachment to place which casts into doubt 

Pakeha ownership and control of these places. So, as Jacobs (1996: 13) argues, processes· 

of social construction of identity, of which these rhetorical debates about place naming are a 

part, are not "simply 'mental exercises', but also 'urgent social contests involving concrete 

political issues' such as territory ... ". 



128 

Indeed, bubbling just below the surface is a very genuine fear: a fear that these 

places, belonging to 'all New Zealanders' by virtue of the (universally understood) English 

language, will be lost; that allowing Maori to reclaim their language and place names is one 

step towards allowing them to reclaim the places for themselves (see Herman, 1999). 

Indeed, at Whareakeake and Little Mount Peel I Huatekerekere, this fear was manifest in 

the Pakeha belief that renaming in Maori may be a precursor to a land claim. In relation to 

Aoraki / Mount Cook, which has already been the subject of a land claim, the recognition of 

Ngai Tahu's name for the mountain was intimately linked by objectors to a broader 

reassertion of Ngai Tahu rights to be involved in the management of the mountain. The 

exclusivity of the Maori language (which very few Pakeha speak or understand) is linked to 

an exclusive sovereignty and ownership of the land ( epitomised for many Pakeha in Maori 

calls for manawhenua and tine rangatiratanga). This was especially unacceptable at Aoraki / 

Mount Cook because it is part of a National Park; part of the 'natural world'. Pakeha 

expressed their belief that these places now belong to all New Zealanders, who comprise 

'one nation'. Ngai Tahu no longer have 'special rights' to them. As Herman (1999: 95) 

points out, ''the politics of language, place names and sovereignty are intertwined". For this 

reason, some Pakeha would like Maori to "Speak English please" (Herman, 1999: 77). 

The complex relationships between language, sovereignty and ownership of the land 

can be further illustrated. Throughout the case studies, many Pakeha claimed that Maori 

placenames are 'meaningless', 'too long', 'unpronounceable', 'unspellable' and generally 

'ridiculous'. These comments would tend to suggest that New Zealand is a country for 

English speaking people. However, they also constitute a denial of the efficacy of the Maori 

language, and hence the Maori people, to possess the land in any meaningful way. The work 

of Carter (1988) in Australia is instrumental in explicating this link between language and 

land rights. European colonists disseminated the view that aboriginal languages were in may 

ways deficient and their place names, which all 'sounded the same', could not be said to 

obey any rules, to convey any meaning or useful facts. As such, European colonists could 

not use aboriginal place names to possess the land for themselves. But more than this, their 

assessment of the deficiencies of these languages led them to deem Aborigines incapable of 

having their own land rights: they could not "in any recognisable sense, possess 

linguistically the land they occupied" (Carter, 1988: 63). It is clear that. the statements of 
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Pakeha about the ridiculousness of Maori place names reflect their own inability to 

comprehend the names, and therefore use them to possess places. But these statements also 

deny the land rights of Ngai Tahu. 

Closely related to this notion of possession through language is Herman's (1999) 

theory of place naming (see section 2.3.1). In western thought, the ability to establish order, 

to create knowledge, has traditionally been gender-based, associated with a masculine 

rationality and reason and the wielding of the 'phallus' (Herman, 1999; see chapter two). 

Lacking the phallus and the ability to transcend emotion, the feminine is rendered incapable 

of producing meaning and order. She is outside culture, closer to Nature and like Nature, 

she is an object of masculine knowledge and exploitation. To say that Maori places names 

are 'ridiculous' and 'meaningless' is a refusal to recognise these place names as a form of 

knowledge, as a spatiality and therefore as a sign of prior cultural possession of the land. 

Or, if a spatiality is recognised, it is marked as feminine and inferior. In chapter three 

it was explained that for colonists in New Zealand, naming places in English was part of 

cultural project to place order over the unknown and irrational spatiality of Natives/ Nature 

(Jacobs, 1996:21); an order which accorded with the gender and racial hierarchies implicit 

in Western thought. This was seen to 'civilise' the landscape and to represent 'progress'. 

Colonial associations between a backward language and people, and a progressive 

language and people were recycled in the objections of some Pakeha, particularly in relation 

to Whareakeake and Huatekerekere. These Pakeha implicitly or explicitly linked the taming 

of the land ( for example, clearing it, draining swamps) and the taming of Maori (the 

eradication of, for example, cannibalism) with the spread of English language and culture 

throughout society and across the land (see chapter six). Further, it will be remembered 

from chapter seven that one man commented 'we are in gigabytes and megabytes, not bone 

carvings, dream time and heitikirererere or whatever'. Another felt Maori place names were 

undeserving of recognition because Maori were not "explorers, not conservationists, not 

geographers" (see chapter seven). Here, European culture and language was inherently 

associated with masculine progress: the creation of a scientific, rational, modern space. The 

Maori language was associated with a static primitivism and the irrational, pre-modem 
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space of feminine superstition and myth (Herman, 1999). Hence, to reinstate a Maori name 

was to take a 'step backwards', to return to the pre-modern. 

To posit the Maori language and culture as, in these ways, primitive and backwards 

is an exclusion, because it relegates Ngai Tahu culture to the past: to "inhabiting the Then 

and There as opposed to the Here and Now of the Western culture" (Berg and Keams, 

1996: 116). Further, the implicit association of Maori language with a devalued feminine 

subject and spatiality would seem to confirm the findings of Berg and Kearns (1996) that in 

objecting to place name changes, certain Pakeha seek to anxiously reinscribe constructions 

of space and place in which the white masculine subject is hegemonic. As such, these are 

distinctively colonial discourses. 

In all, the arguments put forward by Pakeha objectors point to a discursive "struggle 

to contain the subversions" that Maori place names pose to a whole gamut of constructions 

of space, place, community, history and identity (Jacobs, 1996: 159). These constructions 

have, until now, shored up the hegemony of the colonial subject in his recently acquired 

land (Jacobs, 1996: 159). 

8.4 Subtler forms of colonialism: 

The stridency of the backlash against the reinstatement of Maori place names by 

some objectors is evidence of the uneven hold which bicultural politics have on the hearts 

and minds of New Zealanders. However, in the subtleties of more moderate, even positive 

responses, one also finds a struggle for identity which is diagnostic of the post-colonial 

condition in ex-settler colonies. Ashcroft et al (1995: 152) summarise this condition well: 

At the heart of the settler colony culture is ... an ambivalent attitude towards their 
own identity, poised as they are between the centre from which they seek to 
differentiate themselves and the indigenous people who serve to remind them of 
their own problematic occupation of the country. 

This strnggle for identity is manifest in how some Pakeha seek to represent their 

relationships to the land through place names. In the cases of both Aoraki / Mount Cook 

and Huatekerekere/ Little Mount Peel there was a lack of affinity expressed for names given 

by Europeans who were physically distant from the land (they were both named from ships) 
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and which recalled people who had never visited the places concerned. Such names 

symbolise a emotional and spiritual detachment from the land with which some Pakeha do 

not identify. Rather, these Pakeha seek to represent their own sense of indigeneity, of being 

a people rooted in, emotionally and spiritually attached to, this land. The valuing of English 

place names bestowed by guides on Mount Cook or settlers at Peel Forest is a positive 

expression of this "impetus to indigeneity" (Ashcroft et al, 1989: 136). These names 

represent a genuine relationship to the land (Herman, 1999), the seeds of a rooted tradition, 

a historical grounding for a Pakeha identity. Some are inclined to replace honorific names, 

which lack local authority with Maori names because they are 'home grown' and convey a 

geographic sensitivity to the land which some Pakeha feel early European colonists lacked. 

There is another way in which some Pakeha use Maori names to differentiate 

themselves from the colonial centre. Throughout the case studies, comments were made 

that the only thing distinctive or unique about New Zealand is the presence of Maori and 

Maori culture and that we Pakeha live here, not in England. These comments suggest that, 

for some Pakeha, Maori place names have ,"some value or cultural capital, making for a 

distinct sense of place" (Herman, 1999: 77). There is a long tradition in the settler culture of 

using Maori names to this end. From the 1880s, Pakeha settlers "searching for their own 

sense of identity" appropriated Maori place names (Byrnes, 1998: 28; see also Griffiths, 

1999). Similarly, Pakeha mountaineers began to use Maori names to mark their separation 

from their European climbing rivals. So the inclination to use indigenous names to develop a 

unique sense of place, to differentiate oneself from the colonial centre and to create a local 

identity is by no means new (or peculiar to New Zealand, see Herman, 1999). But if Maori 

place names help Pakeha construct their own identity and indigeneity, they also serve as 

potential reminders of the contested nature of Pakeha occupation of this country. Certainly, 

they seemed to do this for those Pakeha who objected to the name amendments. Pakeha use 

of Maori place names in this sense is somewhat contradictory: it constructs them as both 

indigenous and as coloniser. The riddle is solved through the notion of 'anti-conquest', a 

term coined by Pratt and utilised in a study of Hawaiian place-naming by Herman (1999). 

The idea is that, unles~ the Maori place names are allowed to truly 'speak', their use by 

Pakeha constitutes an appropriation which is both non-threatening to Pakeha, and 

disempowering for Maori. 
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It is necessary here to briefly outline what is meant by anti-conquest. Anti-conquest 

involves "the glorification of the Other at the same time that the Other is denied real power" 

(Herman, 1999: 77). Anti-conquest involves a positive representation of Otherness, and as 

such poses as antithetical to overt colonialism, under which Otherness is repressed as 

negativity (Jacobs, 1996; Herman, 1999). Yet it is deeply implicated in colonialism because 

it involves romanticised portrayals of indigenous peoples as pre-modem, the lost exotic, for 

which the coloniser is nostalgic. And as Jacobs points out, it is these very same notions 

which fed an "audacious disregard for indigenous rights over land" (1996: 137). Hence anti

conquest goes hand-in-hand with conquest. Anti-conquest appears as: 

... a benign paternalism that puts the Other on a pedestal, a gesture of respect 
that is also an exclusion, an isolation, and a fixing of the Other into a historical 
space separate from the modern (Herman, 1999: 77) 

Herman uses the notion of anti-conquest to explain the use of indigenous place names in 

Hawaii. Whilst haole (non-indigenous Hawaiians) generally see the use of indigenous place 

names as a mark of genuine respect, Herman suggests it is a mode of power. It denies real 

power to Hawaiians because the place names are not allowed to 'speak': they are stripped 

of all meaning in their transition into an American geographical code. They become simply 

sounds, meaningless background chatter in the every day lives of haole. 

The notion of anti-conquest sheds new light on Pakeha objections to the 

reinstatement of Maori names. These Pakeha often expressed their acceptance of Maori 

names already in common usage, but objected to the recognition of any 'new' names. 

Herman (1999: 78) elucidates a possible reason for this in arguing that an indigenous place 

name is "safe for the colonisers as long as it remains silent,- chatters, even sings, but does 

not speak". Maori names are an integral part of the New Zealand map idiom, but the 

process by which they were previously incorporated into the dominant geographic code was 

one that Pakeha were largely in control of, and was one which entailed divorcing the names 

from their meanings within their original cultural context (Byrnes, 1998; see chapter three). 

The clearest example of this from the case studies presented here was the Tourism and 

Publicity DepartmenG dissemination of the name 'Aorangi- the cloud piercer' (see chapter 

five). That representation emptied the name of any political content, both because it utilised 

northern dialect, and because the translation had nothing to do with the traditional meaning 
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of the name. A move to assert Maori place names as meaningful, as logos, is threatening to 

Pakeha: the names are politicised. Birch (1996: 177) makes a similar statement in relation to 

the reinstatement of Koori place names in the Grampians / Gariward National Park in 

Australia: 

Indigeno~s names themselves do not constitute a threat to white Australia. 
Houses, streets, suburbs and whole cities have indigenous names. This cultural 
appropriation represents imperial possession and the quaintness of the 'native' 
but does not recognise an indigenous history or possible indigenous ownership. 
It is when names are restored to recognise earlier histories and cultures that the 
threat to ownership occurs. To acknowledge the history of indigenous people 
creates insecurity, paranoia, even hysteria. 

Objectors often saw the reinstatement of Aoraki, Whareakeake, and Huatekerekere as an 

assertion of1viaori history, culture and sovereignty, and a precursor to Maori reclaiming the 

places to the exclusion of Pakeha. Moreover, most objectors articulated their opposition to 

the reinstatement of Maori names in relation to a broader reclamation of power by Maori 

iwi through the Treaty ofWaitangi and claims to the Waitangi Tribunal. Maori place names 

were 'safe' whilst Maori were relatively powerless. However, now that they have regained 

a degree of power as Treaty partners, their names constitute a potential challenge to Pakeha 

hegemony. 

The notion of anti-conquest also sheds new light on a number of seemingly 

supportive Pakeha responses. In all three case studies, a number of Pakeha supporters of the 

place name changes felt they would use the names themselves. Others who would continue 

to use the English place names nevertheless supported Maori recognition. However, very 

few Pakeha supporters had any idea as to the cultural meaning of the Maori names. For 

example, it will be remembered from chapter five that only two Pakeha had any cognisance 

of Aoraki as Ngai Tahu's atua and ancestor, and were actually affirming the names with 

some knowledge of their meaning. At Little Mount Peel/ Huatekerekere (see chapter 

seven), supporters were largely of the opinion that the name reflected an unspecified 

historical relationship. Yet the meaning of the name for Kati Huirapa explicates an on-going 

and empowering relationship between the people and the mountain. That virtually no-one 

understands the cultural meaning or political content of these Maori place names perhaps 

indicates their positioning within a discourse of anti-conquest: without meaning, unable to 

speak (Herman, 1999). 
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Further, comments were made that the Maori names are more 'euphonious', more 

'poetic', that they 'have a nicer ring to them', 'flow off the tongue' or 'give the majesty of 

the thing' (see chapters five and seven). Such comments may reflect a Pakeha sense of 

linguistic displacement: "of a 'gap' between the 'experienced' environment and the 

descriptions the [English] language provides" (Ashcroft et al, 1995: 391). It is true that 

some Pakeha believe Maori names to be more descriptive of the local environment. But they 

are seemingly 'descriptive' only when they lack specific meaning. As Carter (1992: 40) 

argues, when it is claimed that "indigenous names are more poetic, truer to the spirit of the 

country" then they are no longer part of language or logos, "but simply the record of 

environmental sounds". Yet Maori place names are not just sounds: they are embedded in a 

cultural economy of tradition and meaning which provides the connections between iwi, 

whakapapa, land and manawhe~ua. They speak to sovereignty. It is in allowing these sorts 

of cultural and political meanings to speak through the names that a real challenge to 

Pakeha ownership and power is made. 

Further, Pakeha support for Maori names is more forthcoming when the place 

concerned is perceived as one of 'Nature' rather than 'Culture'. This was most apparent in 

the case of Aoraki/ Mount Cook, but was also evident at Little Mount Peel / Huatekerekere 

and Whareakeake. The preference expressed for Maori names in places of 'Nature' can 

perhaps be explained by the fact that in Western thought '"Nature' has a long historical 

association with the Other" (Sibley, 1995: 26). This association has produced various 

notions of indigenous people as 'wild', as 'part of or 'in harmony with' or 'closer to 

Nature' (Sibley, 1995; Jacobs, 1996). Such notions imply indigenous people are less 

cultured, sub-human (Sibley, 1996). The purpose of the 'civilising mission', of which 

teaching English was a part, was to distance natives from nature, to make them cultured 

beings (Sibley, 1996). 'Nature' was also subject to the 'civilising mission', in that the 

imposition of English place names was seen to give meaning to the landscape, to 

subordinate it to culture, to bring it into an order which native tongues were deemed 

incapable of creating (see Carter, 1988). A greater propensity to use indigenous place 

names in areas viewed by the dominant culture as places of wilderness (American 'Nature') 

has been noted by Katz and Kirby (1991)-in relation to Yosemite National Park. Similarly, 
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Kirkpatrick (1997) argues that the large braided rivers of Canterbury, which were given 

English names, reverted to · their Maori appellations because colonists were unable to 

'civilise' them. It is suggested here that a colonial association between 'Nature' and 

'natives', both uncivilised, less touched by culture and pre-modern, is being played out in 

Vakeha acceptance of Maori :riariies at Aoraki, Huatekerekere, and Whareakeake. Perhaps, 

the best example of this was the comment that Whareakeake 'gave something of the 

wildness of the place', with 'wild' implying unruliness, a lack of civilisation, order and 

control (see chapter six). Again using Maori place names to construct 'Nature' relies on 

them being devoid of meaning, "simply environmental sounds" (Carter, 1992: 40), for to 

give meaning and create order is an inherently cultural activity. This reading again 

implicates some Pakeha acceptance in a discourse of anti-conquest. 

Further, . there is the sense that Pakeha are using these Maori names, particularly 

Aoraki, to attribute a mystical, spiritual quality to the natural environment. This may be an 

expression of what Jacobs (1996: 136) terms a general "modem desire to (re)turn to Nature 

by way of indigenous cultures", or a romantic projection onto Maori of what the white 

urbanite has lost (see Sibley, 1995). Indeed, at Aoraki, many Pakeha articulated their 

spiritual feelings for the mountain in opposition to the city environment and directly in 

relation to Maori, often using Maori discourses and concepts. This reading seems all the 

more probable given that these same Pakeha expressed a lack of affinity with the English 

place names which, to them, represented an alienated relationship to the land. Yet, 

imagining that one can get (like the Maori) spiritually 'closer to Nature' through the use of 

Maori place names relies on a continued conflation of the Native with Nature, a conflation 

which legitimated European domination and exploitation of Native peoples (and their lands) 

under colonialism (see Jacobs, 1996). Not surprisingly then, it does not translate into an 

acceptance of real power for Ngai Tahu in the contemporary context. For Maori are 

relegated to a historical space, separate from the modem, a notion particularly evident in 

Case Study 2 (Herman, 1999). And, given the (almost) unanimous objection to Ngai Tahu 

being involved in modern management of Aoraki / Mount Cook, this construction a 

romantic, but ultimately disempowering discourse. It is a discourse that holds that all New 

Zealanders share in Ngai Tahu's indigenous and spiritual attachment to the mountain. It is 

not Ngai Tahu's place any more. Therefore, Ngai Tahu should be accorded no special rights 



136 

to manage the mountain according to their own protocol and beliefs. This denial of power 

to Ngai Tahu is consistent with Herman's (1999) notion of anti-conquest, in that anti

conquest is manifest as the promotion of things indigenous at the same time the indigenes 

themselves are excluded from power. 

Herman (1999) argues that in examining the relationships between conquest, anti

conquest, and reconquest in colonial and post-colonial place naming, we must identify who 

holds the power to name places, for what purposes, and how they compile their place name 

texts. To this list I would add an identification of how place names are received and the 

meanings ascribed to them. In the context of the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement, Ngai Tahu 

have regained considerable power to rename. They were largely in control of the process of 

deciding which names would be re-instated and their reasons for reinstating the names 

informs a reading of these place name changes as re-conquest. The names are used to 

reassert traditions and histories in places from which Ngai Tahu have been physically and 

rhetorically displaced. They are about regaining the land. And the significance of the names 

is not confined to history. Rather, the names are an active reassertion of hapu and iwi 

manawhenua in the present, something which potentially legitimates Ngai Tahu whanui 

making a material claim to the places concerned (see Berg and Kearns, 1996, also Birch, 

1996). They are about regaining the land. Yet, there is a great deal of slippage in terms of 

meaning and ideological intent of the names in their translation into Pakeha usage (see 

Yeoh, 1992; Azaryahu, 1996; Myers, 1996). Pakeha attribute their own meanings to them, 

meanings which often have more to do with anti-conquest. Hence, the politics of reinstating 

Maori names is highly complex and fraught with ambiguity: what may seem like a post

colonial gesture may look and feel decidedly colonial when viewed from another position. 

This is true even within Ngai Tahu. At Whareakeake, the absence of the local kaitiaki's 

voice in the decision to rename the beach constituted a denial (by other Maori) of his 

manawhenua: his authority to speak and act with respect to that particular place. 



137 

8.5 Post-colonialism and Pakeha 

The reactions of many Pakeha to reinstating Maori place names have demonstrated a 

continuing desire to exclude Ngai Tahu symbolically and in a material sense from place and 

nation, or, to include them only on Pakeha terms. But co-existing with this, there are 

Pakeha who demonstrate a real desire to enter, as partners with Tangata Whenua, into a 

renegotiation of our previously exclusive and (mono )cultural geographies. The basis for this 

renegotiation is found in the Treaty of Waitangi. It is given impetus through claims to the 

Waitangi Tribunal, in which new understandings of our colonial history are gained, 

understandings which are informed by the experiences of iwi. 

The Office of Treaty Settlements has, in this case, proved itself willing to redress 

Ngai Tahu's grievances. For OTS, place name amendments may seem a rather minor 

concession. Indeed, for them, this was one of the least economically taxing and politically 

contentious parts of the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement, particularly because all ( except 

Whareakeake) were to be dual names. Yet these place name amendments are a necessary 

part of restoring traditional rights ofmanawhenua to Ngai Tahu in Te Wai Pounamu; a way 

of recognising their cultural identification with the land. Moreover, they represent the 

restoration of the Treaty rights partnership through the claims settlement process and give 

this physical expression in the landscape. 

In the 1990s, the NZGB has also demonstrated itself responsive to the concerns of 

iwi and ideologically committed to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi and the Maori 

Language Act 1987. This was most evident in their privileging of Crown Treaty obligations 

and iwi tino rangatiratanga over Pakeha objections in their report on the proposal to rename 

Murdering Beach. But they are also supportive of dual name amendments in claim 

settlements, as they see these as consistent with their statutory function to protect original 

Maori names. Indeed, in a paper presented by the NZGB to the Committee for 

Geographical Names in Australia in 1998, the Board argued: 

As a consequence of the growing recognition of the Treaty of Waitangi and 
understanding of the early history of New Zealand, there has been a steady 
move to greater recognition of Maori place names ... The development of dual 
naming is a sign of a growing awareness and acceptance of New Zealand's 



unique history and culture, combining Polynesian and European settlement and 
influences. It is a valid practise for New Zealand's requirements (NZGB, 1998: 
10) 
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However, the Board has not always been of such a progressive ideological persuasion. In 

the 1980s, the Board supported the use of' Aorangi' as opposed to Aoraki in the Ngai Tahu 

rohe, because it was popular with Pakeha. In part, the new direction taken by the Board in 

the 1990s seems attributable to the knowledge and political commitment to Tangata 

Whenua brought to it by its members. As the Board's political commitment and ideology 

seems contingent on specifics of time and membership then, despite a statutory requirement 

for a Ngai Tahu representative on the Board and a duty to encourage the use of original 

Maori names, we may yet witness a slowing in the pace of reinstating original Maori place 

names. 

Although Pakeha community members are not, strictly speaking, Ngai Tahu's treaty 

partners (Spoonley, 1995), a limited number have expressed their support for re-instating 

Maori names as part of a bicultural politics. Although some of these Pakeha expressed a 

strong personal or cultural identification with English place names and the history to which 

they pertain, they recognised that not all shared this sense of identification and so did not try 

to universalise their own specific constructions of place and history to the 'Other' (see, in 

particular, chapter seven). They were supportive of recognising another history and culture 

through the use of dual place names. As such, these Pakeha were able to ackn~wledge 

difference and diversity in constructions of place. Moreover, they did not mark these 

differences in terms of inferiority or deviance from the [European] norm, as those who 

objected to the name changes did. These Pakeha are open to a politics of difference, in 

which differently identified groups are accepted, rather than suppressed or subsumed in the 

representation of place (Young, 1990a). 

Some of these Pakeha felt they would use the Maori place names themselves. 

However, their usage of the names is qualitatively different from that discussed in the 

previous section because, although these Pakeha may be ignorant of the precise cultural 

meaning of the place names being reinstated, they are aware of the political content of the 

names. In supporting the name changes, they are not affirming an abstract word which they 
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may happen to like, but rather the status of Ngai Tahu as Tangata Whenua. Moreover, they 

support the official recognition of Maori place names as signifiers of Maori history and 

culture in a bicultural nation. As such, these Pakeha are sensitive to "post-colonial ambitions 

to rename and reclaim" (Spoonley, 1995: 51): to reclaim a history, cultural identity and land 

stolen, in part, by colonial place naming. And, unlike Pakeha in the previous section, the use 

of Maori place names by these Pakeha can be "associated with solidarity with the 

indigenous struggle ... and with a reassertion of identity by Maori" (Berg and Kearns, 

forthcoming). Indeed, a few of these Pakeha indicated that they would use the Maori 

alternatives if they were talking to people for whom they knew the names had particular 

ancestral or spiritual significance as a way of indicating their support for those people's 

beliefs and perspectives. 

In a number of cases (see chapters five and six), the reactions of Pakeha were 

influenced by revisionist histories, which have brought to light the role their forebears 

played in the colonial past. From this historical perspective, some suggested certain English 

names should be replaced completely by ·their original Maori name. This represents an 

earnest attempt to redress the past through indigenous renaming. Yet Carter (1992: 439) 
. . . . . ·-· 

warns against this, arguing that such renamings would: 

incorporate ... a white myth, that names name places. Yet place-names name 
histories ... To blank out English names that bear witness to the rhetorical nature 
of European occupation whitewashes history .... [Indigenous place names] bear 
witness to the current phase of the people's drawn-out struggle for historical 
recognition. But what value will this long overdue victory have if it is achieved 
through the same rhetorical sleight of hand used in the historical campaign 
against them. 

In this sense, 'whitewashing' with Maori place names may seem like a handy device for 

overcoming what During (1985: 370) terms the "crisis ofpostcolonialism" for Pakeha, who, 

"once colonialism has lost its legitimacy, find themselves without strong ethical and 

ideological support''. When seen in the light of subaltern histories, English place names 

which once conferred legitimacy no longer do. Yet, if Thomas (1993:8) is correct in saying 

that post-colonialism "refers to a continuous engagement with the effects of colonialism", 

then this solution is too easy. In striving for post-coloniality, Pakeha must 'own' their ethnic 
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history of colonial occupation (Spoonley, 1995b). And retaining English place names along 

with Maori place names is an excellent way of forcing this colonial history into view. 

Finally, I would like to affmn the policy of dual naming for another reason. Many 

Pakeha do have a strong cultural and historical attachment to English place names: they are 

part of their cultural identity as Pakeha. To erase their place names in favour of indigenous 

ones would be to dispossess Pakeha of their history, memories and place in Te Wai 

Pounamu / the South Island and it is widely held that in seeking to remedy colonial 

injustices done to iwi, we must not create new ones. Hence, I believe dual naming is an 

excellent step towards the construction of a 'progressive sense of place' (Massey, 1997): it 

is a step towards the recognition of the multiple histories and meanings that inhere in places 

of Te Wai Pounamu / the South Island and the sovereignty of two peoples in a bicultural 

nation. 
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Chapter Nine 

Conclusions: The Cultural PoHtics of Renaming Places 

9.1 The findings 

Using three case studies this thesis has examined debates surrounding the 

reinstatement of indigenous place names in Te Wai Pounamu / the South Island. The thesis 

has focussed on the sorts of cultural and political arguments which have been articulated by 

variously positioned people in relation to each of the place name changes. Each case study 

identified multiple perspectives on the subject, both between and within Ngai Tahu and 

Pakeha cultural groups. 

The case studies examined attempts by Ngai Tahu whanui, spanning a twenty year 

period, to have the names Aoraki, Whareakeake and Huatekerekere recognised officially 

and popularly by the wider Pakeha society. It has been shown in the case studies that these 

names are enmeshed in a complex of tradition, oral history, and whakapapa. It is this 

cultural economy of meaning which informs the radically different constructions of place 

and identity which Ngai Tahu have in relation to each of the places. In seeking to have their 

place names officially.recognised, Ngai Tahu seek to reassert their traditions and history in 

localities from which they have been symbolically and physically displaced under European 

colonisation. In each case study, the significance of renaming is not merely historical. 

Rather, it is an active assertion of iwi and hapu manawhenua in the present. Hence, it has 

been shown that for Ngai Tahu the renaming of places is an anti-colonial project. It works 

to undo the material and symbolic effects of the colonial place naming project; to reinscribe 

identity and to regain a degree of authority and control over the land. 

Not surprisingly, Ngai Tahu's attempts to rename these places has met with hostility 

and resistance from certain sections of the Pakeha population. In chapters five and six, it 

was seen that this resistance thwarted, or considerably tempered, the success that Ngai 

Tahu had in renaming Whareakeake and Aoraki through the processes of the New Zealand 
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Ge~graphic Board and local political channels in the 1980s and early 1990s. It has only been 

in the context of the Ngai Tahu claims settlement negotiation, in which Ngai Tahu were able 

to negotiate directly with central government for redress of grievances under the Treaty of 

Waitangi, that they have finally been able to secure the renaming of these places. 

However, this thesis has identified a range of Pakeha responses other than out-right 

objection. Interpretation of these arguments in the discussions of chapter seven revealed a 

complex field of meanings relating to English and Maori place names, some of which point 

the way towards post-colonial cultural geographies, others ~~ pigh-lighted the tenacity of 

colonial ways of thinking about place and identity. 

Firstly, this thesis has demonstrated that underlying the objections of Pakeha to 

indigenous renamings is a discursive struggle for ownership and control of the places 

concerned. Pakeha objectors argued that English place names are universally accepted and 

meaningful to all New Zealanders. They therefore imply universal ownership of these 

places. Conversely, Maori place names are seen as representing highly specific meanings 

about place; meanings which only Maori could access. Therefore, Maori place names were 

posited as representing an exclusive Maori sovereignty and ownership of place which would 

marginalise all 'Other' New Zealanders. 

However, it has been shown here that English place names do, in fact, encode 

meanings about place and history that are highly specific to Pak:eha. Moreover, in arguing 

for their sole retention, Pakeha mobilised arguments which posited the English language and 

culture as, in various ways, inherently superior. Further, they associated the use of English 

place names with masculine progress under colonisation; the construction of a rational and 

modern space. In opposition to this, the Maori culture and language was associated with an 

inferior, primitive spatiality. Hence, for Pakeha objectors, English place names construct 

space and represent place, community and nation in ways which reinforce the oppressive 

cultural hierarchies established under colonialism, in which the Pakeha masculine subject is 

hegemonic; the Maori subject devalued and inferior. As such, English place names 

legitimate continued Pakeha ownership and control of these lands and an on-going 

marginalisation, even exclusion ofNgai Tahu. 
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In each of the case studies, a range of more ambiguous responses from Pakeha to 

the reinstating of Maori place names was identified. It was found that these Pakeha 

supported and used Maori place names themselves as a way of constructing a uniquely New 

Zealand sense of place and identity, in opposition to an English or European one embodied 

in English place names. However, the Pakeha use of Maori place names in this way 

divorced the names from their traditional meanings. Therefore, their usage within this 

context constituted an appropriation, allowing Pakeha to make the final trip into indigeneity, 

but in a way which is disempowering for Ngai Tahu. 

Further, it was found in the case studies, particularly in relation to Aoraki/ Mount 

Cook, that the tendency to use Maori place names in this manner was more prevalent when 

Pakeha considered the places primarily as natural environments. In chapter seven, it was 

argued that this relied on an on-going colonial conflation of indigenous people with 

'Nature'. That construction legitimated the domination of both indigenous people and their 

lands under colonialism and also underpinned many objections to the place name changes. 

Hence, even in using Maori place names, some Pakeha are re-inscribing in place notions of 

cultural identity which are (potentially) oppressive for Ngai Tahu. Indeed in the late 

twentieth century the use of Maori place names like Aoraki by Pakeha is done in the context 

of a blithe disregard for Ngai Tahu's authority and rights to have some control over the 

management of their lands. Hence, it was argued in Chapter seven that these responses, like 

those of Pakeha objectors, are more colonial than post-colonial in their political content and 

intent. 

Finally,. I have identified in each case study a group who are supportive of the 

recognition of dual place names as part of a bicultural politics of people and place. For these 

people, recognising Maori place names along with English ones is a means of representing 

in the landscape the different histories and cultural identities of Maori and Pakeha which are 

fundamental to New Zealand society. Moreover, these Pakeha affirm the use of Maori place 

names as a way of recognising the political status of Maori as Treaty partners and Tangata 

Whenua. As such, I have argued in chapter seven that these Pakeha, in affirming dual 

namings, are committed to the opening up of exclusive symbolic and material geographies 
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established under colonialism, and to Ngai Tahu's political ambitions to rename and reclaim 

their place(s) in Te Wai Pounamu / the South Island. 

9.2 Research aims revisited 

The aims of this research were two-fold. The first was to examine how the 

relationships ofNgai Tahu and settler descendants to particular places have informed recent 

place name debates. The second was to explore the processes through which Ngai Tahu 

have sought to have their place names recognised or officially reinstated. In formulating 

these research aims, my objective was to interrogate the links between place names and the 

cultural construction of place and identity in the late twentieth century. Further, I sought to 

examine the workings of power at specific times and in particular places where Ngai Tahu 

have sought to rename. It will be remembered that in identifying a wider range of responses 

than simply negative ones, I hoped to map out an expanded cultural politics of place 

naming, and to dislodge the simplistic binaries of Maori / Pakeha or subordination / 

domination apparent in other work on place naming. 

With regard to the first of these aims, it is first necessary to point out that the 

material set out in this thesis demonstrates that it is not only people's relationships to place 

that inform their arguments about place name changes, but also their relations to other 

people. Although Maori and English place names do speak to specific Ngai Tahu and 

Pakeha constructions of place, Pakeha and Ngai Tahu do not formulate their arguments 

about these in isolation. Rather, they construct these arguments in relation to the claims 

being made by other social groups. Fundamentally, I have shown that arguments over place 

naming represent a struggle between social groups. 

The findings of this thesis demonstrate that the arguments put forward by Ngai Tahu 

and Pakeha concerning place name changes are complex and internally variable. Although 

there are a large number of Pakeha who openly object to place name changes, there is not 

one monolithic Pakeha subject position on the issue, nor a corresponding positive one for 

Ngai Tahu whanui. Rather, there are a range of perspectives within each cultural group 

which reflect the different senses of Self people have, their differential positioning in relation 
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to 'Others' and their different fears and desires for the places important to them. In all, the 

debates constitute complex discursive terrains upon which variously empowered people 

struggle over the colonial past and post-colonial future of places . 

. With regard to the second objective of this thesis, . which was to interrogate the 

workings of power in place naming, it has been seen that despite a growing commitment by 

central government to the Treaty partnership over the last twenty-five years, the ability of 

Ngai Tahu to reclaim the right to name outside of the Settlement process was heavily 

tempered, or even negated by public opposition. This suggests that considerable power over 

place naming lies outside the official arena, within the public arena. Moreover, it has been 

seen that there is not one State ideology concerning place naming, as central and local 

government officials were, in all three case studies, in conflict over the issue. 

It has been argued that through the settlement process, Ngai Tahu have regained 

considerable power over place naming. They were largely in control of the process of 

deciding which names would be reinstated and they have secured a place for a Ngai Tahu 

representative on the New Zealand Geographic Board to lend weight to their perspective in 

the consideration of future place name changes. Yet, I have found that many Pakeha 

objectors and some Ngai Tahu refuse to recognise the names (an act of resistance), and that 

other Pakeha are using the names in a way which subverts their cultural and political 

content. 

Postcolonial theories as elaborated by Carter (1988; 1992), Jacobs (1996) and 

Herman (1999) have proved to be particularly fruitful for this research. The attention of 

each of these writers to the particularities and complexities of the local, and the subtle 

meanings which are mobilised in the construction of relations of power between Self and 

Other, have enablOndJflesh out a more complex cultural politics of place naming than one 

based on the binary logic of Pakeha dominating Maori or vice versa. My findings confirm 

the most recent theories of place naming (Yeoh, 1992; Azaryahu, 1996; Berg and Kearns, 

forthcoming) which stress that as social power is widely dispersed and exercised by all 

social groups, there can be no absolute power over place naming by hegemonic groups, and 
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the forms of political and cultural power inscribed in names will be, at best, partial in their 

effects. 

Thus it has been shown in this thesis that the cultural politics of reinstating Ngai 

Tahu place names in Te Wai Pounamu I the South Island mobilises a diverse field of 

meanings relating to place and identity. The process of renaming, like all cultural processes, 

is one which is complexly contested, negotiated, accommodated and mediated by cultural 

groups. The outcomes of having traditional place names recognised, although seemingly 

positive for Ngai Tahu, are fraught with ambiguity when viewed from other locations. 

Colonists were never able to completely dominate Ngai Tahu nor thoroughly sever the 

connections between them and their lands. In the 1990s, for Ngai Tahu the reclamation of 

names, places and identity from a colonial legacy is only partially realised. 
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Personal Communications 

(The following is a list of interviewees representing official or public organisations. It does 
not contain those interviews conducted with members of the community, nor City 
Councillors interviewed for Case Study 3, nor with spokespeople from individual Ngai Tahu 
runanga, all of whom have been given numbers as Case Study references. Interviews are 
listed in chronological order). 

ANAKE GOODALL and JUSTINE INNS (25/3/99) Ngai Tahu Settlement 
Implementation Manager and Officer (respectively) and former Ngai Tahu 
Negotiating Team A and C members (respectively). 

EDWARD ELLISON (24/4/99) Ngai Tahu Negotiating Team A and C member, 
responsible for internal consultation with runanga over place name amendments. 

ROSS PIIlLLIPSON (29/4/99) Director, Office of Treaty Settlements, former Crown 
negotiator for cultural redress in Ngai Tahu Settlement. 

WENDY SHAW AND TONY BEVIN (30/4/99) Current secretary and chairperson of 
New Zealand Geographic Board. 

FIONA HALL (3/5/99) Former secretary New Zealand Geographic Board. 

SIR TIPENE O'REGAN (24/6/99) Ngai Tahu Negotiating Team A member, member of 
New Zealand Geographic Board (representative for Southern Maori). 



Ahi kaa 
Atua 
Hapu 
Hawaiki 
lwi 
Kaika (kainga) 
Kaitiaki 
Karakia 
Kawanatanga 
Mana 
Manawhenua 

Marae 
Mauri 
Pakeha 
Pounamu 
Rangatiratanga 
Rohe 
Runaka (runanga) 

Tangata Whenua 

Taoka (taonga) 

Appendix A 

Glossary of Maori Terms 

(Source: Tau et al, 1990; also Henare, 1988) 

continued occupation 
deity, indicating categories of responsibility in the natural world 
sub-tribal group 
ancestral homeland, ancestral Polynesia 
people 
village, settlement, household 
guardians 
religious chant, incantation 
governance, or the obligation to govern 
authority, influence, prestige 
associated with tino rangatiratanga; tribal authority over affairs 
within a particular area 
meeting place where Maori protocol takes precedence 
life force 
Europeans 
greenstone, nephrite 
authority 
boundary, district, traditional tribal boundaries 
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local representative groups. A Maori equivalent oflocal government 
formed to protect and defend the rangatiratanga, the 
turangawaewae, and the cultural and social values of their members 
the people of the land; people who hold turangawaewae and 
manawhenua 
treasures inherited from past generations, both tangible and 
intangible 

Tapu spiritual protection or restriction 
Te Reo Maori the Maori language 
Tikanga traditions, principles which govern appropriate conduct 
Tino Rangatiratanga full authority, including the right to permit or deny others, inherent 

Tipuna 
Turangawaewae 

Utu 
Wahi tapu 
Waka 
Wakawaka 

Whakapapa 
Whanau 

sovereignty 
ancestors 
a person's rights to stand on a particular piece of land or in a 
certain place and to speak and be heard on matters affecting them 
and their relationship to the land and its resources 
reciprocity 
places of sacred or extreme importance 
canoe 
well defined areas ofland, marked by natural features, or by erected 
markers of rocks or posts. The whanau would have exclusive 
resource rights within these areas 
genealogy, genealogical relationship 
extended family groups 



Appendix B 

Statutory Functions and Rules of Nomenclature of the New 
Zealand Geographic Board 

(Source: NZGB unpublished b) 

The statutory functions as per the New Zealand Geographic Board Act 1946 are: 

160 

(a) To adopt rules of orthography and nomenclature in respect of place names in New 
Zealand 

(b) To examine cases of doubtful spelling of place names in New Zealand, and 
determine the spelling to be adopted on official maps 

(c) To investigate and determine the priori-ty of discovery of any geographic feature 

(d) To collect original Maori names for recording on official maps 

(e) To determine what alien names appearing on official maps should be replaced by 
Maori or British names 

(/) Subject to the provisions of this Act, to investigate and determine any proposed 
alteration of a place name 

(g) To make inquiries and recommendations on any matters referred to it by the 
Minister 

In determining objections the Board also has the following general rules of nomenclature as 
guiding principles for place names: 

1. An original name where suitable should be given preference. 

2. The use of original Maori names is encouraged by the Board and should be used 
wherever possible. 

3. Names in local usage should normally take precedence and the extent to which 
usage has become established is an important guiding factor. 

4. Where an incorrect name has become established by local usage the Board may in 
its discretion retain such an incorrect form. 
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5. Names which are generally acceptable are those which have historical and/or 
geographic significance or some local significance, also names of early explorers, 
discoverers, early settlers, early surveyors and geologists, early notable people and 
events, having regard to the area concerned Present personal names for 
geographical features in NZ are generally only acceptable for special service or 
exceptional circumstances such as in exploration, science or other spheres of 
activity which can be duly recognised and then surnames only are preferred 

6. Descriptive names are generally quite acceptable, providing they are not 
ambiguous, although in some areas the choice is limited 

7. Established geographical names should not be altered unless for very good cause 
such as to avoid confusion, ambigutty or to standardise spelling. 

8. Where there is an association or grouping of names in a region, names should have 
an appropriate association with other names in the region and the introduction of 
names void of significance and inappropriate to the nomenclature in a region 
should be avoided 

9. In the case of new names for alpine features, more particularly the mountaineers or 
explorers first climbing, traversing, or discovering such features should have prior 
recognition in the submission of geographic names for the approval of the Board 

10. Names should usually have brevtty, be euphonious and be easily and readily 
pronounced 

11. The duplication of some names already in current usage is not entirely desirable 
and with some exceptions duplication should be avoided 

12. The publishing of a name in any work which in the opinion of the Board is 
authoritative should be taken into consideration but the publishing of any name 
shall not establish that name. 

13. Where the name for a single feature has been published in both Maori and English 
forms both of which forms are in general use the Board may retain both forms 
either of which may be used officially. The use of alternative names however as a 
general rule should be discontinued 

14. The possessive form should be avoided where possible without destroying the 
euphony of the name or changing its descriptive application. 

15. The use of hyphens to connect parts of names should in most cases be avoided and 
the name written either as one word or as separate words where established by 
usage. 

16. Trig stations generally should not be named unless named historically but the 
feature on which the trig is sited can be named if a name is required 
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17. The Board recognises the use of creek and stream and proposes not to favour one 
against the other. In the case of minor waterways the Board may rely on what term 
is used locally. 

18. The naming of very minor features is not encouraged except for special reasons. 

19. Avoidance of the use of place names considered to be in poor taste or likely to 
cause offence. 
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Appendix C 

Community Interview Schedule 

Background 

-Where were you born? 
-Do you have any family or ancestral linb to this place? 
-How long have you lived here?/ How long have you visited this place? 

Place 

-What are the relationships you have to this place? 
-What does this place mean to you/your hapulyour iwi? 
-does this area have a historical significance to you/ your hapul your iwi? 
-why is that history significant to you/your hapulyour iwi today? 

Place Names 

-Are the place names in this area of significance to you/ your hapul your iwi? 
-How are they significant or meaningful? 
-What about the specific place name? 

(UNDER THE NGAI TAHU CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT BOTH THE ENGLISH 
AND MAORI NAME FOR TIDS PLACE ARE OFFICIALLY RECOGNISED/ THE 
MAORI NAME HAS BEEN REINSTATED) 

-How do you/eel about this? 
-What are your reasons/or supporting/ objecting? 
-What does the Maori name mean to you? 
-What does the dual name mean or signify to you? 

-Do you have any comments about the way in which the decision was made? 
-Who do you think should be involved in making such decisions? 

OR 

-How do you/eel about this? 
-For what reasons did you seek to have your name recognised? 
-What does the dual name mean or signify to you? 
-Do you think the name change will affect how others relate to this place? (how?) 

-Do you have any comments on the way in which the decision was made? 
-Who do you think should be involved in such decisions? 
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