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Preface
This monograph explores the questions of how to fund Māori knowledge development
activities and the effect that a contestable (market) funding model has on engagement with
hapū. As a contribution to the Whakatupu Wahapū Ora report series, this report documents
our learning and experiences in engaging with hapū of the Tauranga Moana who agreed to
participate in the MBIE funded ‘Oranga Taiao, Oranga Tangata1’ (OTOT) creative activity2
(2015-2019). OTOT builds on two former Crown funded creative activities (i.e. Manaaki Taha
Moana3 and Iwi Ecosystem Services4). The OTOT programme has provided an opportunity for
staff at Manaaki Te Awanui Charitable Trust (MTA) to be guided by frontline kaitiaki and local
hapū to further explore and extend earlier creative activity learnings. This report series
develops a number of different themes that collectively support the principle goal of the
OTOT creative activity programme which is to develop toolsets that assist hapū with comanagement of estuaries, both locally (i.e. within the Tauranga Moana) and nationally (i.e.
through national dissemination of learnings).
Running parallel to our engagement with frontline kaitiaki and participating hapū, we have
attempted a broad reading of published literature that is emerging from the efforts of our
Māori pūkenga who are working within the western academy, whare wānanga and tikanga
Māori institutions. Findings from these two intersecting journeys (i.e. engagement and
reading) are documented in this Whakatupu Wahapū Ora report series.
This report series has been written to manaaki the efforts of our Māori pūkenga who are
working within various tikanga Māori, Crown, whare wānanga and university organisational
contexts. However, many of the themes developed in this report series will also be of interest
to non-Māori pūkenga within the western academy, creative activity, planning, legislative and
policy-oriented institutions. As consistent with kaupapa Māori, this report series is primarily
written in the first person. To make the reports as widely accessible as possible we have
written in English and preferenced the use of Te Reo Māori where there is a need to
communicate meaning in a way that avoids ambiguity. For those unfamiliar with the Māori
language, a glossary of Te Reo Māori vocab and phrases is included as an Appendix (I) to this
report.

1

OTOT-Oranga Tangata, Oranga Taiao (MBIE PROP-42344-ETR-MAU)
In this report, where possible, we use the name ‘creative activity’ as an alternative for ‘research activity’. This
convention is borrowed from the writers of the Vision Mātauranga Policy document and whānau at Te Wānangao-Raukawa, who for reasons outlined by Linda Tuhiwai Smith in her book ‘Decolonising Methodologies’ prefer
to avoid the use of the word ‘research’ when describing the knowledge creation activities of Māori.
3 MTM-Manaaki Te Moana (MBIE contract MUAX0907)
4 IES-Iwi Ecosystem Services (FRST contract MAUX0503)
2
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1.
Introduction and context
This report, number 4 in the Whakatupu Wahapū Ora monograph series, draws on learnings
from creative activities to identify barriers to successful hapū engagement that are linked to
(i) a contestable creative activity funding model (specifically) and (ii) the commercialisation of
science (more generally). What we seek to show in this report is that a contestable science
funding model tends to create unhelpful barriers to (i) Māori knowledge development
(generally) and (ii) the expression of kawa, kaupapa and tikanga that forms an essential basis
for successful engagement with Māori communities (esp. hapū). As such, we propose that
successful engagement with hapū in a creative activity project is dependent on and in many
cases limited by our ability to access creative activity funding.
This working proposition may seem trivial at first glance. However, our collective experiences
in FRST/MSI/MBIE funded creative activity programmes suggest otherwise. Our experience
suggests that the task of funding Māori knowledge development activities is fraught with
problems. The creative activity that supports this written report was an attempt on our part
to better understand the causes of these problems as a contribution towards finding possible
remedies. As such, this report draws on historical narrative, theory and reflective practice to
(i) raise awareness of the challenges associated with funding Māori knowledge development
in a mixed market economic world and (ii) better understand just how a
contestable/commercial creative activity funding model influences our efforts to engage with
hapū. Finally, we draw from our own creative activity experiences, examples of how we have
attempted to navigate the murky waters of contestable science funding.
In order to contain the scope of this report, we do not here provide a detailed review of
literature that seeks to document historical events that led to the commercialisation of
science in New Zealand and the political adoption of a contestable funding model. This subject
is well-developed in other academic publications (Aitkin, 2009; Cullen et al., 2004; Davenport
& Bibby, 2007; Edlin, 2006; Hammond & Devine, 1994; McGuinness, 2011, 2012; McGuinness,
Hickson, & White, 2012; McGuinness, McCarter, Newton, & Aitken, 2012; Moloney, 1998;
NZIAHS, 2016). Furthermore, we have not attempted to evaluate the merits of a commercial
model of science or contestable funding model in terms of policy, economic or broader
wellbeing benefits to New Zealand communities – as a whole. Instead, we assume that the
commercialisation of science is a Neo-liberal economic agenda aimed at creating a scienceinnovation system that is efficient, effective, relevant and responsive to the emerging
challenges of New Zealand as a nation (Davenport & Bibby, 2007; Hammond & Devine, 1994).
While such policy aspirations are not wrong, it is our concern that they currently provide a
very incomplete and inadequate ‘science funding’ solution for Māori knowledge development
(Moewaka-Barnes, 2006; Prussing & Newbury, 2016) that will assist in achieving the goals of
Māori community wellbeing and cultural survival.
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In order to explore these themes in greater detail, we have organised this report into 3
sections. The remainder of section 1 documents events that contributed to the creation of a
space in the western academy5 for Māori scholarship and in particular the New Zealand
Government’s Vision Mātauranga Policy (MORST, 2007) response. This narrative provides a
basis for understanding the extent to which current Government investment in Māori
scholarship, within the western academy, supports the goal of Māori cultural survival. This
narrative is also helpful in terms of explaining why our current science funding regime is
commercial, contestable and innovation focused. Section 2 explores key assumptions of a
contestable science ‘purchasing’ model with a view towards understanding the validity of
these assumptions in a Māori knowledge development context. Finally, section 3 explores the
operational challenges and realities of funding and managing research programmes in a way
that supports culturally safe, creative activity practice and engagement with hapū.
1.1
A place for Māori scholarship in the western academy
Before considering the challenges associated with funding Māori knowledge development in
a mixed market economic context, we provide a brief review of events that led to creation of
a place for Māori scholarship in the western academy. The emergence of what is now referred
to as ‘decolonising methodology’ and ‘kaupapa Māori research’ was a product of decolonising
pushback and a call for social reforms in New Zealand on the part of Māori communities. The
1970s in New Zealand was a period of struggle and hope for Māori communities. While this
decade was marked by protest about long standing, unresolved Treaty grievances (e.g. 1975
Māori land hīkoi led by Whina Cooper, 1977 occupation of Bastion Point by Ngāti Whātua),
the establishment of the Waitangi Tribunal by Act of Parliament in 1975 created a concrete
legal process by which Māori Treaty claims could be investigated. Initially, the claims process
was limited to current Government actions and legislation. However, in 1985, the then
National Government led by Prime Minister Robert Muldoon extended the powers of the
Waitangi Tribunal to investigate claims dating back to 1840.
The 1970s was also a time of growing concern on the part of Māori communities, kaitiaki and
rangatira relating to the long-term consequences of spiralling decline (Harker, 1971; G. H.
Smith, 1991b) in Māori social and cultural indicators (i.e. speakers of the Māori language,
educational achievement, unemployment and health). What was becoming increasingly clear,
was that educational, science and medical institutions of the day were poorly aligned to the
language and cultural wellbeing needs of Māori communities (Winiata, 1998). Furthermore,
it was going to take more than just ‘political goodwill’ on the part of government to remedy
these problems. An urgent need existed to reclaim a Māori cultural identity and create
‘theory’ that could provide an evidential basis for understanding the causes of these problems
(Smith, T. K. Hoskins, & Jones, 2012; Smith, 1991a, 1997). There was a further urgent need for
5

Our use of the term ‘Western Academy’ refers to a tertiary institution in which western science is the dominant
methodology of knowledge development and philosophy used for the disciplinary-based organisation and study
of knowledge
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creative activity that would assist in reframing a distinctly Māori cultural identity in a modern
socio-economic context as part of re-instating the Māori language; along with distinctly Māori
cultural approaches to education (Bateman, 2006; Bishop, 2003; Bishop, Berryman,
Cavanagh, & Teddy, 2009; Smith, 1991a, 1991b; Walker, 1991), healthcare (Durie, 1992, 2001,
2004; Prussing & Newbury, 2016; Pyett, Waples-Crowe, & van der Sterren, 2008; Rolleston,
Doughty, & Poppe, 2016) and knowledge development (Bishop, 1998; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005;
Pihama, Cram, & Walker, 2002; Smith, 1999). In summary, the need for Māori involvement in
New Zealand’s science industry had now become an urgent priority.
There are a couple of events that seem to have played a significant role in the creation of a
space in the western academy for Māori scholarship. These events are significant because
they contributed to an outcome that was supported by central government policy,
government agencies, targeted funding, science and educational institutions.
The first of these two events involved the publication of the book ‘decolonising
methodologies’ by Linda Smith (1999). This book was welcomed and eagerly embraced by
indigenous (Māori) scholars in New Zealand and internationally. At the same time, the ideas
articulated in this book presented a radical shift in thinking for the established science
community in New Zealand. New Zealand scientists had for a long time enjoyed exclusive
privilege as the custodians and exponents of western scientific methodology. The idea that
methodology, method and knowledge development activities are a culturally-mediated
process (Cole & McCallion, 2017), was a revelation that was not welcomed by all academics.
Another revelation that was equally difficult to come to terms with was the realisation that
the expression of a kaupapa Māori approach to knowledge development involved ‘activism’
and ‘reform’ that confronted and challenged long-established western scientific orthodoxy
(Bishop, 1998; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Smith, 1999).
The second of these two events began in 1984 when delegates of the first Māori Economic
Development Summit (i.e. the Hui Taumata6) urged the need for policy changes to support a
20–year vision of Māori cultural, educational and economic development aimed at achieving
socio-economic parity between Māori and non-Māori communities. In 2005, the second Hui
Taumata drew together more than 450 people who drew on the achievements of the last 21
years (1984–2005) to create a new vision for the next 20 years that included calls for: (i) the
expansion of Māori businesses into new sectors of the economy and in particular the creative
industries, (ii) the development of Māori communities in ways that reduced their high level
of financial dependence on government welfare spending, (iii) the upskilling of Māori in a
range of academic disciplines and professional career pathways and (iv) the creation of a
culture of Māori success.

6

http://nzetc.victoria.ac.nz/tm/scholarly/tei-HilMaor-t1-body-d8-d5.html
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While the book ‘Decolonising Methodologies’ provided a philosophical and methodological
foundation for the emergence of a contemporary model of Māori knowledge development
(Smith, 1999), the Hui Taumata (1984–2005) provided the political imperative that catalysed
two further, politically significant developments (i.e. the Māori Economic Taskforce 7 and
Vision Mātauranga Policy8).
1.1.1 The Māori Economic Taskforce
Established in March 2009 by then Honourable Dr Pita Sharples (Minister of Māori Affairs),
the Māori Economic Taskforce (Solomon, 2010) was given a ministerial mandate to focus on
3 key goals that supported the policy recommendations of the 2nd Hui Taumata. While heavily
focused on Māori economic recovery and innovation following the Subprime Mortgage Crisis,
the work of the Māori Economic Taskforce contributed to creating an urgent demand for
Māori scholarship.
The first is, in the short term, to protect and support Māori through the period of
economic recession. This goal will involve training for skills and education, investing in
resilience for communities and protecting or growing employment opportunities. The
second goal is to think beyond the recession and identify strategic economic
development opportunities for Māori. The aim is to lift Māori participation in the
economy and unlock Māori potential in the appropriate areas so that Māori can take
advantage, and be drivers, of the recovery. The third goal is to promote and utilise
kaupapa Māori and Māori structures as drivers of prosperity. This is a real area of
strength that serves to differentiate Māori and enables us to forge our own unique
pathway into the future9.
1.1.2 The Vision Mātauranga Policy response
The Vision Mātauranga Policy was created by the former Ministry of Research, Science and
Technology (MoRST) in direct response to the 2005 vision and policy recommendations of the
second Hui Taumata. The Vision Mātauranga Policy (MORST, 2007) identified four nationally
strategic RS&T themes (i.e. indigenous innovation, taiao, hauora/oranga and mātauranga)
that were to be supported by: (i) a government ‘Māori responsiveness’ policy, (ii) the
integration of Vision Mātauranga themes across the RS&T investment priority areas (2010),
(iii) the establishment of a Vision Mātauranga capability fund (2010) and (iv) the
incorporation, by CRIs, of the Vision Mātauranga policy into their Statement of Core Purpose
(2011).

7

https://www.tpk.govt.nz/en/mo-te-puni-kokiri/kokiri-magazine/kokiri-15-2009/the-maori-economictaskforce
8
http://www.mbie.govt.nz/info-services/science-innovation/pdf-library/vm-booklet.pdf
9
Direct quote from https://www.tpk.govt.nz/en/mo-te-puni-kokiri/kokiri-magazine/kokiri-15-2009/the-maorieconomic-taskforce
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The Vision Mātauranga ‘Māori responsiveness’ policy (Gooder, 2015), publicly recognised
that Government had accountabilities under the Treaty of Waitangi that were accordingly
conferred on those government agencies, businesses and individuals who received
government funding (e.g. HRC, Vote Research, Science and Technology10). The Māori
Responsiveness policy outlined clear expectations in regards to just how Vote RS&T
investment would meet government’s Treaty of Waitangi obligations by ensuring that: (i)
creative activity topics were aligned to strategic Māori priorities, (ii) that the composition of
creative activity teams had explicit linkages with Māori individuals or groups, (iii) that the
creative activity process provided opportunity for the expression of Māori taonga11, (iv) that
the creative activity project contributed to Māori capability development and offered
adequate protection for cultural and intellectual property12.
The Vision Mātauranga Policy provided a clear government policy direction for the creation
of a space in the western academy for Māori scholarship. However, as noted earlier, the
gradual emergence of this ‘space’ in the western academy draws on other causes including (i)
the intellectual contributions of numerous Māori pūkenga in the 1980s and 1990s, (ii) the
visionary efforts of the Hui Taumata, (iii) the policy, operational and funding support of the
Māori Economic Taskforce and (iv) the generous support of western scientists, educators and
institutions. This combined effort was not without effect. In 2013, Māori, as the second largest
ethnic group in our population make up 14.9% of the usually resident population of New
Zealand (entire).

10

Vote Research, Science and Technology is the share of the Government’s annual Budget that is dedicated to
supporting research. Whilst research is also conducted through other parts of the government, this framework
concerns Vote RS&T only.
11 In this report series we preference the use of the Māori word ‘taonga’ as a replacement for the English word
‘value’. This preference reflects the kōrero of the late Rev. Māori Marsden recorded in the compilation of his
writing titled ‘The Woven Universe’. In particular, Māori Marsden states that there is no ‘direct’ translation into
Māori for the English word ‘value’ that effectively communicates shared meaning of this non-Māori concept.
12
https://www.fmhs.auckland.ac.nz/assets/fmhs/faculty/tkhm/tumuaki/responsiveness/docs/Maori%20Respo
nsiveness%20Paper%20for%20FMHS%20applicants.pdf
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Figure 1
Highest qualification for Māori based on 2006 and 2013 Census data (Source:
Statistics NZ)
According to 2013 Census data (Figure 1), as a percentage of the entire, usually resident
population of New Zealand, 0.095 percent of Māori now have a doctorate; 0.52 percent of
Māori have a Master’s degree; 0.69 percent of Māori have an Honours degree and 3.9 percent
have a Bachelor’s degree. These Census estimates indicate that the level of postgraduate
engagement13 of Māori in the western academy, is now approximately 1.3% of the 2013
usually resident Māori population.
1.2
Funding for Māori creative activities in the western academy
Estimates for participation rates of Māori in the western academy are reasonably easy to
obtain with Statistics NZ data. By contrast, it is much more difficult to assess the direct and
indirect portion of government funding that goes towards supporting what we might define
as creative activities that are distinctly Māori. The reason for this difficulty is that government
R&D accounts are not coded by categories that make it possible to calculate what portion of
R&D spending is contributed directly or indirectly towards Māori cultural creative activity,
educational and wellbeing outcomes. In reality, this would be quite a challenging accounting
task because it would require coding both direct and indirect contributions to Māori creative
activities. Direct contributions would include investment in creative activities that were
conducted for the benefit of Māori communities, by Māori scholars, using culturally
appropriate Māori methodology (e.g. kaupapa Māori). However, the measurement of direct
contributions alone would provide an incomplete assessment of the government’s total
contribution to Māori science education and community wellbeing through R&D spending.
This is because there are many non-Māori, Māori responsive and Māori centred creative

13

Māori pūkenga who have a postgraduate qualification or higher
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activities that also deliver both direct and indirect benefits to Māori science education and
communities (Cunningham, 2000).
Finally, it is increasingly common to have non-Māori R&D contributions in kaupapa Māori
research activities. This tends to blur any attempts to draw clear science investment ‘lines of
distinction’ around the use of distinctly Māori creative activity method. While accounting of
this kind would be challenging to implement, it would also be very helpful. At present it is
very difficult to assess the extent to which government R&D funding is being fairly,
adequately, responsively or relevantly distributed to Māori as a Treaty partner. These
limitations aside, it is possible to obtain data from Statistics NZ and relevant government
publications that provides an outline of R&D investment in New Zealand. Table 1 is based on
Statistics NZ data that provides a concise summary of investment contributions to R&D (2000–
2014) by New Zealand businesses, universities and central government (NZIAHS, 2016). Total
R&D investment provides an annual, average contribution to New Zealand’s GDP of about
1.16 percentage. The annual average percentage change in R&D investment is 20 % percent
for business, 8 % percent for universities and 4 % percent for government.
Table 1

Investment in R&D in New Zealand (Source: Statistics NZ)

Year

Business
($NZ 000)

Government
($NZ 000)

Universities
($NZ 000)

Total R&D
($NZ 000)

% of GDP

2000

324

393

374

1091

0.99

2002

524

456

436

1416

1.14

2004

677

461

522

1660

1.19

2006

760

473

593

1826

1.16

2008

923

584

653

2161

1.19

2010

971

615

802

2388

1.26

2012

1193

596

836

2625

1.25

2014

1246

622

817

2685

1.17

Table 2 provides an outline of business, government and university investments in R&D as a
percentage of total R&D investment per year (column 5, Table 2). What Table 2 shows more
clearly is that government investment in science has, on average, steadily declined (2000–
2012) while business investment has steadily grown over the same period. By contrast,
university investment in R&D is variable.
It is also interesting to draw attention to what is not included in Tables 1 and 2. First, total,
annual R&D investment in New Zealand usually involves an international contribution that
has been removed from this dataset by Statistics New Zealand. Second, the investment
categories used by Statistics NZ do not include the R&D investment made by whare wānanga.
It would be interesting to know why this contribution has been omitted or not included.
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Table 2

Percentage investment in R&D in NZ (Source: Statistics NZ)

Year

Business (%
of total
R&D)

Government (%
of total R&D)

Universities (%
of total R&D)

Total R&D
(%)

% of GDP

2000

29.70

36.02

34.28

100.00

0.99

2002

37.01

32.20

30.79

100.00

1.14

2004

40.78

27.77

31.45

100.00

1.19

2006

41.62

25.90

32.48

100.00

1.16

2008

42.71

27.02

30.22

100.00

1.19

2010

40.66

25.75

33.58

100.00

1.26

2012

45.45

22.70

31.85

100.00

1.25

2014

46.41

23.17

30.43

100.00

1.17

As noted earlier in this sub-section, it is difficult to accurately estimate the annual government
R&D investment that directly or indirectly supports the creative activities of Māori pūkenga
in the western academy. The data presented in Table 3 has been derived from a briefing paper
produced by MBIE for the incoming Minister of Research, Science and Innovation (MBIE,
2017). Table 3 shows the Māori creative activity, science and innovation components of Vote
Business, Science and Innovation as at budget in October 2017. There are a couple of points
that are worth drawing attention to in this budget.
First, the only investment category in this Table that is associated with Vote Business, Science
and Innovation spending that both directly and indirectly provides benefits to Māori creative
activities is the Vision Mātauranga Capability Fund which currently represents 0.5 percent of
this budget. In addition, it should be noted that the Vison Mātauranga Policy guides the
creation of RS&T outcomes of relevance to New Zealand as a nation in areas including
economic growth and sustainability. For this reason, this Vote Business, Science and
Innovation line item cannot be viewed as a targeted investment contribution that supports
the culturally unique creative activity needs of Māori pūkenga and communities only. There
is once again a need to understand this line item in terms of the creation of direct and indirect
benefits to or outcomes for Māori communities.
Second, none of the investment categories listed in Table 3 are associated with Vote Business,
Science and Innovation investment that specifically targets the culturally unique creative
activity needs of Māori pūkenga and communities. This outcome is consistent with the
government’s decision to integrate Vision Mātauranga themes across the various RS&T
investment priority areas. While this investment orientation is good as far as it goes, this
analysis indicates that there currently is no targeted investment on the part of government
that supports the growth and expression of Māori ‘academic scholarship’ in the western
academy. Thus, while it is not possible to analyse government Vote Business, Science and
Innovation investment by ethnic category, it is possible to see that government funding
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support for Māori pūkenga in the western academy is still very much a ‘project in the making’
that is being leveraged-of existing business, science and innovation priorities.
Table 3 Vote Business, Science and Innovation as at budget, October 2017
Science investment category (2017/18)

$NZ 000

%

National Science Challenges

140,557

12.2

Research and Development Growth Grants

153,902

13.4

Contestable Research Fund

196,265

17.0

Health Research Fund

92,986

8.1

Marsden Fund

63,755

5.5

5,764

0.5

Partnered Research Fund

37,161

3.2

Repayable Grants for Start-Ups

13,996

1.2

Targeted Business Research and Development Funding

37,500

3.3

Catalyst Fund

13,351

1.2

Regional Research Institutes

23,584

2.0

Callaghan Innovation

18,000

1.6

Policy Advice - Science and Innovation

5,148

0.4

Related Services to Ministers - Science and Innovation

2,608

0.2

11,570

1.0

Science in Society

8,849

0.8

Vision Mātauranga Capability Fund

5,967

0.5

500

0.0

Strategic Investment Fund - Infrastructure

62,261

5.4

Strategic Investment Fund - Programmes

198,724

17.2

32,378

2.8

7,750

0.7

19,523

1.7

2,000

0.2

19,187

1.7

National Measurement Standards

Fellowships for Excellence

Royal Society of New Zealand

Building Business Innovation
Business Research and Development Contract Management
Research/Development Services and Facilities for Business/Industry
Multi-National Corporation Research and Development Attraction
Contract Management
Research Contract Management
Adjusting for National Science Challenges
Total

8,966

0.8

-29,477

-2.6

1,152,775

100.0

While the current allocation of Vote Business, Science and Innovation spending is partly an
historical legacy linked with the growth of western science in New Zealand (McGuinness,
2012; McGuinness, Hickson, et al., 2012; McGuinness, McCarter, et al., 2012), government
has the executive power to change this budget. A recommendation for change could include
the more liberal use of the Māori language in budget categories. This would more effectively
reflect the expansion of our nation’s Treaty partnership into the realm of culturally-mediated
and collaborative models of knowledge development. A more urgent recommendation for
change concerns accounting improvements that make it possible to better understand the
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extent to which future Vote Business, Science and Innovation budgets support the creative
activity needs of Māori communities (ref. Cole, 2019a) and Māori pūkenga.
1.3
The commercialisation of New Zealand science
The government’s 2017–18 Vote Business, Science and Innovation budget has been created
to support a commercial model of science that emerged during Labour Government reforms
of the 1980s. These reforms completely changed the government structures responsible for
determining how research was conducted in New Zealand. Perhaps the most influential event
in determining the course of these reforms was the release of the ‘Arbuckle Report’ (1988)
that was prepared for the Science and Technology Advisory Committee (McGuinness,
McCarter, et al., 2012). This report recommended the introduction of contestable funding,
the commercialisation of research institutes and the separation of government policy,
purchasing and operational functions in the science industry. The recommendations of the
Arbuckle Report (1988) were implemented through 3 pieces of legislation (i) The State-Owned
Enterprises Act (1986), (ii) The State Sector Act (1988) and (iii) The Public Finance Act (1989).
This legislative innovation set the pace for central government reforms and the complete
reorganisation of New Zealand’s science industry. Central to this plan for the reorganisation
of New Zealand science was the separation of former government (science) policy, purchasing
and operational functions (Hammond & Devine, 1994; McGuinness, McCarter, et al., 2012).
The Public Finance Act (1989) included provision for the establishment of a new Ministry of
Research, Science and Technology (MoRST) to provide strategic policy advice to central
government on science investment and direction (Edlin, 2006). The Foundation for Research,
Science and Technology (FRST) Act (1990) provided for the establishment of a government
ministry responsible for the purchasing of scientific goods and services by distributing and
administering government science investment (Le, 2006). Finally, the reorganisation of
central government policy and purchasing functions eventually led to the dissolution of
former government owned research providers (e.g. DSIR, Ministry of Works, MAF
Technology) and their replacement with 10 commercially oriented Crown Research Institutes
(CRIs), (Davenport & Bibby, 2007). It is necessary to step back from the organisational and
legislative complexity of these sweeping reforms in New Zealand’s science industry in order
to understand the underpinning liberal (market) economic rationale on which these changes
were based.
The former model of science funding had been what could be characterised as ‘supply-driven’.
Government set aside a portion of the annual budget that was given to government science
entities with the idea that this funding would be used to create scientific products and skills
of benefit to New Zealand communities. The liberal economic critique of this earlier ‘supplydriven’ or ‘bulk-funding’ model of science proposed that it led to over-supply and inefficiency
problems that were a natural consequence of the fact that the public service had a monopoly
on science that was not always aligned with demand or ‘market realities’. This alternative
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liberal economic view proposed that if scientific activities were contracted out, then the
competitive pressures of the market place would result in benefit-cost efficiency gains and
the production of superior, scientific goods and services. Thus, the separation of former
government and public service scientific activities and functions into discrete policy,
purchasing and operational functions was undertaken in order to create a ‘mixed-marketeconomic-based’ model of science that was ‘demand’ rather than ‘supply’ driven
(McGuinness, 2012; McGuinness, McCarter, et al., 2012).
Debate concerning the relative merits of supply and demand models of science funding exist
and will doubtless continue to exist as a lively part of ongoing academic and scholarly debate
(Davenport & Bibby, 2007; Edlin, 2006; Moloney, 1998). Our reason for providing this brief
outline of the recent history of science funding in New Zealand is twofold. First, the existence
of a mixed market, demand-driven model of science influences the efforts of Māori pūkenga
and communities to create knowledge/mātauranga that can be used to help them achieve
the goals of Māori cultural wellbeing and survival. Second, an understanding of these
historical events assists with interpreting the intent of government policy associated with the
goal of creating a space for Māori ‘academic scholarship’ in the western academy.
The Hui Taumata (2005) was strongly focused on the goal of ‘growth and development’ that
diminished the dependence of Māori communities on the government welfare policy and
spending. The Māori Economic Taskforce and the Vision Mātauranga Policy were responses,
also strongly aligned to this economic growth agenda. For example, the mandate given to the
Māori Economic Taskforce included: (i) tribal asset development in the primary sector;
education and training; small to medium enterprises; social and community development;
investment and enterprise; economic growth and infrastructure, (ii) protecting and growing
employment opportunities, (iii) lifting Māori participation in the economy, (iv) promoting and
utilising kaupapa Māori and Māori structures as drivers of prosperity and (vi) supporting the
growth of Māori assets14. Likewise, the Vision Mātauranga Policy sort alignment to a similar
economic agenda. Theme 1 of Vision Mātauranga (i.e. indigenous innovation) aimed to
capture those aspects of Māori knowledge that could support ‘economic growth’ through
distinctive R&D activities. This theme in particular highlighted a subtle shift in government
policy that was to become championed by the incoming National government (19th November
2008).
Given that government legislation had now created a model for the commercialisation of
science as a ‘mixed market, demand-driven’ instrument, then why shouldn’t a policy direction
for science prioritise the generation of economic wealth? This goal was certainly an economic
‘demand priority’ of importance to all New Zealanders. Vision Mātauranga signalled the
beginning of a new policy direction for New Zealand science in which contestable science
14

https://www.tpk.govt.nz/en/mo-te-puni-kokiri/kokiri-magazine/kokiri-15-2009/the-maori-economic-

taskforce
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proposals would be assessed, not just on their scientific merits, but on their ability to create
wealth for New Zealand. This new brand of science was not only ‘commercial’, it was an
essential driver of economic growth (Aitkin, 2009). In the wake of growing government debt
required to address the international, economic fallout following the Subprime Mortgage
Crisis (2008–09) and Christchurch earthquake rebuild (2011-), a business case for driving
economic growth clearly existed.
Government’s Economic Growth Agenda targets increasing exports to comprise 40% of
GDP by 2025. The aim is to sustainably grow earnings from food and beverage industries
(agri-foods), high value manufactured goods and services, tourism, and minerals and
petroleum. The current Agenda calls for a near trebling of the real value of agri-food
exports, from $20b to $58 billion (2009 figures). To achieve the proposed target a
compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of around 7% will be required. A continuation of
the growth rate achieved from 1985-2011 would provide a CAGR of around 3% and we
estimate that published strategies will increase this to about 4%. The result is a gap of
about 3% growth (CAGR) required in addition to business as usual growth. Closing that
3% gap is the focus of this report … (Marshall, Avery, Ballard, & Johns, 2012)
To achieve this shift in science policy, the National government (NZ Government, 2015, 2016,
2017) recognised there would be a need for a shift in language (science branding) and
ministerial delegation. Thus, on the 1st of November 2010, a new Ministry of Science and
Innovation (MSI), (McGuinness, 2011) came into existence and took over the former roles of
MoRST and FRST on the 1st of February 2011. New Zealand science policy and investment
functions had now been re-combined into a new ministry that was also responsible for driving
New Zealand’s economic innovation system.
MSI has some key roles and functions such as advising the Government on New
Zealand’s science and innovation system, overseeing science and innovation investment
and supporting infrastructure and fostering commercialisation, enhancing productivity
and achieving wider benefits for New Zealand through the application of research
results (MSI, 2011).
However, the Ministry of Science and Innovation was to have a very sort life-span. As part of
further Public Sector merges and drastic cut backs in central government funding linked with
the Sub-prime Mortgage melt-down, the Ministry of Science and Innovation was replaced on
the 1st of July 2012 by the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE) that was
formed out of the merger of no less than 4, former government ministries (i) Department of
Building and Housing (DBH), (ii) the Department of Labour (DOL), (iii) the Ministry of Economic
Development (MED), and (iv) the Ministry of Science and Innovation (MSI). As part of this
merger, and as indicated by its name, MBIE retained the science and innovation role of one
of its ministerial predecessors (i.e. Ministry of Science and Innovation) and the economic
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growth responsibilities of the former Ministry of Economic Development (MED). As such, the
reforming of New Zealand science as an instrument and driver of economic growth was now
complete.
It is to a more detailed consideration of this new era of economic science that the remainder
of this paper is now devoted. However, before drawing this introduction section to a close,
there is one further matter that needs to be introduced in order to provide a well-informed,
balanced context within which to explore the (i) key assumptions associated with a
contestable funding model for science in New Zealand and (ii) the operational challenges and
realities for Māori pūkenga and communities of a contestable funding process.
1.4
Investment in the goal of Māori cultural survival
The Vision Mātauranga Policy set out a quite comprehensive, thematic agenda for Māori
creative activities that included: (i) Indigenous innovation (economic), (ii) Taiao (ecological),
(iii) Hauora/Oranga (health and social) and (iv) Mātauranga (Māori cultural) wellbeing
dimensions. While this broad creative activity agenda is good, the Vision Mātauranga policy,
like many other pieces of government legislation stopped short of providing protection and
support for what is arguably the most important determinant of contemporary Māori cultural
wellbeing – survival. There is currently very little question about the fact that Māori as a
distinctive ethnic group will survive well into the future.
In Census 1951 we were 6.9% of the population. In Census 2006 that had grown to
14.6%. That’s one in seven New Zealanders. Statistics New Zealand’s future projections
predict that in 2026 we will be 17% of the population. There is no official projection for
2050, but on this curve, it’s entirely possible that the Māori population will double what
it is today – well over the one million mark. Statistics also tell us that the Māori
population is a young one. The median age for Māori males – at 21 - is almost 14 years
below that of New Zealanders in general. For Māori females it is almost 13 years below
… It’s entirely probably there will be more Māori and Pasifika children in our schools than
Pākehā well before the middle of this century. I don’t have to tell you that these statistics
are important to business leaders. They paint a picture of tomorrow’s workforce.
Tomorrow’s nation. (Solomon, 2010, p. 5)
However, what is less certain, is that Māori communities will be successful in maintaining
their distinctive worldview, language, cultural practices and institutions (Cole & McCallion,
2017; Mikaere, 2011). There are many reasons for this question that largely follow from the
effects of 170 years of colonisation, urban drift, an unchecked dramatic decline in speakers
of the Māori language, the continued loss of Māori knowledge, dramatic decline in atua Māori
– in some cases to the threshold or point of extinction (Cole & Cole, 2018a, 2018b), the
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fragmentation of whānau Māori15 and the acculturating influence of a market economic
model of reality (Berry, 2008). These challenges to the goal of Māori cultural survival are
shared by indigenous cultures all over the world. There are a documented 6,900 languages in
the world today – each language representing the existence of at least 1 corresponding,
distinctive cultural entity. The current rate of language extinction is on average, one every
three months. This means that the world currently stands to lose somewhere between 50–
90 percent of its current linguistic and cultural diversity over the next 100 years. This outcome
is clearly dependent upon how we, as a global community, respond to this human cultural
extinction crisis (Cole, 2017; Cole & McCallion, 2017, p. 131).

Figure 2
An illustration that visually depicts the contemporary landscape of Māori
knowledge development that can be characterised by 3 frontiers of Māori knowledge
development

15

In a Māori cultural perception of reality, Māori communities never exist in isolation from the family identity
defined by our whakapapa (transl. genealogical descent) from Papatūānuku (transl. our Earth Mother), Ranginui
(transl. our Sky Father) and the children of Papatūānuku and Ranginui who are the kaitiaki (transl. guardians) of
the various domains (cf. ecosystems) of what western scientists call ‘the natural world’. At Te Toi Ōhanga, we
use the expression ‘whānau Māori ecosystem’ as a form of shorthand for this Māori family identity that
embraces what can be described in English as both human and ecosystem worlds (Marsden, 2003a). This same
whānau Māori ecosystem identity forms an organisational basis for the Māori cultural economy that existed in
the time of our ancestors (transl. tūpuna).
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The Vision Mātauranga policy primarily aimed to support the physical and economic wellbeing
of Māori communities and to some extent their intellectual property. These contributions to
Māori wellbeing are good as far as they go. However, the achievement of these outcomes
involves a policy assumption that is not helpful in terms of the goal of Māori cultural survival
(i.e. that these physical, economic and intellectual property outcomes will be best achieved
by Māori pūkenga and the varied contributions of professional western scientists). Once
again, this assumption is not wrong, however it is an incomplete response to the wellbeing
and survival of the 3 contemporary frontiers of Māori knowledge development introduce in
report 2 (Cole, 2019a) and described in report 3 (Cole, 2019b) of this series.
Report 3 in this Whakatupu Wahapū Ora monograph series attempts define a contemporary
landscape for Māori knowledge development (Cole, 2019b). This model (Figure 2) focuses
attention on 3 contemporary frontiers of Māori knowledge development: (i) the expression
of kawa, kaupapa and tikanga by whānau, hapū, whare wānanga and rōpū tikanga Māori
(Frontier 1), (ii) dual methodological modality in the western academy (Frontier 2) and (iii)
disciplinarity and Māori knowledge development (Frontier 3). The Vision Mātauranga policy
provides recognition and support for Māori knowledge development frontiers 2 and 3 (i.e.
the work of Māori pūkenga in the western academy). However, the contribution made to
Māori knowledge development by whānau and hapū in Māori communities (i.e. Frontier 1) is
not explicitly included. This prioritisation is difficult to understand. Whānau, hapū, rangatira,
kaitiaki, manawhenua, tohunga … are the custodians of Te Reo Māori and creators of
mātauranga Māori. Yet this crucial contribution to Māori cultural wellbeing and survival is
neither recognised nor financially resourced in the Vision Mātauranga Policy. Yet, without this
vital contribution, all that belongs to the distinctiveness of Māori culture would eventually
cease to exist. The omission of Māori knowledge development frontier 1 from the Vision
Mātauranga Policy can perhaps be explained a number of different ways.
First. the Vision Mātauranga Policy is based on a socially accepted norm that concerns the
professional status of western scientists as suitably qualified, knowledge specialists. What this
norm-based policy overlooks are the facts that knowledge development, creation and
innovation are mediated in a way that gives effective expression to the worldview, language,
knowledge, taonga and institutions of different cultures (Cole, 2017). What makes ‘perfect
sense’ in a modern mixed-market social context, will not necessarily support the goal of Māori
cultural knowledge development and survival.
Second, a possible economic explanation also exists. At present, no market currently exists
for trading the knowledge and language goods and services that are created and maintained
by whānau and hapū members. If these goods and services are not traded on commercial
markets, then it is very difficult to estimate their monetary worth. In the absence of pricing
information of this kind, it is very difficult to know how to appropriately price the creative
activity goods, service ideas and skills provided by what western scientists and economists
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might refer to as ‘non-professional16’ Māori communities. The line of thought outlined in this
paragraph is theoretically sound, but hypothetical and employed only to make a point. The
goal of Māori cultural survival is unlikely to ever be realised if this desired outcome is
dependent on market economic pricing and supply/demand forces. Government has a Treaty
responsibility to protect Māori communities and culture that transcends market economic
theory. Just how successful government policy will be (long-term) in attempting to support
Māori knowledge production with a market model is further explored in the remaining
sections of this report.

16

The reference to ‘non-professional’ in this sentence indicates the existence of culturally mediated knowledge
and skills that have not come into existence as a result of state funded or commercial education processes.
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2.
Key assumptions of a contestable science funding model
The aim of this report section is to better understand the extent to which a commercial model
of science with its contestable funding process is aligned to the goal of kaupapa Māori
knowledge development. This analysis is currently limited to the government contribution to
R&D investment of Tables 1 and 2 of this report. To explore the alignment question, we draw
on our knowledge of economic theory and reflections from personal experience in
approximately 20 years of government funded creative activities covering the policy,
purchasing, and administrative jurisdiction of MoRST, FRST, MSI and MBIE. We assume that
Māori pūkenga desire to be involved in creative activities that will be of either direct or
indirect benefit to Māori communities. While Māori pūkenga are involved in many different
modalities of knowledge development, we focus attention on kaupapa Māori creative
activities. This is because of the direct contribution these activities make to (i) Māori cultural
wellbeing and survival and (ii) because they involve engagement with hapū which is a central
theme in this Whakatupu Wahapū Ora report series.
To explore the alignment question, we provide a brief outline of the essential characteristics
of the commercial model of science in New Zealand, document its key assumptions and then
seek to understand to what extent these assumptions are aligned to the creative activity
aspirations and needs of Māori pūkenga involved in kaupapa Māori creative activities.
2.1
Key characteristics of commercial science in New Zealand
The commercial model of science in New Zealand can be defined 3 key characteristics. First,
the emergence of a commercial model of science in New Zealand was based the separation
of former public service science into separate policy, purchasing and operational functions17.
Second, the commercial model of science in New Zealand is based on an economic ‘demandend’ funding process in which the providers of scientific goods and services to government
compete for scare funding resources in a contestable funding process. The aim of a
contestable funding process is to: (i) prevent monopolisation that is deemed to result in
efficiencies in supply and (ii) to incentivise the creation of superior scientific goods and
services by competition. Third and finally, R&D investment into a commercial model of
science in New Zealand is now directed at driving New Zealand’s innovation system as a basis
for aggressive, sustained economic growth.
2.2
Key assumptions of a commercial science model
New Zealand’s commercial model of science also rests on a set of assumptions that we seek
to define and explore in the remainder of this report section. We first define each assumption
and then seek to understand the extent to which this assumption aligns with Māori cultural
identity - linked to the expression of kawa, kaupapa and tikanga in kaupapa Māori creative
activities.
17

The separation of public service science into separate policy and purchasing/administration functions has been
devolved to different government ministries (MoRST, FRST, MSI and MBIE)
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2.2.1 Assumptions of commercial science - commodification
In order for a contestable science funding process to work, it is necessary to define the
economic costs and benefits of a given proposal so that its scientific and financial merits can
be compared with competing proposals. To submit the scientific research process to benefitcost analysis, it is necessary to transform all scientific goods, services, ideas and individual
scientists into commodities18 or objects of trade, so that they can be priced as essential parts
of a creative activity value proposition (i.e. a written proposal that includes a budget). There
are accounting rules and well-established prices derived from trading on commercial markets
that are used to create creative activity budgets. Accounting rules and price formulas differ
from one institution to another, but the formulation of a science funding proposal ‘budget’
provides a basis for comparison that is essential to the purchasing of economically efficient
scientific goods and services - all other things being equal. Track record, scientific merit and
total cost are well established criteria used in the evaluation and choice of creative activity
proposals.
The assumption that it is possible to commodify scientific goods, services, ideas and people
sits uncomfortably in a Māori cultural context and may well be challenged as culturally
inappropriate.
We suggest that the commodification of scientific goods, services, ideas and individuals is less
problematic in a context in which Māori pūkenga are involved in what might be described as
well-established, western scientific creative activities. For example, a laboratory experiment
or a public survey. However, were Māori pūkenga seek to engage with hapū in kaupapa Māori
creative activities, the assumption of commodification becomes much more difficult to
uphold. There are a number of problems with the idea of commodification in a Māori cultural
creative activity context, not the least of which is that most of what is important to Māori
knowledge development can’t easily be measured with a monetary unit of account.
First, in western science, a scientist is viewed as a labour unit (i.e. a commodity) who sells
their time at an hourly rate as a necessary (labour) contribution towards the creation of new
knowledge. In a kaupapa Māori creative activity that is hapū-led, it is much more difficult to
commodify a discrete Māori ‘labour’ unit in what is, in reality, a collective knowledge
development process. The collective co-creation of knowledge in a hapū context blurs lines
of distinction between Māori community members and those trained in the western
academy. In hapū engagement, qualifications, track record and scientific merit are ranked in
second place to the ability of a person to give expression to whakapapa, manaakitanga and
whānaungatanga.

18

A commodity is an object that is able to be traded on commercial markets.
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Second, in western science a creative activity will typically emerge from a critical review of
the current state of knowledge as defined by published literature (Cole, 2019a). You can cost
this component of a creative activity budget as labour hours spent reading/searching
literature and the fees/costs associated with gaining access to scientific libraries, legal
documents etc. By comparison, it is much more difficult to commodify access to Māori
knowledge as a basis for benefit-cost analysis. First, there is no comprehensive academic
library of written Māori knowledge. What does exist is very incomplete. Second, access to
oral knowledge from kaumatua, whānau, hapū, kaitiaki and manawhena cannot easily be
commodified. This is because access to knowledge of this kind is not a transactional process
that can be objectified, it is a relational process (Harris & Wasilewski, 2004), guided by
whakapapa, whanaungatanga and tikanga that is used to treat the mana and tapu of difficult
classes of knowledge in an appropriate manner.
Third, the commodification of data, information and knowledge is equally problematic in a
kaupapa Māori context. It is not possible to objectify mātauranga, mōhiotanga and
māramatanga in the same way that western scientific data, information and written
knowledge is treated. Māori knowledge is not generally considered to be an object, void of
relationships that can be packaged up as a commodity and sold on a commercial market to
the highest bidder. We have found that this aspect of knowledge commodification in
commercial science is a problem in cross-modal creative activities. Our western science
colleagues find it difficult to understand why we are so reticent to share ‘hapū data’ so that
they can plug it into their models for analysis and/or publication.
Fourth, because of the difficulties in commodifying Māori knowledge, when formulating a
written proposal, it is more difficult to define with certainty just what the data, information
or knowledge outputs of engagement with hapū are likely to be. In reality, this may not be
known until a hapū engagement process is completed, or in some cases - after it is completed.
This situation unfairly disadvantages Māori pūkenga when the merits of a creative activity
proposal are being assessed (by science fund providers), partly on the perceived value of what
the requested investment will produce (i.e. the scientific goods and services).
Finally, commodification is a transformational process in which goods, services, ideas and
people take on a non-relational ‘objective’ status so that they can be traded on commercial
markets. This idea is central to a commercial model of science that involves a buyer, seller
and transactional process. In this market economic framework, the buyer of scientific goods
and services is the tax-payer who confers upon government the responsibility to make
investment decisions that benefit all New Zealanders. The seller in this analogy is the creative
activity or science provider who accepts government funding as part of a transaction process
(mediated by legal contract) in which scientific goods, services and or ideas are being sold in
exchange for money (i.e. creative activity funding).
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The idea of accepting creative activity funding in order to purchase Māori knowledge that is
a product of the expression of kawa, kaupapa and tikanga on the part of a Māori community
is totally incongruent with the relational nature of Māori knowledge. Why government policymakers and economists think that commodification of this kind is an acceptable assumption
on which to fund Māori creative activities is really hard to understand. Māori cultural creative
activities would really be more ideally suited to a supply-side, bulk-funding model in which
Māori pūkenga and communities are not required to constantly navigate this mind field of
issues that are a natural consequence of the commodification of knowledge development.
This suggestion may seem unrealistic and nothing more than wishful thinking. However, it is
interesting to note that this is not a new idea. This point of clarification is clearly stated in the
writing of the late Rev. Māori Marsden.
However, the Maori Affairs Department seems to be a different case. Under dressed-up
rhetoric such as Tuku Rangatiratanga' and the deliberate misrepresentation of what the
Maori group asked for at the Employment Promotion Conference, the Minister of Maori
Affairs and the Secretary are saying that Maori have asked for devolution. A perusal of
the proceedings of 'Hui Taumata' and those of the Maori Group of the Employment
Promotion Conference will show that devolution was not a policy advocated by the
Maori Section. I presented the Maori Submissions at the Employment Promotion
Conference. Those submissions received the endorsement of all the groups present such
as the Federation of Labour, the Employers Federation, the Local Bodies, the Churches,
the Education-Training groups (Marsden, 2003 p. 128).
There were two major and several minor principles which I submitted on behalf of the
Maori Section. (1.) That the just proportion of the National income due to Maoridom
and calculated on a pro rata basis be given over and re-targeted to meet Maori needs.
(2.) That the amount identified as negative funding being poured down the drain by
government on behalf of its Maori clients without achieving any results be handed over
to Maoridom together with the appropriate plant, e.g. school buildings, offices, etc to
be managed by Maori boards and authorities (Marsden, 2003 p. 128).
2.2.2 Assumptions of commercial science – economic efficiency
Economic efficiency is a term used by economists to express the idea that a benefit has been
gained for the least possible cost. Why should a buyer pay $10, when they could have the
same product or a better product for only $5? The concept of efficiency is also applied to the
supply and demand ends of an economy. In this application, inefficiency exists when supply
exceeds or fails to meet current demand for goods and services or labour. The state of
economic efficiency is generally considered to be achieved in a market in which there is
competition (i.e. an absence of monopoly) and perfect information (i.e. buyers and sellers
have the information they need in order to make optimal decisions). In summary, economic
efficiency means that the buyer of scientific goods and services gets what they want (i.e. an
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optimal good or service), when they need it (i.e. supply is responsive to demand), for the least
possible price. How well does the commercial goal of ‘efficiency’ supports the expression of
kawa, kaupapa and tikanga?
First, in a modern world dominated by mixed-market economics, efficiency is not irrelevant
to Māori communities, but it is also not the only goal that is of importance to them19. Having
said this, much of what is involved in kaupapa Māori creative activities with hapū would easily
fail an economic efficiency test. This is a real challenge for kaupapa Māori pūkenga who often
end up internalising the real monetary cost of engagement with hapū (i.e. unpaid hours, the
expression of hospitality and generosity in general) because the expression of kawa, kaupapa
and tikanga that is appropriate for a given creative activity context, falls outside of the range
of available project funding, government funding priorities or the perceieved supply and
demand behaviour of a market.
Second, engagement with hapū in kaupapa Māori creative activity involves expectations that
are generally not part of community engagement in a non-Māori context. First, there is likely
to be a long period of relationship building that will proceed a kaupapa Māori creative activity
engagement with hapū. Second, it is not possible to define a discrete completion date for a
hapū-led project. Because of whakapapa and whānaungatanga relationships, it is not possible
for Māori pūkenga to just ‘parachute’ into a creative activity and then ‘disappear’ when it is
all over. Whakapapa-based relationships and responsibilities will typically extend beyond the
life of the funding provided for a hapū-led, creative activity. Māori pūkenga who have had the
benefit of a university education can also find themselves in a skills/knowledge transfer role
that assists in building the capacity of hapū as a desired outcome of a project activity. It is
difficult to contain creative activity outcomes of this kind within a discrete budget that is
typically limited to a discrete period of time.
Third, in kaupapa Māori creative activities there is a social fairness side to economic
efficiency. When creating a budget for a kaupapa Māori creative activity involving hapū,
science funding can (generally) only be paid to Māori pūkenga who have recognised science
and/or technical qualifications. While this labour payment policy assists in minimising the cost
of knowledge development (i.e. an efficiency outcome), it is difficult to reconcile with socially
fair (i.e. collective), generous behaviour that is a fundamental part of relationship building
and reciprocity in a Māori cultural context.
Finally, it seems inconsistent to Māori communities that government policy-makers and
economists want to minimise the total cost of knowledge development and innovation to the
point where they are not willing to pay for the environmental, social, cultural and financial
externalities that are a natural consequence of creative activities (e.g. GHG emissions, water
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We explore this matter further in sub-section 2.2.3 on benefit-cost analysis
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takes, water discharges, non-renewable resource use). In commercial science, economic
efficiency is not measured and assessed using full-cost accounting method. Yet this is exactly
what would help in aligning government science investment with the reality of kaupapa Māori
creative activities that give simultaneous, integrated expression to kaitiakitanga, Ōhanga
Māori, whānaungatanga, pūkengatanga and atuatanga … all at the same time. Economic
efficiency in commercial science, limits and stifles creative, transformative potential in
kaupapa Māori creative activities.
2.3
Assumptions of commercial science – benefit-cost analysis
Benefit-cost analysis is an essential instrument for maximising benefits and minimising costs.
As such, benefit-cost analysis is used extensively by scientists and science teams in creating
and refining the value propositions that form the rationale for their competitive science bids.
In a Māori cultural bid-writing context, benefit-cost analysis is not wrong, however it is a
somewhat crude and incomplete means of measuring the various costs and benefits
associated with the expression of kawa, kaupapa and tikanga. There are a number of
problems with the use of conventional benefit-cost analysis in a knowledge creation domain
of this kind.
First, the use of benefit-cost accounting method requires an assumption that it is possible to
measure everything that is important to the expression of kawa, kaupapa and tikanga in a
monetary unit of account. In reality, market and non-market valuation methods fall well short
of accomplishing this task (Cole, 2014). Second, economic efficiency is not the only goal that
is a focus of attention in the expression of kawa, kaupapa and tikanga that typically span the
full extent of what western scientists refer to as ecological (i.e. kaitiakitanga), social
(whānaungatanga) and cultural (i.e. atuatanga) wellbeing domains.
Second, benefit-cost method works in western scientific creative activities because they are
typically disciplinary-oriented and based on well-established commodities (i.e. goods,
services, ideas and people) that are traded on commercial markets. By contrast, kawa,
kaupapa and tikanga are not traded on commercial markets. This presents a significant
valuation challenge to Māori pūkenga when they are trying to formulate what western
economists call a ‘value proposition’ (i.e. creative activity rationale) on which to base a
competitive funding bid. In the absence of appropriate accounting tools needed to create a
full-cost-benefit analysis, Māori pūkenga and their communities resort to the use of standard
benefit-cost analysis that provides an incomplete assessment of the merits of a kaupapa
Māori creative activity proposal. This means that the very bidding process designed to achieve
economically efficient outcomes actually contributes to ‘sub-optimal’ outcomes in Māori
cultural terms.
Finally, it has long puzzled us as to exactly what central government policy-makers and
economists had in mind in terms of criteria that could be used to measure ‘efficiency’. A
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competitive contracting process clearly provides an opportunity to assess a range of
proposals in terms of their relative scientific, economic and innovation merits. However, what
seems not to have been taken into consideration are the inefficiencies associated with the
actual bid writing process. This is especially the case with larger funding bids that require
science teams to demonstrate programme responsiveness and integration across a wide
cross-section of stakeholders including Māori communities. It takes substantial amounts of
time to write these bids and to develop the stakeholder relationships that are required to
support such a proposal. The cost of this bid preparation is internalised by science providers
and yet it is a valid cost of knowledge production.
In some cases, the total cost of bid preparation by science providers (collectively) must
actually exceed the monetary value of the science investment. In one funding round that we
bid into, there were a total of 62 bids for an investment of two million dollars. Two bids were
funded. Sixty bids were not funded. It took weeks of work for us to prepare our bid in a way
that adequately responded to the government investment RFP. This amount of professional
time multiplied by 60 bids that did not get funded is an enormous amount of money. This
simple heuristic raises questions about the so-called ‘efficiency priority’ that is a central
tenant of a commercial model of science. This type of science funding strategy may well be
workable for CRI’s, who have a larger critical mass of funding that they can use to internalise
the costs of bid writing activities. However, the cost of bid-writing activities is an additional
burden to Māori pūkenga and communities that must be internalised in a fund application
process that is, in probabilistic terms, a little bit better than a lottery.
2.4
Assumptions of commercial science – business management
One of the greatest challenges of putting forward a kaupapa Māori funding application
concerns misalignment with a central assumption of the contestable bidding process based
on the need for ‘business management’ in science. In order for a competitive funding process
to work, the fund provider (i.e. FRST, MSI, MBIE) needs to understand in clear terms exactly
what scientific goods and services will be purchased as a result of investment. The fund
provider can then use this information to access the merits of different scientific products (i.e.
goods and services) in relation to the cost of producing them. As in all market transactions, a
tension exists between (i) the science provider (i.e. the seller) who desires to place upward
pressure on the cost of producing scientific goods and services and (ii) the purchasing arm of
government (i.e. the buyer) who wants to purchase the best possible product for the least
possible price. In this market model, if a science provider has difficulty in clearly defining the
commodity (i.e. the scientific goods and services) that they can produce, then their funding
proposal is ‘inefficient’ in terms of responding to market demand with a timely and
appropriate ‘supply’ of scientific goods and services. This hypothetical scenario is actually a
real-world problem for Māori pūkenga seeking to write funding applications for kaupapa
Māori creative activities that are hapū-led.
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Kaupapa Māori creative activities are a whānau and hapū mediated knowledge development
process in which the creation of a problem context, aims, method, scope, application, outputs
and outcomes are collectively guided and inextricably connected with the expression of kawa,
kaupapa and tikanga (Durie, 2012; Eketone, 2008; Gwynne, 2009; Henry & Pene, 2001; Jones,
Ingham, Davies, & Cram, 2010; Kahotea, 2006; Kara et al., 2011; Mahuika, 2011; Mahuika,
2008; Mane, 2009; Mikaere, 2011; Pihama et al., 2002; Ratima, 2008; Smith, Hoskins, & A.
Jones, 2012; Smith, 1997; Tocker, 2012; Walker, Eketone, & Gibbs, 2006).
Outcomes of this kind are really difficult to reconcile with the business management model
of commercial science. In reality, it is practically impossible to define, at the beginning of a
hapū-led, kaupapa Māori creative activity process (i) what direction the creative activity will
take and (ii) what outcomes and outputs will emerge as a result of such a journey. Despite
this fact, it is not possible to obtain central government funding to support such an endeavour
without first clearly explaining what scientific goods and services will be delivered as the
result of an investment contract. The need to specify project milestones or critical steps adds
an additional layer of complexity to this problem. Executive or professionally driven, business
management decision-making in science is not wrong, but mis-aligned with and usually
inappropriate in a kaupapa Māori creative activity that should be whānau and hapū mediated.
While it is possible to submit change notifications to a fund provider in order to have existing
contracts amended, this is an inadequate remedy to this social-mediation aspect of kaupapa
Māori creative activities. This contractual concession only creates an additional management
transaction cost and a disincentive to allow creative change in a kaupapa Māori project. As
such, the very contestable funding model used to competitively select and support kaupapa
Māori creative activities, places a huge disincentive on creativity. This funding model can also
place Māori pūkenga in situations that involve cultural risk associated with their attempts to
manage and reconcile the expectations of the government funding agency and the Māori
community in which they are working.
Finally, this funding approach cannot lead to economically efficient outcomes for Māori
pūkenga or Māori communities. Māori pūkenga have developed different strategies for
dealing with this problem. These strategies tend to differ in terms of how comfortable Māori
pūkenga feel with ‘working to rule’ or ‘driving project outcomes’ by encouraging the
unhindered expression of creativity (i.e. kawa, kaupapa and tikanga). In our case, we drive
project outcomes from the ground in a way that ignores contractual milestones. Over many
years of involvement in projects of this kind, we have found that by using this approach we
tend to over deliver on our contractual obligations. While this solution seems to work for us,
it is not without problems.
First, if we under-promise what we are actually capable of producing in a creativity activity
bid, then we run the risk of not getting the funding in a competitive process in which someone
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else’s proposal is deemed more efficient and responsive than ours. Second, in order to
encourage creativity and the empowerment of hapū, we regularly have to absorb the financial
costs associated with these outcomes. Both of these problems present the likelihood of suboptimal, inefficient outcomes – the very problems that a contestable funding model in science
were designed to correct.
2.5
Key assumptions
The aim of this report section was to better understand the extent to which a commercial
model of science, with its contestable funding process is aligned to the goal of kaupapa Māori
knowledge development. Based on the discourse, reflections and theory presented in this
section, we conclude that a serious problem of mis-alignment exists. While this report section
is primarily focused on the creative activities of Māori pūkenga involved in hapū-led, kaupapa
Māori projects, we have observed and it is our concern that many of the problems outlined
in this report section apply equally well to the experiences of our western scientific
colleagues.
Looking back, it is hard to know if on balance the introduction of a commercial model of
government-funded science in New Zealand has really resulted in a more efficient science and
innovation system. Over the last 20 years we have seen a lot of fellow scientists lose their
jobs, we have seen downward pressure on scientific salaries and wages, we’ve had to respond
to government science policy and purchasing institutions and models that are continually
changing, we’ve seen the gradual displacement of scientific merit as a funding criteria to make
way for economic growth and innovation priorities, and we now have a science system that
is largely driven by markets and political agendas like wealth creation. Is this a more efficient
outcome?
As noted earlier in this section, market efficiency is not the only goal of importance to Māori
pūkenga and their communities. For this reason, we find it difficult to understand why
government persists in the use of a demand-driven model of science to fund Māori creative
activities. There really needs to be some evidential basis on which to support the continued
use of such a funding policy. Based on an assessment of 4 key commercial science
assumptions, we find it difficult to explain just how a contestable funding process is ideally
aligned to the creative activity needs of Māori pūkenga and their communities. In the next
section of this report, we shift our focus attention from the purchasing of science to the
administration of creative activity programmes.
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3.
Research funding – operational challenges and realities
In section 3 of this report we shift focus from (i) the policy problem of an optimal and efficient
purchasing model to (ii) the operational challenges and realities of undertaking kaupapa
Māori creative activities in a science programme. In this discourse we draw reflections from
our own experiences as participating members of cross-institutional and cross-cultural
programme teams. Collaboration between Māori knowledge development traditions and
western science is prioritised and encouraged in the Vision Mātauranga Policy. While this is a
worthy policy aspiration, our experience suggests that projects of this kind involve the
negotiation of numerous funding and resourcing problems that we seek to elaborate in this
final report section. We share these experiences and reflections to assist in creating greater
public awareness of these problems and to encourage other Māori pūkenga and communities
to share their experiences and recommendations for change.
3.1
Responding to demand-driven creative activity priorities
The creation of policy that guides government investment in New Zealand science is a
responsibility that has been handed across successive government ministries (MoRST, MSI
and more recently MBI). It has been the role of these government ministries to assess
emerging demand and to then provide policy recommendations to government on science
investment, year-by-year. In theory, this policy-making part of the New Zealand science
system should provide timely, responsive feedback to government that is necessary to
operationalise a demand-driven model of science. In practice, we have found this model to
be poorly aligned and often unresponsive to the aspirations and needs of Māori communities.
The role of a government policy agency in dictating what will, and will not be included in Vote
Business, Science and Innovation spending for a given year can be considered as an expression
of kawanatanga that is accommodated in article 1 of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. By contrast, it is
much more difficult to see how this government policy and advisory function fits with the
expression of tino rangatiratanga as accommodated in article 2 of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. While
we do not completely understand how MoRST/MSI/MBIE science investment policy is
created, we would assume that it involves a process of collective dialogue and consultation
with representatives of Māori communities, businesses, Trusts, corporate and incorporated
entities. While this is good as far as it goes, our experience indicates that central government
investment priorities have rarely been directly aligned to the urgent and immediate creative
activity needs of the whānau and hapū that we have worked with. A key tension is that the
developmental pathway of an individual hapū is not necessarily aligned to the (mixed-market)
priorities of other Māori communities or rōpū tikanga Māori nationally. In the current
demand-driven funding model, hapū are unable to give expression to tino rangatiratanga
(transl. self-determination) in prioritising creative activities that respond to the real-world
issues that they are grappling with. This is a problem for both Māori pūkenga (i.e. who require
ongoing funding) and Māori communities who face real-world problems and desire assistance
to remedy them.
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In the past, as Māori members of multi-stakeholder creative activity programmes, we have
asked the science leadership of these programme for assistance in re-prioritising creative
activities to meet the local needs of Māori communities. In the time of FRST and to a lesser
extent MSI it was possible to negotiate allowances of this kind. However, under MBIE, we
have found that there is very little room for accommodation. Ideally, we shouldn’t be in a
position where creative activity investment priorities are not aligned to demand. A
commercial model for science was meant to avoid sub-optimal inefficiencies of this kind.
3.2
The bid-writing stage
A creative activity programme is made possible when a group of Māori and/or non-Māori
pūkenga form up as a team to combine their collective knowledge, skills and resources to
create scientific goods and services aligned with current government investment signals.
Programme team’s co-ordinate the writing of funding bids in different ways, however it is
common that a single lead scientist will take responsibility for (i) co-ordinating the
development of collective thinking and (ii) creating a written bid. Experience in bid writing
activities of this kind raises many questions for us in terms of just how the operational side of
our national science system functions in a way that is optimal and efficient. We provide the
following experiences to illustrate this point.
First, as noted earlier in this report, the investment purchaser (i.e. FRST, MSI, MBIE) does not
cover the costs of bid writing. It can typically take anything in excess of 2-4 weeks of long
hours for a science leader and fellow colleagues to bring together all of the varied strands of
a multi-stakeholder proposal. Because these proposals are typically written under pressure
of time, important requests made my Māori pūkenga are easily deprioritised and dropped in
the focused and co-ordinated ‘rush’ to push the proposal over a final submission deadline.
Despite our best efforts to communicate the preferences of the Māori communities that we
represent, these concerns and aspirations are often lost in the name of efficient, pragmatic,
bid-writing.
Second, government policy has attempted to create incentives for the inclusion of Māori
pūkenga in creative activity programmes so that the concerns of Māori communities are
addressed. While this is a positive move on the part of central government to support the
creation of a space in the western academy for Māori scholarship, the implementation of this
policy can be problematic. We have participated in programmes in which the Māori creative
activity component was viewed as a necessary, competitive ‘clip-on’ to what was essentially
a western science research programme that would otherwise stand on its own scientific,
economic and innovation merits. This creates real problems for Māori pūkenga who are
expected to take ‘what they are given’ in terms of a cut of the programme budget –
irrespective of whether it is adequate to support the creative activity aspirations of Māori
pūkenga or communities. In our experience, there is a lack of public transparency around the
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benefit-cost and valuation estimation process that underpins requests on the part of western
science programme teams for their part of a programme budget. While there are exceptions,
the pattern we have observed is that (i) the larger the creative activity institution; (ii) the more
important their perceived western science and innovation contribution is and (iii) the more
influential and publicly vocal their requests – the more they are successful in commanding a
portion of a programme budget.
Behaviour of this kind is totally consistent with the expression of individual preferences in a
market place that supports the achievement of economically efficient outcomes. However,
the expression of individual preferences in this way does not necessarily support the goal of
social fairness that requires communities of practice (i.e. entire science programme teams) to
enter into collective dialogue about the question of what is a contextually fair allocation of
investment resources. Once again, economic efficiency is not the only goal that is important
to Māori pūkenga and communities. Utility optimising behaviour of this kind is inconsistent
with the inclusive logic that underpins the expression of kawa, kaupapa and tikanga by Māori
communities.
A further challenge we have faced in bid writing concerns the need to manage a highly fluid
bid-writing process. In practical terms this means being able to (i) quickly shape and packageup a collective creative activity, value proposition, (ii) managing the effective articulation of
these ideas in a way that favourably influences non-Māori science team members while (iii)
maintaining the integrity of a collective plan on behalf of whānau, hapū and/or other rōpū
tikanga Māori participants. In reality, this is a process that involves a willingness to make
‘trade-offs’ in order to secure a portion of scarce funding resources. This negotiation process
can be complicated by the fact that Māori pūkenga can lack experience, are dependent upon
the advice and guidance of more experienced western science team members, and can find
the process of having to trade-off whānau and hapū taonga tuku iho bewildering and stressful.
The art of making trade-offs in order to achieve an economically efficient programme
outcome sits uncomfortably with the expression of kawa, kaupapa and tikanga.
Finally, we have found that it is difficult for western scientists to understand and come to
terms with the idea that engagement with Māori communities relies heavily on relationships,
trust and the expression of manaakitanga. In bid-writing we have tended to find ourselves
sandwiched between (i) the desire to express generosity, maintain trust and faithfully
represent the aspirations of whānau and hapū on the one hand and (ii) the need to respond
to a highly fluid, pragmatic, time-pressured and trade-off-based bid-writing process that is a
zone of contesting and co-opting what are in reality scare funding resources. On many
occasions we have questioned just how this is an efficient, optimal and fair method of meeting
the creative activity aspirations and needs of Māori communities.
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3.3
Managing a research budget
There is a final challenge associated with the bid writing process that is directly linked with
creating a competitive value proposition. It is possible to collectively design a creative activity
programme, create a detailed budget based on accurate benefit-cost analysis and yet still be
faced with the challenge of having to cut a programme budget in order make it contestably
‘competitive’. Generally speaking, an experienced science leader will be required to make a
judgement call between a budget that is desirable and one that is most likely to capture
funding in what can be a fiercely competitive purchasing process.
If the science leader or team approach the completion of the bid writing process and have
that ‘gut feeling’ that their bid budget needs to be cut back, then the implications of this
judgement call will flow into the contracting of the project at a later stage. For Māori pūkenga,
this can mean there is a need to take yet another reduction on an operational budget, if the
project is eventually funded. A reduction in budget means that a planned course of kaupapa
Māori-based creative activity needs to be changed to fit a new budget. Thus, in this
contestable funding arrangement, the Māori cultural expression of kawa, kaupapa and
tikanga is determined by available investment funding. Once again, this arrangement sits
uncomfortably in a Māori cultural context that should be driven by the mutually reciprocal
expression of manaakitanga and whānaungatanga. It is really hard for us to understand why
economic imperatives are deemed more important that Māori cultural wellbeing and survival.
In a market transaction, buyer and seller can haggle in a way that co-creates what is
considered by both buyer and seller to be an optimal price. In a contestable science
contracting process this ‘oral’ price negotiation option does not exist. The bid writer has to
make a judgement call on what they think or feel is an optimal price for the scientific goods
and services that are outlined in their written proposal. This is a challenging task. If the
monetary cost of bid is to high then, there is a risk that the project team will end up with no
funding and this can place some project members at risk - financially. If the monetary value
of a bid is too low, then the project team can end up with an investment contract that involves
hours of work for which there will be no funding. A contestable funding process tends to result
in downward pressure on the total economic value of bids. For a science leader with team
members who are dependent on continued funding, it is clearly better to have some funding
rather than none at all. The problem with this safe ‘bidding strategy’ is that it tends to result
in bid outcomes that are less than optimal in an economic efficiency sense.
Our consistent experience in government funded science is that kaupapa Māori creative
activities involve a substantial investment of unpaid hours. This outcome can be a result of
many different pressures that include: (i) bid-writing cut backs in programme budgets, (ii) the
expression of manaakitanga and reciprocity, (iii) the need to assist in capacity building
activities in Māori communities to make a project workable, (iv) delay, (v) responding to highly
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creative and innovative, but unplanned expressions of kawa, kaupapa and tikanga and (vi)
ensuring that a creative activity remains culturally safe.
Given that we always seem to run our creative activities at a substantial financial loss, it has
always been difficult to understand just how universities and CRIs can justify such high hourly
rates and the removal of ‘overheads’ from a programme budget. We do not want to say that
an overhead is wrong, however a fair allocation of programme funding resources is also
desirable and difficult when large institutions co-opt portions of a budget for reasons that
honestly seem difficult to justify and understand.
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4.
Reflections
As Māori pūkenga who are trying to ‘find-our-way’ in the western academy, we have tended
to sit back and take whatever was offered to us. Because the expression of manaakitanga is
such a central part of our worldview, we found it initially difficult to know how to deal with
the challenges and trade-offs needed to fund kaupapa Māori creative activities in a
commercial science funding context. What we have attempted to show in this report is that
a commercial model of science funding in New Zealand sounds good in theory, but has been
difficult to implement in a way that leads to optimal and efficient outcomes. While both
western scientists and Māori pūkenga have been affected in different ways by the
introduction and implementation of a commercial science model, what we have attempted
to show in this report is that a contestable science funding model is theoretically mis-aligned
to Māori cultural knowledge development activities and priorities. Evidence of mis-alignment
exists in government policy, purchasing, administration and operational levels of our science
system.
A central characteristic of this misalignment concerns the relevance of a demand-driven,
mixed market economic model as a basis for funding the creative activities of Māori pūkenga
and their communities. Most of these problems of mis-alignment and operational inefficiency
could be solved by a return to a bulk funding, supply-driven model in which a portion of the
annual science budget is given to the Māori Treaty Partner and allocated according to the
expression of kawa, kaupapa and tikanga. It is interesting to note that this very approach to
science funding played a crucial role in growing western science in New Zealand from the
initial establishment of the former Department of Science, Innovation and Research (DSIR) in
the 1920s. For this reason, it does not seem unreasonable or unfair to provide the Māori
Treaty Partner access to this same privilege.

Page | 35

Appendix I
Glossary of Māori words and expressions used in this report
English translations for the Te Reo Māori words and expressions contained in this glossary are
based on Moorfield (2005) with elaboration provided by the author that contextualises words
and expressions to their specific use in this report.
Māori word or expression
ahi kā

atua

atua experiences

atuatanga
hapū

English translation
Burning fires of occupation, continuous occupation
- title to land through occupation by a group,
generally over a long period of time. The group is
able, through the use of whakapapa, to trace back
to primary ancestors who lived on the land. They
held influence over the land through their military
strength and defended successfully against
challenges, thereby keeping their fires burning.
Ancestor with continuing influence, god, demon,
supernatural being, deity, ghost, object of
superstitious regard, strange being - although often
translated as 'god' and now also used for the
Christian God, this is a misconception of the real
meaning. Māori trace their ancestry from atua in
their whakapapa and they are regarded as
ancestors with influence over particular domains of
the natural world (i.e. the children of Papatūānuku
and Ranginui). Normally invisible, atua may have
visible representations.
The daily round of activities in a Māori community is
based on the expression of kawa, kaupapa and
tikanga that assists in maintaining the mana, mauri
and tapu of Atua (i.e. Papatūānuku, Ranginui and
their children). For example, before entering the
domain of Tāne (i.e. the atua and kaitiaki of forest
ecosystems) or Tangaroa (i.e. the atua and kaitiaki
of aquatic and marine ecosystems) it would be
appropriate to seek permission and protection
through the use of karakia (transl. to recite ritual
chants, a form of deeply respectful oral
communication). The use of karakia in this way is
thus an example of an ‘atua experience’.
Daily atua experiences.
Kinship group, clan, tribe, subtribe - section of a
large kinship group and the primary political unit in
traditional Māori society. It consisted of a number
of whānau sharing descent from a common
ancestor, usually being named after the ancestor,
but sometimes from an important event in the
group's history. A number of related hapū usually
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hapū-led

hui
Hui Taumata
ihi

iwi

kaitiaki
kaitiakitanga

kaupapa

kaupapa māori
(methodology)

kaupapa tuku iho

kawa, kaupapa and tikanga

kōrero

shared adjacent territories forming a looser tribal
federation (iwi).
Members of a kinship group, clan, tribe or subtribe
lead a knowledge development activity in a way
that seeks to give expression to their kawa, kaupapa
and tikanga.
Gathering, meeting, assembly, seminar, conference.
Māori economic taskforce
Essential force, excitement, thrill, power, charm,
personal magnetism - psychic force as opposed to
spiritual power (mana).
Extended kinship group, tribe, nation, people,
nationality, race - often refers to a large group of
people descended from a common ancestor and
associated with a distinct territory.
Trustee, minder, guard, custodian, guardian,
caregiver, keeper, steward.
Human behaviours that seek to maintain and when
necessary re-instate the mauri of Māori
communities and ecosystems. Commonly
associated with human behaviours focusing on
minding, guarding, being a custodian or guardian,
caregiver, keeper or steward.
Topic, policy, matter for discussion, plan, purpose,
scheme, proposal, agenda, subject, programme,
theme, issue, initiative.
As used in the context of this report, a distinctive,
Māori cultural methodology of knowledge
development based on the expression of kawa,
kaupapa and tikanga that are relevant to a given
Māori community.
Guiding principles, policies and/or goals that have
been passed done as an intergenerational gift,
treasure or legacy.
This expression refers to 3 different levels of
authority used to guide Māori communal behaviour
in a given social context. Kawa is the highest level of
authority (cf. first principles) from which are
derived kaupapa (guiding principles, goals, policies)
that find expression in tikanga (contextually
appropriate or correct behaviours).
Speech, narrative, story, news, account, discussion,
conversation, discourse, statement, information. As
used in the context of this report series, the word
‘kōrero’ provides a Māori cultural alternative to the
use of the English word ‘theory’. The concept of
kōrero implies the existence of Māori ‘knowing’
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kotahitanga
kupu
kura kaupapa (māori)
mā
mana

mana atua
mana motuhake

that is incompletely and inadequately captured in
the use of the English word ‘theory’.
Unity, togetherness, solidarity, collective action.
Word, vocabulary, saying, talk, message, statement,
utterance, lyric.
Primary school operating under Māori custom and
using Māori as the medium of instruction.
By
Prestige, authority, control, power, influence,
status, spiritual power, charisma - mana is a
supernatural force in a person, place or object.
Mana goes hand in hand with tapu, one affecting
the other. The more prestigious the event, person
or object, the more it is surrounded by tapu and
mana. Mana is the enduring, indestructible power
of the atua and is inherited at birth, the more senior
the descent, the greater the mana. The authority of
mana and tapu is inherited and delegated through
the senior line from the atua as their human agent
to act on revealed will. Since authority is a spiritual
gift delegated by the atua, man remains the agent,
never the source of mana. This divine choice is
confirmed by the elders, initiated by the tohunga
under traditional consecratory rites (tohi). Mana
gives a person the authority to lead, organise and
regulate communal expeditions and activities, to
make decisions regarding social and political
matters. A person or tribe's mana can increase from
successful ventures or decrease through the lack of
success. The tribe give mana to their chief and
empower him/her and in turn the mana of an ariki
or rangatira spreads to his/her people and their
land, water and resources. Almost every activity has
a link with the maintenance and enhancement of
mana and tapu. Animate and inanimate objects can
also have mana as they also derive from the atua
and because of their own association with people
imbued with mana or because they are used in
significant events. There is also an element of
stewardship, or kaitiakitanga, associated with the
term when it is used in relation to resources,
including land and water.
Sacred spiritual power from the atua.
Separate identity, autonomy, self-government, selfdetermination, independence, sovereignty,
authority - mana through self-determination and
control over one's own destiny.
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mana tangata
mana whakaheke

mana whenua

Manaaki (-tanga)

Manaaki Taha Moana

Manaaki Te Awanui
manaakitanga

mana-diminishing

mana-enhancing

mana-enhancing

manuhiri
māori pūkenga
māramatanga
matatau
mātau
mātauranga (māori)
mauri

Power and status accrued through one's leadership
talents, human rights, mana of people.
Inherited status, mana through descent - mana that
originates from the atua and is handed down
through the senior male line from the atua. Also
called mana tūpuna or mana tuku iho.
Territorial rights, power from the land, authority
over land or territory, jurisdiction over land or
territory - power associated with possession and
occupation of tribal land. The tribe's history and
legends are based in the lands they have occupied
over generations and the land provides the
sustenance for the people and to provide
hospitality for guests.
An expression of generosity. To appropriately treat
the prestige, authority, control, power, influence,
status, spiritual power, or charisma of another
person or group of people.
To express generosity towards marine ecosystems
and/or to appropriately treat the mana of marine
ecosystems.
To express or declare generosity
Hospitality, kindness, generosity, support - the
process of showing respect, generosity and care for
others.
An activity or form of behaviour that lowers,
reduces or causes decline in the mana of another
person or group of individuals.
To act or behave in a way that increases, intensifies
or improves the prestige, authority, control, power,
influence, status, spiritual power, or charisma of
another person or group of people.
An activity or form of behaviour that raises,
enlarges or causes an increase in the mana of
another person or group of individuals.
Visitor, guest.
Scholar, specialist or expert of Māori ancestry.
Enlightenment, insight, understanding, light,
meaning, significance, brainwave.
To know, know well, be proficient, expert at,
competent, fluent.
Knowledge, understanding.
Knowledge, wisdom, understanding, skill sometimes used in the plural.
Life principle, life force, vital essence, special
nature, a material symbol of a life principle, source
of emotions - the essential quality and vitality of a
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me ōna tūpuna
mōhiotanga

noa

ōhanga
Oranga Taiao, Oranga
Tangata
pākehā

Papatūānuku
pōwhiri

being or entity. Also used for a physical object,
individual, ecosystem or social group in which this
essence is located.
And his ancestors
Knowledge, knowing, understanding,
comprehension, intelligence, awareness, insight,
perception.
Only, solely, just, merely, quite, until, at random,
idly, fruitlessly, in vain, as soon as, without
restraint, freely, unimpeded, unbridled, casually,
easily, without any fuss, suddenly, unexpectedly,
spontaneously, instinctively, intuitively, by accident,
unintentionally, without restriction, without
conditions, randomly, without knowing why, to no
avail, for no good reason, very, exceedingly,
absolutely, already, right up until - a manner
particle following immediately after the word it
relates to. Denotes an absence of limitations or
conditions. Often occurs in combination with other
particles, e.g. noa iho. Where noa follows a verb in
the passive it will take a passive ending also, usually
-tia. As with other manner particles in Māori, while
having a general overall meaning, noa can be
translated in a variety of ways, depending on the
context.
Economics, economic.
The wellbeing or health of the natural world and
Māori communities treated as an interconnected
whole.
New Zealander of European descent - probably
originally applied to English-speaking Europeans
living in Aotearoa/New Zealand. According to Mohi
Tūrei, an acknowledged expert in Ngāti Porou tribal
lore, the term is a shortened form of pakepakehā,
which was a Māori rendition of a word or words
remembered from a chant used in a very early visit
by foreign sailors for raising their anchor. Others
claim that pakepakehā was another name for
tūrehu or patupairehe. Despite the claims of some
non-Māori speakers, the term does not normally
have negative connotations.
Earth, Earth mother and wife of Rangi-nui - all living
things originate from them.
Invitation, rituals of encounter, welcome ceremony
on a marae, welcome.
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Rangiātea

rangatiratanga

Ranginui
rōpū
rōpū tikanga māori

taiao
Tangaroa

tangata
tangata whenua

taonga

tapu

A place in Hawaiki and point of final dispersal of
some migration canoes. Also, a mountain of
significance in Ngāti Maniapoto territory.
Chieftainship, right to exercise authority, chiefly
autonomy, chiefly authority, ownership, leadership
of a social group, domain of the rangatira, noble
birth, attributes of a chief.
Atua of the sky and husband of Papatūānuku, from
which union originate all living things.
Group, party of people, company, gang, association,
entourage, committee, organisation, category.
A Māori entity or group that seeks to work
according to collectively agreed ways of doing
things (i.e. tikanga) that give effective expression to
kawa and kaupapa.
World, Earth, natural world, environment, nature or
country.
Atua of the sea and fish, he was one of the offspring of Rangi-nui and Papatūānuku and fled to the
sea when his parents were separated. Sometimes
known as Tangaroa-whaiariki.
To be a person, man, human being or individual.
Local people, hosts, indigenous people - people
born of the whenua, i.e. of the placenta and of the
land where the people's ancestors have lived and
where their placenta are buried.
Treasure, anything prized - applied to anything
considered to be of value including socially or
culturally valuable objects, resources, phenomenon,
ideas and techniques. Examples of the word's use in
early texts show that this broad range of meanings
is not recent, while a similar range of meanings
from some other Eastern Polynesian languages
support this (e.g. Tuamotuan). The word taonga is
used in this report (in places) as a more appropriate
Māori translation of the English word ‘value’. The
English word ‘value’ has no direct translation in Te
Reo Māori outside of loan words and
transliterations. As a general rule of translation, an
absence of direct translation implies the existence
of an absence of ‘shared meaning’.
Restriction, prohibition - a supernatural condition. A
person, place or thing is dedicated to an atua and is
thus removed from the sphere of the profane and
put into the sphere of the sacred. It is untouchable,
no longer to be put to common use. The violation of
tapu would result in retribution, sometimes
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tautoko mā
te aho matua

including the death of the violator and others
involved directly or indirectly. Appropriate karakia
and ceremonies could mitigate these effects. Tapu
was used as a way to control how people behaved
towards each other and the environment, placing
restrictions upon society to ensure that society
flourished. Making an object tapu was achieved
through rangatira or tohunga acting as channels for
the atua in applying the tapu. Members of a
community would not violate the tapu for fear of
sickness or catastrophe as a result of the anger of
the atua. Intrinsic, or primary, tapu are those things
which are tapu in themselves. The extensions of
tapu are the restrictions resulting from contact with
something that is intrinsically tapu. This can be
removed with water, or food and karakia. A person
is imbued with mana and tapu by reason of his or
her birth. High-ranking families whose genealogy
could be traced through the senior line from the
atua were thought to be under their special care. It
was a priority for those of ariki descent to maintain
mana and tapu and to keep the strength of the
mana and tapu associated with the atua as pure as
possible. People are tapu and it is each person's
responsibility to preserve their own tapu and
respect the tapu of others and of places. Under
certain situations people become more tapu,
including women giving birth, warriors travelling to
battle, men carving (and their materials) and people
when they die. Because resources from the
environment originate from one of the atua, they
need to be appeased with karakia before and after
harvesting. When tapu is removed, things become
noa, the process being called whakanoa.
Interestingly, tapu can be used as a noun or verb
and as a noun is sometimes used in the plural. Noa,
on the other hand, cannot be used as a noun.
Supported by
The philosophical base for Kura Kaupapa Māori
education for the teaching and learning of children.
Te Aho Matua is presented in six parts, each part
having a special focus on what, from a Māori point
of view, is crucial in the education of children: 1. Te
ira tangata – the physical and spiritual endowment
of children and the importance of nurturing both in
their education; 2. Te Reo – principles by which this
bilingual competence will be achieved; 3. Ngā iwi –
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Te Ao Māori

Te iho matua, te aho matua
whānau o rangi rāua ko
Papatūānuku
Te Reo Māori
Te Tiriti o Waitangi
Te Toi Ōhanga
tikanga

tikanga māori

tino rangatiratanga
ūkaipō (-tanga)
vision mātauranga

Waiotaha rohe

wairua (-tanga)

principles important in the socialisation of children;
4. Te Ao – those aspects of the world that impact on
the learning of children; 5. Āhuatanga ako – the
principles of teaching practice that are of vital
importance in the education of children; 6. Te tino
uaratanga – the characteristics aiming to be
developed in children.
An expression that is used in different ways. Implied
meaning can include: (i) a Māori worldview, (ii)
worlds within worlds or (iii) all things Māori
The celestial and terrestrial family of Ranginui (our
sky father) and Papatūānuku (our Earth mother)
The Māori language.
The Māori translation of the Treaty of Waitangi
The New Zealand Institute of Māori Economic
Development and Innovation
Correct procedure, custom, habit, lore, method,
manner, rule, way, code, meaning, plan, practice,
convention, protocol - the customary system of
values and practices that have developed over time
and are deeply embedded in the social context.
To act or behave in a way that follows correct
procedure, custom, habit, lore, method, manner,
rule, way, code, meaning, plan, practice,
convention, protocol (i.e. a customary system of
values and practices that have developed over time
and are deeply embedded in the social context).
Self-determination, sovereignty, autonomy, selfgovernment, domination, rule, control, power.
Mother, source of sustenance.
A New Zealand government policy outlining
priorities supporting 4 key goals of Māori
knowledge development (i.e. indigenous
innovation, Taiao, Hauora/Oranga and
Mātauranga).
An area within the Bay of Plenty region of New
Zealand that is of genealogical significance to
certain local Māori communities.
Spirit, soul - spirit of a person which exists beyond
death. It is the non-physical spirit, distinct from the
body and the mauri. To some, the wairua resides in
the heart or mind of someone while others believe
it is part of the whole person and is not located at
any particular part of the body. The wairua begins
its existence when the eyes form in the foetus and
is immortal. While alive a person's wairua can be
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wānanga
wehi
whakapapa

whakatupu mātauranga
Whakatupu Wahapū Ora

affected by mākutu through karakia. Tohunga can
damage wairua and also protect the wairua against
harm. The wairua of a miscarriage or abortion can
become a type of guardian for the family or may be
used by tohunga for less beneficial purposes. Some
believe that all animate and inanimate things have a
whakapapa and a wairua. Some believe that atua
Māori, or Io-matua-kore, can instil wairua into
something. Tohunga, the agents of the atua, are
able to activate or instil a wairua into something,
such as a new wharenui, through karakia. During
life, the wairua may leave the body for brief periods
during dreams. The wairua has the power to warn
the individual of impending danger through visions
and dreams. On death the wairua becomes tapu. It
is believed to remain with or near the body and
speeches are addressed to the person and the
wairua of that person encouraging it on its way to
Te Pō. Eventually the wairua departs to join other
wairua in Te Pō, the world of the departed spirits,
or to Hawaiki, the ancestral homeland. The spirit
travels to Te Reinga where it descends to Te Pō.
Wairua of the dead that linger on earth are called
kēhua. During kawe mate, or hari mate, hura
kōhatu and other important occasions the wairua is
summoned to return to the marae.
To meet and discuss, deliberate and/or consider.
Dread, fear, something awesome, a response of
awe in reaction to ihi.
Genealogy, genealogical table, lineage, descent reciting whakapapa was, and is, an important skill
and reflected the importance of genealogies in
Māori society in terms of leadership, land and
fishing rights, kinship and status. It is central to all
Māori institutions. There are different terms for the
types of whakapapa and the different ways of
reciting them including: tāhū (recite a direct line of
ancestry through only the senior line); whakamoe
(recite a genealogy including males and their
spouses); taotahi (recite genealogy in a single line of
descent); hikohiko (recite genealogy in a selective
way by not following a single line of descent); ure
tārewa (male line of descent through the first-born
male in each generation).
Growing Māori knowledge
To grow estuarine and/or Māori community
wellbeing or health simultaneously.
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whānau

whānau whānui

whanaungatanga

whare wānanga

Whenua (rohe)

The name used to refer to a Māori family that
extends beyond the English concept of a nuclear
family. Māori communities trace their genealogy
back to Papatūānuku (our Earth mother), Ranginui
(our sky father) and Atua Māori (the children of
Papatūānuku and Ranginui who are the kaitiaki of
the various domains of the natural world). Māori
communities trace their genealogy down through
Tāne-nui-a-rangi (one of the children of
Papatūānuku and Ranginui). This understanding of
whānau Māori is central to understanding: (I) the
Māori economy and (ii) the goals of whānau Māori
wellbeing and survival.
A be broad, wide, extensive understanding of
‘whānau’ that embraces those of direct
genealogical descent and those who become
honoured and embraced as family members even
though they may lack a direct or indirect
genealogical relationship. For example, those
Manuhiri who participate in a creative activity that
is led by a Māori community are generally
considered as whānau whānui.
Relationship, kinship, sense of family connection - a
relationship through shared experiences and
working together which provides people with a
sense of belonging. It develops as a result of kinship
rights and obligations, which also serve to
strengthen each member of the kin group. It also
extends to others to whom one develops a close
familial, friendship or reciprocal relationship.
University, place of higher learning - traditionally,
places where tohunga taught the sons of rangatira
their people's knowledge of history, genealogy and
religious practices.
Country, land, nation, territory or domain that is
defined by genealogy as relating to a particular
Māori community.
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