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TĒNĀ E TE TARAIPIUNARA 

1. My name is Jessie Moss. This is the fourth brief of evidence I have made in these 

proceedings in support of the claim by Ripeka Lessels and O’Sonia Hotereni for 

and on behalf of NZEI Te Riu Roa (“NZEI”) for WAI 3503.  

2. This further brief of evidence is filed in reply to the Crown's comparison 

document filed on 30 April 2026,1 which was filed in response to the direction of 

the Presiding Officer to demonstrate that the draft refreshed Te Marautanga o 

Aotearoa (TMoA) is not a mere duplication of the New Zealand Curriculum 

(NZC). 

3. The Crown's filing does not answer the question put to it. NZEI's argument has 

never been that NZC and TMoA are word-for-word translations of each other. 

The argument is that TMoA now mirrors NZC structurally, because the Minister's 

six design principles, first applied to NZC, were then imposed on TMoA, 

displacing the indigenous framework that gave TMoA its distinct character. It is 

that structural mirroring that this brief addresses. 

4. This brief examines what the Crown's comparison document actually says, and 

identifies where its own concessions confirm the mirroring, addresses the one 

genuine difference it identifies, and then sets out the broader structural and 

content-level mirroring argument that the Crown's comparison does not engage 

with at all. 

THE CROWN'S COMPARISON EXAMINED 

5. The Crown's comparison is limited to a single learning area: Social Sciences and 

its TMoA equivalent, Pūmanawa Tangata. Read carefully, the document does not 

establish that TMoA is distinct. It establishes that TMoA mirrors NZC. Four 

aspects of that document are addressed below. 

6. First, three of the six lines of comparison in the Crown's introductory table are 

identical for both NZC and TMoA. They are not similar: they are the same. Those 

three identical lines describe the philosophical bases of the 'science of learning' 

and 'knowledge-rich curriculum' approaches that govern both documents. Even 

the lines that are not identical retain a close mirroring: the NZC-specific text and 

the TMoA-specific text track one another in structure and in meaning. The 

 
1 Wai 3553, #3.3.018(a), Appendix A: A table that sets out parts of the New Zealand Curriculum and 

Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, 1 May 26.   
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Crown's table was filed to show difference. It demonstrates alignment. 

7. Second, the 'science of learning'. The heading used in the Crown's introductory 

table is 'Science of learning', without the definite article. NZEI notes that in all 

previous Crown submissions, the definite article was retained: 'the science of 

learning'. The absence of the definite article in the table may be deliberate, 

because the question of whether there is one science of learning or many is 

material to this inquiry. NZEI's position, addressed in Ripeka Lessels' evidence, 

is that the lack of plurality in 'the science of learning' is itself significant: it implies 

a singular, universal knowledge base and forecloses mātauranga Māori, which is 

inherently plural. 

8. At the hearing, Ms Cleaver appeared to accept under cross-examination by Ms 

Sykes that there could be 'sciences of learning'. That concession has not been 

reflected anywhere else in the Crown's evidence or submissions. It is material in 

two directions. If 'the science of learning' is singular, as the Crown's approach 

throughout this inquiry implies, then applying it to TMoA is further evidence of 

the structural mirroring NZEI contends: a single, universal framework imposed 

on both curricula, which by its nature excludes mātauranga Māori. If, 

alternatively, there can be 'sciences of learning' as Ms Cleaver's answer 

suggested, then the Crown has utterly failed to engage with that plurality in 

designing either curriculum. Either way, the Crown's position is untenable. 

9. Third, the 'knowledge-rich curriculum' imposition. The Crown's table includes 

the following statements, which appear in identical or near-identical form across 

both NZC and TMoA: 'Evidence base of what needs to be learnt, and when, by 

all students, particularly in relation to the foundational skills of reading, writing 

and maths alongside panui, tuhituhi and pangarau'; and 'Evidence-informed 

decisions on the disciplinary knowledge, conceptual understandings, and 

procedural practices all students need to participate and contribute in the world.' 

These statements are consistent with the 'knowledge-rich curriculum' approach 

that other claimant evidence has addressed before the Tribunal. That approach 

involves prescribed decisions about what is and is not included in the curriculum. 

Its appearance in identical terms across both NZC and TMoA is confirmation that 

the same philosophical framework has been imposed on both. 

10. Fourth, Geography. The Crown's comparison identifies Geography as the main 

structural tension: it is an explicit standalone strand in NZC, whereas in 

Pūmanawa Tangata geographical knowledge is distributed and embedded across 
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other strands. NZEI accepts that this is a genuine structural difference at learning 

area level. It does not answer the mirroring argument. The mirroring argument is 

not that every strand is identical. It is that the governing framework into which 

all strands sit: the four-phase progression, the shared evidence-based design 

principles, and the knowledge-rich curriculum architecture - was built on NZC's 

foundations rather than on the Tīrewa model developed for TMoA. One 

distributed strand in one learning area does not displace that argument. 

11. The Crown's opening statement to the comparison document states that "the 

knowledge-rich curriculum approach requires us to be clear about what we 

consider all students must be taught." The use of "we" and "us" is not explained. 

It is not clear whether Māori are included in that "we". The question of who, 

following the introduction of a ‘knowledge-rich’ approach to curriculum, has 

been empowered to decide what ‘all students must be taught’ has been examined 

throughout this Inquiry and the answer remains unclear. The evidence before the 

Tribunal shows clearly that the knowledge-rich curriculum approach is an 

imported and Eurocentric model. There is no evidence that Māori were 

specifically consulted on its application to TMoA during the rewriting of either 

curriculum. 

12. The Crown's statement also acknowledges that TMoA has "a distinct role in 

supporting learning through te reo Māori in bilingual and immersion settings, 

with a strong focus on te ao Māori." NZEI does not accept that framing. A "strong 

focus" on te ao Māori is not sufficient. TMoA should be rooted in te ao Māori 

and organised by mātauranga Māori. That was the direction it was heading under 

Te Tīrewa and Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura until 2023. The Crown's own language 

reveals the problem: it reads as though te ao Māori content can be delivered 

through te reo Māori within a curriculum that is otherwise structured on Western 

foundations. That is an admission that mātauranga Māori does not organise 

TMoA but has been woven through the loom of a Western framework instead. 

13. The Crown's comparison table also describes mātauranga Māori as informing 

"the additional skills, knowledge and capabilities students need to participate in 

and contribute to te ao Māori." The positioning of mātauranga Māori as 

"additional" is significant. It means that the science of learning and knowledge-

rich content take precedence as what all students must be taught, and that kaupapa 

Māori and mātauranga Māori are layered on top as supplementary to that core. 

That is the inverse of what an indigenous curriculum should be. It is also, as Ms 

Cleaver confirmed under cross-examination, a curriculum design in which she 
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could not confirm that mātauranga Māori forms part of the science of learning at 

all while accepting that mātauranga Māori is a knowledge system and way of 

being and knowing that predates colonisation and Western knowledge systems. 

HOW TMoA MIRRORS NZC 

14. The structural mirroring operates at two levels: structure and content. In the words 

of claimants Bruce Jepsen and Dr Therese Ford of Te Akatea, whose briefs are 

before the Tribunal, TMoA has been 'recolonised'. That word is apt and this brief 

adopts it. 

15. Structure. My earlier brief tracks the changes to TMoA from 2021, when it was 

being developed as Te Tīrewa Marautanga o Aotearoa using the Tīrewa model 

underpinned by the Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura framework, through to the radical 

changes imposed by Minister Stanford: the displacement of that framework and 

the imposition of the Minister's six design principles, which had already been 

applied to NZC.2 The decision to apply those principles to TMoA appears to have 

come from the Minister and her appointed advisory group, not from the writing 

community who built TMoA's indigenous architecture.3 

16. The consequence of that structural recolonisation is threefold. First, mātauranga 

Māori is no longer granted substantive authority to organise teaching and learning 

for tamariki Māori within TMoA. Second, Māori knowledge is now organised 

within Western structures, rather than Māori knowledge organising the 

curriculum itself. Third, because curriculum design and structure shapes 

knowledge authority, the knowledge hierarchy embedded in NZC has been 

carried into TMoA through its shared framework. These consequences were 

identified after I filed my brief, in discussion with NZEI Manukura Ripeka 

Lessels and leaders in Māori education including Francis Goulton and Phoebe 

Davis. 

17. Content. Cath Rau, a curriculum analyst, provided NZEI with an analysis of the 

Pūtaiao wāhanga ako of TMoA. Her conclusion is direct: 'The document adopts 

the structure of science and then inserts mātauranga Māori into it.' Because all 

wāhanga ako follow the same structure, this analysis applies to the whole of 

TMoA. The content of TMoA is expressed in te reo Māori and draws on te ao 

Māori contexts, but it is inserted into an architecture that was not designed for it. 

 
2 Wai 3553, #A17, Brief of Evidence of Jessie Moss, 24 March 2026 at [26]–[50]. 
3 Wai 3553, #A17, Brief of Evidence of Jessie Moss, 24 March 2026 at [43]. 
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PŪMANAWA TANGATA WAS NOT AVAILABLE WHEN CLAIMANT 

EVIDENCE WAS FILED 

18. The Crown's comparison relies primarily on Pūmanawa Tangata, the final 

wāhanga ako of TMoA, released for consultation on 2 April 2026.4 My evidence 

was filed on 24 March 2026. NZEI had no opportunity to respond to Pūmanawa 

Tangata before the hearing. The Tribunal should take the Crown's reliance on it 

in that context. 

19. There is a further matter the Tribunal should be aware of. Pūmanawa Tangata 

was being drafted as 'Te Ao Māori' until 28 January 2026, when that wāhanga 

ako was held back from the rest of TMoA put out for consultation. The initial 

writers of Te Ao Māori were then shut out of the process from January through 

to April. They are not in a position to speak to this publicly, as they are currently 

contracted for other Ministry writing work. 

20. One example from Pūmanawa Tangata illustrates the content-level mirroring 

directly. NZC (Social Sciences, Year 0-10, page 26) addresses 'European 

Imperial Expansion c.1750-1914'. The equivalent section of Pūmanawa Tangata 

(Te Tau 0-10, April 2026, page 72) addresses 'Te Whakawhānuitanga o te 

Emepaea o Ingarani 1750-1914', the expansion of the English Empire. Both 

sections use the same periodisation and the same motivational categories: 

missionary work, civilising ideals, and national prestige. Neither references the 

Doctrine of Discovery. Neither uses the word colonisation. Both frame the 

expansion in material and ideological terms, as something that happened, rather 

than as an imperialistic choice by England to assert authority over Māori. The 

content in TMoA is expressed in te reo Māori, but the epistemological frame is 

the same as NZC. That is mirroring, and it appears in the very document the 

Crown relies on to establish distinctiveness. 

MS CLEAVER'S EVIDENCE 

21. Ms Cleaver maintains that TMoA is not a translation of NZC.5 That is not the 

argument. The argument is structural mirroring through shared design principles. 

Ms Cleaver's evidence, and the Crown's comparison document, address content 

differences. Neither addresses the structural imposition that is the foundation of 

NZEI's case. 

 
4 Wai 3553, #A17, Brief of Evidence of Jessie Moss, 24 March 2026 at [46]. 
5 Wai 3553, #A44, Brief of Evidence of Pauline Cleaver, 30 March 2026 at [31]. 
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22. Ms Cleaver also confirms that the consultation window for TMoA was shorter 

than for NZC, without adequate justification. NZEI's position on that inequity is 

set out in the earlier reply brief and is not repeated here.6 

APPENDIX A: NZC and TMoA Clarification 

23. Attached as Appendix A is an analysis prepared by me dated 1 May 2026 setting 

out the definitional relationship between NZC and TMoA, the significance of the 

Te Mātaiaho overarching framework, and specific examples of content-level 

parallels between Pūmanawa Tangata and the NZC Social Sciences learning 

area.7 It should be read alongside my earlier briefs and the evidence of Professor 

Manning and Nēpia Mahuika.8 

CONCLUSION 

24. The Crown's comparison confirms structural alignment across History, Civics, 

Economics and the four-phase progression, and identifies one genuine content 

difference in Geography. It does not address the governing framework, the 

displacement of the Tīrewa model, or the imposition of the Minister's NZC design 

principles onto TMoA. Those are the matters that constitute the mirroring 

argument, and they remain unanswered. 

 

____________________________ 

Jessie Moss 

Dated:  1 May 2026 

 

 
6 Wai 3553, #A44, Brief of Evidence of Pauline Cleaver, 30 March 2026 at [101] and [115]. 
7 See Appendix A to this Brief of Evidence: NZC and TMoA Clarification for the Tribunal, prepared 

by Jessie Moss, dated 1 May 2026. 
8 Wai 3553, #A45, Joint Brief of Evidence in Reply of Richard Manning and Bevan Holloway, 2 

April 2026; and ; Wai 3553, #A15, Joint Brief of Evidence of Richard Manning and Nēpia Mahuika, 

25 March 2026. 




