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PREFACE

This is a pre-publication version of the Waitangi Tribunal’s report Hiitia te Rito o
te Harakeke, kei Hea te Komako e Ko? As such, all parties should expect that, in
the published version, headings and formatting may be adjusted, typographical
errors rectified, footnotes checked and corrected where necessary, and illustrative
material inserted. However, the Tribunal’s findings and recommendations will not
change with the publication of this report.



Hiitia te rito o te hararkeke

Kei hea te komako e ko?
Whakataerangitia

Rere ki uta, rere ki tai

Ki mai, ki ahau

He aha te mea nui o te ao?

Maku e ki atu

He tangata, he tangata, he tangata.

Pluck out the heart of the harakeke

Where will the bellbird sing?

It will fly aimlessly

Inland and seaward

If you were to ask me

What is the most important thing in the world?
I would say

It is people, it is people, it is people.
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HE WHAKAMARAMA

Ki ta matou mohio no te tapuna whaea o Te Aupouri, a Meri Ngaroto, ténei
whakatauki, ténei waiata tangi hoki.

He ariki tapairu a Meri Ngaroto, a, i tukuna ia hei tatau pounamu ki Te Rarawa
hei hohou te rongo na runga i nga take i waenganui i aua iwi e rua.

Kaore i taca e Meri Ngaroto te whai tamariki. E ai ki étahi korero, na tétahi
makutu i utaina ki runga i a ia, engari ko étahi atu korero kaore e korero mo te
makutu. Kia ahatia, e whakaae whanuitia ana kaore ia i whai uri.

Mo te atahua a tona whakamabhi i te harakeke, hei tohu orite ki te whanau, hei
tangi mo tona puwekutanga, na tona tatau pounamu ka tau te rangimarie ki a ia.
Ko te rito te tino ngakau o te harakeke, e tiakina ana e te awhi rito, me nga tipuna.
He whakaaturanga ténei i te whirinaki me te whakawhirinaki o te whanau me te
whakapapa.

Mo tenei kaupapa kua whakaritea e matou te Tiriti me nga panga ki nga tiro-
hanga Maori ki te ao i roto i te matauranga, ki te rito e tiakina ana e te rangapt kua
whakatiiria e te Tiriti. Mehemea ka unuhia aua dhuatanga i te pinaha matauranga
e te ture, me pehea ra a tatou tamariki me nga whanau Maori e tupu, e puawai ai?

We understand this whakatauaki or waiata tangi can be attributed to Te Aupouri
tapuna whaea Meri Ngaroto.*

Meri Ngaroto was an ariki taipairu and was offered as a tatau pounamu to Te
Rarawa to broker peace between the two iwi.

Meri Ngaroto was unable to have children, some say this was because a makutu
had been placed on her. Other retellings do not include reference to a makutu, but,
it is generally accepted that she was unable to bear children.

Meri Ngaroto beautifully used the harakeke, symbolic of the whanau unit, to
lament her inability to bear children and therefore secure peace through the tatau
pounamu. The rito is the heart of the harakeke protected by the awhi rito and the
tapuna (the outer fronts), together showing the dependence and interdependence
of whanau and whakapapa.

The bellbird feeds off the flowers of the harakeke and is a further example of
how the harakeke is a source of life for not just the whanau but for others depend-
ant on it.

For our purposes we have likened the treaty and references to it as well as the
Maori world view in education, to the rito, protected by the partnership the treaty
establishes. If those things were to be removed from the education system, then
how will our tamariki and whanau Maori grow and flourish?

* We acknowledge there may be variations to the korero of the ariki tapairu Meri Ngaroto. We
selected this whakatauaki because we believe it captures in beautiful imagery, the substance of the
claims and our findings.
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Kei nga Minita o te Kawanatanga whakamoemoe, téna ra koutou e amo
atu nei i nga tangata katoa i raro i te oati matua o te motu, ara, Te Tiriti o
Waitangi. E tangi ana ki nga mate mahamaha noa o te wa. Kati ki a ratou,
e huri te po, tenei te ao. Tihei mauri ora!

Tena hoki ra koutou, otird tatou i te Mahuru o te tau, te marama o te
reo Maori, mana te motu e akiaki kia ti motuhake a Aotearoa nei ki te ao
whanui.

We enclose our stage two, part I report concerning the Crown’s reform
of Aotearoa New Zealand’s national curriculum, comprising both Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa and the New Zealand Curriculum. This report
follows our stage one interim report concerning proposed changes to
treaty provisions in the Education and Training Act 2020, release in May
2026. It also precedes our forthcoming stage two, part 11 report addressing
the removal of school boards’ treaty obligations, formerly contained in
section 127(1)(d) of the Education and Training Act 2020.

Maori have a difficult history with the education system. It has in the
past been used as an assimilative tool, where Maori language and culture
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were often literally beaten out of Maori schoolchildren. What mattered
to the education authorities was instruction in English and, in the case
of history, the glories of the British Empire. As we heard in this inquiry,
tamariki Maori grew up knowing more about the Kings of England than
they did about the Kiingitanga.

Since the 1970s, after the State recognised the damage it had done,
there have been changes in approach. The strides forward made in the
provision for teaching te reo Maori as well as teaching through te reo have
been well catalogued by the Tribunal, but there have been other advances
too. Schoolchildren of all ethnicities have been increasingly exposed to
a more balanced version of Aotearoa New Zealand’s history, with the
Maori experience of colonisation given more recognition. Many of these
changes have been comparatively recent - it was not until 2019 that the
Government announced that the country’s history, including the New
Zealand Wars, would be taught in all primary and secondary schools.

There has also been progress towards greater Maori autonomy over
the education of Maori schoolchildren - for example, the relatively
independent status of Kura Kaupapa Maori, and the development of Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa, a Maori-language curriculum that had been
evolving into becoming a truly indigenous curriculum rather than just a
translation of the English-language curriculum. These particular advances
were on the margins, however, because roughly 9o per cent of Maori
schoolchildren are educated today in English-medium, mainstream
schools. There, the equity gulf in achievement between akonga Maori and
their non-Maori peers remains large.

The refresh of the school curriculum that began in 2018 was another
significant advance. During this period, the Crown was committed to
both listening to Maori voices and to the accurate teaching of Aotearoa
New Zealand’s past. It was committed to revising an education system
that had historically failed Maori and to finally meeting the needs of
Maori students. Moreover, instead of the assimilationist agenda that had
characterised the education system for so much of the country’s history,
the Crown acted in partnership with Maori to begin devising a truly
co-designed curriculum. Schools were to form relationships with tangata
whenua communities to understand their perspective on local history;
matauranga Maori would be valued and embraced; akonga Maori would
see themselves in the subject matter they were taught; and the everyday
use of reo Maori would be normalised. The Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories curriculum was a particularly significant corrective step by the
previous Government towards addressing generations of imbalanced
history-telling in our schools.
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This curriculum was called Te Mataiaho and was about the weaving
together of the various curriculum components (which we have referred
to as aho) to create an effective and dynamic curriculum. The whakapapa
of Te Mataiaho had been designed by Dr Wayne Ngata and Te Ropu
Kaitiaki alongside the Ministry of Education, with each aho carefully
described to ensure its essence was captured, and the treaty being placed
at the centre as part of the guiding kaupapa.

In late 2023, when the new coalition Government was formed, Crown
policy became centred on getting ‘back to basics’ and ‘restoring balance.
The first phrase found form in the adoption of a ‘knowledge-rick’
curriculum - one which stresses the importance of all students acquiring
the same knowledge, in sequence and structure, and progressing
together. The theory was that this would reduce inequities, but in the
Aotearoa New Zealand context this really represents an experiment.
It was a predetermined course to return to a one-size-fits-all style of
education. For its part, ‘restoring balance’ to the teaching of Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories has effectively meant lessening the emphasis on
local and Maori experiences (including the focus on the treaty itself) and
recentring international events and ‘the histories and traditions of all New
Zealand’s people’ Te Mataiaho remains now in name only. The changes
to the whakapapa framework are such that we struggle to see how they
could be woven together to give life to the original vision. For its part,
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa has not been spared the enforced conformity,
thus lessening its distinctiveness from the English-medium New Zealand
Curriculum. The aspirations whanau, haput, and iwi have for their uri in
Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori settings were no longer driving the
reforms.

The Crown made these changes without the collaboration and
co-design with Maori that characterised the previous refresh; in spite of
the opposition of both Maori and the education sector (including users
of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa such as Nga Kura a Iwi); despite the lack
of solid evidence that a knowledge-rich approach will reduce inequities,
and especially without any apparent assessment of whether it will help
Maori; and in relative secrecy, with unknown curriculum writers subject
to non-disclosure agreements. The Minister of Education’s approach has
been essentially ideological, and she surrounded herself with supporters
of that position in, for example, her Curriculum Ministerial Advisory
Group - which has included members either unenthusiastic about or
outwardly hostile to matauranga Maori. Moreover, from what we have
seen, officials furnished the Minister with material that supported her
predetermined position, and they offered her little or no information




about alternative perspectives, or indeed about the Ministry of Education’s
own commissioned research about what equity looks like for Maori.

We have found that, though these actions, the Crown breached a
number of treaty principles. It breached the principle of partnership
through its lack of meaningful engagement with Maori during this
process and the Ministry of Education’s failure to fulfil its obligations
under the Kawa Whakaptmau, or memorandum of understanding, with
Nga Kura a Iwi. It also breached this principle by failing to sufficiently
consider the aspirations and priorities that whanau, hapa, and iwi have
for their uri in Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori settings in its redesign
of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa.

It breached the principle of active protection by moving ahead with
knowledge rich in the absence of evidence that it would work for Maori
and despite its heightened duties that arise in the compulsory schooling
sector, where known inequities exist. It also did this in the face of strong
opposition from Maori and the wider education sector. We found the
Crown further breached its duty of active protection of te reo, tikanga,
and matauranga Maori by reducing emphasis on them and opportunities
for them to be taught, and by sidelining the Te Tirewa Marautanga
framework.

We have found that these breaches in turn amounted to a breach of the
principle of equity. Further, we have found that the Crown breached the
principle of good government by failing to undertake a robust assessment
of its policy options, especially given the comparative success of akonga
Maori in kaupapa Maori education settings.

We have found that the claimants have suffered prejudice through these
breaches, with damage to the Maori-Crown relationship (including a lack
of trust by Maori in government decision-making in education); the clear
signal to Maori students and whanau that Maori knowledge is somehow
less important; a reduction in the Crown’s commitment to supporting the
transmission of matauranga Maori; the diminishing of mana for iwi and
hapa who have contributed much effort to working in partnership with
schools; and the undermining of the mana motuhake of Nga Kura a Iwi.

Above all, we have recommended that the Crown recommit to working
in the spirit of partnership with Maori in education that characterised the
curriculum refresh. We believe that partnership is the key to reducing
inequity, not the imposition of an overseas model untested in Aotearoa
New Zealand and so strongly opposed by Maori educators. We have also
made the specific reccommendation that the Crown return to working
with Maori on designing a truly indigenous Maori-medium and kaupapa
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Maori curriculum, and listed the other features we recommend should
characterise the Crown’s renewed commitment to partnership.

Before our report was completed, the Crown finalised curriculum
materials that were in draft at the time of hearing, despite our request for
it to pause pending the publication of our report. Our findings therefore
relate to some material that was in draft form at the time of hearing
but has since been superseded. That finalised material was not in front
of us and we have not considered it. We consider that the breaches and
prejudice we have identified stemmed from the draft that was before us,
and we believe it is unlikely that the prejudice we have described will have
been alleviated in any significant way by any subsequent amendments.

Naku noa na

Kaiwhakawa Rachel Mullins
Presiding Officer
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION/KUPU WHAKATAKI

1.1 WHAT Is AT ISSUE IN PART 1?
This stage two, part 1 report concerns the Crowns reform of Aotearoa New
Zealand’s national curriculum, comprising both Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, the
curriculum designed for delivery in te reo Maori and used in Maori-medium and
kaupapa Maori settings, and the New Zealand Curriculum, designed for delivery
in English and predominantly used in English-medium settings." Through its
reforms, the Crown sought to develop a ‘knowledge-rich’ national curriculum
informed by the ‘science of learning’ (‘the knowledge-rich reset’). This process fol-
lowed an earlier refresh of the national curriculum started by the then Labour-led
Government in 2021 (‘the refresh’). In our report, we consider both the Crown’s
process for developing its knowledge-rich national curriculum, as well as substan-
tive draft curriculum content produced for consultation. In our forthcoming stage
two, part 11 report we address the Crown’s removal of school boards’ treaty obliga-
tions, formerly contained in section 127(1)(d) of the Education and Training Act
2020.

In relation to the national curriculum, claimants and interested parties raised
a variety of concerns regarding both the Crown’s knowledge-rich reset and the
substantive curriculum content produced for consultation in October 2025. First,
they argued the Crown’s process excluded Maori and lacked transparency, includ-
ing regarding who wrote curriculum content.’ Not only was the process not treaty
compliant, they said, but it also fell short of the co-design and collaboration that
characterised the refresh.* Claimants and interested parties raised further concerns
regarding the influence of members of Minister Stanford’s Curriculum Ministerial
Advisory Group, established to advise on the early redesign of the English and
Mathematics and Statistics curricula.’ In their view, concern for equity was not

1. See document A42, p8. We understand Te Marautanga o Aotearoa ‘is typically used in kura
a-iwi, bilingual and immersion units in English medium schools and sometimes in kura kaupapa
Maori’ but that Kura Kaupapa Maori also have their own philosophical framework, Te Marautanga
o Te Aho Matua (see doc A17, p1). We acknowledge Te Marautanga o Te Aho Matua, the curriculum
used by Nga Kura Kaupapa Maori Aho Matua, and note that this is not considered as part of this
report as it was not part of the Crown’s reform process.

2. Please note the procedural history in section 1.4 and the treaty context in section 1.5 serve both
parts 1 and 11 of our stage two reporting.

3. See submission 3.3.17 pp 8, 10, 24, 25; submission 3.3.28, p 22; submission 3.3.27, p [8]

4. See submission 3.3.17, pp 8, 25; submission 3.3.28, pp 14, 23; submission 3.3.30, pp 4-5

5. See submission 3.3.17, p 29; submission 3.3.27, p [8]
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driving the reforms and ‘treating everyone the same, teaching the same, testing the
same’ risked leaving inequities unchanged or even exacerbating them.’

Regarding the draft curriculum content, the claimants submitted the reset
framework for the New Zealand Curriculum was ‘not comparable in content
or form’ to the version developed during the refresh.” While retaining the same
name, ‘Te Mataiaho, they said the new framework ‘removes Te Tiriti as a design
principle’ and frames schools’ inclusion of matauranga Maori in permissive rather
than obligatory terms.’ The claimants submitted further that ‘curriculum design
involves the exercise of power in determining what knowledge is legitimised,
prioritised, and transmitted, and what is excluded’” What had been marginalised
or removed in the draft New Zealand Curriculum, they argued, was ‘te reo Maori,
hitori Maori, and matauranga Maori’"® The revised draft also shifted engagement
with mana whenua from being an expectation ‘into a resource schools may or
may not access.” Regarding Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, the claimants argued the
curriculum was ‘no longer being developed as a distinctly Maori curriculum from
within te a0 Maori’”

The Crown for its part argued its curriculum reforms built on, and constituted
a continuation of, the refresh.” While acknowledging it had worked less collabora-
tively with people outside the Ministry, including the absence of co-design with
Maori, it argued this adjustment was ‘reasonably open’ to it in the circumstances.
These being: meaningful prior engagement, the Minister of Education’s desire to
not leave students waiting longer for a new curriculum, and because its reforms
— like the earlier refresh - also sought to address inconsistencies in teaching and
learning across schools that were seen as contributing to inequities.” It argued
its approach ‘nevertheless provided substantial opportunity for engagement
and feedback from Maori educators, sector groups, subject experts, and Maori-
medium participants’”

In terms of the draft curriculum content, the Crown submitted the draft ‘sets
out in clear terms what knowledge from te ao Maori is actually to be taught’ and
made ‘clear that schools, working with hapa and iwi, may choose to include local
matauranga in their teaching and learning programmes.'® Furthermore, the draft
stipulated ‘for the first time in the general curriculum, a mandatory level of te reo
Maori’ to be taught to all students.” The Crown submitted that criticisms of the

6. Submission 3.3.17, pp14-16; see also submission 3.3.27, p [17]

7. Submission 3.3.17, p28

8. See submission 3.3.28, p15; see also submission 3.3.29, p 22

9. Submission 3.3.17, p29

10. Submission 3.3.17 p29; see also: submission 3.3.25, p 8; submission 3.3.28, p15; submission
3.3.29, pp 16, 22

11. Submission 3.3.28, p15; see also submission 3.3.31, pp19-20

12. Submission 3.3.28, p19

13. Submission 3.3.32, p 40

14. Submission 3.3.32, p103

15. Submission 3.3.32, p104

16. Submission 3.3.32, pp 93-94, 96, 97

17. Submission 3.3.32, p95
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draft Social Sciences curriculum that arose in the inquiry, such as content related
to the treaty and the absence of Parihaka, were ‘fair matters for public and pro-
tessional scrutiny” and did ‘not suggest there are objectively correct or politically
neutral answers to such questions.” It noted that, at the time of its closings sub-
missions, the draft was ‘provisional’ and that ‘the realities of finite teaching time
and curriculum space necessarily require choices to be made about the content to
be specified for compulsory teaching’” Finally, the Crown submitted that while
there was alignment between Te Marautanga o Aotearoa and the New Zealand
Curriculum, it remained a curriculum ‘designed for delivery through te reo Maori,
is considerate of te ao Maori and tikanga Maori’ and was ‘not merely a translation
of the latter’” The Crown submitted it would consider views expressed in this
inquiry as part of the overall feedback received during consultation on the draft

. 21
curriculum.

1.2 THE STRUCTURE OF THIS PART | REPORT

This report begins with a brief overview of the procedural history of this inquiry
before setting out the treaty context. In chapter 2, we then turn to the background
to the national curriculum reforms, before setting out our understanding of the
Crown’s process for developing the curriculum in chapter 3. We then provide our
analysis in chapter 4 before setting out our findings and recommendations in
chapter 5. The issues for determination we address are:

» What is ‘knowledge rich’ and does it promote equity?

» Has the Crown’s engagement with Maori during the knowledge-rich reset
been adequate?

» In what ways will the reset New Zealand Curriculum change the significance
of the treaty as a foundational directive or principle in schools, including in
the way te reo Maori, tikanga Maori, and matauranga Maori are taught in
schools?

» In what ways will the draft knowledge-rich Social Sciences curriculum
change the way Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories are taught in schools?

» In developing the draft knowledge-rich Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, has
the Crown adequately preserved its distinct character as a curriculum for
Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori schooling?

1.3 A NOTE ON TERMINOLOGY

As with our stage one interim report, this stage two report adopts the terminology
used in the Waitangi tribunal’s He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti/ The Declaration and
the Treaty: The Report on Stage 1 of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry report (2014);

18. Submission 3.3.32, p98

19. Submission 3.3.32, pp 98-99
20. Submission 3.3.32, pp 95, 96
21. Submission 3.3.32, pp 98-99
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namely, we ‘use “te Tiriti” to refer to the Maori text, “the Treaty” to refer to the
English text, and “the treaty” to refer to both texts together or to the event as a
whole without specifying either text.”

1.4 THE PROCEDURAL HISTORY OF THE URGENT INQUIRY

As outlined in our stage one report, Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine first applied for
urgency on 19 November 2025.” Their claim, which concerned the removal of
school boards’ treaty obligations and changes to the New Zealand Curriculum,
was received the same day the legislative removal of section 127(1)(d) took effect.”
On 3 December 2025, we received a further application for urgency from Ripeka
Lessels and O’Sonia Hotereni for and on behalf of the kaimahi Maori of Te Riu
Roa — New Zealand Educational Institute (Te Riu Roa).”

On 2 March 2026, following receipt of submissions opposing the applications
for urgency from the Crown, we granted the claimants’ applications for urgency.*
We considered the claims met the criteria for granting urgency for the reasons set
out below.

First, we noted the Crown’s argument that the Tribunal should not be invited to
critique the parliamentary process as a matter of comity between the Tribunal and
Parliament.” This argument was most relevant to section 127(1)(d), as the amend-
ment paper seeking its removal had been introduced at the Committee of the
whole House stage of the legislative process.”* While accepting the Crown’s submis-
sions regarding comity, we noted it did not prevent us ‘from considering whether
the Crown acted consistently with the principles of the Treaty when deciding to
introduce and progress legislation, including whether appropriate engagement
with Maori occurred’® Our focus is on the Crown’s treaty responsibilities and the
impact of its decisions for Maori, rather than parliamentary procedure.”

Secondly, regarding the removal of section 127(1)(d), while the Crown had sub-
mitted the practical effects of the legislative amendment were uncertain, we did not
accept that prejudice must wait until the ‘downstream impacts can be measured’”
Rather, we considered the removal of school boards’ statutory treaty obligations
had ‘immediate consequences’ for the treaty’s status and for akonga Maori in the
education system.” In addition, we were not persuaded by the Crown’s argument
that participation in the wider Education Services and Outcomes Kaupapa inquiry

22. Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti/ The Declaration and the Treaty: The Report
on Stage 1 of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry (Lower Hutt: Legislation Direct, 2014), p11

23. Statement 1.1.1; statement 1.1.2

24. Education and Training Amendment Act 2025, s2

25. statement 1.1.3; see also memo 3.4.25, p1

26. Memorandum 2.5.1, p1; see submission 3.1.8; submission 3.1.13

27. Memorandum 2.5.1, pp5, 10

28. See memo 3.1.8, p 8

29. Memorandum 2.5.1, p10

30. Memorandum 2.5.1, p10

31. Memorandum 2.5.1, p11

32. Memorandum 2.5.1, p11
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(Wai 3310), a post-implementation review of the amendment, or future policy
processes constituted reasonable or effective alternative remedies to an urgent
inquiry.” Deferring inquiry into the issues would not deliver ‘timely or targeted
scrutiny’ of the specific treaty-related concerns.” We were similarly not convinced
that school boards’ individual voluntary commitments to continue to give effect to
the treaty was ‘any kind of alternative remedy’” Finally, we noted the amendment
also met the ‘importance’ test of granting urgency, as ‘[a]ny legislative change
altering the nature and manner of the Crown’s Treaty obligations has a constitu-
tional significance’*

Lastly, regarding the curriculum changes, we acknowledged consultation
processes were then ongoing but stated it was yet ‘unclear what impact or influ-
ence’ consultation might have on the final design of the curriculum.” In granting
urgency, we needed to be able to test the claimants’ assertion that the curriculum
changes were ‘wholescale’ and whether or not the consultation window was
adequate to remedy what the claimants alleged was ‘a fundamental downgrading’
of te reo Maori, tikanga Maori, matauranga Maori and Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories in the curriculum.* We did not consider, as the Crown contended, that
the consultation process and advisory mechanisms, such as the Maori Education
Ministerial Advisory Group, provided a reasonable alternative remedy.” This was
particularly when there was a ‘significant potential for harm’ and a lack of clear
avenues for consultation to effect change within the timeframes.*” Finally, we con-
sidered that comments from the Tribunal could potentially aid the Crown with its
final curriculum design.”

Having granted urgency, Judge Mullins confirmed the statement of issues and
listed the 12 parties that had been granted interested party status.”” The interested
parties are:

» Nga Kura a Iwi o Aotearoa (Nga Kura a Iwi) (Wai 3502);

» Dr Kenneth Kennedy and Toro Bidois on behalf of themselves and the New

Zealand Maori Council (Wai 3428);

» Te Aute College Claims (Wai 1456 and Wai 2332);

» Gazala Maihi for and on behalf of the kaimahi Maori of the New Zealand
Post Primary Teachers’ Association - Te Wehengarua (Te Wehengarua)
(Wai 3504);

» Te Amohaere Hauiti-Parapara on behalf of Te Kura Kaupapa Maaori O
Hawaiki Hou (Wai 3540);

33. Memorandum 2.5.1, p11
34. Memorandum 2.5.1, p11
35. Memorandum 2.5.1, p11
36. Memorandum 2.5.1, p11
37. Memorandum 2.5.1, p12
38. Memorandum 2.5.1, p12
39. Memorandum 2.5.1, p12
40. Memorandum 2.5.1, p12
41. Memorandum 2.5.1, p12
42. Memorandum 2.5.7(b), p1; memo 2.5.7(a)
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» Thomas Henry for himself and on behalf of the Otahuhu Maori Wardens

(Wai 3492);

» Mereana Peka for herself and on behalf of the Turehou Maori Wardens (Wai
3491);

» Rita Beckmannflay on behalf of herself and Ngati Torehina ki Mataure O
Hau;

Te Whakakitenga o Waikato Incorporated;
Te Rinanga Nui o Te Aupouri Trust (Wai 2831);
Dr Hope Tupara on behalf of te Ropu Wahine Maori Toko i te Ora/the
Maori Women’s Welfare League Incorporated (the Maori Women’s Welfare
League) (Wai 2959); and

» Dr Cathy Dewes on behalf of Te Rinanga Nui o Nga Kura Kaupapa Maori
Incorporated (Wai 1718)."

On 15 and 17 April 2026, the Tribunal held its urgent hearing.** On the last day of
hearing, following a judicial conference, the parties submitted a revised statement
of issues which expanded the inquiry’s scope to include the proposed Education
and Training Act 2020 reforms addressed in our stage one interim report.* The
revised statement of issues also replaced the heading ‘New Zealand Curriculum
- Te Mataiaho with the ‘National Curriculum, thereby expanding the inquiry’s
scope to incorporate Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, the curriculum designed for use
in Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori settings.** On 28 April 2026, the Tribunal
heard oral closing submissions.”

On 21 April 2026, Judge Mullins confirmed the Tribunal would report in two
stages, with stage one addressing broader proposed changes to the Education and
Training Act 2020 under the treaty clause review and stage two addressing the
removal of section 127(1)(d) and the national curriculum.* After receiving written
closing submissions, the Tribunal issued its stage one interim report on 24 May
2026.”

On 7 August 2026, in anticipation of the Crown’s announced dates for the
release of the finalised national curriculum, we released a memorandum-direc-
tions setting out our high-level concerns and requesting the Crown defer releas-
ing final curriculum content until after our stage two report was released.”® We
advised that, at that time, our stage two report was likely to be released in advance
of 9 September 2026, the date set for the release of the remaining Years o-10 New

43. Memorandum 2.5.7(b), p1; memo 3.4.32, p1

44. Memorandum 2.5.9, p2. Further information regarding these hearings is contained in our
stage one interim report.

45. Memorandum 3.2.8; memo 3.2.8(a)

46. Memorandum 2.6.1, p3

47. Memorandum 2.6.1, p3

48. Memorandum 2.6.1, p3

49. Waitangi Tribunal, Hiitia te Rito o te Harakeke, kei Hea te Komako e K6?

50. See memorandum 2.7.4, pp2-4
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Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa content.” On 12 August 2026,
the Crown confirmed it did not intend to defer the release of curriculum mater-
ials, reflecting the position of the Minister of Education, the Honourable Erica
Stanford, that it was ‘very important that schools have, in the near future, certainty
in terms of the curricula they are to apply in 2027°*

On 9 September 2026, Judge Mullins released a memorandum-directions
updating the parties that the stage two report would not be released in advance
of the 9 September, as previously advised and would instead likely be released the
week of 14 September 2026.” Judge Mullins also confirmed the Tribunal would be
releasing its stage two report in two parts, with part 1 addressing changes to the
national curriculum and part 11 addressing the removal of school boards’ treaty
obligations.”

1.5 THE TREATY CONTEXT
A number of past Tribunals have considered the Crown’s treaty obligations regard-
ing taonga in the education context, including te reo Maori and matauranga
Maori.” The Crown’s broader treaty obligations in the context of education have
also been the focus of district and urgent inquiries.” In this section, we set out
the treaty principles and standards we see as most relevant to both the national
curriculum (part 1 of our stage two report) and the removal of section 127(1)(d) of
the Education and Training Act 2020 (part 11 of our stage two report).

We begin by summarising the findings of three Tribunal reports we see as most
relevant to the claims before us, namely the Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on
the Te Reo Maori Claim (Wai 11) (1986), Ko Aotearoa Ténei: A Report into Claims

51. Memorandum 2.7.4, p3. The Social Sciences and Sciences learning areas in New Zealand
Curriculum and Putaiao and Pimanawa Tangata wahanga ako in Te Marautanga o Aotearoa were
released earlier in August (see memo 2.7.4, p2).

52. Memorandum 3.4.29, p1

53. Memorandum 2.7.6, p2

54. Memorandum 2.7.6, p2

55. See, for example, Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori
Claim, 2nd ed (Wellington: Waitangi Tribunal, 2013); Waitangi Tribunal, The Wananga Capital
Establishment Report (Wellington: GP Publications, 1999); The Mokai School Report (Wellington:
Legislation Direct, 2000); Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei: A Report into Claims concern-
ing New Zealand Law and Policy Affecting Maori Culture and Identity, Te Taumata Tuarua, 2 vols
(Wellington: Legislation Direct, 2011), vol 2, chs 5-6; Waitangi Tribunal, Matua Rautia: The Report
on the Kohanga Reo Claim (Wellington: Waitangi Tribunal, 2013); Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te
Aho Matua (Petone: Blue Star Group (New Zealand) Ltd, 2025).

56. See, for example, Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori
Claim; Waitangi Tribunal, The Wananga Capital Establishment Report; Waitangi Tribunal, The Mokai
School Report; Waitangi Tribunal, The Report on the Aotearoa Institute Claim concerning Te Wananga
o Aotearoa (Wellington: Legislation Direct, 2006); Waitangi Tribunal, Matua Rautia; Waitangi
Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, ch 6; Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho
Matua; Waitangi Tribunal, Te Urewera, 8 vols (Lower Hutt: Legislation Direct, 2017), vol 8, ch 23;
Waitangi Tribunal, Te Mana Whatu Ahuru: Report on Te Rohe Potae Claims, 6 vols (Lower Hutt:
Legislation Direct, 2023), vol 6, ch 24.
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concerning New Zealand Law and Policy Affecting Maori Culture and Identity (Wai
262) (2011), and Kei Ahotea Te Ahu Matua (Wai 1718) (2025). Due to their rele-
vance, we set them out in detail. We then summarise the seven treaty principles we
consider to be the most pertinent to this inquiry in section 1.5.5.

1.5.1 The Te Reo Maori Claim report
In 1986, the Tribunal issued its Te Reo Maori Claim report, finding that te reo
Maori was a taonga guaranteed under article 2 of the treaty and that the Crown
accordingly bore responsibilities for its recognition and protection.” This required
from the Crown not merely passive tolerance of the language, but ‘affirmative
action to protect and sustain’ it.”® Regarding the treaty’s broader purpose, the
Tribunal observed the treaty ‘was directed to ensuring a place for two peoples in
this country’ and questioned whether the treaty’s principles and objectives could
‘ever be achieved if there is not a recognised place for the language of one of the
partners to the Treaty’” According to the Maori perspective, the Tribunal stated,
‘the place of the language in the life of the nation is indicative of the place of the
people’® In the Te Reo Maori Claim report, the Tribunal commented further that
te reo Maori was not simply a means of communication but also embodied ‘the
particular spiritual and mental concepts’ of Maori which, in turn, offered another
worldview, including ‘holistic thinking, group development, family relationships
and the spiritual dimension of life.” The Tribunal cautioned that, without te reo
Maori, ‘this new dimension of life from which New Zealand as a whole may profit
would be lost to us.” The Tribunal observed that te reo Maori and Maori culture
were deeply intertwined, stating that ‘[i]f the language dies the culture will die,
and something quite unique will have been lost to the world.®

Regarding education, the Tribunal found in the Te Reo Maori Claim report
that ‘[jludged by the [education] system’s own standards Maori children are not
being successfully taught, and for this reason alone, quite apart from a duty to
protect the Maori language, the education system is being operated in breach of
the Treaty.* In assessing the prejudice caused by this breach, the Tribunal noted
that inadequate education placed Maori at a social and economic ‘disadvantage,
and acted as ‘a recipe for social unrest and all that goes with it Speaking to the
education of both Maori and non-Maori, the Tribunal also observed ‘[tJhe more

pakeha New Zealanders grow up knowing Maori culture and history . . . the more

57. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p 20
58. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p1

59. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p 21
60. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p 21
61. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p17
62. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p17
63. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p1

64. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p 38
65. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p 38
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will adult New Zealanders relate warmly to one another as pakeha and Maori
[and] come to show each other mutual respect’.66

It is similarly incontrovertible that learning and teaching in Aotearoa New
Zealand should reflect our unique bicultural heritage as a country - providing a
recognised place for the cultures of both treaty partners, whilst recognising and
honouring the place of Maori as tangata whenua. The recognition and protection
of te reo Maori relates not only to the transmission of the language, but also to the
building of shared cultural understanding and knowledge as a window to te ao
Maori.

1.5.2 The Ko Aotearoa Ténei report

In 2011, the Tribunal released its Ko Aotearoa Ténei report into claims concern-
ing New Zealand law and policy affecting Maori culture and identity.” It was the
Tribunal’s first whole of Government inquiry and considered the Crown’s treaty
obligations with regards to both te reo Maori and matauranga Maori in the con-
text of education.

As with prior Tribunals before it, the Tribunal was unequivocal in Ko Aotearoa
Tenei that te reo Maori was precious to Maori and a taonga under the treaty.
However, ‘even describing te reo Maori as a taonga understates its importance’ it
said.” In its words: “The language is clearly a taonga of quite transcendent import-
ance to Maori, and few other taonga could rival its status. Without it, Maori iden-
tity would be fundamentally undermined, as would the very existence of Maori as
a distinguishable people’®

The Tribunal also considered tribal dialects to be an iwi taonga, noting ‘there
was not one uniform “reo” in New Zealand’ in 1840 ‘but many variations, and the
Treaty recognised tribal independence’”® Accordingly, the Tribunal stated, ‘for
individual iwi, dialects are taonga of the utmost importance: they are the trad-
itional media for transmitting the unique knowledge and culture of those iwi and
are bound up with their very identity’”

As is well known, despite its significance to Maori and status as a taonga
under the treaty, the health of te reo Maori underwent a profound decline over
the twentieth century. The Tribunal’s Taku Reo Kura, Taku Reo Kahurangi (2025)
report summarised this decline and the subsequent revival of the language in
more detail.”> We set out this historical context briefly below. Both the Te Reo
Maori Claim Tribunal and the Ko Aotearoa Ténei Tribunal divided the pre-1975
era into three separate blocks: in 1900, many Maori were bilingual in te reo Maori

66. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p37

67. See Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua

68. See Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 442

69. See Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 442

70. See Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 442

71. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Téenei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 442

72. See Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura, Taku Reo Kahurangi: Te Rerenga i Mua i te Whakaputa
- Pre-publication Version (Wellington: Waitangi Tribunal, 2025), pp 93-99
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and English, but still used te reo ‘as their ordinary means of communication’” In
the following 25 years, school curricula focused exclusively on English language
acquisition, effectively banning te reo Maori from school grounds to accelerate
English fluency among Maori. Consequently, from 1925 to 1950, Maori parents,
discouraged by the school system, increasingly raised their children as monolin-
gual English speakers.”” Ongoing school suppression further eroded te reo Maori,
turning it progressively into a second language spoken predominantly by older
generations.” Between 1950 and 1975, monolingualism accelerated ‘as education
policies were compounded by urbanisation and associated practices such as ‘pep-
per-potting’’® As a result, by the 1970s, te reo Maori faced a threat to its existence.”

The Tribunal in Ko Aotearoa Ténei noted that, following ‘the dawning realisa-
tion that the language was in serious peril, a series of Maori language revitalisa-
tion initiatives began, starting with a 1972 petition to Parliament to teach Maori
culture and language in all Aotearoa New Zealand schools.”® Persistent govern-
ment inertia after 1975 sparked further Maori activism to revitalise te reo Maori.
Parliamentary petitions sought the establishment of a Maori television production
unit within the New Zealand Broadcasting Corporation in 1978, and the official
recognition of te reo Maori as an official language in 1981. Other milestones for te
reo Maori in education include the 1985 establishment of the first Kura Kaupapa
Maori. Alongside Maori land rights, the survival and revitalisation of te reo Maori
became ‘one of the two great galvanising issues in Maori protests over Treaty
rights, culminating in the Te Reo Maori Claim report and the subsequent statutory
recognition of te reo Maori as an official language.” The 1986 report likely led to
the Crown passing Te Ture mo te Reo Maori 1987, which officially recognised te
reo Maori as an official language.*

Given the significance of te reo Maori to Maori, the Tribunal stated in Ko
Aotearoa Tenei that the Crown’s protection of the language ‘clearly needs to accord
with Maori preferences — and, indeed, be determined in large measure by Maori

73. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p 8

74. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, pp393

75. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, pp393-394

76. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 394. ‘Pepper-potting’ was
a policy pursued by the Department of Maori Affairs in urban centres during the 1950s and early
1960s whereby State housing for Maori was scattered within predominantly non-Maori communities
in order to encourage ‘integration’ The term was used, for example, by the Secretary of Maori Affairs
Jack Hunn in his 1960 report into Government law and policy concerning Maori: ] K Hunn, Report
on Department of Maori Affairs, 24 August 1960 (Wellington: RE Owen, 1961), p 41.

77. Te reo Maori fluency among schoolchildren decreased from 9o per cent in 1913 to 8o per cent
in 1923; in 1950 it dropped to 55 per cent, followed by 26 per cent in 1953-58, and plummeted to 5 per
cent in 1975. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p11; see
also Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p394.

78. Nga Tamatoa Council (led by Hana Jackson) presented the petition, which was signed by
30,000 people, on 14 September 1972: (see Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata
Tuarua, vol 2, p395).

79. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, pp 396, 37-398

80. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, pp 37-398
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ideas’™ It concluded there were ‘no countervailing interests that impact upon
ongoing support for te reo’ and instead that the cost might be too great ‘not to
continue supporting the growth in knowledge and use of te reo’ (emphasis in
original).” The Tribunal noted protecting te reo Maori was not just important in
treaty terms but was also in the national interest for three reasons: te reo Maori
could contribute to ‘fostering a shared sense of national identity’, learning an addi-
tional language was ‘known to assist children’s cognitive development’, and ‘better
knowledge of te reo may possibly lead to better Maori educational outcomes.™ At
that stage, there were early indications of a positive relationship between Maori
immersion education (and the teaching of te reo Maori more generally) on akonga
Maori educational achievement, but the data was as yet too thin to draw firm
conclusions.*

The Ko Aotearoa Ténei Tribunal set out four principles it said made up the
Crown’s treaty obligations towards te reo Maori, namely: partnership, wise policy,
a Maori-speaking government, and adequate resources.” The first two principles
bear explaining in our context. Regarding partnership, the Tribunal stated that
the survival of the language could only be achieved ‘in a paradigm of genuine
partnership between Maori and the Crown’* This ‘requires cooperation and, on
the part of the Crown, a willingness to share responsibility and control with its
Maori Treaty partner, noting that ‘[sJuccess is much less likely where leadership
and initiative sits with the Crown, and Maori have the status of mere supplicants
or consultees.”

Regarding wise policy, the Tribunal stated that, in light of the importance of te
reo Maori and ‘the wide call on the resources of the State in other areas, there is a
particular need for the highest standards of transparent, insightful, and cost-effec-
tive policy’™ “The kawanatanga principle; it noted, ‘requires the exercise of good
and responsible government by the Crown, in exchange for Maori acknowledging
the Crown’s right to govern’ and obliges ‘the Crown to formulate good, wise and
efficient policy’® For te reo Maori, the Tribunal stated:

its importance as a taonga and the sheer necessity for its protection to be secured
through genuine partnership means the need for a genuinely Crown-Maori policy
is especially urgent. The Crown must commit to working with Maori in ways that go
beyond, say, a few consultation hui and a reference group. Only in this way can it be
ensured that the policy is not only wise but the right one. This is an essential step; it

81. See Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Teénei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 442
82. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Téenei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, pp 442—443
83. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 453

84. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 443

85. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, pp 443, 450
86. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, pp 443, 450
87. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 450

88. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 450

89. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 451
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would be a travesty to pour resources into a policy doomed to failure by its very lack
of Maori support and ownership.”

In addition to te reo Maori, the Ko Aotearoa Ténei Tribunal considered the
Crown’s obligations with respect to matauranga Maori, including in the context
of education.” Indeed, matauranga Maori, the Tribunal stated, was ‘at the heart of
the Wai 262 claim’®* The Tribunal described that:

‘Matauranga’ derives from ‘matau; the verb ‘to know’. ‘Matauranga’ can be literally
translated as ‘knowing’ or ‘knowledge. But ‘matauranga’ encompasses not only what
is known but also how it is known - that is, the way of perceiving and understand-
ing the world, and the values or systems of thought that underpin those perceptions.
‘Matauranga Maori’ therefore refers not only to Maori knowledge, but also to the
Maori way of knowing.”

While some Crown agencies had less to do with matauranga Maori, there were
others for for which it was ‘very much core business . . . Some are its custodians,
some its owners; others fund it, while others again are responsible for transmit-
ting it>* Accordingly, the Tribunal observed, ‘the Crown is practically in the seat
of kaitiaki, noting that ‘today Maori children often learn about their culture in
schools rather than at their koros knee’ and this ‘places particular obligations on
the Crown to protect both the matauranga itself as well as the interests of kaitiaki
in it

As with prior Tribunals, the Ko Aotearoa Teénei Tribunal concluded that matau-
ranga Maori was highly valued by Maori and a taonga under the treaty. It stated:

Traditionally, the transmission of Maori knowledge occurred within the whanau
or in the whare wananga, where the passing on of knowledge enabled each new gen-
eration to prosper. Unsurprisingly, therefore, matauranga Maori as a system of know-
ledge was - and remains - highly prized, and it is axiomatic to conclude that it is a
taonga in its own right.”®

90. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 451. Addressing the ques-
tion of resources, the Tribunal accepted that the definition of appropriate resources may change, stat-
ing ‘[f]iscal restraint in hard times is understandable and acceptable, but there is a reciprocal need to
put more resources into the problem when the Crown’s coffers can sustain it’ (see Waitangi Tribunal,
Ko Aotearoa Ténei, vol 2, p 452).

91. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei: A Report into Claims Concerning New Zealand Law
and Policy Affecting Maori Culture and Identity, Te Taumata Tuatahi (Legislation direct, Wellington,
2011), pxxiii

92. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 491

93. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 1, p16

94. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 491

95. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 491

96. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 555
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However, in the course of Aotearoa New Zealand’s history, the Crown had not
actively protected matauranga Maori and, indeed, had been unconvinced it had
any such duty at all. As the Tribunal recorded:

More to the point, the Crown saw its role more in terms of breaking down trad-
itional Maori understandings and substituting Western concepts and knowledge.
Generations of Maori schoolchildren were thus taught not about Kupe but about
Cook. They learnt stories of Western progress and colonial expansion, the names of
British monarchs, and of course the English language. The state system allowed for
little or no accommodation of tribal narratives, whakapapa, concepts such as kaitiaki-
tanga, and indeed the Maori language itself. So concerned were they that their chil-
dren should succeed in what had become a Pakeha-dominated world, many Maori
parents were complicit in this rejection of the value of their matauranga.”

However, despite the conduct of the Crown, the transmission of matauranga
Maori persevered, even if diminished. As the Ko Aotearoa Ténei report recorded,
‘matauranga Maori stubbornly would not die’ and at that time continued to be
shared on marae, at wananga, in Kura Kaupapa Maori, and through Maori broad-
casting.98 Contemporary support for matauranga Maori, it noted, was due in no
small part to the ‘reawakening experiences of the 1980s, which included the strug-
gles over land and language.”

Nevertheless, the Tribunal concluded ‘the task of keeping tradition alive in a
changing world is not one that Maori can undertake on their own” and ‘the Crown
must also share in the responsibility, and not just to make amends for the assimi-
lationist policies of the past’’®® Indeed, the role for the State, the Tribunal wrote,
was ‘enormous.®’ Writing in 2011, the Tribunal observed that Maori culture was
still vulnerable and concluded the Crown had a responsibility, in the context of its
supervision of the teaching of matauranga, to contribute ‘to the project of keeping
Maori culture vital and relevant.’” While ‘Maori have their own responsibilities to
discharge; it stated, ‘the Crown must also commit sufficient resources to support
new means of cultural transmission’'”

The Ko Aotearoa Ténei report noted that those opposed to the teaching of
matauranga Maori in the State system ‘might contend that there are worthier
recipients of the limited education dollar - basic literacy and numeracy courses,
for example’ or question why the State would support its transmission at all."** It
noted opponents might also contend that ‘if Maori want to retain their culture,

it is simply up to them, or question ‘why a “minority culture” should be taught,

97. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, pp 555-556
98. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 556

99. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p556

100. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 556
101. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p559
102. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 556
103. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 556
104. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 557
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seeing it as divisive and “separatist”>’” They might even suggest ‘that the emphasis
in the education system on Maori culture ultimately holds Maori back, locking
them into stone-age ways of thinking that can offer them nothing in the modern
world’'*® Looking past the prejudice underpinning such statements, the Tribunal
acknowledged that questions of fiscal accountability in State education and the
need to equip akonga Maori with core skills, such as literacy and numeracy, could
not be so simply dismissed.” However, far from being a burden on the budget, it
noted there was a ‘developing view that Maori are healthier, more productive, and
higher achieving when strong in cultural knowledge’ and that the cost of cultural-
dislocation was simply too high."®

As with te reo Maori, the Tribunal noted that protecting matauranga Maori was
not only valuable for Maori, but for the country as a whole. It stated:

New Zealand has developed to a point where core aspects of Maori culture have
become a part of our national identity. We use the Maori language to express that
identity, whatever our ethnicity. We use Maori performance and song in the same
way. We integrate Maori ideas into the way we describe ourselves. In these ways,
Maori culture is fundamental to our unique New Zealand culture. Crown support for
the survival and revival of matauranga Maori must also be seen in this context. It is
not just Maori who benefit - all New Zealanders do.**

The Tribunal was also clear that ‘the model that will produce the best outcomes
in Maori education is partnership - other models will not work’"® The idea that the
Crown could successfully transmit matauranga Maori on its own was ‘absurd’™
Similarly, ‘the employment of Maori bureaucrats’ could not be the answer as it
would ‘not change the fact that ultimate control rests in the hands of centralised
decision makers rather than Maori communities themselves."™ Rather, the right
approach was for the Crown to ‘empower and support the community’™ ‘[I]n the
preservation, propagation and transmission of matauranga Maori, the Tribunal
stated:

the Crown and Maori are partners. The Treaty of course makes them partners but,
just as importantly, the demands of this particular endeavour are such that neither
party can succeed without the full support of the other. In other words, the Treaty
may make the Crown and Maori partners, but in this case the context demands it."*

105. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p557
106. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 557
107. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 557
108. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, pp 558-559
109. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p577
110. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 559
111. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p559
112. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 559
113. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 559
114. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p577
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In this dynamic, the Tribunal noted, ‘[k]aitiaki must accept both a degree of
systemisation in education delivery and full accountability to the taxpayer under
this partnership, in recognition of the deployment of State resources.”” However,
‘a balance must be found, for Maori independence and motivation must not be
stifled’™
The Tribunal noted positively the then Secretary for Education, Karen Sewell’s
‘willingness to personally commit to sharing decision-making power with Maori
over educational issues, and to place much greater stress on the Treaty, bicultur-
alism, and matauranga Maori in the national curriculum’” The Tribunal also
endorsed the path laid out by the then Secretary - ‘that the Crown should embark
upon a “long conversation” with Maori about curriculum development that leads
to the genuine sharing of decision-making’ — and recommended the dialogue take
place through the establishment of a Maori-Crown partnership entity in educa-
tion."® This group could not ‘be just another advisory group) the Tribunal wrote,
‘it must be the ultimate decision-maker’”
We agree in full with the findings of the Ko Aotearoa Ténei report.

1.5.3 The Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua report

In its 2024 Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua report, the Tribunal discussed the Crown’s
support for Kura Kaupapa Maori. Along with kohanga reo and whare wananga,
Kura Kaupapa Maori are part of the kaupapa Maori education pathway. Kura
Kaupapa Maori Ssit in the middle of this education pipeline’*” What makes Kura
Kaupapa Maori different to kohanga reo and whare wananga is that they are part
of the compulsory schooling sector.” The Tribunal considered ‘this aspect of com-
pulsion heightens the kawanatanga responsibilities of the Crown to adequately
support Kura Kaupapa Maori.”* However, these ‘increased responsibilities are
matched by heightened obligations to exercise that kawanatanga in a way con-
sistent with the Treaty partnership, by enabling Kura Kaupapa Maori whanau to
exercise their rangatiratanga.

The Tribunal noted that the Wananga Capital Establishment Tribunal had found
that wananga - the ‘ancient process of learning’ — was a taonga.”* It explained there
was ‘no direct historical parallel for Kura Kaupapa Maori like there is for wananga,
since the education of children was the responsibility of the entire papakainga,
undertaken by ‘the parents, aunties, uncles, grandparents and older whanau

115. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 561
116. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p561
117. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 560
118. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 561
119. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 561
120. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 230

121. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 224

122. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 225

123. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 225

124. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 230; see also Waitangi Tribunal, The Wananga

Capital Establishment Report, p 48
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members.” But there were close parallels with the ethos of modern wananga -
that is, Kura Kaupapa Maori similarly ‘captures the educational values present in
the pre-colonisation kainga and attempts to restore those educational practices),
albeit ‘within the constraints of a modern compulsory schooling context’*®
Furthermore, said the Tribunal, ‘[l]ike wananga, the papakainga in traditional
times was a repository of te reo Maori and matauranga Maori, where tamariki
Maori were nurtured and taught’” This made Kura Kaupapa Maori ‘the modern
manifestation of the papakainga, not only ‘revitalis[ing] the traditional values of
education in the kainga’ but also ‘serv[ing] as a continuation of kainga for students
and whanau’ Given the specific protection of kainga expressed in the treaty, there-
fore, the Crown had ‘a particular duty of active protection towards Kura Kaupapa
Maori.**
Ultimately, the Tribunal in Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua found that the Crown was
‘exercis[ing] its kawanatanga powers with too firm a grip.”® The Tribunal said,
‘[tThe Crown seems to believe the compulsory schooling sector is a policy space
in which it alone is entitled to decide policy. That is not how the Treaty partner-
ship works. Rather, the policy setting for Kura Kaupapa Maori also sat ‘within the

>130

rangatiratanga domain of the claimants’

1.5.4 Treaty principles raised in parties’ submissions

The claimants, interested parties, and the Crown argued a range of treaty prin-
ciples were engaged by the issues in this inquiry. We briefly summarise points
from parties’ submissions here, before setting out the principles we consider most
relevant.

At a high level, Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine, drawing extensively on the
Hautupua: Te Aka Whai Ora (Maaori Health Authority) Priority Report (2024),
raised the principles of tino rangatiratanga, kawanatanga and good government,
partnership, active protection, and equity, with equity including equal treatment.”
Te Riu Roa also considered these principles to be engaged, alongside the principles
of options and redress.”” Of the interested parties, Nga Kura a Iwi raised the same
principles as Te Riu Roa, alongside mutual recognition and whanaungatanga.'
The New Zealand Maori Council similarly considered rangatiratanga, partner-
ship, active protection, equity, redress, and good government to be relevant.”**

125. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 230; see also Waitangi Tribunal, The Wananga
Capital Establishment Report, p 48

126. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 230

127. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 231

128. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 231

129. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 368

130. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 368

131. Submission 3.3.17 pp 4-8

132. See submission 3.3.28, pp 6-8

133. Submission 3.3.29, pp 7-11

134. Submission 3.3.3, p5
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Meanwhile, Te Wehengarua focused on active protection, partnership, and equity,
while the Maori Women’s Welfare League raised the principles of active protec-
tion, partnership, tino rangatiratanga, and equity.”’

Regarding tino rangatiratanga, Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine submitted the Crown
was ‘obliged to actively protect tino rangatiratanga which in the modern context
is the right to decision-making over their affairs.® In Hautupua, they stated, the
Tribunal had ‘extended’ the principle to include the right of Maori to participate
in decisions regarding whether or not to disestablish Te Aka Whai Ora.”” Te Riu
Roa also raised the principle of tino rangatiratanga, arguing ‘[tJhe Crown must
recognise and give effect to the right of iwi to exercise authority over the educa-
tion of their tamariki:® Nga Kura a Iwi submitted tino rangatiratanga was ‘an
unconditional guarantee of the right of self-determination; relating to ‘systems
of knowledge, language, and education through which each generation transmits
what it means to belong to a particular hapit and iwi’"*

Citing Hautupua, Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine stated the principle of kawana-
tanga imposed ‘two broad duties on the Crown, namely ‘to adopt transparent
policies forged in the partnership created by te Tiriti/the Treaty and to implement
programmes that are focused and highly functional’™*® In Hautupua, the claimants
submitted, the Tribunal found the Crown was obliged to follow equally robust
policy and engagement processes when disestablishing Te Aka Whai Ora - the
Maori Health Authority as it followed in establishing it."" Referencing the Nga
Matapono report, Nga Kura a Iwi argued ‘kawanatanga cannot be invoked as a
licence to act unilaterally in ways that extinguish or diminish the guarantees of
Article 2'*

Turning to the related principle of good government, Te Kapotai and Ngati
Hine submitted the Crown’s kawanatanga ‘must be “exercised in accordance
with the principle of good government and in a way that actively protects and
does not diminish rangatiratanga™'¥ Citing Hautupua, they noted the principle
encompassed the idea that the Crown must adhere to ‘its own laws, rules, and
standards’™** According to Te Riu Roa, the principle also reflects the Crown’s
commitment to follow its own ‘standards, acting in good faith, and ensuring

135. Submission 3.3.27, p [4]; submission 3.3.30, pp 5, 10, 13; submission 3.3.5, p4

136. Submission 3.3.17 p5

137. Submission 3.3.17 p5

138. Submission 3.3.1, p5

139. Submission 3.3.29, p7

140. Submission 3.3.17, p 5, citing Waitangi Tribunal, Hautupua: Te Aka Whai Ora (Maaori Health
Authority) Priority Report, Part 1 - Pre-publication Version (Wellington: Waitangi Tribunal, 2024),
p19; see also submission 3.3.28, p6

141. Submission 3.3.17 p5, citing Waitangi Tribunal, Hautupua, p19

142. Submission 3.3.29, p8

143. Submission 3.3.17, p5, citing Waitangi Tribunal, Hautupua, p19

144. Submission 3.3.17, pp 9-10, citing Waitangi Tribunal, Hautupua, p19
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well-designed policy that minimises harm’'* They also highlighted the Tribunal’s
commentary in Ko Aotearoa Ténei regarding wise policy."*’

Claimants and interested parties agreed active protection was relevant to
our inquiry, particularly the protection of te reo Maori and matauranga Maori
as taonga.”” Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine stated the principle imposed ‘proactive
responsibilities on the Crown, requiring active, and not merely passive, protection
of Maori interests.** Failing to protect Maori interests, it submitted, was ‘as much
a breach of te Tiriti / the Treaty and its principles as a positive act that removes
rights."* Te Riu Roa submitted ‘the Crown must take positive steps to achieve
equitable educational outcomes for tamariki Maori’”** The Maori Women’s Welfare
League argued active protection required ‘more than an awareness of Maori inter-
ests, and required ‘the Crown to take reasonable and informed steps’ to protect
Maori interests, especially where inequity exists.”" According to Nga Kura a Iwi,
‘[tThe Crown must proactively identify risks to Maori rights and take affirmative
steps to address them.” Te Whakakitenga o Waikato, citing the Tribunal in Kei
Ahotea Te Aho Matua, submitted that ‘persistent’ inequities for Maori in education
‘heightened’ the Crown’s obligations.™

Several parties submitted the Crown’s obligations to actively protect taonga
included the active protection of tamariki Maori.”* Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine
submitted ‘[t]Jamariki are precious taonga that Maori are entrusting to the Crown’s
education system’” Given education is regulated by the State and the compulsory
nature of schooling, they argued, what and how tamariki are taught ‘is of central
importance’ and requires the Crown to ‘ensure that schools are safe for tamariki.”**
The claimants asked this Tribunal to recognise tamariki are taonga and therefore

145. Submission 3.3.28, p8

146. Submission 3.3.28, p8, citing Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuatahi,
p163

147. See, for example, submission 3.3.3, pp 5, 8; submission 3.3.27, p [10], citing Waitangi Tribunal,
The Wananga Capital Establishment Report, p 48.

148. Submission 3.3.17, pp 6-7

149. Submission 3.3.17 pp 6-7; see also submission 3.3.29, p9

150. Submission 3.3.1, p5

151. Submission 3.3.30, pp5-6; see also Waitangi Tribunal, The Maori Wards and Constituencies
Urgent Inquiry Report (Wellington: Bluestar Direct, 2024), p18; see also submission 3.3.29, p9

152. Submission 3.3.17, pp 6—7; submission 3.3.27, pp [4], [10]; submission 3.3.28, p 6; submission
3.3.29, p9; submission 3.3.30, pp 6, 8

153. Submission 3.3.31, p25; see also Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua (Wellington:
Bluestar Direct, 2025), p254

154. See submission 3.3.30, pp2-3; submission 3.3.31, p25

155. Submission 3.3.17 p3. In their closing submissions, the claimants drew attention to the evi-
dence of Waihoroi Shortland as recorded in the Tribunal report He Paharakeke, he Rito Whakakikinga
Wharuarua: Oranga Tamariki Urgent Inquiry. Here, Mr Shortland explained ‘the starting point for
the Maori worldview is “he tamaiti, he taonga”; every child is precious, every child is a taonga of their
entire whanau, hapt, and iwi - and as such tamariki are the responsibility of all of them’ (see submis-
sion 3.3.17, p 3, citing Waitangi Tribunal, He Paharakeke, he Rito Whakakikinga Wharuarua: Oranga
Tamariki Urgent Inquiry (Lower Hutt: Legislation Direct, 2021), p15).

156. Submission 3.3.17, p3
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guaranteed protections under the treaty in terms of education.”” Te Wehengarua
similarly argued ‘all tamariki within the Education Sector are a taonga, which
obliges the Crown to take particular care when making decisions for education.”

Turning to the principle of partnership, Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine submitted
the treaty partners must ‘act towards each other reasonably and in good faith,
and that ‘te Tiriti/the Treaty partnership calls for extensive consultation and co-
operation on truly major issues.™ Te Riu Roa argued the Crown was required to
consult with Maori prior to making decisions that affect treaty interests.'® The
New Zealand Maori Council went further in saying ‘mere consultation is not
sufficient on a matter of such significance to fulfil Treaty obligations.'" Rather,
partnership is required where taonga is at risk."*

The Maori Women’s Welfare League submitted the Crown must not act unilat-
erally where its ‘decisions affect taonga or Maori interests.'” Citing The Tribunal
in Tino Rangatiratanga me te Kawanatanga the Maori Women’s Welfare League
further submitted Crown policies and legislation affecting taonga, including te
reo Maori, matauranga Maori, tikanga Maori, and Aotearoa histories ‘must be
carefully developed, consulted on with Maori and implemented in a way that
protects and upholds tino rangatiratanga)'* Te Wehengarua also referenced Tino
Rangatiratanga me te Kawanatanga in describing the relationship between Maori
and the Crown as ‘based on dialogue and shared decision making, as well as
independent decision making where appropriate and where both parties agreed
to this'”

Regarding the principle of equity, Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine submitted that,
‘fulnder the article 3 promise of equity, the presence of inequities gives rise to
a positive and proactive duty on the Crown to address them’'** Nga Kura a Iwi
argued the principle ‘requires the Crown to actively address the inequities that
its own historical conduct has created in the education system’'” Te Kapotai
and Ngati Hine added further that the principle of equal treatment should be
extended in this inquiry ‘to recognise that tamariki Maori in English and Maori

157. Submission 3.3.17 p 4

158. Submission 3.3.27, p [11]

159. Submission 3.3.17, pp 6, 17; see also Waitangi Tribunal, Hautupua, p 20; submission 3.3.28,
PP 9, 25, see also p6

160. Submission 3.3.28, p 6; see also submission 3.3.30, p3

161. Submission 3.3.3, p8

162. Submission 3.3.3, p8

163. Submission 3.3.30, p3, citing Waitangi Tribunal, Nga Matapono: The Interim Report of the
Tomokia Nga Tatau o Matangireia — the Constitutional Kaupapa Inquiry Panel on the Crown’s Treaty
Principles Bill and Treaty Clause Review Policies - Pre-publication Version (Wellington: Waitangi
Tribunal, 2024), pp75, 76

164. Submission 3.3.5, p 4, citing Waitangi Tribunal, Waitangi Tribunal, Tino Rangatiratanga me te
Kawanatanga: The Report on Stage 2 of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry Part 1, 3 vols (Lower Hutt:
Legislation Direct, 2023), vol 1, p 48

165. Submission 3.3.27, p [6], citing Waitangi Tribunal, Tino Rangatiratanga me te Kawanatanga,
vol 1, p63

166. Submission 3.3.17, p7

167. Submission 3.3.29, pp 9-10
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medium are guaranteed the same protections in term of access to te Tiriti, te reo
and matauranga Maori across all schools'®® The claimants noted the principle had
been cited in the He Tangata, he Whenua report (2025), as requiring the Crown ‘to
avoid creating or exacerbating divisions by advantaging some Maori groups over
other where their circumstances, rights and interests are broadly the same.'*”

Related to the principle of redress, Te Riu Roa submitted ‘[w]here prejudice
has occurred, the Crown must provide meaningful and effective remedies.”® It
considered the Education and Training Act 2020 and the Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories curriculum to be ‘exercises in giving effect to the principle of redress.”
Te Wehengarua argued ‘historic and systemic breaches of the Treaty in the educa-
tion system give rise to an ongoing responsibility on the Crown to address their
effects, including through contemporary policy responses’.”” Nga Kura a Iwi sub-
mitted the Crown’s obligations are ‘not prospective only” and require ‘the Crown
to restore what has been taken, not merely to refrain from taking more.”

According to Nga Kura a Iwi, the principle of options required ‘the Crown to
identify and genuinely consider options before acting in ways that diminish or
remove protections for Maori’”* It argued ‘the Crown cannot treat the removal
of a protection as the only available course of action without first exploring what
alternatives exist and offering Maori a genuine opportunity to participate in that
assessment.”

Beyond the principles above, Nga Kura a Iwi also identified the principles of
mutual recognition and whanaungatanga as relevant to the matters before us. Nga
Kura a Iwi submitted mutual recognition ‘requires the Crown to recognise and
give genuine effect to Maori systems of knowledge, law, and governance as legiti-
mate and co-equal frameworks.”® In doing so, the Crown must ‘approach policy
development in education as a partner that genuinely acknowledges what Maori
bring to the table, not as an authority that consults on decisions already made.”” In
relation to what it described as the principle of whanaungatanga, Nga Kura a Iwi
submitted the Maori-Crown relationship must ‘be maintained through mutual
respect, mutual trust, and active demonstration of commitment to the partnership
Te Tiriti establishes.”®

The Crown agreed the principles of active protection, partnership, kawana-
tanga, equity, and redress were relevant.”” With respect to active protection, the

168. Submission 3.3.17, p7

169. Submission 3.3.17, py citing Waitangi Tribunal, He Tangata, he Whenua: The Citizenship
Report - Pre-Publication Version (Wellington: Waitangi Tribunal, 2025), pp7-8

170. Submission 3.3.1, p6

171. Submission 3.3.28, p7

172. Submission 3.3.27, p [18]

173. Submission 3.3.29, p10

174. Submission 3.3.29, p11

175. Submission 3.3.29, p11

176. Submission 3.3.29, p8

177. Submission 3.3.29, p8

178. Submission 3.3.29, p10

179. Submission 3.3.32, pp7-8
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Crown accepted its significance in the current inquiry, and equally in previous
inquiries that addressed the preservation of te reo Maori and matauranga Maori."*
The Crown acknowledged that its ‘obligations in this context are active rather than
passive, and are of particular importance given the central role of the education
system in shaping educational, cultural, and social outcomes for akonga Maori."*
However, the Crown argued its ‘responsibilities in the education system extend
beyond the active protection of te reo Maori and matauranga Maori as taonga.**
Citing the Tribunal in Ko Aotearoa Tenei, the Crown submitted ‘the education sys-
tem necessarily engages multiple Treaty principles operating together, including
active protection, equity, and kawanatanga.® For this reason, the Crown argued
‘this Inquiry differs from earlier inquiries concerned more specifically with the
preservation of te reo Maori or matauranga Maori as taonga in themselves.*** The
Crown submitted it was required to ‘balance and reconcile multiple responsibilities
within a complex system-wide area of public policy, including its responsibility to
improve educational achievement generally and address longstanding inequities
affecting akonga Maori.'®
The Crown considered the principle of partnership to be particularly important
in our inquiry given the ‘central role the education system plays in the transmis-
sion and protection of te reo Maori and matauranga Maori’ and ‘the longstanding
inequities experienced by many akonga Maori within the mainstream system.'*’
The Crown also recognised that partnership ‘informs the manner in which the
Crown exercises its kawanatanga responsibilities in education, namely in the
‘design of regulatory settings, curriculum reform, and engagement with Maori’
when developing education policy."” The Crown argued that its treaty obligations
‘are not absolute or unqualified” and that ‘the yardstick is what is reasonable in the
circumstance. Furthermore, the Crown submitted it ‘is entitled to make decisions
that are reasonable: that is, within the bounds of its own broad responsibilities and
authority but with consideration of all the circumstances (including competing
demands on funding as well as the economic and other circumstances of the day)
and based on sound procedure and consideration of relevant material’** For the
Crown, this involved ‘considering the public interest together with its obligations
to Maori under the Treaty."™
In line with the principle of kawanatanga, the Crown acknowledged its

significant role in education - that is, its responsibility to ‘support, protect, and

180. Submission 3.3.32, p10
181. Submission 3.3.32, p10
182. Submission 3.3.32, p10
183. Submission 3.3.32, p10
184. Submission 3.3.32, p10
185. Submission 3.3.32, p10
186. Submission 3.3.32, p11
187. Submission 3.3.32, p11
188. Submission 3.3.32, p11
189. Submission 3.3.32, p11
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advance the interests of tamariki generally, and akonga Maori in particular’® The
Crown considered the principle of kawanatanga, and the Crown’s corresponding
responsibilities, to be ‘of particular importance in this Inquiry’ and ‘should not be
understood narrowly’ The Crown recognised it has kaiwanatanga responsibilities
to akonga Maori, which entail ‘making policy choices about the structure, govern-
ance, and content of the schooling system’®” The Crown quoted the Tribunal in Ko
Aotearoa Teénei observing that, ‘where there is state funding, then legitimate issues
arise around standardisation across educational qualifications and accountability
to the taxpayer.” The Crown argued that while ‘Maori educational interests are
treaty-protected and require genuine and careful consideration, at the same time
‘that consideration takes place in an education system in which a range of inter-
ests are implicated’®* Bearing this in mind, the Crown submitted that it was ‘not
precluded in Treaty terms from making system-wide policy judgments directed
toward educational achievement, consistency and equity across the schooling
system’”

As to the principle of equity, the Crown argued it does not ‘equate equity with
identical treatment, nor does it interpret the principle as requiring Maori and
non-Maori learners to be treated in an undifferentiated manner.”® According to
the Crown, ‘the principle of equity requires the Crown to understand Maori aspir-
ations in education, to make meaningful provision for those aspirations, and to
take reasonable steps to address disparities in educational achievement and edu-
cational opportunity affecting akonga Maori.”” The Crown also submitted equity
‘is directed not merely at formal equality, but to substantive educational outcomes
and equitable access to the benefits of the education system.** The Crown reiter-
ated that it must balance ‘multiple legitimate interests and priorities.” It argued
“Treaty principles do not operate in isolation” and that ‘the relevant question is
whether the Crown’s actions are reasonable in the circumstances.”” The Crown
submitted it was, fundamentally, within its discretion to make ‘decisions about
priority and resource allocation, and about which policy direction to pursue
amongst a range of legitimate options.*

The Crown discussed the principle of redress and recognised there was an
‘intergenerational dimension’ to the ‘historic and systemic breaches of the Treaty

190. Submission 3.3.32, p8

191. Submission 3.3.32, p8

192. Submission 3.3.32, p8

193. Submission 3.3.32, p9; citing Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua,
vol 2, p560

194. Submission 3.3.32, p9

195. Submission 3.3.32, p9

196. Submission 3.3.32, p9

197. Submission 3.3.32, p9

198. Submission 3.3.32, pp9-10

199. Submission 3.3.32, p8

200. Submission 3.3.32, pp8-9

201. Submission 3.3.32, p9
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within the education system’™ The Crown also submitted it had ‘continuing
responsibilities’ to ‘address their ongoing effects, not only through ‘historical
settlement processes” but also in ‘contemporary policy and regulatory responses
directed toward improving educational achievement, reducing inequities affecting
akonga Maori, and supporting the revitalisation and transmission of te reo Maori

5203

and matauranga Maori within the education system’

1.5.5 The treaty principles relevant to this inquiry

In this section, we summarise the principles and standards we consider relevant to
this inquiry, as drawn from previous Tribunal reports, particularly in the context
of contemporary inquiries and the context of education

1.5.5.1 The principle of tino rangatiratanga

The principle of tino rangatiratanga relates to the Crown’s guarantee to Maori
of the exercise of tino rangatiratanga over their lands, taonga, and all matters
important to them under article 2 of te Tiriti.*”* The Tribunal in the Te Whanau
o Waipareira Report (1998) considered the principle of tino rangatiratanga as
ensuring ‘that Maori should control their own tikanga and taonga, including their
social and political organisation, and, to the extent practicable and reasonable, fix
their own policy and manage their own programmes.”” As recorded above, vari-
ous Tribunals have concluded both te reo Maori and matauranga Maori are highly
significant to Maori and taonga under the treaty. This includes in the context of
education. In The Mokai School Report (2001), the Tribunal described te reo Maori
and matauranga Maori as taonga with ‘inevitable connections’ to the principle of
tino rangatiratanga.”® As such, they stated:

the Treaty principle of tino rangatiratanga is relevant to the interactions between the
Crown and the Mokai community over the State education of Mokai children. No
other view is possible in light of the fact that . . . as is acknowledged by the Crown,
State education has an important role to play in the fulfilment of the Crown’s duty

actively to protect the taonga of Maori language and knowledge.*”

Tino rangatiratanga extends beyond taonga and is fundamental ‘to the Maori

:2208

way of life and permeates the essence of being Maori.™ Previous Tribunals have

202. Submission 3.3.32, p12

203. Submission 3.3.32, p12

204. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p222; Waitangi Tribunal, Te Mana Whatu
Ahuru, vol 1, p183; Waitangi Tribunal, Te Tinihanga o Nga Matapono: The Urgent Report on the
Treaty Principles Reform — Pre-publication Version (Wellington: Waitangi Tribunal, 2026), p18; see
also Waitangi Tribunal, Nga Matapono/The Principles: The Interim Report, pp 70-71

205. Waitangi Tribunal, The Whanau o Waipareira Report (Wellington: GP Publications, 1998),
pXXV

206. Waitangi Tribunal, The Mokai School Report, p12

207. Waitangi Tribunal, The Mokai School Report, p13

208. Waitangi Tribunal, The Mokai School Report, p11
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expressed tino rangatiratanga as existing within the community, including in the
context of education.”” For example, in The Mokai School Report, the Tribunal
observed that individual Maori communities hold their own tino rangatiratanga,
and considered ‘the education of Maori children into their own community is a
responsibility of tino rangatiratanga)™® Previous Tribunals have also recognised
Maori education approaches, such as kohanga reo and Kura Kaupapa Maori, as
engaging tino rangatiratanga.” In Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, the Tribunal recog-
nised Kura Kaupapa Maori as ‘an expression of tino rangatiratanga’ and ‘a direct
Maori response to a compulsory State education system the claimants say did not
provide for tamariki and whanau Maori’** Accordingly, in these circumstances,
‘the Crown’s obligations to give effect to their tino rangatiratanga’ are ‘directly
engage[d]’*® We note our inquiry similarly concerns the context of compulsory
schooling.

The Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua Tribunal observed the Crown must not exercise
its policy-making powers in such a way to compromise rangatiratanga and must
consult Maori where their rangatiratanga may be impacted.”* The Crown must
also give Maori appropriate priority where their interests are or are likely to be
affected by Crown actions or policy.”™ The Crown has particular responsibilities
in respect of te reo Maori. The Tribunal in Taku Reo Kura, Taku Reo Kahurangi
said te reo Maori is ‘a taonga of the highest importance’ and ‘the te reo that Maori
exercise these rights and duties over must be a living language: that is the very
essence of its taonga status.”® Accordingly, to discharge its obligations, ‘the Crown
must fully support the use by Maori of te reo in everyday and normalised interac-
tions: only through this can the guarantee of rangatiratanga over te reo be met’””

While the Crown must safeguard tino rangatiratanga ‘to the greatest extent
practicable, this obligation is not absolute.”™ As the Tribunal observed in Hauora:
Report on Stage One of the Health Services and Outcomes Kaupapa Inquiry (2023),
‘the Crown is not required to go beyond what is reasonable in the prevailing cir-
cumstances. What is reasonable will change depending on the circumstances that
exist at the time’™ Most recently, in Te Tinihanga o nga Matapono: The Urgent
Report on the Treaty Principles Reform (2026) the Tribunal observed that the

209. Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanau o Waipareira Report, pp xxv, 25, 26; Waitangi Tribunal, The
Mokai School Report, p13

210. Waitangi Tribunal, The Mokai School Report, p11

211. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 223; Waitangi Tribunal, Matua Rautia, pp 64,
66, 131

212. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, pp 223-224

213. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 224

214. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 278

215. Waitangi Tribunal, Matua Rautia, p 66

216. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 50

217. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 50

218. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 1, p16

219. Waitangi Tribunal, Hauora: Report on Stage One of the Health Services and Outcomes
Kaupapa Inquiry (Lower Hutt: Legislation Direct, 2023), p30
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Crown’s right to make laws and govern, and the tino rangatiratanga right of Maori
»220

‘must exist in a respectful equilibrium’

1.5.5.2 The principle of kawanatanga

The principle of kawanatanga derives from the Crown’s acquisition of kawana-
tanga under article 1 of the treaty and refers to ‘the Crown’s right to govern and
make laws for the good order and security of the country’” Tribunals have identi-
fied that the Crown must exercise kawanatanga ‘in accordance with the principle
of good government and in a way that actively protects and does not diminish
rangatiratanga.” The principle of good government requires the Crown to act in
accordance with its own laws and develop sound policy.”” The principle of good
government is especially relevant to the Crown’s exercise of kawanatanga when
proposing legislation which affects Maori,”* such as the amendments to the
Education and Training Act 2020.

In the education context, the Tribunal in Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua observed
the Crown is necessarily empowered to determine policy about the compulsory
education sector by its kawanatanga authority. In doing so, however, the Crown
must exercise this authority consistently with the principle of good government.*”
To satisfy its kawanatanga and good government obligations in the compulsory
education sphere, the Crown must transparently communicate policy decisions,
fully engage with the impacts of the policy on Maori when making decisions, and
work to create targeted and effective policy.””* As engagement is a prerequisite for
good policy making, the principle is connected to the Crown’s duties to engage
with Maori.”” As we noted in our stage one report, where treaty interests are very
clearly at issue, the principle of good government requires the Crown to hold itself
to the highest standards of good policy making, including by undertaking specific
analysis of proposed amendments and to ensure it meets its own internal stand-
ards for good policy making.”**

To exercise its kawanatanga authority consistently with the principle of good
government, the Crown must be adequately informed of the potential impacts of
its policies on Maori treaty interests before making substantial decisions in the
policy process. It follows that a ‘rushed policy development process on a matter

220. Waitangi Tribunal, Te Tinihanga o nga Matapono, pp19—20

221. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuatahi, p163; Waitangi Tribunal,
Hautupua, p19, see also Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p52; Waitangi
Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 224; Waitangi Tribunal, Te Tinihanga o nga Matapono, p 20

222. Waitangi Tribunal, Nga Matapono/ The Principles: Interim Report, p 71; Waitangi Tribunal, Te
Tinihanga o nga Matapono, p 20; Waitangi Tribunal, Hautupua, p19

223. Waitangi Tribunal, He Maunga Rongo Report on Central North Island Claims, Stage One,
revised ed, 4 vols (Wellington: Legislation Direct, 2008), vol 2, p 429; Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo
Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 52; Waitangi Tribunal, Te Mana Whatu Ahuru, vol 1, p 216

224. Waitangi Tribunal, Nga Matapono/The Principles: The Interim Report, p73

225. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, pp 224, 368

226. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 224

227. Waitangi Tribunal, Hitia te Rito o te Harakeke, kei Hea te Komako e Ko?, p 72

228. Waitangi Tribunal, Hiitia te Rito o te Harakeke, kei Hea te Komako e Ko?, p 72
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of singular importance to Maori’ can constitute a breach of the principle of good
government.” The Hautupua Tribunal observed the Crown followed a robust,
evidence-based process in the establishment of Te Aka Whai Ora, the Maori
Health Authority. While it was within the Crown’s authority to disestablish Te Aka
Whai Ora, the principle of good government ‘requires that any such decision must

5230

follow an equally thorough process as the one taken to establish it.

1.5.5.3 The principle of partnership

The principle of partnership is integral to the relationship between Maori and the
Crown, and derives ‘from the nexus between kawanatanga and tino rangatiratanga
expressed in articles 1 and 2 of te Tiriti>*" Alongside mutual obligations to act rea-
sonably and the utmost good faith, this principle requires a balance between the
kawanatanga and rangatiratanga spheres.”” In recognition of this, the Tribunal in
Te Tinihanga o nga Matapono observed that ‘neither party of this partnership may
impose its will without entering into an “ongoing dialogue” in which parties “act
with the utmost good faith” towards one another.” Transparent communication
is a core component of working in good faith.”*

Within the compulsory State schooling sector, the context of our inquiry, Kei
Ahotea Te Aho Matua identified the Crown has the right to make policy for com-
pulsory schooling, and review existing policy, but is responsible for facilitating
education that supports akonga Maori.”” Because schooling is compulsory, the
Crown’s kawanatanga responsibilities are heightened, though not unfettered, and
the Crown must exercise kawanatanga consistently with the principle of partner-
ship.”** As noted by the Tribunal in the Nga Matapono/ The Principles: The Interim
Report (2024), [wlhere there is an overlap or intrusion into the rangatiratanga
sphere contemplated by Crown action or policies, open dialogue and engagement
with Maori is required.” While the Maori-Crown relationship is one of equals,
there is a power imbalance towards the Crown, so the Crown must ensure the
relationship does not disadvantage Maori.”*

The principle of partnership is also connected to a broader obligation to consult
Maori on issues important to them and to make informed decisions.”” As the

229. Waitangi Tribunal, Takutai Moana Act 2011 Urgent Inquiry Stage 1 Report — Pre-publication
Version (Wellington: Waitangi Tribunal, 2024), p 50

230. Waitangi Tribunal, Hautupua, p19

231. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 50; Waitangi Tribunal, Te Tinihanga
0 nga Matapono, p 21

232. See, for example, Waitangi Tribunal, Hauora, pp 27, 30.

233. Waitangi Tribunal, Te Tinihanga o nga Matapono, p 21. See also, Waitangi Tribunal, Te Mana
Whatu Ahuru, vol 1, p 210, and Waitangi Tribunal, Matua Rautia, p 234

234. See, for example, Waitangi Tribunal, The Report on the Aotearoa Institute Claim Concerning
Te Wananga o Aotearoa, p 43; Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 279.

235. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, pp 253

236. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, pp 224-225

237. Waitangi Tribunal, Nga Matapono/The Principles: The Interim Report, pp 70-71

238. Waitangi Tribunal, Hauora, p28

239. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 51
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Tribunal in Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua concluded, ‘[w]here policy is made, the
Crown has a Treaty duty to consult, and often to collaborate, with the affected
Maori groups before decisions are reached’** The duty to consult applies not only
to final decisions, but to policy design and important steps in the policy process
before decisions are made.”” The Crown’s obligation to partner with Maori in the
policy development process, and in the implementation of policies, ‘is especially
relevant where Maori are expressly seeking an effective role in this process” and is
heightened where disparities in outcomes exist.”**

The Crown must approach consultation with an open mind and ‘should take
appropriate account of Maori expectations and preferences, meaning if the
Crown’s preferred approach to consultation is not acceptable to Maori, the Crown
should take reasonable steps to amend it.** As the Tribunal noted in Ko Aotearoa
Ténei, ‘Maori interests exist on a sliding scale’”** In some instances, it might be suf-
ficient for the Crown to inform Maori or seek their opinion. In others, the Maori
treaty interest may be ‘so central and compelling that engagement should go
beyond consultation to negotiation aimed at achieving consensus, acquiescence
or consent.*®

1.5.5.4 The principle of active protection

In exchange for kawanatanga, the Crown guaranteed it would protect taonga
Maori and protect Maori rights and interests.”** In accordance with this principle,
the Crown must ensure the rights and interests of Maori are actively protected in
its policies.”” This is not a passive obligation.*** It ‘requires honourable conduct
by, and fair processes from, the Crown, and full consultation with - and, where
appropriate, decision-making by - those whose interests are to be protected.**
‘When taonga such as te reo Maori and matauranga Maori are in a vulnerable
state, the Crown’s duty of active protection is heightened’™®

240. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 245

241. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, pp 253, 359; Waitangi Tribunal, The Napier
Hospital and Health Services Report (Wellington: Legislation Direct, 2001), p xxviii

242. Waitangi Tribunal, Hauora, pp28-29

243. Waitangi Tribunal, The Napier Hospital and Health Services Report, pxxviii; Waitangi
Tribunal, Te Tinihanga o Nga Matapono, p 22

244. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 684; see also Waitangi
Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura, Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 58

245. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 682. The Tribunal made
this observation in the context of international agreements, but it has since been applied generally.
See, for example, Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 51; Waitangi Tribunal, Te
Tinihanga o Nga Matapono, pp 22-23.

246. Waitangi Tribunal, The Wananga Capital Establishment Report, pp 49, 51

247. Waitangi Tribunal, Nga Matapono/ The Principles: The Interim Report, p77

248. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 228

249. Waitangi Tribunal, Te Tau Ihu o te Waka a Maui: Report on Northern South Island Claims, 3
vols (Wellington: Legislation Direct, 2008), vol 1, p 4

250. Waitangi Tribunal, The Report on the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-
Pacific Partnership (Lower Hutt: Legislation Direct, 2021), p176
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It has been well-established that te reo Maori and matauranga Maori are taonga
guaranteed protection under the treaty.”" In the context of education, the Tribunal
in The Mokai School Report said that State education had ‘an important role to
play in the fulfilment of the Crown’s duty [to] actively to protect the taonga of
Maori language and knowledge** In the Te Reo Maori Claim report, the Tribunal
said te reo Maori ‘should be taught as an integral part of an education in Maori
culture and history’ as ‘language cannot be learned in a vacuum’ but ‘must be part
of a whole”” Further, the Crown has previously accepted that tamariki Maori ‘are
taonga requiring protection.”* Despite the requirement to protect these taonga,
the Crown has historically failed to adequately do so. The Tribunal in The Report
on the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership
(2023) observed that Maori had ‘made concerted efforts to reclaim and revitalise
matauranga Maori and te reo Maori in recent decades and that ‘[t]here is a par-
ticular sensitivity toward any developments that threaten, or have the potential to
threaten, this progress.™ These circumstances, in the Tribunal’s view, heightened
the Crown’s duty of active protection.”

The health of te reo Maori has been a particular focus and concern of the
Tribunal across decades. In 2025, the Tribunal in the Taku Reo Kura, Taku Reo
Kahurangi report observed te reo Maori is ‘highly fragile’ and the Crown is
required to take vigorous action to protect it, particularly as its own actions dam-
aged te reo Maori.”” The Tribunal also observed ‘[c]urrent inequities between
Maori and non-Maori therefore heighten the Crown’s obligation to actively protect
Maori interests, demanding that balance be restored, noting linguistic inequity
created by the Crown with respect to te reo Maori.”** To discharge its obligations
to actively protect te reo Maori, the Crown is obliged to ‘fully support the use by
Maori of te reo in everyday and normalised interactions: only through this can the
guarantee of rangatiratanga over te reo be met.” The Crown must not undermine
or diminish its commitment to revitialising te reo Maori, nor should this commit-
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ment be ‘piecemeal or superficial, given the language’s ongoing vulnerability’.

251. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p 23; see also
Waitangi Tribunal, The Wananga Capital Establishment Report, p 48; Waitangi Tribunal, The Mokai
School Report, p11; Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Tenei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 555; Waitangi
Tribunal, Hitia te Rito o te Harakeke, kei Hea te Komako e Ko?, ps57

252. Waitangi Tribunal, The Mokai School Report, p13

253. Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Te Reo Maori Claim, p 32

254. Waitangi Tribunal, He Paharakeke, he Rito Whakakikinga Wharuarua, p 6

255. Waitangi Tribunal, The Report on the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-
Pacific Partnership, p177

256. Waitangi Tribunal, The Report on the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-
Pacific Partnership, p177

257. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 51

258. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 53

259. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 50

260. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 51
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1.5.5
1.5.5.5 The principle of equity
The principle of equity derives from the article 3 guarantee that Maori would have
the same rights as ‘British subjects’ (now understood as citizen rights’).*" The
principle recognises Maori have been disadvantaged by past breaches of the treaty
and requires the Crown to address disparities experienced by Maori, compared
to non-Maori, and act fairly towards Maori.*” The principle of equity is therefore
connected to the principles of partnership, active protection, and redress.”®

In the education context, equity does not merely require the same level and type
of education for everyone, but that this education best suits the needs of Maori,
particularly where Maori are facing disparities.**

Turning to our inquiry, we note an area of longstanding inequity in the
education system is the underachievement of akonga Maori compared to their
non-Maori counterparts. The persistent disparities in the education system were
part of the Crown’s stated motivation for the changes to the national curriculum
and school boards’ objectives, particularly improving the educational success of
akonga Maori.”” The current picture of akonga Maori educational achievement
is, therefore, critical context to our inquiry and the settings and operation of the
education system generally.

In her brief of evidence, Pauline Cleaver, Acting Hauta — Deputy Secretary of
Te Poutaha - Curriculum Centre at the Ministry of Education informed us ‘New
Zealand has one of the largest gaps between the highest and lowest-scoring stu-
dents, and this has not improved over time.*** Ms Cleaver explained that akonga
Maori comprised ‘a significant (25%) and growing proportion of all students’ in
the schooling system, with the ‘vast majority’ of akonga Maori (185,000 students)
attending English-medium schools.”” Citing recently published data from the
Curriculum Insights and Progress Study, a national monitoring study for the New
Zealand Curriculum, Ms Cleaver noted the study ‘shows large and statistically
significant gaps between Maori and non-Maori students.** In Year 8, for example,
Ms Cleaver noted that a lower proportion of Maori students were meeting cur-
riculum expectations for mathematics, writing and reading than their non-Maori

261. Waitangi Tribunal, Te Urewera, vol 8, p3770; see also Waitangi Tribunal, Te Tinihanga o nga
Matapono, pp 22-23

262. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura, Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 52; Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea
Te Aho Matua, p232

263. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, pp 52-53; Waitangi Tribunal, Nga
Matapono/ The Principles: The Interim Report, p78

264. See Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 232; Waitangi Tribunal, Te Urewera, vol 8,
Pp3774, 3776

265. See, for example, doc A43(a), pp 43-44, 216; doc A44, p24

266. Document A44, p2

267. Document A44, p2

268. Document A44, p2; see Curriculum Insights and Progress Study, ‘Results from the National
Mathematics and Writing Assessments 2024 https://nzcer.shinyapps.io/cohort_assessment_2024
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counterparts.”® We understand Year 8 is not the only Year group for which
disparities exist.”® Rather, we understand the sample is illustrative of the context
in which the Crown’s reforms occur; an education system in which longstanding
educational disparities exist for Maori. As Ms Cleaver noted: ‘Evidence of inequit-
able education outcomes for Maori is well documented and longstanding. While
there is success within schools and particularly kura, as a total learner group
Maori are disproportionately represented in achievement data’”

Equity is therefore a key principle in this inquiry. In our view, the existence
of these longstanding and known educational inequities heightens the Crown’s
partnership obligations and kawanatanga responsibilities in the context of its
education reforms.

1.5.5.6 The principle of options

The Tribunal has described the principle of options as the right of Maori to choose
their ‘social and cultural path; deriving ‘from the Treaty’s guarantee to Maori of
both tino rangatiratanga and the rights and privileges of British citizenship.”*
According to the Hauora Tribunal, the principle of options ‘protects Maori in
their right to continue their way of life according to their indigenous traditions
and worldview while participating in British society and culture, as they wish’”?
The Tribunal in its He Paharakeke, He Rito Whakakikinga Wharuarua: Oranga
Tamariki Urgent Inquiry report (2021) stated that, ‘[t]he centrality of the prin-
ciple of options lies in the obligation upon the Crown to adequately protect the
availability and viability of kaupapa Maori solutions.”* In the context of kaupapa
Maori education, the Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua Tribunal found ‘[t]he Crown has
a duty to ensure Kaupapa Maori education, including Kura Kaupapa Maori, is an
available and thriving option for Maori Tamariki to access — which includes the

development of focused and effective policy.””

1.5.5.7 The principle of redress
Maori have the right to redress for treaty breaches resulting from Crown policy,
actions, or omissions.”® The principle of redress is not limited to redress for the

269. Document A44, p 2. For the mathematics and writing statistics referred to by Ms Cleaver, see
Curriculum Insights and Progress Study, ‘Results from the National Mathematics and Writing Assess-
ments 2024, https://nzcer.shinyapps.io/cohort_assessment_2024, and, for reading, see Curriculum
Insights and Progress Study, ‘Results from the National Mathematics and Reading Assessments 2023,
https://nzcer.shinyapps.io/cohort_assessment_2023. Note readers will need to filter by assessment
type, year level, and variable (Maori/non-Maori).

270. See, for example, doc A44(i)(i), p 34-

271. Document a44(e), p [2]

272. Waitangi Tribunal, Hauora, p 35 (quoting Waitangi Tribunal, The Napier Hospital and Health
Services Report, p 65)

273. Waitangi Tribunal, Hauora, p 35

274. Waitangi Tribunal, He Paharakeke, he Rito Whakakikinga Wharuarua, p 23

275. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 368

276. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, ps3; Waitangi Tribunal, Tino
Rangatiratanga me te Kawanatanga, vol 1, p 68
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1.5.5
loss of physical resources or land.”” Relevant to our inquiry, it applies to the
Crown’s redress for past grievances relating to te reo Maori.”* For the Crown to
satisfy its obligations under redress, ‘its efforts to protect and promote [the Maori
language] must be constant and unwavering.”’

The principle of redress is also relevant where the Crown removes measures
established to address past breaches of the treaty.* In Hautupua, the Tribunal
identified that Te Aka Whai Ora was established to provide redress for previ-
ous breaches of the treaty and the Crown’s unilateral decision to disestablish it
amounted to a prima facie breach of the principle of redress.* In Te Tinihanga
o Nga Matapono, the Tribunal said this principle can be viewed ‘with a future-
focused lens’ meaning that the Crown is not only required to provide adequate
redress for breaches but must ‘also ensure that its current and future actions do
not compound the injustice of past breaches’**

277. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 53

278. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 53

279. Waitangi Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 53

280. Waitangi Tribunal, Hautupua, p 64

281. Waitangi Tribunal, Hautupua, p 64. It was considered a prima facie breach as the Tribunal did
not know what would replace it, see p 63.

282. Waitangi Tribunal, Te Tinihanga o Nga Matapono, p 25
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CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND /HE WHAKAMARAMA WHANUI

2.1 INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, we outline background context necessary to understand the
Crown’s reforms to the national curriculum, comprising both Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa and the New Zealand Curriculum. We begin by introducing the national
curriculum. We discuss its function as a guide for what students are to learn and
be taught in school, its status as secondary legislation issued by the Minister of
Education, the two curricula it comprises, and, lastly, the role of schools in bring-
ing the national curriculum to life.

With this context laid out, we then turn to consider the curriculum reform
process between 2018 and 2023 (‘the refresh’) that preceded the Crown’s current
knowledge-rich reforms. This period covers the introduction of compulsory
Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories education in schools and kura, the development
of Te Mataiaho, a new conceptual framework for New Zealand Curriculum, and
the beginnings of a redesign of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa.

This context is important to inform our later analysis because the claimants and
interested parties argued the Crown’s knowledge-rich curriculum represents a
substantial break from the refresh of the New Zealand Curriculum and its empha-
sis on the treaty and strengthening the bicultural foundations of the curriculum.’
They also argued the Crown’s engagement on the knowledge-rich curriculum fell
far short of the collaboration and co-design that characterised the refresh.” The
Crown, in contrast, characterised the knowledge-rich approach as a continuation
of, or building, on the refresh.’ While acknowledging it worked less collaboratively
on the knowledge-rich curriculum than during the refresh, it argued the process
was nevertheless informed by its earlier engagements.*

After outlining the refresh, we set out key decisions in the Crown’s development
of a ‘knowledge-rich’ national curriculum underpinned by the ‘science of learning’
(the ‘knowledge-rich reset’). In section 2.4.2, we cover the Crown’s adoption of
new design principles for both Te Marautanga o Aotearoa and the New Zealand
Curriculum and the Curriculum Ministerial Advisory Groups report which
informed Minister Stanford’s approach to the reforms. Then, in section 2.4.3, we
outline steps taken by the Crown to ‘restore balance’ to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s

1. See submission 3.3.17, p24; see also submission 3.3.25, p 4
2. See submission 3.3.17, pp 24-25; submission 3.3.31, p 20

3. Submission 3.3.32, p 40

4. Submission 3.3.32, pp101-103
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histories curriculum. In the next chapter, we then set out our understanding of the
Crown’s approach to developing the national curriculum’s content.

2.2 OVERVIEW OF THE NATIONAL CURRICULUM

The national curriculum provides the ‘framework and common direction for
schools and kura’ in Aotearoa New Zealand.’ At a high-level, it outlines what
teaching should occur and the expected progress for students in each learning
area.” It also provides guidance to teachers on pedagogy and how to tailor the
national curriculum to be most engaging and meaningful to students.”

In Aotearoa New Zealand, the national curriculum consists of ‘two curriculum
documents that schools and kura can choose between, namely:

» Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, the curriculum ‘designed for delivery through te

reo Maori’; and

» New Zealand Curriculum, the curriculum ‘designed for use in other

settings.’

We heard in this inquiry that some kura might draw on both Te Marautanga
o Aotearoa and the New Zealand Curriculum for their akonga. For example,
because more senior subjects are offered as part of the New Zealand Curriculum,
Nga Kura a Iwi frequently use it in wharekura (secondary school) to offer pupils
a broader array of learning.” Kura a Iwi, when in the process of transitioning to
tull kaupapa Maori education, might also ‘draw more heavily from the NZC [New
Zealand Curriculum] while that transition is underway’”

The national curriculum also ‘sets regulatory expectations for teaching and
learning in schools and kura)” When formally issued by the Minister of Education
under section 9o of the Education and Training Act 2020, national curriculum
statements become secondary legislation and form part of all State schools’
(including kura and State-integrated schools’) regulatory requirements.” Other
content might also be considered part of the national curriculum even if it is not
issued as a national curriculum statement, such as guidance created for teachers.”

In the sections that follow, we briefly outline the constituent components of
both the New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa and describe
the role of the Minister of Education and the Ministry of Education in curricu-
lum development. For both the New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o

5. See Ellen MacGregor-Reid to Erica Stanford, ‘Briefing Note: Curriculum and Assessment
Introductory Briefing), ministerial briefing note, MOE 1319175, 27 November 2023, p [4] (source cited
in submission 3.3.32(a), p 25 fn 80)

6. MacGregor-Reid to Stanford, ‘Curriculum and Assessment Introductory Briefing), p [4]

7. MacGregor-Reid to Stanford, ‘Curriculum and Assessment Introductory Briefing} p [4]

8. Document A44, p2

9. See doc A29, pp6-7

10. Document A29, p7

11. See MacGregor-Reid to Stanford, ‘Curriculum and Assessment Introductory Briefing}, p [4]

12. See doc A42, p[8]; doc A17(a), pp 94-106

13. See doc A44, pp 9-10. However, we note the Government is moving towards issuing all content
under section 9o (see doc A44, p13).
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Aotearoa, we describe the curriculum that was in place before the refresh began as
context to understand the changes developed during the refresh and knowledge-
rich reset. Understanding the earlier curricula is also important because, as at
the time of writing, some of the elements of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa and the
New Zealand Curriculum are still in force for schools and kura today. Lastly, we
consider the role of teachers and schools in curriculum design.

2.2.1 The New Zealand Curriculum

The New Zealand Curriculum was first released in 2007 and became required in
schools in 2010."* The 2007 New Zealand Curriculum comprises some content that
has been formally issued as curriculum statements by the Minister of Education
under section 9o of the Education and Training Act 2020 (and therefore form part
of schools’ regulatory requirements) and other content that sits alongside.”

The content that was formally gazetted included the 2007 New Zealand
Curriculum’s compulsory ‘learning areas’ (the name for the overarching subjects
taught as part of the curriculum) and the ‘curriculum framework requirements’
(the high-level principles, vision, values, and key competencies that inform and
underpin the curriculum).” The accompanying guidance on pedagogy, assess-
ment, and curriculum design and review for teachers was not gazetted (and there-
fore did not constitute a regulatory requirement).” As Ms Cleaver explained, the
Government is moving to issue the full New Zealand Curriculum, including guid-
ance, as curriculum statements under section 9o of the Education and Training
Act 2020 so there is a ‘stronger regulatory bottom line.® We discuss section 90 of
the Act further in section 2.2.3.

The 2007 New Zealand Curriculum contained seven compulsory learn-
ing areas: English, Mathematics and Statistics, the Arts, Health and Physical
Education, Science, Social Sciences, and Technology.” The curriculum also offered
one optional subject, Learning Languages.” While not compulsory, the 2007 New
Zealand Curriculum identified te reo Maori as a language of ‘special mention’
and guidance provided that ‘[a]ll schools with students in years 7-10 should be
working towards offering students opportunities for learning a second or subse-
quent language.”

While not mandated in the 2007 New Zealand Curriculum, from 2020 until
November 2025 school boards also had explicit requirements related to te reo
Maori as well as tikanga Maori, te ao Maori, and matauranga Maori. Section 127(1)

14. Document A44, p8. Ms Cleaver stated that, since its introduction, some changes have been
made to the New Zealand Curriculum, including the addition of the Digital Technology learning area
and Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories.

15. Document A44, pp 9-10

16. Document A44, p11

17. Document a44, pp9-10

18. Document A44, pp13, 21

19. Document A44, p10

20. Document A44, p10

21. Document A44, p10; doc A60, p47
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(d) of the Education and Training Act 2020 (now repealed) provided that one of a
school board’s primary objectives in governing the school was to ensure the school
‘gives effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi, including by ‘working to ensure that its plans,
policies, and local curriculum reflect local tikanga Maori, matauranga Maori,
and te ao Maori’ and ‘taking all reasonable steps to make instruction available in
tikanga Maori and te reo Maori’” We discuss section 127(1)(d) further in part 11 of
our stage two report, and in section 4.4.2.2.

Section 5 (also repealed in November 2025) provided the Minister of Education
could ‘issue a statement of national education and learning priorities’ for early
learning, primary, and secondary education.” The statement had to be consist-
ent with the ‘education and learning objectives’ which included ‘instil[ling],
in each child and young person, an appreciation of the importance of’ (among
other things) ‘diversity, cultural knowledge, identity, and the different official lan-
guages” and “Te Tiriti o Waitangi and te reo Maori’(section 5(4)(c)(ii) and (iii)).**
A National Education and Learning Priorities statement was issued in 2020 and
expired in November 2025 and included the priority: ‘(m]eaningfully incorporate
te reo Maori and tikanga Maori into the everyday life of the place of learning.”
Under section 127(2)(a) (now repealed), to meet their primary objectives, school
boards were required to ‘have particular regard’ to the statement of National
Education and Learning Priorities issued under section 5. While Te Whakakitenga
o Waikato submitted the National Education and Learning Priorities objectives
‘related directly to teaching and learning outcomes’ the Crown submitted National
Education and Learning Priorities ‘had no direct connection to [the] delivery of
teaching and learning programmes’’*

In addition to the learning areas, the curriculum framework requirements were
also formally issued under the Education and Training Act 2020 and comprised
a ‘vision’ for young people, ‘values’ ‘[t]o be encouraged, modelled, and explored,
and ‘key competencies’ ‘for living and lifelong learning’” The framework also
featured eight ‘principles’ that served as ‘[floundations of curriculum decision
making’ and ‘embod[ied] beliefs about what is important and desirable in school
curriculum - nationally and locally), including ‘acknowledg[ing] the principles of
the Treaty of Waitangi and the bicultural foundations of Aotearoa New Zealand’

22. Education and Training Act 2020, s127(1)(d)(i), (ii) (version as at 22 October 2025)

23. Education and Training Act 2020, s5(1) (version as at 22 October 2025); Education and
Training Amendment Act 2025, s5

24. Education and Training Act 2020, s5(4)(c)(ii) and (iii) (version as at 22 October 2025)

25. Submission 3.3.32(a), pp1y 38; Chris Hipkins, ‘Clear Direction Set for the Education
System, Skills Prioritised, press release, 13 November 2020, https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/
clear-direction-set-education-system-skills-prioritised#:~:text=The%20Government%20ohas%20
released%20a,delivers%2ofor%20all%20New%20Zealanders, accessed 26 August 2026; doc A6o0,
p649

26. Submission 3.3.31, p18; submission 3.3.32(a), p17

27. The values included excellence, diversity, equity, community and participation, ecological
sustainability, integrity, innovation, inquiry and curiosity, and respect; the five key competencies
included thinking; using language, symbols, and texts; managing self; relating to others; and partici-
pating and contributing (doc A60, pp11-13, 15-16).
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where ‘[a]ll students have the opportunity to acquire knowledge of te reo Maori
me 6na tikanga.”®

Ms Cleaver explained in her evidence that within each compulsory learning
area, the 2007 New Zealand Curriculum provided a ‘high level direction on what
students should learn during their time at school, but did ‘not provide specificity
on what to teach, when or how’” Instead, schools’ decision-making was guided
by ‘Purpose Statements’ within each learning area and schools could ‘select frony’
a range of ‘Achievement Objectives’ for each learning area.”® The Achievement
Objectives were organised into eight levels” and schools did not need to cover
every Achievement Objective at every level.”

As we discuss in section 2.3.3 and chapter 3, the 2007 New Zealand Curriculum’s
framework and learning areas were developed and revised during the refresh and
knowledge-rich reset.

2.2.2 Te Marautanga o Aotearoa

The Crown noted the development of the ‘first marau Maori’ and the translation
of the New Zealand Curriculum into te reo Maori occurred in the 1990s, with the
initial release of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa in 2008 (the 2008 Te Marautanga o
Aotearo?).” The introductory description of the 2008 Te Marautanga o Aotearoa
provides that the ‘centrepost’ of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa is

founded on the aspiration to develop successful learners, who will grow as competent
and confident learners, effective communicators in the Maori world, healthy of mind,
body and soul and secure in their identity, and sense of belonging . . . and have the
skills and knowledge to participate in and contribute to Maori society and the wider
world.*

Jessie Moss, a primary school teacher and former contributor to the develop-
ment of national curriculum resourcing for Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories,
outlined in her evidence the evolution of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa in her brief of
evidence.” Prior to the 1990s, she explained, there was ‘no provision at all fora.. ..
national Maori curriculum’ and that it was ‘only through extensive lobbying from
Maori stakeholders, whanau and educators, including kura kaupapa Maori, that

28. The other seven principles were high expectations, coherence, cultural diversity, inclusion,
learning to learn, community engagement, and future focus (doc A60, p12).

29. Document A44, p11

30. Document A44, p11

31. Ms Cleaver explained that ‘[e]ach level is generally associated with 2 years of schooling. Levels
6-8 correlate with the three years of senior secondary schooling which are currently credentialed via
the three level NCEA qualifications’ (doc A44, p11 fn20).

32. Document A44, p11

33. Submission 3.3.32(a), pp10, 11. The Crown’s chronology notes changes that have been intro-
duced to Te Marautanga o Aotearoa since its release (see submission 3.3.32(a), from p11).

34. Document A60, p120

35. See doc A17
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the Minister of Education agreed to develop Te Marautanga o Aotearoa.* However,
Ms Moss stated, during the early phases of the development of Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa, the curriculum’s structure and achievement objectives were required to
‘mirror the English-medium curriculum’” We touch on the relationship between
the New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa further in section
2.4.4.2.

Ellen MacGregor-Reid, Te Tumu Whakarae mo te Matauranga — Secretary for
Education and Chief Executive of the Ministry of Education, explained in her
evidence that there needed to be alignment between Te Marautanga o Aotearoa
and the New Zealand Curriculum.” This reflected that the national curriculum
‘needs to be of universal and national application to all state and state-integrated
schools, with both pathways providing ‘a common foundation for State education
and a fundamental level of consistency between State schools’” However, Ms
MacGregor-Reid stated, Te Marautanga o Aotearoa also has differences to the New
Zealand Curriculum that reflects its role ‘in supporting the revitalisation of te reo
Maori and the different considerations for bilingual and immersion settings when
designing their teaching and learning programmes’*’

Like the New Zealand Curriculum, we understand Te Marautanga o Aotearoa,
while providing a common direction for kura, did not prescribe every detail of
what must be taught to akonga. Rather, kura were expected to develop ‘school-
based curriculum’ and, similar to the New Zealand Curriculum, select from a
range of Achievement Objectives within each wahanga ako."

The 2008 Te Marautanga o Aotearoa featured nine wahanga ako, namely Te Reo
Maori (Maori Language), Pangarau (Mathematics), Pataiao (Science), Tikanga
a-Iwi (Social Sciences), Hauora (Health and Physical Education), Nga Toi (The
Arts), Hangarau (Technology), Te Reo Pakeha (English Language), and Nga Reo
(Learning Languages).*

In addition to the wahanga ako, the 2008 Te Marautanga o Aotearoa also
contained ‘Nga Matapono Whanui’ (five overarching principles), ‘Nga Uara, Nga
Waiaro' (values and attitudes), “Te Ahua o @ Tatou Akonga’ (important qualities
and characteristics of Maori-medium education graduates), a statement regarding
Maori language aspirations, ‘important considerations’ for the selection of know-
ledge and skills relevant to akonga, and commentary regarding the teaching and
learning process and assessment.” We briefly summarise aspects of this frame-
work below.

First, regarding Nga Matapono Whanui, the 2008 Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa stated the treaty was ‘central’ to the curriculum and that the five

36. Document A17, p2

37. Document A17, p2

38. Document A42, p8

39. Document A42, p8

40. Document A42, p8

41. Document A60, pp132, 133
42. Document A29(a), p33

43. See doc A60, pp122-131
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overarching principles arose from the treaty and were to guide teaching and learn-
ing in schools.** Nga Matapono Whanui related to (among other things) the cen-
trality of akonga in teaching and learning, the curriculum’ role in ‘affirm[ing] and
revitalis[ing] [the] Maori language and culture’ and ‘nurtur[ing] the language and
customs of whanau, hapt, and iwi, schools’ broader relationships with whanau,
hapt, and iwi, and akonga engagement with the environment.”

Secondly, the section on Nga Uara, Nga Waiaro provided ‘some of the most
important values and attitudes to be gained by learners in Maori-medium set-
tings, drawn from both te a0 Maori and ‘the Values of the Wider World’* This
included, for example, the importance of akonga ‘understand[ing] the values of
their whanau, hapt, and iwi, enabling access to the Maori world>"

Lastly, guidance on the selection of knowledge and skills, in turn, noted ‘learn-
ers, whanau, hapt and iwi should be acknowledged as holding valid learner-based,
tribal-based and local forms of knowledge’ and ‘schools should actively invite the
holders of traditional knowledge in their whanau, hapt and iwi to engage with
learners’*

As we discuss further in section 2.3.4, the refresh began a process to redesign
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa to reflect a more authentically indigenous curriculum.
However, some of this work, such as a new name that was developed for the cur-
riculum, was not carried forward during the knowledge-rich reset, as we note in
section 2.3.4.2.

2.2.3 The role of the Minister of Education and Ministry of Education
As noted above, under section 9o of the Education and Training Act 2020, the
Minister of Education can issue national curriculum statements that set out
requirements for:
» what is to be taught and learnt (such as the New Zealand Curriculum’s
learning areas and the wahanga ako in Te Marautanga o Aotearoa);
» how the curriculum is to be taught and learned (such as content related to
assessment, aromatawai or its overarching framework); and
» ‘expectations and priorities for the curriculum, including for the design of
teaching and learning programmes under section 164’.*
National curriculum statements formally issued under section 9o are secondary
legislation and must be published or notified in the Gazette.”

44. Document A60, p123

45. Document A60, pp123, 124. The overarching principles were “The Learner is at the Centre
of Teaching and Learning’; “The Learner has a High Level of Personal Awareness’; “The Learner
Achieves their Potential’; ‘School, Whanau, Hapa, Iwi and Community Will Work Together’; and
‘Environmental Health is Personal Health’ (doc A60, pp123-124)

46. Document A60, pp 125, 126, see pp 125-126 for all values and attitudes

47. Document A60, p125, see pp125-126 for all values and attitudes

48. Document A60, p128

49. Document A42, pp7-8; Education and Training Act 2020, s90(1)

50. See Education and Training Act 2020, s90; Legislation Act 2019, ss73, 74(1)(a), sch 1, cl 14
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Section 9o is contained in part 3 of the Education and Training Act 2020. Section
32 provides that the purpose of part 3 of the Education and Training Act 2020 ‘is to
establish a schooling system that supports all learners/akonga to gain the skills and
knowledge they need to be lifelong learners/akonga and fully participate in the
labour market, society, and their communities by’ (among other things) ‘honour-
ing Te Tiriti o Waitangi and supporting Maori-Crown relationships that make a
difference to learning’ and ‘reflecting and integrating te reo Maori, tikanga Maori,
matauranga Maori, and te ao Maori in the schooling system’” Zooming out fur-
ther, the overarching purpose for the Education and Training Act 2020 as a whole
is provided in section 4, which states the purpose of the Education and Training
Act 2020 ‘is to establish and regulate an education system that' (among other
things) ‘honours Te Tiriti o Waitangi and supports Maori-Crown relationships.”

We note that in our stage one interim report, the status of sections 32(h) and
4(d) was unclear as we understood the provisions were subject to further con-
sideration by Honourable Paul Goldsmith, Minister of Justice, as part of the
treaty clause review.” However, since our stage one interim report, the Crown
subsequently informed the Tribunal in Te Tinihanga o nga Matapono o te Tiriti -
Treaty Principles Reform inquiry that Minister Goldsmith had decided to exclude
section 4(d) and 32(h) of the Education and Training Act 2020 from the scope of
the review.™

At hearing, Andy Jackson, Hauti Te Pou Kaupapahere - Deputy Secretary
Policy at the Ministry of Education, explained that the formal assessment of a
curriculum statement’s compliance with the Education and Training Act 2020,
including sections 4(d) and 32(h), occurs when the Ministry of Education pro-
vides advice to the Minister of Education about the release of a curriculum state-
ment under section 90.” In other words, Mr Jackson explained, the assessment
is completed at the time the Minister of Education’s statutory power is exercised
under section 90.”° As at the time of hearing, no such assessment had yet been
completed for the knowledge-rich learning areas, wahanga ako, and curricula
frameworks then under consultation.” On 12 August 2024, the Crown updated
the Tribunal that Ministry of Education officials were working to provide Minister
Stanford with their ‘advice on the National Curriculum Statements and notice
for the New Zealand Gazette for the Minister’s decision” in the week beginning 31
August 2026.”

As secondary legislation, Ms MacGregor-Reid explained, the national cur-
riculum is ‘developed’ by the Ministry of Education but ‘made by the Minister of

51. Education and Training Act 2020, ss32(h) and 32(i)

52. Education and Training Act 2020, s 4(d)

53. See Waitangi Tribunal, Hiitia te Rito o te Harakeke, kei Hea te Komako e K62, p10

54. Wai 3565 ROI, memo 3.4.45, p2. Minister Goldsmith also decided to exclude section 3988 of
the Education and Training Act 2020 from the scope of the review.

55. Transcript 4.1.1, p302

56. Transcript 4.1.1, pp 302, 303

57. Transcript 4.1.1, p302

58. Memorandum 3.4.29, pp1-2
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Education’” When the Ministry of Education develops and updates curriculum
content, she stated, it ‘works within high level direction set by the Minister of
Education and/or Cabinet.”® That direction might include, for example, the
Minister or Cabinet’s preference regarding the degree of flexibility or consistency
the curriculum should provide for in teaching and learning.”

We note that, after hearing, a number of amendments were made to the
Education and Training Act 2020 via the Education and Training (System Reform)
Amendment Act 2026. This included the introduction of a requirement for regular
curriculum reviews.”

2.2.4 The role of schools and teachers
Under the Education and Training Act 2020, school boards are responsible for
ensuring the national curriculum is implemented within their school’s teaching
and learning programmes.” Specifically, a school board must ensure the school’s
principal and staft:
» ‘develop and implement teaching and learning programmes’ that give effect
to national curriculum statements made under section 9o (sections 127 and
164); and

> ‘monitor and evaluate the performance of the school’s students) including in
relation to national curriculum statements made under section 9o (section
165).%*

Under the regulations, school boards also have requirements linked to the
national curriculum statements in relation to their strategic plans, annual imple-
mentation plans, annual reports, and reporting to parents.”

Ms MacGregor-Reid explained that, while the national curriculum ‘sets require-
ments and direction’ on teaching, learning and assessment and guides teachers’
professional practice, schools themselves ‘bring the curriculum to life for their
students in responsive learning environments’ and use their ‘knowledge of their

59. Document A42, p9

60. Document A42,p9

61. Document A42,p9

62. Under newly enacted section 904, the Secretary of Education ‘must, on an ongoing basis plan
for a rolling cycle of review of learning areas, subjects, and wahanga ako referred to in a national
curriculum statement made under section 9o’ Under the new section, the Secretary of Education’s
plan must provide for a review at least every five years and, ‘[i]n conducting the review, the Secretary
must have regard to - (a) information about the educational achievement of students in the reviewed
learning areas, subjects, and wahanga ako; and (b) relevant evidence, for example, from new devel-
opments in educational research; and (c) international practice relating to the setting of curricula’
In addition, the Minister of Education may also direct the Secretary of Education to review one or
more learning areas, subjects, or wahanga ako in a national curriculum statement under the new sec-
tion goc (see Education and Training Act 2020, ss90A(1)-(3), 9oc(1) (version as at 6 July 2026) (as
inserted by the Education and Training (System Reform) Amendment Act 2026, s15).

63. Document A42, p5

64. See also Education and Training Act 2020, ss127(2)(f), 164, 165; doc A42, p 8

65. See doc a42, p8; see Education (School Planning and Reporting) Regulations 2023; Education
(School Boards) Regulations 2020
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students and their communities to build teaching and learning programmes that
contextualise learning’*

As we discuss in section 2.3.1, the degree of flexibility in the 2007 New Zealand
Curriculum and 2008 Te Marautanga o Aotearoa was identified as both valued
by schools to facilitate teachers’ localisation of the curriculum to meet the needs
and aspirations of their akonga and communities, but was also seen as a cause
of inconsistency in teaching across schools that required addressing.” During
the refresh, as we discuss further in section 2.3, the then Labour-led Government
sought to ‘rebalance curriculum responsibility’ between schools so central
Government provided more direction on the learning all students needed while
preserving a degree of local flexibility.”" The Crown’s knowledge-rich reset would
then go further in seeking to set a stronger national direction on what and how
students should be taught, as we discuss in section 2.4.%

2.3 BACKGROUND TO THE NATIONAL CURRICULUM REFRESH, 2018-23

In this section, we outline the national curriculum refresh before outlining the
knowledge-rich reset in section 2.4 and chapter 3. We begin with the report that
informed the then Labour-led Government’s decision to refresh the 2007 New
Zealand Curriculum and redesign the 2008 Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, before
discussing the decision to make Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories compulsory
in schools and kura. We then summarise the key substantive changes to the New
Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa developed during the refresh,
after which we consider the Crown’s approach to engagement during this period.

2.3.1 The Curriculum, Progress and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group
report
In March 2018, the then Prime Minister, the Right Honourable Jacinda Ardern
launched the National Education Conversation — Korero Matauranga, a ‘system-
wide consultation’ that ‘sought to begin a conversation about the education system
and to develop a 30-year strategic approach to education in New Zealand’”
Ms Cleaver described Korero Matauranga as ‘a comprehensive engagement
programme.”

In May 2018, the then Minister of Education, the Honourable Chris Hipkins,
established the Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory

66. Document A42,p9

67. See Chris Hipkins, ‘Curriculum, Progress and Achievement: Initial Actions, Minister of
Education paper for the Cabinet Social Wellbeing Committee, considered 26 August 2019, p 3 (source
cited in submission 3.3.10, p16 fn32)

68. See Hipkins, ‘Curriculum, Progress and Achievement: Initial Actions) p5

69. See doc A44,p24

70. Submission 3.3.32(a), p13; Jacinda Ardern, ‘Kids, Parents and Whanau to Help Shape
Education, press release, 23 March 2018, https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/kids-parents-and-
wh%c4%81nau-help-shape-education, accessed 11 June 2026

71. Document A44, p3

42



BACKGROUND 231
Group to advise on ways to strengthen the design and use of the national cur-
riculum.”” Drawing on feedback received through Korero Matauranga and other
engagements, the Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory
Group issued its report in June 2019 with advice and recommendations for both
Maori-medium and English-medium education.” Ms Cleaver described the sector
engagements that informed this report as ‘extensive.™
In its report, the Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory
Group advised that improving equity in education was a ‘wicked” problem - ‘com-
plex, enduring, and require[ing] multiple solutions.”” The group was clear that
‘equity’ did ‘not mean akonga all achieving the same outcomes’ but meant:

acknowledging that the outcomes that are valued are different and different kinds of
support may be required for achieving them. For people in the Maori-medium educa-
tion system, valued outcomes relate to their aspirations for education, language, cul-
ture, and wellbeing. The means for achieving them is through a distinct part of the
education system over which they have tino rangatiratanga.”

Promoting equity would also require ‘responding to akonga learning progress and
wellbeing’ in ways that ‘go beyond numeracy and literacy, and one-size-fits-all
approaches’”

To ‘improve equity and excellence in the education system that upholds Te Tiriti
o Waitangi, the Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory
Group advised, required creating a ‘system that learns’ — a system characterised
by trust, collaborative problem-solving, feedback loops, and continual learning.”®
To achieve that system change, the Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement
Ministerial Advisory Group proposed a number of guiding principles, includ-
ing: ‘Tangata Whenuatanga’® (meaning (among other things) to ‘[r]espect the
promise of tino rangatiratanga by partnering with Maori in all discussion and

72. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns (Ministry of Education, 4 June 2019),
ps» https://ndhadeliver.natlib.govt.nz/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=1E52084486,
accessed 8 June 2026 (source cited in doc A44, p3 fn5); doc A44, pp 2-3. According to Ms Cleaver, the
establishment of the Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group followed
the removal of National Standards - Nga Whanaketanga Rumaki Maori and that ‘[s]enior secondary
was looked at separately as part of the work of the Ministerial Advisory Group for the Review of the
National Certificate of Educational Achievement (NCEA)’ (doc A44, p3).

73. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, pp1, 61

74. Document A44, p3

75. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p19

76. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p13

77. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p19

78. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, pp 5, 12, 19, 20, 50
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decision-making’ and ‘[e]mpower people within Maori-medium education to
lead change in their sector in ways that are consistent with their vision, principles,
and philosophies’) and ‘[w]ananga’ (meaning (among other things) to ‘[u]se a
co-design approach wherever possible - listen and respond with open hearts and
minds’).”

For Maori-medium education specifically, the Curriculum, Progress, and
Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group identified three focus areas: equity,
trust, and coherence.” Under equity, it stated that, to date, ‘many decisions and
initiatives in Maori-medium education have been driven by English-medium
education’ and were ‘at odds with the principles, philosophies, and priorities of
Maori-medium education’” It also identified that trust had been eroded by:

a top-down approach that lacks transparency in process and purpose and undermines

partnership. Distrust is further entrenched by policies and strategies that impose

western theories of knowledge and give preference to western approaches to teaching,

learning, and assessment. This devalues matauranga Maori and the knowledge that
= . s . 82

whanau and kura bring to teaching and learning.

Among other measures, the Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial
Advisory Group recommended the Government ‘[w]ork in partnership with the
Maori-medium sector to define a new curriculum framework policy for Maori-
medium education that validates matauranga Maori . . . and promotes a child-
centred curriculum with a broader definition of success.® It advised this recom-
mendation would require the development of aromatawai (assessment) tools and
processes and these ‘must be driven from a tikanga and matauranga Maori lens,
rather than a translation of English-medium approaches to assessment, measure-
ment, reporting, and monitoring of progress and achievement.*

For English-medium settings, the Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement
Ministerial Advisory Group identified ‘five focus areas for creating a system that
learns’: clarity, trust, information needs, collaborative networks, and capability.85
Most relevant for our purposes, it advised that ‘more clarity’ was needed about the

79. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, pp12, 53, 54

80. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p 6

81. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p 6

82. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p 24

83. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p8. The Advisory Group defined
matauranga Maori as the ‘body of knowledge that is derived from te ao Maori, p 8.

84. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p 28

85. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, pp 7-8
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national curriculum, local curricula, and how they related to one another.” While
the group acknowledged ‘flexibility for local responsiveness’ was ‘necessary in a
system that strives to be inclusive and value diversity, curriculum frameworks also
needed to be ‘clear about the learning outcomes that cannot be left to chance to
avoid local decisions leading to inequitable learning opportunities.”

Accordingly, the Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory
Group recommended the development of a process to review the national cur-
riculum ‘to ensure it remains relevant, coherent, and fit for purpose.® It also
recommended the ‘role and purpose of local curricula, including their relation-
ship’ to the New Zealand Curriculum be clarified, and that the development of
‘progress maps that clarify the critically important markers of progress, and help
to inform decisions about teaching and learning and about where akonga need
further support.®

In response to the Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory
Group’s report, Cabinet in August 2019 agreed to initial actions for the next phase
of curriculum work.” This included directing the Ministry of Education to ‘work
in collaboration with Maori, Pacific, the sector, students, parents and whanau
... on initial actions towards’ establishing an agreed process to update the New
Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa.” Explaining the rationale
for change, Minister Hipkins described that, while curriculum flexibility at the
local level was ‘valued by the sector and communities because it creates the con-
ditions for schools and kura to tailor learning to meet the needs and aspirations
of whanau, communities, and local hapa and iwi, schools were working with
‘minimal national guidance’ on how to use the New Zealand Curriculum and Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa ‘in their local context’” In those circumstances, there was
a chance that ‘important learning may be missed as schools and kura try to balance
competing demands to deliver teaching and learning’” “To ensure consistency and
equity, Minister Hipkins contended, there was a need to ‘rebalance curriculum
responsibility’ so central Government provided more direction on the learning
all students need ‘while ensuring schools and kura retain sufficient flexibility for

86. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p7

87. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p7

88. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p9

89. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, pp 9, 35

90. Michael Webber, ‘Curriculum, Progress and Achievement: Initial Actions, minute of Cabinet
decision, CAB-19-MIN-0427, 26 August 2019 (as cited in submission 3.3.32(a), p15 fn32); Hipkins,
‘Curriculum, Progress and Achievement: Initial Actions’

91. Hipkins, ‘Curriculum, Progress and Achievement: Initial Actions, p1

92. Hipkins, ‘Curriculum, Progress and Achievement: Initial Actions, p3

93. Hipkins, ‘Curriculum, Progress and Achievement: Initial Actions, p3
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school curriculum to meet the needs and aspirations of whanau, communities,
local hapii and iwi’**

The first curriculum change to be progressed, ahead of decisions being taken on
the process for the wider curriculum changes, was the addition of Aotearoa New

Zealand’s histories, as we discuss next.”

2.3.2 Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories to be taught in all schools and kura

In September 2019, Cabinet agreed to update the national curriculum ‘to make
explicit the expectation that New Zealand’s histories are part of the local curricu-
lum in all schools and kura*® This change would make the teaching of Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories compulsory for students in Years 1-10 for the first time.
The changes were later publicly announced by Prime Minister Ardern on 12
September 2019 at the unveiling of a plaque commemorating the New Zealand
Wars, where she described that the changes would ‘reset a national framework so
all learners and akonga are aware of key aspects of New Zealand history and how
they have influenced and shaped the nation’”

In his Cabinet paper recommending the change, Minister Hipkins outlined
his expectation the curriculum updates would cover the ‘arrival and settlement
of Maori to Aotearoa’; ‘[f]irst encounters and early colonial history of Aotearoa
New Zealand’; the treaty and its history; ‘[c]olonisation of, and immigration to,
Aotearoa New Zealand, including the New Zealand Wars’; ‘[e]volving national
identity’ in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries; ‘Aotearoa New
Zealand’s role in the Pacific’; and Aotearoa New Zealand in the late twentieth
century and the ‘evolution of national identity with cultural plurality’**

John Heremia, long time tumuaki (principal) of Te Wharekura o Rakaumanga,
described in his evidence the significance of this decision:

For the first time in the history of this country’s education system, every child - not
just the children in kura like ours — was required to learn the history of this land. The
New Zealand Wars. Confiscations. Te Tiriti. The history of how Maori land was taken,
how Maori language was suppressed, and how the community that surrounds this
kura came to be the way they are today.”

94. Hipkins, ‘Curriculum, Progress and Achievement: Initial Actions p5

95. Document A44, pp3-4

96. Michael Webber, ‘New Zealand’s Histories in Schools and Kura, minute of Cabinet decision,
CAB-19-MIN-0455, 9 September 2019 (source cited in submission 3.3.10, p16 fn32)

97. ‘New Zealand History Will be Compulsory in All Schools by 2022] Radio New Zealand,
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/te-ao-maori/398599/new-zealand-history-will-be-compulsory-in-all-
schools-by-2022, accessed 16 July 2026

98. Chris Hipkins, ‘New Zealand Histories in Schools and Kura, Minister of Education paper for
the Cabinet Social Wellbeing Committee, considered 9 September 2019, p 2 (source cited in submis-
sion 3.3.32, p 43 fn129)

99. Document A28, p9
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Chris Abercrombie, a history and social studies teacher and President of Te
Wehengarua, also described the changes as important, stating:

Finally, after more than 150 years New Zealand akonga would be taught their own
history at school. Prior to that, History as a subject in New Zealand primarily taught
about overseas subjects while ignoring our own rich and deep history. Due to the
many atrocities that occurred during the colonisation of Aotearoa, the history of our
country is a thing that some New Zealanders find hard to face.”

In the view of Ripeka Lessels, President of Te Riu Roa, the reforms were a ‘sig-
nificant step forward in the development of an approach to education that gives
effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi and create[d] educational settings that are safe for
akonga Maori, supporting them to thrive in their learning and identities’"

While noting the significance of requiring Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories to
be taught in schools and kura, Mr Heremia was also clear that the change ‘was not
a gift from the Crown’ and instead was hard won following years of community

advocacy."” He stated:

It was won by students from Otorohanga College who collected ten thousand sig-
natures demanding that the wars that shaped their rohe be taught truthfully. It was
won by decades of advocacy from iwi, educators, and communities who were tired
of their children learning more about Robin Hood than Pétatau Te Wherowhero, the
first Maori King. I say that from personal experience — that was my own schooling
in Raatoki. I knew more about King Arthur than I knew about King Tawhiao. The
Aotearoa New Zealand Histories curriculum was the beginning of the corrective.'”

At hearing, Jane Jarman, Head of History at Kerikeri High School and Te Tai
Tokerau Executive Member of the New Zealand History Teachers’ Association,
also traced the impetus for the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum
to the Otorohanga College students’ petition which, she said, was the result of
a school trip to the Waikato Battle Fields and the students’ ‘shock and dismay
that the events of the War for the Waikato had not been covered in their school
curriculum’'**

The Cabinet paper, considered in September 2019, that recommended the
change stated it was ‘clear’ from Korero Matauranga and ‘wider public discus-
sions’ that many felt the education system was ‘not meeting New Zealanders’
expectations in relation to teaching New Zealand’s histories, particularly ‘Te Tiriti
0 Waitangi, colonisation, the Land Wars and waves of migration’'” The Cabinet
paper recorded that ‘[c]urrently too much is left to chance about the teaching and

100. Document A24, p4

101. Document A12, p10

102. Document A28, p[9]

103. Document A28, pp [10]-[11]

104. Transcript 4.1.1, p201; doc A27, p [2]

105. Hipkins, ‘New Zealand’s Histories in Schools and Kura, p1
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learning each school and kura delivers in relation to New Zealand’s histories’ and
that variation in delivery between schools meant ‘many New Zealanders leave
school not fully aware of key events, the ways they have influenced and shaped our
nation, and different perspectives or experiences of those events.'*’

Cabinet directed that the updated Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories content be
developed by the Ministry of Education, ‘working collaboratively with experts,
Maori, Pacific and ethnic communities, the sector, students, parents and whanau,
and other groups with a strong interest in shaping how New Zealand’s histories
are taught.'”” The curriculum content for the updates was subsequently developed
between 2020 and 2021 In his January 2021 Cabinet paper recommending
the public release of the curriculum updates for consultation, Minister Hipkins
described matauranga Maori as ‘foundational to the teaching of history” and ‘an
explicit component of the updated content which strengthens the bicultural intent
of The New Zealand Curriculum and recognises Te Marautanga o Aotearoa as the
indigenous curriculum’’® He said further that the draft content had been devel-
oped through ‘co-design, ongoing collaboration, and testing with Maori histories
experts and other historians, the schooling sector (including history teachers) and
a variety of other agencies and communities with a strong interest in shaping how
New Zealands histories are taught."® We discuss the Crown’s approach to engage-
ment during the refresh in more detail in section 2.3.5.

The curriculum was subsequently released in March 2022 for implementation
in schools from January 2023." In terms of approach, the Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories and Takanga o Te Wa (the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories strand of
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa) content was ‘developed as inserts’ into the existing
Social Sciences learning area in the New Zealand Curriculum and the Tikanga
a-Iwi wahanga ako in Te Marautanga o Aotearoa.”” The updates also introduced
and tested a new structure to describe learning expectations in the curriculum,
including what students would be expected to ‘Understand;, ‘Know’, and be able to
‘Do’ (the Understand, Know, and Do model) and phase-based progressions.™ This
revised structure would provide the template for the refresh of other curriculum
content, as we discuss further in section 2.3.3.2.™

106. Hipkins, ‘New Zealand’s Histories in Schools and Kura, p1

107. Hipkins, ‘New Zealand’s Histories in Schools and Kura, p5

108. Document A44(e)(i), p2

109. Chris Hipkins, ‘Aotearoa New Zealand’s Histories: Public Engagement on Draft Curriculum
and its Implementation, Minister of Education paper for the Cabinet Business Committee, con-
sidered 26 January 2021, p5 (source cited in submission 3.3.32(a), p17 fn 42)

110. Chris Hipkins, ‘Aotearoa New Zealand’s Histories: Public Engagement on Draft Curriculum
and its Implementation, pp1-2

111. Document A44(e)(i), p2

112. Submission 3.3.32(a), p17

113. See Ellen MacGregor-Reid to Jan Tinetti, ‘Education Report: Confirming the Content Struc-
ture for Learning Areas in the New Zealand Curriculum, Ministry of Education paper, 22 July 2021,
p1 (source cited in submission 3.3.32(a), p19 fn 49); submission 3.3.32(a), p19

114. See MacGregor-Reid to Tinetti, ‘Confirming the Content Structure for Learning Areas in the
New Zealand Curriculum, p2
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In his Cabinet paper seeking agreement to release the finalised Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories and Te Takanga o Te Wa updates in March 2022, Minister
Hipkins stated the work supported ‘the Government’s Te Tiriti o Waitangi obli-
gations through providing a national curriculum that recognises and values the
history of iwi and hapt, and creates greater experiences for akonga Maori in edu-
cation’ as well as enabling schools and kura to ‘give effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi’
under section 127(1)(d) of the Education and Training Act 2020."

After its release, schools’ implementation of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories
would be reviewed by the Education Review Office in its first year. The Ministry
of Education would also provide supports for schools to teach Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories content, including region-based professional learning and
development, and schools were expected to work with mana whenua to develop
their school curriculum."® We discuss the Education Review Office’s review in sec-
tion 2.4.3.1 in the context of the knowledge-rich reset.

2.3.3 The refresh of the New Zealand Curriculum

In January 2021, following collaborative work with representatives from the sec-
tor and communities, then Associate Minister of Education, the Honourable Jan
Tinetti, advised Cabinet that a full refresh of the national curriculum, covering
both the New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, was need-
ed.”” Associate Minister Tinetti stated the refresh was needed to ensure both Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa and the New Zealand Curriculum were:

» clear for kura, schools, kaiako and teachers about the learning that must be
covered;

» clear about the characteristics of quality local curriculum and marau a-kura;

» accessible and easy-to-use; and

» fit for purpose for the unique learning contexts in English and Maori medium."*

The refresh would be undertaken in phases over a four-to-five-year period,
beginning with Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories (as described in section 2.3.2),
with the initial phase also seeking to ‘strengthen the bicultural framing of the cur-
riculum so that it better reflects The Treaty partnership.™

115. Document A60, p 604

116. Document A60, p 458

117. Jan Tinetti, ‘Refreshing the National Curriculum for Schooling, Minister of Education
paper for the Cabinet Social Wellbeing Committee, considered 26 January 2021, p2 (source cited in
submission 3.3.32(a), p18 fn44); doc A44, p 4; Rachel Clarke, ‘Refreshing the National Curriculum
for Schooling, minute of Cabinet Business Committee decision, CBC-21-MIN-0004, 26 January
2021, p1 (source cited in submission 3.3.32(a), p18 fn44); Michael Webster, ‘Report of the Cabinet
Business Committee: Period Ended 29 January 2021, minute of Cabinet decision, CAB-21-MIN-0006,
2 February 2021, p2 (source cited in submission 3.3.10, p16 fn32)

118. Tinetti, ‘Refreshing the National Curriculum for Schooling} p2

119. Tinetti, ‘Refreshing the National Curriculum for Schooling), p7; see also doc A44, p4
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For brevity, we do not summarise the individual Ministerial decisions made
during the phases of the refresh but rather describe the substantive, conceptual
changes that developed in the process and which learning areas were revised. We
then discuss the Crown’s approach to engagement in section 2.3.5.

2.3.3.1 Te Mataiaho - the draft framework

A key curriculum development during the refresh was “Te Mataiaho, a new rela-
tionship framework for the New Zealand Curriculum. In her brief of evidence, Ms
Cleaver explained that Te Mataiaho arose from ‘[t]he commitment to strengthen
the bicultural framing of the New Zealand Curriculum, so that it better reflects
the Treaty partnership’ and was ‘grounded in te ao Maori and expressed in te reo
Maori’ ™

The Te Mataiaho whakapapa (relationship framework) and a supporting karakia
were gifted by Dr Wayne Ngata, a member of Te Ropa Kaitiaki, an advisory group
established to guide the New Zealand Curriculum refresh including the ‘integrity
of the bicultural framework’™ We discuss the role of Te Ropu Kaitiaki further in
section 2.3.5. Dr Therese Ford, national director of Huia Kaimanawa, the ‘First-
time Maori Principals and Emerging Maori Leaders Programmes’ with Te Akatea
— the New Zealand Maori Principals’ Association (Te Akatea), explained in her
evidence that she was ‘in the whare” alongside Dr Ngata ‘[w]hen the kaupapa and
vision was set for Te Mataiaho** She stated ‘[t]he people who contributed to Te
Mataiaho were of the highest calibre’ and that ‘[a] lot of collaboration and intent
went into it)*

Te Mataiaho was about schools weaving together the seven-interrelated cur-
riculum aho (strands) to design an effective and appropriate curriculum for their
school.”* Each aho began with the prefix ‘matai, meaning ‘to observe, to examine,
to deliberately consider, followed by a kupu (word) that reflected the essence of
that aho.” Each aho was then ‘organised into three key areas: why, what, and
how’”* The visual design was a circular tohu (symbol) made up of whakarae (pat-
terns) that breathe life into all the aho to create the whole — Te Mataiaho. This is
achieved when all aho ‘are brought to life in the school curriculum’™ We describe
the aho next.

The first three aho of the relationship framework comprised the ‘why’ and
guided school leaders on ‘the direction and design of their school curriculun’:"**

» Matairangi (‘Matai ki te rangi, homai te kauhau wananga ki uta, ka whiti he

ora - ‘Look beyond the horizon, and draw near the bodies of knowledge

120. Document A44, p13

121. Submission 3.3.32, p 47; doc A1, p329; doc A44, p21
122. Document A4, p5; doc A1, p296

123. Document A4, p5; see also transcript 4.1.1, p 28
124. Document a44(b), p[28]

125. Document a44(b), p [28]
126. Document a44(b), p [28]
127. Document a44(b), p [29]
128. Document A44(b), p [28]
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Whakapapa of Te Mataiaho

inuku | Creating a foundation )|

The whakapapa of the 2023 Te Mataiaho framework (see doc A44(b), p [29])

that will take us into the future’) - the guiding kaupapa of Te Mataiaho,
which stated it ‘gives effect to te Tiriti o Waitangi and its principles, and
‘ask[ed] school leaders to set and continually review their school curricu-
lum as they hold themselves accountable to their communities and to Te
Tiriti o Waitangi and its principles’ and ‘disrupt the status quo of inequity’™
Matainuku (‘Matai ki te whenua, ka tiritiria, ka poupoua’ - ‘Ground and
nurture the learning’) - the ‘three curriculum principles’ that ‘ground’
Matairangi. The second principle required schools ‘to give practical effect
to Te Tiriti o Waitangi and its principles’ and called on school leaders ‘to
actively support fair and equitable educational processes and outcomes,
‘actively protect taonga, including te reo, tikanga, and matauranga Maori,
and ‘collaborate with parents and whanau, hapu, and iwi to incorpo-
rate te reo Maori, tikanga Maori, and matauranga Maori into the school
curriculum’®

Mataitipu (‘Mataitipu hei papa whenuakura’ - ‘Grow and nourish a thriving
community’) — an ‘educational vision for young people in their own words’

> 131

which ‘describes what a thriving community means to them’ .

The fourth and fifth aho comprised the ‘what’ and guided schools to describe
and support student progress:™*

>

Matairea (‘Matai ka rea, ka pihi hei mahuri’ - ‘Build and support progress’)
- ‘the progression model and its five phases of learning) described in further
detail below.™

Mataiaho (‘Matai rangaranga te aho ti, te aho pae’ — “Weave the learning
strands together’), which ‘builds on the progression model’ contained in
Matairea and encompassed the eight New Zealand Curriculum learning

129. Document a44(b), p [30]

130. Document A44(b), p [31]. The framework linked the requirement to give effect to the treaty to
section 127(1)(d) of the Education and Training Act 2020 (now removed) (see doc A44(b), p[31] fn6).

131. Document a44(b), pp[28], [32]

132. Document a44(b), p [28]

133. Document a44(b), p [33]
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areas. Together Matairea and Mataiaho described ‘the learning that is too
important to be left to chance.”*

The final two aho comprised the ‘how’ and guided schools ‘to design and review
their school curriculum in a way that best meets the needs of all their students’:™

» Mataioho (‘Matai oho, matai ara, whitiki, whakatika’ — ‘Awaken, arise, and
prepare for action’) — the aho representing ‘the ongoing process of bring-
ing Te Mataiaho to life, which provided guidance and ‘critical questions’ for
schools regarding how to design and deliver their curricula, including ques-
tions regarding the inclusion of taonga Maori in the curriculum and collab-
oration with tangata whenua.

» Matajahika (‘Matai korero ahiahi’ - ‘Keep the hearth occupied, maintain
the stories by firelight’) — the aho ‘describ[ing] the importance of relation-
ships with tangata whenua, drawing on their matauranga (knowledge) and
experience.”

As a relationship framework, Te Mataiaho emphasised that all seven aho ‘should
be connected and work to lift the confidence and capability of each student’ and
woven together by schools ‘to design an effective and appropriate curriculum for
their school’*

In October 2023, Ministry of Education officials advised on the treaty implica-
tions of Te Mataiaho in their report to Minister Tinetti seeking approval to release
its latest draft.” Although this iteration was ultimately not released before the
2023 general election, Ministry of Education officials advised “Te Mataiaho will
much more effectively support schools to meet the requirements’ contained in
section 127(1)(d) of the Education and Training Act 2020.*° As noted in section
2.2.1, section 127(1)(d) (now repealed) previously contained a requirement for
schools boards to ensure the school ‘gives effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi, including
by ‘working to ensure that its plans, policies, and local curriculum reflect local
tikanga Maori, matauranga Maori, and te ao Maori’ and ‘taking all reasonable
steps to make instruction available in tikanga Maori and te reo Maori.""'

We note Te Mataiaho later became the working title for the refreshed New
Zealand Curriculum."” For clarity in this report, we use ‘the 2023 framework’
when referring to the relationship framework developed for the New Zealand
Curriculum during the refresh.

134. Document a44(b), pp [28], [36]

135. Document a44(b), p [28]

136. Document A44(b), pp [81], [82]-[83]

137. Document a44(b), pp [28], [85]

138. Document a44(b), pp [28], 565

139. Document a44(b), p561

140. Document a44(b), pp565-566

141. See Education and Training Act 2020, s127(1)(d) (version as at 22 October 2025)
142. Document A44(b), p5
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2.3.3.2 Progression model, progress outcomes, and the Understand, Know, and Do
model
Another change to the New Zealand Curriculum that was developed during the
refresh was the introduction of a new progression model to bring ‘greater clarity
about what is important to learn by when’'* This replaced the eight curriculum
levels used under the 2007 New Zealand Curriculum with five ‘phases of learning’:
Years 1 to 3, Years 4 to 6, Years 7 to 8, Years 9 to 10, and Years 11 to 13."*

In addition, the refreshed New Zealand Curriculum replaced Achievement
Objectives with ‘one Progress Outcome for each learning area at the end of each
phase’” Drawing from the approach developed for the Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories and Te Takanga o Te Wa updates, the Progress Outcomes reflected what
students should ‘Understand, ‘Know’ and ‘Do’ ‘by the end of each phase** Ms
Cleaver explained this approach would provide ‘more consistency’ by requiring
teaching and learning programmes ‘to focus on all Progress Outcomes’ rather than
allowing schools to select from a range of available Achievement Objectives as was
the situation under the 2007 New Zealand Curriculum."”

As briefly introduced in section 2.3.2, the Understand, Know, and Do model
described ‘the deep and enduring big ideas, including ideas relevant to matauranga
Maori, that students should take away and remember from each learning area’
(‘Understand’); comprised ‘the meaningful and important knowledge and con-
texts that exemplify and enrich students’ understanding of the big ideas’ (‘Know’);
and described ‘the practices (including literacy and numeracy), strategies, skills,
key competencies, and values - including those that derive from matauranga
Maori - that are particular to each learning area and that bring rigour to learning’
(‘Do’)."** For example, in the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories strand of the New
Zealand Curriculum, students would be expected to Understand ‘the big ideas’:

» ‘Maori history is the foundational and continuous history of Aotearoa New

Zealand’;

» ‘Colonisation and settlement have been central to Aotearoa New Zealand’s

histories for the past 200 years’;

» “The course of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories has been shaped by the use

of power’; and

» ‘Relationships and connections between people and across boundaries have

shaped the course of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories."*

143. Document a44(b), p566

144. Document a44(b), p566; doc A44(b), p 28. According to the Ministry of Education, this shift
reflected research that ‘showed that phases of learning reflect how schools typically think in terms of
broad phases of learning across years at school’ (doc A44(b), p566).

145. Document a44(b), p566

146. Document a44(b), p566

147. Document A44, p16

148. Document a44(b), p33

149. See Ministry of Education, ‘Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories in the New Zealand Curriculum,
2022, p3 (document cited by doc A27, p [4] fn2)
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2.3.3.3 Refreshed learning areas
Alongside developing the refreshed conceptual framework, Te Mataiaho, the
Government also began refreshing the New Zealand Curriculum learning areas
in phases. After consulting on the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum
updates, we understand the Crown worked to refresh, and later consulted on,
the Mathematics and Statistics, Social Sciences, and English learning areas.”
We understand it also commenced refreshing The Arts, Science, and Technology
learning areas but had not yet consulted on the drafts at the time of the 2023 gen-
eral election.”™

At a high-level, we understand that compared to the 2007 New Zealand
Curriculum learning areas, the development of the refreshed learning areas
focused on providing more ‘clarity about what is important for students to learn,
and by when’ while still ensuring a degree of flexibility at the local level.”” As
Ms Cleaver explained, ‘[t]he approach to the learning areas still expected a high
degree of decision making to continue to sit with schools’™ This included ‘how te
ao Maori, matauranga Maori and te reo Maori should be included;, and taught, ‘in
teaching and learning programmes.”* The draft curriculum framework included
content to help school leaders navigate local decision-making with Maori and the
wider community.”

A Common Practice Model, which aimed to provide greater guidance about
‘how’ to teach was also developed, as we discuss next.

2.3.3.4 Common practice models

Ms Cleaver explained that, alongside work on the national curriculum, the
Government also developed strategies for literacy and mathematics ‘in response
to signs (in data on English medium education) that student progress and achieve-
ment was beginning to decline, alongside there being a persistent pattern of ineq-
uity that, at a system level, was not shifting*® One of the initial strategic priorities
included ‘clarifying expectations for effective teaching and learning’ as part of the
New Zealand Curriculum updates, which ‘led to work beginning on the Common
Practice Model’” The Common Practice Model, Ms Cleaver described, would
be issued as part of the curriculum and ‘set out the pedagogical approaches and
teaching practices to be used’*

150. See submission 3.3.32(a), pp19-20, 23
151. Submission 3.3.32(a), p23

152. Document a44(b), p15

153. Document A44, p17

154. Document A44, p17

155. Document A44, p17

156. Document A44, p4

157. Document A44, pp4-5

158. Document A44, pp13-14

54



BACKGROUND
2.3.4
2.3.4 The refresh of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa
In parallel to the New Zealand Curriculum refresh, the Government also took
steps to redesign the framework and wahanga ako (learning areas) as part of the
refresh of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa.

The scope of that change included the adoption of a new guiding kaupapa,
“Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura, the development of a new framework and curriculum
name, ‘Te Tirewa Marautanga, and the refresh of wahanga ako, to be renamed
‘Tirewa Ako. At a high level, these changes represented a shift towards a more
akonga-centred curriculum grounded in a Maori worldview. As above, we outline
these substantive developments below but do not detail the individual steps of the
refresh process. We then set out the Crown’s approach to engagement in section
2.3.5.

2.3.4.1 Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura

The first design element to be adopted as part of the refresh of Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa was ‘Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura, a new akonga-centric conceptual frame-
work for the curriculum.”

According to a literature review commissioned by the Ministry of Education, the
concept Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura ‘captures the essence’ of the notion that, ‘[f]rom
a Maori perspective, the child is the carrier of hopes and aspirations between
past and future generations.'®® On its webpage for the framework, the Ministry of
Education described that “Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura stems from a Maori worldview
and reflects the values of Maori society and what whanau want for their children
as Maori, and as global citizens.” The framework ‘takes a holistic approach that
places akonga at the centre of teaching and learning'®

In the context of the curriculum, Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura described the ‘core
and transversal competencies’ for each learning area.'” It comprised four ‘key
focus areas, namely:

» ‘He Akonga te Tamaiti’ - “Tamaiti are recognised as a learner, a thinker, an
innovator, a problem-solver, a risk-taker, a contributor, and creator to the
world they will live in’;

» ‘He Puna Korero te Tamaiti’ - ‘Tamaiti are proficient communicators,
engagers and evaluators of ideas, able to articulate their thoughts, opinions,
feelings, and understandings as confident users of a range of literacies’;

» ‘He Tangata te Tamaiti’ - “Tamaiti are supported to be a thinking and caring
human being, a socially confident and emotionally aware person, healthy in

159. See Ellen MacGregor-Reid to Jan Tinetti, ‘Update on the Refresh of The New Zealand
Curriculum and redesign of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa’, Ministry of Education paper, 11 May 2022,
p 4 (as cited in submission 3.3.32(a), p18 fn 46)

160. Rawiri Toia, Awhina Gray, Hineihaea Murphy, and Tabitha McKenzie, “Te Tamaiti Hei
Raukura: Literature Review’ (commissioned research report, Wellington: Ministry of Education,
2020), p23

161. Document A60, p 413

162. Document A60, p 413

163. Document A17(a), p9
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mind, body, and spirit, guided by values and attitudes that enable positive
participation in the world and respectful engagement with others’; and
» ‘He Uri Whakaheke te Tamaiti’ — “Tamaiti are culturally sound and are a
linguistic contributor to the world they live in, as mokopuna, as representa-
tives of their whanau, hapa, and iwi, as recipients, holders and creators of

valued learning handed down through the generations.'**

2.3.4.2 Te Tirewa Marautanga

In addition to Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura, Associate Minister Tinetti and Associate
Minister of Education — Maori Education, the Honourable Kelvin Davis, agreed
to adopt a new framework, ‘“Te Tirewa Marautanga, for the Maori-medium and
kaupapa Maori curriculum, to provide ‘greater structural and functional coher-
ence and to ensure it reflects the values, principles and outcomes that drive indi-
genous education’'” Te Tirewa Marautanga would also replace ‘Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa as the name of the curriculum.'*

In their advice recommending the adoption of Te Tirewa Marautanga, Ministry
of Education officials traced the evolution of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa from its
inception in the 1990s, noting how its parameters and expectations had followed
the English-medium curriculum:

The development of the first two iterations of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa (1990s
and 2010) followed the development of The New Zealand Curriculum and required
the writers to align the expectations and outcomes to the western theory and prac-
tice used to inform the New Zealand curriculum design. As a result, Te Marautanga
o Aotearoa largely focuses on learning areas and knowledge that is deemed essential
and valuable, through a western world view; therefore, Te Marautanga o Aotearoa,
while reflecting the national priorities, does so to the detriment of the philosophy and
principles upon which kaupapa Maori and Maori medium are founded.”

Officials advised the redesign of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa therefore provided
an opportunity to develop a more holistic, child-centred curriculum that ‘priv-
ileges matauranga Maori and te reo Maori, shifting the focus towards indigenous
ways of learning'®® The redesign would also focus on improving curriculum
coherence and ‘clarity about the learning that can’t be left to chance and the char-
acteristics of quality marau a-kura.'®

As described in a position paper commissioned by the Ministry of Education
on the model, in te reo Maori the term “Te Tirewa refers to structures designed for
things to be hung upon - ‘[a]mong their many forms, tirewa were erected as scaf-
folding, or ‘rangitupu, to raise the ridgepole for a new whare’ or, more commonly,

164. Document A17(a), p9
165. Document A17(a), p3
166. Document A17(a), p3
167. Document a17(a), p6
168. Document A17(a), p6
169. Document A17(a), p6
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‘constructed to grow food, hang harakeke or other fibres for drying prior to weav-
ing, and to dry food (eg, tuna, patiki, karengo)’”® The ‘test’ of te tirewa, the report
stated, ‘was in its strength to support its load and its ability to exist in the local
environment.”"

In the context of the curriculum, Te Tirewa Marautanga described how the
components of the curriculum worked together ‘to support learning, progress,
and achievement), as symbolised through a Te Tirewa structure.”” The framework
comprised four elements:

» Tirewa Marautanga, the ridge pole, representing ‘foundational curriculum
policies that will guide kura and schools to ensure their marau a-kura incor-
porates key components to support learning and teaching’;

» Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura, the four posts, representing ‘the core and transver-
sal competencies, key learning and outcomes’ for akonga;

» Tirewa Ako, the cross rails, representing the ‘core learning areas, compris-
ing ‘Tirewa Matamua (compulsory core kaupapa) and “Tirewa Matamuri’
(optional kaupapa); and

» Tirewa Matai, the bracing rails, ‘acknowledg[ing] the importance of regu-
lar monitoring both locally and nationally and contribut[ing] to evidence of
progress and achievement of akonga’”?

In addition to adopting a new name, the Government agreed to replace
wahanga ako (the learning areas within the Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori
national curriculum) with “Tirewa Ako’ to provide ‘a structure that aligns with the
other key components’ of Te Tirewa Marautanga.”

In addition to embedding the focus areas of Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura within
each Tirewa Ako, Tirewa Ako would also incorporate “Tohu Ako’ to describe ‘key
points on a learning continuum that are critical for akonga to acquire so they can
progress their learning with confidence’ (ie, the ‘[lJearning that cannot be left to
chance’).” Tohu Ako were used and tested in Te Takanga o Te W3, the Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories curriculum strand within the Maori-medium and kau-
papa Maori national curriculum.”®

We note that the new curriculum name, Te Tirewa Marautanga, has not been
progressed as part of the knowledge-rich reforms as the Ministry of Education
‘made an internal decision to adopt the title Te Marautanga o Aotearoa’ instead.””
To avoid confusion, we therefore use “Te Marautanga o Aotearoa’ to refer to the
Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori curriculum in this report, but use ‘Te Tirewa
Marautanga® when referring to the specific framework developed during the
refresh.

170. Document A56(a), p159
171. Document A56(a), p159
172. Document A17(a), p6

173. Document a17(a), pp2, 6, 8
174. Document A17(a), p3

175. Document A17(a), p9

176. Document A17(a), p9

177. Document A17(a), p189
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TIREWA AKO

Te Tirewa Marautanga (see doc A17(a), p7)

2.3.4.3 Ako Framework

Ms Cleaver explained that, in addition to the literacy and mathematics strategies
mentioned in section 2.3.3.4, the Government also issued a strategy for Te Reo
Matatini and Pangarau (Literacy and Mathematics) in response to signs of declin-
ing student progress and achievement and an unshifting pattern of inequities.”®
As with the Common Practice Model for the New Zealand Curriculum, we
understand this strategic priority to ‘clarify expectations for effective teaching and
learning practice’ led to work to develop the ‘Ako Framework’ for Te Marautanga
0 Aotearoa.”

2.3.5 Engagement during the national curriculum refresh
The Crown explained engagement during the refresh ‘informed both the decision
to pursue a full refresh of the National Curriculum, the design principles adopted
at that time, and the development of the draft refreshed curriculum content’™®
This engagement included feedback received through Kérero Matauranga, ‘tar-
geted sector and professional engagement, and input from advisory groups.™

The specific advisory and oversight groups for the New Zealand Curriculum

and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa included:

178. Document A44, p 4. We understand this strategy was called ‘Hei Raukura moé te Mokopuna’
(submission 3.3.32(a), p20)

179. Document A17(a), p 83

180. Submission 3.3.32, p 45

181. Submission 3.3.32, p 45
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» Te Ohu Arataki, the Coherence Oversight Group established to guide the
New Zealand Curriculum alongside Te Ropt Kaitiaki.'™
» Te Ropu Kaitiaki, a group established to advise on the New Zealand
Curriculum refresh, including the ‘treatment of te ao Maori, matauranga
Maori, and tikanga Maori, ‘integrity of the bicultural framework, and align-
ment with the treaty.®

» Te Ropa Whaiti, a group comprised of ‘curriculum design experts’ to ‘guide

and advise on the redesign’ as the oversight group of Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa.”™

For the New Zealand Curriculum, in particular, the Crown outlined that ‘the
development of refreshed curriculum content’ was undertaken by the Ministry
of Education, with input from ‘[s]ector representatives, ‘[sJubject matter experts)
‘[e]ducators and community stakeholders, and ‘[a]dvisory groups established
to provide oversight and guidance.™ This included the groups listed above. The
Crown noted the curriculum refresh ‘proceeded iteratively, including drafting,
testing and consultation phases’'*

Another group that provided input, including on draft curriculum content
ahead of its public release, was the ‘Curriculum Voices Group."” We understand
this was a large group of ‘key stakeholder representatives (around 65 initially)
established in April 2021 ‘to serve as the central “touch point” for guidance and
feedback on design, development and implementation products’™ As we discuss
in section 3.2.2.3, the Curriculum Voices Group was later disbanded during the
knowledge-rich reset.

When developing the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum, in par-
ticular, the Ministry of Education also received expert input from an independent
expert advisory panel convened by Te Apairangi — The Royal Society."® Its mem-
bers included Professor Charlotte Macdonald and Professor Michael Belgrave as
co-convenors alongside Sir Tipene O’'Regan, Emerita Professor Barbara Brookes,
Associate Professor Damon Salesa, Sean Mallon, Emerita Professor Manying

182. Submission 3.3.32(a), p18; doc A44, p21. Te Ohu Arataki members were Professor Graeme
Aitken, Barabara Ala’alatoa, Wally Penetito, Hémi Dale, and Barbara Cavanagh (MacGregor-Reid to
Tinetti, ‘Update on the Refresh of The New Zealand Curriculum and Redesign of Te Marautanga o
Aotearod, p10).

183. Submission 3.3.32, p47. The members of Te Ropu Kaitiaki were Dr Wayne Ngata oNzM,
Distinguished Professor Graham Hingangaroa Smith cNzm, Associate Professor Vaughan Bidois,
Professor Mera Penehira, and Associate Professor Sonja Macfarlane (MacGregor-Reid to Tinetti,
‘Update on the Refresh of The New Zealand Curriculum and Redesign of Te Marautanga o Aotearod’,
p1o0).

184. Submission 3.3.32, p 49; submission 3.3.32(a), p18

185. Submission 3.3.32, p47

186. Submission 3.3.32, p47

187. Submission 3.3.32(a), p19

188. Submission 3.3.32(a), p19. The Crown stated that the Curriculum Voices Group ‘had the
opportunity to see and feedback on some of the draft curriculum material while it was being devel-
oped (ie ahead of consultation)’ and ‘operated until May 2025’ (submission 3.3.32(a), pp19, 35).

189. Document A17(a), pp 30, 37-39
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Ip, Dr Vincent O’Malley, Professor Jim McAloon, Dr Arini Loader, and Kahu
Hotere.””

For Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, the Ministry of Education worked with ‘sec-
tor representatives, subject matter experts, educators and Maori organisations to
evolve Te Marautanga o Aotearoa into an akonga-centred, future-focussed cur-
riculum grounded in the conceptual framework of Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura’ This
included work alongside Te Ropt Whaiti.”” As with the New Zealand Curriculum,
the curriculum development for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa ‘proceeded iteratively’
and included ‘regular engagements with sector representatives to provide insight
and feedback on proposed content and expectations.’*

2.3.6 The status of the refresh as at the general election
At the time of the 2023 general election, the work to refresh the New Zealand
Curriculum was not yet complete. While the Aotearoa New Zealand’ histories
content had been gazetted and some learning areas had been finalised (but not
yet gazetted), other content was awaiting consultation or was yet to be refreshed.
Specifically:
» the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories content had been gazetted as an addi-
tion to Social Sciences, and had been required to be taught in schools from
the beginning of 2023.”*
» Mathematics and Statistics and English were substantially advanced - both
having been released (but not yet gazetted) for planned implementation
from the beginning of 2025.”

» Social Sciences had been released (but not yet gazetted) for planned imple-

mentation at the beginning of 2027."*°

» Science, Technology, The Arts, and the Common Practice Model for literacy

and communication and mathematics had been developed for consultation
but not yet released.””

» Health and Physical Education, and Learning Languages were yet to be

refreshed.

The framework, Te Mataiaho, had also been substantially progressed. As at
the general election, the latest iteration had been updated following consultation
in early 2023 and was awaiting another round of consultation (but had not yet
been released).” Ms Cleaver explained that consultation feedback received on Te
Mataiaho included ‘[a] high degree of agreement’ that the framework ‘gives prac-

190. Document A17(a), p37
191. Submission 3.3.32, p48
192. Submission 3.3.32, p 49
193. Submission 3.3.32, p 49
194. Document a44, p9 fnis
195. Document A44, p9 fnis
196. Document A44, p9 fnis
197. Document A44, p9 fnis
198. Document A44, p9 fn1s
199. Submission 3.3.32, p 48
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tical effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi, is inclusive, responsive and has students at the
centre’”” The Ministry of Education also heard that additional clarity was needed
‘around progression and the relationship with assessment and reporting’ and ‘how
to use Te Mataiaho, as well as ‘[s]imple, concise language’*”

For Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, Te Takanga o Te W4, the Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories strand of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, had been gazetted and had been
required for implementation from the start of 2023.”” However, the ‘draft curricu-
lum and ako framework (practice model) content [were] still in development.””
We understand this included draft content for the redesigned Pangarau and Te
Reo Maori wahanga ako which was yet to be consulted on.”** Components of the
framework developed during the refresh, as noted in section 2.3.4, included Te
Tamaiti Hei Raukura and Te Tirewa Marautanga.”” The Crown noted the inten-
tion was to formally consult on Te Marautanga o Aotearoa once there was a full
draft, rather than using a phased approach to wahanga ako individually, as was the
approach for refreshing the New Zealand Curriculum.”

2.3.7 Summary

In summary, between 2018 and 2023, the Crown began a process to refresh the
national curriculum. For the New Zealand Curriculum, those reforms were guided
by objectives to (among other things) increase the curriculum’s clarity regarding
the learning all akonga and students should receive and to strengthen the bicul-
tural framing of the New Zealand Curriculum to better reflect the treaty. For Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa, the redesign reflected a desire to shift the curriculum to a
more authentically indigenous curriculum while improving clarity on the learning
that could not be left to chance. The approach to the refresh during this period
was characterised by collaboration and co-design. At the time of the 2023 general
election, as noted above, some curriculum content had been gazetted or released
for implementation in schools but other parts of the national curriculum were still
in draft form or yet to be refreshed.

2.4 BACKGROUND TO THE KNOWLEDGE-RICH CURRICULUM RESET THAT
BEGAN IN 2023

In this section, we turn to the knowledge-rich reset, during which the Crown
sought to develop a knowledge-rich curriculum informed by the science of
learning. This section covers the establishment of Minister Stanford’s Curriculum
Ministerial Advisory Group (‘the Curriculum MAG’) and its report, the adoption

200. Document A44, p14

201. Document A44, p14

202. Submission 3.3.32(a), p23

203. Submission 3.3.32(a), p23

204. These draft wahanga ako were referred to in initial advice from the Ministry of Education
to the incoming Minister of Education, Hon Erica Stanford, in December 2023 (doc a44(d), p18).

205. Submission 3.3.32, pp 49-50

206. Submission 3.3.32, p50
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of new design principles for the national curriculum, and steps taken to ‘restore
balance’ to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum. We begin by out-
lining the incoming coalition Government’s education priorities relevant to the
national curriculum.

2.4.1 Incoming coalition Government’s priorities

In November 2023, the New Zealand National Party (National) concluded coali-
tion negotiations with New Zealand First and AcT New Zealand (acT) to form
a government. The coalition agreements contained commitments relevant to the
curriculum, including:

» ‘[r]estore balance to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s Histories curriculum), con-

tained in the coalition agreement with acT;*” and

» ‘[l]ift school achievement by teaching kids an hour each of reading, writ-

ing and maths every day), contained in the coalition agreement with New
Zealand First.”**

In addition, ‘National’s 100 Day Action Plan’ stated it would ‘[a]ppoint an Expert
Group to redesign the English and maths curricula for primary school students’*”
National provided further commentary on its desired curriculum reforms in its
‘Teaching the Basics Brilliantly’ education manifesto, stating it would ‘[r]ewrite
the curriculum to include clear requirements about the specific knowledge and
skills primary and intermediate schools will need to cover for each school year
in reading, writing, maths, and science”® The curriculum, it stated, ‘should be
evidence-based, knowledge-rich, and internationally comparable’™ Later, the
coalition Government released its goals for education, including the goal to have
‘80% of Year 8 students at or above the expected curriculum level for their age in
reading, writing and maths by December 2030’**

After the coalition Government was sworn into office on 27 November 2023,
Minister Stanford, as the new Minister of Education, received briefings from
her officials on the former Government’s refresh of the curriculum and advice
on how to pursue the incoming Government’s immediate education priorities.”™

Regarding the curriculum, officials in these early briefings and reports:

207. New Zealand National Party and AcT New Zealand, ‘Coalition Agreement, 24 November
2023, p8

208. New Zealand National Party and New Zealand First, ‘Coalition Agreement, 24 November
2023, p3. Additional education priorities of the coalition Government are set out in the Crown’s
submissions (see submission 3.3.32, from ps51).

209. New Zealand National Party, ‘National’s 100 Day Action Plan, https://assets.national.org.nz/
web/prod/100_Day_Action_Plan.pdf?v=1727927418, accessed 4 September 2026, p3

210. New Zealand National Party, ‘Teaching the Basics Brilliantly’, https://assets.national.org.nz/
web/prod/Plan_Teaching_the_Basics_Brilliantly.pdf?v=1728004757, accessed 1 September 2026, p7

211. New Zealand National Party, “Teaching the Basics Brilliantly’, https://assets.national.org.nz/
web/prod/Plan_Teaching_the_Basics_Brilliantly.pdf?v=1728004757, accessed 1 September 2026, p7

212. ‘Government Targets, Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, https://www.dpmc.
govt.nz/our-programmes/government-targets, last modified 18 June 2026

213. See, for example, doc a44(f), from ps5; MacGregor-Reid to Stanford, ‘Curriculum and
Assessment Introductory Briefing’; doc A44(f), from p18; doc A44(b), from p1
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advised it was ‘important curriculum expectations and supports for quality
teaching are strengthened and incorporate the evidence base of what works
for Maori students, noting this was ‘reflected in the approach to the updated
draft of Te Mataiaho’;™*

‘caution[ed] against making any changes to the draft curriculum content’
until the treaty clause review had been completed, noting the Crown had
existing treaty obligations ‘in relation to matauranga Maori and te reo
Maori’;™

advised there was cause to strengthen the national curriculum’s direction to
schools and the refresh had strengthened this approach, but that ‘centrally
setting a highly detailed teaching programme, or syllabus, that all teachers
and kaiako must follow . . . would be a significant departure from evidence
about the value of enabling and expecting the profession to respond to indi-
vidual learners’ needs and interests’;™"

recommended building on and/or amending work ‘undertaken to date with
experts and the education community to maintain the momentum and buy-
in that exists’ and ‘minimise the education community feeling like changes
are starting from the beginning’;*’

recommended work on redesigning Te Marautanga o Aotearoa ‘continu/[e]
to take a collaborative approach, including ‘working with the kaupapa
Maori schooling sector on its own terms and being open to creating bespoke
arrangements’;”""

advised that, while the Minister wanted an expert group to review the
Mathematics and Statistics and English learning areas, no such expert
group would be needed to review the redesigned pangarau and te reo Maori
wahanga ako in Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, because their content was still
in draft form;™ and

advised that the refreshed New Zealand Curriculum framework, Te
Mataiaho was ‘designed to provide a clearer national direction on what’ it
means to have the treaty as a curriculum principle, ‘recognising that English
medium pathways are not yet providing Maori students with equitable out-
comes’; provided ‘national direction on how te ao Maori, matauranga Maori
and te reo Maori should be included in teaching and learning programmes,
and how they are taught’; and was ‘designed to support schools to meet their
obligations’ under the Education and Training Act, noting school boards’
(now removed) treaty obligations under section 127(1)(d).”*

In December 2023, following advice from Ministry of Education officials,
Minister Stanford introduced minimum class times for reading, writing, and

214.
215.
216.
217.
218.
219.
220.

Document a44(b), p6

Document A44(b), p7

MacGregor-Reid to Stanford, ‘Curriculum and Assessment Introductory Briefing), p [2]
MacGregor-Reid to Stanford, ‘Curriculum and Assessment Introductory Briefing, pp [2], [8]
MacGregor-Reid to Stanford, ‘Curriculum and Assessment Introductory Briefing), p [10]
Document a44(f), p29

Document a44(b), pp 6-7
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mathematics alongside panui, tuhituhi, and pangarau (with effect for most schools
from January 2024).””" This would require schools to spend 10 hours per week
on reading and writing, and five hours per week on mathematics for Years 0-8
students.”” We note that, from the claimants’ perspective, this was an important
development in the context of the Crown’s wider curriculum reforms. They argued
the new requirements, alongside other curriculum changes that reduce the cur-
riculum’s flexibility, would inhibit teachers’ ability to localise the curriculum and
meaningfully incorporate teachings from te a0 Maori.”” We outline their concerns
further in our analysis in section 4.4.2.4.

2.4.2 The adoption of new design principles

In this section, we outline the process that resulted in Minister Stanford’s adop-
tion of the new design principles, beginning with the Minister’s establishment of
the Curriculum mAG. We then summarise the Curriculum MAG’s report and the
Ministry of Education’s advice on design principles, before outlining the design
principles determined by Minister Stanford and outlined in her Cabinet paper
considered by the Social Outcomes Committee in May 2024 and subsequently by
Cabinet in June 2024.”**

2.4.2.1 The establishment of the Curriculum mAcG

In December 2023, as per National’s 100 Day Action Plan, Minister Stanford estab-
lished the Curriculum MAG to review, and provide advice on the redesign of, the
refreshed Mathematics and Statistics and English curricula for Years 0-8.” The
Curriculum MAG’s report, later provided in March 2024, would inform Minister
Stanford’s selection of design principles to reset the national curriculum as a
whole, as we discuss in section 2.4.2.3.

Eleven academics and educational professionals were appointed to the

Curriculum MAG, namely:

» Dr Michael Johnston (Curriculum MAG Chair), a Senior Fellow at the New
Zealand Initiative and a former Associate Dean (Academic) of Victoria
University of Wellington’s Faculty of Education;

> Barbara Ala-alatoa, a former member of Te Ohu Arataki (the Coherence
Oversight Group during the refresh) and of the Independent Taskforce on

221. Document A44(f), ps; doc a44(b), pp446, 832, 834; ‘Foundation Curriculum Policy
Statements and National Curriculum Statements/Nga Kaupapa Here Tauaki Taapapa Marautanga
me nga Tauaki Marautanga a-Motu, 21 December 2023, New Zealand Gazette, https://gazette.govt.
nz/notice/id/2023-g05904, accessed 26 August 2026. Kaupapa Maori educator providers had until 22
July 2023, and specialist schools from 1 January 2025, to comply with the new teaching requirements.

222. ‘Foundation Curriculum Policy Statements and National Curriculum Statements/Nga
Kaupapa Here Tauaki Taapapa Marautanga me nga Tauaki Marautanga a-Motu,, 21 December 2023,
New Zealand Gazette, https://gazette.govt.nz/notice/id/2023-g05904, accessed 26 August 2026

223. See submission 3.3.28, p18

224. Document A17(a), p94

225. See Erica Stanford, ‘Ministerial Advisory Group to Review the English, and Mathematics
Curricula for Primary and Intermediate School Students, Minister of Education paper for Cabinet,
considered 18 December 2023 (source cited in submission 3.1.8, p13 fn33)
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the Review of Tomorrow’s Schools, a former principal and primary school
teacher, and a former senior lecturer at Auckland College of Education;

» Associate Professor Fiona Ell, an Associate Professor at the University of
Auckland’s School of Curriculum Pedagogy, the lead subject expert for the
Mathematics and Statistics Writing Team for the New Zealand Curriculum
refresh, and a contributor to the practice model;

» Dr Christine Braid, a facilitator at Massey University’s Institute of Education,
a contributor to the New Zealand Curriculum refresh with a focus on liter-
acy, and a former primary school teacher;

» Professor James Chapman, an Emeritus Professor at Massey University’s
Institute of Education with a research focus on literacy learning issues,
‘cognitive motivation factors in learning and achievement, and learning
disabilities;

» Dr Melissa Derby, a Senior Lecturer at the University of Waikato, teaching
early literacy and human development, and a co-director of the University
of Waikato’s Early Years Research Centre;

» Professor Gaven Martin, a Distinguished Professor of Mathematics at
Massey University, the Chair of the New Zealand Mathematical Research
Institute, and the former Chair of Te Aparangi Royal Society Panel that pro-
vided advice to the Ministry of Education on the New Zealand Curriculum
refresh of the Mathematics and Statistics learning area;

» Professor Elizabeth Rata, a sociologist of education at the University of
Auckland’s Faculty of Education and Social Work’s School of Critical Studies
and the Director of the Knowledge in Education Research Unit;

» Dr Audrey Tan, an academic researcher and a founder of Mathmo
Consulting, a private mathematics tutoring company;

» Iain Taylor, an intermediate school principal;

» Lorraine Taylor, a primary school principal who provides mentoring and
coaching to other principals; and

» Dr Helen Walls, a professional learning facilitator and educational
researcher specialising in the teaching of writing, structured literacy, ‘the
teaching of writing, structured literacy, school-wide data analysis, formative
assessment and feedback’™

Ms Cleaver informed the Tribunal that four Curriculum MAG members were

nominated by the Ministry of Education (out of 12 nominees total).” The other
eight members appointed to the group, including Professor Rata, were selected
by Cabinet on Minister Stanford’s recommendation.””® While the Ministry of
Education has proposed a different candidate as Chair, Ms Cleaver confirmed
Minister Stanford recommended Dr Johnston be appointed Chair.””® While the

226. Document A44(b), p836. Stanford, ‘Ministerial Advisory Group to Review the English, and
Mathematics Curricula for Primary and Intermediate School Students’, pp 3-5, includes further infor-
mation about the members’ working experience and expertise.

227. Document A44(g), p21; submission 3.3.32, p57; see also doc a44(f), p28

228. Document A44(g), p21; submission 3.3.32, p57

229. Document A44(g), pp19, 20
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Ministry of Education may advise and provide recommendations, Ms Cleaver
stated, decisions on Ministerial Advisory Group membership ultimately ‘rest with
Cabinet.™®

In the relevant Cabinet paper concerning the Curriculum MAG’s establishment,
Minister Stanford informed Cabinet the Curriculum MAG was ‘not representative
but will have the collective skills and knowledge so there is the required expertise
to provide advice I have requested’” Minister Stanford further confirmed the
appropriate processes were followed in selecting the group’s members and that she
had considered (among other factors) the balance of the group in terms of ethnic
composition.” The group’s terms of reference also recorded that, collectively, the
group would ‘benefit from having skills and knowledge which include’ (among
other things) knowledge of the Education and Training Act 2020, ‘in particular
curriculum and Te Tiriti o Waitangi requirements.”> We understand that, of the
Curriculum MAG members, only Dr Derby has whakapapa Maori.

Despite Minister Stanford’s assurances about the collective skills and know-
ledge of the Curriculum MAG’s membership, we heard strong concerns about the
composition of this group and the views expressed by a certain curriculum maG
member in this inquiry.”* We discuss one witness’ concerns further in our analysis
in section 4.2.2.3. Some Curriculum MAG members were also later included in the
groups established to write the New Zealand Curriculum content and to oversee
its development, as we discuss in section 3.2.1.

2.4.2.1.1 The Curriculum mMAG’s terms of reference
The Curriculum MAG’s terms of reference stated the group’s ‘primary purpose’
was to report to Minister Stanford on the Years 0-8 English and Mathematics and
Statistics learning areas.” Its reporting could ‘include advice, feedback or, where
appropriate, draft new or alternative material for the Minister to consider in the
learning areas or any of the documents in scope’™

In preparing its advice, the Curriculum mAG would consider the refreshed New
Zealand Curriculum, the refreshed learning areas, the draft common practice
model, draft phase-by-phase guidance, and the draft year-by-year sequence for
mathematics.”” The terms further stipulated the group’s advice ‘need[ed] to con-
sider the science of learning, urgency about progress, and explicit and intentional
teaching’ and ‘should be based, as far as possible, on consideration of” (among

230. Document A44(g), p [21]

231. Stanford, ‘Ministerial Advisory Group to Review the English, and Mathematics Curricula for
Primary and Intermediate School Students’, p2

232. Stanford, ‘Ministerial Advisory Group to Review the English, and Mathematics Curricula for
Primary and Intermediate School Students’, p5

233. Document A18(a), p12

234. See doc a4(a), pp5-6; doc A12, pp12,13; doc A29, p16; doc A46, pp 2-3; transcript 4.1.1, pp 29,
90-91, 92, 103, 128

235. Document A18(a), p11

236. Document A18(a), p11

237. Document A18(a), p11
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other factors) schools’ obligations under the Education and Training Act 2020
including in relation to the treaty.”"

The Understand, Know, and Do model developed during the refresh, however,
was out of scope.”” As an advisory group, the terms stated, the Curriculum MAG
was ‘not responsible for final decisions on policy or implementation matters, and
Ministers remain responsible for directing their agencies to provide advice and
make decisions including through any relevant Cabinet or Budget processes.™*’

In terms of deliverables, the Curriculum mAG would provide an ‘initial report’
to Minister Stanford that would ‘be used to provide direction for the curriculum
developers to draft the redesigned curriculum content, after which the Curriculum
MAG would ‘provide quality assurance for the updated learning areas and make
recommendations on implementation supports.®* The draft common practice
model and phase-by-phase guidance would also ‘be updated in response to the
Group’s advice’™

In January 2024, the Curriculum MAG’s terms of reference were extended to
also include Years 9 and 10.** The Crown informed us this update was prompted
by the Curriculum MmAG meeting with the Literacy Contributors Group who were
developing the draft reading, writing, and oral language (literacy and communica-
tion) year-by-year sequence, and questions about how the two processes would
align.™*

In addition to advising on the in-scope documents, the updated terms now also
asked the Curriculum MAG to provide ‘advice on year-by-year teaching expecta-
tions for the English learning area as a whole’ and ‘advice to guide the development
of the draft year-by-year sequence for literacy and communication, including ‘a

sample year-by-year reading, writing and oral teaching sequence for years o to 3°**

2.4.2.1.2 The Curriculum mAG’s March 2024 report

On 19 March 2024, the Curriculum MAG provided its interim report to Minister
Stanford.*** Its report provided advice on how the ‘science of learning’ could
inform curricula reform, with specific reccommendations to revise the Years o-10

238. Document A18(a), p11

239. Document A18(a), p12

240. Document A18(a), p13

241. Document A18(a), p13

242. Document A18(a), p13

243. Pauline Cleaver to Erica Stanford, ‘Education Report: Update to the Scope and Terms of
Reference for the Ministerial Advisory Group Advising on English and Mathematics and Statistics),
Ministry of Education paper, 20 January 2024, p3 (source cited in submission 3.3.32, p58 fn177)

244. Submission 3.3.32, p58; Cleaver to Stanford, ‘Update to the Scope and Terms of Reference for
the Ministerial Advisory Group Advising on English and Mathematics and Statistics, p3. As noted
in the Curriculum MAG’s updated terms of reference, a draft year-by-year sequence for mathematics
had been completed but the literacy and communication sequence was still to be developed (pp 2,
3). We note that there was little information available to us about the Literacy Contributors Group
beyond what is already recorded in the text.

245. Document A60, p 652

246. Document A17(a), pp107-174
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English and Mathematics and Statistics curricula. As we note in section 2.4.2.3,
the ‘science of learning” would later become an underpinning curriculum design
principle for Minister Stanford’s redesign of the national curriculum. We begin
our summary of the Curriculum MAG’s report with the group’s description of the
curriculum problem to be solved.

In its report, the Curriculum MAG described a trend of declining educational
achievement in reading, writing, and mathematics and statistics in Aotearoa
New Zealand, including ‘relatively large differences between the highest- and
lowest-achieving students, indicative of ‘high educational inequality’** While
noting the problems were ‘attributable to a range of interdependent social forces,
it stated that, in education, the national curriculum had ‘been weak in specifying
the knowledge’ students ought to be taught and, with individual schools left to
develop detailed curricula, had ‘resulted in too much inconsistency in what young
people learn across schools*** While the refresh went ‘some way towards greater
specification, it still did ‘not specify enough detail’ or ‘adequately sequence the
content for teachers” The Curriculum MAG was also concerned that ‘[t]each-
ing practices [had] not kept pace with research from cognitive psychology and
other disciplines - the science of learning’” In its view, ‘[tJeachers need clear,
knowledge rich and well sequenced curriculum documents, and sound teaching
methods based on scientific evidence about how literacy and maths are best taught
and learned.™

Turning to the science of learning, the Curriculum MAG explained that
‘[s]everal decades of research in cognitive psychology and allied disciplines has
shown that a more structured approach to teaching the key skills of reading and
writing would be much more effective’ Within this context, it stated the “science
of learning” may be broadly construed as [the] application of cognitive psychology
in education settings’” It ‘includes both general theories of cognition applicable
to teaching across both literacy and mathematics, such as ‘the theory of working
memory, cognitive load theory and schema theory’, as well as research specific to
each subject.”

Of those general theories, the Curriculum MAG stated ‘a key reason to adopt
explicit teaching practices’ aligned with the science of learning was the import-
ance of easing the ‘cognitive load’ on students.”” It explained that ‘learning places
particularly high demands on the limited resources of working memory’, making

cc«
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‘it especially important to ensure that knowledge and skills upon which later
learning depend are well established in long-term memory’”**

The strength of domain-specific research, however, was variable. The strongest
evidence base, the report stated, was for literacy, ‘especially early-years literacy’.””
The teaching of writing, in turn, was ‘less well served in its research base, although
a substantial body of evidence’ still existed.”® For subject English, the Curriculum
MAG was ‘not aware of any subject-specific research from the science of learn-
ing that applies to subject English, but stated the ‘general cognitive theories have
implication for both its curriculum design and teaching practice’”™ Regarding
mathematics, the research base was ‘weaker than that supporting early literacy), the
report noted.” As with subject English, ‘the open-ended nature of maths learning
makes it difficult to establish general theories of teaching and learning like those
that exist for early learning’** While acknowledging that the ‘implications for the
science of learning for maths and subject English’ were therefore ‘more general
than specific, the Curriculum MAG considered ‘cognitive load, working memory
and schema, and the importance of frequent corrective feedback’ were ‘nonethe-
less applicable across the span of the mathematics curriculum*®

In its report, the Curriculum MAG made 17 recommendations to Minister
Stanford with ways to improve the curricula.*® The first set of reccommendations
focused on amalgamating in-scope curricula and guidance into a single docu-
ment; replacing ‘progress steps’ with assessment ‘checkpoints’; and either remov-
ing phase descriptions and outcomes or redefining them as high-level descriptors
of each phase’s most important knowledge and skills, but without requiring teach-
ers use them.”

The remaining recommendations sought Minister Stanford’s approval for the
Curriculum MAG itself to begin new phases of work in line with its advice.””
This included approving it to ‘draft the in-scope documents for testing in school
and to be involved in the post-testing process’ and directing the Ministry of
Education to ‘work with the [Curriculum] MAG to establish groups of additional
experts to assist with the work of the [Curriculum] mAG, as needed’** Finally,
the Curriculum mMaG provided appendices with proposed sample content for the

. . 9
in-scope documents and sample literacy sequences for Years 0-3.””
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2.4.2.2 The Ministry of Education’s advice following the Curriculum MAG’s report
and Minister Stanford’s announcement of her education priorities

On 12 April 2024, Ministry of Education officials provided Minister Stanford
with ‘the high-level design’ for the New Zealand Curriculum reset following the
Minister’s previous meeting with them.’* Officials outlined that the New Zealand
Curriculum would be made available in te reo Maori and English and reflect six
new design principles, including being ‘[u]nderpinned by the science of learning’
and ‘[k]nowledge-rich’*® We discuss the specific design principles chosen by
Minister Stanford, including the Crown’s definition of knowledge rich, further in
section 2.4.2.3.

In this Ministry of Education report, ‘knowledge-rich’ was described as being
selective (where ‘content is chosen purposefully for each subject’), coherent
(where ‘[c]ontent progresses and flows through the years within the learning’),
carefully sequenced (‘[d]esigned to develop knowledge mastery over time by
building on prior content and gradually increasing in complexity’), and specific
and clear (explicitly outlining ‘what students are expected to understand, know
and be able to do for learning areas, subjects and topics across all year levels o to
13).”7° Officials also stated the New Zealand Curriculum ‘is brought to life through
context in the classroom, including ‘the use of te reo Maori, tikanga Maori, and
contexts that matter for all learners.”

On 24 April 2024, the Ministry of Education advised Minister Stanford on
the timeline for the New Zealand Curriculum reset.”” In terms of process, offi-
cials advised the Minister that she had “flexibility to determine the approach to
consultation, noting that under the Education and Training Act 2020 ‘there is a
strong directive to give effect to Treaty principles in the exercise of statutory
powers, including issuing curriculum statements.”* Officials stated that, ‘[g]iven
the principles of partnership there is an expectation that we should engage with
Maori representatives before any decisions are made that affect Maori interests.”*
Officials recommended that, ‘at a minimum;, the consultation process provide for
targeted engagement with a range of representatives of those affected by the cur-
riculum statement.””

Subsequently, on 29 April 2024, Minister Stanford publicly announced her six
education priorities ‘to deliver a world-leading education system that sets Kiwi

kids up for future success.”® One of the six priorities included ‘[c]learer cur-
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riculum: Establishing a knowledge-rich curriculum grounded in the science of
learning’””

On 30 April 2024, Ministry of Education officials reported to Minister Stanford
regarding the potential design principles for the redesign of Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa.”® Notably, in a change from the 12 April 2024 advice, officials recom-
mended that the reset New Zealand Curriculum ‘be available in English only’”” In
the advice, officials also stated that, as per international articles, Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa ‘puts New Zealand at the forefront of multiple international indigenous
education communities’ and, in that sense, ‘the national, international, and indi-
genous significance of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa cannot be overstated’”* Officials
recommended Minister Stanford agree to discussions being had with Nga Kura a
Iwi o Aotearoa and Te Rinanga Nui, the representative organisations for Nga Kura
a Iwi and Kura Kaupapa Maori respectively, about the redesign of Te Marautanga
o Aotearoa.””

2.4.2.3 Minister Stanford adopts new design principles for curriculum reform

In response to the Curriculum MAG’s report, and following the advice of Ministry
of Education officials, Minister Stanford provided a Cabinet paper to the Cabinet
Social Outcomes Committee outlining her new design principles for the national
curriculum.”® The paper was considered by the Social Outcomes Committee on
29 May 2024 and then by Cabinet on 4 June 2024.°%

Explaining the problem to be addressed by her reforms, Minister Stanford said
that ‘[tjoo many New Zealand children are missing out on future opportunities
due to declining literacy, maths, and science achievement levels** This was par-
ticularly true for certain groups, including Maori, and data showed the ‘equity gap
in New Zealand is pronounced.*” Minister Stanford described that Aotearoa New
Zealand’s devolved curriculum system, ‘where school communities make varied
decisions about how students are taught and assessed;, resulted in ‘variable learn-
ing experiences and outcomes’ and that the national curriculum lacked ‘direction
and detail . . . in terms of the content to be taught, how to teach it effectively, and
the emphasis on “local curriculum™>*

Minister Stanford then outlined the Curriculum MAG’ advice ‘that teachers
need clear, knowledge-rich, and well-sequenced curriculum documents, as well
as sound teaching methods based on scientific evidence about how literacy and

277. Erica Stanford, ‘Education priorities focused on lifting achievement, press release, https://
www.beehive.govt.nz/release/education-priorities-focused-lifting-achievement, accessed 20 August
2026
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maths are best taught and learnt,”” It was the Minister’s ‘expectation’ that a similar
approach ‘be taken across the other learning areas.” Minister Stanford’s objective
would be to shift to ‘a knowledge-rich national curriculum grounded in the sci-
ence of learning’”* Doing so, she explained, would ‘support all students to achieve
by being explicit and intentional about the knowledge and progress required each
year, and by providing teachers with the effective teaching strategies and practices
that underpin this learning.*° Coupled with the Government’s wider educational
initiatives, Minister Stanford ‘expect[ed] that the work programme to establish a
knowledge-rich curriculum’ would ‘help to close gaps over time and benefit more
students than the current approach’™

The new design principles to inform the development of the knowledge-rich
national curriculum, both the New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o

Aotearoa, would be:

Underpinned by the science of learning.
Knowledge-rich.

Inclusive of evidence-informed teaching practices.
Clear and easy to use.

Internationally comparable.

Supportive of the development of key competencies.””

Y Vv Vv Vv Vv Vv

Within this context, ‘science of learning’ referred to ‘[d]rawing on research
from cognitive psychology, neuroscience, and education to describe when, how,
and what content should be taught’”® We note this definition is broader than
the cognitive science-related definition offered in the Curriculum MAG’s report
(see section 2.4.2.1.2). ‘Knowledge-rich; in turn, meant being ‘[c]lear about what
students are expected to understand, know, and be able to do for learning areas,
subjects, and topics across all year levels (o to 13))** Te Marautanga o Aotearoa
would also have the additional design principle of being ‘supportive of kura and
Maori medium settings to deliver on their designated or special character’””

While not explicitly included as a design principle, Minister Stanford also
commented on the treaty’s relevance to both the New Zealand Curriculum and
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, stating the New Zealand Curriculum ‘should acknow-
ledge Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the bicultural foundations of Aotearoa New Zealand
while reflecting the cultural diversity of New Zealand and valuing the histories

287. Document A17(a), p99
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and traditions of all its people.** For Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, Minister Stanford
stated, “Te Tiriti o Waitangi’ was ‘central’ and noted Te Marautanga o Aotearoa:

includes a vision and principles supporting the revitalisation of te reo Maori and
educational excellence and success for every mokopuna in settings whose desig-
nated character is grounded in te ao Maori and who deliver learning through te reo
Maori.””

To progress this work, Minister Stanford explained she had asked the Ministry
of Education to ‘urgently establish a series of curriculum writing groups’ to
develop the knowledge-rich curriculum.® The work of the writing groups would
be guided by, and independently quality assured by the Education Review Office
against, Minister Stanford’s new design principles.””” Minister Stanford noted she
was ‘pleased some members of the [Curriculum] MAG [were] available to contrib-
ute to’ the writing groups.’®® We discuss the establishment of these writing groups
further in section 3.2.

Other curriculum changes proposed by Minister Stanford in her Cabinet paper
included retaining ‘key competencies’ for the New Zealand Curriculum and intro-
ducing them to Te Marautanga o Aotearoa (to be called ‘learning dispositions’).*”
These would ‘be internationally comparable and reflect the skills and capabilities
all students need to participate successfully in society and thrive in the twenty-
first century, such as ‘critical and adaptive thinking and self-management’’** The
Understand, Know, and Do model would also ‘be strengthened to describe the
learning that cannot be left to chance through purposeful, sequenced, and inter-
connected statements.*” The phases of learning, in turn, would still span multiple
years but ‘be broken down into year-by-year progressions for what teaching must
be covered in each year and what students are expected to understand, know, and
be able to do’*** The common practice model would also ‘be brought into the cur-
riculum’ in accordance with the Curriculum MAG’s recommendations.*”

With regards to the treaty implications of her reforms, Minister Stanford stated
that ‘[e]stablishing a knowledge-rich national curriculum will help actively pro-
mote and protect achievement for akonga Maori, by ensuring that teaching and
learning is consistently high quality across the country’ and ‘the redesigned Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa’ would ‘continue to support akonga Maori having access
to te reo Maori, tikanga Maori, and matauranga Maori in kura and ordinary State
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299. Document A17(a), pp 95, 100
300. Document A17(a), p1oo
301. Document A17(a), p97

302. Document A17(a), p97

303. Document A17(a), p97

304. Document A17(a), p97

305. Document A17(a), p97

73



242 HOTIA TE RiTO O TE HARAKEKE, KEI HEA TE KOMAKO E KO?

schools where te reo Maori is the principal language of instruction’*® Minister
Stanford noted further her intention to engage with kaupapa Maori education
providers, including the representative bodies for Nga Kura a Iwi and Kura
Kaupapa Maori, ‘to understand their needs before making any final decisions that

>307

may significantly affect them’

2.4.2.4 The timelines for developing the knowledge-rich national curriculum

As the Crown explained to us in its closing submissions, the adoption of new
design principles necessitated revisiting all of the previously prepared curriculum
content developed during the refresh.*® This included:

curriculum content that had previously been considered ‘finalised’ (but which had not
yet been gazetted), updated draft curriculum content that had previously [been] con-
sulted on (but needed further consultation), draft curriculum content that was ready
for consultation (but had not yet been released), and draft curriculum content that
was still in development.’

Despite the scale of this work, the Crown noted Minister Stanford proposed only
‘minor adjustments to previous planned timelines for required implementation of
the updated national curriculum’™® Specifically, under Minister Stanford’s revised
timetable, the implementation of the Years 7-13 English, Years 9—13 Mathematics
and Statistics, Years 7-13 Te Reo Rangatira, and Years 9-13 Pangarau would be
extended to the start of 2026 (instead of 2025).” However, the date for implement-
ing the earlier year levels of these wahanga ako and learning areas would remain
as the start of 2025, as planned.”” Similarly, the timeline for the remaining national
curriculum content would also remain unchanged, to be implemented from the
beginning of 2027

The planned implementation timeframes would subsequently change during
the course of the knowledge-rich reset. We set out the latest timeline as at the time
of writing in section 3.2.6.

2.4.2.5 Summary

In summary, after receiving the Curriculum MAG’s advice regarding the English
and Mathematics and Statistics curricula for Years o-10, Minister Stanford deter-
mined new design principles to develop a knowledge-rich national curriculum
‘grounded in the science of learning’ that would inform the reset of both the New

306. Document A17(a), p105
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Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa.”™ While the adoption of new
design principles required substantial work across the national curriculum, only
relatively minor adjustments were made to the planned implementation time-
frames. We discuss the Crown’s development of the knowledge-rich curriculum
turther in chapter 3, after first considering Cabinet’s decisions to ‘restore balance’
to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum.

2.4.3 ‘Restor[ing] balance’ to Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories

In addition to adopting new design principles to guide the development of the
national curriculum, in late 2024 Minister Stanford also sought advice from the
Ministry of Education on progressing the commitment contained in the National
and ACT coalition agreement to ‘[r]estore balance to the Aotearoa New Zealand
Histories curriculum’® Ministry of Education’s advice to Minister Stanford, and
later Minister Stanford’s rationale for what needed to be ‘rebalanced, drew on
findings from the Education Review Office’s review of schools’ implementation
of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories.”® Witnesses in this inquiry were critical of
the the Education Review Office report’s conclusions and methodology, including
how early the review was conducted, as well as the Crown’s reliance on the report’s
findings in proposing the reforms.”” We therefore summarise the Education
Review Office’s report next as important context, before outlining Ministry of
Education’s advice and Minister Stanford’s decisions.

2.4.3.1 The 4 April 2024 Education Review Office report

On 4 April 2024, the Education Review Office released its report following its
review of the implementation of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories in schools
for Years 1-10 as part of the refreshed Social Sciences learning area.” The report
was released just over a year after Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories first became
compulsory in schools for Years 1-10 at the beginning of 2023.” The review does
not appear to consider the implementation of Te Takanga o Te Wa as part of Te
Tikanga a-Iwi wahanga ako in Te Marautanga o Aotearoa.

The Education Review Office collected the data to inform its report late in
term 3 and early term 4 of 2023, including site visits at 11 schools, surveys of 447
school leaders and teachers, surveys of 918 students, surveys of 1,016 parents and
whanau, and ‘in-depth interviews’ with 37 school leaders, 52 teachers, 96 students,
22 parents and whanau, six ‘experts in curriculum and/or relevant subject matter,
and ‘one kaumatua of a hap’*** The Education Review Office noted that ‘[s]chools
were still in the process of implementing their ANz Histories curriculum content
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when [the Education Review Office] collected data’ In its report, the Education
Review Office split its ‘key findings’ into four parts — ‘what is being taught, the
‘impact on students, the ‘impact for teachers, and the ‘impact on parents and
whanau’™ We summarise some of those findings next.

First, regarding what was being taught, the report found Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories had been compulsory for less than a year and was not yet being taught at
all year levels, and that not all content was being taught.”” Of the content that was
being taught, the Education Review Office found schools were ‘prioritising local
and Maori histories’ and the teaching of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories over
other subjects in Social Sciences (such as economics and geography).”** Diving
deeper into the possible reasons for that focus, the Education Review Office found
that teachers were often ‘interpreting ANz Histories as the histories of their imme-
diate area, and Maori history” and consistently viewing Maori histories as having
‘primacy . . . because it provides a perspective that hasn’t been evident in their
school curriculum before’*” The Education Review Office noted that focusing only
on histories of the immediate area at the expense of national history was contrary
to the aims of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories and the Ministry of Education’s
guidance that encouraged ‘teachers to choose topics that engage students at local,
national, and global levels’” The focus on local and Maori history, the Education
Review Office also noted, could also ‘be a matter of sequencing, as schools are
engaging with local hapi or iwi as a starting point for implementation’*’

Regarding the impact on students, the Education Review Office found ‘[h]alf
of students’ were enjoying learning about Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories and
two-thirds of teachers reported seeing a positive impact on student participa-
tion.”* Retaining a focus on global contexts and events was important as students
were ‘more than twice as likely to enjoy ANz Histories when they [were] learning
about New Zealand’s place in the world’*” Students were also ‘twice as likely to
enjoy ANz Histories when their learning [was] connecting them to whanau and
community, and when they [were] learning about people similar to them’™
The focus on Maori and Pacific history meant Maori and Pasifika students were
enjoying Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories more than other groups.” In further
commentary, the Education Review Office noted that enjoyment in learning was
important because ‘evidence shows that enjoyment positively predicts academic
achievement.” The Education Review Office also ‘heard that the increased focus
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on Maori histories’ had encouraged the participation of Maori students and school
leaders reported that ‘the value placed on Maori knowledge lifts Maori students’
sense of identity, self-esteem, and mana’*

Regarding the impact on school leaders and teachers, the Education Review
Office found 75 per cent of leaders and teachers were ‘confident in their under-
standing of the ANz Histories content and nine in 10 teachers enjoy teaching
it.** The Education Review Office heard this was ‘because teachers could make
the learning more meaningful and relevant to their students:” However, the
Education Review Office also found some teachers were ‘overwhelmed by the scale
of changes, with teachers describing the challenge as two-fold: ‘firstly, of grow-
ing their local histories knowledge, and then sharing that knowledge with their
students*® The Education Review Office found that ‘[h]alf of schools had limited
or no engagement with local hapti or iwi on the curriculum’ and that ‘some teach-
ers do not feel safe teaching histories outside their culture, especially non-Maori
teachers teaching Maori history’* Diving deeper, the Education Review Office
found that teachers’ concern about wanting to teach Maori histories appropriately
was ‘why many schools are engaging with local hapt and iwi as a starting point
for implementation of ANz Histories.™® It also found that ‘[t]eachers’ confidence
to teach is higher when the school curriculum content is developed together with
the local hapti or iwi, and when teachers are supported by their leadership team,
but that ‘teachers don’t always know how to engage with hapii and iwi** Maori
teachers were enjoying Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories content more and had
higher confidence to teach it than other teachers.”* The Education Review Office
also found schools were finding developing a local curriculum to be ‘challenging,
stating schools ‘don’t understand what is required, they don't have the skills to
develop a curriculum, and it takes a lot of time to access resources.**" Of the avail-
able implementation supports, teachers had found ‘teacher only days, in-person
support from Ministry of Education’s regionally based Curriculum Leads, and
collaboration with other schools’ most helpful ***

Lastly, the Education Review Office found parents and whanau ‘want[ed] their
children to learn ANz Histories and most parents and whanau the Education
Review Office spoke to were ‘pleased” it was ‘being implemented in schools,
expressing that learning about ANz Histories fits their expectations for what
school should offer’” However, many parents and whanau had been unaware
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of the curriculum changes and most had not been informed of, or involved in,
the rollout at their child’s school.*** Parents and whanau also wanted teaching
to include ‘more national and global histories, as their children are interested in
global events and New Zealand should not be seen in a vacuum’** Additionally,
parents and whanau expressed that ‘how’ the curriculum is taught is just as, if not
more important, than the content itself - ‘histories can be contentious and need to
be taught sensitively to avoid disengaging students’**’

In light of its findings, the Education Review Office identified lessons ‘for ensur-
ing balanced ANz Histories Curriculum content, and for supporting the successful
implementation of curriculum changes in other learning areas’”” This included
(among other things):

» providing schools with ‘clearer expectations about what needs to be covered
to make sure all areas of ANz Histories are taught, including the national
and global context’;

» having ‘a more explicit curriculum and providing more “can be used oft the
shelf” content and exemplars, noting that local hapt and iwi could sup-
port development of that content ‘but cannot alone support the framing of
events from multiple perspectives’ and that providing more guidance would
be more ‘realistic about the capacity of both schools and hapa and iwi to
engage on changes to the curriculum’; and

» continuing to provide supports and resources to schools, including ‘teacher
only days, in-person support from Curriculum Leads, and collaboration
with other schools, which had been most useful to schools in the implemen-
tation of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories.***

2.4.3.2 ‘Strengthen[ing] the focus on the national curriculum’ and the repeal of
the term ‘local curriculum’ from the Education and Training Act 2020

On 16 April 2024, after advice was requested, Ministry of Education officials
provided an education report to Minister Stanford and Associate Minister of
Education, the Honourable David Seymour, with ‘advice about how to strengthen
the focus on the national curriculum and whether amendments to local curricu-
lum legislative settings are needed.*”

The report stated there were concerns that some schools and kura ‘are seeing
local curriculum as different from the national curricula’ and not covering the
latter to the extent needed.” The advice did not specify whether these concerns
related to the 4 April 2024 Education Review Office report or some other unnamed
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source. Officials noted Minister Stanford had been ‘clear that schools need[ed] to
continue to locally contextualise their teaching and learning programmes’ to be
exciting and engaging for students, while still ‘deliver[ing] the national curriculum’
and that both ‘responsiveness to students and explicit teaching’ were ‘supported by
the science of learning’”™

Officials explained the national curricula were already being ‘updated to set
clear expectation about what must be taught, when and how’ and there was an
opportunity ‘to provide direction to schools and kura about how they reflect
local context in their teaching and learning programme’” Officials advised that
‘[t]he overall impact of more specific national curricula will be schools and kura
having considerably less flexibility over the design of their teaching and learning
programmes leading to reduced curriculum variability locally’*

Officials outlined that the ‘local curriculum’ was only referred to in the
Education and Training Act 2020 and relevant regulations in relation to the
treaty.”* Specifically, section 127(1)(d) (now removed) provided that one of the
primary objectives of a school board was to ensure it ‘gives effect to Te Tiriti o
Waitangi, including by . . . working to ensure that its plans, policies, and local cur-
riculum reflect local tikanga Maori, matauranga Maori, and te ao Maori*” Under
the Regulations, school boards’ strategic plans were then required to include their
strategies for giving effect to the treaty, including a school’s strategies ‘for working
to ensure that its plans, policies, and local curriculum reflect tikanga Maori,
matauranga Maori, and te a0 Maori*® Officials advised:

These provisions mean that the national curricula must still enable schools and
kura to reflect local tikanga Maori, matauranga Maori and te ao Maori within their
teaching and learning programmes (that is, the national curricula cannot be used to
restrict ‘local curriculum’ provisions in the Act).”

However, the term ‘local curriculum’ was not defined in the Education and
Training Act 2020, and could ‘be interpreted different ways, including different
interpretations for schools using the New Zealand Curriculum or Te Marautanga
o Aotearoa.”

Regarding the options available to Ministers, officials advised removing the
term ‘local curriculum’ from section 127 entirely and not replacing it ‘could be
seen as reducing or providing less clarity about how [school boards’] give effect to
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Te Tiriti through teaching and learning’* Officials advised further that legislative
change was neither urgent nor necessary to deliver on the Ministers’ education
priorities, and advised that ‘[f]urther narrowing’ school boards’ objectives would
‘have significant implications for how schools meet their Tiriti responsibilities,**
It recommended ‘any changes to the responsibility of schools or the system in
honouring Te Tiriti’ be considered alongside ‘this Government’s work on Te Tiriti
provisions more generally’ (a likely reference to the treaty clause review) and
advised that such changes ‘would require broad public engagement and take longer
to develop™ Given the Education and Training Act 2020 ‘provisions about local
curriculum are to ensure the school gives effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi, officials
recommended ‘at a minimum . . . targeted engagement to discuss the proposed
changes’*” Failing to engage, officials advised, risked both breaching the Crown’s
treaty obligations and Maori interests not being ‘adequately considered’*®

As we will discuss further in part 11 of our stage two report, in November 2025,
Parliament enacted the Education and Training Amendment Act 2025, which
replaced section 127 of the Education and Training Act 2020 and removed school
boards’ treaty obligations and the term ‘local curriculum’

2.4.3.3 The October 2024 Ministry of Education report

On 31 October 2024, Ministry of Education officials provided an education report
to Minister Stanford, seeking her direction on what she wanted rebalanced in
the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum and the process she wanted to
follow.***

In their advice, officials outlined the key findings in the Education Review
Office’s report, noting that schools’ early prioritisation of Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories could be further ‘explored’*” ‘It may be that once schools are more famil-
iar with the ANzH [Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories] content, officials stated,
‘they will feel more confident to incorporate other aspects of the social sciences
learning area’**

Noting the relevant commitment in the National-AcT coalition agreement,
officials sought the Minister’s ‘initial direction on the scope of restoring balance’
and outlined three potential approaches open to the Minister:

359. Document A17(a), p75. Other options identified by officials included defining the term ‘local
curriculum, removing the word ‘local’ before curriculum, or ‘replacing the term “local curriculum”
with “teaching and learning programme” to better link the national curricula issued under section
90(1) of the Act to school teaching and learning programmes as set out in section 164 of the Act’ (doc
A17(a), p75).
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» option one - to ‘balance the content of Aotearoa New Zealand histories’
so that it acknowledges the treaty and Aotearoa New Zealand’s bicultural
foundations, ‘while more explicitly reflecting New Zealand’s broad cultural
diversity and valuing the histories and traditions of all its people’;

> option two — to ‘rebalance the amount of time’ teachers spend on Aotearoa

New Zealand’s histories curriculum in relation to other topics in the social
sciences learning areas so ‘coverage is proportional and students do not
miss out on key learning’; or

» option three - to rebalance both the content of Aotearoa New Zealand’s his-

tories and amount of time it is taught.”

Officials advised against changes to the Te Takanga o Te Wa strand within the
Tikanga a-Iwi wahanga ako of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa ‘because Te Takanga o
Te Wa considers history from a te ao Maori worldview” and was ‘not referred to
explicitly in the associated policy’**

Officials advised there were risks associated with rebalancing Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories. First, making these changes as part of the wider curriculum
reform would allow only two terms to complete the work; a period some stake-
holders would likely consider ‘too short to appropriately consider the changes
to content, especially when considering detailed historical information and
perspectives.** However, the Education Review Office review meant the Ministry
of Education would be ‘well-equipped with a lot of the information needed to
begin working at pace’””® Secondly, there was a risk of confusion and concern in
the sector if the changes, which would occur so soon after its first implementa-
tion, were not carefully managed and communicated.” Lastly, the Ministry of
Education noted the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum had ‘attracted
a lot of public attention’ and was likely to do so during work on restoring bal-
ance, including potential pushback from the public.”” It was therefore ‘essential’
to ‘make use of expert advice from historians and quality assurance by ErRo [the
Education Review Office] to ensure the final content is well-written, accurate and
balanced.” Officials also recommended Minister Stanford agree to consult with
education peak bodies on her preferred options ‘for the scope and approach to
restore balance to ANzH [Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories]’ before finalising her
decision.”

Officials proposed progressing changes to Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories on
the agreed timeline for the revised Social Sciences learning area, then scheduled
for release for use at the start of term 4 of 2025.”> Officials noted that approach
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would mean, guided by Minister Stanford’s direction, the Social Sciences cur-
riculum group would be ‘responsible for identifying and recommending changes
to the content, structure, or both, of ANzZH [Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories]’
followed by the Education Review Office’s quality assurance and sector and com-
munity testing.”® That writing group would ‘be supported with representation
from experts with strong New Zealand history subject matter knowledge.””’

On 1 November 2024, Minister Stanford confirmed her preferred approach
would be to rebalance both the content of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories and
the amount of time it is taught (option 3), and that “Te Takanga o Te Wa should be
kept out of scope’ of the changes at that time.”® Minister Stanford also noted her
desire to discuss further the Ministry of Education’s ‘plan to engage with experts
who have strong New Zealand history subject matter knowledge to ensure accur-
acy and balance in the curriculum content’ but did not agree to the peak body
engagement sought by the Ministry of Education.”

2.4.3.4 The December 2024 Cabinet paper
In December 2024, following advice from her officials, Minister Stanford took
a Cabinet paper to the Cabinet Social Outcomes Committee informing it of her
plans to progress the National-AcT coalition agreement commitment, including
the scope of change proposed and how she intended the revisions be pursued.**
Regarding the case for change, Minister Stanford stated she had ‘received some
feedback from parents, communities, teachers, and experts that the current ANzH
[Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories] curriculum content does not strike a suit-
able balance in representing the rich histories of New Zealand’s diverse peoples
and communities* In addition, the Education Review Office report had found
‘schools had been prioritising ANzZH [Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories] to avoid
overwhelming teachers, sometimes at the expense of other subjects which are
also part of the social sciences learning area, not all content within Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories was yet being taught, and ‘that teachers need[ed] better clar-
ity on ANzH [Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories] curriculum content and how to
deliver it*® In Minister Stanford’s view, ‘[t]here are key moments in our collective
national history that all children should learn about, such as the New Zealand
Wars, and I am concerned, on the back of ErRo [the Education Review Office]
research, that many students are missing out’*

376. Document a44(e)(i), p5

377. Document a44(e)(i), p5

378. Document a44(e)(i), p7

379. Document A44(e)(i), p8; submission 3.3.32, p55. In its report, the Ministry of Education
noted the peak bodies could include principals’ and teachers’ associations (doc a44(e)(i), p6).

380. Document A17(a), pp191-201

381. Document A17(a), p195

382. Document A17(a), p195

383. Document A17(a), p196
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Based on the Education Review Office’s findings, Minister Stanford stated she
had directed the Ministry of Education, as part of the wider knowledge-rich cur-
riculum reforms, to make sure the draft Social Sciences learning area

» ‘provide[s] clearer expectations on what needs to be consistently covered in’
Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories ‘with a focus on ensuring New Zealand’s
broad cultural diversity and the histories and traditions of all its people are
reflected in the content’;

» ‘[r]eflects an intentional rebalance of the time teachers spend teaching’
Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories vis-a-vis other Social Sciences’ subjects ‘so
coverage is proportional and students do not miss out on key learning’; and

» ‘[e]nsures there is a good balance of local, national, and global content to be
explicitly covered in the curriculum’®

Regarding the balance of local, national, and global content, Minister Stanford
stated she ‘want[ed] all students to have the opportunity to learn about key aspects
of New Zealand’s history, including ‘the signing of Te Tiriti, ‘as well as opportun-
ities to connect this learning to global events*” In her view, a strong curriculum
would contain both local histories, Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories, and major
international events ‘that have shaped the world we live in*** It was also ‘key’ that
the curriculum ‘develops the skills and competencies that students require to
engage with different accounts of and perspectives on historical events, including
the ability to analyse primary and secondary sources.*”

Minister Stanford noted work to revise Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories cur-
riculum would occur as part of the knowledge-rich reforms underway, with a
curriculum writing group for the Social Sciences to be established in early 2025.*
Drafts of the updated Social Sciences learning area would then be made available
for ‘wide sector and public consultation’ in term 4 of 2025 (with updated require-
ments to be implemented in schools from the beginning of 2027).** As above,
Te Takanga o Te Wa in Te Marautanga o Aotearoa would not be in scope of the
changes, but would be redesigned in accordance with her design principles as part
of the wider reforms.*”

On 4 December 2024, the Cabinet Social Outcomes Committee endorsed the
Minister’s approach of reviewing the New Zealand Curriculum Social Science
learning area, including Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories, against her three review
objectives.” This decision was later confirmed by Cabinet on 9 December 2024.”*

384. Document A17(a), p196
385. Document A17(a), p196
386. Document A17(a), pp196-197
387. Document A17(a), p197
388. Document A17(a), p198
389. Document A17(a), pp198, 201
390. Document A17(a), p197
391. Document A17(a), p203
392. Document A17(a), p204
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2.4.3.5 Summary

In summary, in 2024 Minister Stanford proposed to the Cabinet Social Outcomes
Committee an approach to rebalance the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories cur-
riculum in fulfilment of the commitment in the National and AcT coalition agree-
ment, with the case for change based in large part on findings from the Education
Review Office’s review of schools’ early implementation of the curriculum.
Alongside Minister Stanford’s curriculum design principles (outlined in section
2.4.2.3), we understand the three new rebalancing objectives would guide the
revision of the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum as part of the Social
Sciences learning area. In chapter 3, we outline our understanding of how the
Crown developed the Years o-10 knowledge-rich national curriculum as a whole,
including the draft Social Sciences learning area.
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CHAPTER 3

THE CROWN’S DEVELOPMENT OF
THE KNOWLEDGE-RICH NATIONAL CURRICULUM/
TE WHAKAWHANAKETANGA A TE KARAUNA I TE
MARAUTANGA A-MOTU WHAI RAWA KI TE MATAURANGA

3.1 INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, we consider the Crown’s process for reviewing, revising, and
rewriting the New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa as it sought
to create a knowledge-rich national curriculum underpinned by the science of
learning. We begin by explaining our understanding of the Crown’s process for
developing draft curriculum content before outlining the feedback the Ministry
of Education received during the process. We conclude with a summary of the
consultation the Ministry was conducting at the time of our hearings.

3.2 WHO WROTE AND DEVELOPED THE KNOWLEDGE-RICH NATIONAL
CURRICULUM?
In this section, we outline our understanding of a central question claimant
witnesses in this inquiry asked: who wrote and developed the knowledge-rich
national curriculum? We note that our ability to comprehensively answer this
question is complicated by the Ministry of Educations use of non-disclosure
agreements during this period, and its withholding of participants’ names under
the Official Information Act 1982. These factors mean there is not clear visibility of
who contributed to the writing of curriculum materials. We discuss the Ministry of
Education’s use of non-disclosure agreements further in our analysis in chapter 4.
Nevertheless, with the above considered, we set out our understanding of
the Crown’s process for developing and writing the knowledge-rich curriculum
in three phases. We begin by outlining what we call the Ministry of Education’s
‘initial approach’ to curriculum development that drew on newly established writ-
ing groups and an oversight group, and independent quality assurance from the
Education Review Office. Later, we outline the Ministry’s establishment (and then
disbandment) of contributing groups comprised of sector representatives before
replacing them with review groups (the ‘revised approach’). In that section we also
consider the Ministry’s development of more detailed curriculum design criteria,
its approach to including key competencies for the New Zealand Curriculum and
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, and the adjustments to the Understand, Know, and Do
model. Most recently, in the ‘latest approach, the Ministry of Education invited
review groups to opt in to newly configured subject advisor, insight, and review
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groups for work in 2026. Our understanding of these phases is drawn from wit-
nesses’ evidence, policy documents, Cabinet materials, and information obtained
by parties via Official Information Act requests.

3.2.1 The initial approach

Ms Cleaver explained it was ‘true that there has been no co-design with Maori or
anyone else external as the Ministry has prepared [the] draft knowledge-rich cur-
riculum for consultation’ and it was ‘true’ this was different to how the Ministry of
Education had worked during the refresh.’ She explained that:

When the Minister reset the approach to the updates to the National Curriculum,
which required us to revise the prior work as well as continuing to progress that which
[was] still in development, she asked us to take a consultative approach rather than to
continue with co-design. She wanted wide input into the draft curriculum, but did not
want to leave children and young people waiting longer for a new curriculum.”

In this reset approach, Ms Cleaver explained, the draft knowledge-rich curricu-
lum content for Years o-10 ‘was written by Ministry staff with additional expertise
also contracted in’® It is our understanding, therefore, that the writing groups
established to develop specific knowledge-rich curricula during the knowledge-
rich reset comprised Ministry of Education staff and external contractors. We
note, however, that witnesses in this inquiry raised concerns that other parties
had written curriculum content. This included specific concerns raised regarding
the role and involvement of the Curriculum mMAG and the Australian education
consultancy company, Learning First.*

Ms Cleaver outlined further that, for the New Zealand Curriculum, the
writing of draft content was led by Dr Julia Novak, General Manager New
Zealand Curriculum and Te Whariki at the Ministry of Education’s Te Poutaha
- Curriculum Centre (Te Poutahi), ‘with team members including a variety of dif-
ferent expertise’’ That expertise, Ms Cleaver stated, included ‘different areas of the
curriculum, Maori education, knowledge-rich curriculum design, effective peda-
gogy - as informed by New Zealand evidence as well as international evidence’’
As we discuss in section 3.2.1.2, a coherence group was also established to provide
oversight of the New Zealand Curriculum reset as a whole.

In the case of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, Ms Cleaver told us Kiritina Johnstone,
programme lead for the updates to Te Marautanga o Aotearoa at the Ministry of
Education, led the writing of the draft Te Marautanga o Aotearoa content, ‘again
with team members including a variety of different expertise’” As we discuss in

. Document A44(c), p2

. Document a44(c), p2 (emphasis added); see also transcript 4.1.1, p 231
. Document a44(c), p2

. See doc a37(b), p[1]; doc A37, p6; doc A18, pp3-4

. Document A44(c), p2; doc A17(a), p69

. Document A44(c), p2

. Document A44(c), p2; submission 3.3.32, p 66
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section 3.2.1.2, while an oversight group was established for the New Zealand
Curriculum, no equivalent group was used for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, and
the Ministry later disbanded the previous oversight group established during the
refresh, Te Ropu Whaiti.

We take a closer look at the establishment and role of the writing groups, the
New Zealand Curriculum Coherence Group, and the influence of the Curriculum
MAG, next.

3.2.1.1 The role of the Curriculum mAG

As we outlined in section 2.4.2, in March 2024, the Curriculum mMAG provided its
report to Minister Stanford, which later informed her approach to developing a
knowledge-rich curriculum informed by the science of learning.

The Crown informed us that Minister Stanford, after receiving the Curriculum
MAG’s report and after discussion with her officials, determined the other deliv-
erables (including a further report) were no longer required.’ This was communi-
cated in a letter sent to Dr Johnston on 5 April 2024 and, the Crown told us, this
meant ‘no further substantive work was undertaken by the Curriculum mMAG in
terms of advice to the Minister’ and its ‘term was left to expire)” However, some
Curriculum MAG members were included in the newly established writing groups
to develop curriculum content and the new coherence group to oversee the New
Zealand Curriculum, as we discuss in section 3.2.1.

While Curriculum MAG members were ultimately contracted separately to
perform those new roles, some members had considered writing curriculum
content (and not just sample content) to be part of the Curriculum MAG’s role.”
In February 2024, for example, Dr Johnston emailed Dr Anya Pollock, Chief
Adviser to the General Manager Strategy and Integration at Te Poutahi, noting
the Curriculum MAG had been ‘operating on the understanding that writing the
[curriculum] documents is within scope for the MAG." In response, Dr Pollock
explained that ‘[c]reating regulations (which is what the national curriculum is
and is also the intended status for the common practice model) and providing
resource and tools to schools is part of the work of government’” While it may
collaborate with a ‘range of stakeholders and experts, the Ministry of Education
is ultimately ‘responsible for the material and advice provided to ministers, and it
is the Minister themselves which makes final decisions and issues requirements.”
Dr Pollock outlined that writing groups had previously been established through
an ‘EO1 [expression of interest] process’ with members ‘providing a contracted
service (ie to write draft material for those documents) knowing that further work
would be done by officials’ Final decisions would be made by the Minister, ‘ie

8. Submission 3.3.32, p60; doc A17(a), p176

9. Submission 3.3.32, p60; doc A17(a), pp175-176. The Crown stated further that future meetings
signalled in Minister Stanford’s letter to Dr Johnston did not occur (submission 3.3.32, p 61).

10. See doc A18(a), p179

11. Document A18(a), pp 83, 179

12. Document A18(a), p178

13. Document A18(a), p178
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these groups do not have decision-making rights’* The Curriculum MAG’s terms
of reference, then, only enabled it to provide ‘sample content for the Minister’s
consideration’® However, Dr Pollock also stated that, ‘where further work is
progressed on the recommendations of the MAG, it may become difficult to man-
age perceptions of conflict of interest were members then to participate in any
procurement processes (depending on the nature of MAG recommendations)’*

The Crown outlined further that, at the time the Curriculum MmAG was finalising
its report in March 2024, [c]oncerns’ were ‘escalated’ to Ms MacGregor-Reid.” As
a result, a meeting was held on 12 March 2024 between the Curriculum MAG and
Minister Stanford, the Secretary of Education, Ms MacGregor-Reid, Dr Pollock,
and Minister Stanford’s political adviser.” We do not know the exact nature of
the ‘concerns’ that were escalated to Ms MacGregor-Reid, except that they likely
related to the Curriculum MAG’s perception of its scope. Ahead of the meeting,
a draft of the Curriculum MAG’s report was sent to Minister Stanford’s office.” At
that meeting, the Crown informed us, Minister Stanford ‘made clear her expec-
tation’ the Ministry of Education would ‘immediately’ begin preparation for the
revision of the English and Mathematics learning areas in accordance with the
Curriculum MAG’s recommendations ‘so that this process could begin promptly’
after the Minister had formally considered its report.” This would include the
Ministry of Education ‘working with Curriculum MAG members on potential
nominees for the writing teams and working through what role people who [have]
been on the Curriculum MAG may play in the next steps’”

Despite Dr Pollock’s email and the 12 March 2024 meeting, the Curriculum
MAG’s report, later provided on 19 March 2024, recommended the Minister
approve the Curriculum MAG undertaking the work to revise the English and
Mathematics and Statistics learning areas and develop curriculum materials in
accordance with its advice.” This suggests the perception that the Curriculum
MAG would be responsible for drafting curriculum content persisted, as the Crown
acknowledged.” The report also attached sample curriculum content, as noted in
section 2.4.2.1.2.

We note that in a text message obtained under the Official Information Act and
filed in evidence in this inquiry, on 22 December 2023 Minister Stanford informed
Dr Johnston: ‘You can start the second part of the work when you like and just let
the secretary know . . . and they will send out the letter in the new year’.** This evi-

14. Document A18(a), p178
15. Document A18(a), p178
16. Document A18(a), p179
17. Submission 3.3.32, p59

18. Submission 3.3.32, p59

19. Submission 3.3.32, p59

20. Submission 3.3.32, p59

21. Submission 3.3.32, p59

22. Document A1y(a), pp113-114
23. See submission 3.3.32, p59
24. Document A18(a), p 45
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dence was provided to us by Bevan Holloway, secondary school teacher, education
researcher, and former Presiding Member of the boards of Te Horo School (Otaki)
and Adventure School (Whitby). At hearing, we asked Mr Holloway whether
he thought this second part of work referred to curriculum writing.” While the
context suggested to him the text related to the work of the Curriculum MAG, he
could not be sure and noted the question had remained with him since he first
read the text.”

On 21 March 2024, after the Curriculum MAG provided its report, the
Ministry of Education advised Minister Stanford on next steps in response to
the Curriculum MAG’s advice.” The Ministry recommended that, should the
Curriculum MAG have a role in ‘the actual writing of the curriculum content,
members should be separately contracted to be in the writing groups for three
reasons.” This was, firstly, to ‘manage conflict of interest and Intellectual Property
risks’ around the work produced; secondly, to provide ‘clear delineation of the role
of the MAG in providing oversight of the work being undertaken allied to their
recommended direction, and so their expertise and valuable contributions are not
lost’; and, lastly, so the Ministry of Education can ‘continue to be aligned to Public
Service Commission guidance, which provides that ministerial advisory groups
‘are unsuited to regulatory roles’ and ‘should not undertake activities that cut
across the responsibilities of the departmental chief executive (which the writing
of the Curriculum would fall into)>*

On 5 April 2024, as noted above, Minister Stanford wrote to the Curriculum
MAG Chair and members thanking them for their report and communicating how
writing groups would be established.” Minister Stanford stated she had asked the
Ministry of Education to ‘urgently establish a series of curriculum writing groups
to enact’ the Curriculum MAG’s recommendations, noting the timelines were tight,
and that she was ‘delighted that several members of the MaG wish to contribute
to these sprint groups over the coming months’* She noted that members of the
writing groups would be ‘contacted and contracted separately’ by the Ministry
of Education.” Certain Curriculum MAG members were then subsequently con-
tracted to the newly established coherence and writing groups, as we discuss next.

3.2.1.2 The New Zealand Curriculum Coherence Group

In July 2024, the Ministry of Education established the New Zealand Curriculum
Coherence Group to ‘review and provide feedback on the curriculum as a
whole, ensuring the reset the New Zealand Curriculum was consistent with the

25. Transcript 4.1.1, p107

26. Transcript 4.1.1, p107

27. Document a18(a), p173

28. Document A18(a), p175

29. Document A18(a), p175

30. Document A17(a), pp175-176; see also doc A18(a), p213
31. Document A18(a), pp 41, 213

32. Document A18(a), pp 41, 213
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Minister’s reset design principles.” Notably, the group’s terms of reference, while
outlining each of Minister Stanford’s design principles, made no explicit refer-
ence to the treaty as an underpinning or informing principle for the curriculum’s
development.*

The Coherence Group comprised Dr Novak (Chair), Professor Graeme Aitkin
(Emeritus Professor of Education at the University of Auckland and former mem-
ber of the Te Ohu Arataki Coherence Oversight Group during the refresh), Dr
Catherine Law (Principal of Avonside Girls' High School), Nina Hood (founder
of the Education Hub), Andrea Scanlan, (Principal Konini Primary School
Wainuiomata), and Dr Johnston (Chair of the Curriculum MmAG).”

We understand the Ministry of Education also disbanded Te Ohu Arataki
Coherence Oversight Group and Te Ropa Kaitiaki, the groups established to pro-
vide oversight of the New Zealand Curriculum refresh.” According to the Crown,
‘the discontinuation of these groups recognised that they had been formed in the
context of the design principles that had previously underpinned the refresh’”

In addition, while the New Zealand Curriculum Coherence Group was estab-
lished to oversee the development of a knowledge-rich New Zealand Curriculum,
the oversight group for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa during the refresh, Te Roptu
Whaiti, was disbanded during the knowledge-rich reset.** Ms Cleaver explained
there was no equivalent coherence group for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa ‘because
all of the people that would have been on it (including those who had been on
the former Ohtt Whaiti) were contracted into the writing teams.” Instead, Ms
Cleaver stated, Ms Johnstone of the Ministry of Education led the writing groups
for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa and Professor Tony Trinick, a former member of Te
Ropu Whaiti, ‘took on a coordinating role across the writing teams to support and
guide the development of the knowledge-rich TMoa [Te Marautanga o Aotearoa]
content’*’

We note that the Ministry of Education’s response to an Official Information
Act request concerning the disbandment of Te Ropt Whaiti stated further that the
decision to disband the ropa ‘was an operational decision made by the Ministry
of Education’ and ‘not a decision made by the Minister’* It noted the ropa was
‘disbanded because several members expressed a desire to transition into writing
roles for the Wahanga Ako’ and that ‘[h]olding dual roles as both writers and

33. Document A44(g)(i), p 82; submission 3.3.32, p8o

34. Document A44(g)(i), pp 82-83

35. Document a44(c), p2 fn2; doc A44, pp19 fn32, 36

36. Submission 3.3.32, p 80. The groups had their last meeting in August 2024 (submission 3.3.32,
p80); we outline the composition of these groups in section 2.3.5.

37. Submission 3.3.32, p 80

38. Submission 3.3.32, p80. Ms Moss indicated in her brief of evidence that Te Ropt Whaiti was
disestablished on 9 April 2024 (doc A17, p7).

39. Document A44(c), p2

40. Document a44(d), p9

41. Document A17(a), p189
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advisors would have compromised the group’s ability to provide free and frank
advice to the Ministry, which is a fundamental expectation of a Ministry advisory
body.*

3.2.1.3 The writing groups

As discussed in section 2.4.2.3, in her June 2024 Cabinet paper outlining the new
design principles, Minister Stanford advised she had instructed the Ministry of
Education to ‘urgently establish a series of curriculum writing groups to progress
work on the national curriculum’ in accordance with her design principles.” The
first writing groups to be established were for the English and Mathematics and
Statistics learning areas, which the Crown informed us were established in March
2024.** At this time, the Ministry of Education also retained the writers from the
refresh to revise Te Reo Rangatira and Pangarau wahanga ako.”

As noted above, while the Crown’s process and the composition of the writ-
ing groups is somewhat unclear, what we know is that some Curriculum MaG
members were contracted to the newly established writing groups for the English
and Mathematics and Statistics curricula, including Professor Rata, who was
contracted to the Years 7-13 English writing group from 29 April to 31 July 2024.%°
Former Curriculum MAG members, Dr Walls, Dr Braid, Dr Tan, and Professor
Chapman, were also contracted by the Ministry of Education.”” Other than Dr
Braid, we do not know which groups they specifically contributed to.**

On 3 September 2024, Leanne Otene, then the National President of the New
Zealand Principals’ Federation, and Mark Potter, then National President of Te
Riu Roa wrote to the Secretary of Education raising concerns about the influence,
and potential overreach, of the Curriculum MAG in writing curriculum content.”
In her response, on 13 September 2024, Ms MacGregor-Reid stated, ‘it was import-
ant that we created coherence across the MaG and the writing groups so that the
high-level intentions of the MaG (where agreed by the Minister), and the cur-
riculum framework were reflected consistently across different learning areas.™
It was for that reason, she stated, ‘in addition to their individual subject matter
expertise, that ‘some former MAG members were incorporated directly into the
writing groups>”

We also understand that Curriculum MmAG members played a role in identifying
potential writing group members for the English and Mathematics and Statistics

42. Document A17(a), p189

43. Document A17(a), p95

44. Submission 3.3.32(a), pp26-27

45. Submission 3.3.32(a), p27

46. Document A44(c), p5

47. Document A44(c), ps5 fns

48. Document A44(c), p5 fn5. We understand Curriculum MmAG members joined writing groups
for English and Mathematics and Statistics, but we do not know for which year levels (doc a18(a),
p148).

49. Document A8(a), pp 61-62

50. Document a12(a), p39

51. Document A12(a), p 40
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learning areas. This included Professor Rata, who personally nominated people
to be appointed to the Years 7-13 English writing group.”™ As noted in section
3.2.1.1, Minister Stanford communicated her expectation that the Curriculum maG
would play a role in identifying potential nominees for the writing groups in her
12 March 2024 meeting with the group.” We summarise what we know about the
Curriculum MAG’s nominations, as sourced from emails obtained by claimant wit-
nesses via Official Information Act requests, below.

On 15 March 2024, following the Curriculum MAG’s meeting with Minister
Stanford but before it issued its report, Dr Johnston emailed Curriculum mMAG
members (copying in Dr Pollock) ‘to plan the project ahead’’* He noted that ‘[i]n
the next few days, the Curriculum MAG would ‘organise the additional help we'll
need with the writing, and with others to review our work’” Dr Johnston stated
the Curriculum MaG would ‘have strong input into who those people will be’ and
asked members to provide him ‘with names of people you would like to get on
board in either capacity’*

Later that same day, Dr Pollock sent Dr Johnston ‘the names of people that
have been involved in the development of the materials to date, as you may want
some of them involved in the work ahead’” alongside ‘possible names for a maths
contributor groups and for secondary practitioner expertise.” Dr Pollock’s email
stated:

No doubt the maG will have other people they will identify that haven’t previously
been involved. I . . . can organise time for you or relevant members to chat with the
team about some of the people if it would be helpful, obviously it will be hard to judge
whether they bring the right expertise from just their name and where they work.”

On 25 March 2024, Dr Johnston sent Ministry of Education staff Professor Rata’s
nominations for the English writing group.” Professor Rata’s document, attached
to the email, outlined her proposals to contact members, noting she had already
informed one of her nominees.”

On 3 April 2024, Dr Pollock emailed the Curriculum MAG members noting the
Programme Director of Te Poutaht was working on setting up the writing con-
tacts and would be in touch shortly, and asked members to ‘please not do anything
turther until the Minister has formally responded and we have everything set
up for the writing teams.” In reply, Professor Rata informed Dr Pollock she had

52. Document A44, p36; doc A18(a), pp 85, 88
53. Submission 3.3.32, p59

54. Document A18(a), p181

55. Document A18(a), p181
56. Document A18(a), p181
57. Document A18(a), p 82
58. Document A18(a), p 82

59. Document A18(a), pp 84-86
60. Document A18(a), p8s

61. Document A18(a), p187
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already contacted ‘3 of the 7 members of the English Writing Team (EwT) today to
invite them to join’ and that she planned to speak to ‘them individually by phone
tomorrow to sort out dates.” Professor Rata then sent Dr Pollock ‘the English
Writing Team names), including the three individuals she had already contacted.”

On 4 April 2024, Dr Pollock asked Professor Rata to wait until she had further
instructions from the Ministry of Education before contacting anyone else or hav-
ing any further conversations.* Dr Pollock’s email stated, ‘T don’t want you to fall
foul of government processes for establishing these sorts of groups, including pro-
curement rules and the processes we need to use when engaging people working
in schools’ and that ‘[w]e don't yet have the authorising environment in place to
be inviting people onto groups or discussing potential contractual arrangements’”
Dr Johnston later replied, noting that while he understood it was the Ministry
of Education’s job to put together the writing groups . . . they need to do so in
consultation with key MAG members. In the case of English, that means Elizabeth
[Rata]’*

On 5 April 2024, Professor Rata emailed Dr Pollock and other Curriculum maG
members (copying in the Programme Director and Senior Manager of Te Poutahi)
that she was ‘pleased to say’ she had had ‘informal chats with the English teachers’
for the English writing teams and that, as a result of ‘[t]his unofficial preparatory
work’, ‘we have the teachers, workshop dates, and venue ready to go as soon as the
Ministry’s preparations are completed and arrangements can become official’”

On 10 April 2024, the Senior Manager of Te Poutaht emailed the Programme
Director ‘the proposed make up of the writing groups for Curriculum Framework,
Maths and English/Literacy.” The email noted the Ministry of Education had
‘used most of the suggestions from the MmAG and additional people that we have
identified for the proposed writing groups.” It noted that, when contracting
for writing members in the past, the Ministry had undertaken an expression of
interest process ‘which looked at cv/bios to ensure that we are meeting criteria
and ensuring we have the right make up of skills and capabilities for the task”
This process, it stated, ‘also protects us to ensure legally a process that has been
run openly and transparently and are representative’” The email noted further
that, for the Curriculum MAG’s nominations, where they had not been part of a
similar expression of interest process in the past, ‘we will need to receive a bio
from these people to assess against the criteria’”

62. Document A18(a), pp185, 187
63. Document A18(a), p185

64. Document A18(a), pp186-187
65. Document A18(a), pp186-187
66. Document A18(a), p186
67. Document A18(a), p192
68. Document A18(a), p196
69. Document A18(a), p196
70. Document A18(a), p196
71. Document A18(a), p196
72. Document A18(a), p196
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On 22 April 2024, an unnamed Ministry of Education employee raised concerns
about the procurement process for the appointment of members to the English
and Mathematics and Statistics writing groups. Their email stated: ‘[tJoday, I was
starting to feel uncomfortable with the work I was doing for the procurement of
the new writers for the science of learning, maths and English writing groups’
and they asked to be removed from the work ‘until I am confident that we are
doing the right thing’” The employee outlined four concerns with the process.
First, ‘[w]hile writing the procurement plan, it seemed to be quite difficult to find
justifications for some of the writers who were proposed to be hired’ and, lacking
adequate information, the staff member ‘started to feel concerned about the risks
around this “opt out” procurement process we were looking to run’* Secondly, the
employee noted that one of the public service principles in the Public Service Act
2020 included making merit-based appointments and stated that, ‘[a]s we are not
running our normal recruitment process, I don’t know if we are contracting these
people on merit.”” Thirdly, with the ‘limited information’ they had, they did not
know if the proposal to run an opt-out procurement process was justified.” Lastly,
they raised concern that, ‘[w]ithout clarification, I feel I would not be acting in a
responsible or trustworthy manner in accordance with’ sections four and five of
the Public Service Code of Conduct ‘if I continue to write the procurement plan
and contracts’”’

Later that same day, a member of Te Pou Rangatopt — Corporate at the Ministry
of Education replied. Their email noted that the rules to qualify to opt-out of cer-
tain procurement rules were ambiguous (it could be argued either way) and it was
ultimately for the Chief Procurement Officer to approve or decline.”” Regarding
the individuals the Ministry of Education proposed to ‘direct source’ (rather than,
we interpret, openly advertising the roles), the email stated that individuals having
been nominated by the Curriculum MAG was ‘reasonable justification for direct
source (although there are issues of separation of power and Conflict of interests,
but those are other matters)’” The reply noted further:

Another important factor to consider is Ministerial directives. If the Minister had
instructed to do x by a certain time, then we make every reasonable effort to deliver
as instructed. (again, this ignores factors of separation of power and Conflict of
interest).*

73. Document A18(a), p194

74. Document A18(a), p194
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76. Document A18(a), p194. The email specifically stated that, ‘[i]n the procurement plan, we say,
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Finally, the email summarised that the procurement was ‘doing many things
at the same time. Consequently, there’s no single clear-cut pathway. The best we
can do is put forward a (procurement) plan. From there, it’s up to management to
approve or decline and wear those risks."

On 24 April 2024, the Senior Manager of Te Poutaht emailed Professor Rata
(copying in the Programme Director) with ‘actions’ following their discussion that
day, including ‘Elizabeth [Rata] to email the schools and advise that contracts [for
the writing group] will be sent out early next week once we have received all of the
bios for the teachers’™

From reports prepared by Professor Rata recording meetings of the English
Years 7-13 Writing Group it appears that all members ultimately appointed to
the writing group were nominated by Professor Rata.” If the reports contain the
complete list of members, as we suspect, it also appears that no additional writ-
ing members were chosen by the Ministry of Education to supplement Professor
Rata’s nominees.

In the Ministry of Education’s response to the Official Information Act request
that disclosed some of the correspondence outlined above, Ms MacGregor-Reid
acknowledged the email containing the staff member’s concern about the procure-
ment process (summarised above).** While noting the Ministry of Education
‘actively fosters and values an open working environment where staff members
can speak up, Ms MacGregor-Reid confirmed

to be clear, despite the one staff member’s expressed concerns (and raising issues that
relate to areas outside of procurement rules and therefore not relevant), the Ministry
worked within the parameters of the New Zealand Government procurement guide-
lines/rules when procuring services for these groups.”

Ms MacGregor-Reid’s response further acknowledged that Professor Rata acted
outside the Curriculum MAG’s terms of reference by contacting nominees pre-
maturely, but the Ministry of Education ‘was comfortable with the expertise and
capabilities of the proposed candidates, based on our existing selection criteria for
all writing groups™® For completeness, we note the Crown did not address this
Ministry of Education staff member’s concerns in its closings, and we were unable
to ask Ms Cleaver about this during hearing as she did not make herself available
for the entire hearing. Next, we consider the Education Review Office’s review of
the draft English and Mathematics and Statistics learning areas.

81. Document A18(a), p194

82. Document A18(a), p 88

83. This understanding is taken from the list of Professor Rata’s nominees sent to the Ministry
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3.2.1.4 The Education Review Office’s independent quality assurance

Alongside the New Zealand Curriculum Coherence Group and Writing Groups,
Minister Stanford in her June 2024 Cabinet paper indicated that the Education
Review Office would also provide independent quality assurance of curriculum
content against her design principles.” In his evidence, Mr Holloway cited a report
provided by the Education Review Office with feedback on the English Years o-6,
English Years 7-13, and Mathematics and Statistics Years 0-13 learning areas on 30
May 2024.” For Years 0-6 English, the Education Review Office stated it had only
received the content and teaching methods for Years 1-3, and that:

A key concern raised was that these materials were originally written by the
Ministerial Advisory Group (MAG) with the purpose of being a sample for the MOE
[the Ministry of Education] writing group. ERO [Education Review Office] welcomes
the opportunity to Qa this again when the writing group has progressed this area and
material is more reflective of the most up to date evidence around effective pedagogy,
as some of this is currently outdated.*

‘Across all learning areas) the report stated, the Education Review Office’s inde-
pendent quality assurance ‘also raised a specific, overarching concern regarding
the expression of ‘Matauranga Maori, te ao Maori, te reo Maori me ona tikanga’
in the curriculum.”® More specifically, the Education Review Office’s report stated
that independent quality assurance did not find these elements ‘came through
strongly enough’ and that it was ‘critical to ensure the curriculum uniquely reflects
the bicultural foundations of Aotearoa New Zealand and so that our Maori learn-
ers can see themselves reflected in what they are learning’”

In August 2024, the Education Review Office provided an overview of its
findings from in-school testing of the draft Years 0-6 English and Years o-8
Mathematics and Statistics learning areas as part of its independent quality assur-
ance.” One of its overarching findings requested [f]or the materials to clearly

87. Document a17(a), pp 95, 100

88. Jane Lee to Erica Stanford, ‘Update note following ErO’s Independent Quality Assurance of
the first set of Curriculum Material received from the Ministry of Education, Education Review
Office briefing paper for the Minister of Education, M24-49, 30 May 2024, p[13], available here:
https://www.ero.govt.nz/sites/default/files/media-documents/2025-07/Independent%20Quality%20
Assurance%200f%20the%20New%20Zealand%20Curriculum%20and%20Te%20Marautanga%20
0%20Aotearoa%2orefresh.pdf

89. Lee to Stanford, ‘Update note following ERO’s Independent Quality Assurance of the first set
of Curriculum Material received from the Ministry of Education, p [14]

90. Lee to Stanford, ‘Update note following ERO’s Independent Quality Assurance of the first set of
Curriculum Material received from the Ministry of Education, p [15] (emphasis in original)

91. Lee to Stanford, ‘Update note following ERO’s Independent Quality Assurance of the first set
of Curriculum Material received from the Ministry of Education, p [15]

92. Nicholas Pole to Erica Stanford, ‘Update on In-School Testing of draft English Yo-6 and
Mathematics and Statistics Yo-8 curriculum material, Education Review Office briefing paper for the
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acknowledge the cultural contexts of students in the classroom and the unique-
ness of children growing up in New Zealand’”

In September 2024, the Education Review Office reported its key messages from
the International Panel Reports on the English Years 0-6 and Mathematics and
Statistics Years 0-8 learning areas.”* For English Years 0-6 this included that the
Understand, Know, and Do statements were ‘seen as emphasising the importance
of learning across cultures and languages, but this concept is not yet reflected
in the specific progressions.” The report stated further: [t]his concern about
learners from diverse backgrounds was noted in particular when considering
pedagogical approaches that can lack an acknowledgement of what learners bring
to the classroom’*

3.2.1.5 Summary

In summary, during what we call its ‘initial approach, the Crown established
writing groups to progress the English and Mathematics and Statistics learning
areas for the New Zealand Curriculum, and retained the writing groups for Te
Reo Rangatira and Pangarau from the refresh. While the Ministry of Education’s
process for establishing the English and Mathematics and Statistics writing groups
is somewhat unclear, we understand Curriculum MAG members were separately
contracted into the new groups. We also understand Curriculum MAG members
played an influential role in nominating individuals for the writing groups. With
these nominations, it appears the Ministry ran an ‘opt-out’ procurement process
which meant expressions of interest were not sought from the sector and the
roles were not openly advertised. During this process, a Ministry of Education
employee raised serious misgivings about its propriety and whether nominees
were appropriately qualified to justify their appointment. The Ministry, despite
those concerns, is confident the correct procurement processes were followed
and writing group members - including individuals nominated by Professor Rata
and appointed to the English writing group for Years 7-13 - had the necessary
expertise and capabilities. While contractual arrangements sought to separate the
Curriculum MAG from the writing of curriculum materials, the Education Review
Office’s independent quality assurance of the draft English Years 1-3 content raised
concerns it had originally been written by the Curriculum MaG as part of the
‘sample content’ provided with its report. After their development, the English

93. Pole to Stanford, ‘Update on In-School Testing of Draft English yo-6 and Mathematics and
Statistics yo-8 Curriculum Material, p [18]

94. ‘International Panel Reports on Nzc English (Years 0-6) and Mathematics & Statistics (Years
0-8) Learning Areas, Education Review Office briefing paper, M24-94, 26 September, p [28], avail-
able here: https://www.ero.govt.nz/sites/default/files/media-documents/2025-07/Independent%20
Quality%20Assurance%200f%20the%20New%20Zealand%20Curriculum%20and%20Te%20
Marautanga%200%20Aotearoa%2orefresh.pdf

95. ‘International Panel Reports on Nzc English (Years 0-6) and Mathematics & Statistics (Years
0-8) Learning Areas), p [29]

96. ‘International Panel Reports on Nzc English (Years 0-6) and Mathematics & Statistics (Years
0-8) Learning Areas), p [29]
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Years 0-6 and Mathematics and Statistics Years 0-8 learning areas were later
released for public feedback in August and September 2024, as we discuss further
in section 3.2.5.1.” In the next section, we outline what we call the Crown’s ‘revised
approach’ to curriculum development.

3.2.2 The revised approach

3.2.2.1 Writing groups

After establishing the writing groups for English and Mathematics and Statistics,
we understand the next writing groups to be established for the New Zealand
Curriculum were for the Science and Technology learning areas and a writing
group for the ‘Science of learning overarching guidance’® Later, we understand
the Ministry of Education would begin establishing writing groups for The Arts,
Learning Languages, Social Sciences, and Health and Physical Education learning
areas.”

In June and September 2024, the Ministry of Education reported to Minister
Stanford outlining the process it would follow in establishing writing groups for
these learning areas. In brief, unlike the English and Mathematics and Statistics
writing groups, for these learning areas, the Ministry proposed to seek nomina-
tions from the education sector through a more open expression of interest
process.””” The Ministry indicated it would take nominations for the writing
groups from subject associations, sector organisations, Initial Teacher Educators,
universities, and other groups with specific and relevant expertise.**

The Ministry of Education would then use specific criteria to select writing
members, including ‘[s]upporting the integration of matauranga Maori into teach-
ing and learning design, per agreed guidelines’ and ‘[e]xperience and expertise
working in diverse settings, including with akonga Maori’'® In its advice on estab-
lishing the relevant writing groups, the Ministry also noted that it would ‘continue
to work with a group of international academics for each learning area, so that the
content is based on the most up-to-date international evidence for teaching and
learning’’** In addition, in September 2024, the Ministry advised that writers had

97. Submission 3.3.32(a), p30
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‘been contracted for the development of all wahanga ako within Te Marautanga
o Aotearoa and this work has commenced’'” It also noted that the New Zealand
Curriculum Coherence Group had by then been formed and ‘[a]ny recommenda-
tions from the coherence group are also considered for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa
where relevant.®
In addition to writing groups, the Ministry of Education also received feedback,

advice and input from ‘contributing groups, as we discuss next.

3.2.2.2 Contributing groups

In her evidence, Ms Cleaver stated that [i]nitially’ the Ministry of Education ‘con-
tinued to work with existing contributing groups who had been working on the
refreshed New Zealand Curriculum’ As for the writing groups, the exact make-
up of the contributing groups is unclear.”® While Ms Cleaver told us the Ministry
‘continued’ to work with these groups, we do not know which specific groups from
the refresh she was referring to."”

According to a Ministry of Education report from April 2025, contributing
groups were used during the knowledge-rich reset ‘to provide guidance, input, and
expert knowledge to the Ministry’ and to ‘allow for sector representatives to be
engaged at different development phases depending on the expertise required’"’

Helpfully, the Crown’s chronology provides further detail of when contributing
groups were utilised and established during the knowledge-rich reset to support
the development of draft learning areas. It records that, in August 2024, the con-
tributing group to support the development of the draft Technology learning area
was established (meeting until March 2025)."" Later, in January 2025, contributing
groups for the Health and Physical Education, Learning Languages, Science, Social
Sciences, and The Arts learning areas were established (meeting until June 2025)."*

As we discuss next, only a few months later, the contributing groups ‘cease[d] to
be used’ and were replaced with review groups.™

3.2.2.3 The review groups

In her evidence, Ms Cleaver explained that during the process of developing
the knowledge-rich English and Mathematics and Statistics learning areas the
Ministry of Education’s ‘approach to writing a knowledge-rich curriculum
evolved’™ Among other changes, Ms Cleaver stated, ‘[i]t [was] also identified
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that we needed to adjust how we were working with sector representatives’ as
the Ministry was ‘finding that their involvement was adding complexity and not
supporting the development of curriculum materials at pace’™ Ms Cleaver stated
‘{m]any members from the sector are still focused on the approach to the 2023
refreshed curriculum and its competence-based approach rather than the devel-
opment of a knowledge-rich curriculum’*®

Specifically, on 23 April 2025, the Ministry of Education advised Minister
Stanford that the contributing groups did ‘not fully understand the shift to a
knowledge-rich curriculum and are focused on a refresh of the 2007 curriculum,
as opposed to the new curriculum approach, which had ‘negatively impacted on
timeframes for writing work’”” The Ministry stated further that ‘[w]e are often
having to refocus groups by reminding them of what a knowledge-rich curricu-
lum is, causing distraction for the Ministry writing teams."™*

As a result, the Ministry of Education noted its intention to reduce the role
of contributing groups in the next phase of work and increase the use of review
groups and subject experts ‘to test curriculum materials as they are developed’™
The review groups would ‘provide targeted review of draft material during
its development, ahead of the draft curriculum materials being released for
consultation’” The Ministry of Education advised that revising the review process
‘allows us to set clear expectations on the purpose and outcomes with review
groups, and advise on what they will and will not see in the documentation that
they will be asked to review’™

The role of the New Zealand Curriculum Coherence Group would also be
increased, ‘including more regular discussions, and providing the group with
additional time for document input, with the Ministry of Education noting its
involvement was ‘adding value to the process and outputs.”* The Ministry added
that the overall independent quality assurance process would be conducted by the
Education Review Office ‘through an international review and internally by the
Coherence Group.”

In its chronology, the Crown stated that, from March 2025, contributing groups
‘cease[d] to be used; with some contributing group members moving into writing
roles.”* In April and May 2025, the Ministry of Education then requested nomina-
tions for the new New Zealand Curriculum review groups:

» from all universities for the ‘Academic Review’;
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116. Document A44, p19

117. Document A44(b), p1258. The education report is dated 23 April 2025 but labelled as 17 March
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» ‘[s]ubject-associations and teacher and principal organisations’ for the
‘Primary and Secondary Focus Groups’;™ and

» ‘key stakeholders’ for the ‘Employer Review Focus Group.’
We are unclear who the ‘key stakeholders’ referred to by the Crown were, though
the Crown noted it included seeking nominations from the New Zealand History
Teachers” Association.™

Ms Cleaver stated that the Ministry of Education’s ‘letter requesting nomina-
tions indicated that up to three people could be nominated by each organisation’
and members were later ‘selected based on an evaluation of their experience,
subject-matter expertise, and ability to provide a range of insights and perspectives
across the developing curriculum’™ Ms Cleaver noted further that ‘[s]election
included consideration of experience and expertise in working in diverse settings,
including with akonga Maori and in schools with high Pacific rolls.” The review
groups began meeting from July 2025.”°

Ms Cleaver explained a similar process was followed to establish review groups
for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, except that no nomination process was used for
those groups.” Rather, the Ministry ‘identified experienced specialists, educators,
kaumatua, business, and industry leaders who would bring expertise, insights,
and real-world experience to the development’ of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, who
‘then received letters of invitation to participate,”

The Crown further outlined its understanding that the Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa review groups were established to give the Ministry of Education ‘assur-
ance that the content’ of the draft curriculum:

> was manageable, meaning the annual teaching expectations are achievable within
a full school year of teaching;

> provided the specific knowledge and progressions required to give kaiako the
confidence that what they are teaching aligns to the expectations within the
curriculum;

» included the level of guidance kaiako required to implement a curriculum that
sets high expectations of achievement for all mokopuna in their classes.”

On 1 August 2025, the Te Marautanga o Aotearoa review groups held a face-to-face
wananga in Tamaki Makaurau - Auckland to begin its work.”*

125. Document A44(g), p5. Ms Cleaver stated that nominations were sought from over 85 subject
associations.
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Finally, we note that, during the same period, in May 2025, the Ministry of
Education disbanded the Curriculum Voices Group, the large sector representa-
tive group established during the refresh to provide guidance and feedback on
the design and development of curriculum materials.”> According to the Crown,
this reflected feedback from some members that (among other things) ‘partici-
pation was a low priority for people if cvg [Curriculum Voices Group] weren’t
to be provided pre-release curriculum content.*® This compared to the refresh,
during which the group ‘had the opportunity to see and [provide] feedback on
some of the draft curriculum material while it was being developed (i.e. ahead of

consultation)’”

3.2.2.4 The Ministry of Education develops more detailed criteria for curriculum
development and commissions a knowledge-rich literature review
In addition to revising the approach to developing curriculum content through
the establishment of review groups, Ms Cleaver informed us it ‘became clear that
more detailed criteria were needed, and that we needed to make structural adjust-
ments to the content model.** Specifically, in April and May 2025, the Ministry
of Education ‘commissioned a review of literature on knowledge-rich curriculum
and developed detailed criteria’ for the New Zealand Curriculum Coherence
Group and writing teams to use.™

We note the literature review referred to by Ms Cleaver was commissioned by
the Ministry of Education from Learning First, an Australian education research
and consulting group.”® According to the Ministry’s services agreement with
Learning First, provided in evidence by Ms Cleaver, the company would provide
a ‘[r]eport detailing and communicating “What is a world-class knowledge-rich
curriculum™."*' The agreement specified this report was to include:

> the research behind a knowledge-rich curriculum (focusing on cognitive science
and education research)

» why it's important (drawing on the research of the impact of a quality curriculum
at the school-level and the experience of different systems that have implemented
(or withdrawn) knowledge-rich curriculum)

> equity impacts that illustrate how the biggest benefit from a knowledge-rich cur-
riculum is felt by disadvantaged students

» tangible examples of what a knowledge-rich curriculum looks like and how it dif-
fers from other curriculums
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> what it means for school leaders, teachers, and students.'**

Under ‘services, the agreement recorded Learning Firsts report would build ‘a
common understanding of what is trying to be achieved with curriculum reform
and why it is beneficial to students and the system’ This would include the
development of a ‘briefing, that ‘details and communicates “What is a world-class
knowledge-rich curriculum”.

In addition, the Ministry of Education contracted Learning First to (among
other things) ‘support the refinement and reworking of the overall design of the
curriculum; including ‘the parameters for curriculum writers to follow” and ‘qual-
ity criteria to guide curriculum writers and quality assurance.** According to the
agreement, Learning First was also to work ‘collaboratively with the Ministry to
test thinking and key aspects of the deliverables, [r]eview and [provide] feedback
on curriculum documents, and [w]ork with the programme curriculum teams on
multiple drafts of curriculum documents’* On 23 April 2025, as noted in section
3.2.2.3, Ministry of Education officials reported to Minister Stanford advising
a revised approach to curriculum development through the establishment of
review groups.146 Officials also referred to ‘recent work’ with Dr Ben Jensen, Chief
Executive Officer of Learning First."” The Minister of Education report recorded:

Through working with Dr Ben Jensen from Learning First we have also identified
that we need to improve our design to include more detail. This is based on what
he has seen in other jurisdictions. For example, the complexity and challenges we
have faced in completing English were similar to those identified in Nsw [New South
Wales], and a more detailed design would have substantially reduced this. We are
focusing on this design now with Learning First’s support, direction and input. We
will update you on this design once completed."**

The more detailed design for the New Zealand Curriculum Coherence Group
and writing groups to use comprised 11 criteria.*’ In June 2025, Learning First

142. Document a44(f), p 8o

143. Document a44(f), p79

144. Document a44(f), p79

145. Document a44(f), p 8o
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149. Document A44, p 20 fn 35; the criteria were: ‘Clear and detailed content that makes it explicit
what content is to be taught and assessed’; ‘Rigorous with high expectations’; ‘Prioritises disciplinary
knowledge and skills, embedding “know how” in “know that”’; ‘Well-sequenced within each learn-
ing area and discipline’; ‘Well-sequenced across learning areas and disciplines’; ‘Supports long-term
memory acquisition and effective, research-based pedagogy’; ‘Sufficient focus on each discipline/
subject’; ‘Representative with different perspectives’; “Teachable with sufficient time to teach the
whole curriculum and specific resources in schools and classrooms’; ‘Clear reading, writing and
language development in each discipline’; and ‘Consistently implemented for all students within and
across schools’
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provided a review of the literature on a knowledge-rich curriculum.” In addition
to this report and working with the Ministry of Education on curriculum design,
Ms Cleaver informed us Dr Jensen met with Minister Stanford on 25 October
2024, 23 June 2025 and 1 July 2025.”

As noted above, concerns were raised in this inquiry regarding the involvement
of Learning First in the writing of curriculum content. Professor Jodie Hunter,
Professor of Mathematics Education at Massey University, noted she reviewed the
draft Mathematics and Statistics learning area in 2024 and again when it was final-
ised and gazetted in October 2025.”* She told us that somewhere in the interim
the curriculum was ‘rewritten’ and that the second iteration ‘was entirely differ-
ent’ and ‘did not resemble anything like the first rewrite) Despite these changes,
Professor Hunter stated there was ‘no consultation” or ‘even a warning that there
was a second rewrite going on.”* After its release, Professor Hunter signed an
open letter alongside almost all education researchers in the country opposing the
changed curriculum.” We outline that letter further in section 3.2.5.2, but note
that what stood out to us is Professor Hunter’s evidence that nobody she knew
‘in mathematics education research’ [was] involved in any of the work that has
been done on the curriculum’ and that it had ‘been sent offshore’*® In answers to
Tribunal questions, Professor Hunter confirmed her understanding that the com-
pany involved was Learning First.”” We discuss the involvement of Learning First
and its literature review further in our analysis in chapter 4.

3.2.2.5 Approach to including key competencies
As noted in section 2.4.2.3, in her June 2024 Cabinet paper concerning the curric-
ulum design principles, Minister Stanford confirmed that ‘key competencies’ for
the New Zealand Curriculum would be ‘retained and refreshed, and also be intro-
duced for TMoA [Te Marautanga o Aotearoa] (but called learning dispositions)’.158
Minister Stanford advised that the competencies would ‘be internationally
comparable and reflect the skills and capabilities all students need to participate
successfully in society and thrive in the twenty-first century, for example, critical
and adaptive thinking and self-management.”

Subsequently, in May 2025, Ministry of Education officials reported to Minister
Stanford regarding a new approach to ‘situating key competencies’ in the New
Zealand Curriculum that was better aligned with a knowledge-rich approach and

150. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature - Final Report,
June 2025
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guided by the science of learning.'” Officials noted the new approach, which had
been discussed and agreed with the New Zealand Curriculum Coherence Group,
would:

» ‘[r]lename the key competencies as capabilities’ (or, as Minister Stanford
later annotated in pen, ‘dispositions’) and ‘ensure they are explicitly embed-
ded in the curriculum, rather than listed)’;

> ‘[e]mbed capabilities within the disciplinary knowledge in Learning Areas
and Subjects of the Nzc [New Zealand Curriculum]’; and

» ‘[a]nnotate (or code) the capabilities throughout the curriculum, including
through the disciplinary practices (‘how to’) within the Learning Areas and
Subjects’; and

» ‘[ilnclude an explanation, within the curriculum framework, of how the
capabilities have been situated in the national curriculum’'®

Ministry of Education officials reported that the more detailed design cri-

teria, the approach to including key competencies, and the revised structure for
the content model ‘underpinned the finalisation of the Years o-10 English and
Mathematics [and] Statistics learning areas’ and the remaining Years o-10 learn-
ing areas.'”

3.2.2.6 Revised structure for content model confirmed across all learning areas
As noted in section 2.4.2.3, in her June 2024 Cabinet paper Minister Stanford
agreed the Understand, Know, and Do model developed during the refresh would
be ‘strengthened to describe the learning that cannot be left to chance through
purposeful, sequenced, and interconnected statements.'®

In July 2025, officials reported to Minister Stanford regarding adjustments
to the Understand, Know, and Do model used in the curriculum learning
areas.” Specifically, Ministry of Education officials advised that the language of
‘Understand, ‘Know’ and ‘Do’ ‘fits well with a knowledge-rich curriculum, spe-
cifically aligning declarative knowledge to “Know” and procedural knowledge
(or practices) to “Do™>'® However, ‘minor adjustments to the structure of the
[Understand, Know, and Do] framework were made’ in the draft English Years
7-13 learning area ‘to better align with the science of learning and a knowledge-
rich curriculum design’®® Rather than weaving together the elements within
the progress outcome for each phase, officials advised, the draft English Years
7-13 content relocated the ‘Understand’ components ‘to sit under the Purpose
Statement and sit across all phases and years, which ‘align[ed] the purpose with
the enduring big ideas.” The ‘Know’ and ‘Do’ statements, in turn, were set out in
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year-by-year teaching sequence (replacing the Progress Outcome).' The Ministry
of Education noted this adjusted structure was being used for the other learning
areas then under development and recommended the same approach be used to
update the Mathematics and Statistics Years o-13 and English Years 0-6 learning
areas for consistency and coherence across the New Zealand Curriculum.'®

The report advised the Ministry of Education had undertaken ‘further test-
ing’ of the Understand, Know, and Do changes with six principals who were
‘unanimously in favour of making the changes to Years o-6 English and Years
0-8 mathematics [and] statistics as soon as possible.” The report stated that the
principals ‘liked the elevation of the Understandings’ in particular ‘and saw the
changes as a shift from a constructivist model of ukp [Understand, Know, and
Do] to a science of learning model for ukp’”* Minister Stanford agreed to extend
the new approach to Mathematics and Statistics, and English Years o-13 learning
areas in August 2025.7”

3.2.2.7 Summary

In summary, in 2025 the Ministry of Education revised its approach to curriculum
development by disbanding contributing groups and establishing review groups
to progress the development of the knowledge-rich learning areas and wahanga
ako. This was seen as necessary by the Ministry to facilitate the development of
curriculum content at pace because it saw sector contributors’ continued focus
on the refresh, as opposed to the knowledge-rich approach, as hampering pro-
gress. Compared to the English and Mathematics and Statistics writing groups,
we understand the Ministry of Education sought nominations for writing group
members for the remaining learning areas, and writing groups for the remaining
wahanga ako were established. During this period, the Ministry also worked with
Australian company Learning First to develop more detailed design criteria and
revised its approach to include key competencies and the Understand, Know, and
Do model in the curriculum. We noted Professor Hunter’s concerns that Learning
First may have been involved in what she saw as a substantial second rewrite of the
Mathematics curriculum. In the next section, we briefly outline the Crown’s latest
approach to curriculum development.

3.2.3 The latest approach, 2025-26

Counsel for the Crown stated they had been instructed that, in February 2026,
the Ministry of Education asked review group members ‘to confirm their intent to
remain with or leave the groups for 2026’ and that:

168. Document a44(b), p1313
169. Document a44(b), p1312
170. Document a44(b), pp1314, 1315
171. Document a44(b), p1315
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» a majority of members of the Secondary Focus Group accepted new roles
as subject advisors to review the Years 11-13 content in line with their par-
ticular subject matter expertise in 2026;

» members of the Primary Focus Group were invited to join newly formed
‘Sector Insights Groups’ established by the Ministry of Education ‘to pro-
vide expert, practice informed insight to help test the Ministry’s proposed
responses to consultation and feedback’ in 2026;

» members of the Academic Review Group were invited to join ‘a wider com-
munity to contribute a range of perspectives, professional knowledge, and
critique focused on pedagogy and practice’; and

» members of the Employer Review Group who return would ‘support
reviews as part of the development of industry-led subjects’”

In November 2025, the Ministry of Education also ran an open expression of
interest process seeking subject advisors ‘to collaborate on the design and writ-
ing of’ the development of Phase 5 (Years 11-13) subjects for the New Zealand
Curriculum and Taarere 5 (Tau 11-13) for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa.” The Crown
stated that this process ‘led to over 200 teachers beginning work with the Ministry
in January 2026 to start developing the draft subject curricula’”” Dr Law was sec-
onded to the Ministry of Education to be the Programme Lead for this phase of
work.”*

Ms Cleaver told us that the Ministry was moving to make all senior curricu-
lum subjects (Years 11-13) available in both te reo Maori and English, which she
described as a ‘significant shift’ from Achievement Standards subjects offered
under the National Certificate of Educational Achievement, where there are 33
New Zealand Curriculum subjects and 8 Te Marautanga o Aotearoa subjects at
Levels 2 and 3.”” Ms Cleaver noted the ‘current situation sees kaiako translating
materials themselves or students missing out on access to studying a subject
because it has not been made available in the language of instruction.”*

3.2.4 Summary

In summary, the Crown’s approach to developing the knowledge-rich curriculum
can be outlined in three phrases: the initial phase, during which the English and
Mathematics and Statistics learning areas and Te Reo Rangatira and Pangarau
wahanga ako began to be developed; the revised approach during which the
remaining Years o-10 learning areas and wahanga ako began to be developed;
and the latest approach, under which the senior curriculum content for years
11-13 will be developed and feedback received during public consultation on the
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Years o-10 content implemented. We turn now to outline the Crown’s approach to
consultation on the draft curriculum content, including feedback received by the
Ministry of Education and the Minister, next.

3.2.5 Consultation and feedback

In this section, we briefly outline feedback received by the Crown on its draft
Years 0-6 English and Years 0-8 Mathematics and Statistics curricula, before con-
sidering other feedback provided to the Crown from the education sector during
the knowledge-rich reset. We then outline the Crown’s engagement with the Maori
Education Ministerial Advisory Group and the consultation process the Crown
began in October 2025.

3.2.5.1 Consultation on the English Years o—6 and Mathematics and Statistics
Years 0-8 Learning Areas

The first New Zealand Curriculum learning areas to be developed for public con-
sultation were English Years 0-6, and Mathematics and Statistics for Years o-8,
which were both consulted on between August and September 2024.”° The draft
curricula also included ‘an initial indicative update’ of changes to the New Zealand
Curriculum framework.® We outline the differences between the draft New
Zealand Curriculum framework developed for consultation in October 2025 and
the 2023 Te Mataiaho framework in our analysis in section 4.4.2.1. In this section,
we briefly summarise feedback received by the Ministry of Education and Minister
Stanford on these draft curricula which has been provided to the Tribunal.

First, between 12 August and 6 September 2024, the Ministry of Education
sought feedback from ‘teachers, school leaders, and government organisations
and agencies with a strong interest in teaching maths’ on the draft Years o-8
Mathematics and Statistics learning area via an online survey.™ The Ministry’s
summary of feedback received during consultation, including submissions and
emails in addition to the survey, noted some people responded specifically that
they liked (among other things) ‘the clarity of what to teach, guidance on explicit
teaching, the teaching sequence, and ‘the focus on the “science of learning”’*** But
not everyone supported the draft curricula. The Ministry noted a number of ‘key
themes’ had ‘emerged;, including that people:

» ‘wanted to see a curriculum that reflects the Aotearoa New Zealand context,

as ‘[m]any people felt there needed to be more recognition of Te Tiriti o
Waitangi and the cultural context of Aotearoa New Zealand (including the
visibility of matauranga Maori and te reo Maori)” with one specific school
submitting that the curriculum ‘could be [from] any country in the world -
can we make it more representative of all our cultures’;"™
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» ‘questioned the research and evidence base and the notion of international
comparability’; and'"**

» ‘were concerned about the process and pace of the curriculum update, feed-
back, and implementation expectations’'”

The Ministry of Education stated it had responded to this feedback by (among
other actions):

» ‘strengthen[ing] the planning guidance to support teachers to weave in ele-
ments of their whole school context and wider community into the curricu-
lum delivery), noting ‘[t]he intention is for teachers to embed the national
curriculum in their own teaching and learning programmes reflecting their
local context’;'™

» noting that the knowledge-rich curricula work ‘incorporates previous
versions’ of the New Zealand Curriculum refresh and components of the
common practice model, ‘which were both informed by New Zealand and
international research’ and that reports and background papers commis-
sioned by the Ministry ‘to support the development of The New Zealand
Curriculum’ were available online; and"”

» noting that much of the Mathematics and Statistics content ‘will be famil-
iar to teachers as we've built on the valuable feedback and input the sector
provided’ during the refresh and that the ‘major difference’ was the inclu-
sion of year-by-year teaching sequences and increased evidence-informed
guidance, both of which would assist teachers to plan their teaching. There
would also be support for teachers to build capability and embed the
changes."

Secondly, between 26 August and 20 September 2024, the Ministry of Education
sought feedback from ‘teachers, school leaders, and organisations and agencies
with a strong interest in English teaching” on the draft English Years 0-6 learning
area via an online survey."® The Ministry’s summary of feedback received during
consultation, including submissions and emails in addition to the survey, noted
that ‘[g]enerally there was enthusiasm for the draft content, as well as suggested
areas for improvement.”® The Ministry noted that, among other ‘key themes,
people:

» ‘wanted to see that the curriculum content was more inclusive, and achiev-

able for all learners, with one school specifically identifying there was ‘no
section on planning for diversity of being culturally responsive in teachers’

5191

planning’
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» ‘wanted to see more content that reflected the Aotearoa New Zealand con-
text, with some criticising what they saw as a ‘generic focus in the English
learning area’ rather than a reflection of the ‘diversity in New Zealand’ and
one Academic/tertiary provider’ specifically submitting [t]his draft English
document doesn’t adequately reflect the fact we live in a diverse and bicul-
tural nation that demands a curriculum with breadth, depth and vision’**

» ‘questioned the research and evidence base and the notion of international
comparability, including ‘comments that the evidence base used was not
inclusive of all relevant research, questions about the use and application of
the science of learning’**

The Ministry of Education stated it had responded to this feedback by (among

other actions):

» strengthening the guidance to ‘highlight the importance of being responsive
to a student’s prior knowledge, strengths and interests’;

» outlining that there was guidance that students explore a range of texts,
including ‘stories from Aotearoa New Zealand that include kupu Maori,
that the focus for Years o-6 was ‘focused on teaching literacy skills’ but that
‘[o]pportunities have been taken, where possible, to locate this within an
Aotearoa New Zealand context, and that further guidance had ‘been added
to support teachers to weave in elements of their whole school context and
wider community into the curriculum delivery’; and

» as with the Mathematics and Statistics feedback, referring to the work of the
refresh and the available reports and background papers online.”

In addition, we were provided with the written submission of Te Riu Roa on
the English Years 0-6 learning area, drafted by Stephanie Mills, the Te Riu Roa
National Secretary.”” The submission raised deep concerns with both the process
by which the curriculum was developed and its draft content. First, the submission
was critical of the inadequate involvement of the sector in the curriculum’s devel-
opment, the ‘rushed process of rewriting, and the ‘unnecessary and unreasonable’
demands the consultation now placed on school leaders and teachers:

We feel that the profession and leading academics has been undermined, under-
valued and ignored in the process of re-writing this curriculum area. This fails to
meet the precedent set in previous processes of curriculum development and consult-
ation, such as the Curriculum Refresh, or the introduction of Aotearoa New Zealand
Histories Curriculum.

Given the importance and potentially wide-reaching impact such documents can
have on the education of Aotearoa New Zealand’s children, school and kura leaders
and teachers and kaiako expect high levels of engagement from the Ministry. This has
not been the case with the draft under consideration.
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This fast-tracking of regulation (curriculum documents are, after all, a form of reg-
ulation) increases the risk of unintended consequences and flaws in the content and
structure surfacing once it has been embedded. This can come at huge financial, pro-
fessional, and educational cost. These risks and pressures are simply too high when it
comes to the vitally important work of educating our tamariki. While this burden is
unacceptable for the profession, it is ultimately the dkonga of Aotearoa New Zealand
who will bear the brunt of these changes and any long-term ramifications of this
rushed, unprofessional, and narrow curriculum change.'

Among other concerns regarding the draft’s substance, Te Riu Roa was ‘alarmed
at the demotion of Te Tiriti o Waitangi from its centrality in the 2023 draft to its
near exclusion from the 2024 draft’ and identified several instances where the
previous framework’s emphasis on matauranga Maori, te ao Maori, and the treaty
had been removed.” This included:

» the removal of references to the treaty in the introduction to Te Mataiaho;

» the removal of references to the treaty, matauranga Maori, te ao Maori,
Maori perspectives, and the bicultural nature of Aotearoa New Zealand
from the draft purpose statement; and

» the replacement of the treaty with the ‘science of learning’ in Matairangi
- the Guiding Kaupapa, which previously provided that ‘[t]he overarching
kaupapa, expressing the centrality of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and it’s principles,
and New Zealand’s vision for education’ and now provided ‘[t]he overarch-
ing kaupapa guiding the curriculum, based on the science of learning and
ensuring excellent and equitable outcomes for students’**

Te Riu Roa observed the draft was ‘not the Te Mataiaho framework that was
widely consulted on in 2023, noting that ‘[w]hat began as a Te Tiriti o Waitangi
driven, placed based, locally contextualised and integrated framework has become
narrow and prescriptive’®”

Te Riu Roa was also ‘concerned with the removal of explicit references to
matauranga Maori generally, noting ‘the teaching profession must be supported
to actively and explicitly value matauranga Maori in order to uphold the Crown’s
responsibilities.” Accordingly, the draft represented a ‘clear break with the direc-
tion of travel’ set during the refresh and, as such, Te Riu Roa did not consider the
level of engagement and consultation to be sufficient for stakeholders to consider
the changes fully or to ‘mitigate risks borne of a haphazard and rushed process.™”

In October 2024, the final content for the English Years 0-6 learning area, and
Years 0-8 Mathematics and Statistics learning area were released for implementa-
tion in schools from the start of 2025.>** Later, the Ministry of Education consulted
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on the draft Years 9-13 Mathematics and Statistics learning area between 27
January and 28 April 2025 and consulted on the English Years 7-13 learning area
between 31 March and 13 June 2025.*”

In her brief of evidence, Philippa Tinning, Acting Associate Principal at
Papamoa College and President of Te Pouhere Whakaako Reo Pakeha o Aotearoa
- the New Zealand Association for the Teaching of English, outlined the New
Zealand Association for the Teaching of English’s experience of working with the
Ministry of Education on the English curriculum.*** Ms Tinning told us she first
‘became aware that a significant curriculum refresh was underway’ was when she
was contacted in early 2024 by a ‘journalist from Radio New Zealand seeking
[her] views on the English curriculum re-write led by Elizabeth Rata** As you
can imagine, she stated, ‘as the President of NZATE [New Zealand Association for
the Teaching of English], I was shocked:*” Ms Tinning explained she was later
contacted by the Ministry of Education in July 2024 regarding the curriculum
changes and that the New Zealand Association for the Teaching of English was
then provided draft curriculum materials on 9 December 2024 with a nine-day
window to provide feedback.”” Ms Tinning told us the New Zealand Association
for the Teaching of English was then sent a revised draft ‘on 17 January 2025, one
day prior to a scheduled meeting to discuss its content.”®® In a letter about the
experience, the New Zealand Association for the Teaching of English Council
wrote: ‘[i]t was unreasonable to be given a 120-page document and only 24 hours
to go through it before “workshopping” it in a 9go-minute meeting the next day
after school’™” Speaking to her experience, Ms Tinning told us the timeframes
for review were ‘insufficient to enable meaningful engagement with complex cur-
riculum materials’™

Ms Tinning explained that in January 2025 the Ministry requested access to
New Zealand Association for the Teaching of English’s book room list, a read-
ing list that it had ‘crowd-sourced from English teachers across the motu . . . as
a way to spark debate about the texts used in our classrooms’ and to assess how
the text choices have evolved over time.” Ms Tinning noted it was not intended
as a recommended text list or to be used as a guide.”* Ms Tinning therefore
expressed concern regarding the Ministry’s use of the list.”” In February 2025,
the New Zealand Association for the Teaching of English publicly withdrew
from further engagement with the Ministry, Ms Tinning informed us, following
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‘concerns about the reliability of the process, including shifting directions, limited
timeframes for feedback, and uncertainty about how [its] input was being used’™*
Ms Tinning noted the New Zealand Association for the Teaching of English was
also ‘concern[ed] its involvement could be interpreted as endorsement of the cur-
riculum being developed™”

In his brief of evidence, Mr Holloway highlighted a change that was made to
the senior English curriculum before its release for consultation in March 2025.”°
Mr Holloway noted an earlier draft of the learning area ‘required the inclusion of
Maori and Pacific authors in teaching programmes’ but this ‘version was never
released to the sector’ and the instruction was ‘replaced . . . with a mandate to
teach Shakespeare and 19th century texts.”” Specifically, the earlier draft of the
Years 7-13 English Curriculum stated that ‘[s]tudents must experience historical
and contemporary fiction and non-fiction texts that are widely regarded as high
quality’ and noted this ‘must include . . . texts by Aotearoa authors, including
Maori authors, and Pacific authors.”™ The later iteration of the draft released for
consultation then provided the texts must ‘include . . . texts by Aotearoa New
Zealand authors.™ The draft added that texts for students in Years 12-13 must
include ‘a work by Shakespeare and a text from the 19th century’”® At hearing, in
response to Crown questions, Mr Holloway explained his concern that the effect
of the change would be to make the inclusion of Maori authors ‘optional’”*

Ms Cleaver explained the earlier draft of the Years 7-13 English learning area
was provided to Minister Stanford on 27 March 2025 for approval to be released
and that it was ‘not unusual for the Minister to agree to the release of draft material
on the basis of some last minor amendments being made before it is published’**
In that case, she noted, while Shakespeare was added, ‘[t]he differences between
these two versions are relatively minor.** Ms Cleaver added that Shakespeare was
included in a different part of the draft teaching sequence and ‘was not a “sub-
stitution”>** She noted that both iterations of the draft curriculum required ‘text
selections to include “texts by Aotearoa New Zealand authors™ and that, from
memory, explicit statements that ‘Aotearoa New Zealand authors includes “Maori
authors, and Pacific authors™ were ‘seen as repetitive’ ‘given the overarching direc-
tion provided for all Year levels’ in the draft learning area.”
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We were also provided with the submission by Te Wehengarua on the draft
English curriculum from June 2025.”°° We understand from the date of this docu-
ment that it relates to the draft Years 7-13 English content. Among other concerns,
Te Wehengarua stated the draft was ‘problematic in meeting obligations under
Te Tiriti’® Whereas the draft Mathematics and Statistics Years 9—13 curriculum
‘was clearly framed within the whakapapa of Te Mataiaho, the draft English cur-
riculum was ‘void of all references to Te Mataiaho.”* Te Wehengarua stated that
the ‘rationale for Te Mataiaho, the refreshed curriculum, included giving practical
effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi’ and changes under development as part of the refresh
‘had Matauranga Maori sitting at the heart of the learning areas’” It stated further
that:

Through collaboration, an overarching kaupapa was created with the desire to
enable the centrality of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. Alongside this kaupapa was a redress-
ing of the impact of colonisation on the curriculum, through the incorporation of
Matauranga Maori and more emphasis on local curricula. In the latest Draft English
curriculum there is a more Euro-centric approach with, for example, practices under
oratory being referred to as planned speeches such as the Westminster debate.”’

Te Wehengarua emphasised ‘the expertise and input of teachers should be con-
5231

sidered - at the very least — at all levels of curriculum development’™ It stated:

Teachers are experts for interpreting and implementing the curriculum through
programme design and lesson planning and are indeed held accountable for their
actions through the Professional Teaching Standards, so it is unconscionable to sug-
gest that they are shut out of curriculum planning at macro level.”*

In addition, Te Wehengarua emphasised that curriculum ‘changes need to
be based on research that is relevant to the Aotearoa New Zealand context’ and
should be aligned with principles proposed by Te Wehengarua.”” The five prin-
ciples are: “Te Tiriti is valued and visible, ‘[l]earners are at the centre so that the
curriculum is inclusive and equitable] ‘[t]he curriculum is manageable . . . well
resourced, coherent, and well communicated, ‘[t]eachers are valued as curriculum
designers and their expertise and specialisation are recognised and valued, and
‘[t]he curriculum is regularly reviewed through research on effective practice to

make sure it is fit for purpose.”*
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3.2.5.2 Other feedback received
Between 2024 and 2025, claimants and interested parties in this inquiry raised
concerns about the Crown’s process in letters to the Minister, media releases, and a
complaint to the Ombudsman.

On 3 September 2024, Te Riu Roa and the New Zealand Principals’ Federation
wrote to the Secretary of Education to express their ‘shared and urgent concern
with what we see as inappropriate processes to develop curricula and the inad-
equate and rushed consultation currently being conducted by the Ministry of
Education on the updated learning areas of the National Curriculum’ (both the
New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa).” Specifically, they had
concerns regarding the Curriculum MAG’s appointment, its ‘overreach and involve-
ment in the curriculum documents, a lack of checks and balances, and a lack of
proper procurement processes taking place’™® These concerns, the letter noted,
‘complicates the sector’s consideration of these documents and increases the level
of due diligence expected of peak bodies such as ourselves.™ Te Riu Roa and the
New Zealand Principals’ Federation considered that the English and Mathematics
and Statistics learning areas under consultation ‘represent[ed] a significant break
with the direction of travel established by the Curriculum Refresh, which ‘involved
deep community, sector, and expert engagement and consultation.** They stated,
‘[i]t appears that much of the focus that emerged from the Curriculum Refresh
has been abandoned, with only superficial similarities remaining between that and
the recently released learning area documents.”” The letter also raised concerns
with the implementation timeframe and the consequent pressures on schools.”*’

On 1 April 2025, Te Wehengarua issued a press statement expressing their
concerns with the draft English curriculum.” Among other issues, it highlighted
concerns with what Mr Abercrombie saw as a move ‘away from a curriculum that
is underpinned by Te Tiriti o Waitangi’** It also noted with concern ‘that the
English teachers’ subject association had stepped away from the development of
the draft curriculum’ and the lack of apparent understanding or connection to the
reality in classroom teaching.*

On 1 November 2024, Te Riu Roa and Te Wehengarua raised their concerns
regarding the curriculum with the Ombudsman.”** Specifically, they expressed
concerns with what they saw as the ‘inappropriate overreach’ of the Curriculum

235. Document A8(a), p 61

236. Document A8(a), pp 61-62

237. Document A8(a), p 62

238. Document A8(a), p 62

239. Document A8(a), p 62

240. Document A8(a), p 63

241. Document A24(a), p[32]

242. Document A24(a), p [32]

243. Document A24(a), p [32]. We interpret reference by Te Wehengarua to the English teachers’
subject association as a reference to the New Zealand Association for the Teaching of English. We
discuss the New Zealand Association for the Teaching of English’s involvement in the development
of the draft English curriculum in section 3.2.5.1.

244. Document A12(a), p 43
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MAG, that ‘due diligence and vetting processes were not adequately followed in the
procurement of writers for curriculum writing groups and that real, possible, or
perceived conflicts of interest were poorly managed’”” The letter also stated that
the consultation periods for the draft documents were ‘unnecessarily truncated,
each extending only 20 working days and coming at a time known to be extremely
busy for schools and education professionals.*** As the revised curricula ‘represent
a significant break with the direction of travel established by the Curriculum
Refresh (2021-2023), the complaint stated, such periods were ‘inadequate to
allow the sector to fully consider and feedback on these documents’ and failed
‘to meet the benchmark established by other curriculum consultation processes.™’
Additionally, the complaint noted ‘the documents distributed for consultation
were poorly drafted, including blank pages and major errors (for example, a phon-
ics check, usually associated with literacy, erroneously included within assessment
guidance for the mathematics curriculum), suggesting a rushed composition.***
On 28 October 2025, 43 mathematics and statistics educators and researchers,
including academics from Massey University, Victoria University of Wellington,
the University of Auckland, the University of Canterbury, the University of Otago,
Auckland University of Technology, and researchers from the New Zealand
Council for Educational Research, wrote an open letter to Minister Stanford
expressing their concern with the ‘changes to the Mathematics and Statistics cur-
riculum and the process used for its development.*® In her evidence, Professor
Hunter, a signatory to the letter, stated that the letter was signed by ‘[a]ll math-
ematics education researchers in the country’ bar one.” The letter expressed that:

Careful benchmarking was undertaken in writing both the 2023 and 2024 versions
of the mathematics and statistics curriculum to align expectations against those from
similar countries in our region and to detail a more explicit sequence of mathematical
learning. These changes served an educational purpose and responded to feedback on
past curricula. The October 2025 changes seem more political than educational. This
is unfair to teachers, but, more importantly, it is potentially damaging to learners.”

Among other specific concerns, the letter was critical that: the October 2025
draft contained mistakes as a result of the ‘speed of the rewrite and lack of
consultation’; money had been wasted ‘on unnecessary multiple rewrites’ and
‘[s]pending more money and time implementing new, unjustified, unexpected
and unexplained curriculum is a waste of taxpayer funds and professionals’ time
and energy’; the curriculum was ‘overcrowded” with ‘an unrealistic number of
learning objectives’; the draft was ‘misaligned’ and contained expectations that

245. Document A12(a), pp 43-44
246. Document A12(a), p 44

247. Document A12(a), p44

248. Document A12(a), p 44

249. Document A37(a), p1

250. Document A37, p3

251. Document A37(a), p1
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‘exceeded developmental realties, including objectives ‘directly copied from the
Australian curriculum and used at the same year level without the consideration
that Australian students are one year older with an extra year of schooling given
a different level year system’; ‘[k]ey ideas were missing, which put the curricula
‘out of step with other countries that explicitly acknowledge throughout their
documents the need for statistical investigations and mathematical processes such
as problem solving, reasoning, and explaining and communicating ideas’; and,
finally, that the timeframes for implementation were ‘[u]nrealistic.”” The group
therefore ‘call[ed] for an immediate pause to this latest curriculum roll out’ and
‘for due process and transparency before any further steps are taken’* They con-
cluded by stating that ‘[o]nly through genuine and thorough consultation with the
education community in New Zealand will we be able to shape a mathematics and
statistics curriculum that is fit for purpose for all New Zealanders.”**

On 10 November 2025, the New Zealand Association for the Teaching of English
wrote an open letter to Minister Stanford.”™ Among other content concerns, the
letter was critical of the process, stating ‘[t]he process for curriculum development
and implementation remains deeply flawed and lacks the transparency and clarity
needed for the empowerment of those entrusted with its execution.”*® The letter
also raised specific concerns regarding matauranga Maori:

This knowledge rich curriculum continues to sideline and undermine matauranga
Maori, offering cursory references to such things as ‘texts by a range of authors rep-
resentative of New Zealand’s rich bicultural (both Maori and Pakeha) and multicul-
tural heritage’ and kupu Maori. Education in Aotearoa has rightfully been focused
on providing equitable outcomes for akonga Maori. It is outrageous that such work
is sidelined for an ideology that will negatively impact outcomes for Maori, as stated
in your own Cabinet papers. Our concerns are further compounded by the recent
announcement on the removal of the requirement for schools to honour Te Tiriti.”’

In December 2025, He Rau Ringa - The Joint Subject Associations of Aotearoa
New Zealand (He Rau Ringa), signed by 27 subject associations, wrote an open
letter to Minister Stanford with concerns regarding the process surrounding the
development of the curriculum reforms and consultation.”® The process, the letter
stated, had

not demonstrated the transparency or partnership that a national curriculum
demands. There has been limited clarity around decision-making, authorship, and
the use of expert input. Many associations have found consultation to be inconsistent

252. Document A37(a), pp1-2
253. Document A37(a), p2
254. Document A37(a), p2
255. Document A22(a), pp 6-8
256. Document A22(a), p7
257. Document A22(a), p8
258. Document A21(a), p34
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and largely procedural, with minimal evidence that sector expertise has informed the
drafts. In addition, some associations have been excluded from consultation processes
altogether.”

As a result, the process had ‘damaged’ professional trust and weakened the rela-
tionship between the Ministry of Education ‘and those responsible for delivering

>260

the curriculum in schools . . . at a critical time’™° It noted:

Subject associations are essential partners in curriculum design and implemen-
tation. They represent decades of collective experience and disciplinary expertise.
Genuine engagement with these professional bodies is not optional; it is necessary to
ensure the curriculum is educationally sound and workable in practice.””'

He Rau Ringa urged the Ministry of Education to take actions to pause and
review its approach to consultation, facilitate hui with the subject associations,
and commit to a co-design approach - noting the actions were ‘essential if the
curriculum is to reflect the expertise of the profession and the aspirations of Te

262

Mataiaho and Te Tiriti o Waitangi.

3.2.5.3 Engagement with the Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group

In addition, the Ministry of Education also engaged with its Maori Education
Ministerial Advisory Group during the development of the curriculum and the
public consultation period on 25 March 2025, 21 October 2025, and 25 November
2025.°%

In March 2025, officials from the Te Poutaha gave the Maori Education
Ministerial Advisory Group a presentation concerning the centre’s work pro-
gramme, noting the Minister had decided the curriculum would be based on
the science of learning. Te Poutahai presenters noted the Minister ‘wants the
curriculum to be reviewed by international experts — which leaves questions
on how international experts could review from a Maori perspective’ and that
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa and the New Zealand Curriculum ‘are to be brought
closer together’***

After the 24 March 2025 hui, in May 2025, the Ministry of Education sought
Minister Stanford’s approval to increase its engagement with the Maori Education

259. Document A21(a), p3

260. Document A21(a), p3

261. Document A21(a), p3

262. Document A21(a), p4

263. Document A44, p39. The Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group was established in
September 2024 by the Ministry of Education. Its membership includes Will Workman (Chair),
Olivia Hall, Dame Georgia Kingi, Billie Jean Potaka-Ayton, and Turi Ngatai. Its former Chair, Dr
Wayne Ngata, resigned on 19 June 2025: see ‘Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group, 11 June
2025, Ministry of Education, https://www.education.govt.nz/our-work/strategies-policies-and-
programmes/maori-education-and-language/maori-education-ministerial-advisory-group, accessed
16 July 2026.

264. Document A44(b), p1280
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Ministerial Advisory Group regarding the curriculum developments - through
‘regular, early engagements with the group*” The Ministry advised that the
March 2025 hui ‘involved insight-rich dialogue which has already benefited our
evolving curriculum and assessment work programme’ and that it ‘believe[d] that
the curriculum design and qualifications review work programme would greatly
benefit from their [the Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group] strategic,
expert insights and capabilities,”*® Minister Stanford agreed to this approach in
June 2025.>”

On 19 June 2025, Dr Wayne Ngata resigned from the Maori Education
Ministerial Advisory Group, citing conflicts of interest with other education and
iwi initiatives he was involved with.***

On 21 October 2025, the Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group met with
Dr Pollock, Dr Novak, and Ms MacGregor-Reid and discussed the knowledge-rich
curriculum reset.*® The hui minutes record that ‘[o]fficials noted that [the] new
approach would address equity issues (based on overseas research)’ and that the
Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group ‘requested a more detailed explana-
tion of this statement’”® The Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group also
noted it was ‘positive there was still scope for localised curriculum and requested
further information on how this was to be developed with iwi and other partners,
i.e. what actions are in place for this to occur 27

While not expressed in the hui minutes, Ms Cleaver added that:

As part of progressing work to update the National Curriculum as knowledge rich
and grounded in the science of learning, the Ministry engaged with Maori experts in
education (Professor Tony Trinick, Dr Wayne Ngata, Dr Margie Kahukura Hohepa,
Professor Wally Penetito) to understand the relationship with Matauranga Maori. The
views provided informed Ministry engagement with the Maori Education Ministerial
Advisory Group in October 2024. The view expressed by the MAG in discussion was
that Matauranga Maori can sit alongside the Science of Learning to inform curricu-
lum work.”*

On 25 November 2025, the Ministry met again with the Maori Education
Ministerial Advisory Group.”” The minutes recorded that officials advised
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa and the New Zealand Curriculum were being
‘developed with the same focus’” The minutes also recorded the ‘extension of

265. Document A44(b), from pp1302, 1306
266. Document A44(b), pp1304, 1305

267. Document a44(b), pp1305, 1306

268. Document a43(b), p [1]
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272. Document A44(d), pp3-4
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274. Document A44(b), p1920
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senior secondary school qualifications being developed” was ‘[p]ositively noted,
we presume by the Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group.”” The minutes
recorded further the Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group reiterated its
question regarding the international evidence on equity outcomes for first nations
people.”® It was also noted that questions were raised regarding the localisability
of the curriculum, ‘includ[ing] “How much scope exists?” and “Are there concerns
from schools or Maori?”, but that ‘time constraints limited further discussion’””
Regarding the use of te reo Maori in English medium education, the minutes
recorded the ‘[c]urriculum aims to normalise kupu Maori and embed te reo Maori
as part of everyday learning however [it is] important teachers understand [its]
meaning and intent and have support and resources’ and that ‘[o]fficials empha-
sised framing te reo Maori as a language of the nation, not just an additional
subject.””*

Ms Cleaver stated:

The Maori Ministerial Advisory Group and Matauranga Maori Iwi Leaders Group
have expressed that they are not curriculum design experts who are able to provide
detailed feedback on the content itself. Discussions with these groups remain import-
ant in relation to the overall approach to the changes, including how implementation
is supported. This complements engagement with experts in Maori education as part
of our wider work and consultation with the education sector.”’

3.2.5.4 Consultation on the draft New Zealand Curriculum framework and other
learning areas

On 28 October 2025, the Ministry of Education released the draft curriculum con-
tent for six of the New Zealand Curriculum Years o-10 learning areas for public
feedback, with the consultation period to run for approximately six months until
24 April 2026.”* The Ministry also released the revised overarching framework
for the New Zealand Curriculum, also titled “Te Mataiaho.* Feedback during this
period was collected via email and online feedback forms, meetings, in-class trial-
ling during term 1 of 2026, sector webinar and hui in October 2025 to ‘to Unpack
the Curriculum and to support understanding and familiarisation of the draft cur-
riculum content, and hui with ‘Subject Associations, Peak Bodies, and National
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Organisations since October 2025 to discuss the draft Years o-10 curriculum’

275. Document a44(b), p1920
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278. Document A44(b), p1921
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280. ‘Consultation for Year o to 10 Draft Curriculum Content, Ministry of Education, https://
www.education.govt.nz/have-your-say/consultation-year-o-10-draft-curriculum-content/details,
last modified 29 October 2025

281. Taharangi, “The New Zealand Curriculum/Te Mataiaho, Ministry of Education, https://
newzealandcurriculum.tahurangi.education.govt.nz/new-zealand-curriculum-online/new-zealand-
curriculum/the-new-zealand-curriculum-te-m-taiaho/5637165591.c, last modified 28 January 2026
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Ms Cleaver explained that feedback would be analysed during the consultation
period to ensure timeframe expectations for finalising the curriculum would be
met.”® She explained that initial analysis of feedback received on the consultation
curriculum documents to mid-January 2026 showed nine ‘broad themes, includ-
ing ‘insufficient inclusion’ of te ao Maori and matauranga Maori content across
multiple areas and the ‘[d]egree of prescription, reducing teacher agency and
localised curriculum flexibility***

Ms Cleaver stated that small practitioner groups were being established ‘to talk
through the early themes of the feedback, recommendations for change and exam-
ples of the proposed changes.’® She stated that ‘(m]embers of groups focussed on
the learning area content will include Maori principals who will, amongst other
things, be able to help identify opportunities to include additional knowledge or
contexts from te ao Maori in the curriculum content itself and where examples
[are] better left for supporting resources.**

Additionally, Ms Cleaver explained an external reviewer would be reviewing
the analysis of consultation feedback to provide assurance to both the Ministry
and the education sector that the analysis has ‘identified the key themes that need
to be considered for the final curriculum content wherever possible.*” She noted
the external reviewer’s report would also ‘clearly demonstrate how feedback has
been considered, ensuring transparency and clarity for the sector.***

Finally, Ms Cleaver noted that, once the knowledge-rich national curriculum is
finalised, ‘a rolling cycle of curriculum review’ would be introduced to ensure it
‘remains fit-for-purpose over time, avoiding the need for further “big bang” reform
in the future”® Ms Cleaver added that ‘[w]e want to move to a more iterative and
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responsive evolutionary approach to curriculum improvement over time.

3.2.5.5 Consultation on Te Marautanga o Aotearoa framework and wahanga ako

Consultation on the draft of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa framework and the draft
Tau o-10 Pitaiao, Te Waiora, Toi Thiihi, Hangarau, Nga Reo, and Te Reo Pakeha
wahanga ako began on 28 January 2026 and ran until 24 April 2026.*" This was
a shorter consultation than allowed for the New Zealand Curriculum, which,
as noted in section 3.2.5.4, had a consultation period of almost six months. The
exception to this is the draft Pimanawa Tangata wahanga ako (which replaces

283. Document A44, p 40

284. Document A44, pp 40, 41

285. Document A44, p 42

286. Document A44, p 42

287. Document A44, p 43

288. Document A44, p 43

289. Document A44, p 43

290. Document A44, p 43

291. Document A44(g), p1; ‘Consultation on Pamanawa Tangata Wahanga Ako, Ministry
of  Education, https://www.education.govt.nz/have-your-say/consultation-pumanawa-tangata-
wahanga-ako/details, last modified 5 June 2026
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Tikanga a Iwi and was known as “Te Ao Maori’ during its development), which
was available for consultation from 2 April 2026 until 5 June 2026.**

Ms Cleaver explained that Te Marautanga o Aotearoa had a ‘shorter feedback
timeframe because additional development was deliberately undertaken on
the draft framework and Years o-10 wahanga ako to ensure it was high quality,
aligned with agreed knowledge-rich design principles, and genuinely ready for
consultation’™

Ms Cleaver outlined that, within the consultation period for Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa, the Ministry of Education ‘offered multiple consultation opportunities
designed to maximise reach and accessibility, including in-person workshops,
‘targeted review group hui, online webinars and consultation portals, written
submissions, in-class trialling ‘in selected educational settings, and ‘email com-

munications and proactive advertising.**

3.2.5.6 Summary

At the time of hearing, the Crown was consulting on the draft knowledge-rich
New Zealand Curriculum framework and for six Years o-10 learning areas
alongside the framework for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa framework and seven
Tau o-10 wahanga ako. Prior to this, the Crown had consulted on draft English
and Mathematics and Statistics content. From the information on the record of
inquiry, we canvassed some of the feedback received by the Ministry of Education
and Minister Stanford on the draft content. Of the materials summarised, feed-
back included concerns with the pace of change, the influence of the Curriculum
MAG, the diminishment of the treaty and taonga Maori in the draft New Zealand
Curriculum framework and learning areas, the replacement of a ‘locally con-
textualised and integrated framework’ with a prescriptive one, and the potential
unworkability of teaching such a large volume of content. We consider the Crown’s
process for developing the knowledge-rich curriculum, and the content developed
for consultation, in our analysis in chapter 4.

3.2.6 The latest implementation timeline
After hearing, on 14 May 2026, the Crown announced changes to its planned
implementation timeline for the national curriculum.”” The latest timeline at the
time of writing would require schools to teach:
» the English and Mathematics and Statistics learning areas for Years o-10,
and Te Reo Rangatira and Pangarau wahanga ako for Tau o-10 from 2026;

292. Document A44(g), p1; ‘Consultation on Pamanawa Tangata Wahanga Ako, Ministry
of  Education, https://www.education.govt.nz/have-your-say/consultation-pumanawa-tangata-
wahanga-ako/details, last modified 5 June 2026; submission 3.3.32(a), p 40

293. Document a44(h), p6

294. Document A44(g), p1

295. ‘New Timeframe for Years o to 8 Final National Curriculum, Ministry of Education, https://
www.education.govt.nz/news/new-timeframe-years-o-8-final-national-curriculum, last modified 14
May 2026
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» the Science and Social Science learning areas for Years 0-8, and the Pataiao

and Pamanawa Tangata for Tau 0-8 from 2027;

» all learning areas for Years 9-10 and wahanga ako for Tau 9-10 from 2027;

» all new curriculum for Year 11 and Tau 11 from 2018;

» the Health and Physical Education, The Arts, Technology, and Learning

Languages learning areas for Years o8 and Waiora, Toi Thiihi, Hangarau, Te
Reo Pakeha, and Nga Reo wahanga ako for Tau 0-8 from 2019;

» all new curriculum for Year 13 and Tau 13 from 2030.”°

On 3 July 2026, the Crown announced the dates it planned to publish the final
content for the Years o-10 New Zealand Curriculum and Tau o-10 Te Marautanga
o Aotearoa, previously consulted on in late 2025 and early 2026.” According to
the timeline, the Ministry of Education would publish:

» the Science and Social Sciences learning areas on 12 August 2026;

» the Pataiao and Pimanawa Tangata wahanga ako on 26 August 2026; and

» the remaining New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa

content on 9 September 2026.”*

The announcement noted that the earlier extension to the timeframe for
implementing the Years 0-8 curriculum responded to feedback received during
consultation regarding the pace of curriculum change.””

On 12 August 2026, the Crown updated the Tribunal that, on ‘9 September
2026 or soon after’ the national curriculum statements would be published on the
Ministry of Education’s website and in the New Zealand Gazette.**

296. ‘New Timeframe for Years o to 8 Final National Curriculum, Ministry of Education, https://
www.education.govt.nz/news/new-timeframe-years-o-8-final-national-curriculum, last modified 14
May 2026

297. ‘Years o to 10 Curriculum Release Dates Announced, Ministry of Education, https://www.
education.govt.nz/news/years-o-10-curriculum-release-dates-announced, last modified 3 July 2026,

298. ‘Years o to 10 Curriculum Release Dates Announced, Ministry of Education, https://www.
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299. ‘Years o to 10 Curriculum Release Dates Announced, Ministry of Education, https://www.
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CHAPTER 4

TRIBUNAL ANALYSIS/
TE TATARITANGA A TE TARAIPIUNARA

4.1 INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, we turn to analyse the Crown’s process for resetting the national
curriculum, and the draft content produced. In the first section, we begin by
considering a central principle underpinning the reforms: ‘knowledge rich
We ask what the Crown means when it refers to a knowledge-rich curriculum,
before considering critiques of knowledge rich, including the risk it may exclude
indigenous knowledge. We then analyse the Crown’s claim that a knowledge-
rich curriculum will contribute to equitable outcomes for akonga Maori. These
questions are important not only to understand the pedagogical rationale for the
curriculum reforms, but also because a central pillar of the Crown’s argument for
treaty compliance is that its knowledge-rich approach will reduce inequities for
akonga Maori.

In the second part of our analysis, we consider the Crown’s process of developing
the knowledge-rich curriculum, asking whether the Crown engaged adequately
with Maori during the knowledge-rich reset.

After considering the Crown’s process, we then analyse the draft knowledge-
rich national curriculum content produced for consultation. We consider how the
revised draft New Zealand Curriculum framework (‘the 2025 framework’) might
change the significance of the treaty in the curriculum and the incorporation of te
reo Maori, tikanga Maori, and matauranga Maori when compared to the version
developed during the refresh (‘the 2023 framework’). We also consider claims that
the content from te ao Maori included in the draft learning areas is inadequate and
that the volume of content to be taught, alongside minimum teaching times for
reading, writing, and mathematics, may inhibit teachers™ flexibility to meaning-
tully incorporate local te ao Maori content in practice.

Having considered the 2025 framework, we then focus on the draft Social
Sciences learning area and steps taken by Minister Stanford to ‘restore balance’
to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum. We ask whether the 2024
Education Review Office reports findings justified change to the Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories curriculum and consider claimant and interested party wit-
nesses’ concerns with the draft Social Sciences learning area.

Finally, we look at whether the Crown, in developing a knowledge-rich Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa, adequately preserved its distinct character as a curricu-
lum for Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori schooling.
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We begin with a discussion of the meaning of the term ‘knowledge rich’ in the
context of curriculum design.

4.2 WHAT IS ‘'KNOWLEDGE RICH’ AND DOES IT PROMOTE EQUITY?

4.2.1 Parties’ positions

4.2.1.1 Claimants and interested parties

Claimants and interested parties expressed several criticisms of the knowledge-
rich approach. Key among them was that there was insufficient evidence to sup-
port the Crown’s contention that a knowledge-rich curriculum will contribute to
equitable outcomes for akonga Maori.' For example, the Maori Women’s Welfare
League submitted that none of the knowledge-rich literature cited by Ms Cleaver
appeared to consider the specific implications for akonga Maori, the Crown’s
treaty obligations, or Aotearoa New Zealand’s bicultural context.” Te Kapotai and
Ngati Hine submitted that ‘Maori inequity’ had been ‘misused’ in the Crown’s cur-
riculum reforms, arguing it was not Maori inequity that was driving the reforms.’

The New Zealand Maori Council did ‘not dispute that providing greater cer-
tainty in education standards across schools so tamariki Maori are not disadvan-
taged is a useful objective* However, what was ‘missing), it argued, was ‘specific
evidence’ and consideration of how the knowledge-rich curriculum ‘can and will
achieve equitable achievements when there has been an active dismantling of te
Tiriti framework in the proposed knowledge rich curriculum’’ Te Wehengarua
similarly submitted the Crown had ‘no evidential basis that these changes will lead
to better outcomes for Maori tauira’ and, in fact, was ‘moving away’ from Maori-
medium education models that are successful.’

Claimants and interested parties expressed concern that a one-size-fits-all
approach would harm, rather than improve, educational outcomes for akonga
Maori. Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine submitted that ‘treating everyone the same,
teaching the same, testing the same . . . will lead to the same, or even worse, out-
comes for Maori.” ‘[S]eeking to provide for equitable measures through blanket
equal treatment, the New Zealand Maori Council submitted, ‘conflates equity with
the notion of formal equality.® Te Wehengarua submitted the Crown was ‘going
against what it knows can improve outcomes for tauira Maori, emphassising the
‘only place it has been shown that Maori achieve extremely high success rates is

1. Submission 3.3.17, pp13-14; submission 3.3.30, pp 4, 5-6; submission 3.3.25, pp 6, 7; submission
3.3.27, p[17]
. Submission 3.3.30, pp5-6
Submission 3.3.17, p12; see also submission 3.3.30, p4
Submission 3.3.25, p7
Submission 3.3.25, p7
Submission 3.3.27, p [17]
. Submission 3.3.17, p15
. Submission 3.3.25, p7

N
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in Maori-education settings.” Te Wehengarua further submitted these education
settings ‘are places where they feel culturally safe, acknowledged and supported’™®

4.2.1.2 The Crown

Only following our questions about the academic criticisms of knowledge rich
to Crown witnesses did the Crown address these in its submissions. The Crown
submitted that ‘criticisms of a knowledge-rich approach to curriculum design’
were ‘widely known generally’ and ‘known to the Ministry at the time it provided
advice on the reset design principles’” It submitted that other design principles,
alongside a wider evidence base, were ‘designed to mitigate these risks.” Moreover,
the Crown stated the Ministry of Education had reviewed the final report from
England’s review of its knowledge-rich curriculum (highlighted at hearing and
discussed further below) and that ‘many of the recommendations were already a
feature’ of the Ministry of Education’s approach.” ‘Significantly} the Crown stated,
the English review ‘had not recommended shifting away from a knowledge-rich
approach’™

Regarding the wider evidence base, the Crown explained the Ministry had
considered a wide range of evidence, data, and research between 2018 and 2026,
including evidence about ‘inequity in New Zealand education and approaches
that support progress and achievement for all students, including akonga Maori.”
For example, the Crown cited the recent report from the Curriculum Insights and
Progress Study, which identified ‘teaching with clarity, structure and purpose’ was
a key driver of akonga Maori success, noting this aligned with the direction of the
knowledge-rich curriculum changes.”® After it was highlighted by the claimants at
hearing, the Crown confirmed the Huia Kaimanawa report was also ‘now part’ of
the Ministry of Education’s evidence base on Maori inequity and had been ‘closely
reviewed’ by the Ministry.” We discuss the Huia Kaimanawa report further in sec-
tion 4.2.2.3.

The Crown submitted it ‘understands that lifting achievement for all students
at a system level is not the same as closing equity gaps at a system level and, as a
whole, the Ministry’s work programme is working towards both’** While ‘[t]here
will never be unanimity on matters of curriculum design; it submitted, ‘recent
research on the knowledge-rich approach does support growing agreement “that

9. Submission 3.3.27, p [17]
10. Submission 3.3.27, p[17]
11. Submission 3.3.32, p 63
12. Submission 3.3.32, p 63
13. Submission 3.3.32, p63
14. Submission 3.3.32, p63
15. Submission 3.3.32, p75
16. Submission 3.3.32, p75
17. Submission 3.3.32, p73
18. Submission 3.3.32, p 72
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a curriculum rich in domain-specific knowledge is crucial if we hope to achieve
equitable outcomes for all”’*

The Crown submitted that an Aotearoa New Zealand-based foundation for
the knowledge-rich approach, including Maori-specific research, ‘will grow
over time.* For example, it noted, research published in October 2025 showed
that teachers and school leaders were ‘already seeing the positive impacts of
the updated English and Mathematics [and] Statistics learning areas’” Further,
this growing evidence and research base would inform future updates to the
national curriculum as part of regular reviews, now required of the Secretary of
Education.” Having a nationally-consistent approach to assessment, the Crown
argued, would enhance the Ministry of Education’s ability to understand ‘the shifts
that are and aren’t happening for akonga Maori learning through the New Zealand
Curriculum’®

4.2.2 Tribunal analysis

In this part of our analysis of the knowledge-rich national curriculum, we out-
line what the Crown means when it refers to a ‘knowledge-rich curriculum. We
then consider criticisms of knowledge rich, as outlined in an article by Patricia
Thomson, Professor Emerita of Education at the University of Nottingham’s
Faculty of Social Sciences. While Professor Thomson is not the only critic
of knowledge rich, we chose to focus on her article as its review of the 2024
Australian Education Research Organisation’s report, relied on by the Ministry of
Education for its definition of knowledge rich, is pertinent to this inquiry.** In
considering the criticism of a knowledge-rich approach, we also ask whether the
Learning First literature review, commissioned by the Ministry of Education in
2025, addressed or analysed any such criticisms. Finally, we consider the Crown’s
claim that the knowledge-rich curriculum will contribute to equitable outcomes
for akonga Maori.

4.2.2.1 What is a knowledge-rich curriculum?

In this section, we consider what the Crown means when it refers to knowledge
rich. At a high level, while we understand a broader academic discourse on know-
ledge rich exists, our focus is on the conduct of the Crown. Our starting point is
therefore how the Crown itself described and understood the term.

19. Submission 3.3.32, pp76-77 quoting Tim Surma et. al., Developing Curriculum for Deep
Thinking: The Knowledge Revival (Springer Briefs in Education, 2025), pp 1-2. Available here: https://
link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-74661-1_3

20. Submission 3.3.32, p77

21. Submission 3.3.32, p77

22. Submission 3.3.32, p77

23. Submission 3.3.32, pp77-78

24. The Australian Education Research Organisation was established in 2020 and ‘incorporated
as a (state and federal) ministerially owned company’ the next year (doc A49, p 2). The organisation’s
claim to independence is challenged by critics because it is fully funded by the Commonwealth, state,
and territory governments (see Australian Education Research Organisation, ‘About Us;, https://www.
edresearch.edu.au/about-us, accessed 10 September 2026).
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In her evidence, Ms Cleaver defined a ‘knowledge-rich curriculuny’ as being:

> selective (where ‘content is chosen purposefully for each learning area and

subject’),

» coherent (where ‘content progresses and flows through the years and within

learning areas and subjects and is carefully connected across disciplines’),

» carefully sequenced (‘designed to develop knowledge mastery over time by

building on prior content and gradually increasing in complexity’), and

» specific and clear (‘explicitly outlining what students are expected to under-

stand, know and be able to do for learning areas subjects and topics across
all year levels 0-13").”

For her description, Ms Cleaver referenced a Ministry of Education webpage
which hosted a description of a knowledge-rich curriculum and the 2025
knowledge-rich literature review the Ministry of Education commissioned from
Learning First.”® As noted in chapter 3, Learning First is an Australian research
and consulting group. Its Chief Executive Officer, Dr Jensen, is a vocal propo-
nent of knowledge rich and worked with the Ministry of Education during the
knowledge-rich reset.

In the commissioned literature review, Learning First described a knowledge-
rich curriculum as a curriculum which ‘prioritises and explicitly outlines the
subject knowledge and related skills that students should be taught and develop
at each stage of their schooling’” This description was a quote from a 2024 report
by the Australian Education Research Organisation, entitled ‘A Knowledge-Rich
Approach to Curriculum Design’**

We note this same 2024 report by the Australian Education Research
Organisation informed the Ministry of Education’s definition of knowledge rich
in its April 2024 advice to Minister Stanford regarding the curriculum design
principles for the New Zealand Curriculum.” From its report, we can see that the
Australian Education Research Organisation is an active promoter of a knowledge-
rich curriculum approach.

In its literature review, Learning First explained that the Australian Education
Research Organisation’s definition of a knowledge-rich curriculum ‘puts a greater

25. Document A44, p18

26. See Dr Catherine Law, ‘A Knowledge-Rich Curriculum, Taharangi - New Zealand Curriculum,
https://tinyurl.com/2zsswsng, December 2025, referred to by Ms Cleaver in doc A44 fn29. The
description of a knowledge-rich curriculum was provided by Dr Law, a New Zealand Curriculum
Coherence Group member during the knowledge-rich reset.

27. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report,
June 2025, p3 (citing Australian Education Research Organisation, ‘A Knowledge-Rich Approach
to Curriculum Design, March 2024, https://www.edresearch.edu.au/sites/default/files/2024-02/
knowledge-rich-approach-curriculum-design-aa.pdf, accessed 31 October 2026, p6; see doc A6o,
p420)

28. Learning First ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, P3

29. Document A17(a), p 63
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530

emphasis on knowledge and related skills’* The Learning First report then set out
how Tom Sherrington, described as a United Kingdom-based education expert,
defined a knowledge-rich curriculum.” We set out Sherrington’s definition next.

According to Mr Sherrington, the report explained, ‘a knowledge-rich cur-
riculum is about an emphasis on knowledge rather than a brand-new curriculum
concept’ and comprises four parts, namely:

1. Knowledge provides a driving, underpinning philosophy: the curriculum is based
on knowledge content and traditions within subject disciplines, and it is the spe-
cifics of what students learn that matters; to know about things is empowering
and it is the role of education to do this systematically.

2. Knowledge content is specified: the detail of what is to be learned is planned, in
detail, in phases.

3. Knowledge is taught to be remembered, not merely encountered: drawing on learn-
ing from cognitive science, learning is designed to be remembered in detail;
curriculum planning and delivery builds in spaced retrieval practices, formative
testing and repeated practices for automaticity (the ability to perform a task with
minimal conscious attention or effort, due to extensive practice and familiarity).

4. Knowledge is sequenced and mapped deliberately and coherently: the curriculum
is planned vertically and horizontally for optimal knowledge building sequences.
[Emphasis in original.]”*

In its 2024 report, the Australian Education Research Organisation added
that a knowledge-rich curriculum differs from a skills-based curriculum, ‘which
focuses on developing skills or competencies in a generic manner, such as critical
thinking’” Further, the report defined a knowledge-rich curriculum as follows:

1. Selective - Content is chosen purposefully for each subject, in alignment with a
vision of education.

2. Coherent — The curriculum ensures content is interconnected across topics, sub-
jects and stages.

3. Carefully sequenced - The curriculum is designed to develop deep and broad
knowledge over time by building on prior content and gradually increasing
complexity.

4.  Specific and clear - The curriculum explicitly outlines what students are expected
to know, understand and be able to do for subjects and topics across all stages.”*

30. Learning First ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, p3

31. Learning First ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, P3

32. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, P3

33. Document A60, p 418

34. Document A60, p 418
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As we just mentioned, the Ministry of Education’s definition of knowledge
rich in its April 2024 advice to Minister Stanford was informed by the Australian
Education Research Organisation report. Its description is also nearly identical to
the definition provided by Ms Cleaver in her brief of evidence, featuring the same
four key elements: selective, coherent, carefully sequenced, and specific and clear.”
The curriculum’s emphasis on specificity of content to be taught at the different
stages of schooling was also evident in other descriptions by the Crown of know-
ledge rich. For example, Ms Cleaver explained, ‘[p]ut simply, a knowledge-rich
curriculum provides a clear framework for instruction across all learning areas.*
Similarly, Minister Stanford’s June 2024 Cabinet paper emphasised specificity of
content, stating: ‘[i]t is important that the curriculum provides a strong national
foundation of progression-based teaching and learning of core content’ (emphasis
in original).”

In sum, the Ministry of Education’s definition of knowledge rich with its empha-
sis on specificity of content was informed by Australian company Learning First
and the Australian Education Research Organisation, both public proponents of
knowledge rich. We consider these two sources further in the next section.

4.2.2.2 Critiques of a knowledge-rich approach
The Crown in its closing submissions stated the Ministry of Education was aware
of criticisms of a knowledge-rich approach and that the wider curriculum prin-
ciples were designed to mitigate them.”® However, we have not been provided
with any official advice analysing such risks. Furthermore, the reports cited by
the Crown in support of its knowledge-rich approach do not adequately canvas
the risks and largely present a one-sided narrative of the benefits. A number of
critiques, however, exist regarding the knowledge-rich approach, including its
implications for the transmission of indigenous knowledge, as we discuss next.”
Earlier, we noted the Australian Education Research Organisation report
informed the Ministry of Education’s definition of a knowledge-rich curriculum.
The Australian Education Research Organisation was commissioned by the New
South Wales Education Standards Authority to investigate a knowledge-rich
approach to curriculum design.* In doing so, the Australian Education Research
Organisation conducted a desktop review, which presented a knowledge-rich
curriculum as ‘the foundation for excellence and equity in the education system’*
Where an alternative position to outright support was mentioned in that report, it
was presented as myth.*

35. Document A44, p18

36. Document A44, p20

37. Document a17(a), p98

38. Submission 3.3.32, p 63

39. See doc A49, pp1-2. See also doc A50 for Moody’s critique.
40. Document A60, p 421

41. Document A60, p 418

42. Document A60, pp 423, 425, 426, 427, 431
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Given the Crown’s reliance on the Australian Education Research Organisation
report for its definition of knowledge rich, we will consider a review by Professor
Thomson of this report.” In her article, Professor Thomson posits that the
Australian Education Research Organisation definition of knowledge marginal-
ises other forms of knowledge, such as experience-based knowledges, and,
significant for our purposes, indigenous knowledges.** The Australian Education
Research Organisation definition, she writes, also presents knowledge as static
content, as opposed to ‘dynamic processes embedded in social practices and
power relations’® Professor Thomson argues this ignores other understandings of
knowledge ‘as socially constructed, culturally situated and continuously evolving
through practice’*® Professor Thomson adds the Australian Education Research
Organisation’s report ‘acknowledges that curriculum design involves selection
but depoliticises this process’ and argues the report’s framing presents ‘selection
as a technical process of identifying “essential content” . . . rather than a political
process.”

The consequence of the Australian Education Research Organisation’s framing,
Professor Thomson contends, is firstly that it limits space for democratic delib-
eration about curriculum content’ whereby ‘what counts as “essential knowledge”
is determined by subject specialists’ and there is ‘little room for academic and
professional debate, let alone broader social input into curriculum decisions.*
Next, she argues that, while a knowledge-rich approach acknowledges inequitable
knowledge acquisition because of ‘unequal access to this knowledge outside the
classroom, it ‘positions the only solution as bringing all students into the domi-
nant knowledge tradition rather than validating diverse knowledge traditions or
questioning how dominant knowledge services particular interests.”” Professor
Thomson posits this has particular significance in the context of official com-
mitment in Australia to ‘the inclusion of Indigenous knowledges and ways of
knowing.* Professor Thomson’s concern is evidently relevant to the Aotearoa New
Zealand context, especially given the Crown’s treaty obligations.

Professor Thomson notes further that the Australian Education Research
Organisation report was influenced by Eric Donald Hirsch Jr, Professor Emeritus
of Education and Humanities at the University of Virginia. According to Professor
Thomson, Professor Hirsch argues ‘all students should learn a common, sequenced
and cumulative body of knowledge, which he considers to be ‘the foundation of
cultural literacy’” According to Professor Thomson, ‘Hirsch proposed a prescribed
canon of background knowledge which, he said, all educated citizens needed to

43. Submission 3.3.17 notes Thomson’s research, p 29

44. Document A49, pp1-2. See also doc A50 for Moody’s critique.
45. Document A49, p5

46. Document A49, p5

47. Document A49, ps5

48. Document A49, p5

49. Document A49, p6

50. Document A49, p6

51. Document A49, p6
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read with understanding to function effectively in society and participate fully
in civic life”* Such a canonical curriculum is said to ‘be essential for educational
equity,, with reference to disadvantaged students who do not benefit from the same
knowledge that advantaged students often acquire at home.” However, Professor
Thomson noted that critics argue this approach is ‘too prescriptive, . . . elitist,
assumes all children learn the same linear way, is Western-centric and supports
the transmission of information, rather than diverse ways to acquire knowledges’**

We briefly note here that it is our understanding that Minister Stanford’s support
for a knowledge-rich approach was heavily influenced by the work of Professor
Hirsch. For example, in correspondence provided to the Tribunal in evidence, we
saw that on 29 December 2023 Minister Stanford texted Dr Johnston a photo of
Professor Hirsch’s book, The Schools We Need and Why We Don’t Have Them.”
Alongside the photo, Minister Stanford noted that the book was ‘[w]ritten in 1999
but could be today in nz*® Later, in June 2025, Minister Stanford attended the
Core Knowledge Foundation’s national conference in Orlando, Florida where she
appeared on a panel alongside Professor Hirsch. Speaking of Professor Hirsch’s
The Schools We Need, Minister Stanford stated: ‘It changed everything . . . I made
my Secretary of Education read this book. I made my staff read this book. I had
written all the way through it . . . I am now implementing a huge reform pro-
gramme in New Zealand based on your book.”

Returning to Professor Thomson’s article, she argues further the Australian
national curriculum ‘is subject to continuing debates as well as local interpreta-
tions and enactments’” She posits that the uncritical framing of a knowledge-rich
curriculum and the omission of important context positions curriculum decisions
as politically neutral and obscures the ‘inherently contestable nature of decisions
about what knowledge is most worth teaching’” In her view, in a colonialist
society such as Australia, ‘such depoliticisation of whose knowledge counts in the
curriculum has profound negative social as well as educational implications.*

Professor Thomson also discusses how the Australian Education Research
Organisation report positions cognitive science. For example, she notes the report
frames cognitive science ‘as the definitive evidence base for how students learn’
and as the ‘warrant for a knowledge-rich curriculum;, but that much of the cited

52. Document A49, p6

53. Document A49,p6

54. Document A49,p6

55. Document A18(a), p45

56. Document A18(a), p 46

57. American Enterprise Institute, ‘No Boundaries, Just Possibilities: A Worldwide Call for
Action for Knowledge, YouTube, https://www.youtube.com/watch ?v=axsvwi2kpj8, 7 August 2025
(accessed 1 September 2026), from 16:27 (cited by doc A18 fn20). The panellists included Paul Givan,
Northern Ireland’s Minister of Education, and Sir Nicholas Gibb, former United Kingdom Minister
of State for Schools. See also doc A1, p394.

58. Document A49, p6

59. Document A49, pp7 8

60. Document A49, p7
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scholarship was ‘more nuanced’ (emphasis in original).” She posits the report also
‘selectively highlights PISA [Programme for International Student Assessment]
results from Finland, and France to demonstrate “declining” results, attributing
the decline solely to the countries’ departure from a knowledge-rich curriculum.
This approach, she argues, fails to address ‘additional and potentially confound-
ing variables.” She says framing cognitive science in this manner results in the
construction of ‘[a] particular regime of truth’®

Professor Thomson concludes that the Australian Education Research
Organisation’s ‘evidence production is far from neutral, no consensus exists about
what is meant by knowledge rich, and the assumed connection between know-
ledge rich and cognitive science is problematic.’* Important for our purposes is her
critique of the Australian Education Research Organisation’s ‘uncritical adoption
of a curriculum . . . that privileges Western academic knowledge while systemati-
cally excluding other epistemologies, including indigenous knowledge systems.”

To recap, Professor Thomson’s article shows various criticisms of the knowl-
edge-rich approach exist. Since the Australian Education Research Organisation
report presents a largely one-sided view of the knowledge-rich curriculum,
there are concerns it may obscure the inherently political nature of curriculum
design, including decisions regarding whose knowledge counts. Speaking to the
Australian context, Professor Thomson highlights the risk that indigenous know-
ledge may be systematically excluded in a canonical curriculum that seeks to bring
‘all students into the dominant knowledge tradition.*® In the context of Aotearoa
New Zealand and the Crown’s treaty obligations pertaining to taonga Maori, this
has obvious significance.

Earlier, we noted the Learning First literature review also served to inform the
Ministry of Education’s definition of ‘knowledge-rich. However, we note that, like
the Australian Education Research Organisation report, the Learning First review
makes no mention of research critical of knowledge-rich curriculums.” Though
it draws on a bigger pool of research than the Australian Education Research
Organisation report, it cites many of the same proponents of knowledge-rich
curriculums, such as Professor Rata, Professor Hirsch, and Professor Michael
Young, British educational sociologist and Professor Emeritus of Education and
the University of College London Institute of Education. Indeed, we consider the
focus of the report to be a reflection of the Ministry of Education’s brief to Learning
First. As noted in section 3.2.2.4, the Ministry contracted Learning First to provide
a report on ‘What is a world-class knowledge-rich curriculum, including ‘why it’s

61. Document A49, p7

62. Document A49, p7

63. Document A49, p8

64. Document A49, pp1-2

65. Document A49, p10

66. Document A49, p6

67. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025
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important.®® No mention was made in the terms of the specific implications of a
knowledge-rich approach for akonga Maori, nor did the Ministry ask for analysis
assessing the pros and cons of the approach.

Thus, while the Crown states it is aware of criticisms of the knowledge-rich
approach, we did not see any analysis of these criticisms (or how the design prin-
ciples would mitigate risk) in the materials provided to us by the Crown. In fact,
to the best of our knowledge, the first reference by the Crown in the course of this
inquiry to criticism of knowledge-rich, specifically, was in response to Tribunal
questions, both at hearing and in writing, as well as in its closing submissions.”
Next, we turn our attention to the notion that a knowledge-rich curriculum will
improve equitable outcomes for akonga Maori.

4.2.2.3 Is there sufficient evidence to support the Crown’s contention that a
knowledge-rich curriculum will improve equitable outcomes for akonga Maori?
Ms Cleaver contended that a ‘key driver’ of the national curriculum changes was
persistent inequities in educational outcomes for akonga Maori and that evidence
suggests a knowledge-rich approach will contribute to equitable outcomes.”
However, as we outline below, there are questions about whether a knowledge-rich
curriculum will have this effect. Moreover, as the approach is new to Aotearoa
New Zealand, the implications for akonga Maori are yet unknown.

Specifically, Ms Cleaver stated that a ‘key driver of changes to the National
Curriculum is persistent inequities in educational outcomes for Maori students,
particularly those learning through The New Zealand Curriculum’” Ms Cleaver
explained that while the refresh aimed to improve clarity about the learning and
teaching practices that could not ‘be left to chance, the knowledge-rich approach
‘takes this much further in terms of specificity and consistency of what students
are to be taught, and how, regardless of which school they attend’”” According
to Ms Cleaver, ‘[e]vidence suggests that this approach will be more powerful in
contributing to equitable outcomes’® As noted, in support of this position, Ms
Cleaver cited the March 2024 the Australian Education Research Organisation
report and the June 2025 Learning First literature review.”

The rationale for the reforms, which included inequity, was also outlined in
Minister Stanford’s June 2024 Cabinet paper. There, Minister Stanford stated
the reforms sought to address inconsistency in teaching across schools through
‘intentional design, noting the ‘lack direction and detail in the current national
curriculum . . . and the emphasis on “local curriculum™.”” Minister Stanford stated
she wanted to shift to a knowledge-rich curriculum informed by the science of

68. Document A44(f), p8o

69. Submission 3.3.32, p63; doc A44(d), p3
70. Document A44, p24

71. Document A44, p24

72. Document A44, p24

73. Document A44, p24

74. Document A44, p24 fns 46, 47

75. Document A17(a), p99
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learning, noting it would ‘support all students to achieve by being explicit and
intentional about the knowledge and progress required each year, and by provid-
ing teachers with the effective teaching strategies and practices that underpin
this learning’”® Regarding ‘Treaty of Waitangi Implications, Minister Stanford’s
view was that establishing a knowledge-rich national curriculum would ‘actively
promote and protect’ akonga Maori achievement ‘by ensuring that teaching and
learning is consistently high quality across the country’” Noting long-standing
excellence and equity challenges for Maori and other students, Minister Stanford
stated that, coupled with wider education reforms, she ‘expect[ed]” work to estab-
lish a knowledge-rich curriculum would ‘help to close gaps over time and benefit
more students than the current approach’”

As discussed earlier, the Ministry of Education commissioned Learning First
to provide a literature review about knowledge-rich curriculums. Notable for
our purposes, the report makes several references to equity and the notion that
a knowledge-rich curriculum supports equity. For example, the report notes
Professor Young’s work to explain ‘the role schooling played in reproducing social
inequality’ and his concept of ‘knowledge of the powerful’”” The report also dis-
cusses the work of Professor Hirsch, who likewise ‘makes an equity claim for the
importance of knowledge in the school curriculum.® Professor Hirsch’s research,
as earlier discussed by Professor Thomson, draws a link between knowledge and
‘successful citizens, where success denotes ‘a person with autonomy and the ability
to use a “communal voice”, who can write and speak effectively, be enabled to earn
a good living, and contribute to the wider community.” Learning First summa-
rises this discussion by saying: ‘Young and Hirsch proposed knowledge-rich cur-
ricula as a way to increase equity and give all students access to shared knowledge
valued by a society’”

However, the Learning First literature review’s discussion of inequity is
primarily linked to socio-economic inequality. It posits the knowledge students
gain from home correlates strongly with their socio-economic status, in that
those from disadvantaged backgrounds come to school with less knowledge than
more advantaged students.” It further notes, research has identified ‘effective
knowledge-rich curricula ‘to have the greatest impact on disadvantaged students

76. Document A17(a), p10oo

77. Document A17(a), p103

78. Document A17(a), p103

79. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, P10

80. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, P10

81. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, P10

82. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, p11

83. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, P4
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and concludes: ‘[a] knowledge-rich curriculum should therefore drive many of
New Zealand’s school education objectives.™

The Learning First literature review concludes by saying Aotearoa New
Zealand’s reform agenda is ambitious ‘to improve learning and equity across the
system, and that a knowledge-rich curriculum is foundational thereto.” However,
the report provides little detail as to how equity is achieved, other than ‘access
to the shared knowledge valued by a society.** Moreover, it makes no reference
to Aotearoa New Zealand’s bicultural makeup or equitable outcomes for Maori,
specifically. In our view, the narrow focus of Learning First’s literature review
reflects what was sought by the Ministry of Education in its agreement with
Learning First. As noted in section 3.2.2.4, the Ministry asked the company to
produce a report covering: ‘equity impacts that illustrate how the biggest benefit
from a knowledge-rich curriculum is felt by disadvantaged students’ and ‘why it’s
important (drawing on the research of the impact of a quality curriculum at the
school-level and the experience of different systems that have implemented (or
withdrawn) knowledge-rich curriculum)’”” These terms are not seeking an evalu-
ation of the merits of a knowledge-rich approach (whether good or bad). Rather,
they indicate the Ministry was seeking a third party to affirm the benefits of an
approach it had already embraced.

To recap, the Crown argued a knowledge-rich approach would contribute to
enhancing equitable outcomes in Aotearoa New Zealand. In developing this
approach, the Ministry of Education contracted Learning First to provide a lit-
erature review about knowledge-rich curricula. However, the Australian company
provided no criticism of the knowledge-rich approach, an arguable reflection of
the brief provided in its agreement with the Ministry, and linked inequity pri-
marily with socio-economic inequality, without any reference to Maori-specific
research.

In addition to Learning Firsts literature review, another report concerning
knowledge-rich was also published in 2025: the Curriculum and Assessment
Review’s report following its review of England’s knowledge-rich national curricu-
lum.” England has had a knowledge-rich approach since 2013.” In that report, the
review panel found ‘[t]he socio-economic gap in relation to educational attain-
ment remains stubbornly wide, and young people with special educational needs

>90

and disabilities . . . make less progress than their peers’

84. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, p4

85. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, p21

86. Learning First, ‘Knowledge-Rich Curriculum: A Review of the Literature — Final Report, June
2025, p11
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88. Document A51

89. Document As51
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At hearing, Ms MacGregor-Reid explained the Ministry of Education was
considering the report ‘carefully, but there were also differences between the
United Kingdom” and New Zealand’s approach, including ‘our ongoing emphasis
on inclusivity’”” While the report had found the socio-economic gaps remained
wide, Ms Cleaver said it had also found ‘the explanations for this often lie outside
the curriculum and assessment’” Furthermore, she said the report had found
benefits in the approach and that England was not looking to move away from
a knowledge-rich curriculum.” She stated that when the report was released the
Ministry reviewed it for lessons for Aotearoa New Zealand and ‘[m]any of the
recommendations were already reflected in the approach being taken’ and the cur-
riculum was only one part of the Ministry’s work to address inequity.”

In short, as the knowledge-rich approach has not been applied in Aotearoa New
Zealand before, there exists uncertainty about whether it will achieve the stated
intention of improving equitable outcomes for akonga Maori. While all parties
would agree improving equitable outcomes for akonga Maori is the right objective
for curriculum and education reform more generally, questions still exist about
whether a knowledge-rich curriculum is the best means of achieving it. That a
degree of uncertainty exists was arguably acknowledged by the Crown in its clos-
ings when it noted the ‘New Zealand-based research on the science of learning
and a knowledge-rich approach to curriculum, including research specific to
Maori, will grow over time**

In contrast to such uncertainty, existing evidence confirms akonga Maori
experience improved educational outcomes in kaupapa Maori and Maori-medium
settings. According to the Ministry of Education’s briefing to Minister Stanford in
November 2023, Maori in Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori education are more
‘likely to stay in school for longer, are less likely to be stood down, suspended,
excluded, or expelled, and a higher proportion of Maori students attain NCEA Level
2 and 3 and University Entrance than they do in English medium education’” We
note, for example, a 2026 Ministry of Education report provided to us in evidence
identified ‘33.1 per cent of Maori school leavers in Maori-medium and kaupapa
Maori education’ in 2024 had attained University Entrance, compared to 18.7 per
cent of Maori in English-medium education.”®

In addition to data on Maori achievement in Maori-medium and kaupapa
Maori schooling, we note evidence about equity for Maori in an education context
already exists. In March 2024, the Ministry of Education commissioned Huia
Kaimanawa, a team of Maori education leaders and researchers, to explore Maori

91. The discussion at hearing concerned the United Kingdom, but the report is relevant only to
England.

92. Transcript 4.1.1, p329

93. Document a44(d), p6

94. Document A44(d), p6

95. Document a44(d), p6

96. Submission 3.3.32, p77

97. MacGregor-Reid to Stanford, ‘Curriculum and assessment introductory and briefing} p [9]

98. Document Aa44(i)(i), pp37 38
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leaders’ experiences and perspectives of equity in the context of Aotearoa New
Zealand’s education system.” Huia Kaimanawa used a thematic discourse analysis
to identify common themes to do with equity across both their interviews and
survey data.””

The results from this study contrast significantly with aspects of the knowledge-
rich approach, discussed above. First, the report cautions against applying ‘stand-
ardised approaches to curriculum that do not recognise the culture of learners’ It
further explains that ‘school leaders must provide targeted resources, support sys-
tems, and interventions’ to address ‘the distinct challenges faced by Maori, includ-
ing those that stem from socio-economic disparities caused by colonisation.”*
In stark contrast to the Australian Education Research Organisation notion that
equity will be enhanced by exposing all learners to the same knowledge content
at the start of schooling, the report emphasises ‘achieving equity is an ongoing
process, saying ‘[s]chools must regularly assess their progress in creating inclusive
and equitable environments and be willing to adapt and evolve as necessary’.'”
Also important for our purposes is the theme that relates ‘to cultural consolidation
and authentic enhancement of culture, language and identity’"** This includes ‘the
naturalisation of te reo Maori, tikanga and matauranga Maori.'” The report notes
education leaders ‘wanted to ensure that mana whenua histories and narratives
were authentically represented within the curriculum, school iconography and all
aspects of operational infrastructure.'*’

The Huia Kaimanawa report concludes by ‘underscor[ing] the crucial import-
ance of equity in education, particularly within Maori communities, where
addressing the legacy of colonisation and systemic racism is essential’’” The
report emphasises that equity ‘requires a deep commitment to upholding Te Tiriti
o Waitangi and actively dismantling the colonial structures that have historic-
ally marginalised Maori learners, teachers and leaders.® Finally, it calls for the
naturalisation of Maori language, culture, and matauranga Maori into the core of
educational practices, as well as the meaningful inclusion of whanau, hapa, and
iwi in decision-making processes.’® A ‘Short evidence brief on Identity, Language,
and Culture’ provided by the Crown in evidence shows ‘[l]earning in an environ-
ment where a culturally responsive pedagogy is the norm significantly improves
outcomes for Maori."* Ms MacGregor-Reid confirmed the Ministry of Education’s
knowledge-rich work was also informed by the ‘Best Evidence Synthesis, which

99. Document, A53, p5
100. Document, A53, p23
101. Document, A53, p53
102. Document, A53, p53
103. Document, A53, p54
104. Document, As3, p29
105. Document, A53, p29
106. Document, A53, p29
107. Document, A53, p55
108. Document, A53, p55
109. Document, A53, p55
110. Document A44(f), p96; see doc A44(e), p19
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was produced in the 2000s and includes research about Maori inequity.™ Ms
Cleaver subsequently explained:

The reset to a knowledge-rich curriculum design has not replaced or negated this
evidence base — we are working towards a knowledge-rich National Curriculum that
reflects this evidence base as well as specific evidence on knowledge-rich curriculum
design."”

The existence of research about Maori inequity is not disputed. What is ques-
tioned is the absence of analysis about Maori inequity in relation to knowledge
rich in relevant official documents. For example, there are clear contradictions
between the results from the Huia Kaimanawa study and the emphasis on specific-
ity of content in the knowledge-rich approach. However, we did not see an analy-
sis of these contradictions in any of the Ministry’s advice to Minister Stanford.
One might also ask, why would the Crown in the name of equity pursue a new
untested model for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa when the achievements of students
in kaupapa Maori and Maori-medium settings speak for themselves? In addition
to the Huia Kaimanawa findings about the need to naturalise the Maori language,
culture, and matauranga are claimant concerns about the role of individuals in
the development of a knowledge-rich approach who have publicly opposed the
place of traditional knowledge in education.”® Watson Ohia, the Pou Kokiri/Chief
Executive Officer of Nga Kura a Iwi, noted Curriculum MAaG member Professor
Rata’s view that ‘there is no place for traditional knowledge in a curriculum except
as an object of study."* He warned if that is the philosophy shaping the revised
New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, ‘it is fundamentally
incompatible with the Kaupapa of every kura a-iwi in our network’™

Professor Rata’s publications are referenced in the material that the Ministry of
Education relied on when developing the knowledge-rich approach. For example,
the Tim Surma et al article,"® the Learning First literature review, and the 2025
review of the English national curriculum, as well as the Australian Education
Research Organisation report. In our view, this circular loop of information has
the effect of reinforcing the validity of Minister Stanford’s predetermined position.
In fact, there are 15 references to Professor Rata’s publications in the Australian

111. Transcript 4.1.1, pp 294-295; The Iterative Best Evidence Synthesis Programme was a ‘strategy
to strengthen the evidence base that informed education policy and practice’ in Aotearoa New
Zealand. The programme closed in 2023, but research and evidence generated by the programme are
still available on the Ministry of Education’s website: see Education Counts, ‘About BES}, Ministry of
Education, https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/topics/bes/about-bes, accessed 10 September 2025.

112. Document A44(e), pp14-15

113. Submission 3.3.28, p7

114. Document A29, p16. We note the comments attributed to Professor Rata by Mr Ohia come
from an interview with Professor Rata published in January 2025, available here: Peter Boghossian,
‘Ditching Equity and Reclaiming Our Schools with Elizabeth Rata, YouTube, https://www.youtube.
com/watch ?v=AiTM43F67GM&t=15s, 8 January 2025, at 50:21.

115. Document A29, p16

116. Tim Surma is quoted by the Crown in its closing submission, see submission 3.3.32, p 76.
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Education Research Organisation report alone.”” While Professor Rata’s academic
expertise is not under review, what Mr Ohia referred to is her well documented
critique of local curriculum, with comments such as ‘[a]t present the curriculum
is a lottery™

>

and evidence of so-called ‘retribalism’™ She argues:

Our education system is indoctrinating children into retribalism. The so-called
‘decolonisation’ and ‘indigenisation’ of the curriculum is the method. This is a dis-
aster. Decolonisation will destroy the very means by which each generation acquires
reasoned knowledge, and in so doing, the ability to reason."

The claimants argued that a process which ‘reduced Maori collaboration’ and
‘standardises knowledge in ways that exclude iwi-specific matauranga, inhibiting
the ability of ‘kaiako to integrate te reo and tikanga, would work ‘against equitable
outcomes, not toward them’™ We consider the Crown’s engagement with Maori
during the knowledge-rich reset in section 4.3 and discuss matauranga Maori in
more detail when we consider the draft curriculum content produced for consult-
ation in section 4.4.

Alongside Professor Rata, we understand other Curriculum MAG members
were also known proponents of a knowledge-rich approach. For example, in April
2023, Dr Johnston authored The New Zealand Initiative’s education manifesto,
‘Save Our Schools: Solutions for New Zealand’s Education Crisis.** Therein,
Dr Johnston outlined what he regarded as flaws with the then New Zealand
Curriculum, describing it as ‘knowledge poor’ and critiquing its emphasis on
‘key competencies.™ He also noted ‘[n]o cognisance’ was ‘taken of the science of
human learning), and (among other proposals) recommended the development of
a new curriculum that would better specify what students are to be taught at each
year level.”* He noted that ‘[a]ll New Zealand students would learn this specified
knowledge. It would form a “common core’, irrespective of any local variation.™
Professor Rata, who wrote the foreword to the manifesto, contended:

117. Document, A44(d), p5

118. Elizabeth Rata, “The Nz History Curriculum - A Trojan Horse), Auckland University: News
and Opinion, https://www.auckland.ac.nz/en/news/2019/09/20/history-curriculum-trojan-horse.
html, published 17 September 2019

119. Elizabeth Rata, ‘Professor Elizabeth Rata: In Defence of Democracy), Brash & Michell, https://
www.bassettbrashandhide.com/post/ professor-elizabeth-rata-in-defence-of-democracy, published
25 July 2022

120. Elizabeth Rata, ‘Professor Elizabeth Rata: In Defence of Democracy), Brash & Michell, https://
www.bassettbrashandhide.com/post/ professor-elizabeth-rata-in-defence-of-democracy, published
25 July 2022

121. Submission 3.3.28, p7

122. Michael Johnston, Save Our Schools: Solutions for New Zealand’s Education Crisis, (The New
Zealand Institute: Wellington, April 2023), https://www.nzinitiative.org.nz/reports-and-media/
reports/save-our-schools-solutions-for-new-zealands-education-crisis/ document/797, accessed 7
September 2026

123. Johnston, Save Our Schools, pp17, 24

124. Johnston, Save Our Schools, pp19, 32

125. Johnston, Save Our Schools, p 32
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It makes the case for school subjects that are derived from and accountable for their
integrity to foundational disciplines. It rejects claims that the authority for school
knowledge is from the local community and that the purpose in transmitting school
knowledge to each generation is to socialise the child into his or her cultural iden-
tity. The development of cultural identity is a matter for the home and for the various
social, cultural, and religious communities to which parents belong. Communities are
for the transmission of cultural beliefs and practices. In contrast, as the Manifesto
makes clear, schools are for the transmission of academic knowledge and for the
socialisation of children into the democratic nation.”

As noted in section 2.4.2.1, Minister Stanford nominated Dr Johnston to be the
Chair, and Professor Rata to be a member, of the Curriculum MAG.

The claimants also argued that it was not Maori inequity that was driving the
reforms.” In 2023, National presented an ‘evidence-based, knowledge-rich, and
internationally comparable curriculum’ as part of its education policy: ‘Teaching
the Basics Brilliantly’”® In doing so, the focus was on bettering achievement for
students through, among other things, teaching ‘non-negotiable knowledge and
skills . . . at each year level’™ The notion of specificity of content was said to
address ‘disparity in achievement’ that could have ‘serious implications for already
disadvantaged students’” This notion was further developed by the Curriculum
MAG whose problem definition noted ‘inconsistency in what young people
learn across schools’™ Despite the Curriculum MAG’s terms of reference stating
‘[t]he Group’s advice should be based on consideration of . . . schools’ obligations
under the Education and Training Act 2020 including in relation to the Treaty of
Waitangi | Te Tiriti o Waitangi, it chose not to address outcomes specifically for
akonga Maori in its report.

Inequities in education in Aotearoa New Zealand are well known. Minister
Stanford noted them in her 4 June 2024 Cabinet paper in reference to Programme
for International Student Assessment (commonly referred to as ‘PISA’) data from
2018, which ‘shows that the equity gap in New Zealand is pronounced;, with declin-
ing achievement levels for students from low socio-economic backgrounds.”” The
Minister also referenced Programme for International Student Assessment results
from 2022 in a footnote, which showed, for example, that, since 2003, ‘the average
PISA mathematics performance score of New Zealand has declined by 44 points,

126. Johnston, Save Our Schools, p7

127. Submission 3.3.17, p29; submission 3.3.25, pp 4-7; submission 3.3.30, p 4; submission 3.3.31,
p20

128. New Zealand National Party, “Teaching the Basics Brilliantly’, https://assets.national.org.nz/
web/prod/Plan_Teaching_the_Basics_Brilliantly.pdf?v=1728004757, accessed 1 September 2026, p7

129. New Zealand National Party, “Teaching the Basics Brilliantly’, https://assets.national.org.nz/
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from 523 to 479> As we noted in section 2.4.2.3, she remarked that [tJoo many
New Zealand children are missing out on future opportunities due to declining
literacy, maths, and science achievement levels.”* Ms MacGregor-Reid explained
that the Government’s reforms were ‘motivated by the view that, as a result of pre-
vious underemphasis on school achievement and attendance, and a lack of focus
on ensuring learners are taught the basics, properly, the performance of schools,
and consequently learners, was a matter for concern’”’

There are two things to say about the Minister’s position. First, as Professor
Thomson points out, it is important not to take the Programme for International
Student Assessment results out of context. The Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (0ECD) itself described the 2022 Programme for
International Student Assessment results as ‘unprecedented, with mean perfor-
mance across OECD countries falling ‘by 15 points in mathematics and by 10 score
points in reading’ The disruption to learning caused by the covip-19 pandemic
was an obvious factor, although the oEcp noted longer-term trends towards
greater inequality. As it explained, the proportion of ‘disadvantaged low perform-
ers’ was largely the same across the OECD between 2012 and 2018, ‘but shot up by
nine percentage points between 2018 and 2022’ This is important because ‘advan-
taged students performed better than their disadvantaged peers in all countries/
economies in 2022’

In other words, the Programme for International Student Assessment results
that Minister Stanford emphasised in her Cabinet paper are by no means unique
to Aotearoa New Zealand, and declining achievement levels are more evidently
connected to growing inequality than teaching method. The 2022 results were
summarised by the Ministry of Education in December 2023. It noted, among ‘key
findings, that, while the Aotearoa New Zealand mathematics score had declined
by 15 points since 2018, so did the OECD average. ‘As many other countries also had
declines in mathematics achievement, it added, ‘Aotearoa New Zealand has main-
tained its relative position compared to them. Further, Aotearoa New Zealand
‘students from low socio-economic backgrounds had a larger drop in average
mathematics achievement than more socio-economically advantaged students.
With regard to reading and science, ‘Aotearoa New Zealand maintained its relative
position to other countries, and in fact Aotearoa New Zealand’s ‘mean reading
score was higher than the 0ECD average reading score than it was in 2018’
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The second comment to make about the Minister’s solution to declining
achievement levels is that there is no akonga Maori-specific research we are aware
of that shows that knowledge rich is the answer to these problems. On the face of
it we have to agree with the contention of Te Wehengarua that the Crown had ‘no
evidential basis that these changes will lead to better outcomes for Maori tauira.*

In closing we note this is not an evaluation of the pedagogical benefits or pitfalls
of a knowledge-rich curriculum. We are not qualified to do that and nor do we
need to. What is of interest to us is whether the interests of akonga Maori were
considered adequately by the Minister and her officials. What we can see is that
the Crown hitched itself to the concept of knowledge rich without any serious
discussion of whether it would produce more equitable education outcomes
for Maori. There was simply an acceptance of the theory of it improving equity
without any apparent analysis of its applicability to the Aotearoa New Zealand
context. Officials seemingly furnished the Minister with information that backed
her ideological position, such as the Australian Education Research Organisation
report and the Learning First literature review. As far as we are aware, there was
no questioning of this material, or any serious consideration of critiques of it. The
questioning instead came from opponents from within the sector, from claimants,
and from us. Some of what we pointed to troublingly suggested a knowledge-rich
approach does not actually reduce inequity. While officials told us they were aware
of such criticisms, we saw no evidence that it was considered in their advice to
the Minister to provide any balance. The Ministry of Education seemed entirely
captured by the concept.

4.2.2.4 Summary
In summary, although the Crown contended it was aware of criticisms of
knowledge-rich, we have not been provided with any official advice analysing
such criticisms. The Crown’s claim that a knowledge-rich approach would support
more equitable education outcomes for Maori students was also not substantiated
with relevant research. Moreover, the Crown’s approach appears to have disre-
garded relevant evidence regarding Maori achievement in Maori-medium and
kaupapa Maori settings and the findings of the Huia Kaimanawa study. Instead,
we noted the Ministry of Education’s reliance on reports produced by proponents
of a knowledge-rich approach, which presented a largely one-sided view of know-
ledge rich and served to reinforce the Minister’s predetermined position. In our
view, this lacked the kind of robust scrutiny we would expect during curriculum
development and in official advice to the Minister.

In the next section, we consider the Crown’s process for developing the knowl-
edge-rich national curriculum.

138. Submission 3.3.27, p[17]
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4.3 HAs THE CROWN’S ENGAGEMENT WITH MAORI DURING THE
KNOWLEDGE-RICH RESET BEEN ADEQUATE?
4.3.1 Parties’ positions
4.3.1.1 Claimants and interested parties
The claimants and interested parties submitted that, compared to the refresh that
involved collaboration and co-design, the knowledge-rich curriculum was ‘rewrit-
ten away from Maori’ and excluded or otherwise limited Maori participation in
its design and development.” Claimants and interested parties submitted the
Crown’s approach was inadequate and fell short of the Crown’s treaty obligations
owed to Maori."** Te Riu Roa submitted that ‘[t]he curriculum is the primary tool
through which kaiako give effect to rangatiratanga in practice, and ‘[w]hen that
tool is designed without iwi, it cannot serve iwi.*'

Claimants submitted the process also lacked transparency, defined by minimal
engagement, the absence of recorded decision-making, and the use of non-
disclosure agreements and Official Information Act redactions and refusals.*
Cumulatively, this made ‘it difficult to identify who was involved, what decisions
were made, and on what basis’'* The claimants submitted that sector leaders and
teachers therefore remained in the dark regarding who decided what ‘counts as
knowledge’ in the curriculum and questions remained about how treaty obliga-
tions had been met."** In response to the Crown’s contention the use of non-
disclosure agreements was a matter of health and safety, Te Riu Roa submitted
such agreements ‘did not protect staff from harassment” but instead ‘operated to
prevent educators from disclosing . . . what was happening inside the curriculum
development process.'®

Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine also raised concern regarding the pace of change."*’
The New Zealand Maori Council submitted that ‘[t]eaching te Tiriti and its role in
New Zealand’s bicultural foundations requires navigating complex, historical nar-
ratives, and a rushed revision of the content surrounding Te Tiriti risks sacrificing
the depth and accuracy necessary for effective civic education.’¥

Claimants and interested parties were critical of the consultation window
offered for the draft knowledge-rich national curriculum."* Te Riu Roa submitted
that providing ‘communities roughly half the consultation time’ for Te Marautanga

139. Submission 3.3.17 pp 8, 24, 25; submission 3.3.31, p 21; see also submission 3.3.27, p [9]; see also
submission 3.3.29, pp 6, 11

140. See submission 3.3.28, pp9-10, 23; submission 3.3.29, pp18-19; submission 3.3.30, pp 4, 5;
submission 3.3.27 p [9]

141. Submission 3.3.28, p7

142. Submission 3.3.17, pp 25, 26; submission 3.3.28, p19; see also submission 3.3.27, p [8]

143. Submission 3.3.17 p24

144. Submission 3.3.17, p 27, quoting Jessie Moss; submission 3.3.28, p22

145. Submission 3.3.28, p23

146. See submission 3.3.17, pp 8, 34

147. Submission 3.3.25, p10

148. See, for example, submission 3.3.3, p16; submission 3.3.29, p 2.
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o Aotearoa as was afforded the New Zealand Curriculum represents ‘a separate

and compounding breach of partnership and active protection’'*

4.3.1.2 The Crown

The Crown submitted the engagement processes during the refresh, such as
Korero Matauranga and the work of the Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement
Ministerial Advisory Group, ‘contributed to a body of knowledge held by the
Crown as to the perspective of members of the education sector, including Maori
perspectives, in respect of the National Curriculum and reform options” It noted
the timeframes for developing the knowledge-rich curriculum were shorter than
the refresh and reflected the Crown’s concern ‘that doing nothing, or delaying
finalisation of reforms further, also carried real consequences.”

While acknowledging ‘it initially worked less collaboratively with people out-
side the Ministry, and did not engage in co-design with Maori, the Crown argued
the ‘shift from co-design toward a more consultative model was reasonably open
to the Crown’ in light of a number of factors.” These included the substantial
engagement already undertaken, that ‘the existing curriculum had reasonably
been identified as contributing to inconsistency and inequitable educational out-
comes, and Minister Stanford having ‘formed the view that further delay to reform
would itself carry significant consequences for learners.™

Nevertheless, the Crown submitted ‘there have been multiple opportunities
through various avenues for engagement on the draft knowledge-rich material’
and that ‘it has been able to hear and consider a wide range of Maori perspectives
concerning both the reform process and the substance of the draft curriculum
content’” It noted that most consultation periods on the knowledge-rich content
had lasted ‘almost six months’ and, while Te Marautanga o Aotearoa had a shorter
consultation period, ‘it was important that the draft consulted on was high quality,
aligned with agreed knowledge-rich design principles, and genuinely ready for
consultation’”

The Crown acknowledged the Ministry of Education had increased its use of
non-disclosure agreements and ‘this has impacted on the prior transparency that
existed in relation to who was involved in developing the curriculum content. It
submitted this was not a decision taken ‘lightly but was considered necessary to
protect the people working for and with’ the Ministry.*® Nevertheless, the Crown
added the Ministry had ‘reflected on feedback that people felt they could not talk

to people in their network about the work or seek advice™”
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Finally, the Crown submitted that the Ministry of Education ‘takes a transpar-
ent approach to the feedback it receives, including the publication of reports
outlining this feedback and how it responded, and that ‘[t]he evidence is that
in the reform process to date, the feedback the Ministry has received has led to
meaningful changes to the draft curriculum content.” The Crown submitted it
would be reviewing and carefully considering feedback received during the lat-
est consultation and ‘respectfully submits there is no basis to conclude that this

exercise is hollow or will not lead to meaningful changes being implemented’”™

4.3.2 Tribunal analysis

4.3.2.1 The shift away from co-design and collaboration

While the parties disagreed on many issues, claimants and the Crown agreed the
refresh was generally characterised by high levels of collaboration and co-design
and this had changed during the knowledge-rich reset.” Ms Cleaver confirmed
there was no co-design with Maori or anyone external to the Ministry of Education
during the development of the knowledge-rich curriculum and that this was dif-
ferent to how the Ministry had worked previously. Rather, she explained, the
Ministry of Education had written the curriculum itself ‘with additional expertise
contracted in’'®

As noted in section 4.3.1.2, the Crown submitted that the shift from co-design
to consultation ‘was reasonably open’ to it in circumstances where: ‘substantial
engagement on curriculum reform had already occurred over a number of years’;
the existing national curriculum ‘had reasonably been identified as contributing
to inconsistency and inequitable educational outcomes’; and Minister Stanford
had formed the ‘view that further delay to reform would itself carry significant
consequences for learners.'™ We are not persuaded these factors justified less
collaboration with Maori for the following reasons.

Firstly, Minister Stanford’s adoption of new design principles marked a break
from the former refresh process. While both the refresh and reset shared a
focus on addressing inconsistency, Ms Cleaver informed us Minister Stanford’s
approach would take ‘this much further in terms of specificity and consistency
of what students are to be taught, and how’'* Compared to the refresh, which we
understand sought to preserve a degree of flexibility in the national curriculum to
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meet the aspirations of whanau, hapi, iwi and local communities,'” a knowledge-
rich curriculum is more directive, with implications for schools’ flexibility.

In addition, Minister Stanford’s approach signalled a change regarding the cen-
trality of the treaty. Whereas the refresh sought ‘to strengthen the bicultural fram-
ing of the curriculum to better reflect the Treaty partnership,®® Minister Stanford’s
Cabinet paper stated the New Zealand Curriculum would simply ‘acknowledge’
it."” While this change could be seen as a return to the language of the 2007 New
Zealand Curriculum, we note it was incongruous with the policy direction set in
purpose provisions of the Education and Training Act 2020." These include:

» section 4(d), which provides that the overarching purpose of the Act is ‘to
establish and regulate an education system that’ (among other things) ‘hon-
ours Te Tiriti o Waitangi and supports Maori-Crown relationships’; and

» section 32(h), which provides that the purpose of the part 3 of the Act, which
concerns primary and secondary education, is ‘to establish a schooling sys-
tem that supports all learners/akonga to gain the skills and knowledge they
need to be lifelong learners/akonga and fully participate in the labour mar-
ket, society, and their communities by’ (among other things) ‘honouring Te
Tiriti o Waitangi and supporting Maori-Crown relationships that make a
difference to learning’

As noted in section 2.2.3, these provisions are relevant to the interpretation of
section 9o, under which the Minister of Education formally issues curriculum
statements. In addition, the standard set by Minister Stanford for her reforms was
lower than the standard in the 2023 framework. As noted in section 2.3.3.1, the 2023
framework stated it gave effect to the treaty, reflecting the standard then contained
in section 127(1)(d) of the Education and Training Act 2020 (now removed).'” We
therefore find it revealing that the Minister would elect to use the lower standard
that was used in the 2007 New Zealand Curriculum.

For Te Marautanga o Aotearoa Minister Stanford’s Cabinet paper stated the
treaty was ‘central’”® As noted in section 2.2.2, this was the standard also contained
in the 2008 Te Marautanga o Aotearoa.” While stronger than ‘acknowledge” for
the New Zealand Curriculum, we were not provided with any information regard-
ing how the treaty’s centrality informed the redesign of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa
in practice.

In sum, Ms Cleaver told us the Crown’s ‘commitment to a National Curriculum
that is unique to Aotearoa New Zealand and reflects the nation’s bicultural

165. Chris Hipkins, ‘Curriculum, Progress and Achievement: Initial Actions, Minister of
Education, paper for the Social Wellbeing Committee, 21 August 2019, accessible here: https://web-
assets.education.govt.nz/s3fs-public/2026-01/1354108%20-%2001A%20annex%201.pdf? Versionld=b
eyXBptbb61pzNpVUKgFKDAKVSX_5GCE, p5

166. Document A44, p 4

167. Document A17(a), p100; see also doc A44, p6

168. See doc A60, p12

169. See doc a44(b), p[30]. See also section 2.2.1 of the report.

170. Document a17(a), pp100, 177

171. Document A60, p123
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foundations’ remained unchanged from the refresh.”” However, our view is that
the change in emphasis on the treaty alongside the adoption of a knowledge-rich
approach marked a break from the former curriculum reform process. Although
feedback received during earlier engagement on the refresh would still have been
valuable to the Crown, it was not a substitute for genuine engagement during the
design and development of the knowledge-rich curriculum. This view was shared
by Heidi Hayward, principal of Dunedin North Intermediate and Vice President of
New Zealand Principals’ Federation, who emphasised that the collaborative work
with the sector ‘took place prior to the switch to a knowledge-rich curriculun’
and that ‘[t]he sector has largely been locked out since this change in direction’
(emphasis in original).” As noted section 4.2.2.3, the Minister’s knowledge-rich
approach was also untested in Aotearoa New Zealand, and there was no akonga
Maori-specific research supporting it. In our view, these factors meant genuine
engagement was critical.

Secondly, despite Minister Stanford’s belief in the importance of delivering a
new curriculum sooner for students, Ms Lessels told us the timeframes set for
the curriculum’s development and consultation were ‘unnecessarily rushed” and
placed considerable pressure on the sector.” She explained the pace of change was
evident in ““targeted” consultations and “consultation” by multi-choice surveys,
which Te Riu Roa saw as ‘narrow[ing] the ability of teachers to make considered
submissions using their professional judgement and sound evidence.” Heemi
McDonald, chief executive of Physical Education New Zealand - Te Ao Kori
Aotearoa and presiding member of Rototuna High Schools’ Board, similarly
described the process as being ‘characterised by compressed timeframes, limited
clarity about what is being consulted on, and a lack of transparency about how
decisions [were] made)”® He stated that, from both the perspective of Physical
Education New Zealand and He Rau Ringa - the Joint Subject Associations of
New Zealand, there was ‘a strong sense that the process has been more about the
appearance of consultation than authentic engagement.”” Although ‘the narrative
suggests that the sector is being heard and engaged;, he stated, ‘the experience of
educators is that key decisions often appear to be predetermined, with little vis-
ibility of how feedback influences outcomes”

In our view, there was a need to balance forward progress with robust design
and ensuring sufficient time was taken to allow meaningful input for participants
on the curriculum. These processes contribute to ensuring the curriculum is fit for
purpose. As Te Riu Roa stated in its 2024 submission on the draft English learning
area:

172. Document A44, p7
173. Document A47, p2
174. Document A12, p13
175. Document A12, p14
176. Document A21, p9

177. Document A21, p9

178. Document A21, pp9-10
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Given the importance and potentially wide-reaching impact such documents can
have on the education of Aotearoa New Zealand’s children, school and kura leaders
and teachers and kaiako expect high levels of engagement from the Ministry. This has
not been the case with the draft under consideration.

This fast-tracking of regulation (curriculum documents are, after all, a form of reg-
ulation) increases the risk of unintended consequences and flaws in the content and
structure surfacing once it has been embedded. This can come at huge financial, pro-
fessional, and educational cost. These risks and pressures are simply too high when it
comes to the vitally important work of educating our tamariki. While this burden is
unacceptable for the profession, it is ultimately the akonga of Aotearoa New Zealand
who will bear the brunt of these changes and any long-term ramifications of this

. . 179
rushed, unprofessional, and narrow curriculum change.

In sum, we disagree the factors raised by the Crown justified its shift away from
the collaboration and co-design that characterised the refresh. This reflects our
view that the adoption of a knowledge-rich approach to curriculum design and
the change in emphasis on the treaty marked a break from the earlier period of
reforms. While feedback received during the refresh would have had value, it was
not substitutable for genuine engagement on Minister Stanford’s new approach.
In addition, we consider there was a need to ensure that the pace of curriculum
development did not undermine the opportunity for Maori to provide meaningful
input into its design and development.

In this inquiry, Maori witnesses told us what the the Crown’s shift away from
co-design and collaboration looked like in practice. Bruce Jepsen, Kaiwhakahaere
Matua - Chief Executive Officer of Te Akatea, for example, explained that, prior to
the knowledge-rich reset, educators and subject-matter experts would have been
‘consulted and actively involved in a reciprocal process with the Crown in co-
constructing, [and] shaping . . . education’®* However, during the last three years
this dynamic had changed and Maori expertise had not been sought in the same
way."" Further, he stated, the Ministry did not engage with Te Akatea, explaining
‘we have been completely shut out’”® This meant that akonga Maori in English-
medium schools alongside their Maori teachers and school leaders had also been
shut out."™

In contrast, Mr Jepsen described how the development of the 2023 framework
had involved ‘sector wide engagement and expertise from across Aotearoa” and
included ‘[bJoth Maori and tangata Tiriti™® He noted that the peak bodies,
representing ‘thousands of members of the sector, and subject associations had
‘collectivised and mobilised to protect te Tiriti and the original Te Mataiaho."® ‘So

179. Document A8(a), p 66
180. Transcript 4.1.1, p39
181. Transcript 4.1.1, p39
182. Document a4(a), p1
183. Document a4(a), p1
184. Document A4, p3
185. Document A4, p4
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it begs the question; he stated, ‘who is the Minister actually listening to and who is
supporting these changes2"*® As previously noted, Dr Ford was also involved with
the refresh and told us she had had led ‘mass consultation on Te Mataiaho and
that feedback received during that consultation was ‘enormous’ and ‘consistent,
concluding ‘the curriculum was on the right trajectory’ ‘Although Te Mataiaho
remained in draft form, she noted, ‘it was widely circulated and some schools
[had] started to implement it.*

Ms Otene told us she ‘had no prior knowledge of changes made to Te Mataiaho,
which she described as ‘deeply concerning’*“That such a significant change was
made quietly, without acknowledgement of its weight or the respect it demands)
she stated, ‘speaks to broader disregard for the principles it was built on”® She
also noted the New Zealand Principals’ Federation had ‘no prior discussions on
the development of the New Zealand Curriculum, which contrasted to the past
where ‘changes of this nature would typically involve early engagement with the
profession, including participation in advisory groups and discussions prior to
any public announcement’”" She knew this, she said, because this was the process
she had experienced through her participation in the refresh.””

Dr Mahara also noted a shift in the Crown’s approach after 2023. She explained:

[P]rior to 2023, great relationship. We were probably exhausted from being on so
many advisory groups, but it was great, we were at the table and we were co-design-
ing, particularly with the curriculum and then the refresh of NCEA back then and
the assessment of NCEA. [After the] Change of government, it stopped. It’s about the
engagement. It’s not so much for us about the resourcing and the money; it’s about the
relationship, being at the table and actually being considered not as one stakeholder
amongst everybody in terms of the consultation for the curriculum, and here, just fill
out this form and send it in . . . we know what it’s like to be a partner and we know
what it’s like to be at the table and we know what it’s like to be co-designed. It’s not
easy, it’s exhausting but we were at the table. The shift has been the change of govern-
ment and the change of attitude towards meaningful relationship with iwi, with us."’

Similar observations of the Crown’s process were made by non-Maori witnesses
from the education sector who presented evidence in support of the claimants and
interested parties. Ms Moss, for example, told us:

What had begun as arguably the most genuine process of a te Tiriti partnership
the Ministry has ever facilitated with Maori diverse communities and the education

186. Document A4, p4

187. Document A4, p5

188. Document A4, p5

189. Document A20, p7
190. Document A20, p7
191. Document A20, pp7-8
192. Document A20, p8
193. Transcript 4.1.1, p146
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sector — in the education world - has turned into a recolonisation of the poor of
the education system, our curricula and teaching practice itself, by a small group of
people who are not widely known or regarded in the sector, who have imported ide-
ology from jurisdictions that do not resemble the cultural makeup of Aotearoa and
certainly do not arise from the people of Aotearoa and from Maori in particular.”*

Mr Holloway also observed a ‘marked shift’ in both the approach to curricu-
lum development and the substantive content produced after Minister Stanford
assumed the education portfolio:

Almost immediately after Minister Stanford assumed the portfolio, the broad range
of contributors to the curriculum refresh were excluded in favour of the MAG and a
small network of individuals associated with the ‘science of learning’ and structured
literacy . . .

Consultation with the sector was severely curtailed from this point on. The devel-
opment of the refreshed curriculum was narrowed to reflect the views of this small
group and disregarded educational research that did not align with their position. The
‘science of learning’ was presented as settled science within the curriculum, when in
fact it remains an area of ongoing scholarly debate.””

Noting the Crown’s acknowledgement that it worked less collaboratively
with those outside the Ministry of Education during the development of the
knowledge-rich curriculum, Ms Hayward stated ‘Maori educators, hapi and iwi
were most significantly excluded from the very stage of development where the
foundational content choices were being made’*®

Speaking to the kaupapa Maori context, Mr Ohia stated that ‘Nga Kura a Iwi was
simply excluded from the design of the New Zealand Curriculum reset entirely’””
While two Nga Kura a Iwi representatives had participated in the Te Marautanga
o Aotearoa review process, he stated this ‘does not mean the consultation has been
adequate’® Mr Ohia noted Nga Kura a Iwi remained ‘concerned about both the
level and quality of consultation on Te Marautanga o Aotearoa and about whether
the direction has already been determined.”” Te Rerenga Walker, tumuaki of Te
Kura o Waikare, also expressed concern regarding the Crown’s redesign of Te

Marautanga o Aotearoa and its engagement with Nga Kura a Iwi:

194. Transcript 4.1.1, p115

195. Document A18, p6; doc A34, p8

196. Transcript 4.1.1, p118; see also doc A46, p5

197. Transcript 4.1.1, p181; see also doc A30, p3. Mr Ohia raised further concerns regarding the
Ministry’s engagement with Nga Kura a Iwi regarding its Student Monitoring, Assessment and
Reporting (SMART) tool and considered the Ministry had not included Nga Kura a Iwi in consult-
ation on the New Zealand Curriculum because it did not understand kura draw on both the New
Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa (doc A29, p16). When asked directly, Ms Cleaver
stated the Ministry had not forgotten that Nga Kura a Iwi use both curricula (doc a44(d), pp9-10).
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In my view, there are serious questions about who contributed to the re-write, the
nature of the changes, and the process for consultation. From what we have seen at
kura level, there has been limited meaningful engagement with kura-a-iwi such as
ours, despite the fact that we are directly affected by these changes. The timeframe for
engagement has also been constrained, which has limited the ability of our whanau,

hapi, and kura to properly consider and respond to the proposed changes.**

In his evidence, Mr Ohia told us about the ‘Kawa Whakapumau, the memo-
randum of understanding between the Ministry of Education and Nga Kura a
Iwi.*” He explained the Kawa Whakapumau obliged the Crown and Nga Kura a
Iwi to ‘actively demonstrate a commitment to a partnership based on the prin-
ciples of the Treaty of Waitangi’ and approach their relationship according to
whanaungatanga, including ‘mutual respect and mutual trust’® In practice,
Mr Ohia stated, this required the Crown to engage with Nga Kura a Iwi before
proposing changes to the curriculum that would impact kura a-iwi.”” The Kawa
Whakapamau requires ‘that interactions between the two parties are conducted
by people and staff who . . . actively demonstrate a commitment to a partnership
based on the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi’*** To facilitate effective partner-
ship, the agreement provides that, where either party identifies matters involving
kura a-iwi, the Pou Kokiri/Chief Executive Officer of Nga Kura a Iwi should be
contacted.””

In summary, we heard in this inquiry that the Crown’s shift away from co-
design and collaboration left Maori and members of the broader education sector
feeling shut out of the design and development of the knowledge-rich curriculum.
Concerns were also raised regarding the compressed timeframes, whether con-
sultation was more for appearance than genuine, and transparency. We discuss
issues of transparency next.

4.3.2.2 Transparency

Alongside the shift away from co-design, we heard the Crowns process for
developing the curriculum lacked transparency about who was involved and how
important decisions, such as those regarding the incorporation of matauranga
Maori, were being made.”*® As noted in section 3.2, a central barrier to better
understanding who contributed to the development of the curriculum was the
Ministry of Education’s use of non-disclosure agreements during this period and
its refusal to release curriculum participants’ names under the Official Information
Act.

200. Document A23, pp1-2

201. Document A29, p25

202. Document A48, p4
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Claimant witnesses told us the Ministry of Educations use of non-disclosure
agreements during this period ‘raise[d] concerns, was out of step with its previous
practice, and inhibited open feedback.”” Ms Tinning, for example, told us she had
been approached in 2025 to review sections of the English curriculum and was
presented with a non-disclosure agreement to sign. As the president of the New
Zealand Association for the Teaching of English, Ms Tinning explained she had ‘a
responsibility to act transparently and to engage with, and represent, the views of
our membership’ and that signing a non-disclosure agreement would have limited
her ‘ability to share information with members and seek their input**® Ms Otene
declined to sign a non-disclosure agreement for similar reasons:

In my view, the use of NDAs [non-disclosure agreements] signalled a lack of trust in
the profession and limited transparency within the process. It gave me the impression
that the opportunity for meaningful input was constrained, as those involved were
unable to discuss the issues under consideration or seek feedback from those they
were representing. As a result, it was difficult to understand how, or whether, the per-
spectives of the profession were being reflected in the final outcomes.*”

Other claimant witnesses also questioned why such a degree of secrecy was
needed in the first place. Ms Hayward told us the sector was ‘struggling to under-
stand the purpose of the secrecy, Associate Professor Manning of the School of
Social and Cultural Studies, Facility of Education at the University of Canterbury
and former secondary school history teacher, considered it unusual that writers
would not want to be named, and Ms Tinning asked: ‘if you are trying to achieve
something that is in the best interests of all tamariki, and you truly believe that -
what are you hiding 2"

We also heard earlier periods of engagement with the Ministry of Education,
such as during the refresh, were more transparent. Associate Professor Manning
and Associate Professor Népia Mahuika, Associate Professor in History, Massey
University with over 20 years’ experience in the study of Aotearoa New Zealand
history, for example, explained that during the development of the Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories curriculum, the writing group members were mandated by
their professional or academic peers and publicly identified on the Ministry of
Education’s website.”” Ms Otene told us the Ministry had previously used memo-
randa of understanding in engagement, which she said facilitated wider sector
feedback while preserving a degree of confidentiality in the process.”” Indeed, she
said, seeking and receiving wider feedback was an expected part of the process:

207. Document A20, p8; doc A22, pp8-9; doc a4, p[5]
208. Document A22, p8
209. Document A20, p8
210. See transcript 4.1.1, pp105-106, 118; doc A22, p [10]
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‘[w]e were expected to engage with the profession, gather input, and return to the
group to contribute to the development process’.””

Ms Cleaver acknowledged that, while the Ministry of Education used non-dis-
closure agreements from time to time’ in the past, it had ‘made significantly more
use of them and withheld names under the o1a [Official Information Act]” during
the knowledge-rich reset.”* She explained the impetus for Ministry of Education’s
increased use of non-disclosure agreements reflected a concern for the health and

wellbeing of participants:

This has been to protect those people. This came about because so much was being
discussed and made public in the media that we had examples of people being ver-
bally attacked when going about their lives, including when picking up their children

at the school gate for being involved in the development of the draft curriculum.”

Ms Cleaver told us that the Ministry of Education nevertheless understood ‘the
importance of transparency and the ability to stand behind the work’ and that
the Ministry was ‘learning from that experience, and acknowledged it was not
an ‘enduring way for us to practise, going forward’”® Noting the importance of
participants being able to talk to people in their network, Ms Cleaver explained
the Ministry had ‘endeavoured to improve’ its application of non-disclosure agree-
ments ‘so that people . . . can have those important conversations.™’

The Ministry of Education’s indication it has been reflecting on its practices and
is endeavouring to improve the way it uses non-disclosure agreements going for-
ward is encouraging. However, we are concerned the Crown’s use of non-disclo-
sure agreements during the knowledge-rich reset harmed trust in the curriculum
development process by reducing transparency. Education sector involvement is
not just a ‘nice to have’ but, as the Ministry of Education noted in its advice to
Minister Stanford, integral to effective educational reform.”

In our view, issues of transparency were evident in claimant witnesses repeat-
edly asking who wrote the national curriculum.” For example, Ms Hayward
stated:

The Crown suggests that the move to a knowledge-rich curriculum is a positive
reform, yet my evidence shows it’s been written largely in secret. Three questions
remain unanswered by the Crown, and we've heard about this a number of times this
morning already. Who wrote this curriculum? How were Treaty obligations genuinely
met? And how was the sector meaningfully engaged in the writing process and in the
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ongoing consultation? These are not rhetorical questions. They’re central questions in

P . . 220
this inquiry, and the Crown’s evidence does not answer them.

We are also concerned the approach may have inhibited feedback loops neces-
sary to test the design, direction and development of the curriculum. Facilitating
rather than inhibiting such feedback appears to us to be imperative if the process
is to ensure the content developed is robust and fit for purpose for akonga Maori
in schools and kura.

While we acknowledge the protection of individuals’ safety is important,
whether or not the concerns were such as to justify a blanket extension of non-
disclosure agreements is a question that remains unanswered for us. In cross-
examination, counsel for Te Riu Roa questioned Ms Cleaver about the safety
concerns, asking if the concern was limited to one staff member or if any formal
complaints had been made.” Ms Cleaver confirmed the concern was not limited
to one individual and that there were ‘a number of instances’ where people were
‘subject to a lot of online criticism and abuse’ after their names were published.””
She confirmed no complaints had been laid either with the police or through
NetSafe.”” Without further information, we cannot assess whether the Ministry of
Education’s response was proportionate.

4.3.2.3 The involvement of subject-matter experts

Another area of concern raised by claimant and interested party witnesses was
the absence of expert involvement in the curriculum development. As noted in
section 3.2.2.4, Professor Hunter stated that nobody she knew in mathematics
education research had been involved in the development of the Mathematics and
Statistics learning area.””* This compared to former Governments which, in her
experience, had brought together consultancy groups with expertise in mathemat-
ics education to give feedback and share ideas. This type of engagement, she said,
had been ‘completely eliminated’*”

Professor Hunter also raised concern that the curriculum had been sent off-
shore to Learning First.”* We did not have definitive proof that Learning First
wrote the Mathematics and Statistics curriculum. However, we know the company
worked with the Ministry of Education on its approach to developing the national

220. Transcript 4.1.1, p118
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communications, meaning ‘any form of electronic communication’. Under the Act, harm is con-
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mediation, and persuasion’ (Harmful Digital Communications Act 2015, ss4, 8; Harmful Digital
Communications (Appointment of Approved Agency) Order 2021, cl 3).
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curriculum.” After hearing, we also learned that Learning Firsts involvement
in the development of the curriculum was a topic of questioning during Scrutiny
Week in June 2026. Specifically, on 17 June 2026, the Honourable Ginny Andersen,
the Labour Party’s spokesperson for Education and member of the Education
and Workforce Committee, questioned Minister Stanford and Ms Cleaver about
Learning First’s involvement. We provide their exchange in full:

Andersen: Will you rule out that Learning First wrote any parts of the curriculum?
Stanford: As far as I'm aware, Learning First were contracted to be able to help us to
internationally benchmark. But that is a matter for the Ministry, because they did the
contracting.

Cleaver: We did use Learning First. They supported us to find content from other
places that we were looking for, in terms of how we make sure we meet the criteria of a
knowledge-rich curriculum. Where we were looking for particular examples, that our
own writers were struggling with, they helped us source content. That was brought
into the writing process in the Ministry, and that is now out for draft. Subsequently,
we are working through the feedback were getting to that draft, and our writers will
finalise that content later this year.

Andersen: So they did write parts of the New Zealand curriculum?

Cleaver: No, they didn’t write parts of the New Zealand curriculum.

Andersen: They sourced content?

Cleaver: They sourced content.

Andersen: Right. Is that different?

Cleaver: Well yes, because when youre working on the curriculum writing process
a lot of content gets put on the table, and when you are organising that content for:
what’s needed in this year level? What’s the progression of that? How will we sequence
that learning? We take the content and we get the writers to present that as a draft in a
coherent way. I couldn’t point to it, but some of that content will be part of it and some
of it, that they sourced for us, would not be.”

In this exchange, Ms Cleaver noted Learning First ‘sourced content’ for the
curriculum but distinguished this from curriculum writing. We are not able to
draw any inferences or conclusions from this material. However, what remains
unresolved for us is exactly who was involved in the development of the curricu-
lum and the level of engagement of international bodies in this process. Closer to
home, what we do know is that claimant witnesses told us they had been shut out
during the process of the curriculum’s development.

Concerns were also raised regarding the lack of involvement of subject-matter
experts in the development of other learning areas. Ms Jarman told us ‘[t]here
was an overwhelming array of subject critical experts that could have been used
in the development of this curriculum, who were not.*” She told us the rewrite of
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the Social Sciences ‘happened at speed and without meaningful consultation with
Maori education experts, iwi, hapti, or subject associations such as NzHTA [the
New Zealand History Teachers’ Association].”* Associate Professors Manning
and Mahuika stated they found no evidence the Ministry of Education ‘meaning-
tully included mandated Maori academic experts in the field (Historians)” when it
revised the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum as part of the draft Social
Sciences curriculum.™

The only individual the academics noted who appeared to have involvement was
Professor Paul Moon, Professor of History at Auckland University of Technology,
who, on 29 October 2025, wrote an opinion piece in the Post that coincided with
the release of the draft Social Sciences curriculum.” In the article, Professor
Moon noted he had been asked by the Ministry of Education to comment on
the new Social Sciences curriculum.” In response, however, Ms Cleaver noted
Professor Moon’s ‘only involvement in the Ministry’s work was an online meeting
with Dr Julia Novak in October 2025’”* She explained that, while he ‘suggested
some minor corrections’ to a version of the draft shown to him online, he was
not provided a copy of the content and was ‘not involved in the drafting of the
learning area’™”

More generally, Ms Cleaver confirmed the Ministry of Education ‘did not
engage extensively to update the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories and Te Takanga
o Te Wa content’ because the Ministry was ‘primarily not writing new content’
but rather ‘reframing pre-existing content into a knowledge-rich approach’™ She
explained that, in developing the draft content, the Ministry ‘relied on internal
staff, including Maori staff, and subject-matter experts, such as Hémi Dale from
the University of Auckland and Anahera McGregor, a content specialist from
Core Education, who Ms Cleaver stated both ‘had formal roles in writing the
draft Pimanawa Tangata’ wahanga ako.”” Ms Cleaver clarified the ‘writing team
undertook conversations with Maori historians’ (though she did not name them)
‘during the early conceptual design phase of Tikanga a-Iwi (now Pimanawa
Tangata), to inform initial framing and conceptual direction’ She added that
‘further discussions with historians, including Maori historians, would occur
as the draft Social Sciences learning area and Piimanawa Tangata wahanga ako
progressed to finalisation.” However, she confirmed ‘development of the draft
content currently being consulted [on] did not include iwi or hapa representatives
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participating in that capacity’*** Regarding Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, Ms Cleaver
stated ‘I want to emphasise that the preparation of the draft curriculum content
for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa was led and written by Maori educationalists who
identify as iwi Maori’™"

We share claimant and interested party witness concerns that prominent
subject-matter experts, including Maori, appear to have been sidelined or not
meaningfully included in the development of the draft learning areas. In our view,
their involvement also relates to curriculum integrity and ensuring the draft pro-
duced for consultation best suits the needs of akonga Maori and the Aotearoa New
Zealand context. While the Crown said Maori historians were involved in drafting
content, it has not disclosed who they were so as to provide confidence to Maori
and the sector. We consider this engagement no less important in the context of
the Crown’s changes to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum.

4.3.2.4 The decision to disestablish contributing groups

Ms Cleaver informed us that, through the process of developing the English and
Mathematics and Statistics learning areas, the Ministry of Education ‘identified
that we needed to adjust how we were working with sector representatives.™ We
understand this led to the disestablishment of contributing groups in favour of
more targeted review groups.*® This adjustment was rationalised on the basis that
the contributing groups did ‘not fully understand the shift to the knowledge-rich
curriculum and are focused on a refresh of the 2007 curriculum, as opposed to
the new curriculum approach, which had ‘negatively impacted on timeframes for
writing work’***

However, Ms Hayward told us the perception the sector’s focus on an earlier
curriculum approach was stalling progress ‘overlooks a critical internal failure]
namely that: ‘the sector’s hesitation is not a product of inherent desire to be dif-
ficult or lack of understanding, but a direct response to a model of change that has
been poorly planned and executed without providing the robust evidence neces-
sary to justify such a radical shift**

It appears to us that the contributing groups were an avenue for broader sector
engagement on the curriculum development. The disestablishment of these groups
in our view was a conscious decision on the Crown’s part to silence criticism from
the education sector of the new knowledge-rich approach. Alongside the closed
process for nominating the original writing groups, we see this shift as deliber-
ate so the Crown could avoid having to openly engage with the education sector,
including kaimahi Maori, regarding whether its knowledge-rich approach was
best suited to the needs of akonga Maori and the Aotearoa New Zealand context.

240. Document A44(g), p4
241. Document a44(h), p2
242. Document A44, p19

243. Document A44(b), p1261
244. Document a44(b), p1258
245. Document A47, p2
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Ms Cleaver acknowledged that, unlike the approach during the refresh, [i]t is
fair to say that, at least initially, we worked less collaboratively with people outside
of the Ministry in preparing the draft content for the knowledge-rich New Zealand
Curriculum’*** She explained the Ministry ‘needed time to understand the shift
that was sought and work through what that meant for the design and structure
of the curriculum content, and how we wrote it.”” However, she explained now
there was more clarity on the knowledge-rich approach, the Ministry was moving
to work more collaboratively on the senior curriculum content.”* In our view, this
confirms our understanding that, while the Crown consulted on the draft content
of the curriculum, there was never any engagement with Maori on the decision
to shift to a knowledge-rich approach at the outset — this was a decision made
internally.

Ms Cleaver further explained that, when the Ministry had ‘pulled together
people to work with us or review early drafts of content, selection criteria has
included having people who can help bring experience in Maori education.*®
However, claimant and interested party witnesses were not reassured by this
statement. Ms Moss told us the review groups were ‘invisible’ from the sector’s
perspective and that ‘[t]he claim that they have provided meaningful engagement
cannot be assessed because there is no transparency about who was in the room or
what they said>*’

Alicia Poroa, a member of the Aotearoa Social Studies Educators’ Network and
a deputy principal, informed us she was briefly involved in a focus group for the
Years o-10 Social Sciences during the knowledge-rich reset, but stepped away
from the role due to concerns with the process.” She told us ‘[i]t quickly became
apparent to me that the direction of the work had shifted from Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories within Te Mataiaho so significantly that it was untenable.”” She
noted one of the papers shared with the focus group regarding the knowledge-rich
curriculum was ‘effectively empty” and ‘simply stated that advice would need to be
sought on how matauranga Maori might be used within the curriculum’™ While
we have not seen this document, we share Ms Poroa’s concern that there was not
yet clear direction on how the Crown intended to incorporate matauranga Maori
in the curriculum.” Ms Poroa stated that when she asked about ‘where Te Tiriti
sat within this work’ she ‘was consistently told that it was being considered’”” Ms

246. Document A44, p35

247. Document A44, p35

248. Document A44, p37

249. Document A44, p35

250. Transcript 4.1.1, p115; see also doc A47, p3

251. Document A26, pps, 6

252. Document A26, p5

253. Document A26, p6

254. Document A26, p6

255. Document A26, p6. Ms Poroa told us she was asked to sign a non-disclosure agreement as
part of this work but that she chose not to sign (transcript 4.1.1, p156).
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Poroa said she was subsequently provided approximately one to two weeks to
review the draft curriculum, noting that ‘[g]iven the scale and seriousness of the
issues within the document, this timeframe was not workable)”® She stated it was
at this point she chose to step away from the process.”

Ms Hayward also queried how the Crown was actively protecting matauranga
Maori in the process. She referred to Ms Cleaver’s evidence that the Ministry
‘continued to grapple with the challenge of reflecting matauranga Maori’ in the
New Zealand Curriculum in 2023 and 2024.”" She remarked this ‘grappling’ was
done ‘internally, without transparent engagement with those best placed to speak
to that kaupapa.™ In her view, the Crown was ‘substituting its own judgment for
the voices of Maori communities and educators.”* There is a certain irony about
this internal ‘grappling’ regarding how to reflect matauranga Maori in the curricu-
lum. That is because, as the claimants and interested parties in this inquiry told
us, the 2023 framework already included a process for schools to work with local
whanau, hapi and iwi to incorporate matauranga Maori into the curriculum in
an authentic and meaningful way. We consider how the Crown’s 2025 framework
compares to the local partnership approach encouraged in the 2023 framework in
section 1.4.2.1.

In sum, we consider the Crown’s decision to disestablish contributing groups
removed an opportunity for the Crown to listen to education sector concerns
with its curriculum redesign, including the potential concerns of Maori. We also
share Ms Hayward’s concerns regarding the Crown’s treatment of matauranga
Maori in the process. Meaningful engagement is crucial to ensuring the Crown is
adequately providing space for Maori to exercise kaitiakitanga over matauranga
Maori in the process of curriculum design.

4.3.2.5 Engagement with the Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group, the
Matauranga Maori Iwi Leaders Group, and Dr Ngata

Ms Cleaver explained the Ministry of Education also engaged with the Maori
Education Ministerial Advisory Group during the development of the knowledge-
rich reset — specifically, in March, October, and November of 2025.*" She explained
the October 2025 hui provided an overview of the knowledge-rich approach with
follow-up discussions in November 2025. She noted the Ministry would also be
discussing curriculum feedback and its approach to finalising the curriculum at
the group’s 19 May 2026 hui.””® While it is important this engagement occurred,
from our review of minutes we note Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group
questions appeared to go unanswered. For example, its members sought evidence

256. Document A26, p6

257. Document A26, p6

258. Document A4y, p2 (citing doc A44, p30)

259. Document A47, p3

260. Document A47, p3

261. Document A44, p39

262. Document A44(g), p10; see also doc A44(h), p3
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the reforms would address inequities, asked how much scope still existed for a
local curriculum approach, and queried how the localised curriculum was to be
developed in partnership with iwi and other stakeholders.”® These were very simi-
lar to the questions that arose in this inquiry. The Crown’s engagement with the
Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group, while important, is not a substitute
for broader engagement with Maori educational professionals, hap, or iwi.

In answers to questions in writing Ms Cleaver explained further that, as part of
the knowledge-rich reset, the Ministry ‘engaged with Maori experts in education,
including Professor Tony Trinick, Dr Wayne Ngata, Dr Margie Kahukura Hohepa,
and Professor Wally Penetito ‘to understand the relationship [of the knowledge-
rich approach] with Matauranga Maori*** She explained the views of these experts
informed Ministry engagement with the Maori Education Ministerial Advisory
Group in October 2024.”” Ms Cleaver added the group felt that Matauranga
Maori could ‘sit alongside the Science of Learning to inform curriculum work’**
However, we do not have minutes of this October 2024 hui or information on
what views were expressed by the experts the Ministry engaged with. In any case,
no evidence has been produced by the Crown based on the advice and/or opin-
ions of Maori education experts regarding how matauranga Maori informed the
development of the curriculum.

Ms Cleaver stated that the Ministry also met with the Matauranga Maori Iwi
Leaders Group in April 2025 ‘specifically on the curriculum and assessment work
programme’ and, since the release of the draft New Zealand Curriculum content
in October 2025, had ‘been trying to arrange a meeting to discuss it and the
draft content for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa and seek advice about wider specific
engagement with Maori)®” While the group had expressed interest, she noted,
at the time of writing her evidence, the Ministry had not yet been able to con-
firm a date.” She said the Matauranga Maori Iwi Leaders Group and the Maori
Education Ministerial Advisory Group had expressed they were ‘not curriculum
design experts who are able to provide detailed feedback on the [curriculum]
content itself’**

In the process of shifting to a knowledge-rich curriculum, Ms Cleaver informed
us the Ministry of Education ‘met with Dr Ngata to discuss how the continued
application of Te Mataiaho (conceptually) could be achieved without potentially
compromising (or misappropriating) Maori cultural knowledge”® Ms Cleaver
explained ‘[t]hese meetings occurred during 2025 but that ‘Dr Ngata did not

263. Document a44(b), pp1777 1921
264. Document A44(d), p3

265. Document a44(d), p3

266. Document A44(d), pp3-4

267. Document A44, p 40

268. Document A44, p 40

269. Document A44, p 40

270. Document A44, p21
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see the draft curriculum content before it was released for consultation’”" She
informed us he expressed to the Ministry that the framework he had gifted was
‘flexible’ and ‘could be adjusted to reflect the knowledge-rich approach and science
of learning’”” In the reforms, Ms Cleaver relayed, ‘[w]hat was important was the
framing of interrelated components and that the English descriptors and the con-
tent within remained relative and relevant to the respective Mataiaho headings.”*
We did not receive evidence from Dr Ngata in this inquiry and so we do not
know directly what his views are. However, we did hear from Dr Ford and Mr
Jepsen, who told us they were both part of the Ministry of Education’s bicultural
and inclusive working group during the refresh and ‘in the whare’ with Dr Ngata
when the ideas for the New Zealand Curriculum were being tested.”* Dr Ford
told us this experience meant they were ‘intimately’ familiar with the whakapapa
framework underpinning Te Mataiaho.”” As we discuss further in section 4.4.2.1,
in their view, the draft 2025 framework developed for consultation during the
knowledge-rich reset did not reflect the whakapapa of the original Te Mataiaho
framework that was ‘collaboratively co-designed’ with ‘esteemed Maori leaders,
including Dr Ngata.” For this reason, Mr Jepsen said that neither he nor the core
working group used the name “Te Mataiaho’ for the 2025 New Zealand Curriculum
document.”” While the framework gifted may have been flexible, according to Dr
Ford the changes made during the knowledge-rich reset were such as to render
the Te Mataiaho whakapapa framework ‘unrecognisable’””® We consider the 2025

framework further in section 4.4.2.1.

4.3.2.6 The October 2025 consultation on the draft knowledge-rich New Zealand
Curriculum content and January 2026 consultation on the draft Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa content

On 28 October 2025, the Ministry of Education released the 2025 framework and
six learning areas for public feedback.”’ The consultation window closed on 24
April 2026.”*° While we analyse the draft New Zealand Curriculum content in
further in sections 4.4.2 and 4.5.2, we record here what claimant and interested

271. Document a44(h), p[1]

272. Document A44, pp 21-22

273. Document A44, p22

274. Transcript 4.1.1, p28. We understand the Ministry of Education worked with Bicultural and
Inclusive Working Group, alongside Te Ropu Kaitiaki, in 2021 and 2022 during the refresh. According
to the Ministry of Education, the groups together ‘brought expertise in matauranga Maori, Maori
education and culturally responsible inclusive education’ (doc A44(b), p [825]). We were not, how-
ever, provided with information about the kaupapa or composition of the Bicultural and Inclusive
Working Group, or further details of their involvement.
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276. Transcript 4.1.1, p28

277. Transcript 4.1.1, p28
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279. Document A44, p38
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party witnesses told us about the content of the drafts as it relates to the Crown’s
development process.

Ms Hayward, for example, stated the drafts were ‘fundamentally flawed due
to a lack of transparent, genuine co-design with the education professionals who
best understand our learners.”* She noted a number of issues with the curriculum
content, including the shift to a year-by-year curriculum when many classrooms
are composite in nature (teaching multiple years groups at once) and asked how
‘such a significant change’ could ‘have come about without discussion or engage-
ment with the sector and without consideration of something as fundamental as
the staffing ramifications 22** She explained that in the rural school she previously
led, this shift would have required her to teach eight curricula simultaneously to
the different year groups.”® Ms Hayward stated ‘[e]ffectively, we're being asked
for feedback on a set of curriculum documents that are fundamentally flawed,
and had we been engaged from the start, I don’t believe this would have been the
outcome.” Mr Holloway similarly asked how a process that excluded a range of
educational expertise could result in a good curriculum: I find it very hard to
understand how the curriculum that can be the result of that process can actually
be something that can be good for children’**

The Crown informed us ‘[t]he criticisms and perspectives expressed during this
Inquiry were heard by Ministry officials and will form part of the body of feed-
back currently under consideration.*** However, claimant and interested parties
questioned whether curriculum issues could be meaningfully addressed within

the timeframe. Ms Jarman, for example, stated:

Teachers and experts cannot meaningfully challenge or reshape unrealistic content
overload, Eurocentric sequencing, the omission of local iwi histories, the minimisa-
tion of Maori temporal and epistemological frameworks because the timeframe allo-

cated does not allow for systemic redesign.””

Mr Heremia, for his part, stated: ‘[w]e were presented with a fait accompli
and given a window so narrow that it could only have been designed to prevent
meaningful response’ (emphasis in original).** Ms Hayward, in turn, described
the Crown’s conduct as being like an architect who had built a house without
speaking to its client and, despite structural defects with the house’s foundations,
only sought the client’s views on the top storey:

281. Document A16, p3

282. Transcript 4.1.1, p119

283. Transcript 4.1.1, p119

284. Transcript 4.1.1, p119
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287. Document A27, p [11]
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I've been pondering a little analogy as we've been — as I've been hearing evidence
this morning, and I think it feels a little bit like the Ministry has positioned them-
selves as the architect. They've reverted back to an outdated model of building code
and compliance. But they’ve gone ahead and built the house anyway. They’ve not con-
sulted with the clients, the students, the whanau, the hapa, the iwi, the sector. And
then they’ve delivered a three-storey building with rotten foundations. And the con-
sultation that we're being asked now to provide is, ‘What does the upper level of the
house look like and how much do we like it, from ‘Like it not much’ to ‘Like it a lot?}

as opposed to ‘It’s not fit for purpose**

As the claimants noted, the window for consultation on Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa was even shorter, running from 28 January 2026 to 24 April 2026 for the
six wahanga ako, with the exception of Pamanawa Tangata, which was consulted
on between 2 April 2026 and 5 June 2026.”° Ms Cleaver acknowledged this was a
shorter consultation period than provided for the New Zealand Curriculum, but
that the consultation included ‘targeted workshops, webinars, and trials that we

5291

know are important and support deeper engagement’

4.3.2.7 Summary

In sum, the Crown’s approach to curriculum development included no collab-
oration or co-design with Maori, a pronounced change from the kind of engage-
ment that characterised the refresh. While the Crown argued its shift in approach
was reasonably open to it in the circumstances, we considered the Minister’s
knowledge-rich reforms still required meaningful engagement with Maori as
they marked a significant break from the prior refresh. Moreover, there was a
need to ensure that the pace of curriculum development did not undermine the
opportunity for Maori to provide meaningful input into the design. In addition,
we also heard the Crown’s process lacked transparency, including regarding who
was involved in writing curriculum materials. In particular, the Crown’s use of
non-disclosure agreements appeared to inhibit feedback loops during the process.
Alongside the removal of contributing groups, we considered the Ministry of
Education’s failure to engage meaningfully with Maori raises questions about cur-
riculum integrity, including whether the Ministry took sufficient steps to ensure
the content produced for consultation was fit for purpose for akonga Maori and
the Aotearoa New Zealand context. Finally, we heard concerns that the consult-
ation period on the draft curriculum was insufficient to remedy deeper issues
with the draft national curriculum. We turn to consider the draft New Zealand
Curriculum content produced for consultation next.

289. Transcript 4.1.1, p120
290. Document A44(g), p [1]; submission 3.3.32(a), p 40
291. Document A44, p38
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4.4 IN WHAT WAYS WiLL THE RESET NEw ZEALAND CURRICcULUM CHANGE
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE TREATY As A FOUNDATIONAL DIRECTIVE OR
PRINCIPLE IN SCHOOLS, INCLUDING IN THE WAY TE REO MAORI, TIKANGA
MAORI, AND MATAURANGA MAORI ARE TAUGHT?

4.4.1 Parties’ positions

4.4.11 Claimants and interested parties

Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine submitted the two versions of Te Mataiaho were ‘not
comparable in content or form’** While some terminology might remain, they
argued, ‘the whakapapa . . . has been stripped and is “unrecognisable”’*’ As a
‘gifted taonga’ from Dr Ngata, Te Whakakitenga o Waikato contended the name
‘Te Maataiaho’ could not ‘reasonably be applied to the amended curriculum’**

Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine argued the changes to the curriculum were ‘not
incidental’ but the result of designing the curriculum to be ‘knowledge-rich’ and
informed by ‘the science of learning.”” The New Zealand Maori Council was
critical of the Crown substituting the curriculum’s previous focus on the treaty
with the ‘science of learning’ and ‘the acquisition of “rich knowledge™**° Te Riu
Roa argued removing the treaty as a curriculum design principle breached treaty
principles and submitted the difference between ‘reflecting’ the treaty (the 2025
framework wording) and ‘giving effect to it (the 2023 framework wording) was
‘the difference between decoration and duty’™”

Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine submitted that the ‘shift extends beyond the lan-
guage used in the curriculum to how knowledge is defined and selected within
it.*" ‘[Clurriculum design] they argued, ‘involves the exercise of power in deter-
mining what knowledge is legitimised, prioritised, and transmitted, and what is
excluded’™ What had been excluded, marginalised, or reduced, Te Kapotai and
Ngati Hine argued, was te reo Maori, hitori Maori, and matauranga Maori.**

Te Riu Roa raised further concerns regarding the draft’s permissive, rather than
obligatory, approach to the inclusion of Maori content in the draft, alongside an
increase in the overall volume of material to be taught during the school year. Te
Riu Roa submitted that ‘Maori content that was once foundational is now, at best,
optional, noting the draft states that ‘schools may choose’ to include local matau-
ranga in their teaching and learning programmes.* It argued the volume of con-
tent to be taught, alongside mandated teaching times for literacy and numeracy,
would also make it ‘structurally impossible for kaiako to integrate te reo Maori and

292. Submission 3.3.17, p28

293. Submission 3.3.17 p 28; see also submission 3.3.28, p 22

294. Submission 3.3.31, p4

295. Submission 3.3.17, p28

296. Submission 3.3.3, p14; submission 3.3.25, p 44; see also submission 3.3.28, p15
297. Submission 3.3.28, p15

298. Submission 3.3.17, p29

299. Submission 3.3.17, p29

300. Submission 3.3.17, pp 29-31; see also submission 3.3.27, p [14]

301. Submission 3.3.28, p15
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tikanga Maori’ meaningfully.’”” Te Wehengarua submitted the curriculum changes
would damage ‘the transmission and ongoing oruatanga o matauranga Maori’**

The use of permissive language alongside the removal of school boards’ treaty
obligations, Te Riu Roa submitted, ‘converts an expectation of engagement with
mana whenua into a resource schools may or may not access’ and provides no
guarantee schools ‘will engage with the mana whenua whose rohe encompasses
that school’s site’*** From an iwi-perspective, Te Whakakitenga o Waikato submit-
ted that the draft ‘reflect[ed] a substantive shift in the role afforded to iwi within
the curriculum framework’*” This compared to the 2023 version which ‘created
space for Waikato to work directly with schools to embed tikanga, maatauranga,
and iwi aspirations into teaching and learning’*®

Where matauranga Maori and tikanga Maori appeared in the knowledge-rich
curriculum, the claimants argued its inclusion was inadequate. Te Riu Roa argued
tikanga appeared as ‘isolated facts rather than a cohesive integrated worldview’ in
the draft and that matauranga Maori was included as ‘window dressing rather than
being embedded in the structure of learning areas’™” It argued the draft’s ‘generic’
approach to matauranga Maori also overlooked that matauranga ‘sits in the rohe
of particular whanau, hapi and iwi’**® ‘Had the sector and Maori been meaning-
fully consulted and listened to’ during the curriculum development process, Te

Riu Roa submitted, these issues ‘could have been addressed’**

4.4.1.2 The Crown
The Crown explained the treaty was contained in the 2025 frameworKk’s ‘first and
guiding principle, Matairangi.”® The draft 2025 framework, it argued, was ‘also
clear that schools, working with hapt and iwi, may choose to include local matau-
ranga Maori in their teaching and learning programmes.”™ As the framework
‘must underpin the delivery of all learning areas, it argued, “Te Tiriti remains —
expressly — embedded within the conceptual foundation of the curriculum’™
Further, the Crown submitted that the Ministry of Education was ‘mindful the
national curriculum ‘needs to be knowledge rich, not content heavy’ and ‘must
include knowledge that matters here in New Zealand, and which reflects our bicul-
tural foundations and multicultural society’’” Regarding matauranga Maori, the

Crown submitted the 2025 framework ‘emphasises the importance of matauranga

302. Submission 3.3.28, p 31; see also submission 3.3.25, p8
303. Submission 3.3.27 pp [16]-[17]
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Maori under the principle of Mataiahik&** In accordance with the underpinning
design principles, the knowledge-rich learning areas then stipulate ‘in clear terms
what knowledge from te ao Maorfi’ is to be taught in schools.”” This compares to
the refresh approach which, while having a particular focus on matauranga Maori,
‘for the most part’ did not specify ‘how this translated into content students would
be taught’**’

The Crown’s position was that specifying te ao Maori content to be taught ‘is a
reasonable and treaty-consistent approach to take, one which ‘seek[s] to ensure
that access to that knowledge does not depend solely on local capacity, resourcing,
or individual teaching approaches’”” In addition, the Crown argued, the knowl-
edge-rich framework still provides scope for ‘contextualisation and expressly
encourages schools and kura to work with hapt and iwi to incorporate local
matauranga and tikanga within teaching and learning programmes’”* It never-
theless acknowledged that ‘how matauranga Maori can best be reflected within a
national curriculum . . . is an area involving legitimate and ongoing debate’ and the
Crown was continuing to grapple with ‘[q]uestions concerning how matauranga
Maori should be represented, contextualised, and integrated within the national
curriculum’ beyond the current reform process.™

Regarding te reo Maori, the Crown acknowledged the draft New Zealand
Curriculum ‘contains less frequent use of kupu Maori in setting out what teachers
are required to do’ compared to the refreshed curriculum.”” However, it noted, the
draft content did ‘set out clear minimum expectations for a level of te reo Maori to
be taught’ to students within different learning areas.” Students would also ‘need
to be able to understand Maori kupu as part of reading New Zealand texts, the
Crown submitted.” In the Crown’s submission, ‘[t]his will be the first time that
the mainstream curriculum has specified a level of mandatory te reo Maori for all
students in the state system’* The Crown noted it would be considering feedback
on ‘whether the current content goes far enough’ while the drafts were finalised.”*

4.4.2 Tribunal analysis

In this section, we consider the place of the treaty and taonga Maori within the
2025 framework and how it compares to the 2023 framework. Through compari-
son between the frameworks, we consider how the revisions might influence the

314. Submission 3.3.32, p96

315. Submission 3.3.32, p96

316. Submission 3.3.32, p96. The Crown did note, however, the refresh curriculum’s ‘emphasis on

the importance of working with local hapt and iwi’
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incorporation of content from te ao Maori in school teaching and learning and
schools’ engagement with local hapa and iwi.

After considering the framework itself, we analyse how the removal of school
boards’ treaty obligations interplays with the changes to the 2023 framework. We
then focus on the content from te ao Maori that has been included in the draft
learning areas before considering whether the volume of content prescribed in
the New Zealand Curriculum inhibits schools’ ability to meaningfully incorporate
content from te ao Maori in practice. As a reminder, our analysis focuses on the
draft New Zealand Curriculum learning areas and framework, and not the final-
ised content.

4.4.2.1 The 2025 framework

The Crown argued the treaty was still explicitly embedded in the curriculum’s
‘conceptual foundation’ because it was reflected in the 2025 framework’s guiding
kaupapa, Matairangi, which (alongside the rest of the framework) underpins
the delivery of all learning areas.” However, as we explain below, compared to
the 2023 framework, the treaty’s visibility in the 2025 framework is diluted and
no connection is made between the treaty and the Crown’s broader obligations
towards taonga Maori.

Indeed, the differences between the two frameworks were emphasised in
witness evidence. For example, as noted in section 4.3.2.5, Dr Ford, who was
involved in the refresh, told us she was ‘intimately” familiar with ‘the whakapapa
that underpinned the original 2023’ framework.”* She described it as ‘centring te
Tiriti, bicultural, inclusive, and focused on addressing inequity via ‘te Tiriti’*” In
her view, the changes to the 2023 framework were ‘wholescale’®* Mr Jepsen, who
we noted in section 4.3.2.5 was also involved in the refresh, told us the 2025 frame-
work did ‘not accurately reflect the whakapapa of the original Te Mataiaho’” Dr
Ford stated that, despite the scale of changes to the framework, ‘they have kept the
name’ - an action Dr Ford described as ‘cultural appropriation’ and offensive.”

To understand these witnesses’ views, we begin by first considering the changes
to the New Zealand Curriculum framework itself. As noted in section 2.3.3.1,
the 2023 framework stated that the aho Matairangi (the guiding kaupapa) ‘gives
effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi and its principles’” Matairangi asked leaders to ‘hold
themselves accountable to their communities and Te Tiriti o Waitangi and its
principles’ while setting and reviewing ‘the direction of their school curriculun’

and to ‘disrupt the status quo of inequity’*”

325. Submission 3.3.32, p94

326. Transcript 4.1.1, p27

327. Document A4, p5; transcript 4.1.1, p27
328. Document A4, p5

329. Transcript 4.1.1, p28

330. Document A4, p5

331. Document a44(b), p[30]

332. Document a44(b), p[30]
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The treaty was also visible in other parts of the 2023 framework through the
various aho, including Matainuku, which set out three foundational curriculum
principles.” The second principle, ‘[g]ive practical effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi,
contained ‘calls to action’ for school leaders to lead their teachers to (among other
things) support equitable outcomes for all students and to actively protect taonga,
including te reo, tikanga, and matauranga Maori, and to ‘collaborate with parents
and whanau, hapt, and iwi’ to incorporate those taonga Maori into the school
curriculum.*

However, the 2025 framework described these aho very differently. In the 2025
framework, Matairangi means: ‘Excellent and equitable outcomes, reflecting the
Treaty of Waitangi | Te Tiriti o Waitangi, for every student through inclusive,
knowledge-rich teaching and learning informed by the science of learning’** The
relationship between the curriculum and the treaty is thus reflected in terms of
promoting equity through a knowledge-rich and science of learning-informed
approach. As the section on Matairangi further explains:

To support equity and excellence, reflecting the Treaty of Waitangi/Te Tiriti o
Waitangi, the New Zealand Curriculum/Te Mataiaho provides clarity about what all
students should know, understand, and be able to do as they progress through their
schooling. This clarity will reduce variability in what is taught, bridging the know-
ledge gap by ensuring access to the same rich knowledge for every student.”

Stepping back, the language of ‘reflecting’ the treaty is an ambiguous term and
less direct than the language of ‘giving effect to’ the treaty in the 2025 framework.
Moreover, while equity is a crucial focus of the treaty, that is not where its rele-
vance to education ends. We note that, compared to the 2023 framework, the 2025
framework makes no mention of the Crown’s obligation to actively protect taonga
Maori or the importance in treaty terms of working with hapt and iwi to incorpo-
rate those taonga into classroom learning. We discuss these topics next.

As noted in section 2.3.3.1, in the 2023 framework, Mataiahika (‘to prioritise
the relationship with tangata whenua in their role as kaitiaki’) emphasised the
importance to the curriculum of working with tangata whenua, describing the
curriculum’s relevance to students as being ‘enhanced when it draws on mutu-
ally beneficial local relationships with tangata whenua’® Regarding how to use
Mataiahika, the framework encouraged schools to ‘build trusting relationships
with tangata whenua and authentically partner in the design and review of the
school curriculum so that matauranga Maori, te reo Maori, me nga tikanga are
embedded throughout with care and integrity’”® Reflecting ‘ahika, it stated
‘Mataiahika involves placing tangata whenua at the heart of the school curriculum’

333. Document a44(b), p [31]
334. Document a44(b), p [31]
335. Document A16(a), p33
336. Document A16(a), p35
337. Document a44(b), p[85]
338. Document a44(b), p[85]
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and provided critical questions for schools to ask in bringing the Mataiahika to
life.”

In the 2025 framework, Mataiahika no longer emphasises working with tangata
whenua in the same way. Instead, Mataiahika is expressed as [r]elationships for
learning’ and states ‘the relevance of the curriculum for students is enhanced
when it draws on mutually beneficial local relationships and contexts to support
learning’**® Noting that ‘students learn best when they experience a sense of
belonging), the revised Mataiahika provides that ‘building educationally powerful
connections and relationships between parents, whanau, and schools is vital for
each student’s ongoing learning and success’ Finally it records that ‘[s]chools
and kura, working with hapt and iwi, may choose to include local matauranga in
their teaching and learning programmes’**

In some ways, the 2025 framework’ focus on the educational benefits of contex-
tualising learning and relationship-building is reminiscent of the 2023 framework,
with both emphasising the importance of fostering students’ sense of belonging
and the importance of strong relationships between a school and its community.
However, the previous emphasis in the 2023 framework on engaging with tangata
whenua specifically is diminished. Whereas Matainuku in the 2023 framework
called schools to protect taonga Maori, and engage with whanau, hapt, and iwi
to incorporate te reo, tikanga, and matauranga Maori, Matainuku in the 2025
framework makes no mention of taonga Maori or engaging with tangata whenua
at all. Instead, the aho Matairangi and Mataiahika merely state that ‘[s]chools
and kura, working with hapa and iwi, may choose to include local matauranga in
their teaching and learning programmes’ (emphasis added).”* In our view, the
2025 framework’s permissive language reduces the 2023 framework’s emphasis
on the importance of working with hapt and iwi to embed matauranga Maori in
classroom learning. As Associate Professor Manning and Mr Holloway told us, the
language ‘may choose’ affords ‘no guarantee that any given school will engage with
mana whenua whose rohe encompasses the school’s site’*** This concern is height-
ened when considered alongside the removal of school boards’ treaty obligations,
as we discuss in section 4.4.2.2.

To explain why the former emphasis on working with local hapu and iwi was
important, we outline some of the evidence we heard from claimant and inter-
ested party witnesses regarding the importance of these relationships - from both
a school and iwi perspective. We begin with Dr Raewyn Mahara, an educator with
over 30 years experience and General Manager, Maatauranga (Education and
Pathways) at Te Whakakitenga o Waikato.®

339. Document a44(b), p [85]
340. Document A16(a), p51
341. Document A16(a), p51
342. Document A16(a), p51
343. Document A16(a), pp 35, 51
344. Document A46, p2

345. Document A31, p2
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Whakapapa of Te Mataiaho

([ mataiahia | r

The whakapapa of the 2023 Te Mataiaho framework (see doc A44(b), p [29])

In her evidence, Dr Mahara stated ‘Te Maataiao (2023) enabled genuine Iwi-
School Partnerships by placing Te Tiriti o Waitangi and inclusion at the founda-
tion of the curriculum vision, emphasising partnership with tangata whenua and
the importance of every learner’s identity and belonging’*** “This foundation, she
told us, ‘created clear space for Waikato to work directly with schools to embed’
Waikato matauranga and tikanga, ‘iwi educational aspirations, and ‘local histories,
values, and relationships with mana whenua’” ‘Because Te Maataiaho framed
identity and whakapapa as central to learning, she explained, ‘schools saw iwi
engagement not as “optional” but as part of curriculum integrity’***

Dr Mahara told us ‘[tJhe implementation of Te Maataiaho enabled Waikato-
Tainui to bring together, and support, pou matauranga from marae across the
rohe to ‘reclaim [and] regenerate the maturanga that they wanted to share’ with
schools and kura.** Through this initiative, called ‘Pou Whirinaki, Dr Mahara
told us that:

mana whenua created Waikato-specific curriculum resources, strengthened cultural
competency across schools, deepened relationships between marae and education
leaders, and ensured that Waikato learners saw their identity, whakapapa, and his-
tories meaningfully reflected in everyday learning.

For Waikato learners, she told us, this meant seeing their whakapapa, whenua, and
iwi stories elevated and reflected in the learning environment. This strengthened their
sense of belonging, identity, and mana, because the curriculum affirmed their iden-
tity through relevant learning contexts, delivery and resources including as developed
by hapuu and marae such as Ngaati Wairere, Ngaati Naho, Ngaati Maahanga, Ngaati

Tamainupoo and Ngaati Mahuta.**

346. Document A31, p18
347. Document A31, p18
348. Document A31, p18
349. Document A31, p18
350. Document A31, pp18-19
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Te Mataiaho: Contents and Whakapapa

Excellent and equitable outcomes, reflecting the Treaty of
Matairangi Waitangi | Te Tiriti o Waitangi, for every student through
The guiding kaupapa inclusive, knowledge-rich teaching and learning informed by
the science of learning. (page 5)

Mataitipu The vision for students attaining their highest y
Growing a love of possible standard in educational achievement, (L”"”s‘/‘
lifelong learning providing for positive life outcomes. (page 7) )
Matainuku Making sure all students are developing the
Strong foundations capabilities, literacy and maths that are essential
for all students to support lifelong learning. (page 8)
atai The sequence of disciplinary knowledge and

rctc_luho 4 Practices to be taught to allstudents during Years ﬁ,)/{ﬁ/.‘

Sannojareasian 0-10 (learning areas) and within subjects as they W
subjects A

begin to specialise from Year 11. (page 11)

The main objective of schooling in
New Zealand is to support every
student to attain their highest possible
educational achievement and grow
alove of lifelong learning in a safe,

Mataioho Evidence-informed pedagogies and practices
School teaching and that enable all students to access and engage the
learning programmes  curriculum and progress in their learning. (page 14)

Effective assessment practices for noticing and

. % inclusive, and supportive environment.
Matairea responding to student progress and achievement  HO\ v ) 3
A focus on progress  so that learing is not left to chance, progress is < UL U D IO GBI Clic]
celebrated, and individual needs are met. (page 18) cmphasisesithelimportantyolelschools
and communities have in delivering the
Mataiahika Forming strong relationships with students, parents natlonal curriculum In ways that are
tonships for and whanau to enable supportive, inclusive learning responsive to their students’ needs.
N that recognise individual interests,
learning backgrounds, progress and achievement. (page 21)

‘matai’, meaning to observe, examine, and deliberately consider.

33

The contents and whakapapa of the 2025 framework (see doc A16(a), p33)

Through Dr Mahara’s evidence, we can see how the former emphasis in the
2023 framework on engagement with whanau, hapt, and iwi might translate into
practice. In her evidence, the processes it encouraged the preservation and trans-
mission of local matauranga, improved the cultural capacity of schools and, for
Waikato learners, strengthened their sense of belonging, mana, and identity.

We understand that another reason this local engagement was significant is that
it created space for schools to incorporate matauranga a-hapa and matauranga
a-iwi. As Associate Professor Manning and Mr Holloway reminded us, matau-
ranga is ‘situated knowledge: it sits in the rohe of particular whanau, hapa and
iwi’®" Similarly, engagement with tangata whenua regarding the incorporation of
te reo Maori in the curriculum could have created potential space to transmit local
mita or dialects of the area.

In his evidence, Heywood Kuka, tumuaki of Te Wharekura o Mauao, explained
that treating matauranga Maori as uniform ‘fails to account for the distinct histor-
ical experiences of each iwi and, in so doing, ‘undermine[s] the ability of kura
a-iwi to restore and sustain their own distinct matauranga.®” For Tauranga Moana,
he explained raupatu whenua in the nineteenth century ‘had a huge impact’:

351. Document A46, p1
352. Document A30, pp6, 7
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The flow on effects of dislocation from tirangawaewae began straight away, whereas
some other iwi only experienced that in the urbanisation drift post WWIL.

For Tauranga Moana, this resulted in lack of knowledge of whakapapa, connection
to marae and loss of te reo Maori [which] meant that the pool of elders to draw on
was small when language revitalisation efforts began in the 1980s. Students of te reo
Maori learned their language from other iwi’s fluent speakers, and the reclamation
of Tauranga Moana specific mita has been slow and challenging. There are only few
resources available for kura to use.”

Mr Kuka stated that ‘standardised frameworks do not reflect or accommodate
these differences, instead treating all Maori knowledge as uniform’™

Returning to the 2025 framework, we note it states the New Zealand Curriculum
‘supports schools to provide opportunities for students to learn tikanga Maori
and te reo Maori’”” It explains that ‘Learning Languages’ includes a te reo Maori
teaching sequence ‘to support schools to provide opportunities for students to
learn te reo Maori’*® Regarding creating responsive environments, it also states
that ‘[lJanguage development and expression are supported across all learning
areas’ and that ‘[t]eachers create meaningful opportunities for students to connect
with and use their languages, including te reo Maori’” Finally, it makes clear that
‘[s]chools are encouraged, but not required, to offer language learning opportun-
ities in Years 7-10"** However, as for matauranga and tikanga Maori, references
to te reo Maori in the 2025 framework are no longer accompanied by references
to the Crown’s active protection of taonga Maori, as was provided in the 2023
framework.™

Stepping back, when we reviewed the 2023 framework, the language describing
the various aho and how they worked together conjured up very clear imagery
for us of a living relationship framework. At the heart was the treaty represented
by the outer ring of the tohu as an overarching guide. Each of the seven aho in
the whakapapa were then carefully described to ensure their unique essence was
captured. While each aho had a specific purpose on its own, only when woven
together in the school curriculum would they give life to Te Mataiaho. In contrast,
the 2025 framework, to us, seems lifeless. The treaty is no longer at the heart of
the framework as its guiding kaupapa. Each aho has also been described very dif-
ferently from before, meaning they now embody a very different essence and are
quite disjointed. We struggle to see how the aho, as currently described, could be
woven together to give life to the original vision.

In sum, while the treaty is still present in the 2025 framework, its relevance is no
longer explicitly connected to the Crown’s broader treaty obligations in the context

353. Document A30, pp6-7
354. Document A30, p7
355. Document A16(a), p35
356. Document A16(a), p 42
357. Document A16(a), p 47
358. Document A16(a), P42
359. See doc a44(b), p [30]
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of education, such as the active protection of taonga Maori. Moreover, while refer-
ences to matauranga Maori remain, the former emphasis on schools working with
tangata whenua to incorporate local content from te ao Maori is expressed per-
missively (‘may choose’) rather than as an integral process to ensure curriculum
integrity. This is a far cry from the 2023 framework, which asked school leaders to
hold themselves accountable to the treaty and their communities as they set and
reviewed their school curriculum. On balance, we consider the treaty is no longer
at the heart of the framework. As we discuss next, these changes regarding the
visibility of the treaty in the 2025 framework sit alongside the removal of school
boards’ treaty obligations.

4.4.2.2 The removal of school boards’ treaty obligations
In our view, to understand the potential impact of the New Zealand Curriculum
revisions, one must also consider the context of the Crown’s removal of school
boards’ treaty obligations. As will be discussed further in our forthcoming stage
two, part 11 report, Parliament in November 2025 repealed section 127(1)(d) of the
Education and Training Act 2020, which previously provided that an objective
of school boards was to ensure each school ‘gives effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi,
including by working to ensure ‘its plans, policies, and local curriculum reflect
local tikanga Maori, matauranga Maori, and te ao Maori’ and ‘taking all reasonable
steps to make instruction available in tikanga Maori and te reo Maori’ (emphasis
added).*®

At hearing, Dr Ford told us the curriculum changes and the removal of school
boards’ treaty obligations were ‘closely interrelated” as both reforms ‘deprioritise
the status of te Tiriti o Waitangi in education’ and ‘played out within a wider pat-
tern of similar actions that seek to erase te reo, tikanga, matauranga Maori . . . and
marginalise Maori histories’*® Mr Holloway similarly described the curriculum
changes as ‘compound[ing] the effect of the removal of section 127(1)(d)’ as the
‘the statutory obligation to give effect to Te Tiriti has been removed from school
boards, and the curriculum mechanism through which schools would have given
effect to that obligation in practice is also being dismantled’*” In addition, Ms
Moss highlighted the Crown’s removal of references to the local curriculum from
section 127, stating that ‘[t]he localisation of curriculum is how schools and their
communities give effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi in their settings, by working in
relationship with tangata whenua, with mana whenua in their area’®

In his evidence, Mr McDonald explained that section 127(1)(d) in practice
‘[s]lupported the inclusion of matauranga Maori and te reo Maori in curriculum
design, ‘[r]equired meaningful engagement with mana whenua and Maori com-
munities, and ‘[e]nabled leaders to prioritise culturally responsive and relational

360. Education and Training Act 2020, s127(1)(d) (version as at 22 October 2025)
361. Transcript 4.1.1, pp28-29

362. Document A18, p9

363. Document A10, p 4
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approaches to teaching and learning*** As the presiding member of the Rototuna
High Schools’ Board, Mr McDonald told us his schools had given effect to the
treaty by (among other initiatives) ‘{m]aintaining a close and ongoing relation-
ship with Ngati Wairere’ and including te reo Maori in the school curriculum and
kapa haka in everyday learning, ‘reflecting a commitment to normalising Maori
language and cultural practice within everyday learning’** Mr McDonald stated
that such initiatives were supported by section 127(1)(d) but that its removal had
‘creat[ed] a different environment’**® While some schools, such as his, would
‘continue to prioritise te Tiriti, this would ‘increasingly depend on the values and
capabilities of individual leaders and boards, rather than a clear and consistent
expectation across the system™” In his view, this would increase ‘the risk of incon-
sistency across schools.*®

Mr McDonald’s evidence illustrates how the 2023 framework complemented
school boards’ treaty obligations by encouraging schools to engage with tangata
whenua to incorporate matauranga Maori, tikanga Maori, and te reo Maori in
their school curriculum. While separate, the removal of section 127(1)(d) rein-
forces the risk introduced by the 2025 framework changes that schools may treat
engagement with tangata whenua and the incorporation of matauranga Maori as a
‘nice to have’ In the next part, we turn to consider te ao Maori content included in
the draft learning areas themselves.

4.4.2.3 The draft learning areas
As noted in section 4.4.2.1 our understanding is the 2023 framework encouraged a
process by which schools would work to integrate locally significant matauranga,
reo, and tikanga into school teaching and learning. This was a more flexible
approach than the knowledge-rich curriculum and would have left a degree of dis-
cretion with schools regarding the content to be taught. As Ms Cleaver explained,
while the refreshed learning areas ‘had a focus on students understanding the
value of matauranga Maori, and on the use of contexts that draw on matauranga
Maori . . . what students would be taught was for the most part in the hands of
schools and teachers, noting the importance of working with local hapi and iwi’**

As noted in section 4.4.2.2, the importance of incorporating matauranga,
tikanga, and te ao Maori in the school curriculum was also reflected in school
boards’ treaty obligations in section 127(1)(d) of the Education and Training Act
2020 (now removed).

In contrast, the draft knowledge-rich learning areas stipulate in more detail
the knowledge and practices related to te ao Maori that must be taught across
schools. As Ms Cleaver described, ‘the knowledge-rich New Zealand Curriculum

364. Document A21, p11
365. Document A21, p12
366. Document A21, p13
367. Document A21, p13
368. Document A21, p13
369. Document A44, p28
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is designed to be specific about the knowledge from te ao Maori that must be
taught to all students, by any teacher, in State and State-integrated schools’”®
This approach, she noted, would mean ‘schools and teachers do not have to work
this out for themselves, and all students have access to the same base level of
knowledge.”"

To illustrate the knowledge-rich approach, Ms Cleaver provided examples of
the ‘teaching content connected to te a0 Maori’ in the draft knowledge-rich learn-
ing areas.”” For the Arts learning area, this included ‘engaging with historical and
contemporary artworks and practices from Aotearoa New Zealand including Toi
Maori as well as specific content for each year level.” This included, for example:

» learning about the ‘[f]eatures of waiata (eg call and response, repeated
phrases)’ and its ‘role in tukanga’ as part of Music in Year 3.”*

» learning that, in te ao Maori, the structures of performances ‘have specific
meaning and tukanga and may connect to specific parakau or whakapapa
(eg learning basic mau rakau stances, using poi to explore rhythm and com-
munication)’ as part of Performing Arts in Year 4.7

» exploring ‘how diverse cultural performances (eg kapa haka) use specific
structural conventions (eg waiata, haka, poi) to convey cultural narratives,
which are connected to tukanga and expressed through elements such as
ihi, wehi, and wana’ in Performing Arts in Year 7376

Regarding the draft Science learning area, Ms Cleaver highlighted the draft pur-
pose statement. This provided that students: ‘engage with science as a dynamic,
evidence-based discipline shaped by empirical inquiry, peer critique, and social
and cultural contexts’; and ‘learn that science is a human endeavour shaped by
people from many times, places, and cultures, and that diverse perspectives,
including te ao Maori, can enrich scientific thinking and practice’”” Ms Cleaver
highlighted further how te ao Maori content had been explicitly incorporated into
strands of learning in the Science learning area, including:

» using Maori musical instruments (such as pitatara and koauau) in inves-
tigating the production of sound and vibration in Year 3 Practice in the
‘Matter Interactions and Energy strand’;”*

» education on Matariki in Year 4 Know and Practice and Maramataka in
Year 5 Know as part of the ‘Earth and Space’ strand;”’

370. Document A44, p30

371. Document A44, pp31-32

372. Document A44(a), from p1

373. Document A44(a), p2; see doc A60, pp 235, 237
374. Document A44(a), p2; doc A60, p241

375. Document A44(a), p2; doc A460, p246

376. Document A44(a), p2; doc A60, p252

377. Document a44(a), p8; doc A60, p267
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» references to patu and ngira in the context of ‘[i]nterpreting how tools are
designed to concentrate force over a surface area to improve effectiveness’ in
Year 8 Practices in the ‘Motion and Forces strand’;**°

» references to indigenous flora and fauna (such as tatae kéhua, kowhai,
kakapo, tuatara, and wéta) as part of the Organism Diversity across multiple
year levels, and in Body System for Years 2 and 3;™"

» references to indigenous flora and fauna as part of the Ecosystems learning
strand for multiple year levels, including content covering the introduction
of kumara to Aotearoa New Zealand by Whakaotirangi (Tainui) in the 1300s
(Year 2 Know), ‘[e]valuating ways humans can positively impact ecosystems
and communicating actions that support kaitiakitanga’ (Year 7 Practices),
learning that ‘[i]ndigenous knowledge systems, such as matauranga Maori,
are often founded on long-term observations of environmental patterns,
such as the use of ‘nga tohu o te taiao’ to monitor seasonal changes and
the health of ecosystems (Year 9 Knowledge), ‘[o]bserving local nga tohu
o te taiao, such as the flowering of certain plants or bird migrations, and
explaining why these indicators can be used to understand and predict
other environmental changes using an ecosystem model (Year 9 Practices),
and reference to the work of Professor Marama Muru-Lanning in exploring
‘matauranga Maori as environmental knowledge, linking Indigenous per-
spectives to ecological science’ in Year 10 (Knowledge).”

In the draft Health and Physical Education learning area, Ms Cleaver high-
lighted that Year 4 students would be taught that in te ao Maori heads are tapu and
Year 10 students would learn about ki o rahi, including the kaupapa that underpins
it.** Year 10 also included a focus on outdoor engagement on ‘environmental stew-
ardship (tiakitanga)’ and building ‘meaningful connections with communities.***
Ms Clever noted Maori games (such as haka, poi, waka ama, and mau rakau) were
also included as example contexts for Years o-10.**

Mr McDonald, Chief Executive of Physical Education New Zealand, provided
evidence concerning the draft Health and Physical learning area specifically.*** He
informed us that historically the Physical Education learning area had ‘enabled the
inclusion of te ao Maori and matauranga Maori, including through the holistic
concept of hauora, which has been a foundational component of the curriculum
for several decades’*”

While the Physical Education learning area was not developed during the
refresh, we understand the 2007 New Zealand Curriculum featured hauora as one
of four underlying concepts ‘at the heart” of the learning area. There, hauora was

380. Document a44(a), p9; doc A60, p 288

381. Document A44(a), pp 9-10; doc A60, pp 274, 275, 282, 301
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described as ‘a Maori philosophy of well-being that includes the dimensions taha
wairua, taha hinengaro, taha tinana, and taha whanau, each one influencing and
supporting the others’** Mr McDonald told us the revised Health and Physical
Education draft ‘removes hauora from its core framework, representing a signifi-
cant departure from the current curriculum where it has been a foundational
concept’*™ In his view, this change ‘significantly reduces the presence and influ-
ence of Maori frameworks within Physical Education’”’

A similar view was expressed in an article by Professor Anne-Marie Jackson,
Dr Nicole Penetito-Hemara, Associate Professor Jeremy Hapeta, Dr Ihirangi
Heke, Associate Professor Te Hurinui Karaka-Clarke, and Professor Brendan
Hokowhitu in the professional practice journal, The Physical Educator, cited by
Mr McDonald.* While ‘Maori concepts sit on the page’ of the draft learning area,
the article stated, they ‘fail to breach the “knowledge-rich” framework®” Like
Mr McDonald, a central concern of the article related to hauora: Quoting its co-
authors, the article stated:

Dr Te Hurinui Karaka-Clarke explains that hauora reflects balance and responsibil-
ity. It links tinana, wairua, hinengaro, and whanau. Without it, akonga complete tasks
but lose chances to explore who they are. This weakens the core of HPE [Health and
Physical Education]. Dr Karaka-Clarke further clarifies that ‘when hauora disappears,
we do not simply lose a concept; we lose a worldview that has long sustained wellbe-
ing in Aotearoa’ More importantly, he explains, ‘in te a0 Maori, movement is never
just mechanical; it is relational, therefore, in removing hauora we are also removing
an anchor whereby teachers build meaningful and relational learning experiences.

Further, an unforeseen consequence of the absence of hauora in the draft is the
potential disruption to tertiary programmes that rely on holistic models. Fields such
as health and sport, social work and teacher education depend on these integrated
concepts of wellbeing. Curriculum settings need to stay aligned with the knowledge

akonga require for their professional futures.’”

Later, the article noted that while ‘competencies necessary to thrive physically,
mentally, and socially’ had been emphasised, the draft omitted any reference to
wairuatanga or the ‘spiritual’ dimension of wellbeing.”* The authors noted:

[1]f PE is no longer a space to express wairua, then the ‘te ao kori’ content in the
draft will inevitably become tokenistic and devoid of meaning. Activities such as haka,
poi, waka ama, and Ki-o-Rahi become mechanistic and robotic cultural performances

388. Document A60, p25
389. Document A21, pp 6-7
390. Document A21, p6
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that are stripped of the ihi, wehi, and wana that give them life. In practice terms, this

approach diminishes rather than enhances the mana of tangata whenua.*

The article raised further concerns regarding the draft learning area’s treat-
ment of takaro and purakau, raising concern that they ‘are treated as activities
to do, rather than ancestral practices that carry whakapapa, memory, joy, and
regulation’®® Quoting Dr Penetito-Hemara, the article stated that ‘without
intentional Maori-led design, the curriculum risked ‘silenc[ing] some of the most
powerful hauora practices we have: ptrakau as pedagogy, takaro as regulation/
identity formation, and embodied learning that celebrates and strengthens te ira
tangata.® In conclusion, the authors stated, ‘[a] fundamental consensus emerges
— the proposed draft, at its core, devalues movement education by stripping it of its
inherent cultural and holistic meaning.**

In his brief, Mr McDonald was also concerned that splitting Health and Physical
Education into discrete areas of knowledge ‘risk[ed] narrowing how wellbeing and
physical education is understood and taught’® In his view, the approach might
also ‘limit the ability of educators to deliver learning that reflects the relational
and interconnected nature of wellbeing, particularly as understood within te ao
Maori.**

In addition, Mr McDonald raised concerns regarding how matauranga Maori
had been ‘positioned within the draft curriculum, noting its inclusion was not
always ‘well aligned with the structure or intent of the learning area.*”' He noted:

[T]here is a clear tension between the inclusion of matauranga Maori and the move
towards a standardised, nationally consistent curriculum. In my view, matauranga
Maori is inherently contextual and relational, and does not easily align with a model
that requires uniform delivery across all schools.

What this creates, in practice, is a contradiction. Matauranga Maori is included in
the draft, but without the conditions needed for it to be understood or applied in a
meaningful way. It gives the impression that content has been inserted without a clear
or coherent framework, rather than being carefully integrated in a way that reflects
the depth and context of matauranga Maori. It is almost as though someone has sim-
ply put some ideas into ChatGPT and then decided where to place matauranga.*”*

Other claimant and interested party witnesses provided more general observa-
tions regarding the direction of the knowledge-rich curriculum and the draft New
Zealand Curriculum learning areas. Ms Hayward, for example, informed us the

395. Document A21(a), p15
396. Document A21(a), p11
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six draft learning areas were ‘so far removed from the values and needs of New
Zealand students that tweaking them is not a viable option’*” In her view, the
drafts were ‘fundamentally flawed due to a lack of transparent, genuine co-design
with the education professionals who best understand our learners.** She noted
that where tikanga had been included, such as tapu in Health, it ‘appear[ed] as
isolated facts rather than a cohesive, integrated worldview’*”

Mr Heremia, principal of Te Wharekura o Rakaumanga, told us that at this kura
‘tikanga Maori and matauranga Maori are not supplementary to learning - they
are the epistemological foundation from which all proceeds.** The Kiingitanga
principles of Whakaiti (humility), Whakapono (trust and faith), Aroha (love and
respect), Rangimaarie (peace and calm), Manaakitanga (caring), Kotahitanga
(unity), and Mahi Tahi (collaboration) were not just ‘values we teach about” but
‘the values we teach through'*” In his view, the 2025 framework ‘treats matau-
ranga Maori primarily as a perspective to be “incorporated” or “interwoven” into
mainstream learning areas, rather than an independent, equal, and self-sufficient
knowledge system’**® At his wharekura, Mr Heremia emphasised, matauranga
Maori is not woven into the curriculum, ‘[i]t is the loom’**® He reinforced that
reducing ‘matauranga Maori to supplementary examples within a knowledge-rich
curriculum framework, rather than recognising it as an epistemological founda-
tion, directly threatens the curriculum model on which kura a-iwi are built.*°

Ms Moss, in turn, told us the ‘drafts under consultation are unfit for purpose’
and ‘knowledge-impoverished’ rather than knowledge rich.** She said that,
under ‘Te Tiriti o Waitangi, tamariki Maori have rights to all their taonga’ and
that including these taonga ‘in mana orite, with the English language and ways of
knowing and being, at a national level is arguably the most effective way of ensur-
ing Te Tiriti is upheld in teaching and learning in the classroom’** However, she
informed us, the draft learning areas ‘follow the same trends’” seen in the English
and Mathematics and Statistics learning areas, ‘where there is less te reo and
matauranga Maori than in current curriculum guidance and indeed less tha[n]
in classroom practice, where the use of te reo Maori is normalised’*” In her view,
the drafts did not ‘adequately reflect our people, communities’ or ‘give effect to Te

2414

Tiriti o Waitangi.
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Ms Cleaver acknowledged one of the ‘broad themes’ from the Ministry of
Education’s initial analysis of feedback received from consultation on the 2025
framework and six draft learning areas to mid-January 2026 included insuf-
ficient inclusion of “Te Ao Maori/matauranga Maori content.*” The Crown in
its closing submissions similarly noted the Ministry of Education had received
feedback through consultation on the draft curriculum ‘that there may be some
additional knowledge from te ao Maori that should be included’ The Crown noted
the Ministry of Education, as it worked to finalise the New Zealand Curriculum
content, would ‘review the knowledge from te ao Maori (including the minimum
level of te reo Maori specified to be taught through the mandatory learning areas)
that was in the draft curriculum content.

We note that, in her written answers, Ms Cleaver also informed the Tribunal
that one of the matters she had discussed with Dr Ngata was ‘the need for Te
Mataiaho Whakapapa to infuse the learning areas themselves, and that the draft
learning areas being consulted on have not yet achieved this’*” She said this obser-
vation aligned with feedback received during consultation.”® In their reply sub-
missions, Te Riu Roa and Nga Kura a Iwi argued Ms Cleaver’s evidence ‘directly
contradict[ed]’ the Crown’s argument that the treaty remained ‘substantially
embedded in the curriculum’ This was because, in their submission, Ms Cleaver’s
acknowledgement ‘establishes that Te Mataiaho as released for public consultation
is structurally disconnected from the learning areas it is said to govern’*”

In sum, at the time of hearing, we heard the 2025 framework fell short of expec-
tations regarding the importance of incorporating local matauranga, tikanga,
and te reo Maori in school teaching and learning. We also heard these changes
overlapped with, and were compounded by, the removal of school boards’ treaty
obligations. Where content from te ao Maori had been incorporated into the
draft learning areas, particularly for Health and Physical Education, claimant and
interested party witnesses were concerned that it would be taught as isolated facts
rather than part of a holistic and rich worldview. In the next section, we consider
whether the volume of content prescribed in the draft learning areas, alongside
minimum teaching times for reading, writing and mathematics, may inhibit
teachers” capacity to meaningfully incorporate broader content from te ao Maori
in their teaching and learning programmes - that is, to go beyond the minimum
prescribed content in the draft curriculum.

4.4.2.4 Loss of curriculum flexibility

Ms Cleaver in her evidence explained that, while the draft curriculum learning
areas would prescribe a base level of content to be taught in schools, schools could
also ‘choose to go beyond the base level” to ‘include a wider range of knowledge
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and contexts from te ao Maori, including local matauranga Maori working with
hapi and iwi’*** However, we also heard the volume of content to be taught year-
on-year, alongside mandatory teaching times for reading, writing, and mathemat-
ics, would effectively erode any time teachers might have to work with tangata
whenua and meaningfully incorporate teaching and learning from te ao Maori.

For example, Ms Hayward told us the mandatory teaching times for English
and Mathematics creates a ‘practical impossibility’*' As noted in section 2.4.1,
in December 2023 Minister Stanford added ‘[t]eaching-time requirements’ to
the national curriculum, requiring schools to provide students in Years o-8 with
‘10 hours per week of teaching and learning in writing and reading, or panui
and tuhituhi’ and ‘5 hours per week of teaching and learning in mathematics or
pangarau’*”

Ms Hayward explained the requirements meant that if a teacher wanted to
‘borrow’ time mandated for English and Mathematics to teach other topics, such
as Physical Education, then they would be expected ‘to teach explicit literacy or
numeracy within that [borrowed] session’*” However, in her view the content
within the other draft learning areas, such as Health and Physical Education, was
itself ‘very specific and prescriptive.** Under these twin constraints, she stated
it would be ‘unrealistic for teachers to effectively integrate te reo, tikanga, and
explicit literacy/numeracy simultaneously’.*” As Ms Hayward explained:

While it may be possible to integrate some aspects of learning, doing so in a mean-
ingful way takes careful planning and time. In this case, the expectation is that inte-
gration will also meet specific and prescribed requirements for multiple learning areas
at once. This makes it difficult to ensure that students are receiving sufficient depth
in any one area, because the teacher is required to divide attention across competing
demands within the same lesson.

As a result, although the timetables suggest flexibility, in practice that flexibility is
limited. The requirement to meet both the subject-specific content and the explicit
literacy and numeracy expectations within the same time creates a situation where it
is difficult to do either effectively.***

In other words, even though teachers may ‘choose’ to incorporate local matau-
ranga in their teaching and learning programmes to supplement and enrich
existing content, the mandated teaching times for reading, writing and mathemat-
ics alongside the prescribed content in the learning areas may mean that schools
have less flexibility to do this in practice.
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Another factor identified by witnesses that may undermine teachers’ capacity
to meaningfully incorporate additional content from te ao Maori was the volume
of content already contained in the draft learning areas. Ms Hayward, for exam-
ple, told us that ‘[w]hile the curriculum materials present as allowing flexibility,
in reality that flexibility is constrained by the cumulative volume of prescribed
learning required to be delivered across the year’*” In her view, this would ‘create
significant challenges in supporting the delivery of high-quality, responsive teach-
ing that meets the needs of learners’ and would place ‘sustained pressure on teach-
ers to prioritise coverage over depth.** Sharing a similar concern, Mr Holloway’
stated: In my professional experience as a secondary teacher, a curriculum that
is so deterministic in specifying where learners must be, and how they must get
there, reduces a teacher’s capacity to respond to their learners’ individual needs.*”

In his view, ‘one of the outcomes of this curriculum development process’ was
that ‘we have ended up with a curriculum which is very narrow in orientation,
that is highly achievement driven with a massive emphasis on stepping children
through stages and keeping them up.™® In his view, this was reminiscent of an
approach used in the past: ‘[t]his is national standards on steroids, and we know
what happened with national standards™ During that period, he described,
‘achievement levels nose dived.*”

In a reply brief, Associate Professor Manning and Mr Holloway noted Ms
Cleaver’s position that the level of detail in the draft learning areas ‘makes it
easier for schools and teachers to plan their programmes (ie they don’t have to
work out for themselves what to teach to achieve the intended learning outcomes)’
and ensure access to a consistent body of knowledge.*’ In Associate Professor
Manning and Mr Holloway’s view, this was ‘precisely the concern** They stated
the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum

required teachers to engage with mana whenua to develop locally grounded cur-
riculum. The Ministry invested significantly in supporting that engagement through
Curriculum Leads and regional hui with iwi and hapt. Removing that requirement
in the name of consistency displaces meaningful Treaty partnership in favour of a
nationally uniform, centrally prescribed content model.*”

While we discuss the draft Social Sciences curriculum further in section 4.5,
we note Associate Professors Manning and Mahuika also told us the curriculum
changes reflected a ‘shift away from a localised — Aotearoa-centric — curriculum

427. Document A16, p 6
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towards a congested, standardised, Eurocentric curriculum’ where ‘[aJkonga will
be required to regurgitate “facts’, when history by its very nature is contested.”*
Ms Jarman similarly expressed that the curriculum was ‘so heavily packed with
its knowledge rich content’ that it was ‘hard to imagine that teachers will have the
time to venture outside of what has been prescribed’*” In an article published in
the Spinoff on 2 December 2025, history teacher Dr Bronwyn Houliston, Karena
Ngata, secondary school kaiako at Rotorua Girls’ High School with 20 years’
experience across both Maori-medium and English-medium education, and Ms
Jarman together similarly stated that the volume of content ‘prescribed also leaves
little space for the teaching of local histories.*

In other words, even though teachers may ‘choose’ to incorporate local matau-
ranga in their teaching and learning programmes and the framework emphasises
the importance of creating responsive learning environments, the volume of
content to be taught across the learning areas may mean teachers have little to no
time to do so in practice.

Other witnesses also expressed concerns regarding the impact of the curriculum
reforms on teacher and school agency. From a school perspective, Maia Cooper
explained how Moerewa Primary School, where she is principal, incorporated
matauranga into its curriculum. Ms Cooper explained her school, where 97 per
cent of students are Maori, had a marau (curriculum) grounded in the school’s
whanau, physical landscape, and Ngati Hine matauranga.”” In practice, she
explained, this focus translated into education on ‘tiaki taiao, rangahau on whaka-
papa, and learning Te Ngeri a Kawiti:*** Ms Cooper was concerned the curriculum
reforms would constrain the ability of her kura to design the marau they wanted:

The Government will question and pull apart your practice and dictate your marau
so you do not have the space to do what you want, or so they can run certain interven-
tions for perceived failures. This arises where the school and the Government do not
value the same thing — and it is clear we currently do not value the same things.**

Ms Ngata stated the draft curriculum was ‘crowded with prescribed content
drawn from Eurocentric knowledge traditions, leaving limited space for localised
curriculum or meaningful engagement with matauranga Maori:*** Ms Ngata
said the curriculum ‘repositions Maori knowledge as peripheral rather than
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foundational’*” In her view, the ‘curriculum changes will reduce the depth and
authenticity of Maori content, limit engagement with local iwi, and contribute
to the continued marginalisation of matauranga Maori’*** Ms Ngata said those
‘actions reverse progress made toward addressing historical harm and reassert
Crown control over knowledge, curriculum, and decision-making** She said that
the revised curriculum ‘constrains kaiako and undermines earlier reforms that
enabled partnership with mana whenua’**

Mr Kuka told us a prescriptive, standardised curriculum approach does not
align with the vision and kaupapa of kura-a-iwi as it would undermine their mana
motuhake to design, deliver and assess learning that reflected the aspirations and
priorities whanau, hapi, and iwi have for their uri.*”” He told us that his wharekura
was established in 2010 ‘to serve whanau and their uri of Ngati Ranginui, Ngai
Te Rangi and Ngati Pukenga, alongside ‘uri from outside of these iwi that reside
within the wider Tauranga Moana rohe’ who ‘wanted to maintain a kaupapa Maori
and full immersion education pathway into secondary school education’*** The
establishment of the wharekura, he stated, was ‘an expression of mana motuhake
to ensure our uri could be educated in a way that reflects our iwi histories, values
and aspirations, rather than being required to fit within mainstream education
models.**

As a kura a-iwi, Mr Kuka explained, Te Wharekura o Mauao ‘runs a highly
localised curriculum grounded in the aspirations of our whanau, hapt and iwi,
and in matauranga tuku iho specific to our rohe!” ‘Te reo Maori, tikanga and
matauranga in our kura are not generic; he stated, but ‘specific to our community
and its histories, places and kawa.*" In practice, he explained, their marau includes
matapono such as kanohi kitea ‘modelled by kaimahi and taught by attending
kaupapa on our local marae or in our rohe. Uri learn through service, including
involvement in kaupapa such as Poukai, service to marae and attendance at kau-
papa a-rohe.*”” Kaitiakitanga is also ‘embedded’ in the marau through ‘hands-on
learning, such as maintaining and restoring our kura wetlands, Kakawai, and
implementing the cultural narrative[s] around this area that were lost in the
confiscations.*” He explained that ‘[u]ri also undertake research into Tauranga
Harbour pipi beds, including surveying local hapit and marae on the traditional

harvesting times’**
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Mr Kuka shared with us that the community had given the kura ‘a clear direc-
tive about what they want their tamariki to learn, how they should learn it, and
what achievement looks like in our context, meaning the indicators of success at
Te Wharekura o Mauao ‘are different to kura aunoa [mainstream school], different
from other kura outside our organisations, and in some respects different from
other kura a-iwi’*” This included the aspirations of ‘[tJukuihotanga’ - that ‘[w]e
grow and develop the next generation to fill every role on the marae’ and ‘[u]ri
leave with a strong sense of belonging and connection to their people, places, and
identity’ — and ‘[m]atauranga’ - that ‘[u]ri are both qualified, and can navigate the

outside world holding Te Ao Maori and Te Reo Maori firm.***
Mr Kuka explained to us that, for his kura, ‘mana motuhake over our curricu-
lum is essential’*” He said ‘[w]e must be able to design, deliver and assess learning
in ways that reflect our iwi and hapori priorities, rather than being required to fit

within centrally defined templates.”* He explained:

Mana motuhake over what our marau looks like enables uri to call on kaupapa
in their own lives to contribute to their journey through education. In practice, this
includes engagement in kaupapa such as Te Tau Wairua 2018, and the 160-year com-
memorations of the battle of Pukehinahina and Te Ranga 2024. These are not sim-
ply topics learnt by in-class teaching, but lived experiences that ground learning in
identity.

Prescribed curriculum frameworks, and the ways they require teaching and assess-
ment to occur, risk rendering these lived, place-based experiences irrelevant or sec-

o : . o 459
ondary, undermining the very outcomes our kura is designed to achieve.

The curriculum changes, and the removal of school boards’ treaty obligations,
he lamented, ‘strike at the very foundation upon which kura a iwi were built.**
While presented as ‘widening space for te ao Maori, the practical effect of the
changes would be to ‘standardise and centralise what counts as valid curriculum
and assessment.*®" Such standardisation, he continued, ‘removes local voice’ and
‘limits’ the ability of his kura to ‘design our curriculum around our own tukuiho-
tanga and kura huna*” Instead, he said, ‘our localised knowledge is required to
fit within pre-set national structures and subject frameworks . . . affect[ing] our
ability to prioritise and centre kaupapa that are integral to our marau’*® This was
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‘particularly concerning for kura a-iwi, he stated, ‘because we deliberately main-
tain iwi-differentiated matauranga’***

Ms Cleaver outlined the ‘broad themes’ from the Ministry of Education’s initial
analysis of feedback received from consultation on the 2025 framework and six
draft learning areas to mid-January 2026. These included (among other things) the
‘[v]olume of content vs the teaching time, which she noted was ‘almost universally
raised, as well as the ‘[d]egree of prescription, reducing teacher agency and local-
ised curriculum flexibility’*” In its closings, the Crown similarly acknowledged
the Ministry of Education had received consultation feedback ‘that there is too
much content specified nationally’ which might ‘mean there is no time and space
to meaningfully include local knowledge and context (or other knowledge and
contexts that matter to their students)’*** In its closing submissions, the Crown
noted ‘[t]he Ministry’s intention is that these concerns will be carefully considered
through the revision process.*”

To recap, while we understand the refreshed New Zealand Curriculum for the
most part would not have stipulated the matauranga Maori to be taught in each
school, it did encourage a process through which schools would work with local
whanau, hapt, and iwi to incorporate locally significant matauranga, tikanga, and
reo into the curriculum. Building relationships with tangata whenua was not just
about incorporating local content, but about encouraging a process that would
ensure it was incorporated with integrity, respecting the kaitiaki role of tangata
whenua. In comparison, witnesses in this inquiry raised concerns that the degree
of prescription in the revised knowledge-rich learning areas might unduly con-
strain schools’ curriculum flexibility, inhibiting their ability to work with tangata
whenua to incorporate locally significant matauranga, tikanga, and te reo and
reflect the aspirations of the school community in practice.

4.4.2.5 Summary

In summary, having reviewed the 2025 framework, we concluded the treaty was
both less visible and less connected to the Crown’s broader obligations in the
education context. We considered further that the 2025 framework diluted the
2023 framework’s emphasis on engaging with tangata whenua to incorporate local
tikanga, reo, and matauranga. In our view, the treaty was no longer at the heart
of the 2025 framework as a guiding kaupapa and we struggled to see how the
aho representing the seven curriculum components as currently described could
be woven together to give life to the original vision of Te Mataiaho. Surveying
the draft learning areas, we recorded witness concerns that content from te ao
Maori appeared as isolated facts, dislocated from a wider Maori worldview. While
the draft framework indicated teachers may include additional content from te
ao Maori, we noted concerns that the volume of prescribed content in the draft
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learning areas, alongside the minimum teaching times for reading, writing, and
mathematics, would inhibit teachers’ capacity to do so meaningfully in practice. In
the next section, we turn to focus on the draft Social Sciences learning area of the
New Zealand Curriculum specifically.

4.5 IN WHAT WAYs WiLL THE KNOWLEDGE-RICH SOCIAL SCIENCES
CuRRICULUM CHANGE THE WAY AOTEAROA NEW ZEALAND’S HISTORIES
ARE TAUGHT IN SCHOOLS?

4.5.1 Parties’ positions

4.5.1.1 Claimants and interested parties

Claimants and interested parties highlighted specific issues of omission and
framing in the New Zealand History content in the draft Social Sciences learn-
ing area. This included the absence of the Crown’s raupatu (land confiscations)
of the 1860s and invasion of Parihaka in 1881.*"* The New Zealand Maori Council
also took issue with the curriculum’s broader framing of European colonisation
as ‘progressive.*™ It raised further concerns that certain content in the draft cur-
riculum risked perpetuating racist myths of Maori as a ‘primitive, violent society,
including concern regarding the framing of Moriori history, moa extinction, and
descriptions of the Stone Age.””®

The New Zealand Maori Council argued what was included and excluded in the
draft curriculum presented a picture that the intended ‘re-balancing’ of its content
was in fact an effort ‘to reduce and re-colonise the narrative of Maori history as a
primitive society saved by European colonisation, all the while ignoring the harm
inflicted upon Maori by colonialism:*”" Te Riu Roa argued the changes would
reverse progress made through the introduction of the Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories curriculum, which it saw as a form of redress for the prejudice inflicted
by the Crown’s many treaty breaches.””

Interested parties also expressed significant concern with how the treaty would
be taught in the draft curriculum. The Maori Women’s Welfare League, for exam-
ple, argued its treatment ‘demonstrate[d] a narrowing of perspective’ where the
treaty was ‘framed primarily through . . . Euro-centric perspectives’ and contended
that the draft curriculum did not adequately distinguish between the Treaty and te
Tiriti.¥? The Maori Women’s Welfare League emphasised that curriculum draft-
ing choices are ‘never neutral, especially in the teaching of history’ as ‘[d]ecisions
about what is taught, whose knowledge is centred, and which narratives are
treated as authoritative shape how young people understand their country, its
constitutional foundations, and each other’””* Where ‘te Tiriti has been removed,
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the New Zealand Maori Council submitted, ‘misinformation, false narratives and
one-sided interpretations of history are permitted to enter the curriculum, mak-
ing it more likely that this misinformation is transmitted across generations.*”
The Maori Womens Welfare League raised further concern regarding the
reduced emphasis on local curriculum. It argued the position that schools ‘may’
choose to incorporporate local matauranga ‘deprioritises local Maori knowledge
by making its inclusion contingent on individual schools” and ‘shifts the practical
burden to schools, teachers, and iwi.* The result, it submitted, would be ‘incon-
sistency, while ‘some schools may continue to prioritise te Tiriti and local histories
. . . others may not.*”” Leaving ‘Maori students’ access to their own histories and
matauranga Maori . . . to chance, the Maori Women’s Welfare League submitted,
‘rather than guarantee[ing it] through the national curriculum’ is inconsistent
with the Crown’s obligations of active protection.*”*

4.5.1.2 The Crown

The Crown acknowledged changes to the Aotearoa New Zealand histories con-
tent had been ‘a source of controversy in the hearing’ and that, while the treaty
was ‘present in several places’ in the draft curriculum, ‘the manner in which this
content is expressed has been the subject of criticism, as has the absence of certain
content and the presence of other content.””” Whether Parihaka should be part of
the curriculum instead of other content in the draft, it acknowledged, was a ‘legiti-
mate question; as was the coverage of local content vis-a-vis global content.** The
Crown noted it was not suggesting ‘there are objectively correct or politically
neutral answers to such questions.**

Having made these submissions, the Crown made three points. Firstly, it sub-
mitted that at the time of its submissions the curriculum remained ‘provisional,
with ‘further quality assurance, consultation, review, and ministerial decision-
making processes’ remaining.** Officials would also be considering ‘criticisms and
perspectives expressed during this Inquiry’ as ‘part of the body of feedback’ then
under consideration.**

Secondly, the Crown noted the ‘realities of finite teaching time and curriculum
space’ required choices to be made about the content and observed that not ‘all
historical content that different groups within society may regard as important’
could be covered.***
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Lastly, regarding the decision to ‘rebalance’ the curriculum, the Crown argued
it was reasonable for the Ministry of Education and Minister Stanford to have
regard to the Education Review Office report, noting it ‘constituted a system-level
implementation evaluation drawing on a substantial and varied evidential base]
was ‘transparent about its methodology and limitations, and ‘presented both posi-
tive and critical feedback’*”

The Crown’s position was that its ‘overall approach’ to curriculum develop-
ment — as reflected in the draft content, and acknowledging further reviews and
quality assurance would still occur - fell ‘within the range of reasonable policy
choices legitimately open to the Crown in the exercise of its responsibilities for the

. . 86
national education system’*

4.5.2 Tribunal analysis

In this section, we turn to consider the draft Social Sciences learning area, focus-
ing on changes to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories content and efforts by the
Crown to ‘restore balance’ to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum.*”
We remind readers that our analysis focuses on the draft learning area, and not the
finalised version released on 12 August 2026 (see section 3.2.6). We firstly consider
whether there was sufficient justification for rebalancing the curriculum, before
considering the draft content produced for consultation. We pay close attention
to changes affecting the treaty, events and people significant to Maori, and the
incorporation of local matauranga.

4.5.2.1 The claimed need to restore balance

As noted in section 2.4.3.4, in December 2024 Minister Stanford informed Cabinet
of her plans to progress the National-AcT coalition agreement commitment to
‘restore balance’ to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum. Alongside
explicit expectations for what content would need to be taught, the revisions
would seek to rebalance the amount of time dedicated to Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories (vis-a-vis other Social Sciences subjects) and ensure the content reflected
‘a good balance of local, national, and global content’***

As noted in section 2.4.3.4, in explaining the case for change, Minister Stanford
referred in the Cabinet paper to feedback she had received from ‘parents, com-
munities, teachers, and experts’ that the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories cur-
riculum was not striking the right balance ‘in representing the rich histories of
New Zealand’s diverse peoples and communities, and to the recent findings of the
Education Review Office’s review of schools’ implementation of the Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories curriculum.**

485. Submission 3.3.32, p99

486. Submission 3.3.32, p100
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As noted in section 2.4.3.1, the Education Review Office collected its data for
the report at the end of term 3 and beginning of term 4 2023, in the first year of
schools’ implementation of the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum.*®
Not all year groups were being taught the content and, while some schools had
received input from local iwi and hapt in planning their schools’ curriculum,
many were yet to begin the journey.*” The Education Review Office found that
schools were focusing on local histories rather than national events’ and local his-
tory was sometimes being interpreted as only Maori histories.*” It found schools
were also teaching less about global events and that schools’ prioritisation of
implementing the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum was ‘crowding out
other areas of Social Sciences’*” It advised that schools would benefit from ‘more
explicit guidance around curriculum design, or a more prescriptive curriculum’**

We are of the view that the Education Review Office’s review came so early in
the implementation of the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum that there
is a very real possibility that schools were still working through their implementa-
tion of the curriculum and building relationships with tangata whenua. Schools’
focus on local and Maori history may therefore have represented a first step in a
broader journey to implement the curriculum. As the Education Review Office
reported, it ‘consistently heard’ that schools wanted ‘to build their own knowledge
of local histories before they can plan for teaching ANz [Aotearoa New Zealand’s]
Histories, and that they are wanting the support of local hapt and iwi to help
with this’ (emphasis added).*” It also found teachers consistently viewed Maori
histories as having ‘primacy’ in the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum
because they provide ‘a perspective that hasn't been evident in their school cur-
riculum before** This information tells us schools were beginning with local
and Maori histories as part of a broader process to implement the Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories curriculum and the early focus on Maori histories reflected the
fact that teaching this content had not been mandatory in schools before.

Alongside the newly mandatory curriculum content, we note the Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories curriculum was also encouraging schools to work in a new
way — to work collaboratively with local iwi and hapt to incorporate local histories
from the local rohe.*” The Education Review Office found building these relation-
ships was not easy for all schools. While it ‘heard consistently that schools wanted
to work with hapt and iwi, not all teachers felt confident they had the cultural
capabilities and understanding of tikanga to do so.*® Other schools were also
concerned about ‘overloading hapti and iwi with requests for help, particularly
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given the number of schools in their rohe, and told the Education Review Office
it takes time to build relationships with iwi and hapt and ‘that they can’t rush
the process of engagement.””” One school leader quoted by the Education Review
Office expressed that ‘you can’t build a relationship with iwi in six months. That’s a
year’s worth of work, and there’s been no support from the Ministry to do that’*

Combined, this information indicates that schools™ early focus on the local
and Maori content of the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum may have
reflected that the content was both new and, in developing and designing their
local curriculum, schools wanted to first develop meaningful and sustainable
relationships with local hapti and iwi, which took time. Indeed, this possibility
was recognised by the Education Review Office, which reported that the focus
on local and Maori history could also ‘be a matter of sequencing, as schools are
engaging with local hapi or iwi as a starting point for implementation.”” However,
this possibility was not explored further by Minister Stanford and it appears no
consideration was given to how the Crown could better support schools and hapt/
iwi in building their relationships. Instead, the overall focus on local curriculum
and engagement was reduced as we discuss further in section 4.5.2.4.

In our view, this is a missed opportunity because the Education Review Office’s
report also showed signs that the development of relationships with local iwi and
hapa had a positive impact on teachers’ confidence in delivering the Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories curriculum content. As the Education Review Office
reported, teachers’ confidence to teach the content was higher when the cur-
riculum had been developed with local iwi and hapt.”® Noticeably, iwi and hapi
perspectives on the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum and relationship
building with schools were absent from the Education Review Office’s report.
As Associate Professors Manning and Mahuika observed, ‘[o]nly one kaumatua
was interviewed’ (emphasis in original) and no iwi or hapii historians or Maori
academic experts were interviewed.” Without these perspectives, the Education
Review Office - and, by implication, the Ministry of Education and Minister
Stanford - would not have had clear information about the experience of iwi
and hapt, whether positive or negative, regarding the Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories curriculum.

Witnesses in this inquiry told us about their experiences of collaborating on
the development of local curriculum. Ms Jarman, for example, told us of about
working alongside Matua Kipa Munro of Ngati Réhia. At hearing, she explained
that, when the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum was released, Matua
Kipa received many requests from schools in the rohe and this led to the devel-
opment of “Te PG Herenga, an initiative between Ngati Réhia and all kura in Te
Riu o Ngati Rehia (the tribal boundaries of Ngati Réhia).”** Ms Jarman told us
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the initiative had been underway for three years, producing teacher guidance,
units of work, and professional development ‘centred around matauranga ki Ngati
Réhia, and was about to be launched.’” Ms Jarman told us Te Pi Herenga was ‘a
way of working . . . that meaningfully integrates purakau, waiata, pepeha, without
diminishing mana . . . and creates it in a way that will be culturally sustaining
for our tamariki’*®® We see this as a particularly powerful exemplar of the treaty
partnership in action at a community level in the context of education that can
only have widespread benefits.

As we outlined earlier, as part of realising the coalition agreement commit-
ment to ‘restore balance’ to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum,
Minister Stanford directed the Ministry of Education to make sure the draft Social
Sciences learning area reflected a ‘good balance of local, national, and global
content””” However, the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum already
required schools to teach national and global content. As the Education Review
Office reported, the Ministry’s guidance encouraged ‘teachers to choose topics
that engage students at local, national, and global levels.”™*® At hearing, Associate
Professor Manning described this approach as ‘glocalism, whereby teachers start
with the local, lived-experiences of the akonga in the classroom before build-
ing out to the region, the country, and then the globe.”” For example, Associate
Professor Manning explained, if he was teaching students about ANzAc Day, a
‘glocal’ approach might involve visiting the local cenotaph before looking at
how World War I impacted the region.””” Similarly, when teaching about climate
change, instead of beginning with the Amazon Rainforest, a ‘glocal’ approach
would begin with Pataringamotu located in his neighbourhood in Christchurch.™”

As already noted above, it is possible that schools’ focus on local histories may
have been a symptom of teething issues as part of the curriculum’s early imple-
mentation and a sign more guidance and direction was needed to emphasise the
other parts of the existing curriculum. This possibility was alluded to by Ministry
of Education officials who advised Minister Stanford that schools early prioritisa-
tion of Aotearoa New Zealand histories could be further ‘explored’” According to
officials, ‘[i]t may be that once schools are more familiar with the ANzH [Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories] content they will feel more confident to incorporate
other aspects of the social sciences learning area into their teaching’’” This view
was shared by Ms Otene who told us the ‘characterisation that schools were strug-
gling to implement localised curriculum’ was ‘not an accurate reflection’ of what
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she observed.”™ In her experience, ‘[p]rincipals understood Aotearoa Histories
formed part of the wider social sciences curriculum, rather than replacing it
and ‘localised curriculum was used as a foundation for learning, which was then
extended through comparison with other societies’™ The Minister could therefore
have considered clarifying the expectation of the existing curriculum without the
need for any changes to the existing content.

From the information available to us, another factor that neither the Ministry
of Education nor Minister Stanford appeared to consider was the potential impact
that ‘rebalancing’ the curriculum might have on akonga Maori. According to
Associate Professors Manning and Mahuika, the Ministry and Minister Stanford
seemed to have overlooked findings in the Education Review Office’s report
that ‘indicated there was also much to celebrate, including teachers” enjoyment
in teaching the content and that Maori and Pasifika students, especially, were
enjoying learning it.”'* As noted in section 2.4.3.1, the Education Review Office
report found that of all students, Maori and Pasifika were enjoying the Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories curriculum most and that this enjoyment in learning
was important because it correlated positively with academic achievement.”” The
Education Review Office reported student engagement was also ‘improved when
students can see themselves in their learning, and are learning about people like
them’” The Education Review Office ‘heard that the increased focus on Maori
histories’ had encouraged the participation of Maori students and school leaders
reported that ‘the value placed on Maori knowledge lifts Maori students’ sense of
identity, self-esteem, and mana.” Maori teachers similarly were enjoying teaching
the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum more than non-Maori teach-
ers.”” They also told the Education Review Office ‘the big ideas reflect[ed] their
experiences and understanding, which is validating’ and that the curriculum had
provided ‘opportunities for them to share their knowledge and culture with other
staff and students’” Despite these positive signs, the potential impact of changes
to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum on akonga Maori and kaiako
Maori does not appear to have been considered by the Ministry of Education or
Minister Stanford.

Lastly, Minister Stanford chose to exclude Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories con-
tent in Te Marautanga o Aotearoa from the scope of the changes.” In its October
2024 advice, the Ministry of Education recommended excluding the wahanga ako
‘because Te Takanga o Te Wa considers history from a te ao Mdori worldview’ and
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it was ‘not referred to explicitly in the associated policy’ (emphasis added).”” In
our review of the evidence, this advice stood out to us because, implicitly, it sug-
gests that akonga Maori in English-medium settings are not similarly entitled to
be taught the country’s history from a te ao Maori perspective. In our view, all
children no matter where they attend school should be entitled to learn the history
of this country from a range of perspectives, including those held in the parakau
and korero of Maori. This is especially true when teaching the colonial history of
Aotearoa New Zealand, which the vast majority of akonga Maori will learn about
in mainstream schools. This is part of what we saw the introduction of Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories curriculum addressing: bringing into the classroom the
perspectives of hapt and iwi in whose rohe the school resides.

In the sections that follow, we consider the content of the draft Social Sciences
learning area. We begin by considering the treaty, before focusing on events and
figures significant to Maori, evidence regarding the curriculum’s loss of critical
depth, and the inclusion of local matauranga.

4.5.2.2 The draft Social Sciences curriculum

In the draft Social Science curriculum, the treaty is taught under both the New
Zealand History” and ‘Civics and Society’ strands and is first introduced in the
context of Waitangi Day for Year 3.** There, Waitangi Day is described as ‘com-
memorating the first signing’ of the treaty and notes ‘[c]elebrations include cere-
monies, speeches, and festivals.”™ Associate Professors Manning and Mahuika
were critical of this framing of Waitangi Day, noting the national holiday was
not simply one of celebration and had been defined by ‘tension and protest’ for
many.”*® We agree this context is important to include, but defer to educational
experts on the most developmentally appropriate age to do so.

Further detail regarding the treaty is then provided in Year 4 where it is
described as ‘New Zealand’s founding document’ and the existence of two texts
— ‘the Treaty of Waitangi in English and te Tiriti o Waitangi in te reo Maori’ - is
first introduced.” Four perspectives on the treaty are then recorded, three Pakeha
- James Busby, William Hobson, and Henry Williams - and one Maori - Hone
Heke.”” The imbalance of this framing was criticised by the Maori Women's
Welfare League, which argued in its submissions that the content represented a
‘narrowing of perspective’ and framed the treaty primarily through the perspec-
tive of the Pakeha figures.”™

523. Document a44(e)(i), p5

524. Document A56(a), pPp103-146

525. Document A56(a), p111

526. Document A15, p21, quoting Bronwyn Houliston, ‘Why the New History Curriculum Will
Deepen Divisions in Aotearoa, 2 December 2025, The Spinoff, https://tinyurl.com/fkt6j6r7, accessed
1 September 2026

527. Document a56(a), p117

528. Document A17(a), p117

529. Submission 3.3.30, p6

196



TRIBUNAL ANALYSIS
4.5.2

We accept it is difficult to achieve the simplicity required for an audience of
young learners while also being faithful to the nuances of history. However, this
approach clearly reflects the bias in traditional historical method toward details
and perspectives derived from firsthand written accounts, or primary sources.
We agree with the Maori Womens Welfare League that, unless balanced with
perspectives gleaned from oral debates and tribal histories, the draft Year 4 cur-
riculum content is likely to produce an imbalanced and unrepresentative view of
the treaty signing, especially when considering Maori at the time of the signing
greatly outnumbered Pakeha in Aotearoa New Zealand. Over 500 rangatira across
the motu signed te Tiriti o Waitangi.”® In our view, the voices of those rangatira
have for too many years been overshadowed and misinterpreted and, if one is to
truly understand the diverse motivations for signing te Tiriti o Waitangi, atten-
tion to the perspective of tapuna signatories and those who refused to sign is vital
context. Too often, our history has been told without adequately incorporating
the perspectives and voices of Maori, which is in part what we understand the
introduction of compulsory Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories in schools and kura
sought to address.

While the Year 4 content acknowledges two texts of the treaty exist, it crucially
fails to explain that the vast majority of Maori signed the version in te reo Maori,
te Tiriti o Waitangi. As Ms Jarman observed, rangatira ‘signed and debated’ the
te reo Maori text.” We agree with Ms Jarman that the draft curriculum does
not adequately distinguish between the two treaty texts and does not explain the
significance of the distinction.” This compares to the original Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories curriculum which, Ms Jarman highlighted, noted for Years
4-6 that the two versions of the treaty ‘say different things about who would have
authority’ and that ‘Maori understandings were based on the version in te reo
Maori, which the vast majority signed’™

The Year 4 content contains further issues still. Despite specifically defining ‘the
Treaty of Waitangi’ as the English text and “Te Tiriti o Waitangi’ as the te reo Maori
text, the Year 4 content then states that ‘Hone Heke was the first Maori chief to
sign the Treaty of Waitangi’”* This was despite his signing the te reo Maori text, te
Tiriti.”” When questioned by the Tribunal as to whether she thought this descrip-
tion was sloppy or deliberate, Ms Jarman answered that it was ‘deliberate’™® We
note the misrepresentation is repeated for Year 10, where it states Tamati Waka
Nene ‘was one of the first chiefs to sign the Treaty of Waitangi’ (emphasis added).””
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In Year 6, students would then be taught that the Treaty and te Tiriti ‘are foun-
dational documents that inform the rights and responsibilities of individuals and
institutions in New Zealand’”® However, while it is true that article 3 relates to the
rights of individuals, the guarantees and obligations contained in the treaty apply
to the Crown and Maori, and not to private individuals more generally.

In Year 7, the draft curriculum provides further context regarding the ‘reasons’
for the treaty, namely:

» ‘[plost-Musket War instability and Maori efforts to secure peace’;

» He Whakaputanga - the Declaration of Independence 1835, ‘received by the

British Crown, influencing British policy in New Zealand’;

» the ‘[e]xpansion of British trade and settlers in New Zealand without formal
government’ and ‘French threat prompting concerns from some settlers’;
and

» the ‘[r]ole of the missionaries in facilitating the Treaty process.™”

We commented on this framing of the Musket Wars at hearing, noting that the
idea that Maori were desperate for a way out of musket warfare is often incorrectly
cited in favour of the argument that the rangatira willingly ceded their sovereignty
at Waitangi in 1840.>*° When asked about this, Ms Jarman confirmed that, while
the Musket Wars were part of the original Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories cur-
riculum, they were never included as a prompt for the treaty.”

In Year 10, the draft curriculum introduces the three articles of the treaty,
described as ‘Crown governance over New Zealand, ‘Maori rights to land,
resources, and taonga, and ‘equal rights and protections for Maori and non-Maori
in New Zealand’>* The draft content then states that ‘[d]ifferences between texts
have led to ongoing contentious debate over interpretation, noting ‘differing key
words and phrases and their meanings (eg sovereignty, kawanatanga, and tino
rangatiratanga)’ and how they relate to missionaries’ assurances to Maori regard-
ing ‘who would have authority and what they would have authority over’”*

At hearing, Ms Jarman expressed her concerns regarding the statement that
‘[d]ifferences between texts have led to ongoing debate over interpretation’ In
her view, the statement lacked historical accuracy and belied the existence of the
Te Paparahi o Te Raki Tribunal’s report, which concluded rangatira did not cede
sovereignty in 1840.”** In her view, this phrase ‘suggests that there is contention
where the Tribunal has clearly shown there is none, was ‘not politically neutral,
and ‘distort[ed] historical truth’**

In 2014, the Tribunal in He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti/ The Declaration and the
Treaty addressed the meaning and effect of the treaty signed in February 1840 and
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the nature of the relationship entered into between the British Crown and ranga-
tira. It concluded the meaning and effect of the agreement reached at Waitangi
was to be found in ‘the Maori text, on the one hand, and the verbal explanations
and assurances given by Hobson and the missionaries, on the other’’** Having
considered the ‘full range of evidence on Crown-Maori relations from 1769
to 1840, the Tribunal reached the ‘inescapable’ conclusion that ‘Bay of Islands
and Hokianga rangatira did not cede sovereignty when they signed te Tiriti o

Waitangi”’¥ It explained:

Our essential conclusion, therefore, is that the rangatira did not cede their sover-
eignty in February 1840; that is, they did not cede their authority to make and enforce
law over their people and within their territories. Rather, they agreed to share power
and authority with the Governor. They and Hobson were to be equal, although of
course they had different roles and different spheres of influence. The detail of how
this relationship would work in practice, especially where the Maori and European
populations intermingled, remained to be negotiated over time on a case-by-case
basis. But the rangatira did not surrender to the British the sole right to make and
enforce law over Maori. It was up to the British, as the party drafting and explaining
the treaty, to make absolutely clear that this was their intention. Hobson’s silence on
this crucial matter means that the Crown’s own self-imposed condition of obtaining
full and free Maori consent was not met.

This conclusion may seem radical. It is not. A number of New Zealand’s leading
scholars who have studied the treaty - Maori and Pakeha — have been expressing sim-
ilar views for a generation. In that sense, our report represents continuity rather than
change. Moreover, the conclusion that Maori did not cede sovereignty in February
1840 is nothing new to the claimants. Indeed, there is a long history of their tipuna
protesting about the Crown’s interpretation of the treaty.548

Since its publication, the Te Raki report’s conclusions on the meaning and effect
of the treaty in Northland in 1840 have been influential. While the reports focus
is specific to that time and place, the relatively wide uptake of its analysis in many
(but not all) scholarly and legal circles shows the direction historiography on this
topic has moved in. This important development in historical and legal thinking is
a notable omission from the draft curriculum. Stepping back, while the draft seeks
to be more prescriptive about what is be taught year-on-year to ensure consistency
across schools and that essential learning is not missed, it omits crucial context
necessary to deliver treaty education meaningfully and correctly. This includes
the distinction between the two treaty texts and recent historiography on Maori
understandings of the agreement at the time it was signed.

Providing this context, Ms Jarman informed us, is vital not only for accuracy
but because many of the teachers who will be delivering the Social Sciences
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curriculum will not be historians or even specialist Social Sciences teachers.””
With the volume of prescribed content to cover in Social Sciences, Ms Jarman
stated, teachers would not have time to upskill or engage in professional develop-
ment to ensure the treaty was taught in a ‘tika way’ and that teaching did ‘not
reinforce [what] the eminent Moana Jackson called, Colonial myth takes’™ In her
view, those who developed the curriculum did not appear to understand this real-
ity of teachers in the classroom.”™

In its closing submissions, the Crown argued that ‘[a] curriculum that is more
explicit about what must be taught, as the knowledge-rich curriculum is, brings
‘tensions to the surface’ regarding what students are to be taught that would
otherwise be resolved at a school or classroom level with ‘less public visibility’”
This may well be true. However, it also means that in choosing to prescribe at
the national level what treaty content must be taught in schools and kura, it is
imperative the Crown ensures the curriculum is balanced and accurate. The errors
identified in this section only serve to underscore our concerns with the Crown’s
process for revising the curriculum.

Alongside concerns regarding how the treaty would be taught, witnesses in this
inquiry highlighted further issues with the selection of knowledge in the draft
learning area content, including issues of Eurocentricity, omission, and framing.
At a high-level, claimant and interested party witnesses described the changes as
‘sanitising’ Aotearoa New Zealand’s history through an uncritical, even positive,
framing of colonial history and as ‘recolonis[ing]” the curriculum through the
minimisation of Maori knowledge and epistemologies in favour of a Eurocentric
curriculum.”

To begin, Ms Jarman raised specific concerns with the content for Years 1-2
and its reference to pirakau.”* Specifically, she was critical that parakau were
only introduced in the early years’ curriculum and not as an important tool in
Maori historiography for older students.” Confining purakau to Years 1 and 2,
Ms Jarman stated, effectively presents them ‘as “children stories” . . . rather than
complete knowledge systems encoding whakapapa, tikanga and identity’™

Ms Jarman linked the treatment of puarakau to a change in how the draft cur-
riculum described the discipline of history more generally, stating that “‘Western
epistemologies define the structure of historical learning’ in the draft curricu-
lum.”*” She noted the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum had encour-
aged students (as part of ‘Do) to identify sources and perspectives, ‘[d]rawing
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on a broad base of historical sources’ including ‘paying deliberate attention to
matauranga Maori” In comparison, she noted the revised learning area framed
historical inquiry ‘solely in terms of written evidence, Western historical concepts
(significance, causation), and chronological frameworks’” Ms Jarman stated that
Maori knowledge also only ‘appear[ed] in the curriculum superficially - rather
than being woven in throughout and established as “foundational” as it was
positioned in Aotearoa New Zealand Histories”™ We note an exception to Ms
Jarman’s description that the draft frames historical inquiry solely in terms of
written records is in Year 7 which, under ‘practices, suggests consideration of how
different sources, including Maori oral histories, can be used to help historians
explain why the Waikato War started.””

Other content was also challenged by witnesses due to concerns it risked
perpetuating colonial myths and racist narratives about Maori. For example, Ms
Jarman raised concern regarding the Year 2 content, which - when teaching stu-
dents about the Stone Age - defines ‘[p]rehistory as the time before people could
write down stories or facts.”™ While this definition of Stone Age, she noted, ‘may
well stand up as . . . an anthropological dictionary definition of what prehistoric
means, it was ‘not neutral’ and did not reflect Maori historical methods of trans-
mitting history.””® In her view, the phrase ‘establishes literacy as the threshold for
“real” history’ and implicitly frames Maori histories, which rely on strong oral
traditions — such as whakapapa, parakau, karakia, waiata, and taonga tuku iho, as
‘primitive’ and ‘lacking “real” knowledge.*** This was despite Maori oral historical
methods being ‘rigorous, sophisticated historical systems”” Ms Jarman told us she
was concerned the statement would perpetuate ‘long-standing racist narratives
about Indigenous peoples as “less advanced™ and ‘racist assumptions about Maori
knowledge systems within our kura**®

In their brief of evidence, Associate Professors Manning and Mahuika also cited
criticisms of the draft Social Sciences curriculum identified by Dr Houliston, Ms
Ngata, and Ms Jarman in the Spinoff°” In the article, Dr Houliston, Ms Ngata,
and Ms Jarman were critical of the reference to ‘forest clearing and moa hunt-
ing (to extinction by 1450)’ for Year 3 students, noting it ‘lack[ed] the balance
previously included in the ANzH [Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories], which con-
textualised Maori environmental impacts alongside kaitiakitanga and the much
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more significant impact of European settlement on te taiao (the natural world).***

In their view, including such ‘one-sided statements linking Maori to extinction
events while failing to contextualise them feeds into racist narratives about the
benefits of colonisation’® That history was also previously taught to students in
years 7 and 8, the authors noted, when students had a ‘greater ability to critically
unpack topics such as these with appropriate teacher guidance’””

Alongside these statements, we heard concerns about how the curriculum
would cover Moriori history.” Specifically, Ms Jarman was concerned that the
content on Moriori history risked perpetuating the ‘Moriori myth’””* That is: ‘that
Moriori were present in New Zealand before Maori and Maori wiped them out
which, as we know, is a sustained racist narrative which has been used to justify
marginalisation and colonisation throughout the motu’””’

For context, in the draft curriculum students in Year 6 are expected to cover
‘New Zealand to 1840’ and learn about ‘[tlhe expression of mana through
Nunuku’s Law and the renunciation of violence even in the face of great external
challenges’, noting ‘the arrival of Europeans from the 1790s and of Ngati Tama and
Ngati Mutunga from 1835””* We note this content is somewhat similar to content
contained in the former Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum and that Ms
Jarman was clear the description was ‘not inaccurate.””’

What was especially concerning to Ms Jarman, however, was that, while Moriori
were mentioned, the events at Parihaka were completely absent.”® The previous
Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum, in contrast, pointed to Te Whiti-o-
Rongomai of Parihaka as an example of ‘the expression of mana in protest action’
in Years 7-8.”” Te Whiti-o-Rongomai and Tohu Kakahi from Parihaka were then
referenced again in the context of ‘Maori attempts to remedy injustice and renego-
tiate the colonial relationship’ in Years 9-10.”° Regarding ‘the impact of legislation’
in the same period, the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum also referred

to ‘the dispensing of trials for Parihaka participants via the Maori Prisoners Act
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1880’”° When asked whether this contrast represented the restoration of balance
to the Aotearoa New Zealand histories curriculum, Ms Jarman replied that it
‘absolutely does not.”™
Associate Professors Manning and Mahuika were also critical that Moriori
histories were confined to ‘New Zealand to 1840’ which ‘overlooks more recent
Moriori histories and . . . greatly increases the risk of perpetuating racist narra-
tives about Moriori™® This is despite the Crown having previously apologised
to Moriori for perpetuating harmful myths through schooling. As the Associate
Professors highlighted, the Moriori Claims Settlement Act 2021 recorded:

The Crown contributed, through the dissemination of derogatory stories in
the School Journal, to the wrongful stigmatisation of Moriori as a racially inferior
people who became extinct. For its part in spreading this myth to generations of New
Zealanders and the suffering and hardship it caused, especially to children of Moriori
descent, the Crown apologises unreservedly.”

In addition to Parihaka, witnesses told us other historical events important to
Maori were missing or listed as ‘optional’ content rather than prescribed learn-
ing. For example, witnesses highlighted that significant events, such as the Land
March, Bastion Point, the Haka Party incident, and the Foreshore and Seabed pro-
tests were listed as optional learning examples rather than prescribed content in
the draft.>® As Dr Houliston and co-authors wrote, ‘[t]his is despite these [events]
being rare curricular examples that illustrate Maori agency and an ongoing strug-
gle for rights’* For completeness, we do note the draft curriculum does refer to
the 1975 Land March in prescribed content in the context of the work and life of
Dame Whina Cooper for Year 7.””

Ms Jarman also noted the omission of prominent Maori figures, such as Rua
Kénana, Titokowaru, and Tohu Kakahi, all previously mentioned in the Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories curriculum.”® Also absent were explicit references to the
confiscation of millions of acres of land by the New Zealand Government under
the New Zealand Settlements Act 1863.”" The largest confiscations occurred in
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Taranaki and Waikato and are often referred to by the Maori name, raupatu.”
In the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum, the Waikato War and
Taranaki Wars were mentioned in Years 9-10, as was ‘confiscations under the New
Zealand Settlements Act 1863, The revised draft also includes the Taranaki and
Waikato Wars as well as the ‘[lJong-term consequences for Maori land ownership,
tarangawaewae, and Maori-Crown relationships’ in Year 9 but without the speci-
ficity of the former curriculum.”® The draft also refers to the ‘loss of fertile land
due to confiscations’ for Years 9-10 in a separate section.”

Associate Professors Manning and Mahuika highlighted further that, while the
curriculum included references to the revival of te reo Maori, kohanga reo, and
‘formalising te reo Maori place names’ in Year 7, it made ‘no effort . . . to address the
1867 Native Schools Act’”®* In the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum, in
contrast, ‘assimilation as a result of the Native Schools Act 1867” was identified
as a topic of study for Years 9-10.”” In failing to include that content, Associate
Professors Manning and Mahuika stated, the draft ‘ignores the intergenerational
trauma that resulted from the loss of language’™*

We agree with the claimant and interested party witnesses that this prior history
is essential to include. How can one understand why language revitalisation is
needed without understanding first how the reo become endangered? How can
one understand why a Land March left from Te Hapua to Te Whanganui-a-Tara
without first comprehending the great alienation of whenua that preceded it? How
can one understand the Crown’s active protection obligations towards matauranga
Maori without understanding the assimilationist policies that have shaped educa-
tion in the past? Crucially, to omit these parts of history is to lose an opportunity
to help tangata tiriti understand the experience of tangata whenua since the sign-
ing of the treaty. It is to tell only half the story.

This view was echoed in the evidence of Ms Otene.”” She told us she was
involved in the development of the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum
during the refresh, initially as part of a wider working group and later through a
smaller advisory group.”® In Ms Otene’s view, the previous curriculum ‘had the
potential to increase understanding of the historical factors that had contributed
to ongoing intergenerational disadvantage experienced by Maori, ‘encouraged
schools to engage more closely with hapu and iwi to support the teaching of local
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histories, and provided ‘akonga with access to knowledge, identity, and context
that they may not otherwise encounter within the education system’*’

In contrast, Ms Otene had concerns about the curriculum ‘changes and the
minimisation of the value of localised curriculum®® In reviewing the knowledge-
rich Social Sciences curriculum, she found it difficult to see how it reflects the
identities, histories, and experiences of tamariki Maori’ and observed a ‘greater
emphasis on European perspectives, which risks marginalising te reo Maori and
limiting the visibility of Aotearoa New Zealand histories’™ Such changes, she
contended, risked ‘limiting the extent to which learners are able to engage with
a bicultural understanding of this country, reducing students’ ‘opportunities to
explore, understand, and critically engage with the perspectives that underpin our
shared history and identity’**°
A similar sentiment was expressed by Dr Hope Tupara, national president of

the Maori Women’s Welfare League, who stated that:

The decision to deprioritise Aotearoa and local histories . . . not only undermines
significant progress made in honouring te Tiriti o Waitangi, but also denies both
Maori and non-Maori students the change to connect with each other and under-
stand the rich histories of their own communities. By removing this opportunity, we
lose a vital pathway to fostering empathy, compassion, and improved race relations
among our young people. This is not a tamariki-centred choice but rather one that is
politically driven and stands in direct breach of the articles of te Tiriti o Waitangi.601

In their brief, Associate Professors Manning and Mahuika reminded us of the
words of the Tribunal in its Turanga Tangata Turanga Whenua report.”” In the
context of the history of Taranganui-a-Kiwa, which the Tribunal described as
‘some of the darkest and most dramatic moments in our history as a country,
some perpetrated by the Crown, others by Maori, the Tribunal observed:

We cannot help but think that the unsettled state of relations between Maori and
Pakeha in this country is in part due to the fact that these stories are remembered
only by tangata whenua and a few historians who specialise in New Zealand history.
While only one side remembers the suffering of the past, dialogue will always be dif-
ficult. One side commences the dialogue with anger and the other side has no idea
why. Reconciliation cannot be achieved by this means. Thus, it seems no more than
common sense that if stories such as those from Turanga were more widely known
in the community, particularly local communities more directly affected, the need to
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heal the wounds of the past before moving forward would be better understood by
all. There is, in our view, an enormous unmet need for community education in the
history of race relations in New Zealand, particularly in the local communities where
the settlement of historical grievances has real meaning and practical effect for all. We
say the need is unmet because, first, this kind of education is necessary to foster good
relations within our communities; and, secondly, because, in our experience, there is
a great demand at the grass roots for such programmes.**

Alongside issues with the framing and content of in the draft, Ms Jarman
told us the curriculum’s ‘selection of global history examples — particularly the
Elizabethan and Victorian eras and European “voyages of discovery” — reinforced
Eurocentric and colonial narratives that have historically inflicted enormous
harm on Indigenous peoples.®** This content, to be taught in Year 6, Ms Jarman
informed us, ‘suggests the benefits of British knowledge systems and notions
of progress are considerable — which relegates alternative, Maori ways of being,
knowing and doing to inferior status.’” She continued:

Presented without the necessary context - ie being taught in a country where the
effects of colonisation are still ongoing, these examples position European expan-
sion as neutral or progressive, while erasing the violence, dispossession, and trauma

. . ses 606
experienced by Indigenous communities.

Dr Houliston, Ms Ngata and Ms Jarman together similarly stated the curricu-
lum ‘simplified and sanitised’ the Elizabethan and Victorian periods, while omit-
ting ‘authentic links to New Zealand’s own history’*” The authors stated:

The new curriculum draft has prescribed a vast amount of global history content,
much of which serves to reinforce a Eurocentric framing of the past that positions
British history as the default or ‘universal” history.

For example, in year 6 students are set to learn about the Elizabethan and Victorian
ages. The monarchs of Britain are centred in a story of civilisation and progress; one
that positions exploration, industrialisation and trade as neutral or positive develop-
ments. There are no references to resource extraction, exploitation, dispossession and
enslavement, all of which occurred as a result of imperial conquest and had signifi-
cant consequences for indigenous peoples globally, including Maori. A national his-
tory curriculum should reflect the context of the country in which it is taught. In this
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curriculum the impact of the Elizabethan and Victorian periods are simplified and

sanitised, while authentic links to New Zealand’s own history are omitted.**®

Ms Jarman was also critical that certain events and figures in Aotearoa New
Zealand’s history were ‘positioned uncritically], ‘missionary activity . . . is pos-
itioned as philanthropic and beneficial to indigenous societies, and that Governor
Grey - despite being ‘the most influential Pakeha to live in New Zealand in the 19th
Century’ - is only referred to during the period 1840 to 1846 in the curriculum.”

Regarding the ‘rebalancing’ of the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories cur-
riculum, Ms Jarman explained many history teachers did not see any issue with
teaching global history, provided it is ‘relatable’ and ‘makes sense’”® However,
when reflecting on the draft Social Sciences curriculum, she told us it could easily
represent the national curriculum that she taught as a trainee teacher in the United
Kingdom 25 years ago.”™ ‘[P]erhaps, she told us, ‘they felt that by including global
history it meant balance, but . . . it has minimised the involvement of controversial
Europeans’ and ‘minimised the involvement of really significant tupuna.®* For
whoever created this curriculum, she stated, ‘restoring the balance has meant
sanitising our nation’s history’**

Ms Jarman noted that a historical narrative can be constructed as much by
what is omitted as what is included and, in her view, that is partly how the nar-
rative has been constructed.”* The section dedicated to the New Zealand Wars,
she noted, was only seven lines when the section devoted to the Liberal Era in
Year 8 took up an entire page.”® In Ms Jarman’s view, this was not balanced but
‘disproportionate,™® Ms Jarman was clear that Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories
was not about making people feel bad about the past and it also was not about
pretending the events of the past did not happen.”” She asked: ‘when we're restor-
ing balance, are we restoring balance by reassuring everybody that it is okay’ ?***

In responses to questions in writing, Ms Cleaver confirmed checks had been
undertaken by the Ministry so ‘that the New Zealand History strand continued to
substantively cover the material required by the existing Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories curriculum content, including in relation to the treaty.” She stated that
the Ministry had ‘not sought to prioritise Global history’ in the development of
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the draft Social Sciences learning area.””” She noted the draft learning area ‘does
not attempt to enumerate all significant local, national, or international historical
events’ and instead ‘identifies selected exemplars that support an understanding
of key historical concepts, periods, and disciplinary knowledge.”™ Ms Cleaver
stated further that the draft curriculum ‘does not exclude or deprioritise locally
grounded histories’ Rather, the draft explicitly provides that local contexts should
be drawn on ‘to enrich teaching sequences, ‘signals that local iwi and hapu his-
tories are appropriate and expected components of quality teaching and learning
programmes, and ‘embeds New Zealand history, including Maori history, in every
year level from Year o to Year 10,

Next, we will discuss claimant and interested party witnesses’ concerns that
the draft curriculum has lost its previous conceptual or critical depth through the
removal of the ‘big ideas’

4.5.2.3 The loss of critical depth
Alongside criticisms of the draft curriculum’s content, witnesses raised further
concern that the curriculum had lost its previous conceptual or critical depth
through the removal of the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum’s ‘big
ideas. For example, Associate Professor Manning and Mr Holloway noted the
draft no longer featured the ‘big ideas’ that framed the Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories curriculum, namely that:
» ‘Maori history is the foundational and continuous history of Aotearoa New
Zealand’;
> ‘[c]olonisation and settlement have been central to Aotearoa New Zealand
histories for the past 200 years’; and
» ‘[t]he course of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories have been shaped by the
use of power’; and
» ‘[r]elationships and connections between people and across boundaries
have shaped the course of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories.*
In the view of Associate Professors Manning and Mahuika, the ‘removal of con-

ceptual understandings . . . has resulted in a lack of critical depth that reduces

the capacity of teachers to foster critical engagement with New Zealand’s colonial
>624

past.

We note the Crown did not provide much explanation for the removal of the
‘big ideas” previously contained in the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curricu-
lum and the decision to incorporate the ‘Understand’ element of the Understand,
Know, Do model within Purpose Statements of learning areas. Ms Cleaver in
her brief explained that, in May 2025, the Ministry of Education ‘confirmed the
revised structure for the content model to be used across all learning areas.” The
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relevant Ministry of Education report then recorded that ‘Understandings’ in the
Years 7-13 content had ‘been lifted up to sit under the Purpose Statement and sit
across all phases and years, and that this aligned ‘the purpose with the enduring
big ideas and themes that students develop understanding of over the phases, and
that the adjusted structure would be used across all learning areas.”

Associate Professor Manning and Mr Holloway stated that removal of the big
ideas left ‘the draft curriculum without a conceptual framework to guide historical
thinking or support akonga to understand how the experiences of the past shape
the present, noting ‘[e]xperts in history education have identified this as a ser-
ious deficiency’™ In their view, the ‘removal of the Understand element was not
incidental, noting that ‘[f]rom at least 2021, the big ideas were the primary target
of critics who argued they lacked “balance” or privileged certain narratives.**

Ms Poroa also wrote positively about the conceptual framework established by
the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum. She informed us the curriculum
provided

clear touchpoints for learning contexts in Aotearoa New Zealand and global histories,
which could then be connected to deeper conceptual understandings that teachers
could build on with students with increasing complexity through the learning phases.
This was significant because it had the potential to empower teachers as critical
thinkers, and in turn support them to teach young people to think critically about our
history and the ways history is taught.
Teachers were empowered to bring academic rigour to the way they delivered edu-

cation, which was itself ground—breaking.629

Associate Professor Manning told us that implicit in the idea of ‘restor[ing]
balance’ to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum was the notion that
Maori were ‘at the centre and that this is not the rightful place, and we need to
restore balance by returning [them] to the periphery. He referred to the idea of
‘recenter([ing] the Western canon.™ We note that the emphasis on Maori history
and the conceptual approach framed by the big ideas, including that ‘Maori his-
tory is the foundational and continuous history of Aotearoa New Zealand, was
indeed new. As we noted in section 4.5.2.1, the Education Review Office’s report
noted teachers consistently viewed Maori histories content as having ‘primacy’ in
the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum ‘because it provides a perspec-
tive that hasn’t been evident in their school curriculum before.®'

In his brief, Mr Heremia noted the statements of the Associate Minister
Seymour following the release of the revised Social Sciences curriculum.” In a
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press release, the AcT Party leader celebrated the removal of the ‘big ideas’ from
the curriculum, describing the earlier curriculum as politicised and the ‘big ideas’
as coloured by ‘Marxist ideology.®® Mr Heremia was critical of this characterisa-
tion, noting that ‘[t]he confiscations that stripped Waikato Tainui of their land . . .
were not a political opinion . . . it is what happened’®* He added that ‘[t]he power
that shaped those events was real. A curriculum that is not permitted to name it
for what it was is not balanced. It is blind>*

We note the absence of conceptual depth in the draft curriculum was also iden-
tified by the Aotearoa New Zealand History Teachers’ Association, which wrote
to Minister Stanford after the public release of the draft curriculum in October
2025.%° In its letter, the Aotearoa New Zealand History Teachers’ Association
raised concerns that the Ministry of Education had ‘interpreted “knowledge-rich”
in the Social Sciences to mean “knowing lots of facts” when a knowledge-rich
Social Sciences curriculum ‘should build conceptual understanding through rich
case studies and content™” In their view, the draft lacked ‘this focus, offering fac-
tual content without the necessary conceptual, or contextual, depth’™*

The Aotearoa New Zealand History Teachers” Association’s letter stated further
that the draft ‘prioritise[d] breadth over depth] such as ‘the chunking of New
Zealand history into large chronological timeframes such as “New Zealand 1840-
1914 for Year 9, which would ‘result in surface level study, and requiring ‘Year 7
students to study Te Tiriti o Waitangi and [the] 1852 Constitution Act, the French
Revolution and the Industrial Revolution in one academic year, which would be
‘unrealistic and developmentally inappropriate.™ The letter stated the draft learn-
ing area left ‘little space for teachers to adapt teaching and learning to meet the
needs of their students and local contexts, which ‘will lead to a fundamental shift
in teacher practice through this less flexible and more prescriptive approach’®*
Similar, Dr Houliston, Ms Ngata, and Ms Jarman also noted that Year 9 students
were to cover 1840-1914 in a single academic year, commenting that ‘[s]Jo much
content is included that the concern is not that New Zealand history is absent
from the new curriculum, but that it will be taught in a cursory and monocultural
manner, possibly reinforcing outdated misconceptions and myths.**

In brief, countless Tribunal reports have shown the numerous ways in which
Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories have been shaped by the exercise of power
and the relationships between people and across boundaries. To dismiss these

633. See Free Press ‘Aotearoa Histories Curriculum is History, AcT New Zealand, 27 October
2025, https://www.act.org.nz/news/aotearoa-histories-curriculum-is-history, accessed 1 September
2026

634. Document A28, p[11]

635. Document A28, p [11]

636. Document A60, pp 600-602

637. Document A60, p 601

638. Document A60, p 601

639. Document A60, p 601

640. Document A60, p 601

641. Bronwyn Houliston, ‘Why the New History Curriculum Will Deepen Divisions in Aotearoa),
2 December 2025, The Spinoff, https://tinyurl.com/fkt6j6r7, accessed 1 September 2026
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conceptual understandings as ‘Marxist ideology’ is reductionist and regrettable.
As Associate Professor Manning explained, he would consider both that Maori
history is ‘the foundational and continuous history of Aotearoa New Zealand, and
that ‘[c]olonisation and settlement have been central’ to Aotearoa New Zealand’s
history ‘for the past 200 years’ to be matters of fact.**” Regarding the idea that
‘[pleople’s lived experiences have been shaped by the use and misuse of power,
he stated: ‘T would suggest we're here today because of the misuse of power, in my

P 6.
opinion.**

4.5.2.4 Local curriculum

Similar to concerns expressed in section 4.4.2.4, witnesses raised specific concerns
regarding the impact of the revised learning area on engagement with tangata
whenua.

As a reminder, the former curriculum expected schools to work with local
communities, including hapa and iwi, in the development of their school’s cur-
riculum and specifically guided schools to build partnerships with local whanau,
hapa and iwi when implementing the curriculum, especially regarding the ‘big
idea’ that ‘Maori history is the foundational and continuous history of Aotearoa
New Zealand’*** Prior to November 2025, school boards also had an objective
to ensure the school ‘gives effect to Te Tiriti o Waitangi, including by working to
ensure its ‘local curriculum reflects local tikanga Maori, matauranga Maori, and te
ao Maori**

In section 4.5.2.1, we provided an example of the school-hapu collaboration
this focus had facilitated. In contrast, the revised Social Sciences draft states that
‘local examples and contexts should be drawn on (where appropriate) to enrich
the content in the teaching sequence and enhance the learning experience for
students’®® The 2025 framework, as discussed in section 4.4.2.1, also provides that
schools working with hapt and iwi ‘may choose to include local matauranga in
their teaching and learning programmes.*¥

Ms Jarman told us the change from an Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curric-
ulum where engagement with hapti and iwi was ‘vital’ to one where it was ‘optional
(“where appropriate”)” would mean that Maori would ‘lose the ability to exercise
control over the transmission of their own histories — a taonga guaranteed under
Article 2’ of te Tiriti.**® Associate Professors Manning and Mahuika were similarly
critical of the impact on local engagement, noting that the curriculum would ‘not

ensure the meaningful teaching of local whanau, hapi and Iwi histories**

642. Transcript 4.1.1, p9o

643. Transcript 4.1.1, pp 89-90
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The evidence we heard regarding the initiatives and relationships the Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories curriculum encouraged schools to develop with iwi and
hapa was compelling. We have no doubt these kinds of relationships would have
taken significant investment, on the part of both schools and hapa and iwi. Some
schools may also have been better equipped to begin building these partnerships
than others. However, we believe that, for all schools, this type of collaboration
would have been valuable and enriching for all students. We believe this to be
especially true for akonga Maori in English-medium schools. It would be a matter
for regret to move away from an approach that encouraged the inclusion of local
Maori history and the strengthening of relationships between schools and tangata
whenua.

4.5.2.5 Summary

In this section, we considered the draft Social Sciences curriculum and steps taken
by the Crown to ‘restore balance’ to the former Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories
curriculum. We concluded the Education Review Office report’s findings, which
came so early in schools’ implementation of the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories
curriculum, were too preliminary to require the content of the curriculum be
‘rebalanced’ There were signs schools’ early focus on local histories was a first step
in a longer process to implement the curriculum and the early focus on Maori
histories reflected that this was a perspective that had not been included in the
curriculum before.

In analysing the draft content produced for consultation, we agreed with claim-
ant and interested party witnesses that important content and context was missing
from the draft. This included events such as the passive resistance at Parihaka and
the important distinction between the two treaty texts. Alongside changes to the
draft content, we then noted witness concerns that the removal of the Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories curriculum ‘big ideas” would lead to a loss of conceptual
or critical depth. We concluded the big ideas should not be simply dismissed and
had foundation in numerous past Tribunal reports.

In the next section, we turn to focus on Te Marautanga o Aotearoa.

4.6 IN DEVELOPING A KNOWLEDGE-RICH TE MARAUTANGA O AOTEAROA,
HAs THE CROWN ADEQUATELY PRESERVED ITS DISTINCT CHARACTER AS A
CURRICULUM FOR MAORI-MEDIUM AND KAUPAPA MAORI SCHOOLING?

4.6.1 Parties’ positions

4.6.1.1 Claimants and interested parties

Te Riu Roa raised concerns that Te Marautanga o Aotearoa was ‘no longer
being developed as a distinctly Maori curriculum from within te ao Maori.*°
It submitted that the evidence demonstrated the Tirewa framework developed
during the refresh ‘has been replaced by a design that mirrors the NzcC’s [New

Zealand Curriculums’s] architecture’ with the ‘same learning area divisions, same

650. Submission 3.3.28, p19
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knowledge-rich design principles, same progression framework, [and the] same
reduced emphasis on localised community-grounded content.” While the con-
tent of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa ‘is expressed in te reo Maori, it submitted, it has
the same ‘epistemological frame as the New Zealand Curriculum.” Rather than
being the loom’ for the curriculum, matauranga Maori has instead been woven
into the fabric of a Western framework.® In their submission, a document that
presents content through a Western epistemological lens is not an indigenous cur-
riculum. It is a translated one’**

Te Whakakitenga o Waikato submitted the Crown had failed to point to evi-
dence that clearly explained how Te Marautanga o Aotearoa ‘remains substantially
distinct.™ Tt argued further the objective of ensuring ‘Maori learners have access
to the same body of knowledge regardless of what curriculum they use’ sat in
tension with ‘the distinct purpose and status of Te Marautanga as a curriculum
intended to reflect kaupapa Maaori, maatauranga Maaori, and Maaori-medium
educational aspirations.”® Should Te Marautanga o Aotearoa lose its distinctive-
ness and become functionally equivalent to the New Zealand Curriculum, it
submitted, there is a risk the ‘mana and autonomy of Te Marautanga as a distinct
Maaori-medium pathway’ and the ‘space for Maaori pedagogies and educational

approaches” will be reduced.”

4.6.1.2 The Crown

The Crown argued the knowledge-rich Te Marautanga o Aotearoa ‘remains a cur-
riculum that is designed for delivery through te reo Maori, is considerate of te ao
Maori and tikanga Maori, and is central to language revitalisation’® It stated the
‘primary change’ for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa as part of its reforms would be
that the scope of available subjects would expand.” The Crown’s evidence for this
was that, although there was alignment between the knowledge-rich content for
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa and the New Zealand Curriculum, ‘the former is not

merely a translation of the latter’**

4.6.2 Tribunal analysis

Ms Cleaver told us the revised draft Te Marautanga o Aotearoa was ‘not just a
translation of the draft content’ contained in the New Zealand Curriculum and
that, while both curriculum pathways were ‘being updated as knowledge-rich

651. Submission 3.3.28, p20
652. Submission 3.3.28, p19

653. Submission 3.3.28, p21

654. Submission 3.3.28, pp19-20
655. Submission 3.3.31, p21

656. Submission 3.3.31, pp 21-22
657. Submission 3.3.31, p22

658. Submission 3.3.32, p95

659. Submission 3.3.32, p96
660. Submission 3.3.32, p96
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and based on the science of learning . . . they are not the same.*” However, Ms
Moss stated Ms Cleaver’s evidence had not dispelled the concerns Te Riu Roa have
regarding the curriculum.’” Its concern was not that Te Marautanga o Aotearoa
and New Zealand Curriculum were ‘word-for-word translations of each other’, but
rather that the structure of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa ‘was built on Nzc’s founda-
tions (including the four-phased progression, design principles, and knowledge-
rich curriculum approach) rather than on the Tirewa model developed for [Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa]’’®

In Ms Moss’ view, Te Marautanga o Aotearoa had lost some of its distinctly
indigenous character due to the application of the same curriculum design
principles as the New Zealand Curriculum and the structural similarities.”* As
noted in section 2.4.2.3, in June 2024 Minister Stanford proposed six design prin-
ciples to inform the development of the national curriculum, applying to both
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa and the New Zealand Curriculum.’” This included
the design principles of ‘[k]nowledge-rich’ and ‘[u]nderpinned by the science of
learning**® In addition, Te Marautanga o Aotearoa would have a seventh prin-
ciple, being ‘supportive of kura and Maori medium settings to deliver on their des-
ignated or special character.®” In Ms Moss’ view, using the same design principles
for the New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa (with the excep-
tion of one design principle), signified a change in the direction of Te Marautanga
o Aotearoa, from being centred on tamariki Maori, guided by upholding Te Tiriti
o Waitangi, and grounded with the distinctly indigenous Tirewa model.*®

As noted in section 2.3.1, during the refresh, the Curriculum, Progress, and
Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group in its June 2019 report stated that,
for too long, the priorities and decisions for the New Zealand Curriculum had
driven the Te Marautanga o Aotearoa. It noted that, to date, ‘many decisions and
initiatives in Maori-medium education have been driven by English-medium
education’ and were ‘at odds with the principles, philosophies, and priorities of
Maori-medium education.®® It also identified that trust had been eroded by

a top-down approach that lacks transparency in process and purpose and undermines
partnership. Distrust is further entrenched by policies and strategies that impose
western theories of knowledge and give preference to western approaches to teaching,
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662. Document A56, p3
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Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, p 6
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learning, and assessment. This devalues matauranga Maori and the knowledge that
whanau and kura bring to teaching and learning.”°

In their advice to then Minister Tinetti and Associate Minister Davis, the
Ministry of Education similarly acknowledged that, since its inception, the
parameters and expectations of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa had followed the New
Zealand Curriculum.”" In response, changes to Te Marautanga o Aotearoa during
the refresh sought to redesign Te Marautanga o Aotearoa as a more authentically
indigenous curriculum grounded in te a0 Maori.”* This led, as covered in section
2.3.4, to the development of Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura and Te Tirewa Marautanga
frameworks.”

However, in the knowledge-rich reset, Ms Moss stated that the Te Tamaiti
Hei Raukura and Te Tirewa Marauranga frameworks had been ‘displaced from
their central role in TMoa and subsumed into the Minister’s design principles.”
While conceptual elements of Te Tirewa Marauranga were present in the revised
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa framework, she noted, the New Zealand Curriculum
and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa structures were ‘the same’ and ‘the design of TMoA
once again mirrors that of the Nzc”” In her view, this meant Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa was ‘no longer a distinctly indigenous curriculum’”*

The consequences of aligning Te Marautanga o Aotearoa with the New Zealand
Curriculum framework approach, Ms Moss wrote, were threefold:

First, matauranga Maori is no longer granted substantive authority to organise
teaching and learning for tamariki Maori within TMoA [Te Marautanga o Aotearoa].
Second, Maori knowledge is now organised within Western structures, rather than
Maori knowledge organising the curriculum itself. Third, because curriculum design
and structure shapes knowledge authority, the knowledge hierarchy embedded
in Nzc [New Zealand Curriculum] has been carried into TMoa through its shared
framework.””

Ms Moss also raised concern that the acknowledgement that Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa has a ‘strong focus on te ao Maori’ was insufficient when Te Marautanga
0 Aotearoa ‘should be rooted in te ao Maori and organised by matauranga

670. Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement Ministerial Advisory Group, Strengthening
Curriculum, Progress, and Achievement in a System that Learns, pp 6, 24
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Maori.”" That was the direction, she told us, the curriculum was heading in ‘under
Te Tirewa and Te Tamaiti Hei Raukura until 20237

Ms Walker, tumuaki of Te Kura o Waikare, was similarly concerned the revised
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa did not reflect the values and aspirations her kura and
community had for their uri. Ms Walker told us te reo Maori, matauranga Maori,
and te Tiriti o Waitangi were ‘foundational’ to her kura a-iwi, marae, and the
identity of whanau and hapii in the rohe.®® She explained that, as a kura a-iwi, Te
Kura o Waikare ‘engage[s] regularly and directly with our hapt and marae about
educational kaupapa and take* Regarding the revised Te Marautanga o Aotearoa,
Ms Walker expressed that

curriculum priorities we have for our kura - as discussed at our Waikare hui - are
not reflected in where Te Marautanga is headed. What this means for our kura is that
whanau aspirations for their children’s education do not align with the curriculum we
are required to teach or the way achievement is measured.”

Ms Walker emphasised that the revised Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, alongside
the removal of school boards’ treaty obligations, ‘does not serve our community
well** In her view, the curriculum ‘fail[ed] to give sufficient priority to the aspir-
ations and needs of Maori communities, especially small and rural communities
like Waikare,®™ In many ways, the curriculum prepared akonga to leave the
community, contributing to the ‘ongoing erosion of our reo, tikanga and the local
knowledge base within our rohe, as opposed to ‘strengthening their capacity to
remain, contribute, and help our people thrive)®” ‘For us, Ms Walker explained,
‘education should help build our local capacity, ‘grow[ing] our taumata, our
kaikaranga, and those who will carry the responsibilities of hapti and whanau into
the future. These are essential roles if our community is to survive and flourish’***
However, these priorities were not ‘meaningfully reflected in the curriculum, not-
ing that the absence of te reo Maori and tikanga from curriculum priorities.”” The
parallel removal of school boards’ treaty obligations, she noted, ‘further weakens
the expectation that the curriculum will actively protect and prioritise what mat-
ters most to our people.*™

Ms Walker was concerned the curriculum’s focus on future participation in the
workforce did not adequately reflect or provide for her community’s aspirations
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679. Document A56, p3
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for their tamariki or ways of being. Te taiao, for example, was not just a ‘separate
topic of study’ for her students but ‘a living mauri to which they are connected
and responsible’ and ‘a way of being’ that was ‘reinforced through daily practice,
including engagement with local whenua, awa, and marae®” She stated this
understanding ‘carries obligations and responsibilities’ but that this way of think-
ing was ‘not genuinely reflected in the curriculum, limiting the ‘opportunities for
tamariki to develop this knowledge deeply through te reo Maori and within their
own cultural and environmental context,*°

According to Ms Walker there was ‘also an ongoing disregard for local auton-
omy, with Government directives ‘micromanag[ing] communities and educators,
including those who are qualified, experienced, and deeply invested in local
curriculum design, teaching, and long-term sustainability.®" This approach, she
argued, ‘undermines the ability of communities like Waikare to exercise rangatira-
tanga’ over education ‘and to shape education according to what matters most for
our people, including how reo Maori is prioritised, taught, and sustained within
our kura** She concluded: ‘Ma tatou, mo tatou, e ai ki a tatou o Waikare.™*

In her evidence, Ms Moss stated further that the decision to apply the same
curriculum design principles to Te Marautanga o Aotearoa as were applied to
the New Zealand Curriculum ‘appears to have come from the Minister and her
appointed advisory group, not from the writing community who built T™M0A’s
[Te Marautanga o Aotearoa’s] indigenous architecture}®* It also appeared to Ms
Moss that the ‘Maori curriculum writers [were] no longer . . . driving the decision
making.**

In Ms Moss’ view, ‘[t]his amounts to nothing less than complete assimilation of
TMOA in alignment with Nzc [New Zealand Curriculum] and a recolonisation of
the work undertaken’” during the refresh which ‘had a strong mandate from Maori
and took TMoA the furthest towards being an indigenous curriculum in Aotearoa,

and in doing so upheld Te Tiriti o Waitangi’*** Ms Moss stated:

The decision to develop and adopt Te Tirewa was based on years of research by
academics, educators and Maori curriculum experts, and informed by the views of
thousands of members of the public, including iwi, hapt and whanau. Whereas no
publicly released information explains . . . why and how the decision to remove Te

- 697
Tirewa came about.

689. Document A23, p3
690. Document A23, p3
691. Document A23, p3
692. Document A23, p3
693. Document A23, p3
694. Document A56, p4
695. Document A17, p13
696. Document A17, p13
697. Document A17, p15

217



a2 HOTIA TE RiTO O TE HARAKEKE, KEI HEA TE KOMAKO E KO?

Ms Moss noted the name ‘Te Tirewa Marautanga’ had also been shelved.
While the Ministry of Education explained the decision to retain the name ‘Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa’ over ‘Te Tirewa Marautanga’ was an internal one, Ms
Moss found it inexplicable that no documentation records the decision or its
rationale.”*

Ms Moss identified further that the table provided by Ms Cleaver, which
compared the draft New Zealand Curriculum Social Sciences learning area and
Pamanawa Tangata (the equivalent to Social Sciences) in the Te Marautanga
0 Aotearoa, described ‘matauranga Maori as informing “the additional skills,
knowledge and capabilities students need to participate in and contribute to te
ao Maori”* In Ms Moss view, this description was ‘significant’ as positioning
matauranga Maori as ‘additional’ means ‘that the science of learning and knowl-
edge-rich content take precedence as what all students must be taught, and that
kaupapa Maori and matauranga Maori are layered on top as supplementary to that
core. That is the inverse of what an indigenous curriculum should be”*

In terms of content in the curriculum, Ms Moss also identified similarities
in what had been developed for the draft Social Sciences content in the New
Zealand Curriculum and the draft Pimanawa Tangata content in Te Marautanga
o Aotearoa, noting the content concerning the European imperial expansion circa
1750-1914 for Year 8 was similar in content to that provided in Pimanawa Tangata
in Tau 8 (‘“Te Whakawhanauitanga o te Emepaea o Ingarangi 1750-1914").”” While
Te Marautanga o Aotearoa is framed more narrowly to refer to English expansion
rather than European, Ms Moss told us the mirroring was reflected in

the same periodisation (1750-1914), the same motivational categories (mission-
ary work, civilising ideals, and national prestige), and the same structural organisa-
tion. Neither references the Doctrine of Discovery. Neither uses the word colonisa-
tion. Both frame the expansion in material and ideological terms, as something that
occurred, rather than as an imperialistic choice by England to assert authority over
Maori. The TMO0A content is expressed in te reo Maori, but the epistemological frame

. e . 02
is identical to Nzc.”

In light of the above, including concerns that Maori had insufficient involve-
ment in the process, we believe the redesign of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa was
not driven by the priorities and aspirations whanau, hapt, and iwi have for their
uri in Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori education settings. Moreover, we
heard the Crown’s reforms marked a substantial change of course from progress
that was made during the refresh towards a more authentically indigenous, more
authentically Maori curriculum. The Crown did not provide evidence to refute Ms
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Moss’ contention that the Te Tirewa Marautanga framework developed during the
refresh had been displaced.

In our view, the Crowns position that a ‘knowledge-rich Te Marautanga o
Aotearoa’ ‘remains a curriculum that is designed for delivery through te reo
Maori, is considerate of te ao Maori and tikanga Maori, and is central to language
revitalisation, misses the point.”” Te Marautanga o Aotearoa is so much more than
a vehicle to assist the Crown in upholding its duty of active protection of te reo
Maori. As already noted, to the claimants, interested parties and the communities
they represent Te Marautanga of Aotearoa was developing during the refresh into
a more authentically indigenous curriculum. This was not a ‘knowledge-rich’
curriculum based on the ‘science of learning, but one that was matauranga rich
based on tikanga a-iwi and tikanga a-hapu taught through te reo Maori. That is
not to say that aspects of the knowledge-rich approach could not be reflected in Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa, but to achieve that in a meaningful way Maori needed to
be at the design table. Currently, while the Crown’s position is that it has a devel-
oped a knowledge-rich Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, we ask: rich in whose know-
ledge? The design principles of the New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga
o Aotearoa are the same, except for the seventh design principle. In our view this
appears to be no more than an afterthought by the Crown in an attempt to dif-
ferentiate Te Marautanga o Aotearoa from the New Zealand curriculum.

To illustrate the inadequacies, we now outline korero we heard from Nga Kura
a Iwi witnesses about the broader kaupapa that underpins their kura. As noted in
section 4.4.2.4, Mr Kuka, for example, explained that Te Wharekura o Mauao was
established ‘to serve whanau and their uri of Ngati Ranginui, Ngai Te Rangi and
Ngati Pukenga, and also those uri from outside of these iwi that reside within the
wider Tauranga Moana rohe, and ‘in response to a clear need within our hapori
for an education system grounded in te reo Maori, tikanga Maori and matauranga
Maori”** He described the establishment of his kura ‘as an expression of mana
motuhake to ensure our uri could be educated in a way that reflects our iwi his-
tories, values and aspirations’””

Mr Heremia, in turn, explained that te reo Maori was not only the primary
language of instruction at Te Wharekura o Rakaumanga, but the foundation’ for
teaching a wider te ao Maori worldview:

Our entire pedagogical model not only rests on te reo Maori, the primary medium
through which all learning occurs, but it is also the medium through which every-
thing else is taught. More than that, it is the lens through which our akonga Maori
come to understand the world. Underneath the reo sits our Te Ao Maori world view —
our values, our principles, our relationships, our tribal histories, making sense of what

703. Submission 3.3.32, p95
704. Document A30, p1
705. Document A30, p1
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matters and why. That world view is not a curriculum add-on. It is the foundation

from which our entire programme of learning is built.””®

In Mr Heremia’s experience, the central focus on te ao Maori, as supported
by the curriculum, was an integral part of developing successful graduates. He
explained:

I have been in this kura for over forty years. I have watched tamariki arrive who
could not hear te reo in their own homes, and I have watched those same tamariki
graduate fluent, confident, and grounded in who they are, proud to be Maori and con-
tributing to New Zealand society and as a global citizen. That transformation did not
happen by accident. It happened because the framework within which we operated
gave us the mandate - and the obligation - to put te reo and Te Ao Maori world view
at the centre of our education philosophy and curriculum.””

In our view, when there is evidence akonga Maori in kaupapa Maori settings
outperform their peers in English-medium settings, we are especially alarmed the
Crown failed to engage meaningfully with Nga Kura a Iwi when redesigning Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa. The Crown should have been careful to ensure the rede-
sign did not compromise the ability of kura to continue to reflect the aspirations
and priorities of whanau, hapt, and iwi.

Finally, we note Ms Cleaver’s evidence that the Years 11-13 senior secondary cur-
riculum was being developed to make all subjects available in both te reo Maori
and English.7°8 As noted in section 3.2.3, she described this marked a ‘significant
shift’ from the NCEA offerings, which previously had 33 New Zealand Curriculum
subjects and only eight Te Marautanga o Aotearoa subjects at Levels 2 and 3.”%
That situation, she explained, saw ‘kaiako translating materials themselves or
students missing out on access to studying a subject because it has not been made
available in the language of instruction’”*

We acknowledge it is positive the Ministry of Education has recognised the
number of subjects offered in Te Marautanga o Aotearoa is insufficient to meet
the needs of wharekura students in kaupapa Maori and Maori immersion settings.
We also accept that providing the curriculum content in te reo Maori may lessen
the burden on kaiako who previously translated the content themselves. However,
are wharekura students not entitled to a fuller range of subjects while also learn-
ing from a curriculum purpose-designed for Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori
schooling? As Mr McDonald stated, ‘translating knowledge into te reo Maori does
not, in itself, ensure that the curriculum reflects matauranga Maori or is grounded
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in te a0 Maori’”" In his view, ‘[t]here is a risk that Maori learners are instead being
provided with translated versions of Western knowledge.””

In summary, we consider the Crown’s Te Marautanga o Aotearoa had not
been driven by the priorities and aspirations whanau, hapt, and iwi have for
their uri in Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori education settings. In our view,
this represented a substantial change of course from progress made during the
refresh towards a more authentically indigenous curriculum. We also considered
the Crown’s approach indicated it had conceptualised Te Marautanga o Aotearoa
as a medium for language revitalisation when the kura that use it have a broader

kaupapa.

4.7 SUMMARY

In summary, in section 4.2, we concluded that we had seen insufficient analysis
demonstrating the Crown had engaged with criticisms of a knowledge-rich
approach. We also concluded the reports relied on by the Crown, which presented
a largely one-sided view of knowledge-rich curricula, served to reinforce Minister
Stanford’s pre-determined position. We were not convinced the Crown had a basis
to establish that its knowledge-rich reforms would support equitable outcomes for
akonga Maori as it lacked akonga Maori-focused evidence to show that.

In section 4.3, we considered the Crown’s process for developing the knowledge-
rich national curriculum. We were not convinced the circumstances justified a
non-collaborative approach to curriculum design and development. We noted
kaimahi Maori in the education sector felt ‘shut out’ of the process and identified
issues of transparency in the Crown’s process. We noted concerns that the Crown’s
non-involvement of subject-matter experts, including Maori, undermined the
robustness of its process and, in turn, the draft curriculum’s integrity. Finally,
we noted witness concerns that the consultation period might be insufficient to
remedy what they saw as deeper issues with the draft curriculum.

In section 4.4, we considered the draft New Zealand Curriculum framework.
When compared to the 2023 version developed during the refresh, we concluded
the treaty was both less visible and less connected to the Crown’s broader obliga-
tions in the education context. We considered further that the 2025 framework
diluted the 2023 framework’s emphasis on engaging with tangata whenua to
incorporate local tikanga, reo, and matauranga. Surveying the draft learning areas,
we recorded witness concerns that content from te ao Maori appeared as isolated
facts, dislocated from a wider Maori worldview. While the draft framework indi-
cated teachers may include additional content from te ao Maori, we noted con-
cerns that the volume of prescribed content in the draft learning areas, alongside
the minimum teaching times for reading, writing, and mathematics, might inhibit
teachers’ capacity to do so meaningfully in practice.

711. Document A21, p8
712. Document A21, p8
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In section 4.5, we focused on the draft Social Sciences learning area. We con-
cluded the Education Review Office report’s findings did not support the so-called
need to ‘restore balance’ to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum.
When surveying the draft content in the learning area, we outlined errors in the
draft content concerning the treaty and significant omissions, such as the events
of Parihaka. We also noted concerns that the Crown’s removal of the ‘big ideas,
previously contained in the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum, would
dilute the conceptual depth of the curriculum.

Finally, in section 4.6, we turned to Te Marautanga o Aotearoa, concluding its
redesign of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa had not been driven by the priorities and
aspirations whanau, hapt, and iwi have for their uri in Maori-medium and kau-
papa Maori education settings. In our view, this represented a substantial change
of course from progress made during the refresh towards a more authentically
indigenous curriculum. We also considered the Crown’s approach indicated it had
conceptualised Te Marautanga o Aotearoa as a medium for language revitalisation
when the kura that use it have a broader kaupapa.
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CHAPTER 5

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS/
NGA WHAKAKITENGA ME NGA TUTOHUNGA

5.1 INTRODUCTION

In this final chapter, we summarise the issues arising from our analysis before
providing our findings on whether the Crown has breached the treaty and its
principles through its national curriculum reforms. We then set out whether
the Crown’s actions and omissions have caused prejudice, before providing our
recommendations.

5.2 THE TRIBUNAL’S FINDINGS

5.2.1 Tribunal discussion

‘Knowledge rich’ was a key term used in National’s 2023 education election policy
to describe its proposed changes to the New Zealand Curriculum." Once the
coalition Government had formed, the Minister of Education and her officials
began the process of giving this objective effect. As we have seen, one of Minister
Stanford’s first acts was to establish a Curriculum MAG to advise on the redesign of
the Mathematics and Statistics and English curricula for years o-10. Members of
the Curriculum MAG included proponents of ‘knowledge rich’ and ‘the science of
learning’ (see section 4.2.2.3) and did not include any recognised experts in Maori
education.

From the outset, therefore, key advice about the curriculum redesign was out-
sourced to a ministerial advisory group that included supporters of a particular
pedagogical approach and no Maori education voice. The Curriculum MAG’s
March 2024 report stressed the importance of cognitive psychology in education
settings but made no reference to either Maori or the treaty. Despite the Ministry
of Education’s initial post-election advice to the Minister that any curriculum
reform should ‘incorporate the evidence base of what works for Maori students’
and that there were risks in ‘a significant departure from evidence about the value
of enabling and expecting the [teaching] profession to respond to individual learn-
ers’ needs and interests’ (see section 2.4.1), our impression is that officials quickly
fell in line with the Minister’s direction. In April 2024, they defined ‘knowledge
rich’ for the Minister by reference to a 2024 report by the Australian Education

1. New Zealand National Party, ‘Teaching the Basics Brilliantly) https://assets.national.org.nz/
web/prod/Plan_Teaching_the_Basics_Brilliantly.pdf?v=1728004757, pp 7 10
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Research Organisation, a body that has been a strong proponent of this approach
to teaching.’

In 2025, the Ministry went further in its embrace of knowledge rich by commis-
sioning a literature review on the subject from Australian education consultancy,
Learning First (which, as we have set out, sought an affirmation of the benefits
of knowledge rich). Like the Australian Education Research Organisation report,
that review did not mention any criticism of knowledge rich and certainly made
no mention of Maori or the treaty. Moreover, of the nearly 150 sources it cited,
we detect only three as being from Aotearoa New Zealand, and two of those
were from Professor Rata, a prominent adherent of knowledge rich and someone
Minister Stanford had chosen as a member of her Curriculum maG. Officials pres-
ented the Australian Education Research Organisation report and the Learning
First literature review as independent, objective pieces of work, but both organisa-
tions clearly had an agenda to promote knowledge rich. This was evidently why
the Ministry commissioned Learning First in the first place. Ms Cleaver main-
tained that ‘evidence’ suggested that knowledge rich would be ‘more powerful in
contributing to equitable outcomes, but the ‘evidence’ she pointed to in making
this claim was the Curriculum MAG’s advice to the Minister and the Australian
Education Research Organisation report (which she described as ‘international
evidence’).” This was a self-reinforcing feedback loop.

What we observe here, then, is a ministerial desire to impose a structured,
sequenced, and selective national curriculum in Aotearoa New Zealand schools.
The Minister’s proffered object was to reduce the equity gap between high and
low achievers and reverse overall declining achievement levels. Evidence in this
inquiry showed the Minister is a supporter of the writings of American education-
alist Professor Hirsch, who argues that teaching students the same core knowledge
will promote equity by removing the advantage more privileged students have
from their upbringing. Despite the lack of evidence that this would work here, the
fact that Aotearoa New Zealand student achievement levels in mainstream schools
have remained on a relative par with comparable countries, as well as recent data
showing higher achievement rates of Maori students in kaupapa Maori schooling,
officials very quickly began to reinforce the Minister’s predetermination on this
course of action. Aside from its tentative early cautions about the care required in
curriculum reform, from a certain point forward the Ministry presented know-
ledge rich as best practice. Officials told us they were aware of criticisms of know-
ledge rich, but as far as we know they did not share those with the Minister, and
nor did they discuss these criticisms in their evidence until we raised them.

Despite the Minister’s focus on equity, the more than decade-long experience
in England (reported in late 2025) is that knowledge rich has not improved equity
between better off and disadvantaged students. Certainly, from the information
provided in evidence, we did not see advice to the Minister about this report,

2. Document A17(a), p 63
3. Document A44, p24
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raising concerns she was not provided with balanced and robust advice for con-
sideration. It is also notable that officials did not promote a report the Ministry
itself had commissioned on what equity in education looks like from a Maori per-
spective (the March 2024 Huia Kaimanawa report that we referred to in section
4.2.2.3). When questions on this report were put to the Crown witnesses at hear-
ing, they appeared unfamiliar with it and reluctant even to accept that the Ministry
had commissioned it.* To us, the application of knowledge rich to Aotearoa New
Zealand’s national curriculum seems more like an experiment grounded in ideol-
ogy than one based on evidence of what will work to close the equity gap here.
Our conclusion on this point is supported by the notable nature of this inquiry, in
that the claimants were strongly supported by the education sector. Both unions -
Te Riu Roa and Te Wehengarua - and educationalists from a range of institutions
and subject associations gave evidence in support of the claimants. This tells us
that the Crown’s approach during the reset has implications for all students and
teachers, not just Maori. This makes the Crown’s rapid pace of change and lack of
engagement all the more alarming.

We accept the utmost importance of equity in the design of the national cur-
riculum, but we have a different perspective on it to the Minister and her offi-
cials. Given the existing inequities between Maori and other students, there is a
heightened onus on the Crown to ensure that any changes it makes do not make
those inequities worse. Knowledge rich is unproven in an Aotearoa New Zealand
context, and it accordingly represents risk. Giving effect to curriculum changes is
not the same as introducing legislation, so there is no regulatory impact statement
that sets out those risks. Rather, we understand the time at which the Ministry of
Education formally advises the Minister on whether the curriculum complies with
the Education and Training Act 2020, including relevant treaty provisions, is near
it being formally issued as curriculum statements under section 9o0.”

In these circumstances where the Crown’s treaty duties are heightened, it was
incumbent on the Ministry of Education to urge caution upon the Minister. We
note the Ministry’s stance on the curriculum is somewhat at odds with how offi-
cials have responded in several other policy matters resulting in urgent inquiries
during the term of the coalition Government, including the proposed changes to
treaty provisions outlined in our stage one report.® Officials do not appear to have
subjected the curriculum reforms to the same level of scrutiny. For instance, we
did not see evidence of officials drawing the Minister’s attention to criticisms of
the knowledge-rich approach.

We consider also that, in the context of the national curriculum, the Crown’s
treaty obligations are heightened because akonga Maori in State and State-
integrated schools do not have the ability to opt out. Compared to early childhood

4. Transcript 4.1.1, pp 252-254, 289-292

5. Transcript 4.1.1, p302

6. See, for example, Waitangi Tribunal, Te Tinihanga o nga Matapono, pp 84-86, 89-96, 167, and
Waitangi Tribunal, Hiitia te Rito o te Harakeke, kei Hea te Komako e K6?, pp14-16, 19-23, 73.
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or tertiary education, school is compulsory, and we agree with the Tribunal in
Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua that this increases the Crown’s responsibility to actively
protect Maori interests.” Furthermore, any move towards a more prescriptive
approach to the curriculum has implications for schools’ flexibility and autonomy.
Greater central control is thus another factor that obliges the Crown to exercise
its kawanatanga rights carefully, and in a way that does not improperly infringe
on Maori rights to exercise their tino rangatiratanga and determine the educa-
tion settings for their own tamariki. As it happens, however, the Crown has not
approached the reset of the curriculum with anything approaching the level of
collaboration and co-design that characterised the previous curriculum refresh.
The claimants readily described the engagement over the refresh as deliberate,
thorough, and treaty compliant. In their eyes it was a model of partnership and set
an expectation for future engagement. The limited opportunities for Maori input
into the current reset have fallen well short of this standard.

In an apparent case of unequal treatment, the consultation period for Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa was also considerably shorter. The evidence suggests
also the redesign of Te Marautanga o Aotearoa was not driven by the aspirations
whanau, hapa, and iwi have for their uri in Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori
education, but rather the Crown’s drive to impose its knowledge-rich approach.
We considered this to show a complete disregard for the former efforts to develop
a more authentically indigenous curriculum. It appears to us that the Crown
regards Te Marautanga o Aotearoa as a curriculum for delivery in te reo Maori:
a curriculum in Maori as opposed to a Maori curriculum. In our mind it is one
thing to reduce the Maori-specific focus in the New Zealand Curriculum, but it
is quite another to westernise Te Marautanga o Aotearoa in the face of opposi-
tion from the very kura communities that helped develop it and use it. It limits
the exercise of tino rangatiratanga in those communities and undermines their
mana motuhake to determine the best ways to meet the needs of tamariki and
mokopuna and to apply local knowledge. Kura Maori should not be unnecessarily
constrained by non-Maori frameworks.

If the Minister surrounds herself with external advisors who believe that Maori
knowledge should only appear in New Zealand schooling as a kind of anthropo-
logical object of study rather than a knowledge system in its own right, it gives
Maori a clear signal. It tells them that decisions about what and how their tamariki
and mokopuna are taught are being made by people who do not understand
and respect their values, their beliefs, and their cultural practices. The proposed
changes to the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum sent just such a sig-
nal. As noted in section 2.4.1, the National-acT coalition agreement committed
to ‘restore balance’ to that curriculum. However, from what we can tell, it was the
introduction of Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories that restored balance to the tell-
ing of history in Aotearoa New Zealand schools, at last allowing Maori perspec-
tives to be given a voice.

7. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, pp 224, 231
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As noted in section 2.3.2, we understand one of the inspirations for the intro-
duction of the Aotearoa New Zealand’s curriculum was a petition from students
of Otorohanga College who wanted people to have a deeper understanding of the
New Zealand Wars. As Mr Heremia explained, the introduction of the Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories curriculum was also ‘won by decades of advocacy from
iwi, educators, and communities’ who had grown tired of their children being
taught more about figures from English history than prominent figures from
Aotearoa New Zealand, such as Potatau Te Wherowhero, the first Maori King.’
Minister Stanford’s overstatement of difficulties with Aotearoa New Zealand’s
histories based on the Education Review Office’s April 2024 review appears to us
to have been a convenient pretext for pushing ahead with the so-called restoration
of balance. Like the claimants, we have concerns about the methodological robust-
ness of the Education Review Office’s review as well as how early in the rollout of
Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum it came. This came particularly into
focus when we heard the evidence of the relationships Ngati Rehia and Waikato-
Tainui have built with the schools in their respective rohe. To us, these were
powerful examples of the treaty partnership in action at a local community level.

The eventual draft Social Sciences curriculum itself had some concerning
features, such as the absence of the events that occurred at Parihaka, the erratic
framing of the signing of te Tiriti, and the effective reference to oral cultures as
‘stone age’. The cumulative effect of the many small but significant changes felt,
as Associate Professor Manning put it, like the recentring of the Western canon.’
The reduced emphasis in the draft Social Sciences curriculum on the importance
of working with hapti and iwi to incorporate local histories appeared to also be
mirrored in the 2025 draft New Zealand Curriculum framework. Compared to
the 2023 Te Mataiaho whakapapa framework developed in the refresh, the treaty
in the 2023 framework was both less visible and less connected to the Crown’s
broader obligations in education, such as the active protection of taonga Maori.
The 2023 frameworK’s emphasis on the importance of schools working with local
hapa and iwi to incorporate matauranga, tikanga, and reo meaningfully as part of
robust curriculum design was also much diminished.

As we said in chapter 4, when we reviewed the 2023 framework, the language
describing the various aho and how they worked together conjured up very clear
imagery for us of a living relationship framework. At the heart was the treaty rep-
resented by the outer ring of the tohu as an overarching guide. Each of the seven
aho in the whakapapa were then carefully described to ensure their unique essence
was captured. While each aho had a specific purpose on its own, only when woven
together in the school curriculum would they give life to Te Mataiaho. In contrast,
the 2025 framework, to us, seemed lifeless. The treaty was no longer at the heart
of the framework as the guiding kaupapa. Each aho has also been described very
differently from before, meaning they now embody a very different essence and
are quite disjointed. We struggle to see how the aho as currently described could

8. Document A28, pp [10]-[11]
9. Transcript 4.1.1, p109

227



622 HOTIA TE RiTO O TE HARAKEKE, KEI HEA TE KOMAKO E KO?
be woven together to give life to the original vision. While the draft framework
retained “Te Mataiaho’ in name, it was unrecognisable in substance and wairua to
that which had been developed during the refresh.

This brings us to our formal findings, which we outline next.

5.2.2 Our formal findings

We find, first of all, that the Crown breached the principle of partnership through
its lack of meaningful engagement and consensus-building with Maori about the
new draft national curriculum. We consider that the issues before the Tribunal
sit at the highest end of the ‘sliding scale’ of Maori interests and therefore that the
Crown’s engagement must ‘go beyond consultation to negotiation aimed at achiev-
ing consensus, acquiescence, or consent.”” This reflects the integral role that the
national curriculum plays in supporting the transmission of matauranga, tikanga,
and te reo Maori - taonga of transcendent importance to Maori culture and iden-
tity — and the influence the national curriculum has over education for akonga
Maori. The Crown willingly conceded that it had abandoned the co-design of the
curriculum refresh in favour of a more circumscribed ‘consultation’ approach. As
we have seen, the consultation period for Te Marautanga o Aotearoa was even
more compressed than for the New Zealand Curriculum. We do not accept that
there was the imperative for haste identified by the Minister and echoed by her
officials. The limited consultation was not compensated for by the late establish-
ment (compared to the Curriculum mAG) of the Maori Education Ministerial
Advisory Group.

We further find the Crown breached the principle of active protection by mov-
ing ahead with a knowledge-rich approach in the absence of evidence that it will
reduce Maori inequities; in the face of opposition from Maori and the wider sec-
tor; with an apparent lack of engagement with the findings of the Huia Kaimanawa
report; and in the context of schooling being the compulsory education sector and
the existence of inequities for akonga Maori, which both place a heightened duty
on the part of the Crown to act in a protective manner. We also find the Crown
breached its duty of active protection towards te reo, tikanga, and matauranga
Maori by lowering emphasis on them (in a context in which section 127(1)(d) of
the Education and Training Act 2020 had also been removed) and simultaneously
inhibiting teachers’ capacity to meaningfully incorporate content from te ao Maori
given the volume of prescribed content and mandatory teaching times for reading,
writing, and mathematics.

We further note the Crown has failed to continue the development of Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa as a uniquely indigenous model of education, the seeds
of which were planted during the refresh. In our view, Te Marautanga o Aotearoa
is now being reduced to curriculum delivered in te reo Maori rather than a Maori
curriculum. The Te Tirewa Marautanga framework that had been developed dur-
ing the refresh ensured Te Marautanga o Aotearoa was underpinned by principles

10. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, pp 682, 684; see also Waitangi
Tribunal, Taku Reo Kura, Taku Reo Kahurangi, p 58
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rooted in tikanga and matauranga Maori. We consider the Crown’s sidelining of
this model in favour of the same knowledge-rich design principles (except for
one additional principle which we consider to be more of an afterthought) to be
a breach of the Crown’s obligation of active protection of tikanga and matauranga
Maori. Further, the imposition of a revised curriculum, without meaningfully
involving Maori, failed to sufficiently consider the aspirations and priorities that
whanau, hap, and iwi have for their uri in Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori
settings. This constituted a further breach of the principle of partnership.

Specifically in relation to Nga Kura a Iwi, the Crown missed several opportun-
ities during the curriculum reset to honour the Kawa Whakaptamau. The relation-
ship created in the Kawa Whakapamau between the Ministry of Education and
Nga Ringa Raupa, as the representative body for Nga Kura a Iwi, was to be one
of mutual respect and trust grounded in generosity of mana-enhancing spirit
and action. Significantly their interactions were to be conducted by people who
‘actively demonstrate a commitment to partnership based on the principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi’ Despite this agreement, the Crown failed to adequately engage
with and include Nga Kura a Iwi in the reform process. To us, this is a breach of
the principle of partnership.

We find that, through the Crown’s lack of active protection and relative disre-
gard for Maori voices, the Crown breached the principle of equity. We note that
the Maori Education Ministerial Advisory Group explicitly (and repeatedly) asked
officials whether there was any evidence on the equity outcomes from knowledge
rich for first nations people. All the Ministry of Education had referred to was
‘international evidence, which presumably meant (as it did in their evidence in the
inquiry) the Australian Education Research Organisation’s report.

We find the Crown breached the principle of good government in officials’
apparent failure to make any robust assessment of the applicability of the phi-
losophy behind knowledge rich to Aotearoa New Zealand circumstances (and to
Maori in particular) and in their corresponding reinforcement of the Minister’s
predetermined position. The Crown further breached this principle by its appar-
ent lack of consideration of existing successful Maori education models. Data on
akonga Maori educational achievement in Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori
settings suggests there is already a model that is working to close the equity gap
for Maori. In our view, this behoves the Crown to engage with kura and Maori in
these settings to understand what has contributed to their success and to ensure its
reforms do not undermine this progress.

As noted in section 1.5.5.2, the principle of good government requires the Crown
to adequately inform itself of the potential impacts of policies on Maori treaty
interests before making substantial decisions in the policy process. We are also
concerned with the level of secrecy surrounding the identity of those the Ministry
used as curriculum writers, including the alleged absence of experienced and
qualified Maori. Although Ms Cleaver told us the increased use of non-disclosure
agreements during this period was largely due to safety concerns for participants,
we suspect the secrecy had more to do with the Crown not wanting to hear the
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challenges from Maori and the education sector than genuine welfare concerns for
participants.

We do not go as far as to make findings of breaches of the principles of options
and redress but note that Maori schoolchildren, regardless of whether they attend
kaupapa Maori, Maori-medium or English-medium schools, have the right to
learn about their history from a te ao Maori perspective, and not merely a Western
one. Further, we consider the Aotearoa New Zealand’s histories curriculum -
developed in partnership with Maori (and the education sector) — was a signifi-
cant corrective step by the previous Government towards addressing generations
of imbalanced history-telling in our schools. That progress has now been swiftly
reversed, ironically in the name of ‘restoring balance’

In summary, we find the Crown:

» breached the principle of partnership through its lack of meaning-
ful engagement and consensus-building with Maori about the new draft
national curriculum, and its failure to fulfil its obligations under the Kawa
Whakapamau with Nga Kura a Iwi;

» breached the principle of active protection by moving ahead with a knowl-
edge-rich approach in the absence of evidence that it will reduce Maori
inequities, in the face of opposition from Maori and the wider sector, with
an apparent lack of engagement with the findings of the Huia Kaimanawa
report, and in the context of its heightened duty to act in a protective man-
ner in the compulsory schooling sector, where known inequities exist;

» breached its duty of active protection of te reo, tikanga, and matauranga
Maori by lowering emphasis on them (in a context in which section 127(1)
(d) of the Education and Training Act 2020 had also been removed) and
simultaneously inhibiting teachers’ capacity to meaningfully incorporate
content from te ao Maori given the volume of prescribed content and man-
datory teaching times for reading, writing, and mathematics;

» breached its duty of active protection of tikanga and matauranga Maori
by sidelining the Te Tirewa Marautanga framework in favour of the same
knowledge-rich design principles (except one) as underpinned the New
Zealand Curriculum;

» breached the principle of partnership by failing to sufficiently consider the
aspirations and priorities that whanau, hapt, and iwi have for their uri in
Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori settings in its redesign of Te Marautanga
o Aotearoa;

» breached the principle of equity through its lack of active protection and
relative disregard for Maori voices; and

» breached the principle of good government in officials’ apparent failure to
make any robust assessment of the applicability of the philosophy behind
knowledge rich to New Zealand circumstances (and to Maori in particular),
in officials’ corresponding reinforcement of the Minister’s predetermined
position, and by the Crown’s apparent lack of consideration of existing suc-
cessful Maori education models.
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5.3 PREJUDICE
As noted in section 3.2.6, by the time our report is released, many of the national
curriculum’s learning areas and wahanga ako will have been, or will be about to
be, released in final form. The latest iteration of the national curriculum is not a
matter before us and therefore not something we are able to assess. That is, we can-
not conclude that any prejudice has been removed by the finalisation of what was
before us as a draft. In any event, we believe the Crown’s process and the issuing of
the draft materials has caused prejudice in its own right, for the following reasons.

The curriculum refresh had to a large extent rebuilt a level of trust between
Maori and the Crown due to the high level of collaboration and co-design.
However, the reset and current draft at the time of hearing had significantly dam-
aged the Maori-Crown relationship in the field of education. Dr Ford, for example,
told us about a ‘crisis of faith’ among Maori educators, who are forced ‘to choose
between government requirements and what they know works for the tamariki
right in front of them’” Mr Jepsen said that, under the previous Government,
he enjoyed easy access to the Minister of Education, but he had given up trying
to arrange a hui with Minister Stanford. His organisation, Te Akatea — the New
Zealand Maori Principals’ Association, was now ‘completely shut out’” Ms Poroa
also spoke of the deep disappointment arising from what she described as the
dashing of the excitement that accompanied the development of Aotearoa New
Zealand’s histories curriculum. She said it felt as if ‘we had climbed right to the
top of the flagpole, only to have it cut out from under us’. She spoke of ‘the pain,
frustration, and aggression that Maori educators in the mainstream system are
exposed to, and said she sometimes doubted she could continue.”

We consider the draft New Zealand Curriculum sends a signal to akonga Maori
and older generations of Maori alike that their identity and matauranga are some-
how less important. The current reforms do not occur in isolation, but in a context
where, historically, education has been used as a tool of assimilation against Maori
in an attempt to erase te reo, tikanga, and matauranga Maori from the mouths,
minds, and hearts of tamariki and mokopuna. As Mereana Peka, chair of the
Turehou Maori Wardens, put it, ‘the likely prejudice is that Maori students may
experience a curriculum that is less reflective of their identity, language, history,
and worldview. That has implications for belonging, confidence, educational
achievement, and long-term wellbeing”* Likewise, Ms Otene worried that her
mokopuna would still have ‘to fight to be recognised as Maori.” Fiona Wiremu,
educator and Executive Director of Te Whare Wananga o Aotearoa, feared that
continuing gaps in understanding of the country’s history would resurface later
in children’s lives ‘s confusion, disengagement, or identity-related harm’'® The

11. Transcript 4.1.1, p32
12. Document a4(a), p1
13. Document A26, p11
14. Document A32, p5
15. Document A20, p11
16. Document A38, p 4
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approach by the Coalition Government, Ms Wiremu noted, ‘fails to provide chil-
dren with the stable foundation they need to progress confidently in their educa-
tion and broader lives.”

The curriculum changes also reduce the Crown’s role in supporting Maori in
the transmission of matauranga Maori. Professor Tangiwai Rewi, Dean of Te Pua
Wananga ki te Ao (Maori and Indigenous Studies) at Waikato University, told
us, the reset curriculum shifts ‘the responsibility for implementing and teaching
te reo Maori, tikanga Maori, matauranga Maori and Aotearoa histories directly
onto individual schools and educators.® The burden, she predicted, would fall
principally on Maori teachers, ‘who are frequently the staff members tasked
with, or expected to lead, the delivery of this teaching’” Inevitably, it seems, the
changes will have a detrimental impact on the transmission of key cultural know-
ledge. Associate Professors Manning and Mahuika argued that the new emphasis
in teaching history would serve the cause of ‘a Eurocentric grand narrative’ of
Aotearoa New Zealand’s past that would marginalise ‘the matauranga embedded
within local whanau, hapu and Iwi historical narratives.*

There will also be a negative impact on hapt and iwi through the reduced
emphasis on the importance of schools working with tangata whenua in the teach-
ing of local histories. As Dr Mahara put it, ‘the shift from a curriculum grounded
in Te Tiriti partnership, belonging, and iwi-endorsed pedagogies to one grounded
in standardisation, prescription, and centralised control’ meant, among other
things, ‘a diminishment of iwi authority as a Te Tiriti partner’ and a ‘weakening of
mana whenua partnership.” It is mana diminishing for those iwi and hapu. Jane
du Feu, from Te Tau Thu, president of the Whakatt branch of the Maori Women’s
Welfare League, and an educator with over 4o years’ experience, said that, under
the curriculum refresh, most schools in her area had built strong relationships
with iwi, and people had become ‘increasingly aware and more open to talk about
the history, the impacts of colonisation and the effects on Maori2” She foresaw
that backtracking ‘from the current approach to iwi relationships and te Tiriti will
take resourcing and be difficult for many schools in my area’™

We also heard evidence about the impact of the redesign of Te Marautanga
0 Aotearoa on the ability of kura to influence the teaching and learning at their
schools. Mr Kuka explained that success for akonga who attend his kura came
‘through korero tuku iho, culturally grounded learning, and a curriculum aligned
to iwi aspirations. But when ‘the system narrows the space for that, he continued,

‘it directly prejudices our ability to realise success as defined by our community’*

17. Document A38, p4

18. Document A40, p6

19. Document A40, p6

20. Document A15, p23

21. Document A31, pp19-20
22. Document A41, p5

23. Document A41, p5

24. Document A30, pp8-9
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The changes to Te Marautanga o Aotearoa had undermined the mana motuhake
of the kura ‘to determine and deliver our own curriculum’; had weakened the
‘local voice by requiring alignment with national templates and timeframes’; and
had ‘shift[ed] the focus away from iwi- and kura-defined indicators of success
towards system-defined metrics’” Mr Ohia anticipated that, once the changes to
both the New Zealand Curriculum and Te Marautanga o Aotearoa were imple-
mented, ‘the system will reflect a curriculum philosophy that does not recognise
matauranga Maori as foundational. Those changes, once bedded in, cannot easily
be reversed.” We agree with Nga Kura a Iwi that the Crown did not honour the
Kawa Whakapiimau, a further and compounding prejudice to Nga Kura a Iwi.

5.4 THE TRIBUNAL'S RECOMMENDATIONS

5.4.1 The relief sought by the claimants and interested parties

The claimants and interested parties overwhelmingly requested that we recom-
mend the Crown halt the finalisation of the redesigned curriculum, and that any
work to revise the curriculum be undertaken with ‘genuine Treaty-compliant
consultation’ and ‘co-design’ between Maori and the Ministry of Education.”
The claimants sought further recommendations to ensure any future legislative
or policy change regarding education be carried out in accordance with the prin-
ciples of the treaty.” Specifically, Te Riu Roa requested a recommendation that any
tuture Ministerial Advisory Group focused on education policy be comprised of
members with ‘mandatory Maori education expertise and demonstrated commit-
ment’ to the treaty. They further suggested we recommend the Crown establish
an independent monitoring group to oversee Crown compliance with its treaty
obligations in education.”

Among the relief sought, the claimants and interested parties focused on
recommendations pertaining specifically to the contents of the curriculum. For
example, Nga Kura a Iwi sought a recommendation that matauranga Maori be
recognised as ‘an independent and co-equal knowledge system that is founda-
tional to learning for all tamariki in Aotearoa’ Several interested parties also
asked that we recommend the Crown make the teaching of the treaty relationship
and the past prejudice to Maori a mandatory component of the curriculum.” Te

25. Document A30, p9

26. Document A29, p22

27. Statement of claim 1.1.1, p14; statement of claim 1.1.2, p1; statement of claim 1.1.3, p11; submis-
sion 3.3.1, p23; submission 3.3.2, p 21; submission 3.3.6, p9; submission 3.3.8, p22; submission 3.3.17,
p35; submission 3.3.27, p[22]; submission 3.3.28, p35; submission 3.3.27, p[22]; submission 3.3.29,
p23; submission 3.3.30, p12; submission 3.3.31, p26

28. Statement of claim 1.1.1, p14; statement of claim 1.1.2, p1; see also submission 3.3.27, p[22];
submission 3.3.31, p26

29. Submission 3.3.28, p36

30. Submission 3.3.29, p 23; see also submission 3.3.2, p21

31. Submission 3.3.3, p21; submission 3.3.9, p 6; see also submission 3.3.25, pp12-13
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Whakakitenga o Waikato sought a recommendation that the Crown ensure the
curriculum retained ‘sufficient flexibility’ to embed local ‘tikanga, maatauranga,
local histories, and hapuu and marae-specific content’ in their classrooms.” Te Riu
Roa claimants asked that our recommendations emphasise that the Crown’s role
should be to support kaiako Maori and uphold tino rangatiratanga in the educa-
tion space.”

More generally, the claimants and interested parties asked that we make recom-
mendations that the Crown provide equitable resources, funding, teacher training
opportunities, and infrastructure for Maori education.* Among the suggestions,
Te Kapotai and Ngati Hine requested a recommendation that the Ministry of
Education address its internal capability and competency regarding engaging with
Maori education needs and inequity.” Relatedly, Te Riu Roa sought a recommen-
dation that the Crown commit to meeting with Maori education representatives
on a regular basis to seek and obtain consensus on any future changes the Crown
may intend to make.*

Finally, the claimants sought an apology from the Crown for its breaches of
treaty principles canvassed in this report, and that the Crown commit to repairing
the Maori-Crown relationship.”

5.4.2 The Tribunal’s reccommendations

Some of the claimants and interested parties’ requested recommendations were
obviously premised on us reporting before the draft curriculum was finalised. That
has not been possible, in part because we were diverted onto our stage one interim
report on proposed changes to treaty provisions in the Education and Training
Act 2020, but also because the Crown more recently made clear that it was not
prepared to wait for our report before issuing national curriculum statements.*

Like the claimants and interested parties, however, we are interested in how the
Crown’s process can be improved and made treaty compliant when the curriculum
is next updated (section 9oa of the Education and Training Act 2020 provides,
for example, for a ‘rolling cycle of reviews’). There is much to do to repair the
prejudice that we have outlined.

In Ko Aotearoa Teénei, the Tribunal encouraged the Crown to ‘embark upon a
“long conversation” with Maori about curriculum development, recommending
‘this dialogue take place through the establishment of a Maori—-Crown partnership
entity in education to set objectives and direction for Maori achievement in the

32. Submission 3.3.31, p27

33. Statement of claim 1.1.3, p11

34. Submission 3.3.2, p21; submission 3.3.30, p12; submission 3.3.29, pp23; see also submission
3.3.27, p[22]; submission 3.3.31, p 27; statement of claim 1.1.3, p11

35. Submission 3.3.17, pp36-37; see also submission 3.3.27, p [22]; submission 3.3.31, p26

36. Statement of claim 1.1.3, p11

37. Submission 3.3.17 p35; submission 3.3.31, p26; see also submission 3.3.27, p [22]; submission
3.3.8, p22; statement of claim 1.1.1, p13; statement of claim 1.1.2, p1; submission 3.3.5, p7; submission
3.3.31, pp 26, 29

38. Memorandum 3.4.29, p1
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sector’” The Tribunal proposed that this entity ‘be chosen by an electoral college’
which could include ‘the governing bodies of kaupapa Maori education . . . as well
as representatives of Maori interests in mainstream education.*’ In Kei Ahotea Te
Aho Matua, the Tribunal made ‘a longer-term recommendation’ that the Crown
and Maori stakeholders develop ‘a stand-alone Kaupapa Maori education entity’"
In the meantime, the Tribunal recommended the Crown co-design policy for Kura
Kaupapa Maori with Te Riinanga Nui o Nga Kura Kaupapa Maori Aho Matua.*

In each of these reports, therefore, the Tribunal recommended the Crown
and Maori work together in partnership to achieve better outcomes for akonga
Maori in education, whether it be in mainstream or kaupapa Maori settings. In
each case, too, the Tribunal recommended the establishment of a new entity for
this purpose, although in Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua the Tribunal evidently felt this
would likely take time to achieve. Although we are also of the view that an entity
focused on delivering education outcomes for Maori is needed, for this to occur,
all those involved in Maori education need to be included in the discussion, as the
Tribunal acknowledged in Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua. We did not have all those
parties involved in this inquiry and therefore must limit our recommendations to
the claimants before us.

As it happens, we believe the national curriculum refresh that took place
between 2018 and 2023 was exactly the ‘long conversation’ about curriculum devel-
opment the Tribunal envisaged in Ko Aotearoa Teénei. It took place without the
formation of a partnership entity but in what the claimants believed was the true
spirit of partnership. As fits with the Tribunal’s recommendation in Kei Ahotea
Te Aho Matua, therefore, partnership in action need not be entity dependent. It
depends rather on the Crown’s willingness to make it happen.

What we recommend above all, therefore, is that the Crown retrieves its com-
mitment to working collectively and sharing decision-making. If that happens,
then the development of the national curriculum can once again be treaty com-
pliant. We believe that partnership is the means to achieve equity for Maori in
education, not the imposition by the Crown of an overseas approach that Maori
educators (and the wider sector) strongly oppose. What becomes of knowledge
rich and the science of learning should therefore be a matter for the Crown and
Maori to resolve in partnership. Regardless, we specifically recommend that the
Crown return to the seeds that were planted during the refresh with respect to Te
Marautanga o Aotearoa, and work with Maori on designing a truly indigenous
Maori-medium and kaupapa Maori curriculum.

39. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, p 561; see also pp 586, 711

40. Waitangi Tribunal, Ko Aotearoa Ténei, Te Taumata Tuarua, vol 2, pp561, 586, 711. See also
pp579-580, where the Tribunal suggests the establishment of a Maori electoral college to appoint
representatives of ‘the Maori partner to engage with the Crown’; and further guidance on the devel-
opment of partnerships between the Crown and Maori, for situations ‘[w]here it is found that a Maori
electoral college, or some other representative model, is impractical’

41. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, p 382

42. Waitangi Tribunal, Kei Ahotea Te Aho Matua, pp 382-383
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For clarity, we also recommend that the following characterise the Crown’s
renewed commitment to partnership:

>

the Crown actively work to restore the trust and confidence of Maori educa-
tors and communities, including through elevating their levels of access to
and influence over decision-makers;

the Crown explicitly acknowledge matauranga Maori as a knowledge sys-
tem in and of itself;

the Crown renew its commitment to the balanced teaching of Aotearoa
New Zealand’s histories as had been developed under the refresh;

the Crown make use of recognised Maori experts in curriculum writing and
only use non-disclosure agreements in rare and exceptional cases;

the Crown increase its active support for the transmission of matauranga
Maori, keeping in mind that it was the State that intentionally harmed
matauranga Maori and the means of its transmission in the first place; and
the Crown actively seek to restore its honour among the hapii and iwi who
gave their time and shared their knowledge with schools under the curricu-
lum refresh, but who now find that work undermined.

Hei whakakapinga, kia hoki noa ake tatau ki nga kupu a te tupuna whaea o Te
Aupouri, a Meri Ngaroto nana nei i hua ake ai te ingoa o ténei pakirehua:

Hiutia te rito o te harakeke

Kei hea te komako e ko?
Whakataerangitia

Rere ki uta, rere ki tai

Ki mai, ki ahau

He aha te mea nui o te ao?

Maku e ki atu

he tangata, he tangata, he tangata.

Pluck out the heart of the harakeke

Where will the bellbird sing?

It will fly aimlessly

Inland and seaward

If you were to ask me

What is the most important thing in the world ?
I would say

It is people, it is people, it is people.

I a matou e anga ana ki te wahanga whakamarama e whai panga ana ki ténei
whakatauaki me ténei waiata tangi, ko te rito e kitea ana hei tohu o te tiriti me te
tirohanga Maori i roto i te ao matauranga. I te Wahanga Tuatahi, na te tono kia
panonihia te Ture Matauranga me te Whakangungu 2020 e pa ana ki te tiriti i kite
ai matou i te ngoikore haeretanga o te rito, ka mutu, na reira hoki i hé ai te oranga
tonutanga o te matauranga o te Maori. E tiakina ana te rito e te awhi rito me nga
tipuna, koia tonu i whakaritea e matou ki te rangaputanga i raro i te tiriti.
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I te Wahanga Tuarua, i tino raru te rangaputanga i te whakahoutanga o te marau
i kitea tuatahihia ai te kaha o taua rangaputanga tiriti i mua, heoi na te whaka-
hounga o te marautanga e marama ana te kitea o nga raru i taua rangapttanga. Na
kona, kua ngoikore ano hoki te awhi rito me nga tapuna.

Kua raru kino nei te harakeke e whakakanohi ana i te piinaha matauranga,
e kitea nei ko te Maori kei raro e putu ana. Ki te takahi tonu te Karauna i taua
huarahi, kei hea te komako e k6? Me péhea e puawai ai, e angitu ai nga akonga
Maori? Pénei i te komako, kia kaua nga akonga Maori e mate ki te kimi oranga i
roto i tétahi pinaha matauranga kaore nei i waihangatia mo ratou. Engari ké, me
whai wahi, me kai hoki ratou i nga hua o taua harakeke e puta ake ana i aua pua.

N6 te Karauna tonu te mana me te aheinga ki te whakakaha ano i te rito, ki te
whakatika i tona ara me nga whakamarumaru i hua mai ai i taua rangapitanga
tiriti. E akiaki ana ténei Taraipiunara ki te Karauna ki te whakatutuki i ténei tono.

In closing, we return to the words of Meri Ngaroto that inspired the name for
our reporting on this inquiry:

Hiutia te rito o te harakeke

Kei hea te komako e k6?
Whakataerangitia

Rere ki uta, rere ki tai

Ki mai, ki ahau

He aha te mea nui o te ao?

Maku e ki atu

he tangata, he tangata, he tangata.

Pluck out the heart of the harakeke

Where will the bellbird sing?

It will fly aimlessly

Inland and seaward

If you were to ask me

What is the most important thing in the world?
I would say

It is people, it is people, it is people.

As we set out in the explanatory section accompanying this whakatauaki
and waiata tangi, we see the rito as representative of the treaty and the Maori
worldview in education. In stage one, we found that the proposed changes to the
Education and Training Act 2020 in respect of the treaty risked weakening the rito
and jeopardising the future educational wellbeing of Maori. The rito is protected
by the awhi rito and the tapuna, which we likened to the treaty partnership.

In stage two, curriculum reforms that had initially been characterised by a
strong treaty partnership through the curriculum refresh have caused significant
harm to that partnership, in turn weakening the awhi rito and the tipuna.

The metaphorical harakeke that is the education system is in serious danger of
once again failing Maori. If the Crown continues on its present trajectory, kei hea
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te komako e ko? How can akonga Maori flourish and succeed? Like the bellbird,
akonga Maori should not have to wander in search of sustenance through an
education system that was not built for them. Rather, they should be able to thrive
among, and draw nourishment from, the flowers of that metaphorical harakeke.

It remains within the Crown’s power to correct course, to strengthen the rito,
and restore the protections afforded by that treaty partnership - this Tribunal calls
on the Crown to do just that.
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