
Copyright is owned by the Author of the thesis.  Permission is given for 
a copy to be downloaded by an individual for the purpose of research and 
private study only.  The thesis may not be reproduced elsewhere without 
the permission of the Author. 
 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MASTERS THESIS – DAN TAYLOR 

 

FORMAT and DESCRIPTION 

Title Page 

The title page text should be laid out as follows: 

▪ Title of the thesis centred in the top third of the page.

 

 

 

 

COMMUNITY IN UNION:  

Lessons in solidarity and social policy from the 1980 Kinleith Dispute 

 

 

 

A thesis presented in partial fulfilment of the 

requirements for the degree of: 

 

 

 

Master of Arts 

in 

Social Policy 

at Massey University, Manawatū, 

Aotearoa New Zealand. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Daniel R.C. Taylor 

2025 



i 
 

Abstract 

This thesis examined the key factors that influenced the success of the 1980 Kinleith 

Pulp and Paper Mill labour dispute in Tokoroa, Aotearoa New Zealand, with particular 

attention to the role of community solidarity and its relationship to social policy. Using a 

qualitative history-from-below methodology, the research analysed previously unpublished 

interview transcripts from the Kinleith ’80 documentary alongside contemporary oral history 

interviews to foreground the perspectives of rank-and-file workers, families, and community 

participants. In contrast to dominant top-down accounts that emphasise union leadership, 

state intervention, and wage policy, the findings demonstrated that the dispute was sustained 

and resolved through the interaction of multiple grassroots factors. These included a clearly 

articulated and widely understood pay-parity claim, leadership emerging from within the 

rank-and-file, and tactical learning from previous industrial disputes. Central to sustaining 

collective action were an extensive and inclusive welfare operation, the active involvement 

of women in organisational and decision-making roles, and a deliberate communication 

strategy that countered employer and government narratives while mobilising nationwide 

support. Community solidarity – understood as mutual concern within and between 

workplace, local, and external communities – was shown to be actively produced rather than 

automatic, and was strengthened by Māori and Pasifika values and practices, particularly in 

welfare provision. The thesis concluded that these historically specific conditions enabled a 

rare victory over both the employer and the state, contributing to the revocation of the 

Remuneration Act 1979, while offering enduring lessons for social policy and collective action. 
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Glossary of terms 

Industrial Relations and Dispute-Related Terms 

Core wage rate: 

The base hourly wage negotiated collectively from which occupational differentials and 

relativities are calculated. 

Dispute: 

In this thesis, Dispute refers to the broader dispute of interest encompassing negotiations, 

strike action, Government intervention under the Remuneration Act 1979, and resolution. 

Industrial stoppage: 

A cessation of work arising from a dispute over employment conditions, including action 

directed at a third party where related to those conditions. 

Non-industrial (political) stoppage: 

Collective action directed primarily at the state rather than the employer, undertaken in 

response to policy intervention affecting employment conditions. 

Pay parity: 

The principle of equal remuneration for comparable work within the same industry, 

particularly across firms or worksites. 

Rolling stoppages: 

Strategic, intermittent work stoppages designed to apply pressure while limiting economic 

exposure for participants. 

Strike: 

Strike refers specifically to the collective withdrawal of labour undertaken during that 

dispute, including both the industrial and subsequent political phases. 

Wage relativity structure: 

A system that maintains proportional pay relationships across occupations and firms so that 

wages reflect relative skill, responsibility, and industry position, preserving parity between 

comparable workers. 

 

Organisational and Institutional Actors 

Arbitration Court 

A state judicial body established under the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act 1894, 
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responsible for adjudicating industrial disputes and issuing binding wage awards; central to 

the regulation of industrial relations prior to the rise of direct bargaining. 

Employers Federation 

The national organisation representing employer interests in Aotearoa New Zealand, 

involved in wage policy discussions and tripartite negotiations with unions and the state 

during the Dispute period. 

Federation of Labour (FOL) 

Aotearoa New Zealand’s central private-sector union organisation (1937–1987), providing 

national coordination, financial support, and political engagement. 

Government (Conservative) 

Governments characterised by a market-oriented and interventionist approach to industrial 

relations, particularly under National Party administrations, including the Muldoon-led 

Government (1975–1984), which utilised statutory wage controls and coercive powers to 

regulate collective bargaining. 

Government (Progressive) 

Governments aligned with Keynesian social democracy, typically supportive of collective 

bargaining, union organisation, and state-facilitated welfare provision, most notably the 

Liberal Government (1891–1912) and Labour governments between the 1930s and 

mid-1980s. 

Kinleith Combined Unions 

A coordinating body representing multiple unions at the Kinleith site, established to 

negotiate collective issues and organise unified industrial action. 

Kinleith Site Delegates Committee 

A rank-and-file representative committee responsible for coordinating strategy, 

communication, and decision-making during negotiations and industrial action, including 

the Dispute and Strike. 

Maritime Council 

A short-lived national coordinating body of trade unions formed in the late nineteenth 

century, dissolved following the defeat of the 1890 Maritime Strike. 

New Zealand Forest Products (NZFP) 

Aotearoa New Zealand’s largest private company at the time of the Dispute and owner of 

the Kinleith Pulp and Paper Mill. 
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Socialist Unity Party (SUP) 

A Marxist–Leninist political party active in Aotearoa New Zealand during the twentieth 

century, with links to sections of the trade union movement. In this thesis, the SUP is 

referenced in relation to Government and media claims alleging communist influence in the 

Kinleith Dispute. 

 

Policy and Political Frameworks 

Keynesian social democracy 

A policy framework characterised by state intervention in the economy, collective 

bargaining, full employment objectives, and universal welfare provision. 

Neoliberal reform 

A set of policy changes emphasising market mechanisms, reduced state intervention, 

individualised employment relations, and diminished collective bargaining. 

Paternalistic welfarism (NZFP): Employer-provided housing and welfare through which New 

Zealand Forest Products exercised social oversight, aligning corporate welfare with 

Keynesian social-democratic principles. 

Tripartite talks 

Negotiations involving representatives of unions, employers, and the state to determine 

wage policy and industrial relations settings. 

 

Legislation in chronological order (including contribution to and placement in the thesis) 

Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act 1894 (IC&A) (Contextual) 

Established compulsory arbitration and state regulation of collective bargaining in New 

Zealand. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 1 (pp. 9–10). 

Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Amendments (1905 and 1907) (Contextual) 

Amendments restricting lawful strike action and reinforcing compulsory arbitration, 

including limiting strike rights to registered unions. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 1 (pp. 

9–10). 

Trade Union Act 1908 (Contextual) 

Provided for the registration and legal recognition of trade unions and regulated conditions 

for lawful industrial action. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 1 (pp. 9–10). 
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Public Safety Conservation Act 1932 (Contextual) 

Granted the Government emergency powers to suspend civil liberties during periods of 

perceived public disorder, including industrial unrest. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 1 (pp. 

9–10). 

Social Security Act 1964 (Contextual) 

Established statutory provision for social welfare benefits, including unemployment 

assistance, within Aotearoa New Zealand’s post-war welfare state framework. Referenced: 

Chapter One (pp. 5–6); Chapter Two – Part 1 (pp. 9–10). 

Social Security Act 1964 (Section 58, amended 1978) (Analytical) 

Restricted eligibility for unemployment benefits for workers participating in, or affected by, 

strike action, shaping strike tactics and welfare strategies during the Dispute. Referenced: 

Chapter Two – Part 3 (pp. 17–18); Chapter Seven (pp. 78–80). 

Immigration Act 1964 and amendments (Contextual/Analytical) 

Updated the Immigration Restriction Act 1920, regulating post-war migration and privileging 

European migrants. Amendments, including ss 14 and 33(a) and the Immigration 

Amendment Acts 1968 and 1974, Provided the legislative basis for the Dawn Raids of the 

1970s and shaped Tokoroa’s labour and community relations (Chapter Two – Part 2, pp. 14–

15; Chapter Seven, pp. 80–82). 

Tokoroa Town Empowering Act 1966 (Local) (Contextual) 

Conferred borough status on Tokoroa and expanded local governance powers, informing 

the town’s institutional development. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 2 (pp. 12–13). 

Industrial Relations Amendment Act 1976 (Contextual) 

Expanded state regulation of industrial relations and imposed additional controls on 

industrial action during the late-1970s. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 1 (pp. 10–11) 

Commerce Amendment Act 1976 (Contextual) 

Extended government authority over economic regulation, including wage control 

mechanisms. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 1 (pp. 10–11) 

General Wage Orders Act 1977 (Contextual) 

Provided statutory authority for nationally prescribed wage adjustments as part of incomes 

policy. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 1 (pp. 10–11) 

National Development Act 1979 (Contextual) 

Enabled direct state intervention in economic development, investment, and wage 



xii 
 

regulation, preceding the Remuneration Act framework. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 3 

(pp. 17–18) 

Remuneration Act 1979 (Analytical) 

Authorised government intervention to amend private sector wage settlements by 

regulation and constituted the central policy instrument examined in the thesis. 

Referenced: Chapter One (pp. 1–2); Chapter Two – Part 3 (pp. 17–19); Chapters Five–Seven 

Remuneration (New Zealand Forest Products) Regulations 1980 (Analytical) 

Regulations made under the Remuneration Act 1979 reducing the Kinleith wage settlement 

and triggering the political phase of the Strike. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 3 (pp. 18–

19); Chapters Five–Seven 

Revocation of Remuneration (New Zealand Forest Products) Regulations 1980 (Analytical) 

Regulations revoking the imposed wage reductions and restoring the negotiated settlement 

following sustained collective action. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 3 (p. 19); Chapter 

Seven 

Remuneration Act Repeal Bill 1980 (Analytical) 

Legislation introduced to repeal the Remuneration Act 1979 following sustained industrial 

and political opposition. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 3 (p. 19) 

Remuneration Act Repeal Act 1980 (1980 No 30) (Analytical) 

Legislation repealing the Remuneration Act 1979 and terminating statutory 

wage-intervention powers. Referenced: Chapter Two – Part 3 (p. 19); Chapter Seven 

Employment Contracts Act 1991 (ECA) (Analytical) 

Abolished compulsory unionism and collective bargaining frameworks, used in the thesis to 

contrast post-neoliberal employment relations with the Kinleith period. 

Referenced: Chapter Three (pp. 29–30); Chapter Six; Chapter Seven; Chapter Eight 

 

Welfare, Gender, Workplace, and Community Concepts 

Community solidarity 

The expression of mutual concern and collective support within and between workplace, 

local, and external communities that enables coordinated collective action. 

Grassroots leadership 

Leadership practices emerging from within the rank-and-file, characterised by collective 

decision making and accountability to the wider membership. 
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Inclusive welfare 

Welfare provision designed to support all those adversely affected by a dispute, including 

non-union households and local businesses. 

Moral support 

Non-material forms of assistance, including emotional, social, and psychological support, 

that sustain collective participation. 

Rank-and-file 

Union members and workers who are not employed as paid union officials or managers. 

Roadrunners 

Rank-and-file union members deployed as a communication strategy to convey the Strike’s 

rationale, counter misinformation, and build support through direct engagement at 

stop-work meetings. 

Social cohesion 

The degree of trust, connectedness, and shared norms within a community that facilitates 

collective organisation and mutual support. 

Union official 

A paid or appointed representative employed by a trade union to perform administrative, 

organisational, negotiating, or advocacy functions on behalf of members, typically operating 

at a level removed from day-to-day shop-floor work. 

Union/community alliances 

Issue-specific, reciprocal relationships between unions and non-union actors, including 

families, community organisations, and external supporters, formed to support industrial 

action or policy objectives. 

Welfare operation / welfare centre 

An organised support system providing material assistance, information, and social support 

to workers, families, and community members affected by industrial action. 

Women’s involvement 

The participation of women in organisational, welfare, and decision-making roles during the 

Dispute, including paid workers and workers’ partners. 

 

Place-Based and Structural Concepts 
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Single-industry town 

A community whose economic activity and employment are dominated by a single industry 

or employer. 

Company town 

A settlement developed and managed primarily by a private employer, with overlapping 

industrial, social, and civic structures. 

Kerr–Siegel Hypothesis 

A theory proposing that single-industry communities are more prone to industrial conflict 

due to isolation, work conditions, and worker cohesion. 

Union density 

The proportion of workers in a workplace, industry, or region who are union members. 

 

Cultural and Indigenous Concepts (as applied in this thesis) 

Kotahitanga 

A Māori concept referring to unity and collective purpose. 

Manaakitanga 

The practice of care, hospitality, and mutual responsibility within a community. 

Whanaungatanga 

Kinship-based relationships that emphasise collective obligation and social connection. 

Marae-like welfare model 

A culturally informed approach to welfare provision characterised by inclusivity, collective 

responsibility, and relational support. 

 

Research and Methodological Terms 

Counternarrative 

An account that challenges dominant or prevailing interpretations by foregrounding 

alternative experiences or perspectives. 

History-from-below 

A qualitative methodological approach that prioritises the perspectives and experiences of 

non-elite actors, particularly rank-and-file workers and community members, in historical 

analysis. 
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Oral history 

Recorded personal testimony used to document lived experience and memory of historical 

events. 

Reflexivity 

The process of critically examining how the researcher’s position and assumptions shape the 

research process and interpretation. 

Thematic analysis 

A qualitative analytical method used to identify, analyse, and report patterns of meaning 

within data. 

Top-down accounts 

Analytical approaches that emphasise the roles and decisions of institutional actors such as 

governments, employers, and union leadership, often marginalising grassroots perspectives. 
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Alphabetised List of Notable Figures (Non-Interviewees / 

Non-Participants) 

Andersen, Bill 

Senior union official and leader of the Socialist Unity Party (SUP). Referenced in relation to 

Government and media claims of communist influence during the Dispute and as part of the 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

 

Background 

In early 1980, one of the most significant strikes in Aotearoa New Zealand (Aotearoa 

NZ) history took place (Franks, 2001; McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Walsh, 1983). The 1980 

Kinleith Dispute (the Dispute) began in December 1979 after a breakdown in wage 

negotiations between owners of the Kinleith Pulp and Paper Mill (Kinleith), New Zealand 

Forest Products (NZFP), and Kinleith’s Combined Union representatives (Boston, 1984; Roper, 

1982; Walsh, 1983). A settlement was reached following a prolonged two-month strike which 

eventually saw NZFP concede to the Combined Union’s demands. The Government then 

intervened by issuing the Remuneration (New Zealand Forest Products) Regulations, SR 

1980/29 (NZFP Regulations) under the Remuneration Act 1979 (the Act) to reduce the 

settlement (Harbridge & McCaw, 1989; Hodge, 1980; Roth, 1980). With backing from 

Aotearoa NZ’s central union organisation, the New Zealand Federation of Labour (FOL), the 

strikers persevered for another month until the Government revoked the NZFP Regulations; 

a result that eventually led to the repeal of the Act (Boston, 1984; Millen, 1980; Roper, 1982; 

Roth, 1980). 

The Dispute took place in a period of peak industrial action, strike frequency, and 

Government statutory intervention in wage negotiations, while the FOL was at its most 

proactive and combative (Boraman, 2016; Boston, 1984; Department of Labour, 1985; 

Harbridge, 1980; Markey, 2011; Webb, 2022; Wilson, 1981). The Government’s use of the Act 

triggered a wave of industrial action, unprecedented both in terms of success, and support, 

for the trade union movement (Boston, 1984; Brosnan et al., 1990; Department of Labour, 

1979; Markey 2011; Webb, 2022). This was, as Roper described, “the first period of intense 

conflict between the Government and unions in New Zealand's history which did not leave 

the union movement weakened and demoralised” (1982, p. 1). 

Tokoroa developed as a forestry and mill town grounded in local production, 

intergenerational employment, strong union organisation, and close workplace–community 

ties. The closure of Paper Machine 6 at the Kinleith pulp and paper mill in 2025 ended more 

than seventy years of paper manufacturing in Aotearoa NZ, resulting in the loss of 

approximately 150 jobs and significant flow-on effects for contractors and the regional 
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economy. This outcome followed decades of restructuring, privatisation, and offshore 

ownership, with workers, unions, and community leaders citing high energy costs, ageing 

infrastructure, market pressures, and corporate offshoring decisions – alongside inadequate 

long-term industrial strategy and state protection – as drivers of closure, raising broader 

concerns about deindustrialisation, regional inequality, and New Zealand’s economic future 

(Kirkby-McLeod, 2025; Martin, 2025; Rankin, 2025; Van de Ven, 2025). 

This chapter proceeds with a description of how the topic for this thesis came about 

followed by the research objectives and research question. The concept of community 

solidarity is then examined and defined for the context of this research. By establishing a clear 

definition of community solidarity within this study, the subsequent analysis is grounded in 

an understanding of the term as it applies to the unique circumstances of the Dispute. The 

relationship between community solidarity and social policy is then discussed and a brief 

introduction to the history-from-below methodology used in this research is given. The 

significance of this research and an outline of the thesis structure are followed by a summary 

of the chapter. 

 

Research context: Why research Kinleith? 

I was fortunate enough to be hired for a project investigating the history of industrial 

relations in Aotearoa NZ during the long-1970s period between approximately the late 1960s 

and mid-1980s (Boraman, 2016; Brenner et al., 2020). Tasks included rummaging through 

archived newspapers and industrial relations records in addition to assembling strike statistics 

for this period. As a layperson on the subject, the sheer number and frequency of strikes, the 

large number of workers involved, and the number of working days lost to strikes, seemed 

extraordinary (Department of Labour, 1985). Among the records, the 1980 Kinleith Strike (the 

Strike) stood out, both in terms of the level of local and national community support it 

received, and its influence on the eventual repeal of the Act (Grant, 2010; Roper, 1982; Roth 

& Hammond, 1981). The Strike also stood out as being a rare success, particularly when 

compared to other major historical strike defeats involving the Government.  

In 2021, a Labour History Symposium screened the Kinleith ’80 documentary 

(Pohlmann et al., 1981). The narrated documentary contained footage of prominent union 

officials, primarily FOL Chairman Jim Knox, and politicians, most notably Prime Minister 
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Robert Muldoon. Central to the documentary were interviews with ordinary workers and 

community members who had been propelled into integral roles1 in the Strike’s operation 

(Pohlmann et al., 1981). The documentary revealed a canny, well-organised, and inclusive 

strike campaign led by rank-and-file employees (Andersen, 1980; Campbell, 2011; Pohlmann 

et al., 1981). My early reading of industrial relations literature revealed that, unlike the 

Kinleith ’80 documentary which focused on the strikers and community, most of the research 

regarding the Dispute focused on union officials, politicians, and NZFP management. 

Early commentators (Andersen, 1980; Varnham, 1980) anticipated that the Dispute 

would become a foundational case in industrial relations scholarship, offering lessons of 

enduring relevance for unions and political actors alike. However, relatively little has been 

written on the Dispute/Strike compared with other major instances of industrial action. 

Furthermore, these major strikes in Aotearoa NZ’s labour history are records of defeat for the 

trade union movement (explained in more detail in Chapter two, pp. 9-10) while the Strike 

emerges as an unparalleled success (Crawford, 1991; Deeks et al., 1994; Ellem & Franks, 2008; 

Merrett, 1969; Moriarty-Patten, 2012; Nolan, 2005; Roth & Hammond, 1981). This thesis 

contends that the Dispute remains underexamined, particularly from a history-from-below 

perspective that centres the experiences and oral histories of rank-and-file participants.  

The decision to focus on the Dispute as thesis topic was settled when Russell 

Campbell, one of the Kinleith ’80 producers, responded favourably to a request to use the 

original Kinleith’ 80 unpublished interview transcripts. Inspired by the Kinleith ’80 

documentary and its interview transcripts, and informed by the initial literature scan, the 

following research objectives and research question were determined.  

 

Research question 

 What key factors influenced the success of the 1980 Kinleith Pulp and Paper Mill 

labour dispute at Tokoroa, Aotearoa NZ?  

 

Research objectives 

 The main objectives of this research are: 

1. to discover the key factors that influenced the outcome of the Dispute, and: 

                                                            
1 For example: strike organisers, welfare organisers, money collectors, speakers. 
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2. to critically assess the role of community solidarity in the effectiveness of the Strike, 

and: 

3. to present a history-from-below account of the Dispute/Strike. 

 

Community solidarity: a definition 

One of the things that stood out watching the Kinleith ’80 documentary (Pohlmann et 

al., 1981) was the emphasis placed on the roles of community and of solidarity in the context 

of the Strike. The term community is typically applied to a group of people connected by one 

or multiple shared interests or commonalities such as location, history, workplace, language, 

customs, beliefs, values, ideologies, and struggles (Bhattacharyya, 2004; Bradshaw, 2008; 

Freilich, 1963; Mason, 2000; McMillan & Chavis, 1986). Mason and Bayertz similarly 

conceptualise solidarity as a form of mutual concern grounded in shared obligations and 

social cohesion (Bayertz, 1999; Mason, 2000). 

The link between solidarity and community was explored by Laitinen and Pessi who 

observed that, “solidarity’s characteristics may materialise most accurately in rather small 

communities whose members share, among other things, common history, common 

language, feeling of cohesion, willingness to help each other, common beliefs, and systems of 

values and norms” (2014, p.8). Bhattacharyya further coupled community with solidarity:  

Understanding community as solidarity (shared identity and norms) serves to define 

the concept in a distinctive and intrinsic manner, making it possible to distinguish a 

community from all other types of social relations. We can say that any social 

configuration that possesses shared identity and norms is a community (2004, p. 12). 

In the context of a workplace community, solidarity can manifest as the mutual 

concern between individuals (workers) and groups (unions), which can then inspire collective 

action towards a common cause (Dixon et al., 2004; Bayertz, 1999; Laitinen & Pessi, 2014; 

Smith, 2014). Crow acknowledged that “solidarity is necessary if collective interests are to be 

secured, for example in the context of a strike” (2010, p. 55). Regarding effective strike action, 

Laitinen & Pessi asserted “Intra-group solidarity is essential […] but another important 

characteristic is the moral support of outsiders” (2014, p. 10).  Outside of the workplace, 

solidarity may extend to the families of workers, community members, workers and unions 
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based elsewhere, or anyone anywhere who supports the collective action being taken as a 

shared moral action (Dixon et al., 2004; Laitinen & Pessi, 2014; Morgan & Pulignano, 2020). 

In the literature review (Chapter Three, pp. 28-29), union/community alliances are 

used to describe reciprocal, issue-specific relationships between unions and non-union actors 

– such as families, local residents, community organisations, and external supporters – that 

enhance legitimacy, morale, and leverage during industrial disputes (e.g. Craft, 1990; 

Tattersall, 2005; 2008). These alliances are not assumed to be permanent or uniform but are 

understood as practical arrangements that mobilise support across workplace and 

community boundaries. 

Based on the discussion provided above, community solidarity in the context of this 

thesis and the Strike can be articulated as the mutual concern present within and between 

the workplace community at Kinleith, the local community in Tokoroa, and the external 

community beyond Kinleith and Tokoroa. This solidarity was expressed through a set of 

union/community alliances that connected unions, workers, families, and community 

supporters across workplace and community boundaries, enabling collective action to be 

sustained throughout the Dispute. As such community solidarity and union/community 

alliances are explored either alongside each other, or as intertwined concepts in this thesis. 

Further context and explanation for the development of these alliances at Kinleith and in 

Tokoroa is provided in Chapter Two (pp. 14–15). 

 

Community solidarity and social policy 

 From a policy perspective, community solidarity has strong associations with 

Keynesian social democracy, social security, and the wage-earners’ welfare state era (Barrett, 

2006; Oliver, 1988; Ramia, 2020). In this period between approximately the late 1930s to the 

mid-1980s, government policy programs facilitated universal access to housing, health, 

education, welfare, and employment, which contributed to social cohesion and community 

solidarity (Cohen, 2019; Laitinen & Pessi, 2014; White, 2003). Equally, social 

cohesion/community solidarity among the populace inspires trust in social policymakers and 

social policy directions in a mutually beneficial relationship (Hall, 2017; Lister, 2010; White, 

2003). 
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 Regarding labour relations, policies that facilitate individual and collective worker 

autonomy when negotiating their conditions of employment, can contribute to workplace, 

and by association, community cohesion and solidarity (Bayertz, 1999; Cohen, 2019; Smith, 

2014; White, 2003). This includes government policy approaches that directly (through 

legislation) or indirectly (through non-intervention) allow workers and unions autonomy in 

negotiations with employers, including the right to strike (Gourevitch, 2018; Hyman, 2013; 

Ramia, 2020). Conversely, legislation or interventions that limit worker or union autonomy 

can harm social cohesion (Ramia, 2020; White, 2003). This topic as it relates to Aotearoa NZ 

and more specifically the situation leading up to the Dispute is explored in further detail in 

part one of Chapter two (p.).  

 

History-from-below methodology 

Much of the existing literature focuses on the actions of governments, employers, and 

union leadership (Boraman, 2023; Crew, 1989; Gregory, 1999; Port, 2015). This emphasis 

tends to marginalise the experiences of rank-and-file workers and community members 

(Bhaskar, 2009; Collier, 2013; Holgate, 2015; Rediker, 2022). However, significant efforts have 

been made to produce a new perspective of labour history from-below which, in essence, 

prioritises the perspective of workers, the rank-and-file, in the historical narrative (Cobble, 

2012; De Vito & Gerritsen, 2018; Leeworthy, 2012; Lynd, 1993; Martínez Lucio & Connolly, 

2010; Myers, 2018; Van der Linden, 2012).  

This research contributes to this effort by choosing a history-from-below methodology 

(explored in more detail in Chapter four pp. 34-36) that prioritises the perspectives of rank-

and-file workers in the historical narrative regarding the Dispute/Strike. This thesis 

thematically analyses two sources of data from which to attain these perspectives: the 

Kinleith ’80 documentary and accompanying transcripts, and contemporary interviews with 

those who have lived experience of the Dispute/Strike. 

 

Significance 

This thesis centres primarily on the operation of the Strike and outcome of the Dispute 

from the perspectives of the rank-and-file workers and community currently 

underrepresented in existing literature. The application of a history-from-below methodology 
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in this research contributes to a richer understanding of the Dispute by foregrounding 

perspectives that are underrepresented within predominantly top-down approaches to 

knowledge production (Boraman, 2023; Port, 2015; Myers, 2018). This research contributes 

to the ongoing efforts of labour history researchers to elevate the perspective of workers and 

community members in the labour history narrative (see Methodology chapter, pp. 33-34). 

This research utilised both historical and contemporary datasets containing oral histories to 

best address the research objectives. As such, other perspectives (union officials, 

employers/management, politicians) were not sought, though they are generally represented 

in existing top-down literature and in the public record.  

 

Thesis structure 

This thesis is structured across eight chapters. Following the current introduction 

chapter (Chapter One), Chapter Two provides historical, political, and local context for the 

Dispute, situating it within Aotearoa NZ’s industrial relations history and the development of 

Tokoroa as a single-industry town. Chapter Two also provides and overview of the Dispute 

and the resultant Strike, including the use of the Act, Dispute outcomes, and Strike statistics. 

Chapter Three reviews the existing literature, identifying dominant top-down accounts and 

key thematic gaps addressed by this study. Chapter Four details the qualitative research 

design, data sources, analytical strategy, ethical considerations, and research limitations. 

Chapters Five and Six present the findings from the historical documentary data and 

contemporary interviews respectively. Chapter Seven discusses these findings in relation to 

the literature, focused by the objectives of this thesis. Chapter Eight concludes the thesis by 

summarising the key findings, outlining implications for social policy, and offering 

recommendations for future research. 

 

Chapter summary 

  This chapter has introduced the topic of the thesis with a brief description of the 

Dispute/Strike and its unique position in Aotearoa NZ’s labour history. A brief description of 

how this thesis came into being and the process which formed the research objectives and 

question was provided. A definition for community solidarity as it is applied to this thesis was 

developed and a relationship between community solidarity and social policy established. The 
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history-from-below methodology utilised in this thesis was introduced in addition to the 

significance of this research. Chapter two follows and situates the Dispute with a summary of 

the wider historical industrial relations context in Aotearoa NZ, the local context at Kinleith 

and town of Tokoroa, and key information and statistics regarding the Strike and the Act.  
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Chapter two: The Context 

 

This chapter provides context for the events that led to the Dispute which 

incorporated the Strike. Part 1 summarises the development of organised labour in Aotearoa 

NZ, notable industrial actions and their outcomes, and the Government's role and responses 

leading up to 1980. Part 2 summarises the distinct origins and development of Kinleith Mill 

and town of Tokoroa. Part 3 of this chapter summarises the Dispute and Strike, the 

Remuneration Act 1979 (the Act) and its impact, and official statistical information regarding 

both. The inclusion of this chapter is essential as it establishes the wider historical, political, 

economic, and policy conditions that preceded the Dispute, in addition to the specific 

industrial and community dynamics present at Kinleith Mill and within the town of Tokoroa. 

Both the local and the wider historical conditions played a significant role in shaping both the 

operation of the Strike and the eventual outcome of the Dispute.  

 

Part 1 – The wider historical context 

Union organisation, major industrial action, and Government responses  

Aotearoa NZ’s first major dispute, the 1890 Maritime Strike defeat, contributed to the 

dissolution of the country’s first central union organisation, the short-lived Maritime Council 

(Deeks et al., 1994; Roth & Hammond, 1981). The conservative Government publicly 

condemned those involved and deployed militarised forces to break the inexperienced unions 

(Crawford, 1991; Keating, 2011). Amid growing industrial unrest, the progressive Liberal 

Government (1891–1912) introduced the innovative Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration 

Act 1894 (IC&A) which established district conciliation boards and the Arbitration Court 

(Broadhead, 1908; Deeks et al., 1994; Roth, 1978). Unions gained statutory leverage in 

negotiations with employers while tightened restrictions on strikes resulted in “one of the 

lowest incidents of strike activity in the western world” (Deeks et al., 1994, p. 47).  

Amendments to the IC&A in 1905 and 1907 allowed only unions registered under the 

1908 Trade Union Act permission to strike legally (Nolan, 2005). Militant unions (anti-

arbitrationists) dissatisfied with the arbitration system deregistered from the IC&A, preferring 

direct negotiations with employers (Barry & Walsh, 2007; Roth, 1978). Moderate 

(arbitrationist) unions often broke away to form new unions who clashed with their militant 
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counterparts, as was the case during the 1912 Waihi Miners’ Strike (Barry & Walsh, 2007, 

Roth & Hammond, 1981). Aotearoa NZ’s second major national dispute, the 1913 Great Strike, 

consisted of simultaneous strikes led by the miners’ and watersiders’ unions (Deeks et al., 

1994; Ellem & Franks, 2008; Roth & Hammond, 1981). With both the Great Strike and the 

Waihi Strike, the conservative Government (1912- 1928) once again responded by publicly 

condemning militant unionists as communists and deploying militarised forces to defeat the 

unions (Deeks et al., 1994; Crawford, 1991; Nolan, 2005). 

The New Zealand Labour Party formed in 1916 and were elected to govern in 1935, 

implementing Keynesian policy reforms which allowed trade unionism to thrive2 (Brosnan et 

al., 1990; Franks & Nolan, 2011; Oliver, 1988; Roper, 2017; Vowles, 1982). In 1937 following 

decades of labour movement campaigning, the FOL formed and officially became the central 

private union organisation in Aotearoa NZ (Deeks et al., 1994; Franks & Nolan, 2011, Webb, 

2022). However, the growing strength of the union movement faltered following clashes with 

the Government during the 1951 Waterfront Dispute (Deeks et al., 1994; Millar, 2013; Roth 

& Hammond, 1981). Unusually, the FOL chose to distance itself by siding with the conservative 

Government who responded aggressively by condemning the dispute in the media; 

criminalising picketing, rallies, marches, union propaganda, donations of money or food; and 

authorising the deregistration of offending unions and confiscation of their funds3 (Grant, 

2010; Keating, 2011; Logan, 1976; Merrett, 1969; Taylor, 2006). The Government’s 

intervention in the Waterfront Dispute would leave a bitter and lasting impression on the 

union movement (Millar, 2013; Webb, 2022). 

 

The long-1970s 

Following the post-World War II economic boom of the 1950s and early 1960s, several 

economic crises4 resulted in a period referred to as the ‘long-1970s’ characterised by rising 

inflation, unemployment, and strikes (Andry, 2019; Boraman, 2023; Boston, 1984; Brenner et 

al., 2020; Ferguson et al., 2011; Rosenberg, 2017). In 1968, the FOL applied for a 7.8% General 

                                                            
2 Unions gained political leverage via the Political Disabilities Removal Act 1936. The IC&A Amendment Act 
1936 introduced compulsory unionism (Franks & Nolan, 2011). 
3 Waterfront Strike Emergency Regulations were issued under the 1932 Public Safety Conservation Act (Millar, 
2013) 
4 The collapse of export wool prices in the late 1960s; the decline of the Bretton Woods global monetary 
exchange system from 1971; the United Kingdom’s entry into the European Economic Union in 1973, and oil 
shocks in 1973 and 1978 (Bodman, 2014; Boston, 1984; Easton, 2020; McDougall, 2023; Rose, 2007). 
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Wage Order (GWO)5 but political pressure to limit wage growth saw the Arbitration Court 

issue a ‘nil-wage-order’ denying the expected national/general wage increase (Boston, 1984; 

Briggs, 2007; Wilson, 1981).  

The resultant industrial action moved both the workers’ and employers’ 

representatives on the Arbitration Court to award a 5% GWO, asserting a preference for direct 

union-employer bargaining (Boston, 1984; Farmer, 1978; Roth, 1978). The long-1970s 

subsequently became “the lengthiest and most widely supported period of sustained strike 

activity” in Aotearoa NZ history (Boraman, 2019, p. 4). Keynesian social democratic ideals and 

full employment aspirations were increasingly seen as antagonistic to both national economic 

interests and encroaching global economic interests (Bodman, 2014; Glyn, 1995; Maier, 2011; 

Peet, 2012; Roper, 2017).  

Consecutive National and Labour governments tried various statutory interventions 

to inhibit escalating inflation, wage increases, and industrial action, which proved largely 

ineffectual (Boston, 1984; Hodge, 1980; Wilson, 1981). The conservative Government led by 

Prime Minister Robert Muldoon from 1975 to 1984, sought to restrict “uncontrolled direct 

bargaining or industrial action” (Farmer, 1978, p. 102) through various wage control policies 

and tightened strike legislation6 (Brosnan et al., 1990; Franks, 2001; Szakats, 1977; Webb, 

2022).  

During this time the FOL had steadily gained status and political influence under 

Chairman Sir Tom Skinner’s (1963-1979) mediatory approach, which ended upon his 

retirement. New Chairman Jim Knox and Secretary Ken Douglas, both veterans of the 1951 

Waterfront Dispute defeat, were elected to the FOL leadership in 1979. The FOL then took a 

more combative approach, becoming strategically more involved in wage negotiations and 

industrial action, as well as social and political issues (Harbridge, 1980; Markey, 2011; Roper, 

1982; Webb, 2022). Correspondingly, in 1979, “an extraordinary 46 per cent of the workforce 

took part in stoppages […] largely due to the general strike of that year” against the Act 

(Boraman, 2016, p. 64).  

 

                                                            
5 Government prescribed collective wage increases issued under the Economic Stabilisation Act 1948 to 
restrain inflationary pressures (Boston, 1984; Deeks et al., 1994). 
6 The Commerce Amendment Act 1976, and Industrial Relations Amendment Act 1976, General Wage Orders 
Act 1977 (Brosnan et al., 1990; Farmer, 1978; Franks, 2001; Szakats, 1977; Webb, 2022). 
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Summary 

Conservative governments typically responded aggressively to major industrial action 

resulting in historical defeats and regression for the union movement. Progressive 

governments more aligned with the labour movement implemented policy protocols, such as 

those associated with Keynesianism, which were generally favourable to organised labour. 

Such policy protocols contributed to the rise of the FOL as a political power. Economic 

instability during the long 1970s intensified inflation, wage pressures, and strike activity 

leading the Muldoon-led Government to rely increasingly on interventionist wage controls 

that deepened conflict between the state and unions.  

Collectively, these circumstances highlight the significance of institutional settings and 

the policies they generate that can either facilitate or constrain collective bargaining, 

contributing to the industrial relations climate and any resultant industrial action. Rather than 

an isolated event, the Dispute occurred within these broader struggles over the limits of state 

intervention in wage determination and the right to free collective bargaining, informed by 

the historical memory of earlier failed confrontations with conservative governments. 

Circumstances specific to the local context at Kinleith Mill and in Tokoroa are also key to 

understanding the operation of the Strike and outcome of the Dispute. 

 

Part 2 – The local context 

Tokoroa and the Kinleith Mill 

The 1913 Royal Commission on Forestry identified Aotearoa NZ’s central North Island 

volcanic plateau as ideally suited for commercial forestry which saw Perpetual Forests Ltd 

plant 100 million trees in the 1920s (Chapple, 1977; Haszard et al., 1913; Healy, 1982). New 

Zealand Forest Products (NZFP), formed in 1935, took over the forests and built timber/pulp 

and paper mills at significant sites on the plateau to process the timber products, mostly for 

export (Healy, 1982). Most prominent was the Kinleith Mill near the company’s Maraetai 

forestry block; renamed Kinleith after its Scottish counterpart and NZFP Managing Director 

Sir David Henry’s boyhood workplace (Chapple, 1977; Finkelstein & Shep, 2010; Healy, 1982; 

Hurd & Dyer, 2021). 

The nearby farming settlement of Tokoroa was strategically and significantly 

developed by NZFP to support the operation of the Kinleith Mill (Chapple, 1977; Finkelstein 



13 
 

& Shep, 2010; McClintock & Taylor, 1983). This was unusual for the time, as the prevailing 

Keynesian policy approach typically meant selected communities were exclusively developed 

for economic purposes by the Government (Chapple, 1977; Hurd, 2015; McClintock & Taylor, 

1983). However, Tokoroa largely existed as its own private enterprise; an extension of NZFP 

and Kinleith and therefore, a true single-industry company town (Finkelstein & Shep, 2010; 

McClintock & Taylor, 1983).  

Tokoroa gained its own town committee in 1953; one year before the Kinleith site was 

officially opened in 1954. The town committee consisted of both popularly elected members 

and NZFP nominees “whose capital was invested so heavily in both industry and town” 

(Chapple, 1977, p. 111). Under the paternal welfarism influenced by David Henry’s Scottish 

heritage, NZFP built most of the housing in Tokoroa, becoming the largest private housing 

manufacturer in the country (Chapple, 1977; Finkelstein & Shep, 2010; McClintock & Taylor, 

1983; Hurd & Dyer, 2021). NZFP was also the largest private company in Aotearoa NZ between 

1936 and 1990 making Kinleith, and by extension Tokoroa, a site of national economic 

significance (McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Hurd & Dyer, 2017a). 

Rapid growth at Kinleith led to Tokoroa becoming the fastest growing town in the 

country in 1976; the population rose from 242 in 1948 to approximately 19,480 in 1980 

(Campbell et al., 1986; Chapple, 1977; Swarbrick, 2015). This quickly led to the Kinleith being 

one of the largest permanent industrial workplaces in Aotearoa NZ with the workforce 

increasing from 1,500 in 1954 and reaching approximately 5,500 in 1980 (Hurd & Dyer, 

2017b). To cater to Tokoroa’s rapid growth, a unique statute, the Tokoroa Town Empowering 

Act 1966 (Local) (1966 No 17), made Tokoroa the first County Borough in Aotearoa NZ with 

an elected Borough Committee and Mayor (Chapple, 1977; New Zealand Legal Information 

Institute, n.d.).  

Consequently, the history of Tokoroa is intertwined in unique and complex ways with 

local and central government, NZFP and Kinleith (Finkelstein & Shep, 2010). Pitt described 

Tokoroa as one of a new kind of town occurring in the post-World War II socio-economic 

environment, developing “new and different social forms […] in the wake of urbanisation and 

industrialisation” (1977, p.vii).   
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Occupational and Cultural Diversity 

Operating Kinleith required a diverse array of skilled and unskilled labour which 

contributed to the diverse socio-economic and cultural structures in the unions at the Kinleith 

site and consequently in Tokoroa (McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Walsh, 1983). (Chapple, 1977; 

Hurd & Dyer, 2017a; McClintock & Taylor, 1983). Managerial roles were generally occupied 

by people of European descent; skilled labour involved in maintenance and service roles were 

also predominantly European; semi-skilled staff were a broad mix of European, Māori and 

Pasifika, while unskilled labour was provided by mostly Māori and Pasifika workers7 (Chapple, 

1977; Finkelstein & Shep, 2010; Franks & Nolan, 2011; McClintock & Taylor, 1983). Māori and 

Pasifika were represented in significantly higher percentages than the Aotearoa NZ national 

average (see Table 1 below).  

 

Table 1 

Ethnicity of Tokoroa’s population in 1981 compared with the rest of Aotearoa NZ 

Ethnicity 1981 census % Aotearoa NZ % Tokoroa % Difference* 

European 85.8 65.7 -23.4 

Māori 8.8 20.4 +131.8 

Pacific Islands 2.9 11.9 +310.3 

Other 2.5 1.9 -24.0 

 100.0 100.0  

(Campbell et al., 1986; Stats NZ, 1983). 

*Percentage point difference (not percentage change) between Aotearoa NZ and Tokoroa. 

 

Cultural and occupational hierarchies at Kinleith were reflected in Tokoroa’s street 

layout and housing arrangement (Chapple, 1977; Hurd & Dyer, 2021; Finkelstein & Shep, 

2010; McClintock & Taylor, 1983). NZFP built five single men’s camps at Kinleith and in 

Tokoroa. Management lived in larger houses on street corners; “the epitome of benign 

                                                            
7 Assisted migration schemes continued until 1975. A preference for Europeans was reaffirmed by the 
Immigration Act of 1964 (Bellamy, 2008, p. 5). Cook Islanders, Niueans, and Tokelauans held New Zealand 
citizenship and were thus permitted unrestricted entry, while the 1962 Treaty of Friendship with Western 
Samoa established an annual quota of 1,500 migrants. Tongan and Fijian migrants were subject to the normal 
provisions and permanent entry was largely restricted to the immediate families of New Zealand residents 
(Ongley & Pearson, 1995, p. 774). 
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surveillance […] David Henry himself initially lived at Juniper Green, part of the executive 

housing development” (Finkelstein & Shep, 2010, p. 125). Over time the lower paid workers, 

became clustered together in older parts of Tokoroa while white-collar workers moved to 

newer subdivisions (Chapple, 1977; Finkelstein & Shep, 2010; McClintock & Taylor, 1983).  

The Kinleith site was highly unionised, with comprehensive union membership among 

the workforce (Harbridge, 1991; Hurd & Dyer, 2021). All major private sector unions were 

represented at Kinleith, including the influential and comparatively militant Boilermakers’, 

Drivers', Engineers', Electricians', and Storeworkers' unions, as well as the two largest unions 

by membership on site: the Pulp and Paper Workers’ Union and Timberworkers’ Union 

(Chapple, 1977; Healy, 1982; Hurd & Dyer, 2017a). Both the number of unions and the 

influence of the stronger unions made Kinleith a place of national significance for the trade 

union movement and the Government (McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Walsh, 1983; Roper; 

1982). The Northern Industrial District,8 which included the Kinleith site, was traditionally and 

strategically targeted for industrial action designed to set the trend for annual wage and 

award rounds (McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Roper, 1982). Wage agreements at Kinleith served 

as benchmarks, enabling union leaders to shape wage trends and negotiations in less 

influential districts (McCaw & Harbridge, 1990).  

 

Wage relativity and the Kinleith Combined Unions 

The number of unions at Kinleith added to the complexity of negotiating awards in 

this context, which led to the establishment of the Kinleith Combined Unions (Hurd & Dyer, 

2017a; McCaw & Harbridge, 1990). The Combined Unions were organised by the Kinleith 

Combined Site Delegates Committee made up of representatives chosen from, and by, the 

rank-and-file membership (Chapple, 1977; Healy, 1982). The Combined Unions strengthened 

workplace solidarity and industrial action at Kinleith, acting in sympathy and solidarity for 

individual unions and workers claims, as well as uniting to increase leverage in collective 

negotiations (Hurd, 2015; Roper, 1982; Roth, 1980).  

Wage bargaining was influenced by convention to maintain vertical and horizontal 

wage relativity in the pulp and paper industry (Harbridge & McCaw, 1989; Walsh, 1983). This 

                                                            
8 The Northern Industrial District encompassed Whangarei, Auckland, Manukau, Hamilton, Tauranga, and 
Rotorua districts (Department of Labour, 1981a) 
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two-tier bargaining system meant individual unions negotiated their terms with employers, 

then the Combined Unions would negotiate collective concerns. An outcome of this process 

was an agreed core wage rate from which wage relativities could be adjusted and pay parity 

could then be argued for from employers in forthcoming wage negotiations (Harbridge & 

Walsh, 1999; McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Walsh, 1983; Williams, 1984).  

 

Unions in the community 

Kinleith workers and their families formed the vast majority of Tokoroa’s population 

(Chapple, 1976; Finkelstein & Shep, 2010). Consequently, the influence of the unions and their 

members fed into the daily lives of the Tokoroa community. Union delegates and members 

participated in community activities, often taking roles in key leadership positions in many 

community organisations (Chapple, 1976; Finkelstein & Shep, 2010; Hurd & Dyer, 2017a). This 

involvement in the community strengthened social bonds and familiarity, creating a capacity 

for community solidarity in Tokoroa commonly with associated with Aotearoa NZ’s egalitarian 

image9 (Chapple, 1976; Ellem, 2015; Finkelstein & Shep, 2010; Nolan, 2007; Richardson, 

1995). 

 

Summary 

In the local context, the ethnically, culturally, and occupationally diverse workforce at 

Kinleith was correspondingly reflected socially and structurally in Tokoroa’s demographics 

and layout. Inherent demarcations and divisions were largely overcome at Kinleith by the 

establishment of the Kinleith Combined Unions, led by the rank-and-file Kinleith Site 

Delegates Committee. This increased the capacity for cohesion and solidarity at Kinleith 

regarding industrial matters. Connections between the Kinleith workplace and the Tokoroa 

community were augmented by the number of Kinleith workers present in the community 

and their involvement in Tokoroa community groups and organisations.  

 

                                                            
9 “The egalitarian narrative involving social equality, classlessness and consensus has been central to the New 
Zealand people’s sense of themselves” (Nolan, 2007, p. 128). 
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Part 3 – The Dispute 

In this thesis, a clear analytical distinction is maintained between the terms dispute 

and strike, reflecting both official industrial relations definitions and how these concepts are 

operationalised in the analysis of the 1980 Kinleith case. 

Wage negotiations and eventual settlements in April 1979 at Tasman had distorted 

horizontal wage relativities between Tasman and Kinleith by 37 cents (Harbridge & Walsh, 

1999). In December 1979, the Kinleith Combined Unions claimed a wage increase of 22% in 

wage negotiations with employers NZFP. This was equivalent to a core rate of 481.8 cents per 

hour, which would restore horizontal wage relativity, and therefore pay parity, with Tasman 

(Roth, 1980; Walsh, 1984). Negotiations broke down when NZFP only offered 18%, equivalent 

to 469.4 cents per hour, despite the company’s profits doubling compared to the previous 

year (Webb, 2022; Walsh, 1983).  

Work did not resume on the 7th of January 1980 after the Christmas shutdown period 

as the Strike, led by the Kinleith Combined Unions, was deemed underway (Campbell, 2021; 

Roth; 1980; Walsh, 1983). The pulp and paper union settled at 18% while suspended Kinleith 

timberworkers distanced themselves from the striking Combined Unions by formally asked 

the FOL to intervene in negotiations on the 29th of January 1980 (Campbell, 2021; Roth, 1980). 

The FOL attended negotiations and on the 21st of February, new award talks at Kawerau 

confirmed the core rate of 481.8 cents an hour. This was subsequently matched at Kinleith on 

the 24th of February by NZFP, presumably bringing the Strike to an end (Roth & Hammond, 

1981; Roper, 1982).  

 

The Remuneration Act 1979 

The Act was the second step (the first being the National Development Act 1979) in 

the Muldoon Government’s economic policy to suppress wages and encourage foreign 

investment (Boyle, 1986; Varnham, 1980). The Act granted the Government authority by 

regulation to amend any private wage settlement deemed too high and therefore detrimental 

to the national economy (Boston, 1984; Hodge, 1980; Roper, 1982; Roth, 1980; Williams, 

1984). Prior to the start of the Strike in 1980, the Government’s use of the Act had been met 

with resistance by the FOL and wider union movement (Locke, 2022; Roper, 1982, Williams, 

1984). Five of the seven non-industrial stoppages in 1979 were associated with protests 
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against the use of the Act, including Aotearoa NZ’s first general strike which involved 297,418 

workers, equivalent to 29% of the total Aotearoa NZ labour force (Department of Labour, 

1979). Boraman explains the importance of this action:  

It was the largest strike and the only genuinely national general strike in New 

Zealand history so far; it represented the first time that blue-collar and white-collar 

unions joined together in a national strike; and it possibly paved the way for the 

defeat of the Remuneration Act at Kinleith the next year (2016, p. 74). 

As a major manufacturing site owned by Aotearoa NZ’s largest private company with 

all of New Zealand's major private sector unions represented, Kinleith was important to the 

national economy and to the union movement.10 Wage settlements at Kinleith, therefore, had 

the power to influence wage rates in other districts (McCaw & Harbridge, 1990). Worried the 

flow-on effects of the Kinleith settlement would drive a widespread wage-price increase, the 

Government issued Remuneration (New Zealand Forest Products) Regulations 1980 (NZFP 

Regulations), under the Act. It was the Government’s fourth use of Remuneration Regulations 

in private wage negotiations (Roper, 1982). The NZFP Regulations reduced the Kinleith 

settlement to the original 18% or 469.4 cents per hour offered by NZFP (Harbridge & McCaw, 

1989; New Zealand Legal Information Institute, 1980; Roth, 1980; Williams, 1984). The Prime 

Minister also controversially used Aotearoa NZ’s security agencies to identify and then publish 

a list of Socialist Unity Party (SUP) members involved in the Strike, claiming communist 

influences (Boston, 1984; Roper, 1982; Roth, 1980; Walsh, 1983; Webb, 2022). 

Despite Government intervention, the Strike continued for another month aided by 

nationwide financial support facilitated by the FOL (Roper, 1982; Roth, 1980; Varnham, 1980). 

The Government eventually conceded and the Revocation of Remuneration (New Zealand 

Forest Products) Regulations 1980, was signed on the 26th of March, allowing the original 

settlement of 22% or 481.8 cents to be restored (Boston, 1984; Hodge, 1980; Roper, 1982; 

Roth, 1980; Williams, 1984).  

 

                                                            
10 Industrial action at Kinleith was thus used politically by the trade union movement to influence the 
Government on policy matters. 
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Outcomes of the Dispute 

In the settlement negotiations that ended the Strike, the FOL made several 

concessions with the Government in addition to the revocation of NZFP Regulations, agreeing 

to: promote rationalisation of the wage relativity structure, give assurances the core wage 

rates settled on did not overflow into other industry rates, and engage in tripartite11 talks 

with the Government and Employers Federation in order to formulate new wage policy going 

forward (Boston, 1984; Harbridge & McCaw, 1989; Roper, 1982; Roth, 1980; Williams, 1984).  

The success of the Strike meant the FOL was well positioned in tripartite talks where 

it sought assurances for the repeal of the Act (Roth, 1980; Webb, 2022). The Remuneration 

Act Repeal Bill was read on 15th August 1980 (Scott, 1980). Following an announcement on 

nationwide television and radio by the Prime Minister, the Act was officially repealed on 4th 

November 198012 (Roper, 1982). While the Act was not repealed as a direct outcome of the 

Strike, its eventual repeal would likely not have happened if the Dispute had ended in defeat 

(McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Roper, 1982). 

The Dispute outcome was a high point for trade union militancy and emboldened the 

FOL and trade union movement to subsequently launch a nationwide campaign in defence of 

living standards (Franks, 2001; Harbridge, 1980; Harbridge & McCaw, 1989; Roper, 1982; 

Webb, 2022). However, Harbridge & McCaw (1989) claim that because of the FOL’s 

concessions and subsequent decline in union movement solidarity,13 a longer-term outcome 

of the Dispute was the demise of the industrial relations system ushered in by the IC&A 1894 

and a shift of bargaining power firmly towards employers. 

 

1980 Kinleith Strike statistics 

According to the Department of Labour definition, the Strike was an industrial 

stoppage caused by a breakdown in negotiations (Department of Labour, 1981). However, 

the definition of an industrial stoppage was altered by the Department of Labour in 1980 

                                                            
11 A corporatist arrangement whereby the leaders of powerful interest groups – in this case, the FOL, 
Employers Federation, and the state – negotiate income policy/industrial legislation (Deeks et al., 1994). 
12 Remuneration Act Repeal Act 1980 (1980 No 30). 
13 In February 1981 thousands of workers went on strike in support of picketing workers arrested during 
unrelated disputes at a Dunedin fertiliser factory [Ravensdown] and at Auckland airport. In reaction, thousands 
of anti-unionists took part in a ‘Kiwis care’ demonstration in Auckland’s Queen Street, organised by Tania 
Harris. Despite FOL intervention, an unsuccessful four-month sit-in by workers at the Rixen clothing factory in 
Levin further exposed the vulnerability of the union movement (Franks, 2001). 
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because of the Kinleith dispute. The initial Strike involved a demand on the employer 

(industrial stoppage), whereas the second part of the Strike became an action against a third 

party, in this case, the Government (non-industrial/political stoppage). The new definition 

included actions against a third party as an industrial stoppage if related to conditions of 

employment (Department of Labour, 1981).  

Official statistics (see table 2 below) show a total of 1,353 workers were involved 

either directly or indirectly in the Strike against NZFP and a total of 2,290 against the 

Government’s intervention. A total of 92,185 working days were lost (approximately 25% of 

national total for 1980) and $5.4 million in wages (approximately 30% of the national total for 

1980) across the Kinleith workforce (Department of Labour, 1981). According to Roth, NZFP 

had estimated that the Dispute “had cost it more than $40 million in lost sales and market 

opportunities” (1980, p. 11). 

 

Table 2 

1980 Kinleith Strike classification and statistical breakdown 

1980 Kinleith Strike 5th January – 24th February  

Breakdown in wage 

negotiations (industrial) 

25th February – 28th March 

Government intervention 

(non-industrial/political) 

No. of workers directly 

involved 

531 531 

No. of workers indirectly 

involved 

822 1,759 

Duration – working days 51 33 

Working days lost 35,558 56,627 

Estimated loss in wages $1.8 million $3.6 million 

(Department of Labour, 1981).  

 

Chapter summary 

The wider historical context recognised the economic, political, and ideological 

circumstances that influenced the general nature of industrial relations and fortunes of the 

union movement. The degree to which these circumstances influenced the Dispute and Strike 
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are explored in this thesis. NZFP’s paternalistic approach to the development of the Kinleith 

Mill and Tokoroa as a single-industry company town, contributed to the uniqueness of the 

local context. The size and complexity of the mill meant Kinleith hosted most of Aotearoa NZ’s 

major unions, making Kinleith an influential site during wage negotiations. The worker-led 

Kinleith Combined Unions developed to negotiate collective agreements and coordinate 

industrial action when needed which created a capacity for solidarity in the workplace. 

Involvement in community groups and organisations blurred the lines between the mill and 

the town, creating a capacity for solidarity in the community. Having offered the wider 

historical and local context to the Dispute, chapter three reviews the scholarly literature for 

insights relating to the objectives of this thesis. 
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Chapter three: Literature review 

 

This chapter reviews literature documenting the Dispute, alongside scholarship 

relevant to the study’s objectives: identifying the key factors influencing the success of the 

Dispute, critically assessing the role of community solidarity in the Strike, and presenting a 

history-from-below account of the Dispute. Literature was identified using targeted search 

terms – including Kinleith, Tokoroa, Remuneration Act, community involvement, 

history-from-below, trade unionism, industrial action, income policy, and strikes – across 

Google Scholar and Massey University’s Discover database. The review primarily covers 

literature published between 1980 and 2025 in the Aotearoa NZ context, while also 

incorporating earlier and international sources where relevant. Analysis of contemporary 

newspaper reporting lies outside the scope of this thesis and, consistent with a 

history-from-below approach, such sources are not treated as primary evidence. 

The literature is organised thematically around factors influencing the operation of 

the Strike and outcome of the Dispute. Given Tokoroa’s status as a single-industry community, 

studies of single-industry towns and strike prevalence are included, as is research on union–

community solidarity and strike outcomes. The review also examines three features 

highlighted by the Kinleith ’80 documentary as central to the Strike’s success: communication, 

welfare, and the inclusion of women. Other themes emerging from the review are presented 

including cultural contributions and counternarratives to the prevailing accounts of the 

Dispute and influence of unions on Tokoroa. The prevalence of top-down accounts of the 

Dispute and Strike is addressed in the following section. The chapter concludes with a 

summary of the review and assessment of the gaps in the scholarship. 

 

The dominance of top-down literature 

The Dispute/Strike is most often mentioned in historical research, historiographies 

and biographies, and incomes policy and industrial relations reference books and journals. 

These primarily ‘top-down’ accounts – informed by reports, mainstream newspapers, and 

records kept by unions, companies, and governments – focus on “how negotiations unfolded 

between key representatives of employers, unions, and the state” (Boraman, 2023, p. 65). 

This approach obscures the individual and collective agency exhibited by ordinary people in 
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defence of their rights and standard of living (Barrett, 2017; Boraman, 2023; Hobsbawm, 

1988). Rank-and-file perspectives are few. Exceptions include an article by Varnham (1980) 

which contains interviews with two prominent members of the rank-and-file Kinleith Site 

Committee in addition to insights from Tokoroa community members. Campbell’s (2021) 

article contains excerpts of interviews from the Kinleith ’80 documentary, which are subjected 

to analysis by this thesis. Despite most of the literature being top-down, some common 

themes emerged regarding the influences on the operation of the Strike and outcome of the 

Dispute. 

 

Wage relativity/pay parity 

Many accounts of the Dispute refer to the influence of the wage relativity structure 

on the pulp and paper industry (Harbridge & McCaw, 1989; McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Roper, 

1982; Walsh, 1983; Walsh, 1984; Williams, 1984). Walsh (1983) and Williams (1984) similarly 

explained that the Dispute was best understood as symptomatic of the wage relativity 

structure that developed in the 1970s. Walsh later asserted that the reason for, and outcome 

of, the Dispute “was to reestablish the traditional parity between the 2 [NZFP and Tasman] 

companies” (1984, p. 92). Roper (1982) assessed that the easily understood argument for pay 

parity contributed to the Strike’s success. The wage relativity/pay parity argument (explained 

in Chapter two, pp. 15-16) was broadly expressed as a key factor in the Dispute’s outcome. 

This thesis investigates the pay parity issue from the perspective of the workers.  

 

The Government and the Remuneration Act 1979 

The role played by the Muldoon-led Government and its policymaking is a recurrent 

theme among the literature. Authors consistently criticised the Government's tactics and 

deployment of the Act, which some consider contributed to the Strike's success (Boston, 

1984; Campbell, 2021; Hodge, 1980; McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Roper, 1982; Ryan, 1980; 

Williams, 1984; Wilson, 1981). Ryan (1980) assessed that the Act was flawed and suitable for 

repeal as it was passed under urgency without adequate consultation or planning. Some 

authors noted that the Act not only extended the Strike by several weeks, but that it also 

encouraged more unionists to take militant action (including the 1979 General Strike) and/or 

offer financial support for the Kinleith Strike (Boraman, 2016; Campbell, 2021; Franks, 2001; 



24 
 

Roper, 1982). In Varnham’s article, interviewee Graham Holmes labelled the use of the Act as 

“a satanic act” (1980, p. 6). The Strike result was a battle won for the union movement in the 

fundamental conflict between “the right of the State to intervene in industrial relations versus 

the unions’ right to bargain freely with their employers” (Roper, 1982, p.9). 

Muldoon’s increasing power in decision making as Prime Minister, Minister of Finance, 

and Minister in Charge of the Security Intelligence Service (SIS) was acknowledged by Roper 

(1982). The literature often notes that Muldoon exploited the latter position to gather 

intelligence aimed at linking the Strike to the Socialist Unity Party (SUP) and communist 

influences (Boston, 1984; Roper, 1982; Roth, 1980; Walsh, 1983; Webb, 2022). Although, 

according to Bill Andersen (Andersen, 1980), leader of the Socialist Unity Party, the FOL and 

SUP were distinct from destructive far-left factions in the trade union movement. Campbell 

(2021) noted that the Prime Minister's efforts to portray the Strike as a communist initiative 

did not diminish the determination of the strikers and their supporters. The literature here 

suggests that the failure of the Government’s tactics and policy approach was responsible for, 

or at least contributed to, the Dispute’s success. Conversely, the approach of the unions and 

FOL is praised. 

 

Leadership: The role of the FOL and Unions 

The role of the FOL on both the operation of the Strike and the ultimate resolution of 

the Dispute is a recurring theme in literature. Some scholars viewed the outcome of the 

dispute as a triumph for the FOL and its emerging leadership, particularly Chairman Jim Knox 

(Andersen, 1980; Markey, 2011; Roper, 1982; Roth & Hammond, 1981; Webb, 2022). Markey 

(2011) described the FOL’s victory as the most successful example of their strategy to apply 

“industrial pressure for political impact” (2011, p.173). Roth (1980) and Walsh (1983) 

emphasised the cooperative relationship between Chairman Knox and the Kinleith Combined 

Union Delegates. Roper (1982) argued that the Act’s repeal was not only the result of Knox 

and the FOL’s leadership, but also the organisational effectiveness of the Kinleith Combined 

Unions. 

Many accounts attribute the Dispute’s outcome broadly to the FOL and unions; 

however, some research indicates otherwise. Campbell observed that the Strike’s success was 

due to the FOL’s backing of “a struggle led by rank-and-file workers” (2021, p.10). Harbridge 
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(1980) documented the FOL’s 1980 conference, reporting that Knox worked closely with 

Kinleith union delegates and made major decisions in deliberation with delegates, strikers, 

and supporters, often at mass meetings. Furthermore, most accounts of the Strike 

acknowledge that the pulp and paper workers settled separately, and that the timberworkers 

approached the FOL to intervene (Andersen, 1980; Campbell, 2021; Franks, 2001; Roper, 

1982, Roth, 1980, Walsh, 1983, Webb, 2022). Overlooked in the literature are the varying 

roles and perspectives of the, at least, fourteen separate unions at the Kinleith site.  

Most scholarship does not fully incorporate rank-and-file perspectives to illuminate 

the nuances of Dispute leadership or the various perspectives of the multiple unions. This 

thesis intends to address that gap by analysing data that reflects the views of rank-and-file 

participants, offering another layer of insight into leadership roles during the Dispute and 

Strike. Furthermore, most accounts of the Dispute have typically focused on the words and 

actions of union and government officials while several other important factors have received 

less attention. The Kinleith ’80 documentary underscores the significance of welfare support, 

women’s participation, and communication strategies as essential to the operation of the 

Strike and outcome of the Dispute. The following section examines the literature regarding 

these factors. 

 

Communication 

The communication strategy is given considerable attention in the Kinleith’ 80 

documentary film analysed by this thesis and appears to be an important part of the operation 

of the Strike and outcome of the Dispute, despite not being given much attention in the 

literature. There is a small amount of research that recognises that Strike organisers printed 

and distributed information door-to-door in response to the company’s [NZFP] and the 

Government’s media releases (Campbell, 2021; Varnham, 1980). Campbell (2011; 2021) 

briefly mentioned that several Kinleith workers, colloquially referred to as Roadrunners, had 

been selected to travel the country to explain the rationale for the Strike and gather support 

at stopwork meetings at other jobsites. Strike organisers appear to have been aware that both 

the company (NZFP) and the government would try to shape public opinion against the 

strikers. The proactive communication strategy that included distributing printed information 

and organising rank-and-file workers to speak at stopwork meetings nationwide appears only 
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in research by authors who interviewed rank-and-file strikers (Campbell, 2021; Pohlmann et 

al., 1981; Varnham, 1980).  The following section reviews another aspect of the Strike’s 

operation highlighted by the Kinleith ’80 documentary, the contribution of women. 

 

Women 

Women’s roles in industrial disputes have historically been shaped by the traditional 

male breadwinner wage model, which centred union priorities on men’s wages and 

effectively excluded women from industrial relations and strike politics (Nolan, 2011; James, 

1985). However, the role of women has been explored in other significant historical industrial 

action in Aotearoa NZ to provide a deeper understanding of the impacts on families and 

communities, and reveals women’s capacity for militant participation, as well as providers of 

relief and morale (Leckie, 1991; Locke, 2014; Millar, 2013; Nolan, 2003; Nolan, 2005; Nolan & 

Ryan, 2003; Scates, 1991; Street, 1993).  

Several authors acknowledged the importance of the involvement of women to the 

operation of the Strike and outcome of the Dispute. Some recognised that the inclusion of 

women was the biggest difference between the Strike and other examples of industrial action 

(Andersen, 1980; Roth, 1980; Roth & Hammond, 1981; Varnham, 1980; Webb, 2022). Women 

were integral to the organisation of the Strike, contributing significantly to the welfare centre, 

actively participating in union meetings, and in the maintenance of morale (Locke, 2022; Roth, 

1980; Roth & Hammond, 1981; Webb, 2022). Despite some recognition of the key role that 

women played in the Strike, relatively little attention has been given to this, especially when 

compared with research on other major historical industrial action. The welfare operation, 

and particularly the welfare centre (drop-in centre) in which the women played an integral 

role, was another key feature and theme of the Strike. 

 

Welfare 

The welfare operation and welfare centre are mentioned more frequently in the 

literature. A few authors noted the welfare operation benefitted from the nationwide relief 

effort facilitated by the FOL and that a drop-in centre had been established which served a 

variety of purposes including food distribution, meeting place and information sharing, 

clothing swap, counselling and moral support, and assistance with living costs (Andersen, 
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1980; Campbell, 2021; Franks, 2001; Grant, 2010; Locke, 2022; Varnham, 1980; Webb, 2022). 

Varnham’s article provided an indication of the scale of the welfare operation: “At any one 

time, as many as a hundred people might be helping at the welfare centre” (1980, p. 8). 

Andersen (1980) expressed that the relief centre “throbbed with trade union solidarity” (p. 

4).  

What is not revealed in the literature regarding the Strike is that welfare operations 

had been employed in the timber industry previously. Campbell’s (1980) interviews with rank-

and-file participants revealed details of a welfare operation14 during the 1977 timberworkers’ 

strike. James’ investigation of the 1978 Kawerau Strike noted that the timberworkers’ union 

initiated a welfare operation which “reflected the predominantly Māori composition of the 

union. It was run along cooperative lines and reliant on group involvement and kinship to get 

things done” (1985, p. 287). The Māori contribution to previous timber industry disputes, 

specifically the successful 1978 Kawerau Strike, may have been instrumental in shaping not 

only the welfare operation but consequently, the outcome. The next section explores this 

possibility regarding the Strike. 

 

Cultural contributions 

Some research recognised that Māori were key to welfare operations in past strikes 

in the timber/pulp and paper industry, noting that welfare operations and union meetings 

were often centred on maraes (Campbell, 1980, James, 1985). Clues pointing to a cultural 

influence on the Strike appear in some literature. Hangis (traditional Māori earth ovens) were 

incorporated into the welfare efforts while cultural performances by groups from within 

Tokoroa’s ethnically diverse community were also organised to cultivate solidarity (Andersen, 

1980; Campbell, 2021). Despite the significant presence of Māori and Pasifika in Tokoroa and 

at Kinleith (see Chapter Two, p. 13), their impact on the operation and outcome of the Strike 

is not addressed in the literature. This thesis aims to address this gap by examining the data 

sources for indicators of the role of Māori and Pasifika in the Strike, and in keeping with the 

objectives of this thesis, their possible contribution to community solidarity. 

 

                                                            
14 An effective food exchange network had been set up and the strikers, their families, and supporters were 
“raffling to raise funds, shearing, diving for crayfish, butchering cattle, hunting pigs, distributing soup to 
schools” (Campbell, 1980, p. 48). 
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Community solidarity 

A main objective of this thesis is assessing the influence of community solidarity in the 

Strike. A definition for community solidarity in the context of this thesis was provided in 

Chapter one (pp. 3-5) as the mutual concern expressed in, and between, the workplace 

community (at Kinleith), the local (Tokoroa) community, and the external community (outside 

Kinleith and Tokoroa i.e., nationwide). Campbell (2021) contended that the existing policy of 

compulsory unionism fostered union solidarity, which in turn contributed to increased 

community support for the Strike. Andersen (1980) observed that internal and external 

solidarity and support, which differentiated the Strike from other major historical strikes, was 

a key contributor to the Strike’s success. Roper (1982) asserted that the success of the Strike 

was partly due to the [Kinleith] Combined Unions' decision to actively involve both workers 

and their families in decision-making and relief efforts, which fostered solidarity. The FOL 

considered the solidarity and support shown by the wider trade union movement and 

community as a key lesson emerging from the Dispute (as cited in Webb, 2022, p. 116).  

Within the literature reviewed, the common narrative is that the Strike was widely 

supported (Campbell, 2021; Franks, 2001; Locke, 2022; Roper, 1982; Roth & Hammond, 1981; 

Walsh, 1983; Webb, 2022). However, this narrative is countered by the oral history research 

in Tokoroa, primarily by Hurd: 

Accounts presented about the 1980 industrial action depict the town as being largely 

in support of the workers […] However, there were a range of experiences of this 

period, with accounts also including hardship on the families of non-union town 

members and their families (2015, pp. 252-253).  

In the next section are further observations concerning this counternarrative.  

 

Counternarrative 

Research by Hurd (2015), Hurd and Dyer (2017a; 2017b), and Hurd et al. (2019) 

investigated Tokoroa as a single-industry town impacted by neoliberal restructuring. Oral 

history interviews with a range of participants from the Tokoroa community were a primary 

source for those pieces of research. Regarding the Strike, Hurd and Dyer found that “the 

community outwardly supported the striking workers and acted to help support the striking 

families” (2015, p. 256). However, Hurd (2015) also observed that opinions about the unions' 
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influence in Tokoroa were mixed, with some participants indicating that the Strike and the 

unions had a negative effect on the town.  

Hurd and Dyer (2017b) noted that community cohesion was a strong narrative among 

the Tokoroa residents interviewed. This narrative soon collapsed to reveal separations based 

on ethnicity, occupational position and seniority, mill and non-mill workers, and duration of 

residency in Tokoroa (Hurd and Dyer, 2017b). Generally, though, the primarily top-down 

literature agrees that the Strike benefitted from an alliance between the unions and the wider 

community, even if only for the duration of the Dispute. The influence of union/community 

alliances, such as that seen in Tokoroa in 1980, on strike outcomes, is explored in the next 

section. 

 

Union/community alliances and strike outcomes 

Research considering union/community alliances and strike outcomes proposes 

further insights into the Strike. Tattersall (2005) observed that unions often succeed by 

forming ad hoc coalitions with the community, which promotes legitimacy and enhances 

strikers’ morale. Choi (2008) found that successful strike outcomes arose from identifying and 

adjusting to the deficiencies of previous strikes and a willingness to cooperate and mobilise 

collectively. Several authors agree that overcoming internal (inter-union) and external 

(community) difference improves strike outcomes, particularly if wider support beyond the 

local context is captured (Choi, 2008; Holgate, 2015; Parker & Alakavuklar, 2018; Tattersall, 

2008). Craft (1990) observed that union/community alliances are more able to exert pressure 

on employers during disputes. However, such alliances are typically short-lived due to 

fluctuations in solidarity in the workplace and the community caused by shifts in prevailing 

social, economic, political, and cultural conditions (Craft, 1990; Thommes et al., 2014) found 

that workplace solidarity can deteriorate following strike activity. 

Some researchers noted that unions responded to neoliberal reforms, for example, by 

prioritising internal consolidation over forming alliances or organising strikes (Charlwood & 

Haynes, 2008; Harbridge & Honeybone, 1996; Holgate, 2015; Kelsey, 1997; Nicholls, 2002; 

Webb, 2022; Walsh & Crawford, 2003). Researchers also noted that, prior to neoliberal 

reform, unions and strike action served as a democratising force in an otherwise imbalanced 

industrial relations system that favoured business over labour (Bachrach & Botwinick, 1992; 



30 
 

Langford, 2015; Parker & Alakavuklar, 2018; Ricketts, 2012; Wolfe, 1985). Hurd’s (2015) 

research in Tokoroa recognised the change in community solidarity between instances of 

strike action, pre and post neoliberal reform: 

the strong commitment to collective good can be seen in the community response to 

the 1980 strike […] by the time of the 2003 strike, this collective sense was eroded, 

and the striking workers were seen as compromising the long-term prosperity of the 

town (2015, p.261).   

Despite the inconsistency of alliances due to changing social, economic, political, and 

cultural conditions, the literature affirms that an alliance between unions and the community 

can prove a successful strategy (Choi, 2008; Craft, 1990; Holgate, 2015; Parker & Alakavuklar, 

2018; Tattersall, 2008). The literature also upholds that the alliance between the FOL, the 

Kinleith unions, and the wider community, positively influenced the operation of the Strike 

and outcome of the Dispute (Andersen, 1980; Campbell, 2021; Franks, 2001; Locke, 2022; 

Roper, 1982; Roth & Hammond, 1981; Walsh, 1983; Webb, 2022). This thesis provides an 

analysis of this alliance and its influence on the Strike and outcome of the Dispute from the 

viewpoint of rank-and-file participants, addressing a gap that is largely unexamined in existing 

research. 

 

Tokoroa: a single-industry company town 

Some researchers considered Tokoroa’s status as a single-industry or company town 

as important to the operation of the Strike and outcome of the Dispute (Campbell, 2021; 

Roper, 1982; Varnham, 1980). Campbell (2021) argued that one reason for the Strikes' success 

was its isolation; with workers living in one community, strong local support was possible 

(2021). Varnham assessed that “most importantly, it took place in a company town” (1980, p. 

7) referring to Tokoroa’s co-dependent relationship with NZFP. Roper (1982) considered the 

Strike successful because it “affected an important industry, but few people outside Tokoroa” 

(1982, p. 7). 

Research exploring the correlation between towns with single-industry status and 

strike prevalence by Kerr and Siegel (1954) claimed that, essentially, strikes were more 

common in single-industry communities due to several distinctive traits: their geographic and 

or social isolation (isolated mass), the difficult nature of the work, a capacity for cohesion 
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among workers, and a propensity for radical ideology and militancy (Kerr and Siegel, 1954; 

Geare & Edgar, 2007). Accordingly, this thesis incorporates the Kerr/Siegel Hypothesis into 

the discussion regarding the operation of the Strike and outcome of the Dispute, explained in 

more detail in Chapter four (pp. 36-37). The following review of the existing research 

examining the Kerr-Siegel Hypothesis reveals that there is much debate regarding its 

legitimacy (Alexander, 1972; Geare, 1972; Geare & Edgar, 2007; Knotter, 2017; Lucas, 1971; 

Turnbull & Sapsford, 2001).  

Critics state that the Kerr-Siegel hypothesis is flawed due to the unreliable statistics 

regarding strikes and generalisation of data that overlooks key industries (Edwards, 1977; 

Geare, 1972; Knotter, 2017; Lucas, 1971). The failure to account for diverse workplaces and 

communities where multiple unions are represented, and for the specific top-down actions 

of employers, management and union officials, are also criticisms (Geare, 1972; Geare & 

Edgar, 2007; Knotter, 2017; Lucas, 1971; Turnbull & Sapsford, 2001). Some authors further 

argue that militancy and solidarity in the workplace is more prevalent where there is a high 

degree of union organisation (Dixon et al., 2004; Morgan & Pulignano, 2020) and inclusion 

and support from family and the community (Ellem, 2015). These findings are relevant to the 

situation at Kinleith, particularly during the Strike; its success in part credited to the Combined 

Unions involving families and the broader community (Andersen, 1980; Campbell, 2021; 

Locke, 2022; Roper, 1982). 

The Kerr-Siegel Hypothesis has been discussed in the context of Aotearoa NZ’s coal-

mining industry (Richardson, 1995) and debated in the Otago-Southland meat-working 

industry (Alexander, 1972; Geare, 1972; Howells & Alexander, 1968), but not in the 

timber/pulp and paper industry. However, Jamieson’s (1962) study of Canadian timber towns 

identified a set of influences on industrial relations that closely parallel those at Kinleith. 

These extended beyond the Kerr–Siegel Hypothesis to include rapid industry growth, 

hierarchical wage structures, centralised organisation, multi-employer bargaining, high union 

density, and uneven union militancy and bargaining power. On the latter note, Jamieson 

observed that “long-drawn-out strikes” (1962, p. 413) resulted when distortions in wage 

relativities occurred due to an imbalance in bargaining power and employer resistance during 

economic downturn. These factors may be ascribed to the conditions prevailing during the 

Strike. 
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McClintock & Taylor’s (1983) case study of Aotearoa NZ timber towns noted that, in 

single-industry towns, occupational hierarchy and social stratification are intertwined – also 

a finding of Hurd & Dyer (2017a) – and contribute to industrial relations dynamics, social 

cohesion, and solidarity. Research on single-industry communities exposes various and 

numerous characteristics beyond narrow structural models like the Kerr-Siegel Hypothesis. 

Studies in the timber industry, more specifically, provide comparable characteristics to those 

found at Kinleith. Such an analysis has not been applied to the Strike; a gap which this thesis 

addresses from the perspective of workers and community members involved. 

 

Chapter summary 

Several themes emerged from the literature relevant to the operation and outcome 

of the Strike/Dispute. These were: the influence of wage relativities/pay parity, the influence 

of the Government and the Act, and the influence of the FOL. It is acknowledged that women, 

welfare, communications, and community solidarity were important and influential to the 

Strike’s operation and Dispute’s outcome. This review also revealed a counternarrative to the 

otherwise accepted accounts of widespread solidarity. Research showed that a large 

proportion of Māori and Pasifika workers and families lived in Tokoroa and were active in the 

unions and in the Strike. Māori had also been a driving force in previous welfare operations 

during strikes in the timber industry. However, most accounts of the Strike/Dispute utilised a 

‘top-down’ approach which privileges the perspective of key union officials, employers, and 

the Government. The views of rank-and-file participants and community members regarding 

the Strike are limited to a couple of brief articles. 

Some researchers concluded that Tokoroa’s status as a single-industry company town 

was relevant to the operation of the Strike and outcome of the Dispute, which pointed to the 

Kerr/Siegel Hypothesis, explained further in Chapter four (pp. 36-37) and discussed in relation 

to the findings of this research in Chapter seven (pp. 83-84). The literature regarding 

union/community alliances showed that such alliances are generally beneficial to strike 

outcomes but are tentative across time. Studies that explore these contexts and 

characteristics from-below are few, and even fewer focus on these contexts and 

characteristics as they are expressed through specific strikes and disputes. Other major 
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historical strikes have been revisited in the Aotearoa NZ context, primarily from a gendered 

perspective, but the 1980 Kinleith Strike is yet to receive such treatment.  

In 1980, Varnham predicted that “in years to come, Kinleith will become a standard 

study for students of industrial relations. It was, in many ways, the dispute that had 

everything” (p. 7). Andersen declared that the lessons learned and experience gained from 

the Dispute “should be considered and discussed by all trade unionists and by all political 

parties that claim to represent working-class interests” (1980, p. 2). Despite these projections 

that the Dispute and Strike would assume enduring significance within industrial relations 

scholarship and practice, it has received comparatively little sustained attention in Aotearoa 

NZ’s labour history. This absence stands in contrast to the Strike’s perceived national scale 

and impact. This review concludes that the 1980 Kinleith Strike/Dispute has not been 

subjected to history-from-below research, and the perspectives contained in the oral histories 

of those involved are yet to be fully represented in the academic literature.  
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Chapter four: Methodology and methods 

 

This chapter sets out the methodology and methods of this research. It begins by 

stating the research question and objectives. The qualitative, history-from-below approach 

employed to address the research question and objectives is then described. The data 

collection method, data sources, and the analytical approach are detailed, followed by a 

discussion of the ethical considerations particular to this research. My position as researcher 

is addressed and the limitations of this research approach are discussed. The chapter is then 

summarised in the conclusion.  

 

Research question 

 What key factors influenced the success of the 1980 Kinleith Pulp and Paper Mill 

labour dispute at Tokoroa, Aotearoa NZ?  

 

Research objectives 

 The main objectives of this research are: 

1. to discover the key factors that influenced the outcome of the Dispute, and: 

2. to critically assess the role of community solidarity in the effectiveness of the Strike, 

and: 

3. to present a history-from-below account of the Dispute/Strike. 

 

History-from-below 

History-from-below emerged in the mid-twentieth century as a qualitative social 

science theory and methodology that challenged historical narratives produced from-above 

or top-down by dominant political, cultural, and intellectual institutions and actors (Barrett, 

2017; Boraman, 2023; Crew, 1989; Gregory, 1999; Port, 2015). Such approaches have often 

been grounded in positivist assumptions and a preference for reductive, largely quantitative 

methods, emphasising neutrality, objectivity, and generalisable knowledge, while 

marginalising the experiences and agency of ordinary people (Fischer, 2000; Hasan, 2016; 

Matei & Hunter, 2021; Rediker, 2022). 
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A core premise of history-from-below is that researchers have a responsibility to 

address this imbalance in historical knowledge production (Holgate, 2021; Humphries et al., 

2020; Smith, 2012; Stewart & Lucio, 2017). This approach broadens and democratises 

historical inquiry by foregrounding marginalised perspectives and critically examining the 

assumptions underpinning dominant research paradigms and their associated political and 

economic ideologies (Bahl, 2003; Myers, 2018; Smith, 2012). Re-examining historical events 

from below allows for a deeper and more nuanced understanding by foregrounding the 

perspectives of those affected by unequal power relations and excluded from traditional 

accounts (Bhaskar, 2009; Collier, 2013; Holgate, 2015; Rediker, 2022). In practice, this 

approach frequently privileges oral histories, drawn either from the historical record or from 

participant interviews, as a means of accessing lived experience (Halpern, 1998; Lynd, 1993; 

Rediker, 2022).  

Port describes history-from-below as a form of “people’s history” that often involves 

a deliberate narrowing of scale to focus on a particular individual, community, or event (2015, 

p. 108). With labour history research, the history-from-below approach centres the 

perspectives of rank-and-file workers and their communities (Barrett, 2017; Crew, 1989; 

Zeitlin, 1989). This enables a more complete account of industrial conflict which recognises 

the active role of workers and community members in shaping events while distinguishing 

their interests and actions rather than presuming mutuality with union bureaucracy (Webb, 

2015; Zeitlin, 1989). This approach recognises that all historical accounts are situated and 

shaped by power, context, and perspective (Bhaskar, 2009; Smith, 2012).  

Some scholars have noted that reliance on oral histories may raise issues of 

subjectivity, selective memory, and emotional recall, which can complicate assessments of 

historical reliability (Crew, 1989; Gregory, 1999; Halpern, 1998; Perks & Thompson, 2015; 

Port, 2015). These limitations are addressed in this thesis through the use of multiple data 

sources and a transparent analytical strategy (outlined in the section ‘Dealing with two sets 

of data’ below), which situates participants’ accounts within their historical and social 

contexts while maintaining analytical coherence across datasets. Rather than diminishing its 

value, the strengths of a history-from-below approach amplify marginalised voices to produce 

more nuanced accounts of events such as the Strike.  
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A qualitative study 

Identifying the key factors that influenced the operation of the Strike and outcome of 

the Dispute requires an in-depth understanding of the lived experiences of those involved 

(Bell & Waters, 2018; Elliott & Timulak, 2005; Tolich & Davidson, 2018a). This thesis draws 

upon original Kinleith ’80 documentary interview transcripts in conjunction with 

contemporary interviews with participants with lived experience of the Dispute, collectively 

offering a rich source of qualitative data (Gibbs et al., 2007). A quantitative approach was, 

therefore, not essential to this research, though statistical data may be used to contextualise 

information relevant to the research (Bell & Waters, 2018). 

A qualitative approach incorporates the participant’s perceptions of their experiences, 

their emotional states, and the researcher’s own position and methodology (Patton, 1999; 

Patton, 2015). These qualitative elements inform analysis and interpretation by 

foregrounding terms emphasised by participants that directly relate to the research 

objectives – such as solidarity, unity, and welfare – which are then developed into core 

analytical themes (Bell & Waters, 2018; Tolich & Davidson, 2018b). These themes are treated 

as interpretive constructs that reflect patterns in participants’ accounts, rather than as fixed 

or exhaustive categories (Clarke & Braun, 2016; Savin-Baden & Howell Major, 2013).This 

aligns with the history-from-below methodology to present “a whole that must be first 

experienced, by standing […] in the shoes of those being studied” (Tolich & Davidson, 2018a, 

p.121).  

 

Single-industry communities and the Kerr-Siegel Hypothesis 

Some scholars offered that Tokoroa’s status as a single-industry company town played 

a role in the operation of the Strike and outcome of the Dispute (Campbell, 2021; Roper, 1982; 

Varnham, 1980). As outlined in the literature review (Chapter three, pp. 30–32), the Kerr–

Siegel hypothesis has been both influential and contested within scholarship on 

single-industry communities. When considered alongside later studies of industrial towns, the 

hypothesis provides a useful – though partial – contextual framework for understanding the 

industrial and social dynamics present at Kinleith and in Tokoroa. Related studies within the 

timber and pulp and paper industries reveal comparable structural and social features to 
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those observed at Kinleith, reinforcing the relevance of this body of literature to the present 

study.  

Despite sustained criticism of its generalisability, the literature review demonstrated 

that several characteristics associated with single-industry communities, including elements 

identified by Kerr and Siegel, offer valuable insights into patterns of cohesion, conflict, and 

collective action relevant to Tokoroa and Kinleith. However, rather than treating Tokoroa’s 

single-industry status as a determining cause of strike activity or outcomes, this thesis 

explores it as one contextual factor among many that shaped the conditions under which 

collective action occurred. This approach allows for consideration of how structural 

characteristics interacted with leadership practices, workplace organisation, community 

relationships, and external support, rather than attributing outcomes to industry structure 

alone. The applicability and limitations of the Kerr–Siegel hypothesis, and of single-industry 

community frameworks more broadly, are revisited in Chapter seven (pp. 83–84), where they 

are examined considering the empirical findings of this thesis. 

 

Data collection 

This research utilises two main sources. The first is a historical dataset comprised of 

two parts: the Kinleith ’80 documentary film, and the unpublished interview transcripts from 

the film, recorded in 1980/81. Both the unpublished transcripts and the film, and the 

differences between them, are described below. The second main dataset consists of 

contemporary interviews, recorded by this researcher in 2024. To differentiate the two, the 

Kinleith ’80 dataset will be referred to as the historical dataset, and those interviewed therein 

as interviewees; the contemporary dataset will be referred to as such and those interviewed 

therein as participants. Where both datasets are referred to, the term both datasets will be 

used, and both cohorts will be used when referring to interviewees and participants 

collectively. Both the historical and contemporary datasets, and the oral histories they 

contain, serve as valuable sources for this research utilising a history-from-below approach 

(Yow, 2014).  
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Unpublished interview transcripts from the Kinleith ’80 documentary 

 The primary source of data for this study comes from the previously unpublished 

interview transcripts from the Kinleith ’80 documentary. Access to, and permission to use, 

these transcripts was granted by Kinleith ’80 co-producer Russell Campbell, who confirmed 

that documentary interviewees had consented to their stories being used. The transcripts 

contain approximately sixty-three pages of interviews with an estimated15 twenty-two 

interviewees. Interviewees are primarily Pākehā (New Zealand European) and male 

(approximately 17); a small proportion are female (5), Māori (1 male and 1 female) and 

Pasifika (1 male). Apart from some exceptions,16 the interviews were almost entirely 

conducted with rank-and-file union members and strike participants. Two of the women 

interviewed were workers and union delegates while the remaining three were wives and 

strike supporters assisting with welfare provision.  

The interviews were conducted primarily with three main groups involved with 

different aspects of the Strike: the welfare committee, the Roadrunners (the rank-and-file 

union members chosen to travel to speak at other worksites around Aotearoa NZ) and the 

Kinleith Combined Site Delegates Committee. Though the sample size is relatively large and 

diverse, the premise for the interviews is relatively narrow; focused on the success of the 

Strike/Dispute rather than aiming to capture a variety of perspectives e.g., critical views. 

Newspaper sources are excluded as primary evidence because, within a history-from-below 

methodology, they privilege institutional framing and are poorly suited to analysing 

rank-and-file experience, organisation, and community solidarity. 

 

Kinleith ’80 documentary film 

The Kinleith ‘80 documentary was made in 1980/81 by Russell Campbell, Rod Prosser 

& Gerd Pohlmann, with input from Merata Mita & Alister Barry (Pohlmann et al., 1981). The 

film was made from surplus financial donations to the Kinleith support fund and produced by 

the FOL as a trade union educational film promoting successful strike operations (Campbell, 

2011). The documentary differs from the source interview transcripts due to the added 

narration and television footage which aid in telling the story of the Dispute. The film 

                                                            
15 A small number of participants are “un-named”.  
16 Also contains interviews with two union officials and excerpts of speeches made by an MP and Federation of 
Labour chairman Jim Knox. 
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transcripts are significantly shorter than the source transcripts due to the editing process, 

which primarily portrays the Dispute from the perspective of the victorious Kinleith strikers 

and supporters. As such, the documentary is less objective in comparison with the raw data 

of the transcripts, emphasising the positive aspects of the Dispute rather than a range of 

views.  

 

Contemporary interviews 

In addition to the sources detailed above, this study used semi-structured interviews 

conducted by this researcher to obtain further history-from-below data and deepen the 

perspectives of those involved across time. Semi-structured interviews are relaxed and 

relatively informal and allow participants to open up about their experiences, guided by 

questions relevant to the objectives of the research (Bell & Waters, 2018; Tolich & Davidson, 

2018b).  

Given the time elapsed since the Dispute, this oral history research sought 

contemporary interviews to deepen the valuable historical record contained in the 

documentary and its transcripts and identify shifts in how the Dispute is remembered. Data 

collected at the time (documentary and transcripts) coupled with contemporary data (the 

interviews) provided the researcher with rich material with which to address the objectives 

of the research. Furthermore, themes that emerged from an initial analysis of the 

documentary and accompanying transcripts were used to shape the contemporary interview 

questions, creating continuity between data sources, data collection, and analysis. This 

method strengthened the oral history approach by allowing comparison across time, helping 

to offset some of the limits of memory and immediacy identified above. 

Interviews were digitally recorded with a voice recorder, transcribed verbatim and 

analysed according to research objectives. On average the interviews were between one and 

two hours long. Details of the recruitment and interview process are provided in the research 

ethics section below. 

 

Recruitment 

 Purposive sampling – informed by data sources including archives, newspapers, and 

documentary footage – was used to identify suitable participants. As Tolich & Davidson 



40 
 

explained, “purposive samples deliberately seek certain types of elements because those 

cases are judged as typical of some case of interest to the researcher” (2018a, p. 123). This 

research sought participants with lived experience of the Dispute. A recruitment 

advertisement was posted on the ‘Historic Tokoroa’, ‘Tokoroa History’ and ‘The Genuine 

Tokoroa Page’ Facebook groups. This sparked early interest and inquiries which eventually 

led to one initial recruitment. This initial recruit recommended another recruit, and this word-

of-mouth process continued until a total of six recruits were obtained. Though not essential, 

it was hoped that the recruitment process might acquire participants who had been part of 

the Kinleith ’80 documentary to explore how the Dispute and Strike were remembered across 

time and providing some continuity between the historical and contemporary data sources. 

It eventuated that two of the recruits had featured in the documentary. 

It was not an objective of this research to recruit based on gender or ethnicity, but 

rather, lived experience. The six participants recruited were all white males with lived 

experience of the Strike. Four of the participants worked at Kinleith in 1980 and were union 

delegates,17 one participant was an organiser for the Storeworkers Union, and one participant 

a member the community at the time of the Dispute – later employed at Kinleith as human 

resources manager and member of the Kinleith Staff Union (KSU).  

 

Data Analysis. 

Thematic analysis 

This study used thematic analysis to explore patterns of meaning in the qualitative 

data (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Clarke & Braun, 2016). This approach is well suited to research 

that examines how people understand and interpret their experiences within particular social 

and historical contexts, recognising that meaning is socially constructed and may vary 

between participants (Clarke & Braun, 2014; Riger & Sigurvinsdottir, 2016; Terry et al., 2017). 

The analysis therefore involved engaging interpretively with a range of perspectives and 

aligns with the history-from-below approach adopted in this thesis, which foregrounds 

participants’ own situated accounts of events and experiences. 

Analysis involved close and repeated engagement with the data, with material coded 

in relation to the research objectives following Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase 

                                                            
17 Timberworkers’, Storemen and Packers’, Engineers’ Unions. 
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framework. Through an iterative process of coding and review, themes were developed to 

capture recurring patterns of meaning and were brought together into an analytic narrative 

using illustrative data extracts. Reflexivity was maintained throughout, with attention given 

to how the researcher’s positionality shaped interpretation. Themes emerging from the 

literature and the historical dataset, including the Kinleith ’80 documentary and unpublished 

interview transcripts, informed the contemporary interview schedule, and both datasets 

were analysed using the same thematic framework to support analytical continuity. Findings 

from the historical and contemporary datasets are presented in Chapters Five and Six 

respectively. As the datasets were generated forty-four years apart, they reflect different 

historical, political, and cultural contexts (Fontana & Prokos, 2007; Hellerma, 2020), and the 

following section outlines how this temporal separation was addressed in the analysis. 

 

Dealing with two sets of data 

This thesis draws on two qualitative datasets separated by approximately forty-four 

years: a historical dataset comprising interviews conducted during and immediately following 

the Dispute, and a contemporary dataset consisting of interviews undertaken in 2024. 

Although both datasets address the same event, they are shaped by different temporal, 

political, and social contexts. Recognising and accounting for these differences is central to 

the analytical strategy adopted in this research.   

Historical interviews 

The historical interviews were conducted during a period of high union density, strong 

collective organisation, and comparatively robust community cohesion in Aotearoa NZ 

(Aimers & Walker, 2016; Chile, 2006; Harbridge, 1991; Hurd & Dyer, 2021). Their close 

proximity to the Strike enabled detailed, emotionally immediate accounts of lived experience. 

This emotional immediacy is treated not as a limitation, but as insight into how the Strike was 

experienced and understood at the time (Bosworth, 2013; Neville & Reicher, 2011). 

 

Contemporary interviews 

The contemporary interviews were conducted more than four decades later within a 

socio-economic context shaped by neoliberal reform, declining union density, and reduced 

forms of community cohesion (Aimers & Walker, 2017; Bhattacharyya, 2004; Hurd, 2015; 
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Nicholls, 2002). These accounts are therefore more reflective and interpretive, shaped by 

hindsight and subsequent experiences of workplace restructuring and policy change (Green, 

2004; Perks & Thomson, 2015). Shifts in individual and collective memory influence how the 

Strike/Dispute is recalled and narrated over time (Dodd, 2013; Fontana & Prokos, 2007).  

 

Analytical strategy: integrating the two datasets 

This thesis treats the historical and contemporary interviews as complementary. The 

historical dataset captures the immediacy and collective experience of the Strike/ Dispute, 

while the contemporary dataset offers more individual and reflective interpretations shaped 

by later social and political change. Divergence between the datasets reflects these 

differences in temporal perspective and socio-political context, and where significant, have 

been incorporated into the discussion in Chapter Seven. To support comparability, the 

contemporary interviews were guided by themes from the literature and historical data, and 

both datasets were analysed using the same thematic framework to support analytical 

continuity. Analysed together, they provide a richer understanding of the Strike/Dispute as 

both a lived event and an enduring reference point. 

 

Ethical Considerations 

This research has been carried out according to the Massey University Human Ethics 

Committee’s (MUHEC) Code of Ethical Conduct for Research, Teaching and Evaluations 

Involving Human Participants (2017). This project was reviewed and approved by Massey 

University Human Ethics committee, Ohu Matatika 2, Application OM2 23/15, at their 

meeting held on Thursday, 23 March 2023 (Appendix 5). The ethics peer review process 

primarily involved ongoing discussions with research supervisors during supervision 

meetings. 

 

Avoidance of harm 

Responsible researchers should identify and reduce any potential physical or 

psychological harm to participants arising from the interview process or topic (MUHEC, 2017). 

Despite the amount of time that has passed since the Dispute, the topic of research of this 

research may have remained politically and ideologically charged for some of those 
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participants who were personally involved (Taquette & Borges da Matta Souza, 2022). In 

addition to discussions with my research supervisors, advice regarding this matter was sought 

from two other academics with experience in the Tokoroa community. They were able to 

convey that the 1980 Kinleith dispute may prove to be a potentially divisive subject for 

potential interviewees. In phone calls and email exchanges prior to interviews, recruits were 

enthusiastic about participating in the research and expressed no signs of discomfort.  

Participant autonomy is another key consideration of the data collection process 

(MUHEC, 2017). In keeping with this, participants were provided an information sheet and 

the proposed questions then informed they could withdraw if any content was distressing. It 

was acknowledged that participants were likely to be over the age of 65, therefore health 

concerns needed to be considered (Quine & Browning, 2007). These concerns were 

acknowledged and discussed with supervisors. Efforts were taken to ensure the comfort of 

participants which, in all but one case, involved me travelling and conducting the interviews 

in a place of their choosing. Contact with relevant family members and caregivers/support 

agencies was also considered but not required.  

 

Informed consent 

Ethical research ensures participants are informed about the study, interview 

procedures, and consent process (MUHEC, 2017; Wiles et al., 2007). Prior to interviews, 

participants received an information sheet, research questions, and had their queries 

answered. All participants agreed to contribute to this research and signed the provided 

consent form (Appendix 3). They also agreed to have their interviews archived in the National 

Library of New Zealand and signed an oral history agreement (Appendix 4). Archiving will be 

carried out according to the advice of Archives New Zealand after thesis examination. 

 

Privacy and confidentiality 

Participants were informed of their right to confidentiality and anonymity and that 

communications and transcripts would only be handled by the researcher and supervisors 

and stored securely on a password-protected laptop. Interview transcripts were emailed to 

participants for approval and consented for use by this, and future research projects that may 

arise from this thesis, for example, journal articles. All participants consented to the use of 
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their real names. Interview recordings and transcripts will be transmitted to the National 

Library of New Zealand in accordance with the advice of Archives New Zealand after thesis 

examination. With participants’ consent, interview recordings and transcripts will be archived 

in the National Library of New Zealand following thesis examination; where material is not 

archived, all digital recordings and transcripts will be securely destroyed one year after 

examination. 

 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

This research upheld Massey University’s recognition of Te Tiriti O Waitangi in 

accordance with the MUHEC and Te Tiriti o Waitangi principles. My supervisors and I had 

several email communications with Associate Professor Bevan Erueti (Associate Dean Māori, 

College of Health) and a kānohi ki te kānohi hui (face-to-face meeting) via Zoom (15 May 

2023). In this meeting we discussed that, although my study does not specifically focus on 

Māori, by providing appropriate culturally responsive practices,18 Māori participants will feel 

culturally safe to take part. However, if a participant of Māori ethnicity did wish for me to 

apply any acts of specific tikanga, either as a set of culturally responsive strategies and/or safe 

practices, Dr Erueti agreed to provide assistance. The contemporary interviews recruitment 

process for this research did not specifically seek, nor did it ultimately obtain, non-Pākehā 

participants.  

 

Benefits and disbenefits of the research 

This research may prove to be of benefit to trade unions, labour history researchers, 

interested members of the public, and members of the Tokoroa community. Whether they 

be positive or negative, the contemporary participants were generally enthusiastic in their 

recollections of the Strike/Dispute and found the interview process beneficial. However, that 

the Strike was not universally approved of in Tokoroa may be of disbenefit to anyone who 

may read this research and find contradictions to their own experiences. 

 

                                                            
18 The Māori ethics framework proposed in Te Ara Tika has four principles: whakapapa (purpose and 
relationships), tika (research design), manākitanga (cultural and social responsibility) and mana (justice and 
equity) (MUHEC, 2017). 
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Researcher’s position 

Reflecting on my background, values, and motivations, and how these may shape the 

research process, is an important aspect of qualitative research (Berger, 2013; Holmes, 2020; 

Savin-Baden & Howell Major, 2013). This is particularly relevant in social policy research, 

where questions of power, voice, and representation are central. The history-from-below 

approach adopted in this thesis intentionally centres perspectives that are often marginalised 

in institutional and policy-focused accounts (Jacobson & Mustafa, 2019; Myers, 2018). The 

use of two datasets produced forty-four years apart also required careful attention to 

assumptions about historical context, participant motivations, and my own position as 

researcher (Underwood et al., 2010). 

Prior to undertaking this research, I had no specific interest in labour history. My 

engagement with the topic developed while working as a research assistant on a project 

examining strikes and industrial relations in Aotearoa NZ, during which the Strike/Dispute 

stood out. This interest was reinforced after viewing the Kinleith ’80 documentary, which 

highlighted working-class people who mobilised community support and influenced policy. 

Although I was a child in 1980, I was raised in a working-class household during this period, 

which likely shaped my interest in issues of labour, welfare, and state intervention. 

Initially, I was interested in foregrounding the experiences of the strikers and their 

supporters, and a history-from-below approach appeared well suited to this aim. As the 

research progressed, however, it became clear that such an approach requires analytical 

distance rather than advocacy. Engagement with both the historical and contemporary 

datasets, alongside the literature, revealed that experiences of the Strike were varied and not 

uniformly positive. This prompted a conscious effort to step back from personal identification 

with the topic and to allow space for perspectives that challenged my own assumptions 

(Berger, 2013; Savin-Baden & Howell Major, 2013; Underwood et al., 2010). 

My positionality also shaped my relationship with participants. As an older researcher 

from a working-class background, with experience working as a tradesperson, I shared some 
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common ground with contemporary participants. This familiarity assisted rapport-building 

and supported engagement, particularly given my position as a novice researcher (Savin-

Baden & Howell Major, 2013). 

What initially appeared to be a relatively contained case study proved more complex 

than expected. Situating the Strike/Dispute within the wider context of labour history 

revealed overlapping narratives and interpretive possibilities, making it difficult to maintain a 

narrow analytical focus. Early attempts to accommodate this complexity led to an overly 

broad approach and raised ontological and epistemological questions regarding how events 

are understood and represented (Bahl, 2003; Fletcher, 2017; Riger & Sigurvinsdottir, 2016). 

Through reflection and revision, a narrower focus was adopted, strengthening the application 

of the history-from-below methodology. 

This study recognises that interpretation is shaped by the researcher’s background, 

interests, and theoretical commitments (Berger, 2013; Holmes, 2020). Rather than 

attempting to eliminate subjectivity, this thesis seeks to make interpretive decisions 

transparent and to situate findings within their historical and analytical context. 

 

Limitations of the research 

This thesis adopts a history-from-below approach that privileges workers’ oral 

histories, which can introduce subjectivity and potential bias and invite questions about 

objectivity (Hammersly, 2009; Halpern, 1998; Lumsden, 2013). Consistent with labour history 

scholarship, these risks are managed by placing oral testimony alongside written and 

contextual material (Halpern, 1998) and by interpreting accounts in relation to the wider 

systems within which action occurs (Patton, 2015).  

The study draws on two qualitative datasets generated approximately forty-four years 

apart. This strengthens interpretation through comparison across time but also introduces 

cohort- and context-specific constraints on what the data can demonstrate (Crow, 2008; 

Ryder, 1985). The historical dataset did not allow purposive sampling or follow-up questioning 

(Bell & Waters, 2018). The contemporary interviews enabled purposive selection, but the 

sample was small and did not include ethnically or gender diverse perspectives, or 

representation from all unions, employers, or policymakers.  
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As a qualitative study, the research prioritises depth over breadth; findings are not 

intended to be generalisable or readily replicable beyond the cohorts examined (Castleberry 

& Nolen, 2018; Patton, 1999). These limitations define the scope within which the findings 

should be interpreted (Perks & Thomson, 2015).  

 

Chapter summary 

 This chapter has stated the research question and objectives and described the 

research approach, data sources and collection method, analytical method, ethical issues, 

researcher’s position and reflections, and limitations of this research. The next two chapters 

offer the findings beginning with Chapter five which presents the findings from the analysis 

of the Kinleith’ 80 interview transcripts and documentary.  
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Chapter five: Findings of the Kinleith ’80 documentary 

and unpublished interview transcripts 

  

This chapter presents the findings from the thematic analysis of the Kinleith ’80 

documentary and the accompanying unpublished interview transcripts, collectively referred 

to as the historical dataset. Where the documentary is quoted, timestamps are provided, and 

all quoted material is attributed to interviewees whose accounts form part of the historical 

record. This chapter applies the thematic framework outlined in Chapter Four (pp. 41–42) to 

data produced in close temporal proximity to the Strike under the prevailing industrial and 

political conditions.  

Thematic analysis focused on identifying the factors interviewees understood as 

central to the operation and outcome of the Dispute. Attention was paid to evaluative 

language used by interviewees – such as references to “the biggest lesson,” “the basis of the 

whole thing,” or “the backbone” – as indicators of perceived significance. Through this 

process, eight core themes were identified: an honest and justifiable claim, leadership, 

tactics, welfare, women, communication, the Government and the Remuneration Act 1979, 

and community solidarity. A table listing the interviewees and their known roles and union 

affiliations can be found in Appendix 6, Table A. The chapter concludes with a summary of the 

key themes emerging from the historical dataset. 

 

An honest and justifiable claim 

Interviewees frequently emphasised that the claim for a wage increase was honest 

and justifiable. The wage relativity structure had maintained pay parity in the industry for 

almost a decade, and the Kinleith Combined Unions felt justified in pursuing a wage increase 

that maintained parity The Kinleith Combined Unions asked for a 22%, or 481.8 cents per hour 

(481.8c) wage increase to maintain pay parity, primarily with neighbouring Tasman Mill. 

Employers, NZFP, only offered 18%, or 469.4 cents per hour (469.4c):  

It was not correct, it was below what would be happening at Tasman […] we weren’t 

prepared to go any lower than Tasman, we hadn’t done for the last nine years, so 
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why should we go any lower now? And that’s why we fought on for that last 

percentage, and that was very critical that (Graham Holmes).  

Graham Holmes added, “the whole question about parity could not be disputed […] 

our whole argument was pure in thought and pure in action.” The 481.8c increase was an 

immovable target that motivated strikers to accept nothing less: “we justified what we want 

and we’re going to get it” (Rod Shephard). Sam Leuii emphasised, “Everybody knows that 

they’re on the right track […] and that’s what really makes it successful.” The resolve of 

strikers and their supporters was driven by the legitimacy of the wage increase they were 

pursuing which was then bolstered by the support of workers from around the country. 

Interviewees also recognised the importance of leadership to the dispute.  

 

Leadership 

Interviewees acknowledged the importance of the Combined Unions advocate and 

the FOL’s influence: “what really makes this a success is our advocate of the union, Jim 

Butterworth and [FOL Chairman] Mr Knox” (Sam Leuii). Union delegate Rod Meharry noted 

that Knox befriended the community in Tokoroa, with many people admiring and following 

Knox's leadership throughout the event. Paul Packwood recalled that the situation allowed 

the FOL to step into a leadership role, and Knox especially embraced this opportunity, making 

it a memorable experience to be involved in. Grumpy Wright described how “with one voice 

these delegates start telling these [union/FOL] officials exactly how it's going to be […] ‘you 

fellas can please yourselves what you're going to do but this is where we're going.’” This 

indicates that Knox and the FOL’s leadership role was dictated by the rank-and-file delegates. 

Johnny Keith recalled:  

the Tasman Pulp & Paper Company, they had a meeting … and Graham Holmes was 

chairing the meeting. He wouldn't let any of the officials speak at all, it was just the 

people, the delegates from the job. 

The dispute continued to be led from below by delegates with the support of their 

rank-and-file peers, as Paul Packwood remarked, “the FOL in the past have tried to lead […] 

but the real power is the guys with the boots on […] the workers were determined they would 

carry it.” The leadership and initiatives exhibited by the strikers and their supporters emerged 
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as a key influence on the Strike’s success. Assuming responsibilities and organising aspects of 

the strike arose naturally: “nobody organised people to do things […] people did it of their 

own volition” (Ian Grant, 12:48). The success of these efforts was driven by the Strike 

leadership’s understanding of previous historical industrial action, which informed the tactics 

employed at Kinleith in 1980. 

 

Tactics: lessons learnt from previous strikes 

Various tactics and strategies were incorporated into the operation of the Strike. This 

included the tactic of organising collectively as the Kinleith Combined Unions, “under one 

umbrella and with the support of the other unions from all over the country” (Sam Leuii). 

Maurice Kereopa added: 

The way the unions have combined together has had a lot to do with it […] individual 

unions had their different pictures of one another you know, but […] the way they’ve 

brought them together this time, they’ve got a greater understanding of one 

another.  

Graham Holmes described the initial tactics deployed: 

The tactics that were adopted were guerrilla warfare […] we decided to attack them 

on different fronts all the way through and we did this by forming a committee of the 

unions involved […] we put on a series of rolling stoppages […] and other forms of 

action that were so constrictive that in the end they had to deem us on strike. 

Bill Butler and Paul Packwood conveyed that union officials doubted the Combined 

Unions tactics, referencing prior major strike defeats in Aotearoa NZ history. Paul Packwood 

shared that “they [the union officials] said it was a wrong tactic; these kinds of stoppages 

weren’t any longer relevant to our time […] like ’51 or even Kawerau a couple of years ago.” 

But the Strike organisers had recognised the shortcomings of previous disputes and deployed 

the multiple unions on site in different roles. Paul Packwood elaborated: 

The tactics were a big lesson […] We took out the tradesmen. And then the company 

suspended [the timberworkers] which meant they had an income19 coming in. We 

                                                            
19 Suspended workers were eligible for the Unemployment Benefit (Ministry of Social Development, 2017, p. 
137) 
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allowed other unions to work so they could supplement. There were a lot of people 

who didn't understand this concept. But it proved to be a successful tactic […] These 

are tactics that we can apply in the future.  

Once deemed to be on strike, a second phase began. Graham Holmes referred to this second 

phase of the Strike’s operation: 

That’s where the second phase came in where we were talking about the social and 

welfare aspect of it. We knew that we had 1300 timberworkers coming back after 

spending three weeks on holiday […] so that’s why we activated the welfare 

committee so quickly into the dispute. 

Providing welfare was one of the lessons learned from previous disputes that became central 

to the Strike’s operation. 

 

Welfare 

Welfare was considered integral to the operation of the Strike and outcome of the 

Dispute. Meri Flavell noted that if people did not have food or moral support that strike action 

would have been unsustainable. Bob Heavener endorsed this by emphasising that the welfare 

operation aimed to ensure that no one felt isolated. The welfare centre served as a vital hub 

and gathering place during the Strike, providing support, fostering unity, and bringing 

together people from different backgrounds and ethnicities to strengthen the sense of 

community. Meri Flavell and Pam Solomon both described how great the atmosphere was, 

and how terrific it was to see so many denominations and nationalities of people working 

together and learning from each other. Bill Butler shared that it was “the first place I’d come 

to find out what’s going on because this is where everything happens.” 

In addition to collecting and distributing food and food vouchers, interviewees relayed 

that the welfare operation organised clothing swaps, a children’s nursery, barbeques and 

hangi, social events and entertainment, payment of power bills, and arranged petrol vouchers 

and carpools when needed. Some Interviewees attributed the success of the welfare 

operation to the wider national support it obtained, and the involvement of the wives and 

women: “It’s the backing around the country, that got it, no doubt about it, that and the 

women working behind us […] that was the backbone” (Rod Shephard). Arthur Smith added 



52 
 

“without the women, this welfare centre would start to fall down […] the women really are 

the push behind the welfare centre as far as we’re concerned”. These comments point to 

another major lesson incorporated from previous disputes; the need to include women, and 

particularly the wives of strikers. 

 

Women 

Another aspect of previous strikes noted by Strike organisers as detrimental to a 

successful outcome was the lack of inclusion of the women and wives. As some interviewees 

recollected, the wives of strikers had previously been “actively opposed” (Bob Heavener) to 

their husbands striking and “were forcing our men back to work” (Cheryl McLean). Cheryl 

McLean continued “this time we were actively involved […] the women were right there 

pushing the men to stay out.” Pam Solomon pointed out that there were still women opposed 

to the Strike “but that made no difference. We accepted them all […] we all needed to eat.” 

Informing and including the wives and women was considered key to the operation of the 

Strike and outcome of the Dispute by Pam Solomon. Maureen Wilson asserted: 

Let the wives come to meeting[s] and let them know what’s going on […] and then 

they don’t believe what’s going on in the paper or what other people try to tell 

them. I think that’s the main thing you know, for a strike, as long as they know 

what’s going on. 

Through their inclusion, the women and wives became educated into the ways of 

trade unionism and were, for the first time, able to understand the need for unions and their 

role in maintaining wage rates, often through industrial action. Meri Flavell shared “I think 

the biggest thing that happened in this strike is that it made the women more aware of the 

trade union movement as a whole.” Pam Solomon expressed “the biggest thing with the strike 

was that we […] learnt what it was all about […] what unions were all about, and I’d never 

known before, and to me this was a big thing.” Cheryl McLean added, “it’s the first time I think 

a woman really knew what her husband’s wage rate was and what he was going to get so they 

identified with it.” Pam Solomon concluded: “This is I think really summing it up. This is what 

it is. You must become involved because involved, you’re interested.” 

Women not only provided support for their husbands, but for each other and the 

wider community. Meri Flavell summarised: 
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There isn’t any way that a strike could continue unless they were getting food […] 

moral support […] staying together by coming down here, talking out their 

differences […] they share their problems. A problem that is shared is half solved, 

isn’t it? If they can just get it off their chest. 

Some interviewees expressed that the strike may not have been possible without women’s 

involvement, “they were all firm, they stood together, these women, I think if they hadn’t 

been like that we would have folded up” (Sam Leuii). Bill Butler contended that “the 

involvement of the women […] that was more important than the actual claim.” “The biggest 

thing here was that we had the women involved, and without the women you know, we 

wouldn’t have had a strike” (Arthur Smith, 9.31). Communicating the purpose of the Strike to 

the women was part of strategy of wider communications strategy identified as key to the 

Strike’s success. 

 

Communication 

Learning from previous major historical disputes, and recent (1977 and 1978) disputes 

in the industry, Strike organisers knew that NZFP and the Government would likely use the 

media to divide workers and turn public opinion against strikers. Graham Holmes noted that 

“there were 13 counter claims from the company” while Paul Packwood furthered that NZFP 

sent letters to every employee on strike and had full-page advertisements printed in major 

newspapers “which were totally misleading and totally untrue.” Holmes continued: 

This whole propaganda thing was very important the whole way through […] the 

moment the company [NZFP] or the government or anybody put out anything […] 

we immediately put out counterpropaganda to it […] to what was coming out against 

us. 

As the strike wore on, union members from the rank-and-file were selected as 

Roadrunners to travel the country and speak at stopwork meetings coordinated by the FOL. 

The workers attending those meetings realised they were being addressed by other rank-and-

file union members like themselves: 
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I think the reaction from a lot of these meetings, was from the fact that […] they 

were just ordinary people off the floor […] and the reaction was, well, you're not a 

delegate, you're not a communist, you're just a worker (Bill Butler). 

Wally Jeffs explained how strikers monitored media coverage to effectively address questions 

regarding their motivations from those who had read the newspapers. Paul Packwood noted 

the advantage that the Prime Minister had regarding media access and how this was 

overcome: 

Muldoon had that at his fingertips, he could go on TV or radio anytime, we couldn’t, 

but the fact still was that we got to talk to thousands and thousands of workers 

throughout this country […] we were able to have personal contact.  

Bill Butler asserted that the communication strategy deployed during the Strike was 

key improvement over previous strikes: “I think the difference between this strike and a lot 

of others is everyone knew why they were on strike […] everyone knew why we were out 

here” (Bill Butler). Bob Heavener relayed that frequent meetings, open communication, and 

the active involvement of women were essential strategies that helped maintain worker unity 

and prevent division. Bill Butler recognised that honest and transparent communication with 

union members, the local community, and unionists nationwide built trust and solidarity, as 

everyone was kept well-informed about the situation. This allowed Strike organisers to 

mitigate the influence of the Government. 

 

The Government and the Remuneration Act 1979 

The Government influenced the operation of the Strike and outcome of the Dispute 

primarily by extending the Strike through intervention with the Act, but also by using the 

media to malign the Strike as the work of communists and the Socialist Unity Party (SUP) (Bob 

Heavener; Paul Packwood). Grumpy Wright added: 

That word communism, that would have probably been […] one of the factors that 

Muldoon really went flat on […] None of the meetings that I went to, anyway, did 

anybody ever speak about, ‘what about the SUP’. It just went completely flat.  
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The Government’s intervention not only extended the Strike and influenced its 

communications strategy, but it also gave the strikers further resolve and inspired their 

supporters: 

They were […] probably more determined than a lot of people here, that this would 

be the one time that the Government were going to get a real good clip around the 

ear hole, and they would come up and shake your hand and say, ‘good stuff, make 

sure you don’t buckle.’ (Graham Wright, 30:08). 

Rod Meharry reflected on the scale of the push back against the Government’s intervention:  

For the first time in New Zealand's history the whole work force from Kaitaia down 

to the Bluff was organised [...] and when Muldoon saw that the whole country was 

starting to move […] there was nothing he could do. 

Bill Butler said that strikers and their supporters realised they could challenge, and ultimately 

change, government legislation by working together: 

The point that not only us at Kinleith learnt but everyone in the whole country [was] 

that we could beat legislation. A group the size of Tokoroa – not only Tokoroa, 

because the rest of the country were doing it by supporting us – that we actually 

changed that legislation. 

Grumpy Wright considered this to be a key lesson arising from the Dispute:  

The lessons for the people, the trade unionists, is that if you unite, of course you can 

bowl the government […] It had to be bowled over, otherwise there's no future for 

anybody […] those […] are the lessons that should have been learnt by everybody. 

Strikers and their supporters realised that coordinated action could overturn government 

regulations, ultimately leading to the repeal of the Act, demonstrating how community 

solidarity could, and did, influence national policy. 

 

Community solidarity 

A definition for community solidarity in the context of the Strike was clarified in the 

Chapter one (p.). In summary, it was the mutual concern expressed in and between the 
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workplace (Kinleith), the local community (Tokoroa), and wider community (outside Kinleith 

and Tokoroa – nationwide). Community solidarity is the term employed by this thesis to 

encapsulate what some interviewees have also referred to as unity, community spirit, or 

comradeship. Both Bob Heavener and Graham Holmes noted that while unity is essential, 

achieving it requires education and honest communication. Graham Holmes elaborated: 

Unity must be gotten through certain mechanics […] that the claim is honest, every 

member knows what the claim is, and the progression towards it, that the members 

families, the people involved in the whole sphere of it know what’s going on, and 

that they’re […] kept up to date the whole way through the dispute.  

Arthur Smith believed that the Strike was an event that stimulated community solidarity at 

the local level: 

We found the community spirit, friendship, hospitality. We found real comradeship 

amongst ourselves […] It’s brought the whole people of the town closer. 

Bob Heavener believed coordinating unity at the local level was made easier “because 

it was all in one community, the people were all located in a district.” Other interviewees 

emphasised the solidarity shown by the wider Aotearoa NZ public, as Paul Packwood 

articulated, “workers around this country enabled us to struggle through and win […] that’s 

about the only relevant matter of the whole thing” (Paul Packwood). Joan Bloxham similarly 

shared: 

I think what the strike showed clearly was a lesson for the future. It was a case in 

point of what can be done where there is unity. Not only amongst the people 

concerned but having the backing of the people throughout the country, other 

workers.  

Meri Flavell and Ian Grant declared that the external solidarity for the Strike strengthened the 

strikers’ determination to succeed and not let their supporters down. Grumpy Wright 

concluded that the solidarity exhibited during the Strike began with the 1979 nationwide 

strike coordinated by the FOL which helped people realise they finally had strong leadership, 

“and were prepared to respond to it.” Grumpy further surmised, “I doubt very much whether 

we’ll ever see a dispute of the same nature again [..] everything just fell in line. The weather 
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was right […] every meeting we were sitting in the sunshine and the kids were playing around 

in the background […] We just couldn’t go wrong. 

 

Chapter summary 

This chapter has presented the findings from the thematic analysis of the Kinleith ’80 

documentary and accompanying unpublished interview transcripts. Analysed using a 

history-from-below approach, the chapter foregrounded the perspectives of rank-and-file 

workers and community members involved in the operation of the Strike. The analytical 

strategy outlined in Chapter Four (pp. 41–42), recognised that the historical interviews were 

conducted in close temporal proximity to the Strike, reflecting a period of strong union 

organisation and community cohesion, providing immediate insights into participants’ 

experiences which have been treated as analytically informative rather than as a limitation.  

The analysis focused on identifying the factors interviewees understood as central to 

the operation and outcome of the Dispute. The findings highlighted the importance of an 

honest and justifiable pay parity claim, leadership exercised from within the workforce, and 

tactics informed by the lessons learned from prior strike action. Particular emphasis was 

placed on the central role of welfare provision, the inclusion of women, and the deployment 

of deliberate communication strategies to sustain unity and counter employer and 

government narratives. Government intervention through the Remuneration Act was shown 

to shape both the duration and political significance of the Strike. This analysis provided a 

thematic framework which informed the analysis of the contemporary interviews presented 

in the following chapter. 
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Chapter six: Findings of the contemporary interviews 

  

Chapter five contained the findings that emerged from thematic analysis of the 

Kinleith ’80 documentary and accompanying unpublished interview transcripts. Those themes 

supported the shaping of the interview schedule and subsequent analysis of the 

contemporary interviews, the findings of which are presented in this chapter. Contemporary 

participants are referred to in this chapter and elsewhere as participants, distinguishing them 

from interviewees in the historical dataset. A table listing the interviewees and their known 

roles and union affiliations can be found in Appendix 6, Table B. 

The contemporary interviews were analysed using the same thematic framework 

outlined in Chapter Four (pp. 41–42), allowing for analytical continuity across datasets. As set 

out in the analytical strategy (Chapter Four, pp. 40-41), participants’ accounts can be 

influenced by shifts in individual and collective memory and shaped by subsequent social, 

political, and economic change. Participants were asked how important each of the themes 

identified in Chapter five were to the success of the Strike. Phrases such as “the critical 

factor”, “that was the key”, “an important part of the whole thing” helped identify key factors 

influencing the success of the Strike, as well as lessons that emerged. This chapter concludes 

with a summary of the findings emerging from this analysis. 

 

Pay parity 

Several participants identified pay parity as the primary motivation for the Dispute 

rather than that the claim was justified as it was framed by interviewees in the previous 

chapter. These participants confirmed that the conflict began when NZFP failed to match the 

481.8 cents per hour (481.8) rate required to maintain wage parity between the Kinleith and 

Tasman mills: “no way were we going to settle for less than Tasman” (Rod Meharry). Graham 

Holmes affirmed, “we had lost our parity […] we wanted to reestablish parity. And that's what 

it basically was about […] it was about getting back to being level with the Tasman Mill.” Alan 

Ware recalled: 

We were talking about it and […] the magic number was 481.8 and someone said ‘I 

don't think we're going to get 481’ […] and half the room said ‘0.8!’, like that, and so, 
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that little 0.8, the way that was said […] 481.8 wasn't just […] a number. It had been 

a good rallying call … and it had stuck. 

Despite the pulp and paper workers accepting the lower rate offered by NZFP, the Strike 

organisers and supporters remained steadfast. Rationale for this was given by Rod Meharry: 

Pulp and paper went and settled, and it really pissed us off, but we just isolated 

them and said, ‘Well you can do what you like, but we're not settling for less than 

4.81’ […] There's no way, because the minute we settle for less, then this high 

inflationary thing, next year it would be a bit less and then the gap would grow. 

Graham Holmes added: 

They did their own thing and so we sort of ignored them […] the strength was within 

the trades group […] It was fitters and boilermakers and electricians and 

maintenance […] It was all supported by them that were going to go for the parity 

argument.  

Even with another major union settling, and the eventual intervention by the Government 

with the Act, concentrating on the target wage increase kept strikers and supporters focused: 

It was just a single focus 4.81. That was it. That was all we did. And we wanted 4.81 

because Tasman had it. It was that simple […] When people tried to make it a bigger 

issue, make it different, we just kept it simple (Rod Meharry).  

The main motivation for the Dispute was achieving pay parity between the Kinleith and 

Tasman mills. Workers were determined not to settle for less than the agreed rate of 481.8 

cents per hour, which became a rallying point. Even when other unions accepted lower rates, 

the core group remained focused on restoring parity, believing that settling for less would 

lead to growing wage gaps in the future. This clear, simple goal kept strikers united and 

persistent throughout the conflict. Leadership was identified by most participants as another 

key feature of the Strike/Dispute. 

 

Leadership 

  The role of leadership regarding the organisation and outcomes of the strike gains 

less mentions in the contemporary interviews, though was still regarded as important. Within 
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the rank-and-file union structure headed by the Combined Site Delegates Committee at 

Kinleith, the leaders were chosen from among the workers, by the workers, as Alan Blair 

shared “the people on the shop floor choose their leaders […] this is how I feel, they choose 

people who will do well everywhere […] It’s natural leadership qualities.” One reason why 

leadership qualities were prevalent in the workplace and in the community was expressed by 

Bill Machen: 

It was not a written policy, but you were expected to become the president of the 

football club, the head of your church society, the leader of the arts society […] 

People were involved in everything, and it was good. So, you had some leadership 

and some more knowledgeable people.  

The Strike leadership had also benefitted from the collective experience that active union 

participation brings, both on the Kinleith site committee itself and from some prominent 

union officials and the FOL:  

we were sending people out to raise support and then Jim Butterworth and Co, Jim 

Knox got involved and then it moved into the political arena […] once the NZFOL got 

in, Douglas and Knox, yeah, that was a lot of support (Graham Holmes). 

Rod Meharry added: 

The FOL came in with the politics […] and the strategy to win politically […] Ken 

Douglas, he was the brains behind the whole thing right […] Knoxy was the front man 

[…] Graham Holmes was very good at keeping unity […] without Graham being such 

a strong and good leader, the whole thing could have fallen to bits; 

Ken Douglas would come around and Bill Andersen and people like that would just 

pop in and have a cup of tea. And we'd talk strategy and who's been a dog and who 

we gotta worry about and who's telling who. 

Alan Ware acknowledged the work of the wider trade union movement in gathering support 

against the Act in the months leading up the strike: “The support, the political work the unions 

have done, the political industrial work about the Remuneration [Act] was critical in my view. 

There was very good leadership.” In summary, the workers chose their own leaders, who 

were also active in the community. Many occupied leadership roles, so there was confidence 
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in them, including from the FOL who, upon joining the Dispute, developed a national strategy 

that both supported the strikers and bolstered existing efforts against the Government’s 

intervention. These factors combined to contribute to the success of the Strike. 

 

Tactics: lessons learnt from previous strikes 

The Kinleith Strike organisers were able to implement tactics that were informed by 

many years of active trade union participation and industrial action. The Strike was initiated 

by the Kinleith Combined Unions Site Committee, who were the primary strategists as Rod 

Meharry explained: 

To start with, the power was in with the site committee […] the delegates held all the 

power, and they are the ones that designed the strategy of who would go on strike, 

how we'd go on strike and who we were trying to leave at work because we couldn't 

afford to feed them. 

He also spoke of the unionists dispersed around the country following the 1951 Waterfront 

defeat. Their experience influenced the tactics of their respective unions, including those who 

had ascended to the FOL leadership:  

Bill Andersen, he was always worried that we'd get a hiding like they got in the 

[1951] Waterfront Strike […] they broke up the unions, they banned people, they 

blacklisted people, but what they did is they spread them right throughout New 

Zealand […] We had one on our site […] we learned from his wisdom and his tactics. 

Rod Meharry also provided insights into the strategical approach when conducting meetings: 

There's a lot of strategy goes on behind the scenes […] the way the motions are put, 

even the way the speeches are made, we’d decide way before the meetings who's 

gonna talk, what are they gonna say […] We used to talk a lot about who we could 

trust and who we couldn't, who we had to get alongside, who we had to stiff-arm to 

make sure that they didn't break ranks because it's all about unity. 

One of the main strategies deployed during the Strike was the welfare operation which 

included the welfare centre; this remained a key aspect of the Strike’s success for participants. 
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Welfare 

 Welfare was unanimously regarded as a key factor of the Strike by participants. Both 

Graham Holmes and Rod Meharry reflected that the broader political issues became less 

prominent in comparison with the need to look after people with many people organising 

support through the welfare centre. When asked about the importance of people offering to 

help with the Strike and welfare centre, a few participants reflected that people from all areas 

of the community were willing to step up: “I think there was a coming together of the 

community. Everyone was looking after everybody else […] I can remember farmers turning 

up with bloody butchered cows and things like that” (Ross Pilkington). Graham Holmes added: 

People used to turn up and they never worked for us […] there was a good feeling, 

and a lot of people got involved […] but weren't actually […] part of the union 

movement […] just part of the community […] and that was Tokoroa in those days. 

As news of the Strike spread beyond the immediate community of Tokoroa, other 

citizens not impacted by the Strike chose to get involved by providing whatever support and 

resources they had to share as Rod Meharry recalled: “People who had never been involved 

in unions would go down to the welfare centre and get involved […] the guy who did the 

finances [had] never been involved in unions”.  Participants reflected on the contribution that 

Māori political activist Eva Rickard20 made to the Strike’s welfare operation: 

Eva Rickard found out. She phoned us up and said, ‘Send some people over, I got a 

bloody paddock full of spuds for you.’ And we sent about 20 guys over there […] We 

got a whole paddock of spuds (Graham Holmes). 

We went to her Marae […] there was a lot of people like that […] And we had guys 

working for us […] Māori butchers […] away they'd go. Far out! And we had fish. Fish 

would come in by the truckload (Rod Meharry). 

When asked about welfare and its role in the success of the Strike, Alan Blair affirmed 

“it [was] a huge positive thing […] If it hadn't been for the welfare, it would’ve gone tits up.” 

Rod Meharry expressed that the welfare centre catered to all those who needed assistance:  

                                                            
20 Championed Māori land rights and Māori feminism (Harris, 2004; Morgan & Weatherley, 2016). 
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It wasn't just for workers; it was for anybody that was hurting. You know, some small 

businesses were having to lay off staff because they couldn't work. Some of the 

contractors and things like that […] it was a good feeling, and it was a bloody great 

feeling when we beat Muldoon. 

Rod also noted the cultural influence on the welfare centre, “It was almost run like a marae, 

and there were a lot of Māori people involved in the welfare centre so, it was like a marae 

feeling.” Furthermore, the feeling of unity left a lasting impact: “the community was really 

strong, mate. It was really strong. And yeah, that unity […] it's something that sort of has stuck 

with me all my life. 

 

Women 

 The important role of women was a prominent theme for historical interviewees. 

When asked about the role of women in the success of the Strike, contemporary participant 

Alan Blair stated (and Bill Machen agreed), “you ask about women […] well, you know, society 

runs because women are, women are doing things and doing leading things.” Graham Holmes 

quipped, “yeah, they took off some of them and they took the joint over. [laughter] We had 

two of our senior delegates [that] were women on our committee” (Graham Holmes). Alan 

Ware added: 

I think there were two women involved in the delegates committee, and she'd been 

there for years fighting her fight, and she fought a bloody good fight. She was very 

determined. And there was another woman, she was very good.  

Regarding the understanding and influence of women/wives involved in the Strike, Rod 

Meharry explained that this helped keep the men/husbands stay focused and resolved:  

You've got to come across so that their heads are going [the right] way, because the 

wives were involved and that was a big issue. That was a big plus actually because a 

lot of the women understood the politics more than the men. 

Women played a vital role in the success of the Strike, serving as senior delegates, supporting 

the strikers, and helping keep morale and focus high. Their involvement and understanding 

of the Strike’s politics were seen as a major positive factor, sometimes even surpassing that 

of the men.  
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Communication 

 Communication was less of a talking point for participants. As mentioned in the 

previous section, strategy was not always shared openly with the wider community, other 

than the justification for the claim. The role of the Roadrunners was acknowledged by Graham 

Holmes: “that's where the whole emphasis was on the social side of it and how people were 

answering calls, getting out to different work sites, like down in Wellington, down in 

Christchurch.” Rod Meharry recalled that those who were chosen to speak were not always 

gifted orators, but with time and some coaching they were able to report on the operation of 

the Strike without getting caught up in ideological arguments. He gave one such example:  

He couldn't speak to save himself, right? And I said, ‘OK, your job is just, just tell 

them how the welfare centre's working […] Don't tell them about the strike, don't 

tell them about the politics’ […] And you know, near the end of the strike, mate, that 

guy could get up and speak about any topic without even a hitch. 

Ross Pilkington commented on the unions’ approach to sharing information on the status of 

the Strike, especially with the local families impacted: 

My recall of the families that I knew, there was always anxiety in the family […] And I 

remember coming down and they were saying, ‘oh, the union's fantastic. We know 

exactly what's happening […] we can just make this phone call and we got told 

exactly what the status of everything was.’ […] Everyone was kept fairly well 

informed. 

Strike organisers also recognised that communication was needed to counter the false 

information being spread in major newspapers and media. On occasion it was suspected that 

information was being leaked by someone central to the Strike’s operation: 

A couple of others went to Wellington to attend this FOL meeting and, something 

was said at that FOL meeting, and in the afternoon, it was a headline in Wellington 

papers, right. And [redacted] was the only person who left the meeting at lunchtime 

(Rod Meharry).  
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Meharry also shared that there was an ongoing concern about the Security Intelligence 

Service (SIS). He explained that a list of people identified as known communists within the 

union movement had been produced with the names of unionists close to the Dispute. This 

leads to another key theme: the Government and Remuneration Act 1979. 

 

Muldoon and the Remuneration Act 1979 

 Participants generally referred to the influence of Prime Minister Muldoon – rather 

than the Government – frequently, including the use of the SIS. The following responses 

indicate the bad feeling that workers had regarding Muldoon which, in part, motivated 

resistance to government intervention. Several participants reported an absolute loathing of 

Prime Minister Muldoon, due in part to the significant number of Pasifika number who 

remembered the Dawn Raids21 (Alan Blair). This was supported by the union movement’s 

negative feelings towards the Prime Minister:  

So, if we can support some workers that are sticking it up Muldoon, we'll give till it 

hurts. And the money, mate. The SIS would have told him [Muldoon] how much 

money was coming in and […] he couldn't starve us out (Rod Meharry). 

Alan Ware believed that the negative feeling towards Muldoon that had built up during in the 

years prior to the Dispute was important to the outcome: “in my opinion that was critical.”  

The Prime Minister was worried that a wage increase at Kinleith would trigger another 

wage spiral in the Northern Industrial District and beyond (see Chapter Two, p. 14). Kinleith’s 

role in such matters was confirmed by Graham Holmes: whatever we got, got passed on to 

those other mills […] Kinleith was seen as the, what's that word, the mothership.” Graham 

Holmes also recalled the moment the Prime Minister deployed the Act: 

We're all having a drink celebrating because after six weeks, it was all over and done 

with. And then bloody Knoxy came in and said, ‘Muldoon’s poked his nose in; he's 

                                                            
21 The Dawn Raids of the 1970s were enforced under the Immigration Act 1964, particularly ss 14 and 33(a), 
and its subsequent amendments—most notably the Immigration Amendment Act 1968 and the Immigration 
Amendment Act 1974—which authorised police to demand proof of residency without a warrant and 
facilitated the disproportionate targeting and deportation of Pacific Island overstayers (Anae, 2020; 
Tuiburelevu et al., 2023). 
 
 



66 
 

invoked the bloody Remuneration Act’ […] then it became the fight, the fight to stay 

out so that the company, NZFP, would get the Act revoked […] The Kinleith strike 

was two strikes. It was the first six weeks which was with NZFP […] then the next six 

weeks was Muldoon and Bolger poking their fucking nose in with the bloody 

Remuneration Act. 

Strike organisers were well placed to keep the resistance going against the Act, particularly 

with the full backing of the FOL and their expertise. Rod Meharry said that they had had six 

weeks to become well organised with structure in place and money coming in. Alan Ware 

noted, “It was really a kick the guts but going down there [Tokoroa] […] [it was] pretty fucking 

obvious that there was not going to be any backtrack and they were as solid as rock.”  

With the ability to look back on the wider political context of the Strike, Rod Meharry 

believed that the connections between NZFP and the National Party Government contributed 

to the revoking of regulations: “in hindsight, it was lucky for us that [NZFP] management were 

closely aligned with the National Party because it was hurting them. It was New Zealand's 

biggest company, and we were hurting them financially.” When questioned about the 

outcome of the Dispute and the impact on policy, Rod Meharry said “I don't think at any other 

time the Government had ever let a group of unions dictate what the future legislation was 

going to be.” Rod also offered insight as to why Prime Minister Muldoon did not use 

militarised force at Kinleith as other governments had in previous major strikes:  

Muldoon wasn't ever going to give in to the unions […] He'd use the bloody army if 

he had a chance. But he couldn't bring the army into Kinleith […] you need specialist 

people to […] run the place. The bloody army can't run it […] So he was knackered. 

The negative sentiment that had built up toward Prime Minister Muldoon and government 

intervention contributed to the unification of strikers and their supporters nationally, 

strengthening their resolve. This sets the stage for the next section, which explores how these 

experiences shaped practical lessons in community solidarity—highlighting the importance of 

unity, mutual support, and collective action during the Strike. 
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Lessons in community solidarity 

Participants were asked about the lessons they thought had come out of the Strike, to 

which Graham Holmes reported: “That people would stick together, look after themselves, 

and do the best that they can […] we were there to keep bloody Tokoroa going […] we weren't 

there to cripple the Mill” (Graham Holmes). Rod Meharry reflecting on the lessons that could 

be learned declared, “It's not one big thing, it's a whole lot of little things.” Rod continued, 

“every action causes a reaction, and you've got to try and calculate the reaction. Plan for the 

reaction […] and educating others”, and “you're only as good as your membership are 

educated.” Rod also believed that being located “in a mill town, a company town […] where 

everybody knew each other and there was only one employer” strengthened the capacity for 

solidarity. Alan Ware suggested that for a strike to be successful, particularly a strike that led 

to a battle with the Government, it needed to be widely supported: 

You couldn't have sustained that […] with a small group […] You couldn't sustain it. 

There was genuine commitment […] there was good support for people on strike […] 

If you want to take the government on in a fight, you have to have already built your 

community support. There’s no use trying to build it afterwards.  

With the advantage of hindsight, participants were asked if they thought the Strike 

was something that could be repeated. Graham Holmes replied: “No […] You couldn’t get […] 

the across New Zealand support that we require […] There were thousands of people on the 

bricks. You couldn't support them now.” Alan Ware asserted “you couldn't repeat what we 

did […] at Kinleith. You couldn't repeat that. But I think you can take on governments over 

specific pieces of legislation […] but you've got to build your community support.” Rod 

Meharry added:  

No. And the big work sites have been broken down to contractors […] We only had 

one employer on the site. Nowadays you have multiple employers on the one site 

[…] so it's extremely hard and I don't know. And these days there's not that unity. 

Participants were also asked if they considered the Strike outcome as a victory for the 

union movement and the community: “I think we might have won the battle, but we didn't 

win the war because ultimately voluntary unionism came in and decimated us (Rod Meharry).  
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Bill Machen reflected “a great victory was had. We won the battle, [but] we lost the war. It's 

the social impact it had” (see Chapter Three, pp. 27-28). Graham Holmes added: 

Victory is a sort of bloody […] It's a bombastic war […] We got a just, good 

settlement. We got our parity back. We went back to work, and we carried on 

making money for the company. And then along came the [1991] Employment 

Contract Act.  

Somewhat fatefully, Rod Meharry reflected on the union movements strength during the 

period surrounding the Strike: “The solidarity was strong […] we were lucky we were in a mill 

town, in a company town […] where everybody knew each other and there was only one 

employer really” and “So when I look back now, I was only young then […] we were too strong 

[…] I'd have to admit that.” Alan Ware commented: “the solidarity of the workforce was 

incredible. It was a good place to go and be amongst workers in struggle. It felt good”. Asked 

if the Strike could have run any better, Graham Holmes stated:  

Run better? No, I don't think it could because the final result was […] although we'd 

been out for three months, everybody was fed and watered and got their bills paid, 

nobody went under […] And it was all done by Tokoroa people. Outside union people 

weren't part of that. 

When asked about the support of the wider community, Alan Ware added:  

That was the key to [the] winning of that dispute. We had meetings all over the place 

about opposing the Remuneration Act long before Kinleith went on strike. That's 

why there was so much support, so much money came in. Because the political and 

industrial activity of campaigning against […] a specific piece of legislation […] 

without that, that strike would not have succeeded, in my opinion. The critical factor 

wasn't the solidarity at Kinleith and yet that was absolutely solid, but it was the 

wider, New Zealand-wide [solidarity] […] that was critical. 

Involvement in the Strike had left a lasting impression on many of the strikers who had 

become educated to wider social issues and felt they could provide their support beyond 

industrial action: 
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The Springboks tour […] it followed the Kinleith strike I think […] because we made 

the rank-and-file members political […] they become involved […] a lot of guys from 

Kinleith went to Hamilton and stood in the middle of that field [1981 Springboks tour 

apartheid protest]. They would never have done that without the strike […] [they] 

didn't know that their voice would be counted (Rod Meharry). 

The unique importance of the Strike in Aotearoa NZ’s history came up with Graham Holmes 

who expressed disappointment that the 1980 Kinleith Strike had not received greater 

recognition: “I always found it quite disappointing because it didn't […] although I was only 

one player in it […] it was pretty bloody big”. Graham continued: 

It was a bit bigger than a few bloody Massey's bloody cavalrymen22 going down […] 

Queen Street […] everybody was involved from bloody Invercargill, right the way up 

to Auckland. And it just hardly registers. It hardly registers. 

 

Chapter summary 

This chapter has presented findings from the thematic analysis of contemporary 

semi-structured interviews with participants who had lived experience of, or close 

involvement in, the Strike. Using the same thematic framework applied to the historical 

dataset, and incorporating the analytical strategy (Chapter Four, pp. 40-41), the analysis 

examined how the Strike was recalled and interpreted more than four decades later. 

Participants reaffirmed the significance of pay parity, leadership, welfare provision, 

and solidarity, while situating their reflections within the context of subsequent social, 

political, and economic change. Recollections of the Dispute and Strike were frequently 

shaped by individual hindsight and subsequent experiences of declining union strength, and 

reduced capacity for collective organisation. For example, it was noticed that participant 

responses often extended beyond specific Strike events to include personal reflections on 

NZFP’s company practices, life in Tokoroa, individual personalities, and subsequent political 

and social developments.  

Participants highlighted the key contribution of unity and solidarity to the success of 

the Strike/Dispute, though were in broad agreement that the conditions contributing to the 

                                                            
22 Prime Minister William Massey employed special constables (Massey’s ‘cossacks’) to violently challenge 
strikers during the 1913 Great Strike (Deeks et al., 1994; Crawford, 1991; Nolan, 2005). 
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Strike’s success no longer existed. Together with Chapter Five, this chapter provides a 

temporally distinct perspective on the same event. The two chapters offer a comparative and 

reflexive account of how the Strike was experienced at the time and subsequently 

remembered, forming the basis for the discussion in Chapter Seven. 
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Chapter seven: Discussion 

 

This chapter discusses the findings from Chapters Five and Six in relation to the thesis 

objectives and existing literature. It reiterates the research question and outlines the 

analytical strategy used to interpret findings the historical interviewees’ accounts with 

contemporary participants’ reflections to produce a reflexive analysis of the Dispute and 

Strike. The discussion is organised around the key themes identified through thematic 

analysis. These themes are examined in relation to dominant top-down accounts and the gaps 

identified in Chapter Three, with particular attention to how a history-from-below approach 

reshapes understanding of the Dispute. The chapter also includes a subsection addressing the 

role of policy in addition to a subsection incorporating a cultural perspective regarding the 

discussion of community solidarity. This is followed by an examination of Tokoroa’s status as 

a single-industry company town, and the chapter summary.  

 

Research objectives and question 

The main objectives of this research were:  

1. to discover the key factors that influenced the outcome of the Dispute, and: 

2. to critically assess the role of community solidarity on the effectiveness of the Strike, 

and: 

3. to present a history-from-below account of the Dispute/Strike. 

These objectives were used to address the thesis question:  

• What key factors influenced the success of the 1980 Kinleith Pulp and Paper Mill 

labour dispute at Tokoroa, Aotearoa NZ?  

 

Analytical strategy 

In interpreting the findings of this study, it is important to recognise the implications 

of drawing on two temporally distinct qualitative datasets. The historical interviews, 

conducted in close temporal proximity to the Strike, reflect the emotional immediacy and 

collective orientation of participants operating within a period of high union density, peaking 

industrial action, and community participation. In contrast, the contemporary interviews 

were conducted more than four decades later, in a markedly different socio-economic 
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context shaped by labour market restructuring and changes to employment relations. Rather 

than assuming that either dataset provides a more accurate or authoritative account of the 

Strike/Dispute, this analysis recognises that each reflects the conditions under which meaning 

is produced and recalled.  

 

Summary findings: Key factors that influenced the success of the 1980 Kinleith dispute 

The findings indicate that the success of the Dispute cannot be attributed to a single 

factor, but to the interaction of multiple, mutually reinforcing elements. These included a 

clearly articulated pay parity claim, leadership emerging primarily from within the 

rank-and-file, lessons drawn from previous disputes in the timber and pulp and paper 

industry, 23 and the development of inclusive welfare, communication practices, and women’s 

participation. Across both datasets, participants consistently emphasised the importance of 

community solidarity, as it is defined in this thesis, in sustaining the Strike, particularly 

following government intervention.  

 

An honest and justifiable claim/pay parity 

One of the primary areas of focus in literature regarding the Dispute was the influence 

of the traditional wage relativity structure (see Chapter Two, pp. 14-15) driving negotiations 

in the timber/pulp and paper industries (Boston, 1984; Roper, 1982; Roth, 1980; Walsh, 1983; 

Walsh, 1984; Webb, 2022; Williams, 1984). The large Kinleith site was confirmed as a major 

influence on these relativities as settlements at Kinleith had the power to impact wage rates 

in other districts (see Chapter Two, p. 14) (McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Roper, 1982; Walsh, 

1983). 

Missing from the existing literature is the depth of understanding of the wage 

relativity issue held by the rank-and-file that a history-from-below approach reveals. Both 

cohorts fully understood the role of wage relativities in preserving pay parity and therefore, 

the purpose for the Strike. Demonstrating this understanding, it was revealed that a wage 

relativity committee was formed following the 1978 strike at neighbouring Tasman Mill: a fact 

missing from the primarily top-down literature. It was the work of this committee that 

                                                            
23 The unsuccessful strike at Kawerau in 1977 where women and wives were opposed to the strike. The 
successful 1978 strike when a welfare centre was established (Campbell, 1980; James, 1985). 
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assessed the wage relativity situation and determined the all-crucial 481.8c core rate claim 

that would be made by the Combined Unions at the next wage negotiation with NZFP. The 

history-from-below approach brings such details to the surface, demonstrating that the 

workers’ actions were based on careful analysis and collective decision-making, not just 

reaction or tradition, highlighting the importance of worker agency in the success of the 

Dispute.  

Pay parity was the most important outcome of maintaining traditional wage 

relativities for both cohorts. Losing parity meant workers would be paid less than other 

workers employed in the equivalent occupation at other mills. Consequently, restoring pay 

parity was the primary motivation and source of resolve for strikers. Some interviewees also 

expressed that their resolve also came from the need to honour the nationwide support they 

had received following the Government’s intervention. Pay parity remained the primary 

motivation against the Government’s intervention with the Act, with both cohorts denying 

any political motivation despite the FOL’s involvement, or associations with the SUP or 

communism. 

 

Leadership 

The literature review showed that most analyses of the Dispute are written from a 

top-down perspective (see Chapter Three, pp. 21-22), concentrating mainly on the actions 

and viewpoints of leading figures from employers, unions, and the Government. In the 

existing research, leadership of the Strike, and its success, has been assigned primarily to the 

FOL and its chairman, Jim Knox. Members of both cohorts indeed praised the FOL’s 

management of the political situation: Knox fronted the media and met with government 

officials and NZFP, and the FOL facilitated additional funding24 and donations of food for the 

Kinleith Strike Fund (Roper, 1982; Roth, 1980; Roth & Hammond, 1981; Webb, 2022). Knox, 

Combined Union advocate Jim Butterworth, and union officials John Findlay and Graham 

Page, were all afforded praise for their leadership by interviewees. Participants expressed 

similar sentiments, though two participants saw Knox’ role as more of a figurehead and 

instead gave FOL secretary Ken Douglas more credit for the FOL’s strategy.  

                                                            
24 The FOL urged workers to all to contribute an hour’s pay each week to the strike fund (Webb, 2022). 
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However, what a history-from-below account reveals is that the Strike was largely led 

and sustained from the bottom-up. The Timberworkers’ Union asked the FOL to intervene 

and take control of the Dispute in hopes of bringing about its resolution (Campbell, 2021; 

Roth, 1980). The findings of this thesis confirm the strong belief of both cohorts that the FOL 

instead followed the lead of the Kinleith delegates and backed the efforts of the strikers. At 

the 1980 Federation of Labour (FOL) conference, Chairman Jim Knox clarified that all 

negotiations and major decisions were carried out in consultation with delegates and referred 

to mass meetings in Tokoroa for approval by the Kinleith union membership (Harbridge, 1980; 

Webb, 2022). This was affirmed by members of both cohorts and aligns with Campbell’s 

(2021) assessment that the Dispute was led by rank-and-file workers.  

Both cohorts praised the leadership shown within the union membership and from 

within the Tokoroa community. The Kinleith Site Delegates Committee was credited with 

much of the decision-making, with Committee Chairperson Graham Holmes receiving praise 

for ensuring that rank-and-file workers, rather than officials, were heard in meetings. Some 

participants reasoned that the leadership qualities present among union members and the 

Tokoroa community arose from an unwritten policy encouraging participation in social and 

community groups. Regular involvement in both union and community activities enabled 

strikers, supporters, and community members, to take initiative in the Strike’s operation, an 

insight absent in the existing literature. 

 

Tactics 

Lessons learned from previous industrial disputes informed the tactical approach 

deployed in 1980. The distinctive Kinleith Combined Unions structure better enabled unified 

action. Strike organisers drew on years of union experience and knowledge of industrial 

relations and welfare policy to deploy innovative strategies such as utilising different unions 

in a variety of roles. These tactics were not universally understood or initially supported, but 

their effectiveness enabled the Strike to adapt to challenges and maintain solidarity. Strategic 

planning, behind-the-scenes coordination, and the deliberate inclusion or exclusion of certain 

groups ensured both resilience and sustainability. Ultimately, these approaches highlight the 

importance of learning from history, adapting tactics to context, and placing solidarity at the 

core of decision-making - core themes that underpin the thesis’s argument about the decisive 
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role of grassroots agency and collective strategy in shaping the outcome of the Kinleith 

dispute.  

 

Welfare 

One of the most well-documented aspects of the Strike among the existing literature 

was the welfare centre; described as integral to the operation and success of the Strike (see 

Chapter Three, pp. 25-26) (Andersen; 1980; Campbell, 2021; Grant, 2010; Locke, 2022; Roth, 

1980; Roth & Hammond, 1981; Varnham, 1980; Webb, 2022). The literature, however, falls 

short of recognising the fundamental influence welfare had on the success of the Strike, nor 

details of its magnitude. Incorporating Kinleith ’80 interview excerpts, Campbell (2021) 

indicates the extent of the welfare network. One of the groups interviewed for the Kinleith 

’80 documentary was the welfare organisers. They relayed many stories regarding the welfare 

centre’s role as not only providing food and financial support, but as an information hub, 

social centre, and source of moral support. While other tactical aspects of the Strike (women, 

communication) did not provoke much discussion for participants, the welfare aspect of the 

Strike remained a key factor in participants recollections of the Dispute, particularly the 

involvement of prominent Māori activist, Eva Rickard (explored later in this chapter).  

That the Strike’s welfare operation took inspiration from the successful use of a 

welfare network during the 1978 strike at Kawerau is mentioned in the narration of the 

Kinleith ’80 documentary. However, the link between the 1980 welfare operation at Kinleith 

and previous welfare initiatives in the industry has been overlooked in the literature. A 

welfare operation was employed during a 1977 timberworkers strike involving South Waikato 

mills including Kinleith (Campbell, 1980). Another welfare operation was initiated by the 

Timber-workers’ Union during the 1978 strike at Kawerau (James, 1985). Millar (2013) 

discusses work of the relief committee during the unsuccessful 1951 Waterfront Dispute, but 

generally, the importance of welfare operations to the success of an extended strike action is 

an area of research that is not adequately addressed.  

 

Women 

Some literature recognised that women played a crucial role in the success of the 

Strike, actively organising, supporting the welfare centre, participating in union meetings, and 
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helping maintain morale (see Chapter Three, p. 25) (Andersen, 1980; Campbell, 2021; Grant, 

2010; Locke, 2022; Roth, 1980; Roth & Hammond, 1981; Varnham, 1980; Walsh, 1983; Webb, 

2022). Regarding women’s inclusion, Webb noted that women were most often “excluded 

from the male domain that was industrial action” (2022, p. 114). Andersen addressed this 

aspect, writing: “New Zealand’s working-class history reveals big weaknesses with regard to 

the involvement of women in major struggles. At Kinleith there was an early resolution made 

to involve women” (1980, p. 10).  

The findings showed that, prior to the Dispute, most of the strikers’ wives had no idea 

how unions operated and were typically in opposition to their husbands striking. Interviewees 

expressed that divisions had occurred between strikers and their wives and families in 

previous disputes at Kawerau in 1977 and 1978, and that including the wives of employees 

was key to overcoming this. Their involvement set this strike apart from others, but despite 

its significance, the contribution of women has received less attention in research compared 

to other major historical strikes. Prevailing top-down research has traditionally focused on 

leaders and official actions, not on the grassroots efforts where women made a major impact. 

This has led to their contributions being underrepresented in the historical record of the 

Strike/Dispute, an issue that is addressed by the history-from-below approach of this thesis. 

 

Communication 

This key factor of the Strike/Dispute is almost completely missing from the literature 

except for very brief mentions by Varnham (1980) and Campbell (2011; 2021). For the Strike, 

the pay parity issue was communicated to the partners and families of strikers, who were also 

included in union meetings. The pay parity issue was also communicated to the Tokoroa 

community, and at stop-work meetings around Aotearoa NZ. According to both cohorts, 

communicating the 481.8 claim was fundamental to sustaining support for the Strike and 

countered any misinformation to the contrary. This appears to be absent in the existing 

literature.  

In addition to communicating the pay parity argument, the communication strategy 

included refuting the Government’s stance against the Strike printed in major newspapers. 

According to interviewees, NZFP also used similar tactics in attempts to split the combined 

unions and turn public opinion against the Strike. The company individually targeted 
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employees with separate claims and published misleading full-page advertisements in the 

major newspapers. This detail is missing from existing literature, though Hurd and Dyer (2017) 

mention that NZFP utilised this approach successfully during the 1977 strike at Kawerau.  

To counter this tactic, Strike organisers arranged for counternarratives to be printed 

and distributed directly to the letterboxes of Tokoroa residents. Roadrunners also 

communicated what was happening with the Strike in person at stop-work meetings around 

the country, dispelling Government misinformation regarding strikers’ motivations, and 

reaffirming the pay parity argument. The communication strategy educated the local and 

wider community, continuously clarified the motivation for the Strike, and attracted and 

maintained moral and financial support. One interviewee believed that this education, 

informed by previous strike experience, was key to the community solidarity shown during 

the Strike. 

The communication strategy unified strikers and the community around the pay parity 

claim, countered misinformation, and contributed to the fostering of community solidarity 

essential to the Strike’s success. The history-from-below approach elevated the role of 

communication in the record of the Strike and revealed how grassroots education can 

decisively shape social policy outcomes.  

 

The Government 

With the 1890 Maritime Strike, 1912 Waihi Strike, 1913 Great Strike, and the 

Waterfront Dispute in 1951, the Government’s involvement brought violence and defeat for 

the unions. An awareness of the history of major strikes involving Government intervention 

in Aotearoa NZ was exhibited by members of both cohorts. Some spoke of union officials’ 

reluctance to support the Strike worried that historical Government hostilities (see Chapter 

Two, pp. 8-9) might be repeated at Kinleith in 1980. Such concerns are not present in existing 

accounts of the Dispute, though Webb (2022) points out that some journalists likened it to 

the 1951 Waterfront Dispute.  

A persistent tactic of previous conservative Governments was to turn public opinion 

against strikes by portraying militant strikers as communist conspirators in the mainstream 

media (Crawford, 1991; Deeks et al., 1994; Merrett, 1969; Millar, 2013; Roth & Hammond, 

1981). It is well documented that the Muldoon Government repeated this pattern in attempts 
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to associate the Strike with the Socialist Unity Party (SUP) (Boston, 1984; Roper, 1982; Roth, 

1980; Walsh, 1983; Webb, 2022). Members of both cohorts dismissed such associations, 

emphasising that the Strike was simply motivated by the pay parity argument and not by any 

political ideology. One participant spoke at some length about Muldoon’s use of intelligence 

services against the Strike, including phone-tapping and the use of a SIS informant posing as 

a union delegate. Such claims are given some credibility in the literature, particularly by Roper 

(1982) who cites an article in the Evening Post stating that Muldoon used the SIS to attack 

unionists involved in disputes over the Act. 

Some research claimed that the Dispute was chosen specifically as a pawn by the 

union movement in the ongoing struggle against the Government’s wage control policies 

(Boston, 1984; Campbell, 2021; Markey, 2011; McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Roper, 1982; 

Varnham, 1980; Webb, 2022). Following the successful outcome of the Dispute, the FOL did 

launch a campaign (see Chapter Two, p, 18) against the Government’s economic policies and 

general poor handling of the economy (Harbridge, 1980; Franks, 2001; Roth, 1980; Webb, 

2022). While members of both cohorts expressed that these matters were a general concern 

for Kinleith workers, the Strike was not politically motivated. However, some interviewees 

spoke of their encounters with supporters who expressed their anticipation that (in reference 

to previous major union defeats) this would be one time the Government would be defeated.  

 

The role of policy 

The role of wage control policies and the Act has been explored in Chapter two (pp. 

17-18) and Chapter three (pp. 23-24). The approach that led to victory at Kinleith in 1980 saw 

the NZFP Regulations revoked and leveraged the eventual repeal of the Remuneration Act 

1979 (McCaw & Harbridge, 1990; Roth, 1980; Roper, 1982). Some participants believed that 

the same approach would be a successful strategy for contesting any Government legislation. 

Another participant recalled being frustrated when the unions failed to use that approach to 

challenge the Employment Contracts Act 1991 (ECA). The research of Nicholls (2002) and 

Kelsey (1997) confirmed that the aggressive adoption of neoliberal economic policy in the 

1980s reformed and weakened labour relations in Aotearoa NZ and stifled any resistance to 

the implementation of the ECA (the impact of the neoliberal policy programme is addressed 

further in the following section regarding community solidarity).  
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Also pertinent to this discussion was NZFP’s paternalistic welfarism – a privatised 

version of Keynesianism – which aligned with the Keynesian social-democratic context in 

which housing, welfare provision, full employment, and social cohesion were mutually 

reinforcing (Chapple, 1977; Crouch, 2009; McClintock & Taylor, 1983; Oliver, 1988; Hurd & 

Dyer, 2021). This alignment helped stabilise community life in Tokoroa while simultaneously 

embedding welfare and solidarity within corporate structures, shaping both the strength and 

limits of collective action during the Dispute. Neoliberal changes eventually reduced this 

mutual reliance, transforming NZFP’s connection with Tokoroa from a paternalistic 

partnership into one based on market principles. As a result, the social foundations that once 

fostered community unity and collective support began to decline (Hurd & Dyer, 2021; Kelsey, 

1997; Nicholls, 2002). 

Other policy aspects not covered in literature regarding the Dispute arose in the 

findings of this thesis. In 1978, section 58(1) of the Social Security Act 1964 was amended to 

deny workers, or their union colleagues at the same workplace, eligibility for unemployment 

benefits if they were deemed on strike (Ministry of Social Development, 2017, p. 137). An 

interviewee, and one participant, relayed that Strike organisers understood the implications 

of this amendment, and made a deliberate decision to exclude the timberworkers from 

joining the Strike. This ensured that the timberworkers remained eligible for unemployment 

benefits if they were suspended. Once NZFP did suspend them, these workers could legally 

claim unemployment support, which was otherwise denied to those actively participating in 

a strike.  

Keeping the timberworkers eligible for benefits had a direct effect on the welfare 

operation. By ensuring that a significant group of workers could access state support, reduced 

the strain on the welfare centre’s resources and decreased the financial risks associated with 

industrial action. Two participants involved with the timberworkers expressed that this 

caused some confusion at the time as it was not always clear why certain workers were not 

striking alongside their colleagues. This illustrates how the rank-and-file Strike organisers 

navigated the intersection of industrial action and social policy and highlights the importance 

of understanding the broader policy context when planning collective action. Navigating and 

incorporating details of welfare legislation to support the strike effort was recognised as a 

contributing factor in the Strike’s success. These insights were made possible through the 

application of the history-from-below methodology adopted in this thesis.  
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Less direct but still influential was the role of Immigration policy (see Chapter Two, pp. 

13-14) which contributed to the cultural demographics and occupational diversity specific to 

Tokoroa and the Kinleith site. One participant relayed that, for Pasifika workers, a lingering 

dislike for the Government remained following the trauma caused by the Dawn Raids, and 

that this contributed to attitudes towards Government intervention. This, as well as internal 

migration primarily by Māori, contributed to the unique population structure, union 

affiliations, and capacity for solidarity (see Chapter Two, pp. 13-14) exhibited during the Strike 

explored later in this chapter, and actively structured the social relationships through which 

community solidarity was produced and sustained during the Strike. 

 

Community solidarity 

Community solidarity, defined in this thesis (Chapter one, pp. 3-5) as the expression of 

mutual concern within and between workplace, local, and external communities, emerged as 

a central theme across both datasets.  Members of both cohorts recognised the support that 

the Strike received locally, often from people not associated with the unions. The external 

support from outside Tokoroa was also credited by members of both cohorts as being crucial 

to the Strike’s success. This aligns with the literature that concludes that strike success is 

enhanced by union/community alliances (Choi, 2008; Craft, 1990; Holgate, 2015; Laitinen & 

Pessi, 2014; Tattersall, 2005, 2008). Success at Kinleith in 1980 was also enhanced by 

identifying the shortcomings of previous strikes, including a willingness to cooperate and 

mobilise collectively, which aligns with the findings of Choi (2008).  

Members of both cohorts frequently described solidarity not as an abstract or 

spontaneous phenomenon, but as something actively cultivated through inclusive practices, 

shared purpose, and sustained communication. While many interviewees characterised 

solidarity as a decisive influence on the Strike’s success, this analysis does not treat solidarity 

as a static or universally experienced condition. Rather, the findings suggest that solidarity 

operated unevenly, was contingent on context, and required ongoing effort to maintain. The 

alignment between workplace organisation, community participation, and national union 

support created conditions under which solidarity could be mobilised effectively, particularly 

in response to state intervention. 
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When asked if the success of the Strike could be repeated, participants unanimously 

believed it would be impossible to replicate due to the decline in community solidarity since 

the Strike. These views were commonly linked to perceived changes in employment relations, 

union density, and community cohesion following neoliberal reform (Hurd, 2015; Nicholls, 

2002; Walsh & Crawford, 2003). Rather than treating these claims as predictive or definitive, 

this analysis understands them as reflective assessments grounded in participants’ lived 

experience of structural change. The significance of these reflections lies not in asserting that 

collective action is no longer possible, but in highlighting how shifts in policy, workplace 

organisation, and social relations shape the perceived feasibility of large-scale 

solidarity-based mobilisation. 

The adoption of the neoliberal policy programme, initiated in the 1980’s by a Labour Party 

Government previously supportive of unions, led to a simultaneous erosion of community 

solidarity and civic participation at both micro (individual, family, local communities) and 

macro (national, societal, or policy level) dimensions of society, including membership in 

trade unions (Bhattacharyya, 2004; Brosnan et al., 1990; Kelsey, 1997; Nicholls, 2002). 

Participants confirmed this experience stating that the ECA and contractualisation (individual 

contracts) associated with neoliberal labour market reforms, along with the threat of 

redundancies, split the workforce. One participant recalled that this process occurred rapidly.  

In assessing community solidarity, it is necessary to engage with the counternarrative 

identified in the oral history research by Hurd (2015) and Hurd and Dyer (2017a; 2017b), 

which challenges portrayals of the Strike as uniformly supported (see Chapter Three, pp. 27–

28). The counternarrative suggests that solidarity in Tokoroa was uneven and at times 

contested, shaped by divisions between mill and non-mill workers, contractors, small 

business owners, and households not directly connected to unions. Some contemporary 

participants acknowledged that solidarity was not universal and that tensions existed beneath 

the appearance of unity, supporting Hurd and Dyer’s (2017b) argument that narratives of 

cohesion in single-industry towns can obscure underlying social and economic fractures.  

Importantly, however, these divisions did not undermine the Strike’s effectiveness. Rather 

than operating as a fixed community condition, solidarity during the Dispute was actively 

constructed and sustained through inclusive welfare provision and sustained communication, 

which helped absorb tension, maintain legitimacy, and keep disparate groups engaged. In this 

sense, solidarity emerged as a contingent outcome of deliberate organisational effort, 
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consistent with Craft’s (1990) observation that union–community alliances are often 

temporary and issue-specific. From a history-from-below perspective, the Kinleith case 

demonstrates that community solidarity need not be total or uncontested to be politically 

effective; it need only be sufficiently broad, inclusive, and actively maintained to shape 

outcomes.  

 

Community solidarity: a cultural perspective 

This subsection examines how cultural practices and values shaped the ways solidarity 

was organised, expressed, and sustained during the Dispute. The successful implementation 

of a welfare network during the 1978 Kawerau strike contributed to the success of that strike 

and inspired the welfare operation in 1980 (Campbell, 2021; James, 1985; Pohlmann et al., 

1981). It was the Timberworkers’ Union that initiated the welfare operation during the 1978 

Kawerau strike, based upon the values of kinship and cooperation embodied by the primarily 

Māori union membership (James, 1985). One participant remarked that there were a lot of 

Māori involved in the Strike’s welfare operation, which gave it the feeling of a marae.25 The 

research of McIntosh & Johnson (2005) summarises the marae feeling, for non-Māori visitors, 

as being characterised by education, authenticity, personal interaction, sincere hospitality 

and emotion.  

Kotahitanga is akin to solidarity and collective action and is inherent to Māori social 

and political identity and conceptually, aligns with the solidarity associated with the labour 

movement (Manuka, 1994; Nikora, 2007). Research by Boraman (2019), Locke (2012; 2017; 

2021), Manuka (1994), and Williams (2015) recognises the intrinsic solidarity that Māori bring 

to the workplace and trade union movement. Alignment between Kotahitanga and the Strike 

was evident in the support from prominent Māori activist Eva Rickard who championed Māori 

land rights and Māori feminism (Harris, 2004; Morgan & Weatherley, 2016). Participants 

fondly recalled Rickard’s support for the Strike. 

Compared with the national average in 1980, Tokoroa’s population had a notably high 

percentage of Māori and Pasifika, many of whom were part of the Kinleith workforce (see 

Table 2, Chapter Two, p. 19). James (1985) noted the influence of Māori in the strike’s welfare 

                                                            
25 The marae is a traditional Māori meeting house founded on the Māori values of manaakitanga, 
whanaungatanga, and kotahitanga (Awataha Marae, n.d.; Bennett, 2007; Moorfield, 2011).  
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operation of the successful 1978 Kawerau timberworkers strike. Though not explicitly stated, 

the contribution of Māori to the Strike’s welfare operation was likely significant and should 

be acknowledged when evaluating the operation of the Strike and outcome of the Dispute. 

Additionally, Māori values such as manaakitanga (hospitality), whanaungatanga (kinship), and 

kotahitanga (unity) are essential considerations in defining community solidarity within the 

context of Aotearoa NZ. These, along with Pasifika principles of respect, solidarity, and 

resilience (Taumoefolau, 2013), contribute to a more nuanced understanding of community 

solidarity in the context of the Strike and should not be ruled out as a key factor in its 

operation and outcome. 

 

The role of Tokoroa’s status as a single-industry company town 

Tokoroa’s status as a single-industry company town was considered by a few 

researchers to be significant factor in the Dispute’s outcome (Campbell, 2021; Roper, 1982; 

Varnham, 1980) which drew attention to the Kerr-Siegel hypothesis (see Chapter Three, pp. 

29-31; Chapter Four, pp. 35-36). Kerr and Siegel’s (1954) proposition that a single-industry 

community’s strike proneness was due to geographic or social isolation, the arduous nature 

of work, the capacity for solidarity, and militant tendencies, fails to adequately capture the 

nuanced reality at Tokoroa and Kinleith. Only one comment from each dataset referred to 

these features as possible influences on the success of the Strike.  

The location of Tokoroa, and the complexities inherent to the Kinleith site during the 

Dispute, present significant challenges to the application of the Kerr-Siegel hypothesis. 

Tokoroa was developed in the middle of a vast forest. However, as it is situated on Aotearoa 

NZ’s main traffic route, any claim to of geographic isolation is disputable. Whether the nature 

of the work was difficult depended on which occupation you were employed in. A couple of 

participants viewed that the timberworkers generally had the most difficult working 

conditions. However, members of both cohorts suggested that the maintenance unions were 

typically more inclined to strike and were largely in control of the Strike due to their ability to 

shut the mill. A variation in militancy and bargaining power between unions is therefore, 

supported by the findings of this thesis. A similar observation of the Canadian timber industry 

was made by Jamieson (1962). 
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A capacity for solidarity among workers was perhaps best exhibited by the formation 

of the Kinleith Combined Unions and then demonstrated during the Strike. However, some 

participants believed that the Combined Union’s propensity to strike was not driven by any 

inherent capacity for solidarity, but by strategy and necessity. Ellem (2015) found, militancy 

and solidarity in the workplace is more prevalent where there is inclusion and support from 

family and the community, as was the case with the Strike. However, the findings indicate 

that the Strike did not occur as result of any inherent tendency towards militancy among 

workers, as the Kerr-Siegel hypothesis might suggest. Rather, it was triggered by specific 

actions of the employer (NZFP) and was subsequently prolonged by direct government 

intervention. This aligns with Geare’s (1972) critique that strike activity is often better 

explained by the immediate context – such as employer decisions and government policy – 

rather than by structural tendencies alone.  

Tokoroa’s status as a single-industry town appears to have shaped the conditions 

under which solidarity was organised during the Strike, though its influence should not be 

overstated. Ultimately, the unique complexities at Kinleith and Tokoroa defy the definitions 

provided by the Kerr-Siegel hypothesis. The findings suggest that factors such as workforce 

concentration, overlapping social networks, and shared material dependence on the mill 

contributed to the capacity for coordinated action. However, these characteristics alone do 

not explain the outcome of the Dispute. Rather, they interacted with leadership practices, 

welfare organisation, and external support to create a context in which collective action could 

be sustained. This suggests that Pitt (1977, p.vii) was more accurate in describing Tokoroa as 

a new kind of town that developed “new and different social forms […] in the wake of 

urbanisation and industrialisation” that conceivably produced the conditions that promoted 

the success of the Dispute and Strike. 

 

Chapter summary 

This chapter has discussed the findings of the thesis in relation to the research 

objectives and the existing literature, using a history-from-below analytical approach that 

foregrounds rank-and-file and community perspectives across both the historical and 

contemporary datasets. In keeping with the chapter’s analytical strategy, the discussion has 

brought these datasets into dialogue, enabling comparison between accounts produced in 
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close temporal proximity to the Strike and later reflections shaped by long-term workforce 

downsizing and its socio-economic effects on the Kinleith mill and on Tokoroa.  

Across both datasets, a history-from-below analysis reveals a depth of workers’ 

understanding of wage relativities and their central importance to restoring pay parity—an 

insight largely absent from dominant top-down accounts. Leadership is consistently identified 

as emerging from within the rank-and-file and the local community, with the FOL playing a 

strategically supportive rather than directive role. The history-from-below approach elevated 

the rank-and-file-led communication strategy that articulated the pay parity claim locally and 

nationally and actively countered employer and government narratives; an aspect of the 

Strike’s operation largely absent from existing top-down accounts. 

The inclusion of women emerges as critical to the Strike’s operation and Dispute’s 

outcome when examined from-below. Oral histories demonstrate how women, previously 

excluded from or opposed to strike action, became informed and active participants, 

particularly through their central role in welfare provision. While the welfare centre is 

acknowledged in the literature, this chapter has shown that its scale, social function, and 

foundations in earlier welfare initiatives are under-emphasised. Similarly, the contributions 

of Māori and Pasifika workers and families – likely significant to both welfare provision and 

the cultivation of solidarity – remain underrepresented in strike scholarship but are rendered 

more visible through oral history accounts. 

Grounding the analysis in lived experience also complicates structural explanations 

such as the Kerr–Siegel hypothesis. Tokoroa’s social and industrial complexity complicates the 

application of such a hypothesis, but this discussion nonetheless contributes to the literature 

considering the structural influence of single-industry communities and strike action. 

Community solidarity – particularly support extending beyond Kinleith – emerges as 

historically contingent and actively constructed through organisation, welfare, and 

communication.  

Taken together, these findings indicate that participants experienced the Strike as an 

event of national significance. Despite early expectations that the Kinleith Dispute would 

assume enduring significance within industrial relations scholarship (Andersen, 1980; 

Varnham, 1980), it has received comparatively little attention in Aotearoa NZ’s labour history, 

a contrast that one participant described as disappointing, given the Strike’s perceived 

national scale and impact (Holmes interview). From a history-from-below perspective, this 
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disconnection between participants’ experiences of national significance and the Dispute’s 

comparatively limited scholarly treatment becomes particularly apparent. This discussion 

demonstrates the explanatory value of history-from-below methodologies in revealing how 

collective action was organised, sustained, and ultimately successful at Kinleith. Chapter Eight 

follows and concludes the thesis by summarising the key findings, outlining implications for 

social policy, and recommending areas for future research. 
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Chapter eight: Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

This chapter revisits the research question and objectives guiding this thesis, which 

examined the key factors influencing the operation and outcome of the 1980 Kinleith Pulp 

and Paper Mill labour dispute at Tokoroa. Drawing on a history-from-below approach, it 

summarises the principal findings, with particular emphasis on the role of community 

solidarity. The chapter then outlines the implications for social policy, acknowledges the 

study’s limitations, and identifies directions for future research. 

This research asked: What key factors influenced the outcome of the 1980 Kinleith Pulp 

and Paper Mill labour dispute at Tokoroa, Aotearoa NZ? The objectives were to identify those 

factors, critically assess the role of community solidarity in the Strike’s effectiveness, and 

present a history-from-below account of the Dispute. Using a qualitative methodology 

centred on oral histories, the thesis reveals aspects of the Strike’s operation and Dispute’s 

outcome that are largely absent from the existing literature. 

Much of the established research adopts a top-down perspective, framing the Dispute 

primarily as a confrontation between the Muldoon Government and the trade union 

movement, represented by the Federation of Labour (FOL). In these accounts, the actions of 

workers and community members are marginalised, and the Strike is reduced to a test of 

wage-control policy and union leadership. While the roles of NZFP, the Government, and the 

FOL were undoubtedly central, this thesis demonstrates that the efforts of rank-and-file 

workers and their supporters were key to the operation of the Strike and outcome of the 

Dispute yet remain under-represented in the literature. 

From a history-from-below perspective, several interrelated factors were crucial to 

the Strike’s successful operation and Dispute’s outcome. Central among these was the 

Combined Unions’ commitment to the 481.8c pay parity claim, which was widely regarded by 

workers as honest and justifiable. This clarity of purpose sustained resolve despite employer 

resistance, government intervention, and doubts expressed by some union officials. Strike 

organisers deliberately avoided ideological framing and instead maintained a narrow focus 

on restoring pay parity following NZFP’s refusal to meet the Combined Unions’ claim. 

When the FOL became directly involved, it supported negotiations led by rank-and-file 

Kinleith delegates and mobilised nationwide financial support. Senior figures, including Jim 
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Knox and Ken Douglas, played visible and strategic roles, particularly in negotiations with the 

Government and in maintaining public legitimacy. However, analysis revealed the Strike was 

led primarily from within the workplace and community. This was acknowledged by Knox 

himself, who stated that he followed the direction set by Kinleith delegates (Harbridge, 1980). 

Leadership capacity within Tokoroa was reinforced by an unwritten policy of civic and 

community participation, enabling workers and residents to assume organisational roles 

during the Strike. 

Communication was critical to sustaining this focus. The pay parity claim was 

communicated clearly to workers’ families, the Tokoroa community, and unionists 

nationwide through rank-and-file Roadrunners speaking at stop-work meetings. This strategy 

countered misinformation circulated by NZFP and the Government and reinforced legitimacy 

and support. The communications strategy was closely linked to another key factor in the 

Strike’s success: the active inclusion of women. 

Women played a central role in both the operation and outcome of the Strike. 

Participants in the Kinleith ’80 interviews described how women – particularly the wives of 

strikers – became informed about trade unionism and the purpose of the Strike and were 

included in meetings and decision-making. Two women served on the Kinleith Site Delegates 

Committee, and many others were integral to welfare provision, offering practical assistance 

and emotional support that sustained morale throughout the Dispute. 

The welfare operation emerged as one of the most significant elements underpinning 

the Strike’s success. Both historical and contemporary accounts emphasised the scale and 

organisation of welfare support, which drew on donations of food and money from within 

Tokoroa and from around the country. The welfare centre functioned as the hub of the Strike, 

providing not only material assistance – such as food, clothing exchanges, fuel vouchers, and 

help with power bills – but also social connection and morale. The inclusive atmosphere 

fostered cooperation across cultural lines. This thesis also highlights the continuity between 

the Kinleith welfare operation and earlier timber industry disputes, recognising the likely 

influence of Māori and Pasifika workers and communities in shaping welfare practices and, 

by extension, the outcome of the Dispute. 

 



89 
 

Community Solidarity 

Community solidarity – defined in this thesis as mutual concern within and between 

workplace, local, and external communities – was fundamental to the Strike’s operation and 

outcome. Workplace solidarity was expressed through the rank-and-file-led Combined 

Unions, which were able to manage occupational divisions, cultural diversity, and varying 

levels of militancy across unions. At the community level, union members’ involvement in 

social and civic organisations fostered networks of trust and cooperation that proved critical 

during the Dispute. 

External solidarity was actively cultivated through coordinated communication 

strategies and nationwide union mobilisation, supported by compulsory unionism and the 

broader labour movement’s opposition to the Remuneration Act. While the historical, 

industrial, and community conditions of Tokoroa were distinctive, the findings demonstrate 

that community solidarity functioned as the connective force that aligned strategy, welfare, 

leadership, and communication. In this sense, the solidarity expressed during the Strike 

represents a historically specific convergence of conditions that distinguishes the Dispute 

from other major industrial conflicts that ended in defeat. 

 

Implications for Social Policy 

The findings of this thesis demonstrate that community solidarity was not incidental 

but essential to the Strike’s success. Solidarity was actively produced through inclusive 

practices, transparent communication, and collective organisation, and was supported rather 

than directed by institutional actors such as the FOL. The Dispute occurred within a broader 

context shaped by Keynesian social democracy, in which full employment, strong unions, 

universal welfare, combined with NZFP’s paternalistic welfarism, together provided the 

material and social foundations for community solidarity and collective action; subsequent 

neoliberal reforms dismantled many of these conditions. 

The erosion of union strength and community cohesion following neoliberal reforms 

such as the Employment Contracts Act 1991, weakened collective capacity and support 

networks. Policymakers should therefore consider the long-term social costs of market-driven 

reforms and the importance of safeguarding workers’ rights to collective bargaining and 
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industrial action. Social policy that prioritises solidarity, inclusion, and community autonomy 

is more likely to sustain social cohesion and resilience. 

Policies that actively support community-led welfare responses, particularly during 

periods of crisis or industrial conflict, may reduce pressure on informal support networks. The 

findings also underscore the importance of inclusive participation, particularly of women, 

Māori, Pasifika, and other marginalised groups, in workplace and community 

decision-making. Their involvement broadened support, strengthened morale, and enhanced 

collective effectiveness during the Dispute. 

 

Limitations of the Thesis findings 

This thesis draws on two qualitative datasets grounded in oral histories, which 

privilege certain perspectives and are subject to the limitations of memory, subjectivity, and 

retrospective interpretation. While women’s perspectives were captured in the historical 

dataset, Māori and Pasifika voices were underrepresented across both datasets, limiting the 

breadth of perspectives examined. The researcher’s positionality is acknowledged, and 

reflexivity was practiced throughout to mitigate bias. As a history-from-below study, the 

findings are context-specific and not intended to be generalisable. 

 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The findings suggest that industrial action is more effective where policy and 

organisational settings support legitimate claims, strong rank-and-file participation, 

comprehensive and inclusive welfare, strategic communication, and community-based 

support beyond the workplace. The ability to reproduce the conditions that made the Strike 

effective have subsequently been diminished by neoliberal reforms. Longitudinal qualitative 

research could further examine the long-term impacts of neoliberal reform on community 

cohesion and collective capacity. Mixed-methods approaches combining oral histories with 

archival analysis, media analysis, and social network analysis would strengthen understanding 

of grassroots leadership, communication strategies, and collective action.  

Future research should also prioritise underrepresented voices, particularly those of 

Māori and Pasifika participants, through oral history and community-based methodologies. 

Comparative case studies of other single-industry towns, both within Aotearoa NZ and 
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internationally, would help identify shared and divergent factors shaping community 

solidarity and responses to social, economic, and political change. Future research could also 

conduct an analysis of contemporary media coverage of the Dispute, which is not examined 

in this thesis, to explore how institutional framing represented or obscured rank-and-file 

perspectives. 

 

By applying a history-from-below methodology, this thesis demonstrates how 

rank-and-file workers and community members shaped the Dispute. The Strike emerges not 

merely as an institutional confrontation, but as a complex social process grounded in 

relationships, collective practices, and historically specific conditions. The thesis contributes 

to labour history and social policy scholarship by illustrating the analytical value of 

community-centred approaches to understanding collective action and social change and the 

policy approaches that shape them. This account of the Dispute and Strike has foregrounded 

the experiences of rank-and-file workers and community members, addressing a longstanding 

gap in the literature surrounding one of Aotearoa NZ’s most consequential industrial disputes. 
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Appendix 1: Thesis information sheet 

 

INFORMATION SHEET 

COMMUNITY IN UNION: 

Lessons in solidarity and social policy from the 1980 Kinleith Dispute 

Researcher introduction 

My name is Daniel Taylor, and I am a mature student at Massey University undertaking a 

Master of Arts degree in social policy and I am the sole researcher for this project. I have 

also spent the last approximately two years as a research assistant examining labour history 

and strikes in Aotearoa New Zealand.  

An Invitation 

You are invited to participate in a research project that aims to record a history-from-below 

account of the 1980 Kinleith dispute centred in Tokoroa. I am interested in your experiences 

and perspective and would like to interview you about this topic. 

Project Description  

This research seeks to identify the key influences on the conduct and outcomes of the 

dispute, including the impact on social policy. A ‘history-from-below’ highlights the voices 

and experiences of those who were involved in the dispute, chiefly, the perspective of 

employees and their families, welfare providers and supporters. This essentially means that 

the information you provide is given priority in the research. 

The main aims of this research are: 

1. To present a ‘history from below’ account of the 1980 Kinleith dispute that captures 

and highlights the perspective of participants with direct knowledge of the dispute 

2. Explore role of community solidarity and its influence on the outcome of the dispute 
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3. To track the influence on social policy (Remuneration Act 1979) – lessons/strengths 

of the 1980 Kinleith Dispute. 

How are individuals chosen to become part of this study?  

You have been chosen because you have acknowledged that you have first-hand experience 

of the 1980 Kinleith dispute and can provide a description of the dispute and its strengths, 

weaknesses, and overall impact. Potential participants have been identified from the 

Kinleith ’80 documentary, and from other published information, such as newspapers, trade 

union or employers’ publications, magazines, as someone who may be able to provide 

important insights into aspects of workplace conflict. Other researchers have also guided 

this search, including a former resident of Tokoroa, who recommended Tokoroa’s Facebook 

pages as a source for participants. 

I aim to interview between 6 to 8 people with first-hand knowledge from different 

perspectives on the dispute, such as union members, delegates, workers, wives, welfare 

providers, business owners.  

Participating in this research is unlikely to cause any significant risks, although some may 

experience discomfort in recalling aspects of the dispute. Interviews will be undertaken 

carefully and respectfully, and if discomfort is experienced, the interview can be paused if 

needed. I wish to listen to and record people’s stories and experiences without judgement.   

If you agree to an interview, a small gift/koha will be provided for generously sharing your 

time.   

What happens in the study?  

1. Preparation for interview: You will be sent an interview schedule before your 

interview. This provides a brief outline of what general questions I am likely to ask so 

you can prepare your answers and refresh your memory. It also enables you to 

indicate which topics you would not like to discuss if they are uncomfortable for you.  

2. Interviewing: If you agree to an interview, it will likely take about 1 to 2 hours. It will 

occur at a time and place suitable and comfortable to you and may include a support 

person(s) if needed. To ensure your comfort interviews can be conducted through a 

video call (such as Skype or zoom) or a phone call if you so wish. Adherence to 
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national COVID regulations and Massey University’s guidelines at the time of 

interview is required. 

3. Transcription: Interviews will then be transcribed by myself and kept safe, secure, 

and confidential. You will then be sent a complete transcript of your interview to 

review, correct or modify.  

4. Draft publications, confidentiality and feedback loops: Once research is complete, a 

thesis will be presented. You decide whether you wish to be identified or remain 

anonymous in the consent form. With your consent, interviews/transcripts may be 

deposited in the National Library of New Zealand. 

5. Receiving copies of publications and a summary of the research: Upon completion of 

the research, you will receive free digital and/or printed copies if you have so 

indicated. 

Data Management  

The research will be stored on a laptop computer which can only be accessed by myself and 

is password protected. The computer will be kept in a locked house or office or on my 

person at all times. Back-up files will be kept on a portable hard drive, which is also 

password protected.  

If you have given consent to do so, your audio interview recordings shall be deposited in the 

National Library of New Zealand once the project is completed, and all publications based 

on this research have been printed. Otherwise, recordings will be destroyed.  

Participant’s Rights 

You are under no obligation to accept this invitation. If you decide to participate, you have 

the right to: 

• decline to answer any particular question; 

• ask for the recorder to be turned off at any time during the interview; 

• withdraw from the study (one month after transcript has been sent); 

• ask any questions about the study at any time during participation; 

• provide information on the understanding that your name will not be used unless 

you give permission to the researcher; 

• be given access to a summary of the project findings when it is concluded; 
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• choose to have a recording of my interview placed in the National Library. 

Researcher 

Daniel Taylor 

Social Policy Programme  

School of People, Environment & Planning 

Massey University (Manawatū campus) 

Private Bag 11 222 

Palmerston North 

New Zealand  

Ph +64   

E-mail: Daniel.Taylor.14@uni.massey.ac.nz 

Research supervisors 

Dr Vincent Wijeysingha   Associate Professor Shirley Julich 

Senior Lecturer    Doctoral Supervisor 

School of Social Work    School of Social Work 

Massey University (Manawatū Campus) Massey University (Albany Campus) 

Private Bag 11 222    Private Bag 102-904  

Palmerston North    North Shore Mail Centre, Auckland 

New Zealand      New Zealand 

Phone +64 6 9516503    Phone +64 9 213 6359 

E-mail: v.wijeysingha@massey.ac.nz  Email: S.J.Julich@massey.ac.nz 

Dr Toby Boraman (former supervisor)   

John David Stout Fellowship 

Stout Research Centre for New Zealand Studies 

Victoria University of Wellington 

PO Box 600 

Wellington 6140 

New Zealand 

Please do not hesitate to ask me any questions you have about the project. I am more than 

happy to help.  

tel:+6492136359
mailto:S.J.Julich@massey.ac.nz
mailto:Dr%20Toby%20Boraman%20(former%20supervisor)
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Compulsory Statements 

1. MUHEC APPLICATIONS 

Committee Approval Statement 

This project has been reviewed and approved by the Massey University Human Ethics Ohu 

Matatika 2, Application OM2 23/15. If you have any concerns about the conduct of this 

research, please contact Associate Professor Fiona Te Momo, Chair, Massey University 

Human Ethics Ohu Matatika 2, telephone 09 414 0800 x43347,  

Email:  humanethics2@massey.ac.nz. 

  

mailto:humanethics2@massey.ac.nz
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Appendix 2: Interview question sheet 

 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

COMMUNITY IN UNION: 

Lessons in solidarity and social policy from the 1980 Kinleith dispute 

 

Interview questions 

Note: interview questions will be modified based on the setting and the needs and/or 

cultural considerations of participant.  

1. What is your background? Where are your family/whanau from? 

2. Were you born in Tokoroa?  

(If not) 

i. When and from where did you arrive? 

ii. What was the reason for coming to Tokoroa? 

3. Did you work at the Kinleith mill?  

(If yes) 

i. What was your job? 

ii. Which union were you a part of? 

iii. What was it like to be a part of that union? 

(If no) 

i. What was your relationship with the Kinleith mill? 

4. Do you feel strikes were frequent at Kinleith? 

5. What do you believe to be the main cause of strikes at Kinleith? 

6. How did you experience the build up to the 1980 dispute? 

7. What was your initial role in the 1980 dispute? Did you support the strike? 
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8. How did your role and involvement change as the strike progressed? 

9. Were the trades/ maintenance unions the main ones behind the strike, or was the 

site committee of all unions the main organising body behind it? [this and the next 

question is to find out the extent of workplace solidarity] 

10. How widely supported was the strike in the workplace? 

11. How widely supported was the strike in the community? 

12. Was there any opposition to the strike in the community? Who/where did it come 

from? 

13. What role did the community play in the strike? 

14. Who were some of the key non-striking participants? What types of support did they 

offer? 

15. How significant was the welfare centre to the conduct and outcomes of the dispute? 

16. How significant was the role of women to the conduct and outcomes of the dispute? 

17. How significant was inclusivity to the conduct and outcomes of the dispute? 

18. Which support did you consider most useful to the conduct and outcomes of the 

strike? 

19. What was the union's attitude to the community support? 

20. What might have been the outcome of the strike without community support? 

21. Do you think the dispute contributed to the repeal of the Remuneration Act 1979?  

22. Do you feel there are any features/outcomes that could have made the dispute 

more successful? 

23. Do you feel there are any features/outcomes that made it less successful than it 

could have been? 

24. Federation of Labour chairman Jim Knox referred to the dispute as the ‘greatest 

worker victory’. Do you agree?’  

25. What do you think are the main lessons from the dispute? Or what do you think are 

the main things to be learnt from the dispute? 

26. Is there anything further you would like to share that was not covered in the 

interview? 

This part allows you to speak freely about anything you my feel significant to the strike’s 

outcome, or any other matters that you deem important  
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Appendix 3: Consent form 

 

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 

COMMUNITY IN UNION: 

Lessons in solidarity and social policy from the 1980 Kinleith dispute 

 

I have read, or have had read to me in my first language, and I understand the Information 

Sheet. I have had the details of the study explained to me, any questions I had have been 

answered to my satisfaction, and I understand that I may ask further questions at any time. I 

have been given sufficient time to consider whether to participate in this study. I 

understand participation is voluntary and that I may withdraw from the study at any time.  

 

1. I agree to participate in this study under the conditions set out in the Information 

Sheet. 

2. I wish/do not wish to be interviewed in person (face to face).  

3. I agree/do not agree to the interview being sound recorded. 

4. I agree/do not agree to the interview being image recorded (if applicable).  

5. I wish/do not wish to have my recordings returned to me. 

6. I wish/do not wish to have a recording of my interview placed in the National Library 

(if yes, please read and complete the separate recording agreement form for 

recordings deposited in the National Library). 

7. I agree/do not agree to be personally identified in publications resulting from this 

research.  



118 
 

8. I wish/do not wish to receive relevant drafts of publications so as to comment on 

them.  

9. I wish/do not wish to receive relevant copies of publications resulting from this 

study.  

 

Declaration by Participant:  

 

I    _______________________    ____________________ [print full name]  

hereby consent to take part in this study. 

 

Contact details 

Address:   

 

Phone: 

Email: 

 

Signature: _______________________  Date: ________________  
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Appendix 4: NOHANZ Oral History Recording Agreement 
Name of Project: ....................................................................................................................... 

Full Name of Person Interviewed: .......................................................................................... 

Date of Interview: ..................................................................................................................... 

Commissioner: .......................................................................................................................... 

Interviewer: ............................................................................................................................... 

1. Placement: I, the person interviewed, agree that the recording of my interview and 

accompanying material, prepared for archival purposes, will be deposited in.................. 

....................................................................................................................................................

. 

And copies may also be held by …………………………………………………………………… 

Notes: 

....................................................................................................................................................

. 

2. Access: I agree that the recording of my interview and accompanying material may be 

made freely available for research at the above location, or a location approved by the 

commissioner. 

Tick one:  YES 

OR 

 I require that there be NO access to the recording of my interview and 

accompanying material without my prior written permission until: 

Release Date: ……………………… Review Date (optional): ……………………… 

Notes: 
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....................................................................................................................................................

. 

3. Publication: I agree that the recording of my interview and accompanying material may 

be quoted or shown in full or in part; this includes broadcast, published work, use in 

public performances, and electronic publication on the internet. 

Tick one:  YES 

OR 

 I require there be NO publication of the recording of my interview and 

accompanying material without my prior written permission until: 

Release Date: ……………………… Review Date (optional): ……………………… 

Notes: 

....................................................................................................................................................

. 

Go to page 2 to complete form and sign at end 

Approved by the National Oral History Association of New Zealand 

Te Kete Kōrero-a-Waha o Te Motu 

Recording Agreement 3a, Draft, June 2021 

Page 1 of 2 

4. Copyright 

Choose one: 

Option 1: Any copyright I own in the interview is retained by me, the interviewee 

AND 

(Complete if required) Any copyright owned by me at my death is assigned to [INSERT 

NAME] 
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OR 

Option 2: Any copyright I own in the interview is assigned by me the interviewee to 

[INSERT NAME] 

Notes: 

There may be several copyright holders in this recording 

Please keep all contact details on separate page 

5 Privacy Act: As interviewee I acknowledge that this agreement does not modify my 

rights and responsibilities under the Privacy Act 2020 

6. Additional Information: 

....................................................................................................................................................

. 

7. Signatures: 

Person Interviewed..........................................................Date: ............................................. 

Interviewer: ......................................................................Date: ............................................. 

For Commissioner: .........................................................Date: ............................................. 

8. Heir or executor (Optional): 

[INSERT NAME]. 

Please keep all contact details on separate page 

Notes: 

1. All signatories to this Oral History Recording Agreement must comply with any 

restrictions on access/publication. This obligation applies to all copies of the recording 

and accompanying material, wherever they are held. 

2. The terms agreed to in this Oral History Recording Agreement may be amended only 

with the authority of the person interviewed. Any change must be registered with all 
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holders of the interview and accompanying material. 

3. Commissioners, Interviewers and Repositories have responsibilities under the Privacy 

Act 2020. 

4. The Interviewee should be credited as the speaker in any use of the recording. 

Approved by the National Oral History Association of New Zealand 

Te Kete Kōrero-a-Waha o Te Motu 

Recording Agreement 3a, Draft, June 2021  
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Appendix 5: Ethics approval letter 

 

20/09/2023 

Dear:  Daniel Taylor 

Re: Ethics Application - OM2 23/15 - COMMUNITY IN UNION: Lessons in solidarity and 

social policy from the 1980 Kinleith dispute. 

Thank you for the above application that was considered by the Massey University Human 

Ethics Committee: 

Ohu Matatika 2 at their meeting held on Thursday, 23 March 2023 

On behalf of the Committee, I am pleased to advise you that the ethics of your application 

are approved. 

Approval is for three years. If this project has not been completed within three years from 

the date of this letter, reapproval must be requested. 

If the nature, content, location, procedures or personnel of your approved application 

change, please advise the Secretary of the Committee. 

Yours sincerely 

Professor Craig Johnson 

Chair, Human Ethics Chairs' Committee and Director (Research Ethics)  
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Appendix 6: Tables listing historical interviewees and contemporary 

participants 

Table A: Kinleith ’80 interviewees 

Name Role(s) at Kinleith / Community Union affiliation(s) 

Graham Holmes 

Storemen and Packers delegate; Chairman, 

Kinleith Combined Unions Site Delegates 

Committee 

Storemen and 

Packers’ Union 

Jim Butterworth 
Combined unions advocate; workers’ 

spokesperson 
Engineers’ Union 

John Findlay 
Boilermakers’ union spokesperson at 

stopwork meetings 
Boilermakers’ Union 

Graham “Grumpy” 

Wright 

Site delegate; strike tactician; roadrunner 

speaker 
Boilermakers’ Union 

Bob Heavener 
Site delegate; member, Secretary Kinleith 

Combined Delegates Committee 
Engineers’ Union 

Rod Meharry 
Engineers’ Sub delegate; organiser of 

roadrunner speakers 
Engineers’ Union 

Rod Shephard Engineers’ sub delegate; roadrunner speaker Engineers’ Union 

Johnny Keith Site delegate; roadrunner speaker Boilermakers’ Union 

Bob Kasper Site delegate; roadrunner speaker Boilermakers’ Union 

Bill Butler 
Storemen and Packers sub delegate; 

roadrunner speaker 

Storemen and 

Packers’ Union 
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Paul Packwood Plumbers’ delegate; roadrunner speaker 
Plumbers’ and Gas 

Fitters’ Union 

Wally Jeffs 
Timberworker sub delegate; roadrunner 

speaker 

Timberworkers’ 

Union 

Cheryl Maclean 
Senior delegate; President; women’s 

organiser 

Service Workers’ 

Union 

Joan Bloxham Senior delegate for clerical workers 
Clerical Workers’ 

Union 

Meri Flavell 
Women’s auxiliary organiser; welfare centre 

worker 

Service Workers’ 

Union 

Ian Grant Subi delegate; welfare organiser Engineers’ Union 

Arthur Smith 
Site delegate Shift worker; welfare centre 

organiser 

Fireman and 

Greasers’ Union 

Pam Solomon Women’s welfare organiser 
Wife/ Boilermakers’ 

Union 

Sam Leuii 
Trades Assistants; Pasifika spokesperson on 

workplace conditions 
Engineers’ Union 

Maureen Wilson 
Welfare centre participant; community voice 

during strike 
Not specified 
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Table B: Contemporary participants 

Name Role(s) at Kinleith / Community Union affiliation(s) 

Alan Blair Union delegate Timberworkers’ Union 

Bill Machen 
Garage delegate; later foreman and 

departmental manager 

Timberworkers’ Union 

(garage); formerly 

Pulp and Paper 

Workers’ Union 

Graham Holmes 

Storemen and Packers delegate; Chairman, 

Kinleith Combined Unions Site Delegates 

Committee 

Storemen and 

Packers’ Union (later 

First Union) 

Ross Pilkington 

Community member; employed at Kinleith 

from 1981; later Personnel / Human 

Resources Manager 

Kinleith Staff Union 

(KSU) (joined later, 

primarily for legal 

support) 

Rod Meharry 

Engineers’ delegate; chair of engineers’ 

stopwork meetings; workers’ representative 

(Trustee) on NZFP superannuation board 

Engineers’ Union 

Alan Ware Store workers’ organiser (regional) 

Storemen and 

Packers’ Union (later 

First Union) 
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