‘It’s complicated’: Reflections on Teaching Citizenship in Aotearoa New Zealand
Abstract: 

The recently redesigned Massey University BA aims to produce responsible, world-conscious graduates who are active citizens, and who demonstrate a critical understanding of the peoples and cultures of 21st century Aotearoa New Zealand and the influences that have shaped them. The suite of compulsory core courses that emerged from this redesign process were developed before the university expressed a commitment to becoming Te Tiriti-led and were not explicitly designed with decolonisation in mind, but they ask questions and provoke reflection that we hope will contribute to decolonisation through the production of a cohort of graduates who have reflected on the multiple factors shaping their own identity, including New Zealand’s colonial past, can locate themselves in relation to global issues, and who have begun to  think about questions of and possibilities for agency and action as citizens of ANZ and of the globe. These courses often unsettle indigenous and settler identities and relationships, and challenge student thinking about the rights and responsibilities they have at home and in the wider world. In this paper we reflect on the process of developing and teaching this course as a group of primarily settler / pākehā academics in conversation with Māori colleagues, and on our own learning through teaching. To do this we draw from our experiences and from research undertaken on the teaching of global citizenship in the core to interrogate our roles and responsibilities as academics in relation to decolonisation.
Introduction:

In 2016 Massey University rolled out a shiny new compulsory core curriculum in its Bachelor of Arts (BA) programme. Three of the five new courses comprising the core were connected via an emphasis on citizenship. While not in the first instance explicitly conceived as intellectual sites for engaging with issues of decolonisation, that is what those courses are in the process of becoming.  Progress is muddled, slow, incremental and contested – but it is progress nonetheless.
In this paper five academics who teach in Massey’s BA core reflect on the challenges associated with designing and delivering those citizenship courses. We begin by reviewing the literature on decoloniality, following which the context and process through which the core was created is briefly described. The substantive sections of the paper comprise four sets of reflections on the high notes, the low points, the contradictions and the gains that are associated with teaching in the BA core, and we conclude by drawing out a series of themes and connecting these back to the scholarship on decoloniality.
The literature:

Decolonisation is a political and epistemological movement aimed not only at the liberation of colonized peoples, but at transforming ways of thinking, knowing, and doing (Ndlovu-Gatsheni, 2015).  At the core of decolonisation, for indigenous people, is the material matter of the return of land and sovereignty (Tuck & Yang, 2012). Beyond this, decoloniality involves “working toward a vision of human life that is not dependent upon or structured by the forced imposition of one ideal of society over those that differ” (Mignolo, 2017, p. 459). For Nelson Maldonado-Torres, decoloniality involves the production of “counter-discourses, counter-knowledges, counter-creative acts”, aimed at breaking down “hierarchies of difference that dehumanize subjects and communities and that destroy nature” (2016, p. 10). This is a “messy, dynamic, and a contradictory process” (Sium, Desai, & Ritskes, 2012, p. II) that imagines and works towards another world while remaining cognisant of the structural ongoing contamination of white/Western hegemony.

In recent years, calls for decolonisation have strengthened, including within the university.  Conversations and debates on decolonizing universities, pedagogies, curriculum, and courses have been discussed vigorously in publications, conferences and the media (Bhambra, Nisancioglu, & Gebrial, 2020; Cupples & Grosfoguel, 2018; Radcliffe, 2017; Rutazibwa, 2019; Sultana, 2019). Despite the “rise of a new public managerialism that draws heavily on a neoliberal regime of audit, ranking and measurement” (Kidman, 2020, p. 248), universities remain one of the few public spaces which can allow for critical reflection and the development of relationships beyond settled hierarchies and private transactions and where “the substance of citizenship – through acts of collectivity, solidarity, and collegiality – can be imagined and enacted” (Bhambra et al., 2020, p. 509). 

In ANZ, te tino rangatiratanga – “right of Māori to live and develop in a Māori way” (Pihama, Cram, & Walker, 2002, p. 44) - is at the centre of kaupapa Māori projects and the process of decolonisation.  Kaupapa Māori are projects that advance te tino rangatiratanga (among other values) and occur in any conceivable field of social action, however education has been a key site of critical analysis and transformational effort (Smith, 2017).  Conventionally, te tino rangatiratanga has come to mean Māori self-determination, and Māori control over Māori things, such as social and cultural development (Hoskins, 2017; Smith, 2017).  The term also has constitutional implications, being guaranteed to Māori by Article 2 of Te Tiriti O Waitangi (Treaty of Waitangi).  In this context tino rangatiratanga is often translated as “paramount authority” (Mutu, 2010, p. 29), or “independence and full chiefly authority” (Waitangi Tribunal, 2014, p. 528).
Despite this, as Kidman (2020) notes, in ANZ indigeneity is often positioned as a “procedural obligation”, with universities required to incorporate indigenous ‘others’ into their mission statements and strategic plans.  Moreover, the role of settler academics in the process is unclear and often disputed. In this paper, we reflect on our roles in this process, and the implications for our identities, relationships and pedagogies. We hold that a pedagogical approach to decolonization works with and through complexity, uncertainty, and complicity in order to “stay with the trouble” (Stein et al., 2020, p. 44). This is an incomplete, messy and circular process that imagines and works towards another wold while remaining cognisant of the structural ongoing contamination of white/Western hegemony (Lee, 2014). Beyond intellectual rigor, this work requires a certain amount of existential surrender and de-centering of ourselves, and the practice of knowing, being, and relating ‘otherwise’, with the knowledge that it will be uncomfortable and mistakes will be made” (Stein et al., 2020, p. 62).  
In the beginning

In 2016, and in response to a challenging qualification review Massey University’s College of Humanities and Social Sciences introduced a compulsory core curriculum in its flagship Bachelor of Arts (BA) programme.

The process of creating that core was informed by a series of eight explicit principles, the first of which was the importance of emphasising the place of tangata whenua in Aotearoa New Zealand. That particular imperative was operationalised in several ways during the design phase of the project. The project team tasked with creating the new core administered a survey to all Māori students within the BA seeking their views on a range of matters concerning the reshaping of the programme. The decision to seek Māori names for the five core courses was taken early on; those names were gifted to the College by the University’s Māori Language Advisory Group. Māori staff from across the College with expertise in te reo, tikanga and Māori content – including Krushil Watene, Margaret Kawharu, Te Rina Warren, Peter Meihana, April Bennet, Veronica Tawhai, Hone Morris (who also wrote whakatauki for all of the core courses) and Margaret Forster – played key roles in each of the various working groups out of which each of the broad contours of the courses emerged. And many – Margaret Kawharu, Marg Forster, Veronica Tawhai, Tracey Hepi, Te Rā  Moriarty, Steph Denne, JJ Carberry, Haahi Walker, Rita Walker, Te Rina Warren, Hone Morris and Reupena Tawhai – have at different times been integral members of and contributors to the core teaching teams. They have guided other members of these teams regarding pōwhiri and mihi whakatau; shaped conversations and actions regarding the appropriate incorporation of Māori content in the core courses (including the creation of course-specific whakatauki and their incorporation in course materials); and helped shaped pedagogy and teaching resources.
Reflections on a work in progress:

So much for the process of calling the core courses into existence. In the section that follows, staff who play key roles in those courses – Ella Kahu, Carol Neill, Sharon McLennan and Giles Dodson – contemplate their experiences. Each adopts a slightly different emphasis, but the common denominator throughout is an attempt to grapple with the extent to which it is possible to pursue a decolonisation agenda within the institutional confines of a university programme, and the ways in which decolonial work occurs when staff have the agency and space in which to work relationally and to innovate and explore different pedagogical approaches. 
Tūrangawaewae

Ella:

I teach the first-year citizenship course, Tūrangawaewae: Identity and Belonging in Aotearoa New Zealand. Broadly, the course encourages students to recognise themselves as having multiple “threads” to their identity, which intersect and intertwine to create their sense of self, and shape how they experience the world and how the world responds to them. We touch on social constructionism, recognising identities depend on time and place, and within that some identities are more valued than others. The course also aims to shine a light on the context of Aotearoa New Zealand, touching on and critically evaluating historical events and some of the stories we tell ourselves about our people in this place. Ethnicity as an identity is often central to discussions and events and topics directly related to Māori are threaded through the topics to varying degrees and are often the focus of conversation in the course and evaluation of the course. My reflections on teaching this course are grounded in my own identity as a child immigrant to Aotearoa from England who, at least in part due to my bicultural marriage and family, sees herself as a Pākehā ally. 

How, when, and how often to weave in Māori identity and mātauranga Māori is a key challenge we face designing and teaching the course. For example, after introducing the core concepts, the first module, Faces, has two subtopics. Initially we delivered Tangata Whenua, Māori Identity and Belonging first and Demographic Diversity second. However, we experienced strong resistance from a vocal minority of (presumably non-Māori) students at having to do “all that Māori stuff”. The course is compulsory which adds to that resistance. As a result, while staff strongly felt that, as tangata whenua, Māori should come first, we swapped the topics around. It was a hard choice and I don’t know if it was the right thing to do, but I do know that it ameliorated some of that discomfort and meant some of the resistant students were more open to learning about Māori identity, colonisation and its ongoing impacts than they had been. That was five years ago and, in the next edition of the textbook, we plan to swap the topics back in the hope that the world and our students are now more open to this learning.

That example highlights the continual tension between wanting to do more, to include more Māori content, while also wanting to bring resistant students with us and to create a space where students can express their views and their lack of knowledge. The diversity of the student cohort in terms of ethnicity, existing knowledge, age, values, and experiences is considerable – particularly in the distance offering of the course. As Poka Laenui points out, different people are at different places in the process of decolonisation. It is not surprising then, that there is no single student response to the course. We are continually aware that for some we do not go far and fast enough and for others if we go too far too fast the learning will be less – small steps are needed for some students especially for those, both Māori and non-Māori, for whom this is new knowledge. 

Māori students are diverse in their knowledge and experiences and in their responses to the course. For some, this is their first steps and what we do strikes a positive note. It is hard but valuable: “I sometimes have a very heavy heart reading the material, to date I have learned so much about my Māoridom and the many struggles of our people which I am very grateful for.” Some have also told me that it has triggered a desire to reconnect with that aspect of their identity: “I'm both Māori and Pākehā, but prior to Tū I had really lost touch with my Māori side. Tū really helped me to reconnect with my heritage. I’m in the process of reaching out to my Dad and whānau, and am currently building a wonderful relationship with my great aunties.” At the other end of the continuum are a few who are angry and see our attempts as tokenistic: “The course has a tikanga as its title, but its content and purpose cannot be said to align with tikanga or kaupapa as defined by the cultures from which these ideas come. Kahu (2017) acknowledges that it is less than adequate to have just one chapter about a Māori concept contextualized in a colonized scenario, dedicated to Māori – yet one chapter is all there is.” Balancing these diverse needs is a challenge. 

Balancing the needs of the diverse non-Māori students – from fifth generation Pākehā to new immigrants – is also a challenge. But I do believe this course makes a difference for many. Not everyone is ready but I like to think we plant a seed. For some, that seed falls on fertile ground – they are ready to hear, to start to understand, and even to act: “The most valuable lesson I’ve learnt is that I often subconsciously buy into institutionalised racism. I’ve never thought about it before but now that I’m aware I do it I am taking conscious steps to change it. I’ve started questioning my parents when they make slightly racist remarks because I’m sure for a lot of us this is where it starts. I’ve also decided to start learning te reo.” For others it is too soon and each semester there are at least one or two non-Māori students (there is of course a silent majority) who actively resist the learning: “I will remember the constant bias of negative views particularly around colonialism, race relations, and essentially Māori history. There was no positives regarding colonisation, how successful NZ as a nation actually is, and what a great place to live.” But seeds placed on unfertile ground can lie dormant for a long time and, if given sufficient water and food in the future, still grow. 

Another way the course impacts both Māori and non-Māori students is the acceptance and inclusion of te reo Māori. We allow students to submit their work in te reo (we have access to a fluent tutor) and we tell them they can use te reo words and phrases within their writing without the need to translate – that the responsibility to understand lies with us, the teaching staff. As well, I speak and write at least a little te reo in communication with my students. While I have many attempts to learn te reo behind me, my ability remains stuck at the level of relatively simple sentences along with a range of mihi and kīwaha. I am very aware of my limitations – my pronunciation and grammar are definitely not all they could be! It is not much but perhaps pai ake te iti it te kore rawa atu – a little is better than nothing at all. Some Māori students have told me it matters: “I am most inspired by your inclusion of te reo Māori. It is not just a token gesture, rather, it is clear this is something you wish to sustain and breathe life into. The wairua and mana of this paper are thus greatly enhanced”.

While it is a tiny part of all that needs to happen for real change to occur, knowledge and understanding of our history and of the ongoing impacts of that colonial history are essential to our next steps – as individuals and as a collective. My final thought is that education doesn’t just stay with the individual student; the seeds we plant are dispersed: “I have not only pontificated endlessly to the children at the dinner table about what I have been reading but also to work colleagues as well.”

Tū Rangaranga

Sharon:

In 2017 I was part of the team tasked with designing and delivering Tū Rangaranga: Global Encounters – the second-year core citizenship course. Tū Rangaranga, which in te reo Māori means ‘to weave together’ or establish connections, explores citizenship from a global perspective with a particular focus on rights and responsibilities. Guided by Māori academic Dr Margaret Forster (Rongomaiwāhine, Ngāti Kahungunu) as a key member of the teaching team, and working in consultation with Māori staff, the course design demonstrated a commitment to Māori perspectives and the integration of Māori knowledge into the curriculum. This is reflected in the incorporation of a whakataukī (proverb), the use of the harakeke (flax plant) as central design metaphor, and the ‘weaving’ together of indigenous and western epistemologies in the course content. The metaphor of weaving is used to symbolise unity, togetherness and strength as reflected by the following whakataukī/ proverb:

E kore e taea e te whenu kotahi ki te raranga i te whāriki

kia mohio tātau kia tātou 

mā te mahi o ngā whenu

mā te mahi o ngā kairaranga 

ka oti tēnei whāriki i te otinga

me titiro ki ngā mea pai ka puta mai ā tana wā 

me titiro hoki ki ngā raranga i makere

mā te mea, he kōrero kei reira.

‘A strand of flax is nothing in itself but woven together it is strong and enduring. Let us look at the good that comes from it and, in time we should also look at those stitches which have been dropped, because they also have a message’.

As a 6th generation Pākehā woman with limited connections to or knowledge of te ao Māori, the development and teaching of this course has been challenging. The concept of co-learning has taken on real meaning as I learn alongside our students, from them and from my colleagues. As such, for me, teaching Tū Rangaranga has primarily involved two inter-related approaches: problematising and complicating discussions of globalisation, rights and responsibilities; and de-centring Western, colonial and individualist approaches, creating space for ‘other’ voices to be heard, particularly those of tangata whenua.
Prioritising Māori perspectives and knowledge was challenging in a course that was not initially conceived of as a decolonial project, and which needed to be explicitly global in focus. However, as Macfarlane (2019, p. 99) asks: “is it appropriate to seek solutions to the impact of climate change, poverty, inequality, and human rights violations that threaten peace and sustainability worldwide, solely from a Western approach? Or are there lessons to be learnt from Indigenous perspectives of “place” and “authority”?” A decolonial approach takes this further – as Sium et al. (2012, p. II) contend, ‘Decolonisation does not exist without a framework that centers and privileges Indigenous life, community, and epistemology’. In the context of a course on global citizenship in ANZ, this required the foregrounding of Māori perspectives of citizenship. In practice, this was dependent on the presence of Māori academics throughout the design, development and delivery phases. This collaboration ensured visibility of the Māori language and the presence of critical Māori content grounded in Māori worldviews throughout the course. 
This process was significantly constrained by time and staffing. While the College in which the core courses is taught has a critical mass of Māori academics – far greater than other parts of the University - the actual number of Māori academics is low. This is a situation widely experienced throughout the tertiary sector in ANZ (McAllister, Kidman, Rowley, & Theodore, 2019). This reality placed limits on course design and development and the considerable demands on Māori academic’s time and expertise within a very short timeframe did not create the best conditions for thoughtful and quality collaborations. 
As Carol notes below, the processes of building collaboration and effective learning relationships were also difficult where students are suspicious of intent or unwilling to engage in discussions. Some students complained about (left) bias, a lack of ‘balance’, and the way in which “all the woes of the world (are) blamed on British colonialism”. While overt racist statements are thankfully rare, racism was inherent in some student’s comments and course work and needed careful management, particularly in a classroom or online class forum. Moments like these are challenging and can be disruptive, but can also provide opportunities for reflection and learning both for the individual students involved, and for those watching on.  

Carol:
In Tū Rangaranga we encourage students to work in the complex conceptual space that is global citizenship. Like decolonisation, global citizenship has transformative aims (UNESCO, 2015), so they may be considered to align where they focus on disrupting and broadening world views. However, as Shultz (2007) highlights, any transformation may vary according to the starting points of both teacher and learner. Global citizenship may also remain fixed within a colonial worldview; it takes willingness and genuine work to shift perspectives beyond this.  Inherently any possibility of change towards decolonised global citizenship is suggested to lie within the learner, in their minds and hearts – but how do we achieve this, and do we?  To me, it’s complicated. The complexity comes in the topic itself and in what the students bring to the course, from academic and personal senses. Not only is the course space trans-disciplinary, but our students’ experiences in engaging as citizens and learning about global challenges vary widely. Alongside this, they come with different identities, cultural backgrounds and senses of belonging in society. This is not to mention how motivated each student is to engage and succeed in a course that they are compelled to take! Consequently, as teachers we necessarily must be ‘light on our feet’ in the classroom, being enthusiastic advocates for engaging in global citizenship issues and challenges, for highlighting the need to question the colonial roots of the globalised world, and enacting adaptive expertise to facilitate wide-ranging class discussions and perspectives that seek to make sense of them (Fevre, Timperley, Twyford & Ell, 2019). We need to be both open and authentic in how we engage on the issues.

As a teacher I come to this space with my Pākehā/Māori identity and clear sense of the legacy of my forebears in every way I engage as a woman and an academic. It’s important to be true to myself, to be credible as a teacher, and also facilitate as best I can the often-difficult conversations that arise in considering global challenges. I endeavour to facilitate a learning environment where students are invited to bring their own senses of identity, experiences and prior learning to the space so that ideas and issues can be reflected on collaboratively. As I work with students in this dynamic learning environment, in some ways my dual identity as complicates this, and in others it helps; I often oscillate between ‘in-between’ and ‘everywhere’ (and even sometimes, ‘nowhere’) identity spaces in relation to the colonisation and globalisation histories and contemporary contexts we explore. Critically, I feel strongly grounded, but culturally sometimes vulnerable. However, I try to make the most of my knowing and living the ‘intercultural hyphen’ (Stewart, 2018), and seeking out ways to support and partner in positive change that is meaningful for, and wanted by, Māori and other indigenous peoples. The necessity of reflecting on these things with students therefore is a dynamic, often uncertain space, but always in the long run professionally and personally enriching.

In our course, how far might we get to achieving decolonising global citizenship education? Even if we are successful in facilitating some type of transformation of students towards global citizenship, is there any hope of this being decolonising? To think this through I’ve referred to Laenui’s five stages of decolonisation: (1) rediscovery and recovery; (2) mourning; (3) dreaming; (4) commitment; (5) action (Mercier, 2020; Laenui, 2000). In reality, the main work of our course tends to zigzag across (back and forth) the first two of these stages, considering the starting points of most students and their approach to the learning environment.

Laenui (2000) suggests an openness of mind is needed to enter the decolonising first phase of rediscovery and recovery. One may come at this by conscious or unconscious decision, but they must nevertheless be ready to learn. It necessitates, therefore, not just intellectual but also emotional engagement, and trust in the learning environment and those one is ‘in the waka’ with. As teachers we seek to facilitate safe, trustful learning spaces so that students feel that they can share and test their perspectives and feel accepted for them. But, the motivation to engage and/or to ‘dig deep’ with uncomfortable course material varies greatly across students. We see the fear of engaging is a reality for some students, some of whom have expressed that they don’t want to speak up with the ‘wrong’ answer, or that they don’t feel equipped to have a view on issues they have previously had little knowledge of. So, our challenge is always to create a balance between facilitating challenge for the experienced and accessibility for the novice learners, so that all can trust that they have a legitimate place, and voice, in it.

It is evident that Laenui’s (2000) second phase of mourning applies to most, if not all people seeking to make sense of colonisation and decolonisation. In our course, student discomfort and resistance seems to indicate signs of grief and mourning; a loss the privileged innocence or naivety, having one’s worldview disrupted, feeling confronted with their  own culpability and responsibility in the world, and having to make meaning, rebuild a sense of self on foundations that feel very shaky. That resistance may come in verbalised claims like ‘you’re trying to indoctrinate us’ through to silence, absence or, at worst, withdrawal from classes. It is a significant challenge as teacher to find ‘humanising’ (Nimehchisalem, 2016) ways to support students across the mourning phase, but that does seem to occur, and often the discomfort has dissipated by the end of the course. We’ve had students share at this point that they have had their ‘eyes opened’, been challenged, and are starting to see the world in a different and/or broader way. Those positive remarks also include gratefulness at having learned different perspectives from each other. 

It is difficult for us to ascertain, however, how far students’ shifts and ability to see things different may result in imagining, or enacting, new possibilities. Laenui (2000) argues that the dreaming phase is crucial for decolonisation because then the “panorama of possibilities is expressed, considered through debate, consultation, and building dreams on further dreams, which eventually become the flooring for the creation of a new social order” (Laenui, 2000, p.155). It’s important that the colonised people are given space to be courageous, to break free from the constraints of colonisation and colonised thinking in that dreaming, and for this to be accompanied by hope (Jackson, 2019), but this also needs time, and that’s not always easy in the classroom environment. Our constant challenge is to find a balance between having flexible plans for engagement on topics (enabling a humanising approach), while ensuring a coherence of engagement for those who need to be ‘led’ into the information and given time to build their thinking about it. 

We’d love for students to meet Laenui’s (2000) final the stages of commitment and action, and it seems that some do when they share, for example, that what they’ve learnt has affected their political choices or made them consider what they may do in future to act as a global citizen. However, commitment and action should involve establishing what rightfully should happen for the good of the colonised peoples, which in itself is a difficult point for those who benefit from colonisation, as so many of our students come to realise they do. It’s challenging for students to think about giving up what privileges them; they must actually build faith and commitment that is self-less. However, as Kiddle (2020) argues, ‘colonisation sucks for everyone’ so we hope that they will also realise that they’ll benefit from change too. Ideally, we hope that students will move to Tū Tira Mai with a commitment and readiness to action.  

Tu  Tira Mai

Giles:
At first glance, our BA Core courses appear to engage seriously and respectfully with whakaaro Māori (Māori ideas and perspectives).  The symbolism of the course names and the master theme of the BA Core citizenship strongly implies this engagement and amplifies, although more by coincidence than by design, the university strategy to be Te Tiriti-led.  Upon assuming the coordinatorship of the third-year Tū Tira Mai: Practicing Engagement course, to my surprise, I found Māori knowledge, language, perspectives and issues almost entirely absent. In the last several semesters we have begun to slowly yet continually transform our course into one that acknowledges, reflects and gives mana to Māori knowledge, most visibly through the normalised useage of te reo Māori.  This transformative work is incomplete and likely is without end.  Reflections on this work are contextualised with a discussion of the role of Pākehā in supporting and contributing to Māori aspirations, primarily in relation to te whakarauoratanga o te reo Māori me ōna tikanga (the revitalisation of the Māori language and it’s uses).

This reflection asks a series of interelated questions.  Firstly, In what ways does serious engagement with the Māori world and with te reo Māori shape Pākehā identity? And how do Pākehā use knowledge and understanding of te reo me ōna tikanga?  Secondly, in what ways can these engagements shape teaching and learning experiences that more adequately reflect whakaaro Māori?  Lastly, can insight into these questions help us conceptualise a novel identity, the neo-Pākehā (Pākehā Hou); New Zealand Europeans who through active engagement with the Māori world pioneer a distinct, possibly de-colonising identity and practice?  

This first of these questions has begun to be answered in the research literature (Brown, 2011; Forsyth, 2018; Nelson, 2018) and the findings are relatively straightforward; engagement with te ao Māori deepens and enriches a Pākehā identity as Pākehā, and sets this identity within a dynamic relationship with tangata whenua (Duder, 2016).  The second of these questions relating to Pākehā usage of knowledge of the Māori world remains both theoretically and empirically mostly unknown, and holds much promise for those wanting to understand emerging New Zealand identities.  In particular, the contribution that informed, committed Pākehā are able to make to decolonising practices and to the vitality of te reo and tikanga Māori remains to be extensively explored (Haar, Ka’ai, Ravenswood, & Smith, 2019).  

A useful concept for understanding the potential for Pākehā to contribute to re-normalisation/revitalisation of te reo Māori is te mana tauwhirowhiro o te reo (Morrison, 2020) - the transformational power of the language.  In this concept, the experience of language learning is powerful to the degree that an ethic of committment and service in relation to the language is often a unique bi-product of language acquisition.  Through this concept   we may find the resources to identify a novel Pākehā identity; one that is defined by its commitment to language revitalisation and renormalisation (Nelson, 2018) and to decolonising practice more broadly.  It is with this concept in mind that this discussion now turns to the work of normalising te reo Māori me ōna tikanga in our distance-taught course, Tū Tira Mai: Practicing Engagement.  

Our course concentrates on guiding students through a process of conceptualising, researching, developing, planning and reflecting on their own ‘civic engagements’ – community-based initiatives or action on issues that concern and motivate them.  Students pursue their own interests within the framework we provide and experience some of the potential of ‘active citizenship’.   Since 2019 sustained effort has been made to transform the ‘lived experience’ of the course through the usage of Māori knowledge and to develop the course into a domain of normalised te reo Māori usage.  Notwithstanding substantial changes to some course content, the main ways in which the course reflects this commitment is through the use of te reo Māori, such as:

· All online learning space content is labelled in te reo Māori, ‘above or on the right’ denoting precedence or authority.
· All communication with students includes normalised use of tikanga reo – mihimihi, whakataukī, kīwaha, tauparapara, karakia; kupu Māori are incorporated into all communication.
· Weekly notices to students include ‘whakatāuki o te wiki’ – the work of the week is contextualised with whakatāuki.  A whakamārama (explanation) of that kōrero’s relevance to the work is provided for those who do not understand te reo Māori.
· These uses of language are reinforced within periodic videos and ‘podcast’ material that is produced to provide additional contextualising content.
· Students are encouraged to kōrero Māori with each other and with the course coordinator, and where it is known a student is comfortable using te reo, that becomes the preferred language of communication.

To date, student feedback has been overwhelmingly positive in relation to this usage.  For non-Māori speakers, it is evident that normalised language use encourages safe experimentation with language and provides space for discussion of their own engagement with Māoritanga.  For Māori and te reo speakers, normalised language use is reported to me as confirming and reinforcing Māori identity, and affirming of the value and utility of te reo Māori within te ao noa (the mainstream, lit. another stream).  Simply (not so simple) providing the language with mana status) and combining this with ongoing language acquisition, normalised, relevant usage and critical reflection on these efforts provides a conceptual and practical foundation for ongoing transformation (Hond, 2013) and may contribute to wider efforts to normalise te reo Māori in everyday settings (Haar et al., 2019; Pihama, L., Matamua, R., Tipene, J., Ngāpō, K., Tiakiwai, S., Prendergast-Tarena, E., Edwards, W., Lee, J., Hohepa, M., Maxwell, T., Skipper, 2015).
There is much work yet to be conceptualised, let alone undertaken.  But it is clear to me that a journey without end, te haerenga mutenga kore, has begun.  By undertaking a serious and sincere engagement with te reo Māori and by extension the wider Māori world of knowledge and experience, one opens oneself to te mana tauwhirowhiro o te reo, and through this transformative power, both new ethics and new identities have the potential to emerge.

Discussion:

In this final section of the paper we take a step back from the specifics of particular experiences and tease out a series of over-arching reflections. The first concerns the standard tension – or perhaps interplay – between agency and structure. Specifically, while the agency of teachers and their teams is central to realising the potential that is latent in those courses, at some point individuals’ and teaching groups’ agency necessarily runs up against institutional constraints.

Apropos the matter of agency, while the establishment of Massey’s citizenship courses was guided by principles that are broadly consistent with (or at least can be made sense of within the frame of) the decolonisation project, it would be vastly overstating matters to claim that the College engaged on its reforms of the BA on the basis of an explicit commitment to decolonisation. That may have been (and was) the objective or framing of some individuals; it was certainly not the imperative driving the College. That the core is in the process of becoming an institutional terrain on which decolonisation is debated – in the sorts of ways portrayed in the preceding section – is almost entirely a function of the energy and commitment of those who coordinate and teach in the courses themselves.

In other words, it is important to reflect upon the role of Pākēha Hou and the opportunities and tensions that come with that, including the importance of the use of te reo and the attendant risks / accusations of tokenism (what to some is necessary as small, slow steps is inadequate and tokenistic to others). It is clear that some Pākehā engage deeply with tangata whenua and with te reo Māori. These Pākehā are stepping beyond the established notion of their people as simply a distinctly New Zealand European in relationship with Māori, and rather purposefully seeking to expand our notion of Pākehā identity.    Several writers have sought to characterise this space, particularly in relation to the position of academic researchers engaging in research with Māori communities. The arena of purposeful Māori-Pākehā engagement has been described in this paper as ally-ship and the ‘intercultural hyphen’ (Stewart, 2018). Elsewhere it is described as a ‘third space’ (Brown, 2011) and a ‘liminal space’ (Nelson, 2018) of experience that can re-shape Pākehā identities and in which colonial relations can be disrupted.  Other have referred to ‘intercultural space’ (Stewart, 2018), in which the ‘hyphen’ (Fine, 1994) of relationality can be ‘worked’ to instantiate new cultural relations.  With specific reference to the experience of intercultural researchers, Jones and Jenkins (2008) have discussed the hyphen as a connection between cultural identities; productive yet based on difference and at times separating as much as joining different groups. Bell (2004) has called this the ‘politics of entanglement; Jones (1999) calls it the ‘politics of disappointment’, wherein totalising European impulses for understanding come up against limits of access to the other. Panapa (2015) calls for a ‘critical bi-culturalism’, in which a critique of colonial power relations are brought to the fore of liberal biculturalism, as means to move beyond relationality and to a new political economy of culture, particularly in relation to institutional form.  However this work is conceptualised, the teachers in the course clearly position themselves as allies, consciously and consistently working to bring indigenous knowledge, perspectives and voices to the fore, to provide momentum to wider structural changes within the (post) colonial university and to provide space for the exploration of personal and collective identity.
Finally, it is clear that this is an incomplete and often messy process which involves planting seeds, taking small steps and zig-zagging – being light on our feet as teachers in order to accommodate the various stages our students are at, the constraints and opportunities of the institution, and our own learning and development. As noted above, the decolonisation of education is not a neat, linear process (Andreotti, Stein, Ahenakew, & Hunt, 2015, p. 35), and the dropped stitches, tangled threads and unfinished edges of the core course reflect the complex and fluid nature of decolonisation. But by ‘staying with the trouble’, we hope to continue the messy and non-linear process of decolonising our teaching of citizenship and, in doing so, contribute to the larger and infinitely complex project of decolonising the university.
Of course, much remains to be done, both in the core itself and within the wider university ecosystem. As to the second of these, the challenge is to hitch the politics of curriculum reform to the wagon of the university. Academic courses are one of the fundamental units of analysis in universities: they are the things into which you pour content and enrol students, and from which educated people (and quite what that means certainly goes to the politics of decolonisation) are expected to emerge. But for those very reasons individual courses can also be used as discrete containers; positioned as the institutional locations back to which accountability and performance are sheeted. Courses – and the people who offer them – attract a lot of attention. They are both critical to what we do as academics but also tertiary institutions’ equivalents of Weber’s iron cages. At an institution such as Massey, which has rhetorically committed to being Te Tiriti-led, pulling those bars down and allowing the difficult conversations we need to have regarding decolonisation to flow out into the wider institution is the next frontier.
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