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1 | INTRODUCTION

In Aotearoa New Zealand, Maori hold kaitiaki® rights,
roles and responsibilities guaranteed under Te Tiriti o
Waitangi 1840 (The Treaty). Despite greater recogni-
tion of Treaty rights over the last 50 years, coloniality
persists. Government institutions, science and wider
society generally fail to recognise Maori epistemologies
or the benefits of Maori ways of knowing. The natural
resource management and spatial planning traditions and
aspirations of Maori generally remain unacknowledged
and unrealised (Jolly & Thompson-Fawcett, 2021;
Latimer, 2011; Matunga, 2000, 2013). This lack of recog-
nition has contributed to the erosion of iwi* and hapu®
relationships with the environment, and to a decline in
the extent of, quality and access to customary resources
(Harmsworth & Awatere, 2013). Conservation policy
and legislation lean heavily on Western conservation

and spatial planning.

Kenneth F. D. Hughey® |

Internationally, Eurocentric hegemonies rooted in coloniality dominate the
discourse on environmental wellbeing and sustainable development. Maori
frameworks are being used and developed in Aotearoa New Zealand to support
bicultural approaches to the management of natural resources and built envi-
ronments. This paper reports on an Atua (Maori gods and spirits) framework
that was found to be valuable as a cultural lens for the co-creation of a toolkit
for assessing the wellbeing of indigenous forests. This article provides guidance
on the development and application of kaupapa Maori frameworks, particu-
larly Atua frameworks, in wider geographical contexts including urban design

Atua framework, bicultural planning, culturally-based monitoring, kaupapa Maori,
resource management, sustainable development

ideals of the 19th and early 20th centuries with few
opportunities for tangata whenua® to practice their own
environmental ethic (Ruru, Lyver, Scott, &
Edmunds, 2017). Recent Treaty-led research collabora-
tions between Maori communities and scientists are
focused on redressing this disenfranchisement. The co-
creation of tools for cultural monitoring and cultural impact
assessments to improve the practice of kaitiakitanga® is
widespread (Nelson & Tipa, 2012). However, the theoretical
foundations of culturally-based assessment tools and
methods are underdeveloped (Jolly & Thompson-
Fawcett, 2021). We argue that the development of
bicultural monitoring and assessment tools rooted in Indig-
enous epistemologies, ontologies and praxis of place are
empowering and powerful expressions of tino
rangatiratanga® for Maori.

In 2012, Te Atiawa Manawhenua ki te Tau Ihu
Trust,” Ngati Tama ki Te Waipounamu Trust and Te
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Runanga o Ngati Kuia Trust partnered with Lincoln Uni-
versity in a collaborative research project; Toiti te
Whenua, Matati ana te Wao Nui a Tane® (Walker, 2019).
Based within the Motueka catchment in Te Tau Ihu (the
northern area of the South Island of Aotearoa
New Zealand), the research sought to address a lack of
place-based and culturally-based tools for assessing and
monitoring the wellbeing of the environment. One out-
come of the research was the co-creation of a
ketewhaihua® toolkit for assessing the socio-ecological
wellbeing of indigenous forests. The development of the
ketewhaihua built upon existing Atua frameworks cur-
rently utilised by iwi groups across Te Tau Thu for
resource management and spatial planning purposes.
This served to firmly underpin the toolkit in te ao
Maori.'” Atua are spiritual entities who hold guardian-
ship roles and responsibilities over specific environmen-
tal domains (Hiroa, 1949). Atua frameworks can be used
for layering or ordering matauranga Maori'! according to
these domains, so as to analyse environmental issues
(Kennedy & Jefferies, 2009). The Atua framework devel-
oped in this project was used to undertake ‘consultation
with the Atua’ and to support the identification and
categorisation of indicators, and is the focus of this paper.
The specific aim of the paper is to describe the develop-
ment of the Atua framework, including its constituents
and design elements, and its use as a cultural lens in the
co-creation and application of a culturally-based tool for
monitoring indigenous forests.

There have been recent calls to do geography differ-
ently, to unsettle and challenge the ontological founda-
tions of the discipline, to focus on active doings in place,
and to acknowledge the temporalities of indigenous
ontologies (Barker & Pickerill, 2020). There are calls for
decolonising geographies, but what this looks like in
practice, beyond theory, is still unclear. Macfarlane and
Macfarlane (2018) advocate a He awa whiria or braided
river approach in collaborative research projects, which
promotes the braiding or blending together of Maori and
Western knowledge systems. With this in mind, we
posed two research questions. First, ‘how can Indige-
nous and Western knowledge systems be successfully
braided together for improved kaitiakitanga outcomes in
resource management and spatial planning?’ and, sec-
ond, ‘Can the theoretical foundations of Maori-led mon-
itoring and impact assessments be strengthened through
the use of te ao Maori frameworks?” In providing
answers to these questions, we first review sustainability
frameworks that often underpin Western approaches to
environmental monitoring and impact assessments.
We then outline our methodological approach in the
development of an alternative and appropriate kaupapa
Maori framework to underpin the co-creation of a
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culturally-based monitoring tool. We review contempo-
rary Atua frameworks, their cosmological origins based
on the whakapapa of all things, and their current appli-
cations in resource management and spatial planning.
This leads on to a presentation of the Atua framework as
developed and applied in this research, followed by the
key findings, particularly in relation to the potential
application of Atua frameworks within the broader spa-
tial planning context.

2 | AREVIEW OF
SUSTAINABILITY FRAMEWORKS
WITH A FOCUS ON TE AO MAORI
EXAMPLES

Conceptual models and frameworks'? are cognitive or
sometimes pictorial illustrations of ideas and concepts.
They can be understood as “tools to structure thinking
and action about a problem. They provide a rationale, to
justify decisions and explain findings” (Ilott, Gerrish,
Laker, & Bray, 2013, p. 1). Frameworks can structure
thinking and action and allow for a more holistic and
interpretive understanding of complex systems and phe-
nomena. They are often used in research to help increase
understanding of or expand upon theory. They are partic-
ularly favoured in multidisciplinary research (Ilott
et al., 2013).

Within Western approaches to natural resource man-
agement and spatial planning, the use of ‘sustainable
development’ frameworks is prevalent. The concept of sus-
tainable development was introduced by the World Com-
mission on Environment and Development (1987, p. 8) as
a “global objective” to meet “the needs of the present with-
out compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs”. Barbier (1987, p. 104) is credited with
first illustrating the ecological, economic and social dimen-
sions of sustainable development as a Venn diagram, with
the aim being to “maximise the goals across all these sys-
tems through an adaptive process of trade-offs”. These
three dimensions are often referred as the three pillars of
sustainability or the triple bottom line (Elkington, 2018;
Purvis, Mao, & Robinson, 2019). In an attempt to
strengthen the original sustainable development frame-
work and to be more holistic, inclusive, plural and useful,
it has been expanded by others over time to include cul-
tural, institutional, financial, political and technical
dimensions among others (Miller, 2005; Purvis
et al., 2019). Nested versions of the sustainability frame-
work, consisting of concentric interleaved circles, prioritise
the dimensions, with the economy dependent on society
and both dependent on the environment (Giddings, Hop-
wood, & O'Brien, 2002).
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Sustainable development models have been chal-
lenged on multiple fronts. While initially the concept of
sustainability was seen as marginally counter-hegemonic,
it has been criticised on the basis of being both too vague
to be useful, being co-opted by the mainstream to enable
‘business as usual’ and lacking operational frameworks
rooted in theory (Purvis et al., 2019). International mea-
sures of citizen wellbeing have been, until recently, con-
fined to the economic bottom line, generally relying on
the gross domestic product (GDP) index. However, there
has been a significant shift away from purely economic
indicators to applying sustainability frameworks to multi-
dimensional wellbeing indices at national, regional and
local scales (Yates, 2019). This widening of the focus has
been reflected in contemporary environmental monitor-
ing approaches where a mix of cultural, social, ecological
and economic indicators of wellbeing are being used for
more holistic state of health assessments of complex
systems.

The survival of Indigenous peoples around the
world has been dependant on the ability of communi-
ties to monitor and respond to the health of their envi-
ronments. Increasingly there are initiatives to develop
contemporary forest monitoring tools, often in collab-
orative research projects with Western scientists
(Adam & Kneeshaw, 2008; Karjala, Sherry, &
Dewhurst, 2003; Natcher, 2001; Saint-Arnaud, Asselin,
Dubé, Croteau, & Papatie, 2009; Sherry, Halseth,
Fondahl, Karjala, & Leon, 2005). The practice of
adapting sustainable development frameworks to
Indigenous aspirations of wellbeing is a common
approach in North America. First Nations peoples in
Canada have adapted a Criteria and Indicators (C&I)
approach developed by the Canadian Government to
monitor crown-owned forests (Canadian Council of
Forest Ministers, 2006) using their own sets of
tribe-specific C&Is of local forest and community sus-
tainability (Natcher, 2001; Natcher & Hickey, 2002;
Saint-Arnaud et al., 2009). Some communities have
challenged the use of forest monitoring approaches
founded on sustainable development frameworks as
instruments of coloniality. Instead, they consciously
root their approaches in Indigenous ontologies. The
Pikangikum First Nation at Whitefeather Forest in
North-Western Ontario, for example, have co-created
their own unique ‘cultural landscape framework’ for
monitoring the wellbeing of their forests, based on
their own worldviews, values and traditions. Their
framework is representative of the tribe's worldview
and was designed to monitor the health of their for-
ests, to improve their ability to engage in forest certifi-
cation programmes and to enhance cross-cultural

understanding across worldviews (Shearer, Peters, &
Davidson-Hunt, 2009).

In Aotearoa New Zealand, there are increased
opportunities for Maori to participate in environmental
monitoring (Biodiversity Collaborative Group, 2018; Min-
istry for the Environment & Stats NZ, 2020; NZ
Parliament, 2015). A range of culturally-based environ-
mental monitoring tools, indicators and frameworks have
been developed by Maori in conjunction with science
partners to ground their practice of kaitiakitanga in te ao
Maori and matauranga Maori, with exemplars for wet-
lands (Harmsworth, 2002), freshwater (Awatere
et al., 2017, Tipa & Teirney, 2003), lakes (Pauling &
Arnold, 2008), estuaries (Walker, 2009) and forests (Lyver
et al, 2017), as well as approaches that cut across
domains (Morgan, 2008). Two key types of approaches
have been identified which reflect the international
examples touched on in the previous paragraph. Some
utilise sustainable development frameworks in their con-
struction while at the same time giving agency to Indige-
nous ways of knowing. Morgan (2008), for example, has
developed the Mauri-ometer, a decision-making framework
for undertaking impact assessments. In this tool the mauri'®
of a range of indicators is assessed by tool users using a — 2
to +2 Likert scale across four pillars of sustainability: envi-
ronmental, cultural, social, and economic wellbeing. Other
groups have developed their own kaupapa Maori'* frame-
works that are blended together with scientific methods in
the development of tools (e.g., Harmsworth, Young,
Walker, Clapcott, & James, 2011). While research opportu-
nities for Maori to be involved in the co-creation of such
tools have been forthcoming and policy initiatives, such as
the Environmental Reporting Act (NZ Parliament, 2015),
require reporting to be informed by a Maori perspective,
opportunities for the application of these tools, particularly
long-term monitoring and the integration of technological
innovations, is lacking (Walker, 2019).

Jefferies and Kennedy (2009) identify three types of
kaupapa Maori models currently used in the resource
management space: cosmological (Atua-based) models,
classification of time (Wa-based) models, and tikanga'®
(values-based) models. Some groups overlap or
hybridise models and frameworks. In this research pro-
ject, the investigation was undertaken into one type,
Atua frameworks, which was used to identify a range
of culturally-based indicators and to co-create a cul-
tural health assessment toolkit for indigenous forests.
In the next section, we look at the methodology and
methods used in this research project. In subsequent
sections, we explore the roots of Atua frameworks in
general, before describing the development of an exis-
ting Atua framework, which was then used to inform
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the co-creation of a culturally-based tool for assessing
the health of indigenous forests by kaitiaki Maori.

3 | RESEARCH METHODOLOGIES
AND METHODS

This project was undertaken within the context of
Aotearoa New Zealand and the continued effects of col-
oniality on Maori, so it was imperative that at its founda-
tion the research was kaupapa Maori (Pihama, Southey, &
Tiakiwai, 2015; Pohatu, 2005; Smith, 1990). The concept of
kaupapa Maori in many ways defies classification, eluci-
dating levels of understanding through philosophy, theory,
methodology and praxis. Kaupapa Maori is a phenomenon
embedded in the cultural being of Maori. It is rooted in
ancient times but remains relevant to the contemporary
(Mahuika, 2008; Pihama, 2001). When undertaking
research with Indigenous communities their historical
connections to place must be acknowledged. Research
should be based on traditional Indigenous knowledge and
be driven by the needs of ‘the researched’, as defined by
themselves (Cram, 2011; Pihama, 2001; Smith, 2012). The
research team's intentions were clear from the beginning.
They were committed and supportive of the decolonising
goals of the project, to behave and work in a way that
empowered Maori voices and enabled positive and desir-
able outcomes for Maori communities.

Our research involved a multicultural and interdisci-
plinary team of researchers applying kaupapa Maori
principles and aligned action research approaches. In this
section, we outline the methodologies and methods that
were used. Three iwi groups, Te Atiawa Manawhenua ki
te Tau Thu Trust, Ngati Tama ki Te Waipounamu Trust
and Te Runanga o Ngati Kuia Trust partnered with Lin-
coln University in the research project; Toitu te Whenua,
Matatu ana te Wao Nui a Tane (Walker, 2019). Four
kaitiaki were mandated by the iwi groups to participate
in the research,'® along with a PhD candidate, his super-
visor and co-supervisor, who together formed the
research team. Each member of the team brought a range
of skillsets to the collective, including matauranga Maori,
lived experiences and scientific approaches to research.
Particular kaitiaki had personal strengths in the areas of
tikanga, kaitiakitanga, plant propagation and forest
harvesting. The academic team complemented the
kaitiaki team with strengths in te ao Maori, environmen-
tal management and project management. The PhD can-
didate was Pakeha, which for some would preclude his
involvement in kaupapa Maori research (Barnes, 2014).
However, he was acutely conscious of his ethnic
positionality. Barker and Pickerill (2020, p. 643) describe
research in the context of coloniality as ideally “a process
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of interaction not extraction”, and the PhD candidate had
earned the trust of the three iwi groups through extended
working and personal relationships over a 10-year period
prior to the start of the project.

Relationships and reciprocal expectations were
formalised between Lincoln University and the iwi part-
ners through the Memoranda of Agreement (MoAs)."”
Communication protocols were developed to clarify lines
of communication and reporting. These were developed
by the partners and set out the terms and conditions for
those involved in the research and the responsibilities of
the participants. The MoAs outlined measures for the
protection of existing matauranga and new intellectual
property created between the parties. A mutual expecta-
tions agreement (MEA) was developed between the PhD
candidate and his supervisors which highlighted their
roles and responsibilities. Approval for the research was
obtained from the Human Ethics Committee at Lincoln
University to ensure the research was academically ethi-
cally sound.

Our research is theoretically informed by appropriate
kaupapa Maori theory and is kaupapa Maori in practice.
To further strengthen our collaborative research practice,
a convergent methodology was sought to braid together
Maori and Western knowledge systems, as advocated by
Macfarlane and Macfarlane (2018). Action research has a
natural synergy with, and can support and help imple-
ment a kaupapa Maori approach (Cram, 2011; Moller
et al., 2009; O'Reilly, 2010), which satisfied the require-
ments of this research. Action research is counter-
cultural, emancipatory and can provide pathways of
self-determination (Dick, 1993). Action research and
kaupapa Maori methodologies both challenge the positiv-
istic construction of reality and offer overtly subjective
ways forward. Both are strongly contextual and place-
based, and emphasise a reality where the research jour-
ney (the process) is as important to the research as the
destination (research outputs).

A case study approach was taken that involved the
research team co-creating a prototype ketewhaihua forest
monitoring toolkit. The kaitiaki team engaged in hui'®
and rounds of fieldwork at six forest sites in the Motueka
and Riwaka catchments over four seasons in 2013. The
work proceeded through a spiral of action research steps
comprised of planning (hui), action (forest visits), obser-
vation (data collection) and reflection (formalised in feed-
back forms). At the invitation of kaitiaki on the research
team, whanau members and additional expert kaitiaki
with speciality knowledge participated in selected hui
and field visits. Forest holders'® also participated in the
research at three forest sites, sharing knowledge about
their forests, which was documented through semi-
structured interviews aligned to the ketewhaihua. An
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Atua framework familiar to the researchers was further
built upon, delving deeper into the taxonomic concept of
whakapapa so as to identify culturally-based indicators.
Advice was taken from Harmsworth and Tipa (2006) who
suggest that to be effective Maori environmental indica-
tors need to be simple, robust, meaningful, and defensi-
ble, and able to be monitored at a reasonable cost.
Culturally appropriate qualitative and quantitative met-
rics were identified to assess the mauri of each indicator.
The indicators and data collection method were refined
over the course of the action research steps to improve
the performance of the developing toolkit. Post-field-
work, the Atua framework was further developed as a
schematic, to increase its effectiveness as a cultural lens
and learning device. As such, the Atua framework
formed both part of the methodology (in co-creating the
tool) and part of the results of the research.

The next two sections briefly cover Atua frameworks.
The first section introduces the concept of whakapapa,
which informs all Atua framework designs, along with a
few examples of their practical use in Aotearoa
New Zealand today. The second section presents the Atua
framework developed as an outcome of this research.

4 | WHAKAPAPA AND ATUA
FRAMEWORKS

“In common with other oral societies, New
Zealand Maori constructed mental maps by
means of which they made sense of their phe-
nomenological world. Their cognitive template,
called whakapapa, consists of a genealogical
framework upon which spiritual, spatial, tem-
poral and biophysical information about a par-
ticular place is located” (Roberts, 2012, p. 741).

Whakapapa includes an intricate genealogical web of
deities, humans, animal, bird and plant species, as well
as inorganic ‘species’ such as minerals and rocks
(Best, 1924; Clarke, 2007; Hiroa, 1949; Marsden &
Henare, 1992; Roberts, 2012, 2013). Yates (2019, p. 6)
describes whakapapa as also being “an ontological
framework that attests to a multi-species lineage where
earth, skies, rivers, and mountains, for example, have
agency and importance as ancestral entities”. Contempo-
rary Atua frameworks represent these ontologies begin-
ning with the creation narrative where the primary
parents, Papatuanuku earth mother and Ranginui sky
father, produced six?° sons: Tanemahuta, Tangaroa,
Rongomatane, Haumiatiketike, Tawhirimatea, and
Tumatauenga (Hiroa, 1949). These six Atua, Hiroa (1949,
p- 454) called “departmental gods”, “who were

important enough to receive divine authority over cer-
tain departments of life”. While the creation narrative is
familiar to many iwi and hapu throughout the country
there are geographical variations in the traditions, the
nomenclature of Atua, and their roles and relationships
(Best, 1924; Miller, 1952; Orbell, 1995; Roberts, 2013).
Atua hold multiple guises according to context and
place. Best (1924) documented 41 personifications of
Tane, with each persona representing a different role
and set of responsibilities. The six departmental Atua
(in other traditions more or less than six) begat a multi-
tude of progeny, each responsible for species, groups of
species or phenomena. Best (1924) referred to the multi-
tudinous progeny of the six Atua as ‘tribal gods’,
because they are place-based, usually recognised by a
single tribe or group of tribes rather than being univer-
sally known. They are variously referred to as taniwha,
kawai tiipuna and poutiriao.**

The complexity and depth of whakapapa as a taxo-
nomic system has been illustrated and discussed by vari-
ous commentators including Hiroa (1949), Miller (1952)
and Roberts (2012). Each relays a traditional narrative(s)
which is then illustrated following schematic conventions
found in phylogenetic or evolutionary trees. Each
whakapapa and narrative begins with a departmental
Atua producing lines of descendants responsible for spe-
cific living and non-living entities, or phenomena. For
example, a creation narrative relayed by Hiroa (1949)
tells the story of the separation of Ranginui and
Papatuanuku. Tawhirimatea, who was against the sepa-
ration, made war in the form of a storm against his
brothers. Ikatere and Tatewehiwehi, offspring of Punga®
and grandchildren of Tangaroa, disputed as to where
they should seek safety from the wrath of Tawhirimatea.
Ikatere fled to the sea where he and his family became
ancestors of certain fish. Tutewehiwehi fled inland and
he and his progeny became ancestors of reptiles.
Hiroa (1949, p. 440) reflects, “Here we have an evolution-
ary theory of the development of fish and reptiles from a
common ancestor”. Miller (1952) presents an annotated
list of Maori nomenclature of insects with nearly
400 entries and presents five abbreviated versions of the
whakapapa of insects sourced from the literature and cor-
respondence. Roberts (2012) relays three abbreviated
whakapapa of kumara, of fishes and reptiles, and of liz-
ards and taniwha. Traditional narratives, storytelling and
arts are important storerooms and transmitters of Indige-
nous knowledge (Hunt, 2014). Modes such as
whakatauki,® moteatea®* and purakau® are used to
encode and transmit matauranga Maori and to embody
deeper environmental ethics including that of utu,®
aroha®” and karakia.”® Atua were integral to the practice
of kaitiakitanga in the past and continue to be consulted

85U0|7 SUOWIWOD 3AeaID 3|l dde 8Ly Aq peusenob e sejolie YO ‘SN Jo Se|nJ Joj ArIqIT8UIUO 48] UO (SUORIPUOD-PUe-SW.B/W00" A3 M ARelq 1 [pul|UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD pUe SIS 1 8y} 89S *[£202/T0/0€] Uo ARiqiTauliuo 411 ‘Pueppny JO AseAIuN Aq 00£2T Bzu/TTTT 0T/I0p/woo A8 1M AreIq1pul|uoy/Sdny woJj pepeojumod ‘Z ‘TZ0Z B6E6.Sr.T



‘WALKER ET AL.

by kaitiaki in their practice of kaitiakitanga today. The
acknowledgement of Atua by kaitiaki before utilising
resources or temporarily restricting their use (the latter
termed rahui) is an example of a customary practice con-
tinued by kaitiaki for the purpose of managing people-
environment interactions.

The Hauraki Maori Trust Board (2004) developed an
Atua framework around Ranginui, Papatuianuku, Tane
Mahuta, Tangaroa, and Rongomatane to form a collective
vision and structure for their environmental manage-
ment plan Whaia te Mahere Taiao a Hauraki. Tiakina te
Taiao, a resource management entity comprised of six iwi
trusts based in Nelson, have utilised Atua frameworks to
support the development of a local iwi management plan
(Passl, 2004), cultural impact assessments (Passl,
Elkington, Hill, Horne, & Stafford, 2011; Sheridan, Staf-
ford, Hovell, & Board of Tiakina te Taiao, 2010) and cul-
turally-based approaches to environmental monitoring
(Harmsworth et al.,, 2011; Walker, 2009, 2019). In a
recent collaborative project between five iwi groups, six
councils and the Department of Conservation, the iwi
involved developed an Atua framework Te Aotiiroa to
support their biodiversity Kotahitanga mo te Taiao Strat-
egy (West Coast Regional Council et al., 2019).

The Atua framework as finally developed in this
research project—including the Atua entities that make up
the framework, its design elements, current uses, and limi-
tations—is presented in the next section. The framework
developed provides a holistic systems overview with poten-
tial uses across a range of resource management and spatial
planning initiatives, which is discussed in the final section.

5 | ANATUA FRAMEWORK
INFORMED BY THE RESEARCH
FINDINGS

In this section, we provide a brief background to the
development of an Atua framework during the research
project Toitu te Whenua, Matatu ana te Wao Nui a Tane.
We then (a) outline the departmental Atua in the frame-
work and their areas of authority, (b) outline the design
elements of the framework, (c) illustrate the application
of the framework, and (d) highlight some limitations of
the framework.

Contemporary Atua frameworks have been used by
iwi groups in Te Tau Thu for kaitiakitanga purposes since
at least the early 2000s, following the publication of the
Nga Taonga Tuku Iho ki Whakatia®® Management Plan
(Passl, 2004). Two kaitiaki in the research team were
familiar with the use of Atua frameworks in the context
of cultural impact assessments and culturally-based
freshwater monitoring. Cultural health assessments were
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FIGURE 1 Atua framework: Tane (centre), Tumatauenga
(12 o'clock), Rongomatane (2 o'clock), Haumiatiketike (4 o'clock),
Ruaumoko (6 o'clock), Tangaroa (8 o'clock), Tawhirimatea

(10 o'clock)

carried out by kaitiaki prior to, during and after the con-
struction of the Ruby Bay Bypass near Motueka using
culturally-based tools underpinned by a framework
involving six Atua (Sheridan, Stafford, & Hovell, 2010).
In our research, a draft schema was used by the kaitiaki
team to explore the holistic understanding of whakapapa
and help identify a set of tohu indicators. Two kaitiaki
had not used Atua frameworks previously, although they
were familiar with the Atua, their whakapapa and the
traditional creation narratives. Throughout the research
journey, the Atua framework was progressively devel-
oped to improve its effectiveness as a cultural lens.
Matauranga held by the research team, expert kaitiaki
and whanau was a primary source of knowledge, along
with matauranga Maori within the public domain
(Best, 1978; Hiroa, 1949; Irwin, 1984; Orbell, 1998;
Roberts, 2012). Post-fieldwork, the schema was further
developed to increase its utility as a learning tool, as illus-
trated in Figure 1.

Each of the seven spherical symbols within the frame-
work represents an Atua. Tane° is at the centre, as the
research was undertaken within his forest domain. Tane
is the Atua of birds and forests, and he is also the fertility
force. Tumatauenga®' is the Atua of people and war.
Political and social issues are included in his portfolio.
Rongomatane®® is the Atua of agriculture and peace.
Haumiatiketike™ is the Atua of fern root and wild foods.
Ruaumoko® is the unborn Atua of earthquakes, volca-
noes and other geological phenomena. Tangaroa™ is the
Atua of the oceans and waterways. Tawhirimatea®® is the
Atua of the winds, clouds and storms.
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The Atua framework as a schema was purposefully
designed to emphasise the concepts of harmony, the bal-
ance of natural forces and kotahitanga.>’ The schema
draws upon cultural symbols, colours and design elements
present within te ao Maori. It allows for interpretation,
and is not restricted by learning styles, ways of knowing or
the written word. The hexagonal arrangement of the
framework provides a quality of strength manifest in bee-
hives, basalt columns and other building blocks of nature.
The triangles (niho taniwha®) that link the seven Atua in
sets of three emphasise their whakapapa connections.
Niho taniwha is a symbol of strength and resilience. It has
a series of contextual meanings, including the historian,
the chief, hospitality and the family houses of a tribe
(Department of Maori Studies, 1986, p. 42). It is a
reminder of the interrelationships between the three
kaitiaki entities—the Atua, the iwi and the mandated
individuals—working together to uphold their kaitiaki
rights, roles and responsibilities. The colours black, white
and red ochre are widely used around Aotearoa
New Zealand in traditional arts including whakairo,*
kowhaiwhai*® and tukutuku.*' They also form the colour
palate of the Tino Rangatiratanga flag which has become a
symbol of Maori resistance and affirmation of sovereignty.
The three colours have multiple meanings in Maori cul-
ture. Te Kawariki (1999) explain the colours of the flag,
with black representing Te Korekore, the realm of Poten-
tial Being; white representing Te Ao Marama, the realm of
Being and Light; and red representing Te Whei Ao, the
realm of Coming into Being.

The Atua framework was used by the kaitiaki team as
a learning device in the construction of the prototype
ketewhaihua. Team members who were familiar with the
application of Atua frameworks for kaitiakitanga pur-
poses used it to help explain its use to those who were
not familiar with it in this context. The framework was
used by the team to discuss the wider concept of
whakapapa as a taxonomical system for the classification
of species, groups of species and phenomena. Atua and
poutiriao, their whakapapa, roles and responsibilities
were discussed. Poutiriao were populated into the frame-
work, located according to their whakapapa, and aligned
to a tohu indicator, keywords or phrases and a relevant
whakatauki. For example, Parauri was identified as a
wife of Tane and the poutiriao of nectar-feeding birds
such as tGi** and korimako.*> Keywords included song,
nectar and harvest level. This tohu was paired with the
whakatauki “He korokoro tti1” (the throat of a ti1) which
is used to describe the chatting of a tul or singing and
speech making.

Holistic assessments of the wellbeing of the six forests
in the Motueka and Riwaka catchments were undertaken
using the ketewhaihua to consult each Atua and

poutiriao in turn. This consultation was undertaken
through a set of indicators of mauri to assess the overall
hauora** of the forests. Their wellbeing was recorded
using appropriate qualitative and quantitative metrics.
Short moteatea was the culturally preferred mechanism
for kaitiaki to record the state health of the poutiriao. As
an example, a kaitiaki distilled the state of wellbeing of
Parauri at one forest site as “Tul singing in the back-
ground, song full of honey” and assigned the tohu a score
of 1 on a — 2 to +2 Likert scale. Tuning in is important
when assessing the wellbeing of a place. Using the
schema as a guide helps one focus and tune in. It carries
cultural cues into the field. Tuning into the task, the
kaitiaki team found the framework useful in the forests,
to connect with culture and nature, and to undertake
monitoring of wellbeing in an Indigenous way.

In a recent collaborative research project, Map-based
tools for Community and Runanga-led sustainable town
planning, two geospatial place-based tools were co-created
with Maori groups, Ngai Tuahuriri and Ngati Whakaue to
better enable community-led spatial planning (Dionisio &
Walker, 2019, 2020). The Atua framework was applied in
both case studies to help root the tools in te ao Maori. Both
tools have functions for whanau®® members to securely
upload and hold cultural narratives and geospatial layers.
Each narrative uploaded is categorised by one or more Atua
and narrative types (e.g., traditional, historical, and lived
experience). Both tools allow users to search for cultural
narratives by Atua and by narrative type.

There are limitations to the framework. Although
spherical symbols were used to convey a sense of dimen-
sion, the framework is constrained to two dimensions by
the flat page. While the Atua framework helps demon-
strate the inter-relatedness of the spiritual entities and the
fluidity of their overlapping roles and responsibilities, the
space available on the page makes it difficult to locate all
poutiriao and fully convey the complexity of whakapapa.
A digital version would allow for a better spatial represen-
tation of the whakapapa of Atua and poutiriao. Another
challenge was that the Atua framework was purposefully
developed as a generic framework following commonly
published Atua and poutiriao characters. This was per-
formed to be recognisable to wider whanau around the
country rather than consciously populating it with place-
based but potentially obscure characters. At the same time,
the framework was designed to be flexible and adaptable
for other ontologies and geographies, so that other tribal
groups can populate it according to their own traditions. A
third caution is that the framework is not meant to replace
the role of kaumatua®® or of the marae.*’ The framework
was designed to carry cultural cues of the marae into the
field, acknowledge the Atua and generate korero about
the wellbeing of their progeny.
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The Atua framework was developed as a schematic to
enhance its ability to act both as a cultural lens and as a
learning device. While kaupapa Maori frameworks are
beginning to be utilised for the practice of kaitiakitanga
we argue that their full potential has yet to be realised.
Our research allowed for more in depth exploration of an
Atua framework and its application in the creation of a
place-based tool.

6 | CONCLUSION: THE
POTENTIAL APPLICATION OF
ATUA FRAMEWORKS

Our planet is in a traumatic state. In seeking solutions,
hegemonic ontologies typically divide the world into eco-
logical, economic and social systems. Despite attempts at
holism through the incorporation of other dimensions into
sustainable development frameworks, such as culture, pol-
itics and technology, we argue that Western approaches
are not leading to sustainable outcomes. Relying on tech-
nological innovations to get us out of our stricken state is
proving problematic, as the current pandemic, which has
exposed how vulnerable we are to our dependence on the
‘global village’, demonstrates. Indigenous ontologies,
including place-based ways of knowing and doing offer
alternative approaches. These are rooted in epistemologies
nurtured over hundreds and sometimes thousands of years
of interrelationships between people and place. They pro-
mote holistic, integrated, interdisciplinary approaches,
ideal to the management of natural and cultural
landscapes.

Here in Aotearoa New Zealand, we have an example
of an Indigenous ontology, a construction of the universe
populated with supernatural deities and heroic deeds.
These Atua hold roles and responsibilities within an elab-
orate whakapapa of interrelationships. Maori communi-
ties are blending together Maori and Western knowledge
systems, building contemporary Atua frameworks to
underpin their spatial planning tools and ground their
practice of kaitiakitanga in te ao Maori. Are these
approaches transferable from the rivers and forests to cit-
ies, from the natural to built environments? We contest
that Atua frameworks have the potential to be an over-
arching point of reference within multiple spatial plan-
ning and resource management contexts. Atua
frameworks can be adapted and populated according to
the specific place-based traditions and narratives of iwi
and hapu, regardless of their geographies. They have the
potential to assist Maori-led design of settlements and to
empower local communities, whether in urban, peri-
urban or rural contexts. We posit the view that the incor-
poration of Indigenous frameworks into spatial planning
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can help create a collective vision for place. Maori-led ini-
tiatives can be co-designed with communities through
the Atua framework, consulting each Atua in turn. The
framework can be targeted to maximise and monitor the
wellbeing of each Atua, rather than the competing forces
of the prevalent Western sustainable development frame-
works. We believe that such Indigenous-centric
approaches to spatial planning and resource management
initiatives have great potential in turning around the
deteriorating state of our planet.
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ENDNOTES
! Kaitiaki ~ guardian.
2 Iwi = tribe.
* Hapil ~ sub-tribe.
4 Tangata whenua ~ local Maori who hold authority over their
place.

3 Kaitiakitanga ~ Guardianship. The concept is generally under-
stood in the context of natural resource management but increas-
ingly it is recognised as also including guardianship of the built
environment (i.e., spatial planning).

® Tino rangatiratanga ~ Maori sovereignty.
7 Now Te Atiawa o Te Waka-a-Maui Trust.

8 Toith te Whenua, Matatii ana te Wao Nui a Tane ~ The perma-
nence of the land, the enduring forests.

9 Ketewhaihua ~ Fit-for-purpose toolkit.
10 Te ao Maori ~ Maori world view.
! Matauranga ~ Maori knowledge.

12 The terms “frameworks” and “models” are often used inter-
changeably in the literature. For the purposes of this article, the
term framework is favoured.
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13 Mauri # life force.

14 Kaupapa Maori ~ Maori approaches and principles.

15 Tikanga ~ customs.

16 The iwi members of the research team were Patrick Takarangi
Park (Te Atiawa), John Pere Katene (Te Atiawa), Ray Anderson
(Ngati Kuia) and Jason Maui Duff (Ngati Tama). Sadly Mr. Park
passed away in 2016 but with the consent of his whanau he is
included as a co-author to reflect his contribution to the paper.

1

N

Although Ngati Tama ki Te Waipounamu Trust were instrumen-
tal in the development of the MoAs, they decided not to sign one
themselves. Their reason was that, while trust had been
established between themselves and the PhD candidate, they did
not want to sign a three-way document that included Lincoln
University with whom trust had yet to be established. Despite
this, they continued to support the project throughout, including
mandating a kaitiaki to the research team and supporting
funding applications.

'8 Hui ~ meetings.
1

©

Forest holders are those people who hold rights over forests,
including management rights, harvest rights and freehold (fee
simple) rights.

20 The number and name of the sons varies between tribal
traditions.

2! For the purpose of this article we refer to tribal gods using the

term poutiriao.
2

N

Punga is the ancestor of ugly things, which in various traditions

include insects, lizards, sharks and rays.

2 Whakatauki ~ proverbial sayings.

24 Moteatea ~ poetry.

2% purakau  stories.

26 Utu ~ reciprocity.

#7 Aroha = care and respect.

8 Karakia ~ Prayer, incantations.

2% Whakata ~ Nelson area.

30 Also known as Tane-mahuta and Tane-nui-a-Rangi.

31 Also known as Ta and Tukariri.

32 Also known as Rongo, Rongo-hirea and Rongo-marae-roa-a-

Rangi.
33 Also known as Haumietiketike, Haumia, Haumia-tikitiki and
Haumia-roa.

34 Also known as Raaimoko.

35 Also known as Takaroa.

3 Also known as Tawhiri, Tawhiri-rangi and Tawhiri-mate-a-

Rangi.
3

N}

Kotahitanga ~ Unity, collective action, holism.
3

3

Niho taniwha ~ Saw-edged or triangular pattern. Literally the
“tooth of the supernatural being”.

3 Whakairo ~ carvings.

40 Kowhaiwhai = rafter patterns.

41 Tukutuku = lattice work.

42 T01 = Prosthemadera novaeseelandiae.

43 Korimako = Anthornis melanura.

4 Hauora ~ cultural and environmental wellbeing.
45 Whanau ~ wider family.
46 Kaumatua ~ elders.

47 Marae ~ A marae is the courtyard in front of the main meeting
house of a tribal group, but the word is also used to refer to the
complex of buildings around the marae.
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