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To say my fate is not tied to your fate is 

like saying, ‘Your end of the boat is 
sinking’1 

 
 
 

A heartfelt critique of the three tikanga church by Dr 
Jenny Te-Paa Daniel given at a dinner to honour her 
contribution to the Anglican Church, both locally and 

globally. 
 
 
I am grateful beyond measure for the extraordinarily generous blessings of 
aroha and of appreciation for my work for our beloved church, which has 
been accorded me by friends and colleagues from across God’s world. Nga 
mihi tino aroha ki a koutou mo nga whakaaro hohonu, whakaaro aroha, 
whakaaro rongonui. 
 
E toku whanau ki roto i a te Karaiti- I know I have done my best. Forgive 
me for the wrong I may have done and for the good I may not have done –
neither lapse was ever intentional. I am profoundly grateful for the 
extraordinarily privileged opportunities I have had to serve and to represent 
this Church nationally and internationally. From now on, albeit from a very 
different vantage point, I will continue to be your sister in Christ. 
 
While I have indeed relinquished my leadership role at St John’s College, I 
have not relinquished the associated relationships many of which I have long 
treasured. It is my heartfelt prayer that precious friendships forged over the 
duration and expanse of my work, as Te Ahorangi 2 will endure for all time. 
 
                                                
1 Quote from Hugh Downs – renowned US broadcaster. 
2 Te Ahorangi means literally, the one of highest academic standing. Te Ahorangi is used 
therefore to denote the position of Principal or Dean. 
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In reflecting on the experience of working professionally for the Church at 
St John’s College during the last 23 years I have abundant material worthy 
of a somewhat sordid and yet, ultimately a hope-filled and compelling best 
seller.  
 
My story, while personally unique has significant resonance with the stories 
of others pioneers before me and alongside me. Many of them have shared 
with me their professional experiences, which were similarly characterized 
by both the very best and the very worst of human behaviours.  
 
Mine is a story featuring controversy, challenge, cruelty, condescension, 
criticism, undermining, deceit, misrepresentation, jealousy, institutional 
bullying and clerical abuse. Yet equally it is undeniably also a story of 
deservedly shared triumph against considerable and often relentless odds. I 
say shared emphatically for behind all the narratives of pain and outrage, of 
joy and success lie critical and treasured relationships of personal, political 
and institutional solidarity. These are relationships forged and grounded in 
the blessings and challenges of the political struggles, which inevitably arise 
in the pursuit of God’s justice. 
 
I left the College supremely proud of the student successes contributed 
toward, the very significant professional gains made, the national and 
international accolades earned, together with the wide-ranging key academic 
and ecclesial relationships established.  I left the College outraged at the 
depth and breadth of racism, clericalism and sexism still so deeply, 
determinedly entrenched. It surely is not acceptable that such abhorrent 
behaviours can continue to find avenues for their expression within a 
household of God. 
 
I appeal to those responsible for leadership, not only in the College but also 
everywhere in the Church, to take very seriously what I am alleging for 
sadly the evidence across the Church is irrefutable. We are now actually 
wounding and diminishing one another at an astonishing rate. 
 
It is my oft stated firm belief that this is occurring now more frequently as a 
direct result of our long unexamined, uncritiqued three tikanga 
understandings and the resultant practices, attitudes and behaviours. 
 
It is because of all I have experienced over the past as a leader both within 
the College and the wider Church that I speak again quite publicly on this 
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matter with both confidence and deep concern and this time with a greater 
sense of urgency than ever before. 
 
I firmly believe that the problems arising have their genesis in deeply 
systemically flawed, politically and theologically bereft understandings of 
the 1992 Constitutional Revision.3  
 
From the outset, tikanga became popularly understood as firstly the name 
(noun) of an uncritically racially or ethnically determined group of 
Anglicans. The group then undertook to do ‘culturally’ or tikanga (passive 
verb) inspired things primarily, if not solely, for their own theological 
educational advantage and advancement.  
 
At the College, the canonically prescribed establishment of first two and 
then three culturally distinctive societies (which by default eventually 
became known as the uniquely named tikanga colleges) was indicative.4 
 
Tikanga at the College has therefore never ever had a theologically grounded 
strong common good undergirding. It has instead evolved into group based 
behaviours, attitudes, understandings and ultimately myriad policies driven 
by self-interested tikanga/group driven competition for finite resources 
rather than by selfless Gospel driven commitment to solidarity with those 
who are the least in any given situation.  
 

                                                
3 In the 1980s the New Zealand Anglican Church began reviewing its relations with 
Maori in the light of an increasing bicultural approach to governance. The Church set up 
a Bicultural Commission which, in 1986, presented the report to the Anglican General 
Synod (national council). Most of those recommendations were adopted and in 1992 the 
Anglican Church adopted a new constitution providing not just for the Treaty partners but 
also for the Diocese of Polynesia. This last minute ill thought through decision to add a 
non-Treaty partner was to severely compromise Maori aspiration and achievement. The 
Constitution allows for each tikanga ‘partner’ to “order their affairs within their own 
cultural context, Tikanga Maori, Tikanga Pakeha, Tikanga Pasefika”   
4 Maori immediately named their new theological college Te Rau Kahikatea, after the 
first theological college for Maori which had been established in 1877 in Gisborne. 
Pakeha took many months to finalise a name upon which a majority could agree. They 
settled for The College of the Southern Cross, named after one of the ships purchased by 
the first Bishop of New Zealand for his mission work in the Pacific. The College of the 
Diocese of Polynesia was established in 1998 some six years later after protest from 
Maori disrupted their intention to establish much sooner 
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It has never ever been about everyone in the boat first checking, noticing and 
caring about where any structural or personnel weakness might be. It has 
never therefore been about first working together to restore or to redeem any 
weak points in order to ensure everyone gets to stay afloat! Philosophically 
and pragmatically tikanga has thus never been about launching a common 
boat, one big enough for all to be aboard. Neither has it been about ensuring 
all on board might be safe and able to sail with confidence and mutual 
assurance into an open and just future. 
 
For example, in spite of relentless efforts as Te Ahorangi to give effect to the 
Treaty based transformative changes necessary for enabling Maori success 
in theological education, (especially given the overwhelming evidence of 
historic injustice experienced in disproportionate measure by Maori at the 
College) there was never ever any consideration given to the possibility of 
shared responsibility being undertaken among and between the tikanga 
partners to transform and redeem that irrefutable and pervasive injustice. 
 
Instead of three partners working cooperatively with an eye to God’s justice 
and therefore with loving and generous hearts for the common good of all, 
the partners have instead over all the years of my leadership been 
encouraged and enabled to function as distinctive tikanga based units each 
primarily self-interested in advancing the so called tikanga based theological 
educational priorities of their respective constituencies.  
 
Inevitably, in a competitive rather than a cooperative environment and in the 
absence of significant numbers of skilled and experienced Maori theological 
educators, governors, educational administrators or librarians, Maori 
interests at College have always remained vulnerable and largely unfulfilled. 
 
Further, the ideologically seductive three tikanga requirement for consensus 
in all decisions in reality merely provides for either a delaying or an 
avoidance mechanism, or worse, a strategy for compromising proposals to 
the lowest common denominator of shared acceptability. Instead of healthy 
dissent over tikanga- based proposals what often occurs instead is a polite 
agreement reached for each tikanga to take turns at getting what they want. 
This practice so often makes for either weak or coerced decisions. Amidst 
the fiscally and theologically perverse struggle for resources, weak 
consensus driven by a prior need to safeguard self-interest also acts deftly to 
preclude strong dissent or critique. 
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Since 1992 far from being liberative and freeing, Maori Anglican aspirations 
at the College have nearly always been either co-opted or compromised, 
thwarted and or vetoed, delayed or rejected outright 5 
 
Tikanga ‘partnership’ in the Gospel, and in the Constitutional sense of 
Treaty based mutual care and interdependence, has at every level of the 
College’s leadership and governance therefore always been largely illusory.  
 
It is not acceptable that the College as a whole has in this way been enabled 
to remain largely impervious to the radically altered priorities and 
progressions of the global theology academy. The public square educational 
needs of students, most of whom come with such admirable yearning to be 
the best possible Priests, Deacons and lay people in the world, have been 
ignored. Te Rau Kahikatea was consistently exemplary in its global outreach 
of students but the College as a whole remained consistently indifferent to 
the appeals of those far less fortunate especially those beyond our shores 
who are so often desperately seeking for access to quality theological 
educational opportunities.  
 
As one of the most privileged Anglican theological educational institutions 
in the world it is surely incumbent on the College to be one of the leading 
lights in the Anglican Communion.  
 
I pray that in the years ahead the College will indeed radically transform 
itself into being at the forefront of global Anglican theological education. I 
pray that it will exemplify the best of being Anglican, of being ecumenical 
and of being an icon of inter-faith education, instead of remaining adrift in 
the under examined culturally polarized backwaters of the Anglican 
Communion. Radical openness and unconditional inclusivity, creative, 
thoughtful educational visioning and generous heartedness will work 
wonders. So too will a radical reconsideration of the way in which the 
college has been laid captive to the most theologically bereft and thus 
relationally destructive interpretation of the three tikanga Constitutional 
arrangements. 
                                                
5 A further obstacle to progress was the very unhelpful ideologically driven push from 
within Te Pihopatanga o Aotearoa toward an unsustainable form of rangatiratanga which 
over time, effectively alienated Te Rau Kahikatea both within the College (as Pakeha 
struggled to reconcile their loss of historic control and domination of Maori Anglicans) 
and within Te Pihopatanga (as those driving the ideology of rangatiratanga met with 
theologically based resistance from the leaders of Te Rau Kahikatea!). 
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It is my belief that the entire Church needs the same reconsideration. 
 
This Province revised its Constitution twenty-two years ago. It did so 
primarily in the wider social and political context of agitation for Treaty6  
based justice for Maori. At that time Anglican Church leaders admirably 
recognized they wanted to redeem the Church’s lengthy, and at times shame 
filled legacy, of injustice toward Maori. That was the essence of the Treaty 
based concept of te kaupapa tikanga rua – to put right, or to borrow the 
Catholic terminology, ‘to make tika’, the historically forged ecclesial 
relationships initially established between missionaries, and those who 
willingly and faithfully became Mihinare Maori.  
 
The 1992 legislation was therefore to do with justice; with making ‘just’ the 
human relationships between Maori and Pakeha that had, over a century and 
more, been humanly rendered as deeply, profoundly unjust. It was 
irrefutably a Gospel moment of unprecedented opportunity. It was a blessed 
opportunity for us all to say sorry, for us all to seek for forgiveness and for 
us all with tenderness and tenacity, with courage and kindness, to commit to 
the continuous negotiation needed for establishing new ways, reconciled 
ways of being in right relationship with all in the beloved community.  
  
In this sense tikanga was then, and I think still is, an action verb. It is about 
doing the right thing. It is about pursuing justice and rightness in any and all 
relationships regardless, irrespective of who you are as one of God’s 
precious created human beings. 
 
Sadly, in fact tragically, since 1992 two utterly crucial errors occurred. 
These are errors, which to this day remain unexamined by the whole Church. 
The first was the almost immediate complete erasure of the Treaty as the 
foundational Gospel based premise for Constitutional Revision. The last 
minute structural accommodation so generously offered to the Diocese of 
Polynesia in 1992 was precipitate in nullifying the power of authentically 
Treaty based relationships. Secondly, I believe that what has happened since 
1992 is that the word tikanga has been uncritically misappropriated and 

                                                
6 See the Report Te Kaupapa Tikanga Rua for a full explanation of the history leading up 
to the 1992 Constitutional Revision. 
http://www.stjohnscollege.ac.nz/dox/TekaupapatikangaRua.pdf  
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popularly promoted by the Aotearoa Anglican doyens of identity politics, 
primarily as a noun.7  
 
Tikanga then began its Anglican life as a term to loosely categorise 
distinctively racially defined groupings of God’s Anglican peoples who just 
happened to be in Aotearoa New Zealand and Polynesia in 1992. 
 
In other words and at the risk of repeating myself, tikanga as a noun was 
used to name identity-based (Maori, Pakeha and Polynesia) groupings .  
 
Commensurate with this process of naming groups is the expectation of 
certain culturally determined behaviours which are uncritically seen as 
‘typical’ tikanga or group  preferred ways of speaking, thinking, organizing, 
worshipping and so on. Tikanga rhetoric then had us believe that each 
partner or group was being freed to be authentically culturally expressive or 
to behave in a manner expected by, or typical of them. The particular allure 
for disadvantaged groups of cultural freedom, especially freedom from 
oppression, is at the heart of identity politics. 
 
However three problems arose immediately. The first is that culturally based 
ways of being Christian became normative as each tikanga evolved. 
Conversely, Christian ways of being fully human were completely displaced 
as was evidenced by the almost immediate erasure of any common life 
activities within the Province shortly after 1992. 
 
The second problem has to do with the subtle yet powerful effect of identity 
politics, which requires difference to be the determinative factor in 
                                                
7 Identity politics is a highly controversial term. It emerged as a distinctive field of 
academic discourse in the 1970’s in response to the struggles of minority peoples against 
domination, oppression and subsequent injustice. Identity politics is characterized by the 
activities and theories arising from the shared experience of injustice among members of 
certain groups i.e. in Aotearoa-NZ among Maori. Rather than focus simply upon securing 
political freedom, identity politics encourages members of the disadvantaged group to 
reclaim with confidence the cultural conditions which have been lost or diminished as a 
result of the historic experience of colonization. Cultural revival thus becomes the 
ideological and emotional background for challenging dominant oppressions with a goal 
to achieving greater self-determination. Cultural distinctiveness then is absolutely prior to 
human commonality. It means that all I care about are those of my own distinctive 
cultural group rather than those who are different, those at the other end of the boat! 
Notwithstanding the absolute need to challenge and transform injustice, how then does 
human distinctiveness become reconciled with the Gospel concept of oneness in Christ? 
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relationships. In other words being true to one’s tikanga (God given cultural 
grouping) became more important than being true to one’s tangatatanga 
(God given personhood). 
 
Thirdly, and closely related to the second, is the issue of cultural expectation 
and limitation. Because identity politics inevitably arise in the context of 
struggle to overcome there is always an implicit presumption of significant 
disadvantage or deficit among those previously oppressed. These 
presumptions are readily translated into culturally determined expectations 
or behaviours and abilities, which might normally be expected, or taken for 
granted, of those within the previously oppressed group. 
 
The problem is, what happens when people appear to either defy or 
contradict these taken for granted, uninterrogated and uncritiqued so called 
culturally based or tikanga norms? 
 
No wonder for example, many in the Church had such difficulty in 
reconciling themselves to an apparently completely contradictory tikanga 
Maori, leader. For here I was as a highly educated, internationally 
recognized, theologically literate, politically fearless lay Maori woman, one 
who defied all of the inherently (racist) limiting tikanga assumptions and 
expectations. 
 
In another sense I figured that worrying about whether tikanga is a noun or a 
verb could easily be viewed as too petty, subtle or benign to matter.  
 
However it was actually only after observing uncanny parallels between the 
new injustices of tikanga and the historic injustices of patriarchy that I began 
to theorise the possible causes of the former being directly linked to the 
known causes of the latter. 
 
What has been long observed particularly by women of the church are the 
ways in which an irredeemably patriarchal institution (or one that had come 
to embody a taken-for-granted set of beliefs that only men were worthy of 
being called to be as leaders) has acted historically to protect and enshrine 
that strongly held set of beliefs. Patriarchy is upheld by deep and abiding 
sexist understandings and behaviours and by brute political force which 
refuses any challenge to its assumptions. Patriarchy functions therefore as a 
superbly well-developed technique of endowing only those with certain 
inherently culturally prescribed qualities with greater privilege and power. 
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Those who do not fit the idealized patriarchal profile are thus excluded, 
denied access to leadership, controlled, deemed either unworthy or 
worthless. The Church has used this technique from time immemorial to 
exclude women from leadership and is currently determinedly using the 
same spurious arguments to exclude gay and lesbian people from leadership. 
 
The patriarchal Church therefore is in the habit of using nouns to name and 
frame distinctive groupings and then using the freedom rhetoric of identity 
politics to create the impression of redemptive justice. However, upon closer 
examination these same politics can be seen to actually delimit the range of 
liberative options available. For example, has the Church been truly 
liberative for women leaders who are still entrapped within the same 
unchanged male dominated frameworks of institutional power and control? 
 
My fear is that our penchant for tikanga naming and framing has been and is 
still being used in much the same way. 
 
I am sure many of you realize that I am using this privileged moment to foist 
Identity Politics 101 upon us all but I do so out of deep, deep concern at the 
current state of our beloved church.  
 
It is time I believe for us to remember and then re-evaluate what was at once 
such an extraordinarily Kairos moment for us all in 1992. We owe it to each 
other and to the memory of those who struggled so hard for that moment of 
transformative justice. By so doing we not only reposition ourselves to 
recapture the grace filled spirit of generosity and of sheer goodness which 
enabled the Constitutional Revision but we also bring the benefit of critical 
insights and understandings gained from the experience of the past 22 years. 
 
Key to our ability to analyse the past with a view to not repeating the same 
mistakes will be a deeper understanding of contemporary identity politics. 
As my chosen field of academic study enabled so generously by the Church 
it seems only right for me to offer back at this time something of the 
intellectual insights and understandings I have been so privileged to gain 
over the many years of my work as an academic and as a public theologian. 
 
Briefly then there are three classic arguments against identity-based 
groupings. I do not necessarily agree with all of these arguments but l do 
urge consideration about whether or not there is any resonance with what 
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has, and is happening in our Church within and between those groups we 
still insist upon naming as tikanga. 
 
Firstly, critics argue that identity based groupings unhelpfully exaggerate 
humanly constructed differences. They contend that identity politics 
intentionally intensify resentments and antagonisms and they drive toward 
the separation of peoples based on difference. Identity-based groupings thus 
weaken if not eliminate the possibilities of strategic coalition or in our case 
the Constitutional goal of mutual interdependence. They lead inevitably to 
separatism. 
 
Secondly critics argue that identity politics encourages the essentialising8 of 
group identities and that this in turn leads to uncritical conformity within the 
group. Critics also speak of the outcome of eventual intolerance of ‘the 
other’, both inside and outside the group; of a propensity toward 
patriarchalism and its close feudal cousin, tribalism!  
 
Whereas separatism worries about relationships between groups, 
essentialism worries about relationships within groups. It worries about the 
ways in which conformity is policed and enforced within the group (usually 
by bullying). It worries about the arbitrary defining of authenticity (by 
authorized male leaders), the discouragement of internal differences and the 
pre-empting of internal debates by castigating insider critics as less authentic 
and disloyal (for example, “she is not a real Maori” or “how dare she 
publicly ‘betray’ tikanga by proffering a critique of Maori male behavior”). 
In this way then identity politics is seen as curtailing individual ability to 
interpret one’s own personal identities or to decide what relevance to accord 
single identity in one’s life. 
 
Thirdly there is the problem of rational deliberation especially over public 
ends, key matters of decision making, resources sharing and so on. 
Rationality mandates that we must be able to subject claims, embedded in all 
traditions, to rational reflection and that we are able to do so by sufficiently 
transcending our ascribed identities in order to be objective in our 
deliberations. However both separatism and essentialism readily preclude 

                                                
8 This is the erroneous claim that all members of an identity based group think, act, speak 
and feel the same way about specific matters. For example, that all women are by nature 
emotionally weak, that all Maori always ‘stick together’, that all Polynesians have a 
happy disposition! 
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rational debate. No wonder the common life is such an elusive and 
antagonistic concept in our church life these days. 
 
As I have already stated, I do not necessarily fully agree with all of these 
theoretical assumptions behind the arguments against identity based 
groupings but certainly there is so much of my own experience of the past 
20 plus years of our great tikanga experiment that resonates very powerfully 
with their broad claims. 
 
I submit therefore that the problem within our beloved Church is not identity 
politics per se but rather it is our own unique Aotearoa Anglican 
construction of what constitutes identity, specifically in terms of what we 
continue to unwisely and uncritically name as ‘tikanga’.  
 
I also respectfully submit a range of propositions which point toward the 
reasons and the ways in which, firstly, our hearts need to be touched if we 
are to be serious about being a visible, tangible, credible beloved community 
here in the Aotearoa New Zealand and Polynesia vineyard. The solution is to 
be found within the very familiar discourses of the Gospels. 

It lies I believe in intentionally rekindling the language, the attitude and the 
behavior of honourable, humble discipleship. Discipleship, which is at once 
transcendent of human difference even as it celebrates an ability to 
contribute uniquely and distinctively from a wide range of culturally, 
differentiated vantage points. Discipleship does not erase identity. Properly 
understood what it first recognizes and responds to is human suffering and 
injustice. 

It is in the scriptural proposition that we are above all else our 
undifferentiated sisters and brothers keepers.  

It is in the trendy sociological classification of ‘linked fate’.  

It is also in the enduring words of Nelson Mandela (with minor editorial 
corrections by me,) who said to his allies, ‘You have been and are with us as 
we struggle to end the system of white minority domination. As an 
expression of our common humanity, and not an act of charity, we ask that 
you continue to walk the last miles with us. As your partner, we too seek for 
a society whose hallmarks will be the deep understanding and acceptance of 
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all theologically defensible views and respect for the life and dignity of every 
person, both young and old’. 

It is in the ludicrous mental image of a boat sinking at only one end! 

Have we now the courage, wisdom, generosity, humility, stamina and the 
hope of the ages in sufficient measure, to relook at that enormously potent 
and singularly defining organizing principle which we name as tikanga and 
thereby insist is first and foremost a noun? Have we the spiritual maturity 
and the intellectual hunger to wonder anew together if verb might indeed be 
a better first base classification. Can we recognize or claim tikanga as a verb 
to be a more appropriate theological basis upon which to proceed afresh on 
that still perfectly visionary, perfectly decent journey toward achieving 
God’s redemptive justice for all in the Aotearoa, New Zealand and Polynesia 
vineyard and not only for some? Is that not what we understood the Gospel 
imperatives to be and were those same imperatives not also recognised by 
the Commission responsible for Constitutional Revision as being enshrined 
within Treaty based partnership relationships also? 

The verb tikanga compels us all to act together against injustice as God’s 
faithful people theologically bound in all our wondrous differences. 

Conversely the noun tikanga has meant us acting against injustice as God’s 
faithful people but still culturally bound in all our wondrous sameness. 

One is an open expansive radical Gospel response. The other is a closed, 
conditional and controlled political response. 

I worry if we do not act quickly because there are increasingly alarming 
signs of deep discontent among those most apparently ‘theologically’ 
disaffected by the Constitutional arrangements. Certainly I see evidence in 
many of the recent and controversial church wide debates and in many of the 
top-level appointments and elections. I recognize a single minded 
determination to return the Church to its ‘proper’ ‘colonial’ ecclesiological 
foundations. I see now a distinct loss of confidence in our enormous post-
colonial advances. Why for example are New Zealand women Priests, many 
of whom are the finest exemplars of Christian witness and leadership, being 
consistently overlooked as eminently suitable candidates for episcopal 
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ordination here in this Church in favour of conservative women Priests from 
other Provinces, most recently from the Church of England? Why are so few 
of our Cathedral Deans New Zealand born? Why for example are Maori 
Anglicans still not equitably represented in every true genuinely 
participatory sense of that word, across the churches decision-making and 
leadership ranks? Why are Maori Anglicans expressing such deep discontent 
about the ongoing inequity they experience? 

I worry if we do not act because there are increasingly alarming signs that in 
our identity bound political passivity we risk becoming even more of an 
irrelevant institutional relic of a bygone era. If we do not attend now, with 
credible and courageous Christian sincerity, to the crucial and pressing needs 
of those cast in increasing numbers outside the safety and security of the 
institutional fold and to the needs of those now entirely visible, hurting and 
hungry, we place at risk the strong social justice activism legacy entrusted to 
us all. We need once again to be the irritant prophetic activists immersed in 
the mess and murk and structural injustices of the public square not the 
comfortable occasionally tamely outspoken three tikanga commentators on 
safe and generally populist social issues.  

Again I submit that our passivity with respect to crucial matters of society 
wide injustice has resulted from our unavoidable preoccupation with 
maintaining and servicing the three-tikanga hydra model. This is the 
organizational and leadership model, which we so hastily and uncritically 
created. It is the one, which now forces us to be more obsessively concerned 
with the competitive needs and demands of our own internal tikanga 
tentacles than it does with the God given responsibilities of the body of 
Christ as a whole. 

I believe we owe our children and grandchildren the benefit of a major re-
evaluation of our Constitutional arrangements. For surely it is these little 
ones who are owed both an institution and a beloved community worthy of 
their fidelity.  
 
As an avowed theological educator I cannot help but conclude there must be 
a considerable educative aspect to the work ahead. For the goal I believe is 
to make us all better Christian citizens of the world, citizens with the heart of 
the Samaritan and the intellect of the woman at the well, citizens with the 
curiosity of the child and the compassion of our Lord. 
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One of the advance suggestions I have to make is to those responsible for 
our children’s educational development. I ask them to consider pioneering 
substantial and focused civics education in our schools. For where else can 
our children learn of the arts and responsibilities of civility, of all the things 
necessary for the creation and maintenance of a just and inclusive society? 
Where else can our children learn of the structural causes of grievous 
injustices such as poverty, homelessness and social disadvantage? Where 
else can our children be encouraged to develop the virtues of compassion 
and kindness, of moral outrage and political courage to act against 
intolerance, exclusion, oppression, injustice? 
 
Variations on the same theme ought to be implemented at every level of the 
churches educational endeavours especially at the tertiary level. In doing so 
substantial attention ought be given to both the theological educational needs 
and desires and the phenomenal contributions able to be offered by lay 
people.  
 
I look forward to witnessing, and contributing if needed, to the development 
and implementation of theological educational projects worthy of God’s 
trust. May there be projects bold enough to be truly transformative, agile 
enough to be authentically responsive in our times, and therefore credible 
enough to be upheld as examples of radical Christian witness? 
 
So it is that, as I now take leave of my work of leadership within the Church 
I love, I yearn for a return to the same Church of which I was once so 
inexorably proud.  I yearn for the post-colonial Church so deservedly 
globally admired for its moral courage on issues of peace and justice in the 
nation and in the Pacific neighbourhood; one greatly respected for our 
unprecedented and superbly imaginative liturgical and legislative initiatives; 
one which sought to redeem numerous historic instances of colonially 
inspired imperialism; one nationally regarded as a beacon of hope and a 
source of measured intellectual analysis on crucial social concerns.  
 
My baptism anchors me firmly inside the Anglican harbor even as my 
‘fishing’ warrant is for those places beyond the reef where the waters are 
often murky and at times dangerous.  
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These mandatory but often uncertain missional ‘fishing’ excursions are 
those, best suited to ecclesial ‘boats’ characterized by the faith filled 
blessings of strength, security and dependability.  
 
When danger presents itself the only way to keep any boat from sinking at 
one end is to ensure all on board are at every moment committed to the 
shared or common responsibility of maintaining life-sustaining stability and 
balance. For it is only ever in this way that the harvest can be bountiful and 
the subsequent nourishment needs of all might begin to be addressed. 
 
So it is that still energetic as a public theologian with plenty yet to say, I 
offer my precious whanau, friends, colleagues once again my heartfelt 
thanks and my fondest love for all you have done for me and for my family. 
 
Nga mihi, nga mihi, nga mihi aroha pau te kaha ki a koutou katoa. 
 
 
 
************************************************************* 
 
 
 
 
 
I want to publicly acknowledge those to whom I am most indebted for their 
unconditional aroha and their fierce support over many years. I think 
especially of those whose journeys with me have shifted to the heavenly 
realm. I give special thanks for the life and the truly superb ministries, of 
Aunty Puti Murray, Uncle Taki Marsden, Canon John Tamahori, Aunty 
Mere Naera, Bishop Sir Paul Reeves, of Archdeacon Douglas and Eleanor 
Millar, of Bishop Whakahuihui Vercoe, of my very dearly loved friend and 
Priest, Archdeacon Dr Hone Kaa and most especially I think of my beloved 
father Tom Plane. 
 
I want also to publicly acknowledge so many among those still on earth and 
struggling admirably to make it as it is in heaven! For among that great 
cloud of witnesses are those to whom I am also deeply indebted for their 
unconditional support, their completely unguarded criticism of me where 
that was warranted, their gentle and loving embrace of me during the tough 
times and their fabulous company during the good times! I think particularly 
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of my dearest sisters Tai in Samoa, Amy in Fiji, Keiti in Hawaii and Esther 
in Kenya. Especially however I uphold my beautiful, feisty and ever 
insightful Mama Zita known to many and who is at this time laid low in 
Auckland hospital.  
 
For those present in this moment of celebration I say to you in all sincerity 
that I am truly thankful to have you in my life whether as colleague or friend 
or both, as mentor or tormentor, as ally or as enemy, as whanau or as family!  
 
Allow me reiterate my heartfelt gratitude to so many who have offered 
unconditional love and support over all these years. I acknowledge with 
profound gratitude my ever-loving whanau from Hokianga and Ahipara. I 
give special thanks to my beloved Bishops as friends and as whanau - 
Archbishops Brown Turei, Philip Richardson and Winston Halapua, Bishops 
current and retired John Gray, John Bluck and John Paterson, Richard Ellena 
and Richard Randerson, Muru Walters, Ben Te Haara, Ross Bay, Hori 
Connor. 
 
I echo the thanks of my whanau for our dearly loved parish Priest Dean Jo 
for her wonderful pastoral embrace of all in the Te Paa Daniel whanau as we 
continue to enjoy being members of the Cathedral community. I offer deep 
and abiding gratitude to all my fabulous Priest and Deacon friends across the 
Province and beyond. 
 
To my academic colleagues and treasured friends – for your challenges and 
corrections, for your wonderful solidarity in the fraught arena of tertiary 
educational politics and practice . . . thank you so so much!  
 
To my non Anglican friends for your amazingly guarded admiration of me 
for staying inside the institution even as you so often witnessed the outcome 
of the brutality of my professional experience. Always you provided me 
much needed solace, scintillating critique and an abundance of either good 
coffee and or fine wine to soothe away the horror! Thank you especially to 
my darling friend Witi, and to my dearly loved sister Karena. 
 
To former students and now dear friends, I continue to offer my heartfelt 
aroha for the fine, fine Priests you have become. You will always be in my 
prayers as you continue along the harder road you have each chosen. I see 
that choice as a measure of the Christ like nature you now each exhibit – nga 
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mihi nunui ki a koutou Prince, Hirini, Irene, Ngira, Chris, Don, Michael, Joe, 
Malcolm, Jenny and many more . . . 
 
To all my beautiful strong courageous lay friends and colleagues I remain 
indebted to you for your solidarity and your sage advice when the going got 
extremely tough. 
 
Finally I must unreservedly salute my mother and my adult children and 
their respective spouses, for they are the ones who have journeyed most 
closely with me over the years. They are the ones who know all the dirty 
secrets, the shameful nasty critics, the unbelievable lengths to which some 
went to discredit me and thus to destabilise my leadership in the College. 
They are the ones who have continuously served the church behind the 
scenes as so many young people so unreservedly do. I thank you Terri and 
Tammi, Tahu and Alfie. I am unspeakably proud of the extraordinarily 
wonderful, generous spirited decent citizens and parents you have each 
become. 
 
The most magnificent salute however I offer in this moment to two of the 
most wonderful examplars of Priestly ministry in this land and beyond – two 
‘old white ordained’ men whose courage knows no bounds, whose decency, 
kindness and compassion are unequalled, whose pursuit of God’s justice in 
all matters small and large remains unstoppable. Thank you Reverend Dr 
George Armstrong and Bishop John Paterson for organising this moment of 
celebration, for giving me the opportunity to close one chapter of my 
working life for the Church with decency and dignity. I remain indebted to 
you both and to Marion and Jocelyn. I know their quiet efficiency and gentle 
prodding presence is the unspoken enabling force alongside you both! 
 
As many of you know I began my journey at the college somewhat alone 
and that in itself of course exercised the minds of some who regarded single, 
especially divorced women as utterly unsuited, indeed utterly unworthy of 
high office in the Church.  
 
Thanks be to God I now continue my journey in the company of the 
wonderful man from Aitutaki to whom I am now so proudly married. Roro 
has actually been on the journey with me for the entire duration of my tenure 
at College although mostly at great distance. Nonetheless it has been his 
constant gentle loving presence which has served as the pou tokomanawa to 
which I have clung in the bad times and from which I have been enabled to 
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go forth with confidence and courage to do all that I have so far done in 
God’s world.  
 
 
Dr Jenny Te Paa- Daniel 
 
14th February 2104 
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