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U p to the time of the 
opening of the New 

Zealand School of Forestry 
at the University of 
Canterbury in 1970, there 

-- had been four earlier profes: 
sional schools, two real and 
two notional. Research into 
their coming and going, or 
not coming at all, reveals a 
range of preferences about 
professional training for 
forestry in this country. It 
reveals also the impacts of 
parochial and political 
pressures. 

There was specific statutory 
rsrovision for the first school 

the school be delayed until 
revenue from the orchards and 
plantations was certain. in any 
event Kirk's Forest and Agricul- 
ture Branch of the Lands Depart- 

-merit, which-he had headddid-  - 
not last long. The Stout-Vogel 
Government was defeated in 
1887 and the new administration 
under Atkinson opted for 
retrenchment. The Forest and 
Agriculture Branch was an easy 
target and Kirk and his plans for 
the school went with it3. The 
country had to wait almost an- 
other four decades for another 
essay into professional forestry 
education and training. Mean- 
while public concern about a 

in the N~~ zealand lorests Laying off plot for direct seeding, Hanmer. pending national timber famine 
Act of 1874. However this resulted in the formation in 1897 
statute was never very effective and plans for the school had to 
await the State Forests Act of 1885 and the appointment the 
following year of Thomas Kirk as Chief Conservator of Forests. Kirk 
strove to establish a professional school near Whangarei - the 
northern location doubtless reflecting the importance then of kauri 
-which would turn out people trained in the principles and practices 
of forestry, pomology (fruitgrowing) and agriculture. He envisaged 
16-21 students enrolling either in forestry/pomology or agriculture. 
Instruction would be through lectures, experiments and analyses in 
biological and chemical laboratories, and practical work in forest, 
orchard, garden and farm. There was to be a general manager and 
lecturers in Biology, Chemistry, Forestry/Pomology, and Mathemat- 
ics. A porter, gardenerlforester and a dairyman would complete the 
staff of the residential unit1. 

Kirk put a lot of emphasis on practical skills and egalitarian attitudes; 
students would have to clean their rooms, wait at table and share 
other domestic duties. He wanted to produce graduates who would 
be suited to the life style of rural environments, then often close 
to pioneering frontiers. He recognised too that the school would 
have to contribute towards its running costs. With this in mind he 
recommended the establishment on school land of 100 ha of wattle 
plantations, 20 ha of jarrah, and 2 ha of fruit trees2. 

The Government made available for the school the 1575 ha Kioreroa 
Block which was close to Whangarei. Unfortunately the soil there 
was poor and it would have been difficult for the school to earn 
revenue from it. So Kirk looked for additional better land and found 
some at Papatawa, close by, which was owned by the Whangarei 
County Council. Such was Kirk's mana and persistence that the 
council gifted half the area (20 ha) to the school and local settlers 
raised the money to buy the rest. It was a good start, but not good 
enough. A prudent Government insisted that the establishment of 

of the Forests Branch of the Lands Department which commenced 
to establish exotic plantations on a modest scale. 
1913 was the year the Royal Commission on Forestry reported to the 
Government, recommending more State planting and indicating 
suitable regions. The report was a comprehensive one, including 
for instance recommendations on the "education of cadets and 
others". The Commission did not promote any detailed scheme but 
pointed out that a State forester should have an understanding of 
botany, entomology, chemistry, geology, surveying and mathemat- 
ics, all of which subjects could be taught them by the University of 
New Zealand. They went further to suggest a modus operand 
which, in essence, was later implemented by the Forest Service 
for about 20 years: letting young men study part-time at Victoria 
University College while they were employed on clerical duties at 
the Head Office of the Lands Department. They suggested too that 
some of the able students who currently gained scholarships to 
study in England and the Continent might be induced, if they were 
guaranteed State jobs afterwards, "to study forestry in some of the 
great schools devoted to that ~ub jec t "~ .  

The report of the Royal Commission and later the lobbying of the 
Forestry League helped persudde the Government to set up a sepa- 
rate State forestry department. New Zealand was most fortunate in 
its appointment of the first Director of the State Forest Service. When 
Canadian Leon Macintosh Ellis stepped ashore in New Zealand in 
1920 we had recruited aforester with both an impressive background 
of experience and a breadth of forestry vision, even though he was 
only 33 years of age. He had boundless energy too. Within a year 
he had produced in a report to the Government a blue-print for 
New Zealand forestry which promoted an effective, indeed inspired 
forest policy, one which was to set thc Ncw Zcaland forcstry scene 
for the next decade and beyond. Ellis' vision was comprehensive 
and detailed too, including proposals for research and training. 





Larious places alternately in hestland and Canterbury during the 
spring vacationZ0. 

The t ~ j ' o  schools battled on until 1930 when the impact of the 
~vor ld-~\ ' ide depression became critical. The Go\lernment \bas 
paying the piper so it called the tune. The lClinister of Education 
closed the \uckland school that year. It n3as a definite closure, not 
an amalgamation n i th  Canterbury and so Corbin lost his jobZ1 

Canterbury had hoped it \l/ould receii'e the luckland annual grant 
of £1000 but this was not to be. Indeed l\<ithin a felb months its o n n  
grant was reduced and soon disappeared. By 1933 the annual 
income of the school ( f  195) came solely from students' fees; the 
expenditure amounted to £998; and on top of this there vi'as an 
oierdraft of ober f 2000. Closure itas ~neiitable and took place at 
the end of the fo lo~v ing year. The equipment was stored aivay, 
forestrv books LLere placed in the main library and the old Ford 
tourer, used and abused on the practical courses, mas sold for the 
seemingly small amount of £9. The Canterbury School had taught 
50 students, of \$\horn 12 had graduated B.For Sc. (The Auckland 
School graduated 9 with similar degrees)22. Notable alumni from 
the Canterbury School were .1.P. (Priestlev) Thomson (a  Director- 
General of Forests), D. (Da\~ei Kennedy (a Conservator of Forests, 
Rotorua), G.H. (Gerald) Hocking (long-time senior forester for the 
hellington Conseriancv), G. (Pat) Duff (\\ell-kno\vn mensurationist 
at the Forest Research Institute, Rotorua), j.ll. (Jim) Syme (Deputv 
Mill Manager, Tasman Pulp and Paper Co., Kawerau), and J. (Jim) 
Lvsaght (a Forest Service \\'orking Plans Officer). Tho other notables 
~ h o  started their courses at Auckland and finished at Canterbury 
nere:  E.4. (Arthur) Coonev (Superintendent-Secretarv o f  the 
Sewvn Plantation Board) and R.B. (Barry) 21oorhouse (a  senior 
administrator ivith NZ Forest Products Lt.). It seems unfair that the 
~vel l  qualified Foweraker was neier a ~ a r d e d  a Chair. Foweraker and 
Hutchinson made a good, balanced team; the former conscientious, 
dedicated, scholarlv and kindly; the latter energetic, incisil~e, forth- 
right, and reportedly an inspirational teacher. So the Unii'ersity of 
Ne~lv Zealand withdre~i from all forestry studies as the Go~ernment 
slashed spending. 

The Depression affected more than the forestry schools Forestr) as 
a \\hole slumped i ~ ~ t h  the rest of the countr) The Forest Ser~ice 
Itself came under threat of closure and re-absorpton back Into the 
Lands Department No graduates from the two schools \\ere 
employed durlng the Depression bb the Forest Seruce on 
profess~onal salar~es although a fe i l  here glven nork  at lo\i lv 
student labourer rates23 

in 1939 A.R. (,Alex) Entrican became Director (later Director-General) 
of Forests. This dvnamic man strove for the development of Nem 
Zealand forestry. It \\.as ironic that immediately after his succession 
to the top job, ~vhen  he sail so much needing to be done to lift the 
Service out of the trough it mas sucked into during the Depression, 
World lVar 2 commenced. \/\anv of the reforms and advances that 
he manted had to alvait the end of hostilities before they could be 
fullv implemented. Education and training in forestry fell into that 
class. 

Indeed Entrican's Liews on forestry education and training in h e n  
Zealand mere firmed in 1939 but it was not till 1946 that thev were 
elaborated in the Forest Seriice annual report. The underlying 
premise was that training was required in all bra-iches of the Sewice 
and at all Ieiels, from skills for forest ~ ~ o r k m e n  :o graduate training 
for professionals and during his directorship, m~hich lasted 22 bears, 
he strobe to bring this about. A 20 vears staff expansion programme 

was set in \&hich technical staff were to be quintupled and field staff 
trebled, with training correlated ~bi th  r e ~ r u i t m e n t ~ ~ .  

Entrican estimated that the Forest Service nould require on a long- 
term basis an annual intake of six graduate foresters n i th  t\i1o to four 
more being needed by local bodies and private firms. in addition 
the Forest Serilice would need annually at least six sub-graduate 
forest rangers ~ t i t h  other emplovers taking a further one or t\vo. He 
has firmlv of the Liem that professional foresters nere best trained 
bv their first taking BSc. degrees in science and then learning the 
tenets and practice o f  forestrv in a tito-year post-graduate 
programme. (The term post-graduate used here indicates that 
entrants had to ha\e a prior 6 .5~ .  degree; it does not necessarily 
implv that tuition in the professional classes i lou ld be at post- 
graduate le~el . )  Ranger entrants into the Ser\'ice would qualify for 
their forestry training with an apprenticeship in the field. Their 
formal forestrv education would imparted at a loil~er l e ~ e l  than the 
graduates2j. 

Entrican's concept o f  staff recruitment and advancement in 
forestry nas based on egalitarian principles. He en~isaged the 
senior administrati~e jobs in the Forest Ser\ice as being open to 
people in the three personnel divisions: professional (graduate for- 
esters and engineers), general (rangers etc), and clerical. Only izith 
such equal promotional opportunities, he claimed, could maximum 
efficiency be achieved. Another theme \'\as that all staff, whatever 
di~ision they \vere in, had to have, "a basic forestrv education. Forest 
foremen and leading hands needed it to fit them for appointment 
to officer grades of the General Dibision. Like~z'ise officers of 
ancillary professions and of the Clerical Di~ision required it for 
advancement to administrative positions. General and Professional 
Di~ision officers needed, in addition, short courses in departmental 
administration to furn~sh them with a w r k i n g  knobledge of staff 
and accounting, stores, and other aspects of office practice."26 It 
\$as a level playing field for all staff. it \!as also the antithesis of the 
pattern in most of the Australian state forestrv departments \\here, 
~ ~ i t h  no or fen  non-graduate rangers, able graduate foresters had a 
clearer ride to the middle and top management positions. 

Entrican put much \\eight on the desirability of Forest Service staff 
in all di~isions being associated during the process of training. 
Presumablv he saw this as producti\e of inter-di~isional tolerance 
and esprit de corps. "Therefore professional trainees shall take B.Sc. 
on a part-time basis, allowing contacts with office staff during 
uni\,ersitv year, as \cell as field contacts during ~ a c a t i o n s . " ~ ~  

The climax of Entrican's staffing plan bas the centralisation of train- 
ing of all ranks in the Forest Ser~ice at the Forest Training Centre at 
Rotorua \$'here the teaching effort could be augmented by research 
staff from the ne\cly established Forest Experiment Station (soon to 
be called the Forest Research Institute). He elaborated on the suit- 
ability of this arrangement for the proposed twlo-vear forestry tuition 
for graduates, pointing out that the range of subject matter required 
would mean six highly trained and experienced professionals, a 
number lbhich izould be out of proportion to the comparati\ely feu 
students entering as intakes of 8-10 per year. Only by supplement- 
ing the proposed t~zjo full-time graduate teaching staff at the 
Training Centre ~ ~ i t h  part-time teachers from among the scientists at 
the Forest Experiment Station could the required curriculum for 
professional forestrv training be covered. He claimed that such a 
marshalling of generous teaching resources in forestry lvould be 
quite beyond the capability of the universities n h o  would not be 
able to contemplate such high stafflstudent ratiosZ8. 
Of course if the Australian pattern of management staff being 
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predominantly professional (graduate) foresters, -as was common 
then in many forest services around the world - had been followed 
in this country, the situation would have been different. Then the 
Lola1 poler~lial annual intakes of 15-18 students (these numbers rep- 
resenting Entrican's prospectrve foresters plus prospective rangers) 
could have been enough to justify staffing adequately an under- 
graduate university course. Indeed, in the New Zealand Forest Ser- 
vice graduate foresters seemed to have been discriminated against 
to a certain extent as they were debarred from many in-charge 
middle-management positions. It could be argued that Entrican's 
insistence on egalitarian departmental promotion and the frequent 
relegation of graduate foresters to technical advisory roles reduced 

smaller numbers went to Aberdeen, Edinburgh, Bangor and 
Oxford. One went to Nancy in France and a couple to Vancouver. 

Canterbury pushed its own barrow further. In 1947 it wrote to the 
Prime Minister (Peter Fraser) urging the Government to re-open the 
Canterbury school32. The whole matter was now again firmly 
in front of the Senate of the University of New Zealand. In 1947 
its Academic Board advised the Senate to re-establish an under- 
graduate school at one of the University Colleges33. 

Meanwhile, the professional forester body in this country, the New 
Zealand lnstitute of Foresters (now Forestry), had been watching 

developments closely. It had 
the demand for them, and so 
impeded for a lengthy period 
after World War 2 the develop- 
ment of a viable undergradu- 
ate university course in for- 
estry. In those years the For- 
est Service dominated New 
Zealand forestry and tended to 
set the staffing pattern for the 
rest of the country. 

Entrican planned that the fol- 
lowing would be taught at the 
Rotorua Forest Training Centre 
in 1947: 

1. A two-year post-graduate 
course for B.Sc. holders. 

2. A one-year diploma 
course for forest rangers 
who had had sufficient 
experience in the field. 

Wood technology class, 1926. 

(This course was later lengthened and raised to a high 
standard, becoming eventually the New Zealand Certificate in 
Forestry - NZCF.) 

3. Short courses for junior staff, mainly of an elementary nature. 
4. Refresher courses of an advanced nature for more senior 

officers. 
5. Administrative courses for clerical, general and professional 

officers aiming for promotion to administrative jobs.29 

The post-graduate forestry course for BSc. holders did not 
eventuate at Rotorua in 1947, nor in any subsequent year. Entrican 
had envisaged the post-graduate and diploma courses coming 
under the control of and being wholly responsible to the University 
of New Zealand but that, in addition, there would be a board of 
management on which the Forest Service would be well repre- 
sented30. (The administrative difficulty is apparent.) The University 
did not want a bar of this. In December 1946 Canterbury University 
College wrote to the Registrar of the University of New Zealand 
rejecting the Forest Service scheme, pointing out that it would mean 
the University permitting, "its work to be done outside its 
constitutional bounds and responsibilities, and the principle of 
academic freedom would be fatally compromised". In the view of 
Canterbury the school of forestry must be established wholly within 
the university system31. 

Stalemate ensued. Consequently departmental B.Sc. holders, most 
the product of part-time study while working in the Forest Service 
offices in Auckland, Wellington and Christchurch, were steadily 
sent overseas as they graduated, for a further two years study of 
professional forestry. The majority (about 40) went to Canberra; 

been critical of the continued 
failure of the Government and 
the University to finalise the re- 
establishment of a professional 
school of forestry.The lnstitute 
complained that it had not yet 
been approached for advice on 
the issue. It realised however 
that before it could be involved 
it must formulate its own policy 
on higher forestry education. 
Accordingly in 1947 it set up 
a committee to examine 
the matter and recommend 
educational policy. The 
committee itself found it hard 
to reach unanimity. indeed it 
was able to agree on only two 
points: entry to aschool should 
be for graduates only and the 
school should be controlled 
entirelv bv the Universitv. But 

the institute Council, in the face of such uncertainty, did not feel 
able to make any pronouncement without wider consultation. Ac- 
cordingly it sent out a questionnaire to its members to try and 
achieve a sharper focus on professional opinion. The result helped 
a little: 73% favoured a school of forestry being re-established in 
New Zealand but opinion was almost equally divided between an 
undergraduate and a graduate school; Rotorua was preferred as 
the location of either an undergraduate or a graduate school. The 
institute then considered that it had achieved a sufficiently clear- 
cut majority opinion and submitted it to the University Senate with 
a plea for an early decision on the matter34. 

The University Senate, however, sought counsel from further afield. 
Early in 1948 it asked Professor S.M. Wadham of the University of 
Melbourne to advise them on professional forestry training. Wadham 
described himself as, "primarily an agriculturist and an ecological 
botanist with an interest in economics, with special reference to 
land utilisation". His linkwith forestry was that he had been for some 
years Chairman of the Board of Examiners at the State forestry school 
at Creswick, Victoria, where training was essentially practical and 
which was recognised by the University of Melbourne as contribut- 
ing to its degree of Bachelor of Science in Forestry. The Board had 
the responsibility of selecting and examining the Creswick students 
and supervising their training. Professor Wadham did not waste any 
time in his commission. He arrived in Wellington on 10 February, 
1948, travelled to Canterbury, Auckland, Massey and Rotorua, and 
met and consulted a range of stakeholders, including the Rotorua 
local branch of the lnstitute of Foresters. His ten page report was 
completed on 2 March, 1948. The whole exercise took less than 
one month. 
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hadham recommended that a four-vear undergraduate course, with 
some obligatory i'acation work, should be set up at Auckland 
University College. It was a comprehensive report, including 
recommendations on curricula, teaching staff (hadham envisaged 
four full-time plus part-time contributions from other uniiersity 
departments). He appears to ha\e had no objection to practical 
tuition being proiided bc the Forest Seriice at Rotorua; indeed he 
regarded Rotorua as the best location for practical nork; but he was 
against the students spending more than one year there, ideally the 
third. He added, "If the State Forestry Seriice is prepared to arrange 
for its off~cers to undertake the teaching in all the subjects of the 
third vear and for the general superLision and accommodation of 
the unii'ersity students of that year, a great economy can be 
effected."35 

Entrican \#bas not enthusiastic about the Professor's ad\ice. He had 
been oierseas ~ h i l e  LYadham nas in the country and so missed 
him. \\'adham had, in his absence, consulted the "acting director" as 
 ell as other senior Forest Seriice officers. Before the month \\as 
out Entrican had sent his comments on \'\adham's report to the 
Senate. He pulled no punches: "Anything less than a graduate school 
is unacceptable to the Forest Seriice. . The Forest serbice is 
emphat~c in saying that Forestr~ needs those who are of higher grade 
than has been en~isaged by Professor Wadham." He pointed out 
too that the professional training programme instituted by the 
Foresr Sercice had been predicated on the establishment o f  a 
departmental graduate school for fihich 57 trainees had already been 
recruited to study for their B.Sc. degrees. Six had completed and here 
available for their professional training this )'ear (1948); a further 13 
Lvere expected to qualifi for 1949, seven for 1950, 4 for 1951 and 
se\#en for 1952. Finally, he asserted that the deielopment of higher 
forestry education and forestr\/ research ivas so important to the 
country that the Goiernment ~ ~ o u l d  be prepared to haie the \vhole 
matter looked at anelv by arranging for an internationally famous 
forester like Professor Champion from the Oxford School to come to 
Ne\\ Zealand36, perhaps an oblique criticism of \\ladham's status. 

It \'%as to no avail. The Unicersitv of \ew Zealand did not nant a 
Forest Seri'ice school at Rotorua l~h ich ,  it judged, \'vould ine\itabl\/ 
be dominated by the department and its forceful head. At their 
meeting of ,August 1948 the Senate resolied that, ".....the School of 
Forestrv be established as part of Auckland Lniiersity College and 
that the extent to 11 hich anv portion of the course be taken at Rotorua 
be e f t  for decision by Senate after the appointment of a Professor 
of Forestrv."37 

But then as ~f exhausted by the effort to re-establ~sh In pr~nciple the 
luckland School of Forestrv neither the Senate nor Auckland 
U n ~ i e r s ~ t ~  College seemed to ~zant to do much about ~t Lor and 
more to the polnt d ~ d  the Goiernment C\ean~zh~le from 1949 and 
for the next 20 wars Forest Serwe bursars proceeded o\erseas In 
1955 a bursarb scheme to send su~tabh quailfled recruits from the 
prliate sector to ollerseas schools of forestry c\as offered by the 
Go~ernment These bursaries coiered about half the costs and rt 
\\as necessar) for the candidates to get complementary support from 
therr emplobers Onlc a fel l  of these bursar~es here taken up38 

Professional forestry education in Lebv Zealand did not become a 
realitv until a neh Canterburk University School of Forestry opened 
its doors for professional classes in 1970. The Treasury plaved an 
initiating and catalvtic role in this debelopment when in 1963 it 
recommended to the Llinister of Forests that, in \)ieLz of the cost in 
overseas funds of sending graduate Goiernment bursary-holders 
to forestry schools in other parts o f  the world, he arrange for 

discussions with the universities on the economics and feasibility of 
re-establishing a forestr\' school in ~Uew Zealand39. Nhat happened 
f o l l o ~ ~ i n g  that is another storv. 
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