
put forward a remit "that Playcentres be 
war toy free zones." The explanatory note 
said that "to encourage a non-violent 
environment for our children to learn and 
play in, we need to ban all war toys from our 
centres." In discussion at Conference, this 
was amended to "that Playcentres be free 
of commercially produced war toys", and this 
was the remit that was passed, although not 
unanimously. Such a wording reflects the 
view that it is the toys themselves that were 
being banned, not the play. 
A further remit was brought the following 

year from the Marlborough sub-Association, 
"that the NZ Playcentre Federation adopt 
a policy of positive action to limit the 
proliferation of war toys in the community". 
The Rider sums up the argument: "War Toys 
do nothing to enhance children's creativity 
and constructive play. The use of war toys 
implies that violence is OK and is a legitimate 
way to solve problems. Violence in our society 
is widespread and increasing. Concerted 
action expressing the community's heartfelt 
concern is urgently needed." Once again, 
however, it was not the issue of violence that 
was debated, but how to respond to it. Many 
felt that Playcentre had already made a strong 
statement with the 1991 remit, and therefore 
a community campaign was not necessary. 
It was also felt that it was not a good use of 
federation personnel's time, which was, in 
1992, heavily taken up with the demands 
of the Before Five reforms. The remit was 
passed with a narrow majority. Showing the 
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pitfalls of such marginal decisions in the days 
before consensus processes were used, very 
little was ever done in this 'campaign for 
positive action'. The one thing on record is 
that soon after the Conference, the Ministry 
of Consumer Affairs put out a poster on toy 
safety standards that pictured a grenade, 
and the federation refused to accept them 
for centres on account of the 'war toys 
policy' (NZ Playcentre Federation, 1992). 
After 1992, the talk of war toys dropped 

out of national Playcentre discussions. 
Attention was instead directed towards 
internal matters — dealing with the 
Before Five issues surrounding property, 
qualifications and other 'minimum 
standards', and also struggling with how 
to implement Playcentre's commitment 
to Te Tiriti o Waitangi. There were other 
changes happening in the wider sector 
as well, concerning the development of 
Te Whariki, the early childhood 
curriculum, which included a socio-cultural 
theoretical framework. As government-
funded professional development supported 
centres to work with the new curriculum, 
the socio-cultural ideas began to take hold. 
The individualistic, psychological views of 
child development became supplemented 
with the views that children are influenced 
by cultural and society norms. The impact of 
gendered play was debated, and there was 
talk of how power circulates through society 
(and our Playcentres) and who has the ability 
to use it. Still a favourite Playcentre Journal 
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article for me is "Fantasy play: Exploring the 
hero within", which discusses the value of 

fantasy roles such as the s/hero, 
the warrior, the caregiver, with 
tips for managing such fantasy 
play to allow exploration 
but diffuse aggression and 
exclusion (Chance, 1995). 
In the new millennium, the 

violence associated with war 
became supplanted with an 
emphasis on violence within 
families. Although this had 
long been recognised as an 
issue by society, it became 
something that was talked 
about publically. The "It's not 
OK" campaign started in 2007, 
with the message that "Family 
Violence is not OK, but It is Ok 
to Ask for Help" (It's not OK 
campaign, n.d.). Society also 
took another step towards 
de-normalising violence as a 
part of life when the Crimes 
Act was amended in 2007 to 
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