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… no matter precisely how … [the Treaty of Waitangi1] should be categorized in law, it has taken on in fact a vitality and potency of its own. For Māori its mana has always been high….Some [Pākehā2] see it as a threat, and political capital is made out of that point of view; but in truth theirs is a tacit tribute to the Treaty, a reluctant recognition that is has become part of the essence of the national life. Even its critics have to accept that it is a foundation document (Cooke 1990: 1).

The Treaty represents a fact of difference. It establishes the nature of a partnership which presupposes two partners and therefore a biculturalism in social policy right at the beginning. Biculturalism3 is not just an expression of Māori protests, an articulation of weary disgust (vid. O'Regan and Mahuika 1993) but is the unique political ground of the New Zealand debate about citizenship rights and obligations. The issues being fought out in these debates are not essentially about political accommodation, the size of the "fiscal envelope" needed to put these troublesome issues to rest. What are being struggled for are definitions of citizenship, issues of equitable distribution, the very forms, in fact, that our political discourse will evolve under MMP4. It is for these reasons that biculturalism is an essential aspect of Pākehā political epistemology or how we will see ourselves and the political future of our country.


While it might be possible to assume that aspects of biculturalism have become an integral part of the legal, political and social policy debates (cf. McHugh 1991, Palmer 1992, Chen and Palmer 1993, Renwick 1993) there are constant reminders, particularly in the popular press, that this is not the case. The strength of this counter reaction reflects the enduring power of the dominant ideology of New Zealand's "we are one people myth" (he iwi kotahi tatou) in the framing of policy. Biculturalism has been framed as an essentially Māori question but these social debates have as much significance for the Pākehā.

The search for new policy directions will involve the validation of different social claim rights. Subsuming Māori expectations for the redress of the Treaty of Waitangi claims in policies that reinforce the normative power of our essential New Zealandness will be politically foolish. Pākehā too must wrestle with the significance of the bicultural debate, not from a defensive position of crafting a response to an increasingly articulate Māori protest, but as an essential part of developing a nation based upon the acceptance of the tino rangatiratanga5 clause of the Treaty.

Future policy debates will increasingly be about the legitimation of different ways of delivering services to Māori which allow for a withdrawal from a position of welfare dependency into that of a fully resourced Treaty partner. In this paper the sometimes vexed questions of parallel or separate systems of social service delivery will be examined in the light of distinctions that can be drawn between procedural and substantive inequality (Jayasuriya 187). This is echoed by Tipene O'Regan when he poses the concept of "distributive equity" in relation to denying resource claims (O'Regan and Mahuika 1993: 33). The Pākehā majority will have to bear the stridency of such resource claims in order to listen for the echoes of where substantive rather than the illusions of procedural equality can be found (cf. Jayasuriya 1987, Barber 1989). We will have to avoid in Renwick's (1993) telling phrase another "dialogue of the deaf".

framing the debate: he iwi kotahi tĀtou – hobson's choice!

In New Zealand, the rhetoric of assimilation was historically distilled in the catch-cry of "He iwi kotahi tātou" – "we are one people" – (Hohepa 1978; cf. Jackson 1987, Outlaw 1990). These arguments represent the hegemony of a dominant ideology that seeks to explain the complexity of social life in terms of a taken-for-granted paramount reality (cf. Spoonley 1984, Webster 1989, Renwick 1993). This dominant analysis is structured in such a way that the forms and patterns of intellectual discourse are determinedly monocultural. When political challenges are made against the rigidity of this monocultural focus then rhetoric shifts towards the benefits of multiculturalism rather than biculturalism.

Though few now see he iwi kotahi tātou as an acceptable policy, we still long for it. Our very smallness and isolation as a country engenders an emotional trust in our New Zealandness. But it is important to remember Levine and Vasil's stricture that New Zealand, as a nation state, "remains as an enigma to many Māoris" (Levine and Vasil 1985: 163). It is not regarded as part of the organic offshoot of their own communities – which encapsulate fundamental group rather than individual values. In its present form the State retains the statutory power to dominate and even suppress Māori political activity and is inevitably seen as a Pākehā collective instrument.

To contend that there are assumptions at the core of what was considered a benevolent welfare system challenges one of its fundamental assumptions that there could be unity in diversity. Widespread rejection of the challenge that welfare states were institutionally racist was based on the intrinsic assumption that it was a guarantor of the rights of all citizens. In most Western welfare states citizenship entitlements were grounded in an apparent commitment to empiricism and social idealism. They reflected an inherent nationalism and beliefs that welfare states were "integrative, universalist and redistributive" (Williams 1987). New Zealand similarly has resisted the political demands of indigenous people that "social justice be applied to groups and that 'justice' be measured by results not opportunities" (Outlaw 1990: 60).

the politics of difference: politically correct flimflam?

The elements of an attack on the legitimacy of how cultural difference might be expressed in different patterns of social and health services delivery are well captured by Hughes who states:

… one of the most corrosive currents in the American polity today – corrosive, I mean to any idea of the common civic ground – which is to treat the alleged cultural and educational needs of groups (women, blacks, Latinos, Chinese-Americans, gays, you name it) as though they overrode the needs of any individual and were all, automatically, at odds with the alleged monolithic desires of a ruling class, alternately fiendish and condescending, of white male heterosexual capitalists (1993: 197).

This rhetoric is easy to mount but it is ultimately alienating. Liberal, individual consciousness is only one of several ways to know the world. To argue for the sole supremacy of an individual focus is to ignore those whose consciousness and sense of allegiance is more fundamentally based on patterns of group obligation. That this tribalism of purpose arouses such hostile responses is an obvious feature of a political hegemony that fears and resists difference. For example Keith stated that:

None of this will appeal to the politically correct, who, out of stupidity or malice, will no doubt continue to add mischief and misinformation to the debate. Most offensive of their pious flimflam, is the retrospective nonsense that Pākehā were a party to the Treaty of Waitangi and that it had something to do with biculturalism (1994: 7).

In his brief opinion piece, he pursues the common attitude that biculturalism is intrinsically about cultural relationships and must be kept distinct from the issues of sovereignty that were intrinsic to the signing of the Treaty. To define biculturalism as a present-day issue of cultural politics is to ignore the fact that the Treaty is at the core of our political discourse and cannot be relegated to a debate about cultural differences. It has become "part of the essence of the national life" (Cooke 1990). The urgency with which ethnic and, in particular, indigenous ethnic claim rights are argued has been highlighted by successive review of separate welfare states (cf. Greenland 1984, Fleras 1985, Jayasuriya 1987, Williams 1987, Pearson 1989, 1990).

paradigms and patterns
the background to policy formation

Public recognition of the power of the political and welfare claims of differing ethnic groups reflects the shift from an old welfare paradigm based upon religious and political codes of obligation to one based upon the legitimacy of welfare claim rights (Culpitt 1992). This paradigm shift in welfare policy, from one based on paternalistic obligation to one which mediates the social legitimacy of welfare rights, has not only created a climate for the recognition of these indigenous claim rights but has also helped to direct and even fashion them.

It is important to clarify the distinctions between welfare rights guaranteed by Article Three of the Treaty and property rights guaranteed by Article Two. In New Zealand these welfare claim rights have depended not only upon the citizenship of universal entitlement but also on the third article of the Treaty of Waitangi which guaranteed these citizenship rights irrespective of any welfare legislation. But, as mentioned earlier, it is the second article of the Treaty (the tino rangatiratanga clause) that is called upon in justification for the wider political or property claim rights that extend beyond those guaranteed by citizenship. The Treaty has, as Renwick (1993) argues, become the means for decolonisation and for the articulation of wider resource claims.

Returning, then, to welfare claim rights, we can see how these ethnic claims seek to redress economic inequality by promoting new administrative mechanisms that recognize the principle of group entitlement, which is clearly contrary to the usual pattern of legislated individual entitlement. As Outlaw has argued:

According to the logic of "ethnicity" as the paradigm for conceptualising group differences and fashioning social policy to deal with them, the socially divisive effects of "ethnic" differences were to disappear in the social-cultural "melting-pot" through assimilation, or according to the pluralists, ethnic identity would be mediated by principles of the body politic: all individuals, "without regard to race, creed, color, or national origin," were to win their places in society on the basis of demonstrated achievement (i.e. merit). For both assimilationists and pluralists, group characteristics (ethnicity) were to have no play in the determination of merit; their legitimacy was restricted to the private sphere of "culture" (1990: 60).

The old welfare paradigm depended upon established and intricate codes of social obligation. Its social validity depended on the normative power of the church and the state, because both institutions combined to define appropriate social work intervention with indigenous peoples. However, the normative power of the state and the church has been overridden and can no longer be sustained. This is particularly relevant to those societies where there was an assumption that ethnic peoples could and ought to be assimilated into the dominant political and social fabric (cf. Jackson 1987: 5). A new welfare paradigm has emerged, based upon the political imperatives of social rights, which has confronted the implicit assumptions of the old professional welfare paradigm. This new paradigm, which supports the rights of indigenous people to be protected from overt intervention by professional and sometimes paternalistic groups, has exposed the hidden hand behind the benign paternalism of a professional practice that is assimilationist.

The crumbling of this old paradigm, and the emergence of a welfare rights paradigm, followed, in part, from the numerous social challenges that have been thrown at statutory and conferred authority: such an intrinsic part of contemporary ethnic consciousness. The emergence of contemporary ethnic consciousness has been spurred by the recognition of these realisable claim rights. The formation of appropriate ethnic social policy involves not only a reconsideration of the basis for entitlement but also the decentralization of a bureaucratic and centrist welfare system and devolution to tribal authorities. Reconsideration of the legitimacy of welfare services provided on the basis of individual entitlement represents an aspect of a general political argument about economic and structural inequalities and how they are perpetuated through institutionally racist administrative policies (Brosnan and Hill 1983, Barber 1989).

procedural and substantive inequality

[The Treaty of Waitangi] … carries a clear package of rights to property, resources, representation, etc. I have become focussed on rights and I am convinced that there has been an egalitarian plot to convert rights into distributive equity and there is a confusion of tino rangatiratanga with equity ….the device used to deny Māori property rights is distributive equity (O'Regan and Mahuika 1993: 33).

Similarly, in Australia, Jayasuriya challenges the dominant and implicit social policies of cultural pluralism. He argues that cultural pluralism "is not a respect for difference so much as it is a reworking of the old liberal assumptions about access and equity and equality of opportunity" (1987: 494). The assimilationist views implicit in cultural pluralism offer no clear grounds on which to establish the legitimacy of cultural and ethnic differences. Jayasuriya saw the attempts to demolish the myth of ethnic inequality and substitute another myth of liberal equality as mischievous and pernicious; merely reinforcing an institutionally racist analysis.

Recent changes in the pattern of New Zealand's welfare state move it away from the principle of universality towards targeted assistance. Within this concept is enshrined the neo-conservative principle of user-pays which establishes a welfare system within which movement across class lines is increasingly difficult. These changes in the social economy of welfare are part of a complex pattern of economic restructuring which has gone hand in hand with a growth in those excluded from the benefits of this restructuring. Brosnan and Hill's New Zealand research into employment and occupational data confirmed "that Māoris are more likely to be found in the lower paid occupations within each group" (183: 54). The Ministerial Report, Ka Awatea (1991) highlights the most stark analysis of Māori disadvantage in relation to absolute levels of Māori unemployment. It states that while "Māori comprised 8 per cent of the total NZ labour force in 1990, they currently make up 20.5 percent of all unemployed people (in the March quarter, 1990)" (1991: 30). These figures are worsening as the issues of long-term unemployment are played out.

Given the disproportionately high statistics of Māori incarceration, admission to psychiatric hospitals, unemployment and proportion of beneficiaries, the fact of ethnic inequality can no longer be rationalized away. The dominant political ideology with its consequent policy options is heedless of the social costs of this structured pattern of unemployment. Jayasuriya states that "ethnic minorities … suffer the double disadvantage of ethnicity and class deprivations" (1987: 494, Outlaw 1990). Cleave (1989) also discusses how the twin aspects of ethnicity and class deprivation have in fact led to the establishment of a permanent under-class in New Zealand society. There is, therefore, a profound structural inequality in New Zealand in which the disadvantages of institutional racism are allied with the growing barriers of class deprivation and structural unemployment.

INEQUALITY: PROCEDURAL OR SUBSTANTIVE?

…there is no doubt that in general on account of the minority status, ethnic groups tend in varying degrees to be stigmatised, oppressed, subject to prejudice and stereotyping and denied or discriminated against in their access to the valued resources in society (Jayasuriya 1987: 490).

The concept of minority status is crucial to an understanding of economic and social disadvantage. Discriminatory policies that reinforce minority status give rise to claim rights based on concepts of social justice. Instead of dealing with the actual aspects of structural inequality that minority status confers, most Western social service bureaucracies tend to use the concept of justice in a much more limited sense. It is seen as a principle against which the processes and outcomes of practical policies can be evaluated. Defining social justice narrowly in this way establishes and maintains institutionally racist policies.

It is easier to talk about procedural equality with respect to the distribution of social services rather than resolve the more difficult concept of substantive equality. Procedural equality refers to the process of decision-making rather than the content of those decisions. Procedural equality is essentially a principle of equality of treatment and not one of distribution. Substantive equality considers the issues of distributive justice. The principle of substantive equality contends that, by definition, a rationale must be made for the justification of any inequality of distribution. Equality in the sense of substantive equality can only be understood in terms of an underlying theory of justice.

Existing policies and patterns of needs assessment with respect to the Māori community often follow the line of procedural equality (cf. Jackson's 1987 survey of the geography of racism for an international discussion of these issues). No adequate attempt has yet been made in New Zealand to deal with the substantive issues of equality, although it can be argued that the proceedings of the Waitangi Tribunal6, the success of legal actions such as the New Zealand Māori Council v. Attorney-General (1987)7 and the policy implications of the Sealords deal8 have begun to address some issues of substantive equality (cf. Mahuta 1987, Renwick 1993, Chen and Palmer 1993 – especially Chapters 14 and 15).

If the concept of procedural equality is linked, in the delivery of social services, with that of universality (which maintains that common human needs require common solutions) a major anomaly is created in the construction of social policy (cf. Ka Awatea 1991). To maintain that common human needs require common remedies is "somewhat awkward because for a policy based on the tenets of cultural pluralism it provides no justifiable grounds for differentiation on the grounds of cultural and ethnic 'differences'" (Jayasuriya, 1987:494). It is inevitable that Māori scholarship should therefore focus more on questions of tino rangatiratanga, tangata whenua9 status and "distributive equity" (cf. Vasil 1988, McHugh 1993, O'Regan and Mahuika 1993).

If substantive equality is equated with equality of outcome, then claims for a fair share in the rewards of distributive justice find little echo in current New Zealand public policy with respect to the Māori community. Most needs assessments of ethnic minorities follow the metaphor of procedural equality. This is the pre-eminent assumption of liberal social policy analysis which holds that access and equality and equality of opportunity are the main goals, not the recognition of the legitimacy of different ethnic group claims. Because of these liberal assumptions, there is no commitment to address equality of outcomes or to arrive at a different assessment of needs on that basis. Liberal citizenship theory assumed that all entitlement could be grounded in legal provisions for individual access to social services of a particular state. Because of this commitment to the supremacy of individual citizenship entitlement the liberal mind set, with its claim to universality, comprehensiveness and consistency, can only conceive of those excluded or alienated from this political dispensation as somehow qualitatively different. As Fitzpatrick argues, this

…imperative, this terrifying consistency puts the … colonized beyond the liberal equation of universal freedom and equality by rendering them in racist terms as qualitatively different … Racism was, in short, basic to the creation of liberalism and the identity of the European (1990: 249).

While the liberal welfare system in New Zealand has operated humanely to recognise the variableness of individual talent and achievement there is a reluctance to extend these "laudable concepts so that they respond more specifically to the problem of inequalities between Māori and Pākehā" (Levine and Vasil 1985: 165, Barber 1989). This reluctance to admit the legitimacy of difference is being challenged in New Zealand by pressure for more appropriate political response to the issues highlighted in the Treaty of Waitangi. It will no longer suffice to consider these issues as if they are essentially administrative. A more fundamental debate about patterns of political power has been joined which will not be settled by revamping a Pākehā centrist welfare system. Māori speak often on marae about the urgency of their collective assumption that partnership under the Treaty of Waitangi requires a much greater recognition of the rights of Māori autonomy with respect to the delivery of social services. How that claim and right to autonomy will be answered in the future is one of the most crucial current issues facing New Zealand.

parallel social services: reasons for an experimental policy

Māori political resurgence has achieved a recognition of difference and separation in the cultural sense and the assumption of cultural unity has been thoroughly discredited. It will, however, be a source of continuing political difficulty to establish how that separation will be effected both politically and economically. While ethnic cultural loyalties can complement national feelings of trust and identity they can also threaten them. New Zealand sits uneasily with the challenge of the Māori renaissance and still collectively fears cultural diversity. For the modern nation state to function effectively and independently a power structure must exist which compels allegiance to common legal, social and economic norms. The pivotal question remains regarding what constitutional and political changes are required in order to give expression to tino rangatiratanga? Bi-culturalism and sovereignty are established as the nodal points for the arguments about substantive justice (Palmer 1992, Chen and Palmer 1993).

What is at stake in this debate is not accommodation but structural change in order to redress historical and current grievances that have become culturally reified into the political demand for substantive power – which must inevitably mean control of economic resources (Barber 1989: 15, O'Regan and Mahuika 1993). There is a developing body of Māori opinion that seeks parallel development within the Department of Social Welfare in relation to resource allocation, service delivery, executive monitoring of programme effectiveness and needs assessment (cf. the important but neglected document Pūao-te-Ata-tū). This may well require restructuring the Department of Social Welfare into ethnically separate organisations. Senior managers in the Department of Social Welfare will have to respond to the body of Māori opinion which seeks, under Article Two of the Treaty of Waitangi, greater access to funding resources that would establish parallel and even separate social service delivery systems.

The introduction of the principle of contestability into the health sector in the disbursement of funds to CHEs by the RHA has established the right of various health providers to compete for funding. The Health reforms allow for the possibility of a bicultural approach, even a separatist or parallel approach, but one defined as acceptable competition. The Māori community is no longer willing to accept "passively their status as a subjugated minority" (Vasil 1988).

While there are enormous legislative and constitutional problems there seems no reason why entitlement to services (such as the DPB and the Unemployment Benefit) could not be accessed through the iwi. This would mean a voluntary surrendering of individual citizenship entitlements (guaranteed by Article Three of the Treaty) but would allow for a major resource reallocation to enable iwi to develop patterns of service that would respect their own tikanga and kawa. There seems no viable reason why the principles of group entitlement should not be canvassed and a major review of welfare state benefits undertaken. This would accord with all the arguments for a reduction in welfare dependency and the articulation of programmes that support principles of economic self-sufficiency under Article Two of the Treaty.

One important implication of the Treaty of Waitangi is that social services which help to define a community should be understood and mediated by the iwi themselves. The iwi are political elites and acceptance of iwi authority is also an acceptance of a separatist and anti-bureaucratic bias. The clear implication in all of this is that New Zealand may well need to devolve the existing welfare bureaucracy into more than one Department of Social Welfare. While this is a radical policy direction, it can be argued that it has already been implicitly endorsed through the acceptance of contractual approaches to social service funding. Yet the public and bureaucratic response to the possibility of ethnically separate welfare service delivery is confused with pejorative assumptions that this is the first step in political and social apartheid.

However these issues are resolved, the autonomy of iwi to determine needs and to identify, assess and clarify social service delivery patterns appropriate to them will need to be protected. Greenland has written that the "tenor of Māori politics is more conducive to a study of mood and metaphor, of cultural values and leadership style, rather than to a conventional study of political thought or institutions" (1984: 88). The importance of the spiritual dimension in Māori decision making, so alien and troubling to the bureaucratic mind, will have to be accepted and respected (cf. Levine 1989). That will require the development of a flexible and sensitive bureaucracy that respects different patterns and forms of knowledge. This is particularly important because adequate needs assessment of particular iwi requires a detailed understanding of the protocols of that iwi with respect to the pattern of devolved decision making. Rejection of the importance of these protocols on the basis of bureaucratic rationality will inevitably reinforce racist assumptions. Despite extremist rhetoric about apartheid some aspects of the implications of parallel development will need to be resolved.

other patterns, models and possibilities

Other countries have embarked on this direction. For example, the concept of the parallel administration of religiously and ethically different social services is part of the practical structure of Canadian social services. The Canadian Government enacted a new Multi-Culturalism Act in 1988 to recognise and promote multiculturalism in order to reflect cultural and racial diversity and to establish the principle of ethnic diversity as an intrinsic part of the national character. Separate social service organizations and agencies have been established that respect different ethnic and cultural demands. In Ontario (for example) there are legislatively distinct Catholic Children's Aid Societies, a Jewish Children's Aid Society, Metropolitan Children's Aid Societies and separate agencies for Canadian Indians, all legislatively empowered to deliver the same social services in uniquely different ways. Each operates with separate administrative and service systems where the identification of needs and service delivery patterns are culturally, indigenously and religiously distinct.

Such legislation has been argued to have all the hallmarks of procedural rather than substantive equality (Jayasuriya 1987). Despite such criticisms, and the realisation that most governments have been able to render politically marginal the claims of ethnic peoples, it is the institutionalising of difference through legislation which is especially important. It provides an example of how the principles of parallel development can be promoted. Canada has been able to articulate and place onto the statute books policies that respect not only the cultural differences of French speaking Canadians and Canadian Indians but also a variety of other smaller ethnic minorities. There appear to be no valid reasons why New Zealand should not similarly proclaim the same salient principles in arriving at a recognition of the constitutionally different rights of the tangata whenua.

CONCLUSION: ECHOES, ILLUSIONS AND PROMISES

These political and social issues have elements of high drama in that recognition of the essentially bi-racial and bicultural character of New Zealand society would require a clear commitment to the parallel development of social services in this country. As such, further steps might be taken towards honouring both the spirit and the principles enshrined in the Treaty of Waitangi. The collapse of the paternalistic certainties of the old welfare paradigm echo in the uncertainty with which the state welfare bureaucracies accommodate themselves to the challenge that their policies are racist and that parallel systems of welfare administration are required. There is a troubling disputatious rhetoric that echoes more generally in the public relationship of the races and the fact that a powerful ethnic underclass cannot be ignored. This dispute echoes in the face to face confrontation and intimidation of those defined as enemies, and the stridency of claim rights mirrors beliefs that these claims do "not so much cry out for recognition as for redefinition" (Cleave 1989: 70).

While purchase of service contracting may be promoted as a possible way to develop culturally appropriate social welfare and health services, it is clear that the degree of consultation required and the administration of these new fiscal transfer arrangements would not be cheap. Arguments that purchase of service contracting can deliver social services at a lower cost simply cannot work with respect to the urgent demand facing New Zealand to redraft its social services in a biculturally appropriate way.

We must return now to where we began with the centrality of the Treaty and the political nature of a partnership within which is enshrined bicultural differences that require recognition in the structure and pattern of our welfare services. The issues raised by a true bicultural approach to social policy go to the core of our developing nation. They are not just welfare or health issues and cannot be resolved by a policy designed to accommodate a troublesome indigenous minority. Biculturalism is about the nature of our citizenship, about equitable distribution of resources and ultimately about how we use ideas to construct meaning in our social exchanges and the political forms of discourse we will retain as integral to our sense of ourselves.

THE THREE ARTICLES OF THE TREATY OF WAITANGI

Article the First

The chiefs of the Confederation of the United Tribes of New Zealand and the separate and independent chiefs who have not become members of the Confederation cede to Her Majesty the Queen of England absolutely and without reservation all the rights and powers of Sovereignty which the said Confederation or Individual chiefs respectfully exercise or possess, or may be supposed to exercise or to possess over their respective territories as the sole sovereigns thereof.

Article the Second

Her Majesty the Queen of England confirms and guarantees to the Chiefs and Tribes of New Zealand and to the respective families and individuals thereof the full exclusive and undisturbed possession of their Lands and Estates, Forests, Fisheries and other properties which they may collectively or individually possess so long as it is their wish and desire to retain the same in their possession, but the chiefs of the United Tribes and the individual chiefs yield to Her Majesty the exclusive right of Pre-emption over such lands as the proprietors thereof may be disposed to alienate at such prices as may be agreed upon between the respective proprietors and persons appointed by Her Majesty to treat with them on that behalf.

Article the Third

In consideration thereof Her Majesty the Queen of England extends to the Natives of New Zealand her Royal Protection and imparts to them all the Rights and Privileges of British subjects.

Note: The above is the English version of the three articles of the Treaty of Waitangi as they appear in Pūao-te-Ata-tū. Below is a literal English translation of the Māori version of these same articles (source: Project Waitangi).
This is the First

The Chiefs of the Confederation and all these chiefs who have not joined in that Confederation give up to the Queen of England for ever all the Governorship (kawanatanga) of their lands.

This is the Second

The Queen of England agrees and consents (to give) to the Chiefs, hapus and all the people of New Zealand the full chieftainship (rangatiratanga) of their lands, their villages and all their possessions (taonga: everything that is held precious) but the Chiefs give to the Queen the purchasing of those pieces of land which the owner is willing to sell, subject to the arranging of payment which will be agreed to by them and the purchaser who will be appointed by the Queen for the purpose of buying for her.

This is the Third

This is the arrangement for the consent to the governorship of the Queen. The Queen will protect all the Māori people of New Zealand, and give them all the same rights as those of the people of England.
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1 The treaty signed between the Crown and Māori in 1840. A copy of the Treaty appears at the end of this article.


2 Non- Māori New Zealanders.


3 Partnership between Māori and Pākehā.


4 Mixed Member Proportional representation will replace the "first past the post" electoral system in New Zealand's next national elections.


5 The second article of the Treaty of Waitangi guarantees, to the Māori, chieftainship over their lands and treasures.


6 A tribunal set up to hear Māori claims against the Crown under the Treaty of Waitangi.


7 A case against the Crown's sale of fishing quotas to fishermen.


8 A settlement of Māori fishing rights negotiated by the Crown to meet its obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi.


9 The people of the land or locality.





