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Whaia te pae tawhiti kia tata, Whaia te pae tata kia mau

“One eye on the work immediately before us, and the other on the distant horizon”



Rukua nga tai o te Kaipara
Te moana e ngunguru ana ki te uru
Ka kite kau nga hua o Tangaroa

He oranga mo Ngati Whatua

Cleave the depths of the Kaipara
And the raging sea of the west,
Behold the harvest of Tangaroa

For the sustenance of Ngati Whatuat

' Ngati Whatua Whakatohea of an unknown origin. Cited in Te Runanga o Ngati Whitua report by J
Walker (1997).
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Exploring ‘Flax-root’ Strategies for Ngati Whatua Involvement in Aquaculture within the
Kaipara Harbour

Monique Badham

ABSTRACT

The ocean (tangaroa) is an environment which has an extensive range of significance and
uses for Maori, including commerce, sustenance, and customary practices, as well as
providing a source of spiritual well-being and cultural identity. One aquatic resource
practice traditionally used by Maori was a form of aquaculture, however the historical
and contemporary processes of colonisation have excluded Maori from this customarily
significant resource use.

This research embarks on a collaborative approach with Ngati Whatua (an iwi of the
Auckland/Northland region) to rectify this situation through identifying ‘flax-root’ (on-
the-ground and practical) strategies to enhance their involvement in aquaculture within
the Kaipara harbour. A ‘Maori-Centred’ qualitative methodological approach is adopted,
incorporating a critical awareness of the colonising potential of research, and a rejection
of passive individualistically beneficial research through focussing on ‘empowering
outcomes’ for Maori. A diverse range of key informant interviews are conducted
supported by secondary reports and Maori development literature, with the analysis
conducted primarily through an adapted version of Hutchings’ (2002) ‘Mana Wahine
Conceptual Framework’.

Findings reveal that Maori resource utilisation agendas fit within wider development
paradigms that are multi-dimensional, holistic and embedded in politico-cultural ‘rights’
and ‘responsibilities’, which position Maori as unique resource ‘developers’. The Kaipara
harbour also holds a high level of potential for the realisation of aquaculture aspirations,
however a plethora of socio-cultural, economic and political barriers are inhibiting Maori
development, particularly within the aquaculture sector. Six key strategic options are
identified that aim at realistic and practical ‘flax-root’ pathways to improve Ngati Whatua
involvement in aquaculture.

Key Words: Aquaculture, colonisation, development, flax-root, Indigenous, Kaipara
harbour, kaitiakitanga, Kaupapa Maori, manaakitanga, Maori, Maori centred approach,
marine farming, Ngati Whatua, resource management, tino rangatiratanga, Treaty of
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Preface

This research has its origins in chance. Walking into the Ngati Whatua Runanga office in
Whangarei to apply for a grant, I was abruptly asked by man at a computer what [ was
doing. This man turned out to be Hally Toia, the advisory officer of natural resources for
Te Runanga. | mentioned my intentions to embark on an environmental Masters thesis,
and that I was particularly interested in Maori resource management. We both saw an
opportunity in each other, and the reciprocal research began. A thesis topic was forged
collaboratively, with a desire from both sides to embark on research that was empowering
and useful.

However, I also have to acknowledge my personal motives for partaking in this research.
This is also a journey for identity. My whanau became alienated in my grandmothers’
generation, whereby her family were forcibly removed from their papakainga in Okahu
Bay (Auckland) for the Queen’s tour in 1951. By ballot, my grandmother was forced to
relocate to the distant suburbs, and ever since emotional and geographical distance has
resulted in alienation. My grandmother married a Frenchman, and became further
removed from ‘all things Maori’. My mother never knew anything of her whakapapa, yet
she would always remind me, ‘you are Maori, and you should be proud’. Once [ emerged
from my teenage years where conformity is paramount, I realised I wanted to find out
who I really was, and a good beginning was to find out where I came from. I began my
journey by travelling to Europe to meet my French family, and as the pieces of the puzzle
began to form, I noticed a gaping hole that lay back in my homeland, Aotearoa.

This issue of identity is of underlying importance to my research. There seems to be an
avoidance of the issue of ancestry in Aotearoa/New Zealand, at least within the pakeha
culture. Acknowledging ancestry means taking ownership of the past actions of our
predecessors. A common response to the issue of colonial atrocities is ‘I didn’t do it,
there’s nothing [ can do about it, so we need to get over it’. I believe that to move ahead,
you must first look behind yourself. What is in the past, is in the past, however what will
become the future of Aotearoa/New Zealand is highly dependant on its citizens taking an
introspective examination of their own identity, their own past, and consequently the type
of country that they wish to exist in. I personally wish to exist as a citizen of a just,
vibrant and culturally diverse country, where the chances of succeeding are equal for
each citizen, and to participate in a society which actively supports self-determined
development for all its citizens.
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Chapter1 Introduction

“...a people who once depended so heavily on the sea resource...now find
themselves almost totally shut out of an economic activity which was so much a
part of their way of life” (Waitangi Tribunal 2002, Wai 953, p76)

The ocean (tangaroa) is an environment which has a wide range of significance and uses
for Maori, including customary practices, commercial enterprises, sustenance, transport
and as a source of spiritual well-being and cultural identity. A traditional form of
aquaculture was one aquatic resource-use practiced by coastal Maori (an assertion
supported by the Waitangi Tribunal, Wai 953 2002). However, the process of
colonisation has eroded Maori control (imana moana) of, and interactions with, their
natural resources. This has consequently resulted in the illegal exclusion of Maori from

the resource practice of aquaculture.

.*. This research aims to examine the historical causes
and current climate that is inhibiting Maori
involvement in this resource practice, through
focussing on Ngati Whatua and their pursuit of

) identifying ‘flax-root’ strategies to achieve self-

determined aquaculture development within the
Kaipara
harbour

Kaipara harbour (see figure 1 for location of tribal

boundary/rohe' and the Kaipara harbour).

f e 0 g e Many Maori communities have both traditional and

contemporary interests in aquaculture. Iwi/Maori

Figure 1. Noati Whatua rohe and
the Kaipara Harbour. Source:

adapted from Kawharu, 1998, p134  hjstorical relationship, and the guarantees enshrined

rights to this resource practice stem both from this

' Miori terms/concepts will be italicized to bring attention to the fact that they belong to, and are located in,
a Maori cultural framework. However when quoting, Maori terms will be left as they occur in situ. The
meanings of Maori words can be found in the glossary (p147).



in Te Tiriti/Treaty of Waitangi”. The Crown contends that aquaculture is a contemporary
development and argues that the level of technology involved infers that Maori have no
legitimate customary interest. However, as found by the Waitangi Tribunal (2002, Wai
953) Maori were irrefutably practicing marine farming prior to colonial contact, and such
claims made by the Crown deny Maori rights to contemporary development
opportunities. The exclusion of Miori from this resource practice was cause for Ngati
Whitua and several other iwi® to lodge a claim with the Waitangi Tribunal, resulting in

the ‘Ahu Moana: Aquaculture and Marine Farming Report’ (2002, Wai 953).

Despite the Waitangi Tribunal’s finding that “...marine farming...forms part of the
bundle of Maori rights in the coastal marine area that represent a taonga protected by the
Treaty of Waitangi” (Wai 953, 2002%), and the Crown’s consequent formulation of the
Maiori Commercial Aquaculture Claims Settlement Act (2004), genuine action to assist

Maori in gaining access to marine farming has been virtually non-existent.

This lack of support coupled with historical and contemporary acts of colonisation, has
created a mentality of distrust and disillusionment towards government ‘rhetoric” which
addresses Maori resource rights and wider Maori development. This research is therefore
embedded in a philosophy of self-determined ‘flax-root’ development, ‘by Maori, for
Maor1’. Hence a ‘Maori centred approach’ is utilised in order to define empowering
strategies with Ngati Whatua for the achievement of their aquaculture development

aspirations.

This research will demonstrate how aquaculture is a resource practice which is culturally
compatible, has a wide range of community benefits, and provides self-determined

economic opportunities for Maori. It will also address the potential ecological effects of

* A finding from Ahu Moana (Wai 953, 2002) report on Marine Farming.

? Ngati Kahungunu, and during the intervening period Te Atiawa ki te Tau Thu, Ngai Tahu, Ngati Koata and
Ngati Kuia submitted claims which were all heard at the same time.

* Wai 953, 2002. Fore note by Judge Caren Wickliffe.



aquaculture in order to ensure that environmental imperatives (both from within the

Environmental Studies academic discipline, and from a Maori perspective) are upheld.

As is typical of any issue concerning Maori and natural resource development, this
research involves a diverse range of dimensions including equity, self-determination,
rights, environmental sustainability, commerce, development, lore, law and culture.
Analysing the interactions of these dimensions and how they impact on Maori

aquaculture development will form the basis of this research.

Therefore the aim of this Introductory Chapter is to set the scene and indicate the path for
the remaining presentation and interpretation of the research findings. This chapter will
present the research aims and objectives as well as provide justifications, define key

concepts central to this investigation, and give an overview of the following seven

chapters.

Research Design

This research is conducted within a Maori centred research paradigm. The following aim

and objectives were developed in collaboration with Te Runanga o Ngati Whatua®:
Aim

To identify and define ‘flax-root’ strategies with Ngati Whatua to achieve their

aspirations for aquaculture development in the Kaipara harbour.

This aim will be achieved through the following four objectives:

’ Te Runanga refers to the Maori organisational body which governs at an iwi level the affairs of Ngati
Whatua (and its hapu).



Objectives

1) To examine the nature of Ngati Whatua aquaculture development aspirations

2) To assess the feasibility of establishing aquaculture in the Kaipara harbour

3) To determine the barriers that are inhibiting Maori, and in particular Ngati

Whatua, from achieving their aquaculture and wider development aspirations

4) To identify strategic ‘flax-root’ options for the implementation of Ngati Whatua

aquaculture aspirations

Academic Context: Environmental Studies

While I am primarily operating within a Maori centred kaupapa (paradigm), it is also
important to situate my research within the wider academic discipline of Environmental
Studies. Environmental Studies is a ‘holistic’ field with an interdisciplinary focus, and is
premised upon the understanding that environmental issues necessitate an examination of
the way in which physical, biological and social systems interact®. There exists an
element of tension between western-based environmentalism and Maori environmental
worldviews which emerges in this research. While environmental ‘sustainability’ is a
cornerstone of the Maori worldview, the methods and tools used to achieve it can often
come in to conflict with mainstream western environmentalism. Maori (and other
Indigenous) environmental perspectives are given a significant degree of academic space
within the Environmental Studies discipline, and this research is an attempt to further

represent Maori perspectives at the post-graduate academic level.

® This description was located in Victoria University Environmental Studies Website.



Research Justification

The following assumptions which underlie this research briefly require justification: the
focus on aquaculture as a resource practice, Maori involvement in aquaculture, Maori

rights to development, and the locational choice of the Kaipara harbour.

Aquaculture

Aquaculture has been selected as the focus for the achievement of Maori development
aspirations for several reasons. The initial justification is the identification by Hally Toia’
(advisory officer of natural resources for Te Runanga o Ngati Whatua and ‘gatekeeper’
for my research) of aquaculture as a strategically important resource. Secondly,
aquaculture has the potential to enhance the food production capacity of the oceans,
especially given that it is generally accepted the wild fisheries industry has reached, if not
exceeded, its maximum harvest capacity (FAO for the UN report in Davenport et al.
2003). The fisheries industry is also widely criticised as unsustainable, responsible for the
overfishing of more than 75% of the world fish species (ibid). It is hence necessary to
develop more sustainable and productive methods of supply to meet the world’s seafood

demand.

Aquaculture as a resource use has come under scrutiny in terms of its potential
environmental effects. Aquaculture has been practiced for centuries, especially in Asiatic
countries, and has been generally regarded as a “benign activity” which, in comparison to
the capture® industry “seem([s] sustainable” (Davenport et al. 2003, p19). However,
intensification of competition in the industry gives rise to increasing ecological concerns.
Despite this, aquaculture is still an “...essential industry providing a crucial part of the

world’s food supply” and given the exhaustion of the wild fisheries, is the “...only real

7 See appendix 2 for table of Personal Communications. Hally Toia’s role in this research is discussed
further in Chapter 3.

¥ “Capture’ industry refers to aquatic resources that have been harvested from the wild. The ‘wild fisheries’
and ‘aquaculture’ are often discussed as being separate entities, however the FAO argue that a more holistic
perspective of the interrelationships is required (FAO, 2004).



hope for substantial expansion of aquatic food production” (ibid. pv)g. Potential
ecological impacts will be mitigated through species selection, utilisation of research, and

effective and precautionary management/kaitiakitanga.

Maori Participation in Aquaculture

In terms of justifying the focus on Maori as an exclusive group and their participation in
aquaculture, this research is premised upon the following: firstly, that Maori as rangata
whenua have a right to utilise their resources, and secondly that there exists a significant
research gap surrounding Maori interests in aquaculture. These components are further

justified below.

Despite the Crown’s declaration of ownership of the foreshore and seabed (re takutai
moana’’), this has not negated the relationship/mana of Maori relating to this resource.
However, such legislation has made access to te takutai moana difficult, and the Maori
Commercial Aquaculture Claims Settlement Act 2004, designed to compensate Maori for
their commercial exclusion, has thus far proved insufficient. Therefore the burden has
once again been placed on Maori to attempt to fight for access to their own natural

resources.

Furthermore, the Waitangi Tribunal has found that Maori have significant Treaty rights
relating to marine farming. The Tribunal has stated that ““...in Maori eyes, the Treaty
reference to taonga was never limited to fishing places but encompassed broader control
and mana over the sea” (Wai 8 1989, p69), hence marine farming is considered to be a

part of these treaty rights (Wai 953, 2002).

Secondly, it has been identified through literature scoping that there is a significant
research gap surrounding Maori interests and participation in aquaculture. Ngati Whatua

(as with most iwi) acknowledges that a lack of capacity limits their ability to engage in

? Ecological impacts of aquaculture are discussed further on page 21.
' Sir Hugh Kawharu suggested this is an appropriate Maori translation (Wai 1071).



their own research. Financial resources are poured into industry research, yet there is little
if any, research conducted into the issue of Maori participation in aquaculture. I hope to

improve this research gap through post-thesis publication.

Moaori Development

In terms of justifying the focus on ‘Maori development’ as an issue, at the most
fundamental level, social responsibility for achieving equality is an obvious validation.
Indigenous calls for self-determined development, *“...many of whom suffer current
disadvantage and unequal access to the benefits of development as a legacy of
colonization™ have been largely ignored (Gibbs 2005, p1365). Despite paternalistic
attempts to ‘close the gaps’, statistics still reveal that the Maori population is anything but
‘equal’ in terms of health, education, employment, and other socio-economic indicators
(Te Puni Kokiri'' 2000). The underlying processes of colonisation, and the resource
abrogation that it involves, has enabled New Zealand as a colonialist nation to flourish at

the expense of the Maori people.

However the principal medium for justifying Maori development is through the 7e
Tiriti/Treaty of Waitangi'>. The Treaty/Te Tiriti ensured the protection by the Crown of
all Miori ‘taonga’", and granted Maori equal citizenship and “all the rights and
privileges of British subjects’. It has been argued that the Maori signatories would have
believed their *...existence as a distinct people would be protected, and that they would
enjoy an equitable share in all the benefits and innovations of settlement” (Te Puni Kokiri
2001, p40). Henare (2000, p23) reiterates that although the principle of development is
“...not expressly stated in the Treaty there was a natural expectation that consequent of

the Treaty both Maori and Pakeha would grow and develop”. Furthermore, Article Two

' Established in 1992, Previously named the Ministry of Maori Development.

"> While the Treaty/Te Tiriti is central to justifying this research, it is beyond the scope of my thesis to
address the Treaty/Te Tiriti and the extensive debates which surround it in any depth. Within the realm of
this research, both the versions of the Treaty will be referred to in order to acknowledge the dual existence
of the contract, even though only the English version receives legal recognition.

" Taonga has been interpreted to include more intangible notions such as language and health, genealogical
knowledge and important customs (Te Puni Kokiri [TPK] 2001).
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of Te Tiriti guaranteed Maori would maintain full ‘rangatiratanga’ (sovereignty),
however this article was interpreted in English to enshrine only ‘chieftainship” (which is
of lesser political status). There has been much debate over the differing Maori and
English versions of the treaty, and while this thesis will not engage in this debate, it is
based on the premise that Maori entered into a Treaty which ensured Maori would

continue to hold rangatiratanga over their territories.

There exists a plethora of Waitangi Tribunal cases which address Maori rights to
development'® and the *“...degree to which modern technologies can be used by Maori to
give effect to their Article II rights” (TPK 2001, p68). Throughout these cases, the

Tribunal has found that;

“...the Treaty partnership survives societal change, and that Maori are entitled,
within certain limits, to develop traditional practices and exploit their resources by
acquiring and adapting new skills and technology in the same way as other
communities” (TPK 2001, p68).

The right to development, as addressed by the Waitangi Tribunal, has emerged on three
different levels: firstly the right to develop resources that Maori used in a traditional
manner in 1840, secondly the right to develop resources not known in 1840 in partnership
with the Crown, and on the third level, the right of Maori to develop as a people (Wai 776
1999 in Gibbs 2005). However, the courts have adopted a *“...more limited view of the
right and its application” (Gibbs 2005, p1369). In terms of their development rights
regarding the resource issue of aquaculture, iwi/Maori have claimed that their interests in
marine farming should not be *“...confined to recreation, subsistence, and leisure”, but

should also *“...include commercial enterprise” (Durie 2005, p103).

With regard to justifying Maori development issues within the international arena, in
1986 the General Assembly of the United Nations released its ‘Declaration on the Right

to Development’. This declaration covered issues such as equity with regard to basic

'* The principle of ‘development’ has been addressed in a variety of Waitangi Tribunal claims, including
Wai 26, Wai 953, Wai 776, Wai22 and, Wai 1071.

11



resources and the role of the state in assisting self-determined

development. With specific regard to Indigenous
development, the ‘Draft United Nations Declaration of the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples’ (1994)"° states that
“Indigenous peoples have the right of self-determination™
(Article 3). Durie adds that by “...virtue of that right they
freely determine their political status and freely pursue their

economic, social and cultural development™ (Durie 1998,

p12).

Figure 2. Location of Kaipara

Harbour. Source: Kerr 2001

Kaipara Harbour

When justifying the locational focus on the Kaipara harbour (see figure 2), time and
resource constraints restricted the scope to a manageable area. The Kaipara was selected
by Hally Toia (advisory officer of natural resources for TRONW'®) as a target location
due its customary significance, the high potential for aquaculture as established in

research, and the fact that there exists no iwi contestability'’.
Key Concepts
This section discusses and defines the main concepts used in this research: mana whenua

/mana moana, manaakitanga and kaitiakitanga, aquaculture and marine farming, Maori

development and a ‘flax-root’ approach.

" Formulated by the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights as a draft in 1994. The Human
Rights Council adopted the draft on the 29" of June 2006. However New Zealand, Australia, Canada and
the United States are refusing to sign.

'® Te Runanga o Ngati Whitua is abbreviated to TRONW.

'7 Whereas all other harbours in the roke have multiple iwi interests (Toia, Pers Comm).

12



Mana whenua/Mana moana

The two key concepts of mana whenua and mana moana underlie this thesis and are
pivotal in understanding the following Maori concepts. Mana whenua is a traditional
customary authority on which the rights to make decisions over land and resources were
based. The concept of mana moana refers particularly to marine environment and is
therefore more specific to the issue of aquaculture. The concept of mana whenua/mana
moana imbues the holders of the status with rights and powers, as well as important
responsibilities. The holders of mana whenua status are required to exercise that authority
so as to sustain, nurture, replenish and allow the growth of maximum potential within
their community. Mana whenua rights are recognised in law, by virtue of the Treaty of
Waitangi, and in accordance with the principles of the Treaty (s. 8 of the RM Act 1991)"
and accord Iwi a special status of different order to that of the general public or other

interests groups (TRONW 2003b'%).

Manaakitanga and Kaitiakitanga

Manaakitanga and kaitiakitanga are both principles which lie at the heart of the Ngati
Whatua approach to resource development (Tepania Kingi, Pers Comm™). These
concepts are interdependent, and in a sense reflective of one another. Manaakitanga is
both a practice and principle which concerns caring and providing for people, and
inversely kaitiakitanga relates to caring and providing for Papatianuku (earth). Since
humans cannot exist without natural resources, manaakitanga is embedded in
kaitiakitanga. Kawharu®' (1998, p30) examines the link between these two concepts and
states that “...Manaaki can thus be considered a dimension of kaitiakitanga where it

involves a reciprocal exchange between host and guest”.

' For example, Manawhenua status is explicitly acknowledged as a relevant consideration for resource
managers in s. 2 of the RM Act 1991, which defines tangata whenua as the group holding Manawhenua
over an area.

" This is a document produced as part of a submission by Te Runanga o Ngati Whatua (ARC008b 2003-
002) to the Auckland Regional Council regarding a plan change to include aquaculture.

** Tepania Kingi is the tikanga advisor for Te Runanga.

' Unless otherwise stated, Kawharu refers to Merata Kawharu, who conducted her PhD thesis on the
principle of kaitiakitanga, focusing on Ngati Whatua.
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Manaakitanga is often defined as hospitality, however there are many dimensions to this
concept which need to be acknowledged “...in order for cultural principles to have proper
legitimacy” (Kawharu 1998, p12). Potiki (2000, p55) adds that manaakitanga is *...also

about being bound to eternal reciprocal relationships with other iwi and hapu and the

5922

need to show and project or extend our mana™~".

The principle and practice of kaitiakitanga is similarly complex. While it does form the
basis of the Maori environmental ethic, it also incorporates a strong social dimension
involving the provision for, and management of, people (Kawharu 1998). Kaitiakitanga
is essentially “‘sustainable (resource) management” (ibid, p256) and is deeply embedded
in the Maori worldview which considers the past to be integral to the present; hence the
right to act as kaitiaki is embedded in the notions of whakapapa and upholding mana

whenua status.

As with manaakitanga, kaitiakitanga has also been interpreted one-dimensionally in
legislation and policy to mean ‘guardianship’ or ‘stewardship’**. While this is an
important element of kaitiakitanga, it fails to account for the wider parameters of the
‘rights’ and ‘responsibilities’ that it encapsulates (Kawharu 1998). The purpose of

kaitiakitanga is threefold;

“[Firstly]...to cement the hapu’s association with lands and resources and therefore
its status. Second, to be able to receive something in return (for instance, food
provided by Tane and Papatiianuku), and not least of all, to maintain an economic
and political resource base for future generations” (Kawharu 1998, p27).

* The principle of manaakitanga was demonstrated during my practicum at the Runanga offices. At a
meeting of Tai Tokerau iwi chair people, kaimoana played a critical role in the ceremonial importance of
the meeting, and in projecting the mana of Ngati Whatua. Great care and pride was taken in preparing the
seafood, and in providing for their esteemed guests.

 This one-dimensional understanding of kaitiakitanga in legislation occurs in the Resource Management
Act 1991 and the Fisheries Act 1996. Other legislation which refers to kaitiakitanga include the education
Act 1989 and the Conservation Act 1987.
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The Ngati Whatua understanding of kaitiakitanga reflects Kawharu’s research;

“Although sourced in spiritual values and cosmology, kaitiakitanga was expressed
as a practical institution for control and regulation of the effects of human action on
the environment and thus supports active participation by Ngati Whitua in
environmental management decisions...to ensure appropriate remedial action is
taken if required to redress ecological imbalances and problems associated with
human use and development activity” (TRoNWb 2003, p6)

Therefore the concepts of manaakitanga and kaitiakitanga reveal the intricate and
reciprocal relationships between humans and the environment which underlies the Ngati

Whatua environmental perspective.

Aquaculture and Marine Farming

The Resource Management Act (1991) defines aquaculture activities as .. .the breeding,
hatching, cultivating, rearing, or on-growing of fish, aquatic life, or seaweed for harvest”
which must be under the “...exclusive and continuous possession or control of the person
undertaking the activity” and involve the *...occupation of a coastal marine area”"”

(RMA 1991, partl, s2)%.

The terms ‘marine farming’ and ‘aquaculture’ are often used interchangeably, however
the former refers specifically to an aquaculture practice that occupies part of the coastal

: 26
marine arca .

* Coastal Marine Area (CMA) is defined in the RMA 1991 the area within 12 nautical miles of the coast.
Aquaculture as a broad term includes land-based aquaculture as well, however in the New Zealand context
land-based aquaculture is under Ministry of Fisheries (MFish) regulations, therefore this definition relates
only to aquaculture occurring in the CMA (which is under the jurisdiction of Regional councils).

** A similar definition is given in the United Nation Food and Agricultural Organisation (2001) report on
aquaculture; “Aquaculture is the farming of aquatic organisms including fish, molluscs, crustaceans and
aquatic plants. Farming implies some sort of intervention in the rearing process to enhance production, such
as regular stocking, feeding, protection from predators, etc. Farming also implies individual or corporate
ownership of the stock being cultivated” (FAO 1997 in FAO 2001, p3).

*% Both terms will be used as this research is referring to both marine farming (predominantly) and
aquaculture on a broader scale (i.e. including land based interests).
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There is no corresponding term or definition for Maori aquaculture or marine farming.
However the Ahu Moana Report (Wai 953) concluded (supported by evidence from its
other marine related reports) that Maori did utilise a form of aquaculture. Activities
included “...collecting and cultivating of mussel spat, the transplanting of shellfish
between sites, and the keeping of shellfish beds clear of competing marine life” (Hedley
Report in Wai 953 2002, p29).

Maori Development

As reflected in Maoridom itself, there is no homogeneous Maori development (MD)
agenda. However the literature does identify common characteristics deriving from the
commonalities in the cultural context and circumstances of most iwi/Maori. What
differentiates Maori development from hegemonic®’/western understandings of
development is in the worldview within which it is embedded. Maori development is
centred in unique and diverse cultural aspects including matauranga (knowledge), 7e Reo
(Maori language) and tikanga (customs), in historical circumstances (such as experiences
of colonisation) and is founded on the notions of self-determination/tino rangatiratanga.
Maori development is essentially a move away from *“...aping our colonisers™ towards

“...giv[ing] life to Maori world views in a contemporary context” (Mikaere 2000, p5).

Economics plays a key role in Maori development; however economic profit is usually
viewed as interconnected and necessary to create wider socio-cultural development
opportunities. Pere (1991) discusses the Maori economic (ohaoha) system where pre-
contact it was not monetary but was instead based on reciprocity. This historical
perspective is important to demonstrate how the economic sphere continues to be viewed

as interconnected and shaped by tikanga, social practices and principles.

77 Johnston et al. (2004) define the term hegemonic as *“...more than the ideology of a dominant elite”, but
also includes “...the capacity of a dominant group to exercise control...through the willing acquiescence of
citizens to accept subordinate status by their acceptance of cultural, social, and political practices and
institutions that are unequal and unjust” (p332). Hegemonic approaches to development are dominated by
the interests, values and beliefs of an elite who have inequitable control over the implementation and
direction of development agendas.

16



‘Flax-Roots’

The more specific approach to Maori development adopted in this research is defined as
‘flax-roots’. This is ultimately a derivative of ‘grass-roots’ however the semantic change
to ‘flax’ (harekeke) is used to embed the concept in the Maori context. While not directly
referred to in the Maori development literature, the term ‘self-determination’ closely
correlates. Huhana Mihinui (2002) discusses the importance of understanding resource
management at the “flax-root’ level, and uses the intricate processes of utilising and
sustaining harekeke (flax) as a metaphor demonstrating the intense relationship, traditions
and knowledge that exists in the Maori world around this natural resource. This article
reveals that it is at this ‘flax-root’ level that Maori resource management issues are more

appropriately understood and examined.

The main feature of a ‘flax-root” development approach is that it is grounded in a
‘bottom-up’ as opposed to a ‘top-down’ philosophy, and places the power within the
hands of the community. Henry (1999) believes a key factor in successful Maori
businesses has been their “...community-based nature, harking back to Maori cooperative
ventures of last century” (Henry 1999, pp10-11). Loomis, Morrison and Nicholas (1998,
pl1) also believe the ‘grass roots’ is where “...Maoridom has maintained effective mana
and autonomy” and hence is the strategic level for Maori development initiatives to be

targeted.

Overview of Chapters

The following synopses of the proceeding seven chapters is designed to illustrate the

wider path this research will take;
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Chapter 2 Background Issues

This chapter addresses the contextual issues and foundations of this research. These
issues include the current status and history of aquaculture, the characteristics of the
Kaipara harbour, contemporary and traditional Maori interests and participation in
aquaculture, Ngati Whatua history and their marine farming interests, the relevant
legislation that regulates aquaculture, the effects of colonisation, and a brief discussion

around Maori environmental worldviews.

Chapter 3 Research Paradigm and Methodology

Chapter 3 presents the theoretical paradigm and methodology that will direct the
approach and design of this research. My positionality as a researcher is addressed,
followed by an analysis into the Maori centred (MC) research paradigm. An approach
utilising Kaupapa Maori research principles, Ngati Whatuatanga and two ‘bi-cultural’
research models, is formulated. The methodology adopted is qualitative, which in turn
defines the methods used regarding data recruitment, collection, presentation and
analysis. The ‘Mana Wahine Conceptual Framework’ (Hutchings, 2002), used for the

analysis, is also discussed in depth.

Chapter 4 Literature Review

In order to embed this research within the wider academic context, Maori development
theory will be critically reviewed. Given this research operates within a Maori centred
research paradigm, this review will privilege the writings of Maori authors. The core
findings focus on the evolution and common characteristics of Maori development (MD),
the diversity of approaches and models for examining and achieving MD, as well as a
critique of government approaches and hegemonic understandings of development. The

relationship to Indigenous development theory will also be examined.
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Chapter 5 Organisation and Presentation of Findings

Chapter 5 organises and presents the data gathered through key informant interviews and
secondary literature analysis. Transcripts and secondary resources are coded using NVivo
software in order to establish core themes. A ‘tree root node’ coding system is used to
organise the nodes, which are then presented in a thematic narrative style supported by
quotes under each of the four objectives. Six case studies are interjected to reinforce the

thematic presentation.

Chapter 6 Analytical Discussion of Findings

Chapter 6 maintains the objective structure in order to analytically discuss the findings
presented in Chapter 5. Hutchings’ (2002) ‘Mana Wahine Conceptual Framework’ is
adapted to include nine ‘Critical Focus Areas’ (CFAs) which are utilised to examine the
relationships and interactions between the nodes as well as the key literature findings and
issues and concepts discussed in Chapters 1 and 2. Diagrams are also used to support the
analysis. A review of the benefits and limitations of the Conceptual Framework

concludes the chapter.

Chapter 7 Research Reflections

This chapter briefly reflects on the success, weaknesses and principal lessons that have

arisen from this research process, as well as offering suggestions for further research.
Chapter § Conclusions

The Conclusion Chapter briefly overviews the chapters, followed by a summary of the
key research findings. The concluding discussion provides a space for final insights and

commentary into the research process, and addresses the wider implications of the

research findings.
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Summary

In concluding this chapter, several key aspects of this research were introduced. The topic
was presented, followed by the research aims and objectives that were conjointly

developed with Ngati Whatua. The justifications for the approach taken ensued, followed
by a delineation of the key concepts which form the basis of this research. A summary of
each subsequent chapter was also given to indicate the wider research path. The following

chapter will present the background issues in order to contextualise the research.
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Chapter 2 Background Issues

“Participation in the aquaculture industry...is a means of regaining and maintaining
the traditional relationship of Ngati Whatua peoples with their ancestral lands and
waters, and as a means of assisting in the provision of a sound economic basis”
(TRoNWa 2003, p2).

This chapter discusses seven key areas which underlie this research: aquaculture as a
resource practice, the Kaipara harbour, Maori historical and contemporary involvement in
aquaculture, Ngati Whatua colonial history and aquaculture interests, relevant
aquaculture legislation, colonisation, and a brief exploration into Te Ao Marama (Maor1
environmental lore). Firstly, aquaculture as an industry including considerations around

feasibility and ecological issues will be examined.

Aquaculture

Aquaculture is an industry that has experienced sharp international growth of 11% in
output over the last 10 years (Jeffs 2003). New Zealand has also experienced similar
accelerated growth trends which are forecast to continue. New Zealand’s aquaculture
industry is currently dominated by three species (in order of dominance): Greenshell™
mussels, Pacific Oysters and King or Chinook salmon (ibid). Northland’s aquaculture
industry is currently dominated by Pacific oysters™, and has a relatively slow growth rate
of only 10% per year (Coates 2003). However, Northland has been highlighted as a
region well positioned for growth (Stephens 2003; Jeffs 2003). Despite this high level of
potential, establishing a feasible aquaculture venture requires an examination of a wide

. . 2
range of considerations™ .

? Pacific oyster industry accounts for about 95% of regional aquaculture earnings and is estimated to
generate around $20 million per annum (Stephens 2003, p34).

** Examining literature on feasibility is essential for addressing Objective 2; ‘To assess the feasibility of
establishing aquaculture in the Kaipara harbour’.
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Establishing Feasible Ventures and Minimising Ecological Effects

Such feasibility considerations necessarily include an examination of the ecological
environment, an awareness of the biology of the species, locational characteristics of the
selected site including other uses and values, as well as analysing the economic and

z . 3
infrastructural requirements>’.

There 1s considerable debate surrounding the ecological effects of aquaculture, and as this
thesis is being undertaken within the field of Environmental Studies, it is important to
address this issue through a brief review of the literature. Also, upholding the physical
and spiritual health of 7e tangaroa (ocean) is central to a Maori environmental worldview,
and 1s of paramount importance to Ngati Whatua. Below is a brief synopsis of these

effects’!.

Concerns around the ecological effects of aquaculture have become increasingly fervent
in the last two decades as a result of competition and more intensive forms of
aquaculture. However, practices of aquaculture vary in scale, species and locations,
therefore broad generalisations regarding negative ecological effects are erroneous. The
majority of the literature suggests that lower trophic level herbivorous species (such as
mussels and oysters) tend to have more benign ecological effects than that of higher
trophic level carnivorous species (fin-fish such as snapper and kingfish) (Davenport et al.

2003; Economist 2003).

Some of the common ecological issues include: the transmission of disease, pests and
genetically modified species, the misuse of antibiotics causing the spread of disease,

nutrification from particulate wastes resulting in eutrophication’?, and the killing and

3% The literature around establishing feasibility is addressed in the report ‘Assessing the Feasibility of
Establishing Aquaculture in the Kaipara Harbour’ (appendix 4).

31 The following discussion is sourced from; Booth 2000; Davenport et al. 2003; Economist, 2003; Neori et
al. 2004; Troell et al 2003; FAO , 2001, 2004; Pillay 1990, 1994, 2004; Costa-Pierce 2002.

32 This process involves the addition of organic wastes which reduces the oxygen content of the water as
bacteria consume the extra waste. When the oxygen demand caused by the input of organic matter exceeds
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injuring of birds and mammals. Aquaculture can also effect the natural balance of the
global ecosystem due to the reliance of carnivorous species on fishmeal which is
currently derived from the wild fisheries (Davenport et al. 2003). The reliance of much of
the aquaculture industry on wild-spat as opposed to hatchery reared juveniles means it 1s

not operating in a ‘closed-cycle’ and hence effects the food chain (ibid).

However, the majority of the aquaculture literature reveals there are ways to mitigate or
reduce these affects. These include species, locational and technological choices, smaller
scale operations and conducting an evaluation of the ‘assimilative capacity’ (the ability of
receiving environment to disperse wastes) of the site (Booth 2000). Other alternative
approaches include what Costa-Pierce (2002, p343) terms ‘ecological aquaculture’

which;

““...brings the technical aspects of ecological principles and ecosystems thinking to
aquaculture, and incorporates... principles of natural and social ecology, planning
for community development, and concerns for the wider social, economic, and
environmental contexts of aquaculture”
Another technique involves the use of polyculture systems which employ different
trophic level species *...for rearing ecologically compatible species without competing

for living space and food resources” (Pillay 2004, p56; Troell et al. 2003; Neori et al.
2004)%.

Costa-Pierce (2002, pp x-x1) concludes that aquaculture ... often cannot be practiced
without some environmental impact, but that impact can be reduced, hopefully to
insignificance, if the proper approaches are adopted”. This research acknowledges the
potential ecological impacts of aquaculture; however through comprehensive planning,

incorporation of research, monitoring and utilisation of kaitiakitanga and matauranga

the oxygen diffusion rate from overlying waters, water becomes anoxic (without oxygen) (Davenport et al
2003, p30).

¥ NIWA and the Hongoeka Development Trust are currently collaborating on New Zealand’s first low-
cost, land-based polyculture system. The system involves land-based aquaculture and moving away from
monoculture to “...environmentally sustainable polyculture”. The system involves water-recycling,
developing appropriate husbandry techniques, with the goal of creating an economically sustainable system
accessible to coastal Maori (NIWA website).
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(traditional Maori knowledge) such adverse ecological effects can be mitigated. The
following section will examine the Kaipara harbour as a location and the current status of

aquaculture in the region.

Kaipara Harbour

The Kaipara harbour is a drowned river valley system and New Zealand’s largest
enclosed waterway, with around 800km of coastline (Forrest, Gibbs, Gillespie and Hatton
2005, p3). It is also described as the largest harbour in the southern hemisphere (Jeffs
2003). The current practice of aquaculture in the Kaipara harbour is minimal, focussed
mostly in the northern half of the harbour and utilises mostly longlines and intertidal
shellfish farms. While aquaculture in the region is low, a recent NIWA report has
highlighted the Kaipara as having “excellent potential” for aquaculture development, with
a “...very good range of growing conditions, existing infrastructure and candidate
species, as well as an enthusiastic and innovative local aquaculture industry” (Jeffs 2003,
Executive Summary). However, the report highlights several serious impediments

affecting aquaculture in the region’”.

Maori Involvement in Aquaculture

Much matauranga (Maori knowledge) has been lost since post-contact times. However,
Native Land Court minutes, manuscripts ad more recently, Waitangi Tribunal research
and reports provide a significant evidential basis®>. Several Waitangi Tribunal reports
provide valuable insights into Maori involvement and relationships with their marine

environment and the resource use of aquaculture™®.

** The characteristics of the Kaipara harbour are discussed in-depth in the report ‘Assessing the Feasibility
of Establishing Aquaculture in the Kaipara Harbour’ (appendix 4).

* Harmsworth (2002) states that Waitangi Tribunal claims have been both a central catalyst for recording
cultural knowledge, and a positive way for developing research capability (Harmsworth 2002).

% Such reports include the Muriwhenua Claim, Wai 22 (1998) and the Ahu Moana, Wai 953 (2002).
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The Waitangi Tribunal (Wai 953, p60) has found that the .. .claimants did traditionally
engage in the practice of aquaculture” albeit in a more ““...rudimentary and less detailed”
nature. The Wai 22 (1988) report was also useful in that it demonstrated the extent of the
knowledge that Maori possessed around the marine environment. It also outlines the
commercial importance of the ocean, as Maori tribes placed *“...paramount dependence
upon the products of an aquatic economy” (Wai 22, p191). Culturally, kaimoana played
(and continues to play) a crucial role with regard to manaakitanga, and customary
occasions such as rangi (funerals) and hui (meetings). Social networks were also
dependent upon the extensive trading relationships that were formulated around

kaimoana (Wai 953, 2002).

There 1s no consolidated source of current statistics of Maori involvement in aquaculture.
Kirsty Woods of Te Ohu Kaimoana®’ suggests some in the industry would quote figures
of about 40% of Maori shareholding, but that there are a few different components to this
participation (Woods, Email Communication 2006). The most dominant Maori players in
aquaculture are the corporations partly owned by Maori by way of the 1992 Fisheries
Settlement (for example Sealord 1s 50% owned by Maori through Aotearoa Fisheries
Ltd). There are also independent/iwi-Maori ventures such as those owned by the Wakatu
Incorporation (various iwi in the top of the South Island), joint ventures between
Whakatohea and Tasman Mussels in the Bay of Plenty and Ngati Kahungunu and
Tasman Mussels in the Hawkes Bay’®. While several sources indicate a positive and
strong representation by iwi/Maori™, the reality, as demonstrated by Ngati Whatua, 1s
that the current environment is not assisting contemporary Maori involvement in

aquaculture.

FKirsty Woods’ role at TOKM: Manager, Policy and Fisheries Development.

* Discussed later in case study 3.

*% According to the 2001 Statistics NZ census data, rates of employment in the aquaculture industry are
relatively high with 162 Maon employed in aquaculture, (17.4% of total) and 1,041 in seafood processing
(23.4% of total) (NZIER 2002, p23). However, there are no available statistics surrounding the actual
ownership of ventures by iwi/Maorl.
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Te Ohu Kaimoana (TOKM*) and Te Puni Kokiri (TPK“) have both addressed Maori
interests in aquaculture to some degree. TOKM established an aquaculture grant scheme
in 1993 (no longer operational), which Ngati Whatua unsuccessfully applied for in 1994.
TPK has primarily addressed Maori interests in aquaculture through reports**. However
neither of these government initiatives has significantly assisted Maori involvement in
aquaculture (Hally Toia, Pers Comm). Ngati Whatua is one such iwi which is
disillusioned by the lack of government support. The following section will address Ngati

Whatua history and aquaculture interests.

Ngati Whatua

Ngati Whatua colonial history is one of immense loss. Three principal chiefs of Ngati
Whatua signed 7e Tiriti in March 1840. The chiefs, seeking enhanced protection and
mana, invited Governor Hobson to move the capital of New Zealand to Auckland, and
share their land. They ‘gifted’* with goodwill to the Crown, 3000 acres for the
development of Auckland city “....on the proviso that land no longer needed or used for
its intended purposes would be returned” (Kawharu 1998, p74). By 1850, Ngati Whatua
had lost most of their Tamaki isthmus estate (through private sales and confiscations)
which covers much of present day Auckland (Blair 2002). More colonial confiscations
meant that Ngati Whatua o Orakei** were forced to exist without a marae for forty years,
and hundreds of families were evicted from their remaining ancestral papakainga at

Okahu Bay in 1951 (Ngati Whatua o Orakei website).

0 Te Ohu Kaimoana is a statutory organisation, whose role is to allocate to mandated iwi organisations
fisheries assets held in trust through the 1989 and 1992 Maori Commercial Fisheries Settlement.

“! Te Puni Kokiri (Ministry of Maori Development) is a government department solely focused on Maori,
and is the principal advisor on Government-Maori relationships (www.tpk.govi.nz)

“>In 1996 TPK produced ‘A guide to Aquaculture Development for Maori’ which addressed the viability of
aquaculture for Maori, planning and development, export and processing facilities, advantages of joint
ventures and a list of networks for assistance (] Walker, 1997). More recently (July 2007), TPK has issued
a series of six aquaculture ‘fact sheets’ for assisting Maori in the area of aquaculture. The fact sheets
address the following: ‘The Aquaculture Industry’, ‘Roles and Responsibilities in Aquaculture’, ‘Business
Services for Aquaculture’, ‘Aquaculture Science Providers’, ‘The Aquaculture Settlement’ and ‘Planning
for Aquaculture’ (TPK 2007).

“* The ARC website states they were given 341 pounds in exchange (ARC website).

“ Orakei is a hapu of the central Tamaki/Auckland region.
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The Ngati Whatua hapu and whanau of the Kaipara region also suffered immense loss.
The crown chose to negotiate separately with Te Uri o Hau in the Northern Kaipara. The
key grievances relate to land loss through confiscation and dubious private sales. In 1842
the Chiefs of Te Uri o Hau and Ngapuhi ceded without payment to the Crown between
2,200 and 3000 hectares as punishment for a retribution crime. Crown purchases between
1854 and 1865 saw 110,000 hectares alienated from Te Uri o Hau, around 60% of their
total land holdings. This land alienation and the erosion of the resource base devastated

Te Uri o Hau communities.

The Kaipara Report (Wai 674) addressed the other claims in the Kaipara. The major
claim lodged by Ngati Whatua in the Southern Kaipara was termed ‘Ngati Whatua o
Kaipara ki te Tonga’ (Wai 312) which was lodged on behalf of the whanau and hapu of
the several marae in southern Kaipara. The two key issues related to the failure of the
Crown actively to protect the land base and its failure to fulfil promises of economic
development and provision of services. Most Ngati Whatua land in the southern Kaipara
had been alienated by the early twentieth century through both Crown purchases and
through the Native Land Court’s facilitation of private purchases. The claimants state that
none of the marae in southern Kaipara has a sufficient land base to support today’s local

communities.

The Ngati Whatua rohe (refer to figure 1, p4) is extensively coastal (including the
Manukau, Kaipara and Whangarei harbour, and the Hauraki gulf). The rohe extends from
New Zealand’s most urbanised area (Auckland) to more rural areas such as the Kaipara
region and Dargaville. Hence the level of interaction with their natural environment is
heavily influenced by the degree of urbanisation. For example, Ngati Whatua o Orake1
due to the processes of urbanisation and land loss, has *...not fully exercised customary
resource management-kaitiakitanga over their ancestral taonga since at least the 1860s™

(Blair 2002, p62)*.

** Ngarimu Blair is the current Heritage and Resource Manager for Ngati Whatua o Orakei.

27



The body responsible for the organisation and overarching legal responsibilities for Ngati
Whatua is Te Runanga o Ngati Whatua. This Maori Trust Board was created by an Act of
parliament in December 1988 and “...carries out resource management and economic
development tasks for Ngati Whatua’s thirty four marae™ and its 21 hapu (Kawharu 1998,
p233). Under this Act, TRONW’s aim is “...bringing the assets of the whole tribe under a
unified administration, thereby reaffirming tribal identity, while still preserving local
autonomy” (Te Runanga o Ngati Whiatua Act, 1988, s6). Several Ngati Whatua hapu*
have reached Treaty settlement, and the Runanga is currently in the process of organising

its independent claim (Toia, Pers Comm).

Ngati Whatua Marine Farming Interests in the Kaipara Harbour

Ngati Whatua has strong historical and contemporary interests and interactions with their
marine environment, and irrefutably practised a form of aquaculture (Wai 953, 2002).
This historic relationship was also addressed by Kearney (1999, cited in Jeffs 2003, p15)
who examined customary marine farming in the Rodney district and argued
that*...[t]raditional enhancement and careful tending of shellfish...was undoubtedly
carried out by iwi”. However, the relationship and utilisation of the marine environment
by Maori is undermined by restrictive and unjust legislation which will now be

addressed.

Legislation Affecting Maori Participation in Aquaculture

The following section addresses the most relevant legislation which determines the level

of involvement available to iwi/Maori in the practice of aquaculture. The Foreshore and

Seabed Act, 2004 will be initially addressed, followed by a review of the aquaculture

“ For instance Te Uri o Hau (hapu of the Kaipara region) reached settlement in 2002. Orakei has lodged a
claim which was ten years in the making. However, despite the agreement in principle that was reached in
2006, the sole tangata whenua status of Ngati Whatua o Orakei was contested, and the claim has been
stopped in its tracks by a counter claim (Wai 1362) lodged by rival hapu (Hawke, NZ Herald, 29.05.07).
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reforms, and a brief examination of the Maori Commercial Aquaculture Claims

Settlement Act, 2004.

Foreshore and Seabed Act, 2004

“Barely a year ago, Tane, Tangaroa and Tawhirimatea [atua] engaged in one of
their frequent duals... When their energies were spent, over twenty metres of our
tribal land had exchanged places and become part of the foreshore and seabed”
(Greensill 2005, p216)

The above quote demonstrates the Maori perspective on the arbitrary delineation of the
‘foreshore and seabed’ (ze takutai moana). In the Maori worldview, all land is
Papatianuku .. .whether above the ocean or beneath it” (Sean Ellison in Greensill 2005,
p215), hence rangatiratanga and mana whenua extends to these realms of the marine
environment. However, the recognition of this rangatiratanga by the New Zealand courts
(and the subsequent legal consequences of this finding) was cause for the Crown to

embark on a path of neo-colonial abrogation of Maori resource rights.

This issue was thrown into the political arena as a result of a controversial Court of
Appeal decision (June 2003) regarding claims to the foreshore and seabed by several
Marlborough Sounds iwi*’. In this case, the court ...departed from the previous
understanding that the Crown owned the foreshore and seabed under the common law”
effectively meaning ... Maori common law rights in the foreshore and seabed still exist”
(Wai 1071, 2004 pxi). An Act of parliament was required to remove these rights, which

was something the Crown hastily proceeded to do* (Durie 2005).

" Ngati Apa and others v Attorney-General [2003] 3 NZLR 643 — Marlborough Region. Inns (2005, p220)
discusses the reasons for taking the issue to the courts; “Marlborough iwi had a 100 per cent failure record
in opposing application for marine farming on customary grounds, and likewise had a 100 per cent failure
record in pursuing their own resource consent applications”.

“8 Within a matter of hours the first version of the foreshore and seabed policy was released. A Bill was
introduced into parliament in April 2004 to legislate for Crown ownership. The Bill was passed, but only
by a close majority (61 for, 59 against), and became law on the 18 November 2004 (Durie 2005).
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Adding to the unjust haste was the public uproar around beach ownership and access.

Mutu (2005, p211) in her highly critical review of the issue states that;

“It did not take long for the sinister, anti-Maori underbelly of the Pakeha population
to display itself, as reports of a poll* indicated that most were happy to support the
legislation”

However, the Waitangi Tribunal noted that this public sentiment was fuelled by one-sided
and poor media representation (Wai 1071). Inns (2005, p222) agrees with this role of the
media and politicians, and believes the public were in a sense coerced in to this position
due to a ““...deliberate exploitation of the public confusion between the foreshore and
seabed”. A massive public display of opposition to the Bill occurred shortly after with a
protest march involving between 15,000 and 25,000°° people, which formed the

“...single largest ever public demonstration” in New Zealand (Inns 2005, p222).

The findings of the Waitangi Tribunal’s ‘Foreshore and Seabed’ report (Wai 1071, 2004)
were highly critical of the Crown’s policy, and found it significantly breached the Treaty
of Waitangi®'. Briefly reviewing the Waitangi Tribunal’s findings, it found the policy
was biased and discriminated against Maori including the removal of property rights and
the ability for redress and compensation (ibid). The extent of the discrimination and the
disappointing Crown response to the report caused a complaint to be filed by iwi to
several UN bodies, including the CERD (Convention on the Elimination of all forms of
Racial Discrimination). The CERD issued a damning report on the New Zealand

government’s actions, who responded by marginalising its ﬁndings5 ? (Inns 2005).
P v g g

4 Poll featured in the NZ Herald, 18 Aug 2003.

3% Mutu (2005) states that the numbers were more at the top end, and that the government tried to down
play the incident by quoting only 15,000 participants.

>! The Tribunal found there to be a breach of Article 2, and states the “...the Crown is not driven to act, and
so it lacks the necessary moral and legal grounds for overriding the guarantees made to Maori in article 2 of
the Treaty” (Wai 1071, p 129). Article 3 was also found to be breached in that the “...Crown is failing to
treat Maori and non- Maori citizens equally” (ibid). Moreover “...Maori are entitled under article 3 not just
to equal treatment but also to the protection of the rule of law” and the Crown has effectively removed this
by preventing their ability to go through the court system (Wai 1071, p129).

** The Maori party has since submitted the ‘Foreshore and Seabed Act (Repeal) Bill’ (July 2007).
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The relationship between the Foreshore and Seabed Act and Iwi/Maori marine
aquaculture interests is clear. The fact that the origin of the F&S Act lies in a landmark
case presented by disgruntled Marlborough Sounds iwi who had “100 per cent failure
record” (Ngati Apa and others v Attorney-General [2003] 3 NZLR 643) in pursuing their
own aquaculture agendas demonstrates the relationship between ownership and access.
Aquaculture is a resource use that involves the utilisation of the CMA (Coastal Marine
Area), namely the foreshore and the seabed. Whomever owns and controls the foreshore
and seabed effectively controls all activities (and revenue gained from the activities)
within this natural environment. In a legal system which is based strongly on property
rights, the F&S Act denies Maori the status of ‘owners’ (holders of mana moana),

thereby severely undermining their legal standing and their right to judicial recourse.

In conclusion, the government’s actions surrounding the legislation of the foreshore and
seabed equate to “legislative theft” (Greensill 2005, p216), and have been criticised by
the Government’s own Treaty authority as being unconstitutional and a breach of the
Treaty of Waitangi. Reviewing this legislation in-depth is important to illustrate the
extent of the discrimination facing Maori, as well as the hypocrisy which exists in the
government rhetoric of assisting Maori development and adhering to the Treaty of

Waitangi. The next section will address the effects of the wider aquaculture reforms.
Aquaculture Reforms
The law relating to aquaculture has recently been reformed to include the following;
= The Maori Commercial Aquaculture Claims Settlement Act 2004
» Resource Management Amendment Act (no 2) 2004
= Aquaculture Reform (Repeals and Transitional Provisions) Act 2004

» Fisheries Amendment Act (no 3) 2004
= Foreshore and Seabed Act, 2004
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The reforms are complex, and while an in-depth analysis of the legislation is outside the
parameters of this research, this section will briefly address the effects of the changes for
Maori. Prior to the reforms, aquaculture was controlled at the central government level
(Ministry of Fisheries). However, issues around time and cost efficiency saw aquaculture
head down a similar path of devolution, and is now governed by the Resource
Management Act (RMA) 1991 under the jurisdiction of Regional councils™. The major
effect of the reforms for aquaculture management is that the RMA now requires all
marine farming in the coastal marine area to take place in an Aquaculture Management
Area (AMA) established by Regional authorities and designated in the Regional Coastal
Plan (MFish website). A part of the reforms was the inclusion of the Maori Commercial

Aquaculture Claims Settlement Act (2004) which will now be addressed.

Maori Commercial Aquaculture Claims Settlement Act, (MCACSA) 2004

The MCACSA specifically relates to the settlement of Maori commercial interests in
aquaculture, and therefore requires further discussion. On the surface, this Act is
promising in that it has the potential to deliver aquaculture space to iwi/Maori. However
as the following discussion will reveal, serious deficiencies in the legislation further

undermine the legislative abilities of Maori to participate in aquaculture.

In 2004 the government created an aquaculture settlement act which included the
provision of a 20 percent stake in the marine farming industry for Maori worth
approximately $50 million>* (Durie 2005). The MCACSA provides a ‘full and final’
settlement of Maori claims to commercial aquaculture on or after 21 September 1992,
and places the onus on Regional councils to allocate 20% of aquaculture space to Maori

when establishing an Aquaculture Management Area (AMA). The space is then held by

3 MFish maintains the responsibility of testing for Undue Adverse Effects (UAE) on commercial fishing
before an AMA can be established.

** The passing of the MCACSA 2004, so coincidentally soon after the Foreshore and Seabed Act (although
argued by the Labour government to be an unsettled hangover from the 1992 Maori Fisheries Act),
suggests a rationale of ‘compensation’. Hally Toia (Pers Comm) also highlighted this as coincidental
timing.
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TOKM as the trustee to allocate to iwi*> once the processes have been completed (Arthur,

McHugh and Owen 2005).

While this would seem to be a positive step for Maori, a recent NZLAW seminar has
described the MCACSA as “...fraught with difficulties” (Arthur et al. 2005, p83). The

seminar concludes that;

“...1wi may be building up to an expectation that they will receive 20% of
...aquaculture space. However, that is not necessarily going to occur. For example,
if a council does not have any new space established, it will not have to allocate the
20% to iw1” (Arthur et al. 2005, p86)

Therefore the MCACSA has thus far provided no aquaculture space, and given that
councils are moving slowly in terms of establishing AMAs, it is unlikely to prove
beneficial to Maori in the near future. The next issue that will be examined is the process

and effects of colonisation.

Colonisation

“Colonisation is not satisfied merely with holding a people in its grip and emptying
the native’s brain of all form and content. By a kind of perverted logic it turns to the
past of the people and distorts, disfigures and destroys it” (Fanon 1962, p2°°)

Colonisation has played a key role in creating the current position of disparity and
inequality facing the Maori population, and therefore permeates this research. While it is
beyond the scope of this research to conduct an extensive review of colonisation theory, it
is still important to gain an understanding of its historical and contemporary effects for

Indigenous peoples, and in particular for M3ori.

** TOKM can decide to take cash settlement, therefore not producing any ‘real’ space for Maori (Arthur et
al. 2005). It has also been described as employing a lengthy, complex and heavily burdensome process
involving many different *hoops’ to jump through (ibid).

*% Quote cited in ‘Annex Two’ of Ministry of Social Development Community and Government Working
Party Report (2001).
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Colonisation can be defined as a *“...conquest by one foreign culture, which imposes its
own political, legal, economic ideology and systems on another, actively suppressing
those of the Indigenous people” (Fanon 1962, p2). Colonisation is not a passive process,
the settlers who infiltrate the newly ‘acquired’ territories are sent with a purpose, to
““...establish control over the resources and territories colonized and to dispossess the

Indigenous peoples who were already there” (ibid).

With particular regard to Maori, Ward (1974 in Annex 2 of MSD 2001, p2) states that;

“...the colonisation of New Zealand...was substantially an imperial subjugation of a
native people, for the benefit of the conquering race in which the notions of white
supremacy and racial prejudice...were very much in evidence”

However, Maori resisted decimation and assimilation policies, and after two and a half
centuries of “colonial influence”, Maori are taking control of their own development

agendas embedded in Maori culture and worldviews.

Te Ao Marama: Maori Worldview

“The concept of a Maori worldview...is based on the assumption that there is a
distinct Maori ontology and epistemology grounded in Maori language, values and
cultural practices” (Jahnke 2001, p9)

While I previously reiterated the dangers of homogenising ‘Maoridom’, as Jahnke
illustrates in the above statement, a general Maori ‘worldview’ can be substantiated, and
is valuable to acknowledge for this research. For development to truly be ‘Maori’, it must
be embedded in cultural principles and values. The following discussion addresses these

key ideas and principles which shape Maori environmental paradigms.

The view of interconnectedness between all things, living and non-living, shapes the way
Maori view and act in the natural world. Mikaere (2000, p4) highlights the importance of

balance through the principle of whanaungatanga (kinship ties);
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“The Maori worldview acknowledged the natural order of the universe, the
interrelationship of whanaungatanga of all living things to one another and to the
environment, and the overreaching principle of balance”

The principle of mauri, or ‘life force’ is also used to explain this interconnection,
whereby all aspects of the Maori world are seen as sharing the same spiritual essence due
to everything’s mutual descent from ranginui and PapatiiGnuku. This creates a kind of
interdependence between all things (Paterson 1992, 1999). Humans possess mauri-ora,
which is a “higher order” of mauri, and also includes added responsibilities towards other
living things (Natural Resources Unit 1991, p2). Tapu is another important concept,
whereby the spiritual origin of all living things means the natural world shares common
whakapapa to humans, and 1s therefore sacred and restricted. For something to become

available for human use, or noa, the correct rituals must be enacted to remove the tapu.

The concept of mana, which can be thought of as a kind of authority imbued by the gods,
is another important facet of the Maori worldview. Humans do not have innate mana over
the natural world (as can be understood in the Judeo-Christian environmental ethic), and

instead such authority must be gained or earned (Paterson 1992, 1999).

Tikanga defines and shapes the way Maori interact with each other, and the surrounding
world. Pere (1991, p34) defines tikanga as “Maori custom” and determines what 1s
““...right for a particular occasion”. The importance of this institution is reiterated by

Marsden (1992, p1); “...everything is about tikanga, and tikanga is about everything™.

All these 1deological principles affect the way Maori see their existence in the world.
Orbell (1985, p215) states this worldview means that Maori do not “...see their existence
as something separate and opposed to the world around them”. This idea of
interconnection is also encapsulated in the term ‘tangata whenua’, which refers to the
status held by a tribal unit based on continuous occupation of an area over a number of

generations (Natural Resource Unit 1991). Tangata whenua are said to “...belong to the
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land, instead of the land belonging to them” (ibid, p3). As a result of this tangata whenua

status, humans are imbued with responsibilities and obligations to Papatiianuku.
Toitu te ao turoa: Maori Sustainability

Maori environmental perspectives and understandings of sustainability often conflict with
western environmental regimes (Mikaere 2000). For example, Maori have traditionally
taken the ‘undersized’ of some fish species, contending it is sensible to maintain the
larger breeding stock (Wai22 1988; Toia, Pers Comm)’. This reveals the culturally
situated nature of the concept of ‘sustainability’, and the difficulties of forcing one

culture to operate within another’s parameters.

Within the Maori worldview there are no strict divides between conservation and
exploitation, rather the aim is to achieve a balance through careful management and
intricate knowledge of the natural world. As Huhana Bubbles Mihinui aptly states
“...[c]onservation is a very important part of resource management, but exploitation is
also” and that Maori resource management consists of a kind of balancing act between

“...resource use, development, protection [and]...conservation” (Mihinui 2002, pp21-33).

57 Interviews have further revealed how environmental management is heavily underwritten with western
values, and matauranga and Maori values are marginalised and debased as ‘unscientific’. Tepania Kingi
discussed a situation regarding a Kaumatua’s (Maori elder) anecdotal evidence using the concept of
taniwha(eels) and local ecological knowledge to oppose the over fishing of the Hokianga harbour. However
this evidence was rejected on the basis of being ‘unscientific’ (‘un-western’). The Hokianga remains in a
situation of ecological dire straits. This raises the question, whose way of knowing is legitimised?
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Summary

This chapter examined seven key background issues which underpin this research. This
included the current status of aquaculture nationally and locally, as well as feasibility
and ecological issues, the status of aquaculture in the Kaipara harbour, historical and
contemporary Maori involvement in aquaculture as well as Ngati Whatua history and
aquaculture interests. This was followed by a review of the legislation which affects
Maori participation in aquaculture and the process of colonisation. The chapter
concluded with a brief discussion around the key principles which underlie Maori
environmental perspectives and approaches to ‘sustainable’ management. The next

chapter presents in detail the methodology I have used in this research.
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Chapter 3 Research Paradigm and Methodology

“...research is not an innocent or distant academic exercise but an activity that has
something at stake and that occurs in a set of political and social conditions™ (Smith
1999, p5)

The culturally situated nature of this research has influenced my decision to adopt a
Maori centred approach. The historical and potential damage of research into Maori lives
necessitates the engagement with a transparent and reflexive approach. This chapter will
identify and justify the Maori centred research paradigm and the strategies employed to
decolonise the research, followed by an examination of the qualitative methodological
approach and the methods of recruitment, data retrieval, organisation, presentation and
analysis. This chapter will proceed with a declaration of my positionality and legitimacy

as a researcher.

Positionality and Legitimacy

Y3

Objectivity’ and ‘scientific neutrality’ remains a smokescreen- often to hide the
researcher’s location from themselves as much as from others™ (Tolich and
Davidson 1999, p65)

This quote reflects the approach that I will be adopting in this research; personalising a
pursuit which has so long been advocated as value-free. Bishop (1996, p216) reiterates
that research should be treated as a “lived experience” involving an awareness that we are
“...somatically involved in the research process- physically, ethically, morally and
spiritually”. The concept of declaring the researcher’s ‘position’ is fundamental when
operating within both a Maori centred paradigm and a qualitative methodology. The
philosophy behind such a declaration is the rejection of the positivist science presumption
that research is a neutral, objective activity. Also, by acknowledging one’s worldview, it

empowers the researcher to maintain a valuable critical reflexivity.

38



Firstly, this research is part of a wider personal journey. 1 believe this contributes to,
rather than detracts from, the value of this research. My primary rationale for selecting
this research topic is to contribute to the resource management issues of my iwi, Ngati
Whitua. However, on a more personally motivated level, this research presents an

opportunity to discover more about my Maori identity and whakapapasg.

I am a multi-cultural researcher, with Maorn, Tahitian, Pakeha (French, British, Scottish,
Australian, Portuguese) and Indian ancestry. This has important influences on my identity
as [ have historical roots within both colonising and colonised peoples. I believe this
characteristic brings valuable cultural experiences that will contribute to the research.
Stokes (1985, p11) reiterates that bicultural researchers are able to “...weigh up
sometimes complex cross-cultural situations and perceive very clearly his or her own

role, obligations, liabilities and responsibilities”.

As a researcher with Maori whakapapa, as well as colonial ancestry who is an invited
citizen (through Te Tiriti/Treaty of Waitangi), I believe I have a responsibility to
contribute to the achievement of social justice, and the decolonisation of Aotearoa/New

Zealand.

I have been transparent about my ambitions, my identity and my worldviews. While 1
lack skills in Te Reo and tikanga, I have surrounded myself with mentors/tiaki who can
guide me 1n these areas. | believe [ have valuable academic training, a desire to contribute
to positive change, coupled with the support and investment of many people, and can

therefore legitimately conduct this research.

* Refer to Preface, pii
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Research Paradigm

This research is grounded within a Maori centred (MC) research paradigm. However,
many of the principles of the Kaupapa Maori (KM) approach will also be incorporated.
The fluid boundaries of such Maori research paradigms have enabled me to determine my
own methodological parameters (demonstrated in figure 3, p41). The following section
will discuss the characteristics adopted from KM theory, bi-cultural models and Ngati

Whatuatanga (values) that constitute my research paradigm.

Kaupapa Maori Approach: Key Characteristics

A Kaupapa Maori approach is “organic” in nature, which means there are “...many ways
in which Kaupapa Maori (KM) theory can and is articulated” (Pithama 2001, p102).
Stokes (1985) maintains the purpose of KM research should be;

“...to identify and make available knowledge of the Maori world, Maori
perspectives and perceptions, Maori cultural values and attitudes in areas which
are seen as significant in Maori terms” (Stokes 1985, p6)

This research is epistemologically embedded within all aspects of Maori culture: Te Reo,
tikanga, matauranga, and all other ‘cultural specificities’, including Maori people’s lives,
their history, and their realities. An understanding and critical awareness of the process of
colonisation”’ is also central, which encapsulates a need to ‘decolonise’ our research
methodologies and acknowledge that research is “...inextricably linked to European
imperialism and colonialism™ (Smith 1999, p1; reiterated in Smith 2000 and Howitt and

Stevens 2005).

Acknowledging and reinforcing the legitimacy of matauranga (Maori knowledge) is also
central to a KM research approach (Pihama 2001). This will be ensured through the

privileging of Maori voices and academic sources® in my research, as to continue to

% Colonisation was discussed earlier on page 31.
% However, reports and other sources of ‘western’ based knowledge will be used to support Maori sources
of information.
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privilege western paradigms and ways of knowing would be to perpetuate colonisation

through the presentation of western bias (Smith 1999)°".

KM research places the onus on beneficial outcomes for Maori and challenges the notion
of research for individualistic gain (Bishop 1996). It is also transformative and strategic
in nature, and results must be premised on the notion of bringing about positive change

(Jahnke and Taiapa 1999).

These characteristics of a KM approach will form the foundation of my research
paradigm. However given that I lack the necessary skills in 7e Reo and tikanga, this
research will not operate wholly within a KM research paradigm, and instead a Maori

centred approach (MC) based on bi-cultural research will be utilised.

Maori Centred Approach

A Maori centred approach (MC) can be defined as the broader paradigm of which KM
forms a more radical and marginal (Smith 1999) branch. Jahnke (2001, p16) states a MC

approach to research;

““...assumes that Maori people, their language and their culture are at the centre of
the research process. Such an approach is necessary for the production of
knowledge and the development of theories that best describe and explain the nature
and condition of the lives of Maori people”

Adopting principles sourced in tikanga and Maori worldviews is a critical element of a
MC approach. The following section discusses the principles [ have selected from the

methodological literature and how I will adhere to them.

I have adopted four KM principles to guide my research (Arohia Durie 1992 in Jahnke
and Taiapa 1999); Mana, Mauri, Mahitahi and Maramatanga. The principle of ‘Mana’

®! It is also important to understand the restricted nature of matauranga which is often treated as rapu
(Stokes 1985).
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should be used in research to ensure that the mana (prestige, authority) of a group is
enhanced. This principle will be ensured primarily through the respectful manner in
which I will conduct myself, based on ‘he kanohi kitea’ (face-to-face contact), and

through the adoption of an ‘empowering outcomes’ approach.

The principle of ‘Mauri’ should be used to ensure that intellectual knowledge is respected
and protected (A Durie 1992 in Jahnke and Taiapa 1999). This will mean that knowledge
[ am granted access to will be treated with respect and confidentiality, and that the
ownership of such knowledge will remain with the participants. ‘Mahitahi’ refers to the
co-operation that should exist between the researcher and the researched. The idea of
reciprocity is of key importance to this research which is based on collaboration.
‘Maramatanga’ is about providing a “...positive contribution to expressed needs and
aspirations of Maori” (ibid, p46). This research is predicated on this principle of strategic
positive outcomes for Ngati Whatua, and is adopting an ‘empowering outcomes’

approach.

[t is also important to acknowledge the principles that guide Ngati Whatua as an iwi. The
following Ngati Whatuatanga® will also inform this research: Manaakitanga,
Kotahitanga, Tumanako, Whakapono, Aroha (Toia 2002). The principle of
‘Manaakitanga’ was discussed in depth in Chapter 1. ‘Kotahitanga’ concerns the
promotion of unity within the iwi and its communities. ‘Tumanako’ reiterates the
importance of sharing a common vision towards fruition. ‘Whakapono’ involves the
spiritual element of seeking guidance from our creator/atua, and ‘Aroha’ is the principle

of love, in caring and respecting each other and all creation (Toia 2002).

Graham Smith (1992 cited in L.T Smith 1999) provides useful models which can be used
by bi-cultural researchers to assist in Maori centred research. I will adopt two of these;
the ‘fiaki’ and the ‘empowering outcomes’ models. To assist in the areas of tikanga and

cultural knowledge I have adopted the ‘ziaki’ or ‘mentoring model’, which maintains that

% The following data is located in ‘Te Papawhenua o Ngati Whatua: Ngati Whatua Iwi Environmental
Management Strategy’ (Toia 2002).
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authoritative Maori people should guide and sponsor the research. This mentoring will be
undertaken by two sources: Hally Toia (advisory officer of natural resources for Te
Runanga o Ngati Whatua) and my university supervisor Jessica Hutchings (Ngai Tahu).
The second is the ‘empowering outcomes’ model which will be adopted to ensure my

research has strategic and positive outcomes for Ngati Whatua.

In fitting with a MC approach, a ‘flax-roots’ (as defined on p16) philosophy is also
adopted. This places the control, empowerment and ownership of the research with the
Maori community. Such an approach will ensure that the development will be rooted in

their circumstances and realities.

Figure 3 conceptualises the overall research paradigm and 1ts incorporation of Kaupapa

Maori principles and Ngati Whatua values, under the guidance of tiaki/mentors.

43



Miaorl Cen !;]ui;nii Whﬁt"gta""a

i v N
ADDOGI)

Maori lives and “Advance the aims, Manaakitanga
realities goals and processes
of positive
Mana, Mauri, Maori Development”
Mahitahi, (Durie, 1997)
Maramatanga Tumanako

Kotahitanga

Empowering

Approach Whakapono

Decolonising Aroha
Methodologies

Matauranga Tikanga

Figure 3. Pictorial Description of Research Approach.
* Quote: Durie 1997 in Jahnke and Taiapa 1999, p46

Research Decolonisation Strategies

Decolonising the research process is a critical component of Maori centred research
(Smith 1999). The methods I will incorporate to ensure my research does not continue to
perpetuate colonisation will now be discussed. First and foremost, the fundamental

philosophy of this research is to ‘do no harm’ to the research participants. This will be




ensured by undergoing the university ethics approval process® which includes
considering a code of conduct, ensuring a transparent research approach, and by returning

interview scripts back to participants for approval.

Another decolonisation strategy 1s to provide an academic space which privileges Maori
understandings and worldviews. I will also maintain a critical reflexivity and awareness
towards my role as a researcher and the power that is inherent in research. One area
where the researcher has power is in the voices that are privileged. In this research I will
be seeking the opinions of those involved, interested, or with knowledge surrounding,
aquaculture. Hence this will most likely tend to privilege those who are able bodied,
entrepreneurial, above the age of 25 and deemed to have authority/mana. 1 acknowledge

that there will be many marginalised spaces in this research.

Maintaining critical reflexivity is another decolonisation strategy. Reflexivity is *“...the
self conscious analytical scrutiny of the self as the researcher” (England 1994, p82 in
Valentine 1997, p113). The primary methods of maintaining reflexivity is through a
research journal which will document my reflections on the research journey, as well as
through consistent korero with my supervisor. This reflexivity will assist in the critical

review of my research in Chapter 7.

The utilisation of a collaborative approach whereby those involved in the research will
not be treated as ‘participants’, but as co-producers of the research is another
decolonisation method. Dissemination will also be a key feature as research findings will
be shared throughout the research process, and at its finality whereby a practicable report

will be presented back through Aui and presentations.

The methodological approach adopted must fit within this wider Maori centred paradigm.

A qualitative methodology is compatible and provides extensive literature surrounding

% Human Ethics Committee approved interviews to be conducted from the 6 August 2006 20 April 2007.
Approval: No 74/2006. See appendix 1 for copy of Ethics Consent Form, Information sheet and Code of
conduct.

45



appropriate methods to conduct research. The methodology and methods will now be

addressed.

Methodology and Methods

Qualitative Methodology

Methodological selection is critical in that it signifies a *“...certain order of philosophical
commitment” (Tolich and Davidson 1999, p8). Qualitative research is ‘philosophically
committed’ to retrieving ‘quality’ data that is rich in pluralism and complexity. It is often
defined through its dichotomous relationship with quantitative methodology: inductive
rather than deductive, intensive rather than extensive data, and gathers ‘illustrative’ and
‘meaningful’ data as opposed to statistically ‘representative’ data (Mostyn 1985 in
Winchester 2005).

There are many defining epistemological characteristics that make this methodological
approach harmonious with the Maori centred paradigm. Qualitative methodology locates
people, often those who are marginalised in society, at the centre of research. The
principles of subjectivity and positionality (Flick 2002) are another shared commonality,
as well as supporting ‘action-orientated’ research (Tolich and Davidson 1999). Both
approaches also share the recognition and search for diversity in human experiences and

reject the notion of homogeneous voices and ‘universal truths’ (ibid).

The methodological approach adopted dictates the methods employed. Given that [ am

concerned with ‘quality’ insights, the following methods will be used.
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Methods

The primary data collection method is face-to-face key informant interviews, supported
by secondary reports and literature. The following section will address the methods of
recruitment, data characteristics, collection, organisation, presentation and analysis

techniques.
Recruitment

The recruitment methods include two ‘purposeful’64 sampling techniques: ‘snowballing’
and the use of a ‘gatekeeper’. A ‘gatekeeper’ is someone who can *...facilitate an
outsider’s entry into a ‘restricted’ location” by vouching for the researcher, and by
association granting the researcher a degree of credibility (Tolich and Davidson 1999,
p94). This ‘gatekeeper’ role is fulfilled by Hally Toia (Ngati Whatua). ‘Snowballing’
complements this technique, whereby recruitment “...gains momentum or ‘snowballs’ as
the researcher builds up layers of contacts” and creates a research network (Valentine
1997, p116). Tolich and Davidson (1999, p86) indicate that snowballing can lead to a
“chaotic interview protocol” and that the use of gatekeepers has the potential danger of
“capture” by dominant individuals. However for my research these are the most culturally

appropriate and efficient recruitment methods.

Data Characteristics

Eight interviews were conducted with key informants, most of whom are of Ngati
Whatua descent, although some represented wider interest groups® including central
government (Te Ohu Kaimoana, Te Puni Kokiri), industry experts (Biomarine and John
Hannah), and the community/environmental sector (Kaipara Forest and Bird). While this

research will privilege the knowledge and understandings of Ngati Whatua, gaining the

% The philosophy behind the sampling choices in qualitative research is that of “purposeful sampling’
(meaningful) as opposed to ‘representational’ (statistically significant) sampling (Patton 1970 in Bradshaw
and Stratford 2005).

% See appendix 2 for list of participants.
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perspectives of other stakeholders will assist in identifying contextual barriers and issues.
An information sheet® will be sent out to strategic members of the Te Uri o Hau®’

community and Te Runanga, as selected by Hally Toia (gatekeeper).

Textual analysis of secondary data will be used to supplement and complement the
interviews. The texts that will be analysed comprise Waitangi Tribunal reports, Ministry
documents concerning Maori development, central and local government policy,
legislation, Ngati Whatua strategic documents, research reports, and Maori and

Indigenous development literature.

Data Collection

The interviews will be semi-structured with open-ended questions predicated on kanohi-
ki-te-kanohi (face to face) communication®. A semi-structured interview has a degree of
predetermined structure to ensure certain themes are addressed, however it also
incorporates a degree of flexibility (Dunn 2005). The main strength of face-to-face

interviewing is that;

*“...it is sensitive and people-orientated, allowing interviewees to construct their
own accounts of their experiences by describing and explaining their lives in their
own words” (Valentine 1997, p111)

In order to refine the research questions, a pilot interview (tested on Hally Toia) will be
conducted. Interviews will be tape recorded (and transcribed) and supported by note
taking. Tape recording has limitations in that its presence can led to informants being less
forthcoming due to its ‘on record’ nature (Valentine 1997). Participants may also have
cultural objections (due to concerns of intellectual property and misuse), and will
therefore be able to opt-out of being taped®®. Once transcribed, interviews will be

returned for confirmation prior to data analysis.

% Included in appendix 1.

57 Ngati Whatua hapu of the Kaipara

% See appendix 3 for interview schedules.

% In this situation, comprehensive note-taking will occur in-lieu of tape recording.
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Data Organisation

The next step in the process is to organise the data for its presentation. The technique that
will be used is that of ‘theoretical latent coding’. This involves the breaking down of data
into thematic categories (Flick

2002; Dunn 2005). The codes will

KEY Figure 4. Tree Node System
be developed in-vivo (inductive), @ oo
as opposed to trying to fit the data @ oo

into preconceived themes. A ‘tree @ soonen voce
node’ system (see figure 4) will be
used in order to cluster nodes

around broader themes, and to

demonstrate relationships between

nodes. The coding will be performed through Computer Assisted Qualitative Data
Analysis Software (CAQDAS)70. The main benefit of coding is that it *“...enables data to
be organised in such a way that patterns, commonalities, relationships, correspondences,

and even disjunctures are identified and brought out for scrutiny” (Cope 2005, p226).

Data Presentation

Once the data has been coded, it will be presented back thematically around each of the
four research objectives. Tolich and Davidson (1999) advocate thematic presentation as a
useful technique as it incorporates an authorial and narrative flow. The nodes will be used
as a guiding structure for the narrative, and will be indicated through font emphasis.
Quotes will be interjected throughout the presentation chapter to give examples of the
nodes. Case studies will also be utilised in appropriate locations to give deeper insights

into the data gathered.

7% The software is called NVivo. There is debate as to the effects such software has on the integrity of the
analysis. However, the fact that it acts much like a word processor, with no automated input into the
analysis, means these fears are mostly misguided (Flick 2002; Peace and Hoven 2005).
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Data Analysis: Conceptual Frameworks

The analysis of the research findings will be conducted primarily through one Conceptual
Framework. The Maori centred paradigm which guides this research dictates that the
Conceptual Framework must also be grounded in Maori knowledge and understandings.
This research draws strongly on Maori development literature, and therefore a Maori
development conceptual model would be the most appropriate for analysing this research.
However, the history of colonisation and marginalisation of “...Indigenous attempts to
articulate their own theories” (Loomis 1999 in Bishop and Tiakiwai 2002, p31) has
resulted in a significant gap in Maori development theory and therefore the frameworks

available for my research.

A few models exist that would be viable Conceptual Frameworks (discussed in depth in
the literature review, p66) such as Durie’s (2002) ‘Tri-axial Framework’, Loomis and
Mahima’s (2003) ‘Holistic Resource Inventory Framework’, and the Raukawa
‘Partnership- Two Cultures Development Model” (Te Wananga-o-Raukawa Research
Centre 1998). While each model embodies a range of advantages, none provides a
holistic, fluid and thematic approach to the issue of Maori development that is required in

this research.

The most useful and appropriate framework is provided by Hutchings’ (2002) ‘Mana
Wahine Conceptual Framework’”' (see figure 5). This framework integrates a range of
issues, is fluid in its applicability, and useful in that it highlights relationships between

seven ‘Critical Focus Areas’: tikanga, Papatianuku, kaitiaki, Te Tiriti o Waitangi,



Figure 5. ‘Mana Wahine Conceptual Framework’ Source: Hutchings 2002, p189

Harekeke (flax) is used metaphorically in this framework to illustrate the “*...diversity,

multiplicity, and interconnected/woven nature” of Maori worldviews and understandings
(Hutchings 2002, p145). The framework demonstrates the centrality of Papatianuku and
whakapapa, which thus means non-Maori (those without whakapapa) are not included in
this framework. The roots represent the *...foundation, continual life essence and energy

of the conceptual framework™ (ibid).

While this framework is focussed on the realities of Maori women, it is still sufficiently
relevant in that it is embedded in Maori worldviews/kaupapa. 1t is also a reflexive
framework, which is open to adaptation for differing research fields. It is Hutchings’
intention that others ““...make it relevant and specific to their field” so that they can

“...engage with this framework™ (Hutchings 2002, p152). Hence, after the literature
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review and data collection phases are complete, the framework will be adapted to

enhance its relevance to the issue of Maori development.

However, for the analysis of Objective 4 (identifying strategic options for the
implementation of Ngati Whatua aquaculture aspirations), a framework which is able to
adopt a strategic focus is required. Therefore a SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses,
Opportunities, Threats) framework will be utilised. A SWOT analysis is a “...technique
commonly used to assist in identifying the strategic direction for an organization”, and is
useful in predicting future problems, and how its” internal capabilities will affect its

reaction to external changes (Paliwal 2006, p500).

Internal ‘Strengths’ and “Weaknesses’ are based on the assets, be they physical, human,
financial or cultural, as well as past experiences that are accessible to, or absent from the
organisation (Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit website). The external ‘Opportunities’ and
‘Threats’ are related to forces that are outside of the organisation’s control, for example
future trends, the economy, access to funding, demographics, the physical environment,
legislation, and local national and international events (ibid). A SWOT analysis is usually

undertaken through a four dimensional matrix;

Strengths Weaknesses

Opportunities Threats

However, further dimensions can be added to create depth to the analysis (David 1993

from Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit website);
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Strengths Weaknesses
Opportunities Opportunity-Strength Opportunity-
Strategies Weakness Strategies
Use strengths to take Overcome weakness
advantage of by taking advantage
opportunities. of opportunities
Threats Threat-Strength Threat-Weakness
Strategies Strategies
Use strengths to avoid | Minimize weaknesses
threats and avoid threats

Therefore both versions of the SWOT analysis will be utilised for the analysis of

objective 4.

Summary

This chapter was initiated with a declaration of my positionality and validity as a multi-
cultural researcher. The fluidity of Maori centred paradigms has enabled me to define my
own specific research approach which incorporates Kaupapa Maori principles, Ngati
Whatuatanga, as well as two ‘bicultural models’ (‘fiaki’ and ‘empowering outcomes’
approaches). Strategies to ensure decolonised research were then discussed, followed by an
exploration into the qualitative methodological approach and its compatibility with the MC
research paradigm. The methods of recruitment (‘snowballing’ and ‘gatekeeper’ models),
data collection (interviews and textual sources), data organisation (thematic coding) and
data presentation (thematic narrative, quotes and case studies) were defined, followed by an
in-depth examination of Hutchings’ (2002) ‘Mana Wahine Conceptual Framework’ and the
SWOT framework used for the analysis of the research findings. The next chapter will
review the literature regarding Maori development, and briefly the wider Indigenous

development literature.
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Chapter 4 Literature Review

“Around the world today...Indigenous peoples are engaged in a massive effort to
regain control of their futures, restore their communities, assert the right to govern
themselves, and rebuild their capacities to exercise that right effectively” (Cornell
2000 in SMPD™ conference 2000, p20)

This research operates within a Maori centred paradigm and is focussed on a
development issue, therefore Maori development theory and related Maori centred
literature will form the basis of this review. The key characteristics of a Maori approach
to development will be examined, as well as government policy, inhibiting barriers, and a
review of the diversity of frameworks through which Maori development issues can be
analysed. Indigenous development literature will be briefly reviewed to embed Maori
development in the international context. This chapter will proceed with a critical

examination of the concept of ‘development’.

Development as a Concept

Development is a multifaceted concept most often associated with notions of progress,
growth and expansion. The term ‘development’ usually occurs in-conjunction with a
prefix (such as economic, sustainable, community, resource, Indigenous or Maori) which
dictates the specific approach or philosophy. Lewis (2007, p1) highlights the diverse and
evolutionary nature of the concept of ‘development’, which .. .brings with it a set of

confusing, shifting terminologies and has been prone to rapidly changing fashions”.

In its mainstream understanding, development is most often interpreted within an

economic context measured through growth in material wealth. It is consequently heavily

72 Abbreviation for School of Maori and Pacific Development. Waikato University ‘Nation Building’
Conference proceedings.
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underwritten by western values and rationalisations (Loomis 2000). Therefore
hegemonic73 understandings of development ““...reflects the perceptions of those
belonging to rich sections of the industrial world”, and marginalises the values of other
cultures (Young 1995, p4). Those who are marginalised by such understandings of
development have lobbied at both academic and ‘grass-root’ levels to incorporate more
holistic and cultural considerations (Williams 2004; Ver Beek 2000). The UN
Declaration on the Right to Development (1986, Annex) demonstrates the change
towards more holistic development perspectives, and the need to recognise the
“...comprehensive economic, social, cultural and political process” involved, and the

right to self-determination.

The ‘Community Development’ discourse (with the focus on the developing world) also

provides more inclusive understandings of development;

“Development is about women and men becoming empowered to bring about
positive changes in their lives; about personal growth together with public action;
about both the process and the outcome of challenging poverty, oppression, and
discrimination; and about the realisation of human potential through social and
economic justice. Above all, 1t is about the process of transforming lives, and
transforming societies” (Eade and Williams 1995, in Jenkins 2005, p4)

These more holistic perspectives of development share similarities with the literature

around Maor1 approaches and worldviews, which will now be reviewed.

Maori Development

A disproportionate section of the Maori population of Aotearoa/New Zealand occupies a
socially, culturally and economically marginalised space. The historical causes for this
position are too complex and extensive to address here’*, however critically

acknowledging the role of colonisation in creating this inequitable situation is a central

33 See definition of the term ‘hegemonic’ on page 16.
" The process of colonisation is addressed in more depth in Chapter 2, page 33.
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tenet of Maori development (MD) theory (Loomis et al. 1998; Sullivan and Margaritis
2000; Taiepa 1999).

The term “socio-economic disparity” has been used in academic and governmental
discourse to describe this disadvantaged position (Chapple 2000, p2). Despite the
government’s paternalistic attempts at ‘closing the gaps’ between Maori and Pakeha,
significant inequities persist with regard to almost every socio-economic indicator””. One

of the key reasons for this is that Maori are;

“...locked into a vicious circle of underdevelopment: low educational achievement,
lower-skilled jobs, high unemployment rates, low income, deprived status, low self-
esteem, poor health and high crime rates” (van Meijl 1998, pp395-6).

However, Maori both at the macro and micro level have challenged this situation and

taken up their own development initiatives (Sullivan and Margaritis 2000).

As is reflected in the diverse Maori population, there is no homogeneous definition of
‘Maori development’ (fukua te rangatiratanga'®). While the concept of ‘development’ in
the Maori psyche is not a new phenomenon (Durie 2002), the emergence of a wider
‘Maori development’ agenda is primarily due to the ‘cultural renaissance’ of the 1970s,

where a shift from “cultural survival” to “cultural security” occurred (Henare 2000, p30).

The Hui Taumata series has provided a medium for introducing a unified central MD
agenda. Bishop and Tiakiwai (2002, p32) reiterate the importance of these Hui as they
“...have grounded and shaped Maori development theory”. The first Hui Whakapumau
(1984) was well attended, and focused on the role of economic development in reducing
disparities for Maori, while also introducing the concepts of tino rangatiratanga,
development, economic self-reliance and cultural advancement (Durie 1998). However,

some felt the conference was “...captured by interests from proponents of the New

7> For example the life expectancy of a Maori male is 67 years compared with non-Miori (75), and

workforce participation rates are around 15% lower for Maori than non-Maori (Loomis and Mahima 2003,
400).

® Durie (2002, p1) suggests this is an accurate translation.

56



Right” and that the government was merely trying to get rid of the “...ongoing financial

obligations to Maori” (Durie 1998, p11 in Bishop and Tiakiwai 2002, p33).

The Hui Taumata (1994) a decade later was designed to reflect on the improvements
made since 1984. A key theme was that ““...advances should not be at the exclusion of
Maiori identity” (Chief Justice Durie, in Bishop and Tiakiwai 2002, p35). The major
advance made in this ‘decade of Maori Development’ (Kia Pumau Tonu, 1995) was
giving “...Maori a greater profile and increased opportunities for participating in
commercial and social development initiatives” (Bishop and Tiakiwai 2002, p35). The
most recent Hui Taumata was held in 2005 at Te Papa with a continued focus on

‘economic development’ (Jenkins 2005).

Miori economic development has been primarily achieved through the Treaty settlement
process (Durie 1995; Loomis and Mahima 2003; TPK 2002). The Tribunal (established in
1975, with retrospective powers granted in 1985) has power to create non-binding reports
and recommendations to the Crown regarding Treaty grievances. There is some debate
within the literature around the efficacy of the settlement process. Mikaere (2000, p18) is
critical and believes settlements “...have been characterised by the trading of a profound
relationship with land and resources for cash”, and that most settlements are little more
than “symbolic”. The adoption of the ‘western corporatist’ model by iwi through the
settlement process has resulted in the emergence of an ‘Indigenous elite” which
perpetuates power divisions (Barcham 1998; Mikaere 2000). Other issues relate to the
competition and division settlements can create between iwi (Durie 2002), as well as the
equity and democracy of allocations’” (Bishop and Tiakiwai 2002; Moon 1999).
However Loomis and Mahima (2003, p401) maintain the process is critical in
“...facilitating Maori economic growth by extending the Maori asset base” (supported by

Bishop and Tiakiwai 2002).

"7 This is a particular issue with regard to the *Sealord deal’ (1992). Moon (1999, p87) states that it
«...lack[ed]...a truly valid Maori mandate”. This comment relates to the lack of consultation and inclusion
of all iwi, and the view that it unfairly advantaged Ngai Tahu. Urgent High Court action was also taken by
at least twelve Maori groups in October 1992 who challenged its validity, and felt it would .. .severely
prejudice legitimate claims under the Treaty of Waitangi” (ibid, p95).
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When examining the current economic circumstances facing Maori, several literature
sources refer to the concept of the “Maori economy’ (TPK 2002; NZIER 2003; Durie

2005). The ‘Maori economy’ contributes around 1.4% to the wider New Zealand

Figure 6. Maori Economic Production by Sector.

Source: FRST 2004, p12

Other
0% Agriculture
36%
Forestry
2%
Health and Fisheries
Education 16%

16%

economy, and is often painted as “small” but “robust™ (NZIER 2003, p9). Figure 6
demonstrates that over half of Maori activity is in the primary sector, with a significant
proportion in fisheries. The other half is comprised of secondary sectors such as health
and education, and 30% in the sector labelled ‘other’ includes property investments,

recreation and media services (FRST 2004).

There is debate within the literature around the dominant (particularly in government
initiated reports) focus on economic development. Harmsworth, Warmenhoven and
Pohatu (2004, p13) states that the ‘Maori economy’ is a ““...space where cultural and
economic aspirations combine” and that “...greater economic development within the
Maori collective will also strengthen cultural identity, wellbeing, and tino rangatiratanga™
(reiterated in Memon and Cullen 1996). Henare (2000, p22) acknowledges the
interdependence between cultural and economic spheres and asserts there “...is no way

that we can separate economic development from the important perception of people
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development”. However, several academics accurately illustrate that the areas where
Maori have made the greatest strides (such as Kohanga Reo ™) are where culture and
identity forms the cornerstone of the development (John Rangihau” in Henare 2000;

Kawharu 2001).

While economic development is undeniably beneficial, ultimately MD goals move
beyond money maximisation (Professor Whatarangi Winiata in SMPD, 2000). Durie
(2002, p4) reiterates the importance of people over economics; “...[u]ltimately, Maori
development is about Maori people and if there is economic growth but no improvement
in wellbeing, then the exercise is of questionable value”. Mikaere (2000, p22) illustrates

her concerns with this economic focus;

“While there are many who argue that economic stability is the key to all else, I fear
that economic success is fast becoming an end in itself, rather than the means to an
end of Maori self-determination”

The following section will address the common characteristics presented in the literature
that define a Maori development approach: the notion of balance and ‘holistic’ aims, the
central role of culture and identity, tikanga, upholding environmental integrity and

achieving tino rangatiratanga/self-determination.

Firstly, adopting an inclusive, balanced and holistic approach is central to MD theory
(Harmsworth 2002, 2004, 2005; Taiepa 1999; Mulligan, TPK and FOMA*® 2005).
Harmsworth (2005, p19-20) states the “...challenge for Maori is how to balance [their]
aspirations”. Such aspirations relate to culture, values, social institutions, language,
knowledge, economic development and the well-being of the people and the environment

(Harmsworth 2005; Loomis and Mahima 2003; Taiepa 1999).

¥ Kohanga Reo is a total immersion Maori language family programme for young children from birth to
age Six.

7 Tuhoe elder and scholar

% Federation of Maori Authorities
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Maintaining a sense of ‘Maoriness’ is another central component of a MD approach
(Harmsworth 2002; NZIER 2003; Kawharu 2001; Durie 2002; Mikaere 2000; Bishop and
Tiakiwai 2002). Durie (2003, p96) maintains a fundamental starting point is that
“...Maori want to retain the distinct identity that comes from a unique heritage, common
journeys, a familiar environment, and a set of shared aspirations”. It is therefore
important to place the development agenda within Maori paradigms and understandings;
“...[1]t is apparent that by slotting ourselves in to a Western model of ‘development’ we

are forgetting to look to our own cultural roots for answers” (Mikaere 2000, p22).

Maori identity and cultural values are deeply embedded in Maori worldviews (discussed
previously on page 32). Figure 7 below demonstrates how Rangimarie Pere (1997 in
Loomis 2000) conceptualises the interconnected and holistic elements central to the

Maori worldview.

Turanga-
wacwac

Tinana ‘Whanaunga
(Body) -tanga
(Kinship)

Whinan
manawa

 Feelings)

Hinengaro Wairua
(Mind, hearty €] (Spirit)

Figure 7. Maori perspective on holistic well-being (adapted from Pere,
1997). Source: Loomis 2000, p898

Development of natural resources is often aligned with environmental degradation,
therefore it is important to take cognisance of the position of the environment within a

MD approach. Pere’s (1997, in Loomis 2000) holistic understanding demonstrated in
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figure 7, depicts the whenua (earth) as a critical component of the self (ko au). Durie
(1998, p5) states that ““...[c]lean air, fresh water, access to traditional lands, forests,
rivers, the sea, are all on the Maori agenda for tomorrow”. However, as was discussed in
the ‘Te Ao Marama’ section (p32), resource utilisation is an integrated element of

‘sustainable’ resource management (Durie 1998; Mihinui 2002).

Maori groups are keen to utilise their resources to protect their mana whenua, their
customary authority in an area, and thus secure their identity and achieve their
social/cultural and economic well being aspirations. The protection of mana whenua is
closely mtertwined with calls for tino rangatiratanga/self determination. Durie discusses

the variances in scale and political dimension of tino rangatiratanga agendas;

“For many Maori, tino rangatiratanga or mana motuhake is about working together,
collectively, to assert more control over their lives, and achieve a better future. For
many Maori in a highly complex world it is simply about developing self-esteem,
identity, confidence and hope” (Durie 1998 in Harmsworth et al. 2004, p3)

Potiki (2000, p52) states that regaining power is important as “...we [Maori] have been
seduced into the fray upon someone else’s battlefield”. Harmsworth et al. (2004, p2)
concur that external powers continue to define the Maori development agenda and that
“...very few Maori in New Zealand have participated in discussions on sustainable

development”.

With regard to the role of the government in achieving Maori development, calls for tino
rangatiratanga/self-determination would seem to oppose state intrusion. This view is

supported by Loomis and Mahima (2003, p401) who reveal that;

“International and local research suggests that the most effective way to overcome
disparities and foster Indigenous development is for the government to get out of
the business of running Indigenous affairs”

However a TPK report suggests the state does have a role “...in providing the
environment conducive to the formation of self-governing organisations to address

development problems” as well as “...allowing political, social and economic space for
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self-recognition to occur” (NZIER 2003, pp49). However, despite such promising

rhetoric, genuine signs of actions which support self-determination are limited.

Therefore despite the importance of self-determination/tzino rangatiratanga in MD
theory, there is still a dependency on, and a responsibility of the government to provide
the conditions necessary to assist self-determined MD (Durie 2002).The United Nations
supports this obligation in its’ ‘Declaration on the Right to Development’, which asserts
that it is the responsibility of the state to ““...creat[e]...conditions favourable to the
development of peoples and individuals” (United Nations 1986, Annex One). However,
as will be demonstrated in the proceeding discussion, government policy regarding MD is

falling short of its responsibilities.

Government Approach

At the international level, most colonial governments have approached Indigenous
development through similarly paternalistic and assimilative methods. Cornell (2006,

pl0) states that;

“Central governments have tended to respond to Indigenous peoples...with
egalitarian and assimilative policies that attempt to address Indigenous disadvantage
and facilitate integration into encompassing societies. Thus there is a significant
mismatch between the ambitions of Indigenous peoples and the responses of states”

This is reflective of the approach adopted by the New Zealand government, where the
major policy direction of recent decades has been focused on improving the conditions of
‘socio-economic disparity’ facing Maori through a ‘closing the gaps’ approachgl with a
focus on “distributive justice” (Humpage 2002 in Cornell 2006, p12). While the
government has paid some “...lip-service to the idea of self-determination”, in general
the approach has actually been to enhance “state intervention” (Loomis 2000, p11 in
Cornell 2006, p10; reiterated by Jenkins 2005).

¥ While officially the government has replaced “closing the gaps” policy with “social equity”, they are
essentially the same (Kawharu 2001, p2).
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There are many other critics of the ‘closing the gaps’ approach (Loomis 2000; Jenkins
2005; Kawharu 2001; Potiki 2000). The criticisms focus around the incompatibility with
self-determination, the Eurocentric nature of the ‘gaps’, and whether it is appropriate or
useful to establish Pakeha goals for Maori. Such an approach has also been criticised for
perpetuating power inequities, and acts as ““...proof of their right to rule and proof of
Maori as subordinate” (Jenkins 2005, p5). Potiki (2000, p52) 1s also highly critical of this
approach, and states “Closing the gaps represents a pathetic horizon for Maori. Is our

vision really to be the same as everybody else?”

With regard to the government’s broader approach to development, the Department of
Prime Minister and Cabinet produced a report ‘Sustainable Development for New
Zealand: Programme of Action’ in 2003. In reference to Maori, the report states it will
ensure “...working in partnership with appropriate Maori authorities to empower Maori
in development decisions that affect them” (p10), and that the ““...government’s
commitments to M3ori require it actively to safeguard matters that are important to the

wellbeing of Maori culture” (p14).

Barriers and Issues

The literature also extensively addresses the barriers and issues affecting MD. While
similar barriers feature in both the academic and government literature, the difference les
in the critical analysis of colonisation and the underlying structural forces responsible for

the barriers (absent in government reports).

Geographical marginalisation of Maori in rural areas is one such barrier highlighted in
government reports as a locational “choice” that may trap Maori into a path of low
growth and development (Tai Tokerau Management Consultants® 2001). The structure

of iw1 organisations is another issue. The government literature focuses on the efficiency

%2 A report produced for TPK, henceforth abbreviated as TTMC.
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of Maori organisations, and the conflicts between culture and commercialisation (NZIER
2003). However, the Maori centred literature highlights the fact that Maori organisations
are essentially ‘colonial constructs’ (Dodd 2000; Ballara 1998 and Barcham 2000 in
Cornell 2006; Barcham 1998). Maori responded to European pressure for greater degrees
of collective leadership by conglomerating into increasingly larger social groupings
creating “...the iwi-isation of Maori society”™ (Barcham 2000, p141 in Cornell 2006,
p23). The result of this has been the “...privileg[ing] iwi...over hapu” (Ballara 1998 in
Cornell 2006, p23), and the marginalisation of women (Dodd 2000). The adoption of
corporate models by some iwi has also been critiqued by Linda Smith (1999, p97 in Dodd
2000, p7) who states that “Some tribes have vigorously pursued a corporate ethos. Is this

imperialism? Post colonialism? Tribal development? Progress?”’

Several authors (Harmsworth 2005; Bishop and Tiakiwai 2002; Sullivan and Margaritis
2000; Durie 2003; Loomis and Mahima 2003) cite the multiple roles of Maori
organisations, internal politics and the need to incorporate cultural values and imperatives

as potential barriers for MD. Maori organisations are;

“...expected to grow the tribal estate through profitable commercial investment,
while also being looked to for source of funding...and the maintenance of marae
and cultural and tribal identity” (Bishop and Tiakiwai 2002, p36).

The collective ownership of assets (a characteristic of Maori property rights) has both
advantages and disadvantages for Maori. While it does conflict with the western notions
of private property ownership which can lead to “...risk averse and slow decision-making
processes” (Loomis et al. 1998, p11), it also allows for shared risk and community
cooperation. Te Ture Whenua Maori Act 1993 and the iwi organisations that fall under

this legislation “...face unique structural accountabilities” (Mulligan et al. 2005, p24).

% Iwi structure was diminished due to the rapid urbanisation of Maori, however the advent of Treaty of
Waitangi Amendment Act (1985) caused a ‘re-iwi-isation” as it emphasised iwi as the legitimate social
structure with which to identify for Treaty settlements (Barcham 1998). Barcham adds that
“Recent...government legislation in New Zealand have acted to rebuild Maori power structures along neo-
traditional frameworks” which has polarised Maori society between those that see the “...iwi as the only
‘true’ institutional basis for Maori identity” and those that believe iwi should be a more inclusive term
““...embracing the multiple social realities that face modern Maori” (Barcham 1998, p305).
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Multiple ownership of land *“...makes it a difficult and expensive task to obtain owner
permission to develop or utilise the land...[as the] threshold to alienate, or raise capital

from a form of security, requires agreement from 75% or more of the owners” (ibid).

Macro-level barriers that emerged in the literature relate to poor Maori- government
relationships, politics, short government cycles, conservation group opposition and the

negative socio-political climate facing Maori.

A history of colonial betrayals and “poor delivery” (FRST 2004, p3) for Maori has
resulted in a wariness and distrust towards the government. The short government cycle
is another issue which can result in radical shifts in policy, hence undermining long-term
MD agendas (Kawharu 2001). Greensill (2005, p212) adds that “...governments come
and go at the whim of the people every three years”™ whereas tangata whenua have
permanent, long term interests. Maori development also faces some obstacles from the
conservation sector. While many Environmental Non-Governmental Organisations
(ENGOs) tend to be supportive of Maori concepts of kaitiakitanga, .. .[t]he notion of use
being an element of nature conservation is generally not supported by the conservation
lobby groups in this country” (Gillespie 1995 in Taiepa 1999, p30), which is a key

component of the Maori environmental worldview.

The external political and social climate surrounding Maori development is volatile.
Goodall (20035, p186) addresses this volatility and states that at **...the dawn of the new
millennium. ..the political tide has again turned against Maori”®*. Despite calls for ‘one
nation’, and the exploitation of M3ori culture as a signifier of our ‘national’ identity, a
deep undercurrent of racism pervades Aotearoa/New Zealand (Mutu 2005)% . Negative
Stereotyping is another barrier which means Maori often “...start off on a back foot” in
terms of achieving their development aspirations (Ritchie 1990, p19). However, Maori at

both ‘flax-root” and academic levels have challenged these barriers, and are partaking in

* Goodall describes the recent Foreshore and Seabed Act as the “...starkest example of the recent sea
change in approach to these issues in Aotearoa” (Goodall 2005, p186).

 Mutu (2005, p211) again refers to the foreshore and seabed issue. A more recent example of racial
stereotyping is in the comments made by TVNZ surrounding the satisfaction of Miori content through such
shows as ‘Police Ten-7" and ‘Shortland Street’ (Oliver, NZ Herald website. 24.05.07).
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their own development agendas. The following section will discuss three such Maori

centred frameworks which can be used to examine the issue of MD.

Approaches and Models
Three differing models will be briefly discussed to represent the diversity within the MD
literature; Loomis and Mahima’s (2003) ‘Holistic Resource Inventory Framework’,
Durie’s (2002) ‘Tri-axial Framework’ and the Raukawa ‘Partnership- Two Cultures

Development Model’ (Te Wananga-o-Raukawa Research Centre 1998).

Model 1. Holistic Resource Inventory Framework

Loomis and Mahima (2003) have developed a ‘Holistic Resource Inventory Framework’
model which takes an integrated approach through examining the interactions between
four different ‘capitals’: ‘Human’, ‘Cultural’, ‘Physical” and ‘Economic’. ‘Human’
capital constitutes capacity and capability: ‘Cultural’ capital concerns understanding
cultural resources and vibrancy, Maori values, and tikanga, ‘Physical’ capital includes an
understanding of the physical and natural resources as well as access, and ‘Economic’
capital concerns understanding the available economic resources, capital, investments,
and economic potential. Such an approach is compatible with the characteristics of

balance and the Maori perspective on holistic well-being (figure 7) discussed earlier.

Model 2. Tri-axial Framework

One of Durie’s models for examining Maori development is a ‘Tri-axial Framework’,
whereby MD has been conceptualised as an interaction of three axes: a ‘Determinants’,
‘Process’ and ‘Outcomes’ axis (Durie 2001 in Durie 2002). This model aims for a “multi-
faceted exploration” of the various factors (Durie 2002, p3). The ‘Determinants’ axis
examines factors that influence Maori development (i.e. inhibitors such as demographics,

history, politics and Maori resource capacity), the ‘Process’ axis examines the methods
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for implementation (including Maori worldviews, an ‘empowering’ or integrated
approach, strategic relationships), and the ‘Outcome’ axis is synonymous with aspirations
(includes human and resource capacities, wellbeing, cultural identity, Maori values,
economic development, environmental integrity and autonomy). This model again
incorporates a holistic approach (if in a more lineal and systematic fashion), and is more

comprehensive than the previous model in that it incorporates barriers.

Model 3. Partnership- Two Cultures Development Model

The ‘Partnership-Two Cultures Development Model’ (Te Wananga-o-Raukawa Research
Centre 1998) utilises the Treaty/Te Tiriti as a model for advancement in the realities of a
bicultural context. Figure 8 demonstrates how MD is reliant upon a partnership (based on
the Treaty) with Pakeha, and only when the Maori house is strong will both ‘houses’ be
able to progress into the Treaty house. Hence much of the focus is on

strengthening/developing the tikanga Maori house. The importance of the Treaty as the

House

Maori and

Tikanga
Maorl
House

Figure 8. Partnership- Two Cultures Development Model.
Source: Te Wananga-o-Raukawa Research Centre 1998, p25
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basis for MD is reiterated by Henare (2000) and Loomis (2000). While this model is
useful in that it draws attention to the need for cultural understanding and an
acknowledgement of the Treaty, it is less prescriptive in terms of suggesting actual
methods for addressing MD. The following section will address the broader Indigenous
development literature to draw comparisons, and highlight key issues, which will be

useful in examining this Maori development issue.

Indigenous Development

The Indigenous™ development literature provides a valuable source of information that is
highly applicable to MD approaches. This relevance largely stems from the “share[d]
commonalties” in circumstances and histories of colonisation (Gant et al. 2005, pix).
Durie (2002, p3) adds that *“...comparisons with other Indigenous groups are sometimes
more useful measures of Maori progress than a narrow reliance on Maori and non-Maori

comparisons”. Indigenous peoples are unique in that they;

“...typically face some distinctive problems...[that result from their]...histories of
invasion, destruction, and loss, and from a present in which, too often, outsiders still
make the decisions that most affect their lives” (Cornell, in SMPD 2000, p21)

The type of development that this research is concerned with is specifically resource
based-development. Howitt, Connell and Hirsch (1996) discuss in-depth the contentious
relationships between resources, nations and Indigenous peoples, as resource disputes
continue “...to challenge the comfortable myths of unproblematic and uncontested
national identities” (Howitt et al. 1996, p9). Howitt et al. adds that when Indigenous

peoples attempt to utilise their tribal resources, they are “...often characterised as

% Several different terms are used including ‘First nations’, ‘Indigenous’ and ‘Aboriginal’, however the
term ‘Indigenous’ is utilised for this research. Loomis (2000) defines Indigenous peoples as “...the
descendents of people commonly thought to be the original inhabitants of a territory, with a distinctive
culture and social institutions. They usually have been subjected to colonization...suffering exploitation,
discrimination and disadvantage” (Loomis 2000, p5).
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antagonistic and being contrary to the interest of centralised, powerful and beneficent

state structures” (ibid, p20).

The benefit of examining the Indigenous development literature is to place Maori
development within the international context and to compare and learn from other
Indigenous people’s attempts to achieve self-determined development. Researchers have
embarked on comparative Indigenous studies for this purpose. Cornell (2006) conducted
comparative research between the Indigenous peoples from USA, Canada, Australia and
New Zealand and found many similarities exist®’. Experiences of colonisation and
marginalisation have influenced the way many Indigenous populations view
development. The major similarity is the ‘holistic’ nature of Indigenous development
aspirations which are marginalised by hegemonic approaches (Loomis 2000; Bishop and

Tiakiwai 2002; Loomis 2000; Durie 1998; Young 1995).

Cornell and Kalt’s (1995) comparative research®™ concluded that the key ingredients for
successful Indigenous economic development includes ‘external opportunity’, ‘internal
assets’ and adopting an appropriate ‘development strategy’. ‘External opportunity’
involves important political conditions such as sovereignty, market opportunities and
access to financial capital. ‘Internal assets’ include the appropriateness of tribal
institutions of governance, human capital, natural resources and culture. A broader but
crucial factor includes the willingness of mainstream societies to tolerate difference and
invest in Indigenous capacities (Cornell in SMPD 2000; Cornell 2006; Cornell and Kalt,
1993).

*” While there are substantial differences relating to areas such as population characteristics, life expectancy
and degrees of resource ownership and control, there exist enough similarities for meaningful parallels to
be drawn (Cornell 2006).

¥ Research focuses on American Indians, as well as other Indigenous peoples in Canada, Australia and
Aotearoa/New Zealand.
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A study by Douse (2002) surrounding Aboriginal self-determined development in
Australia provides a useful comparison for this research®”. The Australian government
has highlighted aquaculture as an industry with potential to assist Aboriginal
development (which provides an independent food source, employment and training
opportunities, and a sense of community pride). The ‘cultural specific enterprise model’,
which is based on small farm operations, has been used successfully by Aboriginal
communities (Douse 2002). The model is “...firmly based on cultural values; is
community driven; and is based on principles of maximising employment and minimising

mechanisation” (ibid, p243).

Summary

In conclusion, this chapter has revealed that hegemonic development models tend to
marginalise Maori/Indigenous understandings and approaches. Maori centred approaches to
development have emerged in resistance to the deficiencies of colonial models, and to
locate development within Maori cultural paradigms. However, creating successful Maori
centred development opportunities is difficult in a context dominated by economic
rationalism, and a government focussed more on redistributive justice than Maori self-
determination. Models and approaches embedded in Maori epistemologies and framed by
Te Tiriti were addressed, as well as a review of the characteristics which define MD theory
and the barriers inhibiting its realisation. The Indigenous development literature revealed
the similarities in issues faced by Indigenous populations within colonial contexts,
indicating that colonisation and its perpetuating effects is the underlying inhibitor of
Indigenous development opportunities. The key points of this literature review are
summarised in a table (figure 18) on page 102. The following chapter presents the research

findings which have been organised through nodal coding.

¥ One major commonality between Maori and Australian Aborigines includes their high representation in
rural areas which means that they are “...not exposed to the same economic opportunities that other
Australians experience in large centres” (Tedesco and Szakiel 2006, piii).
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Chapter 5 Organisation and Presentation of

Findings

“As a power and authority, Mana whenua confers an exclusive right. However,
Mana whenua also carries responsibilities that are centred in the relationship
between people and the land” (TRoNW 2003b, p1).

This chapter presents the research findings gathered through key-informant interviews
and secondary literature sources. The findings are organised through an in-vivo ‘tree-
node’ coding system” which is depicted through diagrams (figure 9, 10 and 12). The
organised data is presented back through thematic narrative under each research
objective”’ supported by quotes and case studies. The characteristics of the research

participants and secondary sources will firstly be introduced.
Participants and Secondary Sources

Eight key informant interviews were conducted with a range of participants®*: Hally
Toia, the advisory officer of natural resources for Te Runanga o Ngati Whatua (TRoNW)
has been a primary informant due to his critical role in the iwi. Hally has also performed
a ‘gatekeeper’ and ‘mentoring’ role in the research. Tepania Kingi is also employed at
TRoNW and has an extensive knowledge of Ngati Whatua rikanga. Thomas de Thierry is
of Te Uri o Hau/Ngati Whatua descent and provides a valuable perspective as a
community development leader in the small rural town of Te Hana (on the Kaipara).
Martin Mariassouce (Te Tao U/Orakei, Ngati Whatua) is employed at Te Puni Kokiri as a
Commercial Development Manager for the Northern region. Martin has provided a dual

perspective on the central government and Ngati Whatua approach to Maori

0 As was discussed previously on page 49. For the purpose of narrative flow the nodes will be indicated by
font emphasis. The ‘root’ nodes are the central headings (bold and underline) and the trunk and branch
nodes are indicated in bold. Nodes will be indicated periodically to emphasise their occurrence.

° Except for Objective 2 which will not be presented or analysed. See page 81 for an explanation.

%2 See appendix 2 for a full list of Personal Communication details.
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development. Leanne and Adam Thompson are also affiliated with Ngati Whatua (Te Uri
o Hau) and are the owners of Sunshine Oysters (a whanau-run Kaipara oyster farming
venture). The Thompsons gave insights into the operational and logistical issues facing
small-scale Maori aquaculture ventures. Suzi Phillips is the Convenor of Kaipara Forest
and Bird and provides an environmental perspective on aquaculture. Jim Dullimore and
John Nicholson are the co-founders Biomarine Limited (which operates in the Kaipara
harbour) and discuss aquaculture from a large-scale industry perspective. John Hannah,
Manager of the New Zealand School of Fisheries and Chair of Sea Products Limited”
provides an overview of the industry from his affiliation with large industry and iwi

operated companies.

The secondary literature presented includes Te Runanga o Ngati Whatua submissions,
meeting minutes and strategic documents, aquaculture hui submissions and relevant

government reports.

The following section will present the data from these sources under each of the research

objectives;

% Previously General Manager of Sealords and was involved in the company’s entry into aquaculture. Sea
Products limited is a joint iwi venture.
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Objective 1

To examine the nature of Ngati Whatua aquaculture development aspirations

The themes relating to this objective have been organised through a ‘tree-node’ system

(see figure 9) which illustrates the clustering of the nodes. The ‘root’ nodes (red) are the
core themes, around which the ‘trunk’ (yellow) and ‘branch’ (green) nodes are clustered.
The themes will now be presented through thematic narrative supported by quotes and a

case study.

KEY

Root Node §

Trunk Node!

Branch
Figure 9. Node Tree for Objective 1: Ngati Whatua Aquaculture Development Aspirations Node

Nature of Aquaculture Aspirations

A central theme that emerged at the strategic Runanga level is that the goals for achieving
Ngati Whatua involvement in aquaculture are multi-dimensional, and that maintaining a

balance between the dimensions is a central aim. Hally Toia (advisory officer of natural
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resources for TRON'W) highlights this multi-dimensional and balanced approach when he

states that aquaculture should be utilised in a way that;

*“...maintains, protects and enhances te taonga o tangaroa...[while also creating a]
balance between Ngati Whatua customary, community and commercial aspirations,
in a way that will not jeopardise... but will maintain and enhance the ability of
Ngati Whatua to manaaki” (H Toia, Pers Comm).

It is clear that the attainment and protection of mana/manaakitanga is the overarching
goal for TRONW involvement in aquaculture, while also achieving wider social, cultural
and environmental objectives. These objectives have been grouped into a customary,
community and commercial trunk node (see figure 9). The ‘customary’ goals for
aquaculture include enhancing kaitiaki capacity, providing kaimoana for customary
ceremonies, adhering to and strengthening tikanga and Traditional Ecological Knowledge
(TEK), ensuring traditional harvesting and assisting in the replenishment of wild stocks.
The ‘community’ aspirations include providing sustenance, employment and training,
infrastructural development, fiscal opportunities and community pride/cohesion. In terms
of ‘commercial’ aspirations, these include providing sustainable economic opportunities
for constituents, as well as commercialising TEK in an appropriate fashion while
maintaining intellectual property rights. While achieving a range of these goals is the aim,
there is also an element of hierarchy amongst the three spheres. Customary goals are the
most significant, followed by community goals, with commercial objectives positioned as
inferior (Toia, Pers Comm). These multi-dimensional goals form the basis of the criteria

for assessing the acceptability of a species for aquaculture development’.

However aspirations for aquaculture at the ‘flax-root’ level seem to be based more in the
economic (commercial) imperative of providing for the whanau. Currently the
Thompsons’ (owners of Sunshine oysters, a whanau-run aquaculture venture in the
Kaipara) central aspiration for aquaculture is to get their business “off the ground”. They
have had to take on extra work and go on the benefit in order to supplement their income.

Economic self-sufficiency is their main aim, however they do highlight other future

% This criterion was used to select the six species for objective 2.
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potential aspirations including training for rangatahi and pursuing export avenues

(Sunshine Oysters, Pers Comm).

Thomas de Thierry (community development leader in Te Hana/Kaipara) states that
marine farming is an “old traditional practice” which has strong cultural links. While
Thomas believes that aquaculture has some economic potential for Maori, he places a
higher importance on the adherence to tikanga, their role as kaitiaki and maintaining the

autonomy of the hapu (de Thierry, Pers Comm).

Discussions with Tepania Kingi (TK) revealed the underlying importance of tikanga, and
how this influences the Ngati Whatua approach to aquaculture. The concepts of rapu and

noa guide Ngati Whatua tikanga;

“There are two things in life that you see: things god made, which are sacred [tapu],
and things that humans made which are consumable, replaceable [noa]. Things god
made must be protected...if we destroy these things, we destroy ourselves” (TK,
Pers Comm, [ ] added).

Knowledge surrounding fikanga is maintained and protected by appropriate custodians
within the iwv/hapu. TK discusses the oral traditions of passing on matauranga

(knowledge);

“So don’t ask for any academic reference. I am the academic reference, because
they [our ancestors] gave it to me. And then you are going to have it, so you pass it
on...from my head to yours” (TK, Pers Comm).

Hence tikanga forms the basis of the Ngati Whatua environmental ‘worldview’, which in
turn affects their approach to aquaculture. For instance, Thomas de Thierry is more wary
of aquaculture, and states the environmental issues around biosecurity and pollution
(relating to aquaculture) need to be resolved”. TK supports this approach of
environmental bottom-lines, and maintains that customary aspirations relating to tikanga

and kaitiakitanga/manaakitanga must be upheld if Ngati Whatua is to become involved

%5 A recent proposal by Biomarine was deemed “culturally unsuitable” and hence was opposed by de
Thierry’s Oruawharo marae (Thomas de Thierry, Pers Comm).
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in any aquaculture venture. TK states that essentially “...if aquaculture has no effects on

Papatianuku, then its fine” (Pers Comm).

TRoNW support this view of environmental/cultural bottom-lines arguing that nothing
should negatively impact on Ngati Whatua abilities to manaaki, or adversely harm
Papatiianuku (Toia, Pers Comm; Toia and Forsythe 2006). However, TRONW maintain

that interruptions within the marine environment;

“...must be balanced against the opportunity which those marine farms provide to
Iwi for sourcing customary food and encouraging a meaningful self-sustaining
active working relationship for Iwi with the coastal resources” (TRoNWb 2003, p3)

Deeper Aspirations

At a more fundamental level, the data suggests that the Ngati Whatua aquaculture agenda
fits within deeper desires to gain acknowledgement of the ‘rights’ and ‘responsibilities’

inferred by their mana whenua status;

“As a power and authority, Mana whenua confers an exclusive right. However,
Mana whenua also carries responsibilities that are centred in the relationship
between people and the land” (TRoNWb 2003, p1).

The ‘rights’ that emerged are rooted in this mana whenua status as well as in Te
Tiriti/Treaty of Waitangi (in particular that marine farming is a taonga and the desire to

attain #ino rangatiratanga over this taonga).

As the “uncontested owners” (Toia, Pers Comm) of the Kaipara harbour, Ngati Whatua
maintain a mana whenua status which *“...accord iwi a special status of different order to
that of the general public or other interests groups, including environmental NGOs™

(TRONWb 2003, pl).
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TRoNW maintain that the current exclusion of Ngati Whatua within aquaculture;

“...severely limits the potential to maintain the traditional relationship of Ngati
Whiatua people with their ancestral lands and waters, and to maintain the faonga
which is marine farming” (TRoNWa 2003, pl).

On signing the Treaty/Tiriti, Ngati Whatua was assured they maintained tino
rangatiratanga of their various faonga (including marine farming). However, given the
current lack of iwi/Maori involvement in this resource use, it is clear the control remains
in the hands of the government/society. Therefore these aquaculture aspirations fit within
the wider agenda of attaining tino rangatiratanga. Thomas de Thierry (Pers Comm)
states that *“...aquaculture is an old traditional practice. However now we are forced to

conduct an ancient practice under imposed colonial laws”.

TRoNW reinforces that this is an issue of control and self-governance, and that they need
to “...gain access to, use of, [and] control over natural resources in our rohe, to support
the creation of iwi, hapu and whanau community development initiatives” (TRoONWb

2003, p9).

However, with the rights that are inferred through mana whenua status come considerable

responsibilities;

“[mana whenua is an]...institutional authority that must be respected and
acknowledged...for its responsibilities, to people, to potential, to the whenua itself”
(TRoONWD 2003, p1).

As tangata whenua, there is a ‘sacred obligation’ on every individual to care and provide
for the people (manaaki) and for the earth (kaitiaki). The principles/institutions of
manaakitanga and kaitiakitanga are the .. .two most important things in Maori world”
and are ““...reciprocal and interdependent” (Pers Comm, Tepania Kingi). As kaitiaki,
Ngati Whatua has a sacred obligation to uphold the integrity of zangaroa. However it is
apparent that the Ngati Whatua approach to ‘sustainability’ (discussed below) differs

significantly to the hegemonic conservationist perspective;
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“...the ‘natural environment’ is a liveable environment which includes people and
their settlement communities, who are not perceived to be unnatural or inherently
exploitative additions to natural ecology. Rather, people and the natural ecology
need to coexist in a mutually sustainable relationship” (TRoNWD 2003, p8).

Wider Development Aspirations

The data-set also placed this issue of aquaculture development within the broader Ngati
Whatua development agenda. It is evident that the TRONW development aspirations

differ from those of a purely commercial entity.

Tepania Kingi explains how the Maori societal structure and its collectivist
characteristics are central to the Ngati Whatua development perspective. Tepania (Pers
Comm) explains how the mana of the uri, whanau, hapu and iw1i is dependent on, and

subservient to, that of the social grouping above;

“It is the duty of every individual to use their combined expertise, all their strength,
all their education, for the development and collective strength of that whanau”

Another key feature of their development perspective is that the ultimate goal of any
development opportunity entered into by Ngati Whatua is to provide for the ‘wellness’*®

of its people;

“No matter what Ngati Whatua does become involved in; health, commercial
enterprise and so on, the main aim is always wellness/tikanga- not profit. This is
hard for some outsiders to understand” (TK, Pers Comm)

% Kingi (Pers Comm) describes ‘wellness’ in terms of three dimensions; wairua (spiritual dimension)
hinengaro (psychological dimension) and tinana (physical dimension), all of which are interdependent.
Upholding the mauri of the individual/community is dependent upon the health of all these dimensions.
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In terms of the level for targeting development, a ‘flax-roots’ philosophy has been
identified as the most efficient and appropriate approach. TRONW state that the

attainment of marine farming space and opportunities would;

“...contribute to the capacity of Ngati Whatua to build community development
projects with outcomes designed to meet the needs of iwi, hapu and whanau and
assist in addressing the costs of historic poverty and exclusion” (TRoNWb 2003,

P9)

Thomas de Thierry (Pers Comm) supports this perspective when he states that;

“...iwi development should be focussed around developing talent Maor1 have
already got. It has to be at the flax-roots...It’s the only way it is going to happen as
government assistance in this area is non-existent”

However, TRONW maintain that development initiatives should still be *“...backed by

supportive actions from decision-makers and resource managers” (TRoNWb 2003, p10).
The case study below uses the example of Ngati Whatua o Orakel (situated in

Tamaki/Auckland) and their dealings with the return of their papakainga at Okahu Bay to

demonstrate the Ngati Whitua development approach;

Case Study 1 Neati Whitua o Orakei and their Papakainga at Okahu Bay

“We could have made millions of dollars off it [papakainga at Okahu Bay]. But,
our people decided to put a covenant over it, so it could not be developed, and can
be used by our people, and non-Maori; for the pleasure of anyone. If you were
another person you would have said ‘that’s crazy, chop it up, put condos on it, lease
it for 50 years’. So clearly you have a different value system impacting on our

development perspective. But if you think ahead more, you could have a discussion
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which says, for future development in longer term propositions, that gives us,
Orakei, the moral high ground. What other developer, other than the ARC or ACC
or other local body, is actually putting aside green areas for the benefit of all

people?” (Martin Mariassouce, Pers Comm).

However, the practical implementation of these aspirations within the Kaipara harbour is
highly dependent upon the ecological, infrastructural and economic feasibility, which is

addressed in the following objective.
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Objective 2

To assess the feasibility of establishing aquaculture in the Kaipara harbour

This objective is designed to amalgamate practical information for Te Runanga o Ngati
Whatua, therefore the data will not benefit from a thematic presentation and further
analysis. Instead the findings of this objective have been compiled into a practical report
for Ngati Whatua (‘Assessing the Feasibility of Establishing Aquaculture in the Kaipara

harbour’ in appendix 4)°’.

In summarising the findings of the report, there is a general consensus from those
currently involved in aquaculture in the Kaipara region and from scientific reports that
the harbour has significant potential for further aquaculture development. The six species
selected by TRoNW:; kurai (green lipped mussels), tio (pacific oysters), paua (black
footed abalone), parengo (red seaweed), inanga (whitebait) and funa (short and long fin
eels) have varying degrees of potential. The warm sheltered harbour with good growing
conditions and water quality make the Kaipara an ideal location. However, as the next
objective will present, there are a multitude of social, economic and legislative barriers
that are inhibiting the realisation of Ngati Whitua aquaculture development aspirations in

the Kaipara harbour.

*7 Following through to this step of creating beneficial and practical outcomes is central to Maori centred
Research and an ‘Empowering Outcomes’ approach which I have adopted.
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Objective 3

To determine the barriers that are inhibiting Maori, and in particular Ngati Whatua,

from achieving their aquaculture and wider development aspirations

This objective will present the organised themes relating to the barriers inhibiting Maori
within the aquaculture sector, and specifically Ngati Whatua in the Kaipara harbour.
Figure 10 below demonstrates the organisation of the themes, which are clustered around

the two ‘root’ nodes categorised as ‘internal’ and external’ barriers;

KEY

Root Node

Figure 10. Node Tree for Objective 3. Barriers inhibiting Maori (Ngati Whatua)
Aquaculture Development

Internal Barriers

[ssues relating to capacity and poor iwi/hapu relationship have been identified as the
two main internal barriers (Pers Comm: Toia, de Thierry, Mariassouce; TTMC 2001).

While Thomas de Thierry (Pers Comm) acknowledges that aquaculture may hold some
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potential, he adds that ““...Maori are seriously lacking the capital and expertise to get a
business started”. At a regional level, a report on Maori aquaculture development in Tai
Tokerau (Northland) found that ““...Iwi organisations...claim that a lack of finance
prohibits developing operations of this nature” (TTMC 2001, p24). The case study below
explains how a lack of capacity has affected a small scale whanau venture like Sunshine

Oysters.

Case Studyv 2 Barriers Experienced by Sunshine Ovysters

The Thompsons’ experience in the industry reveals important insights into the
realities of marine farming for small players with little capital. Regarding the RMA
process, they state that their “lack of puti” (finance) affects their ability to
participate, whereas the .. .big industry players” are able to come in and “...pretty
much move in wherever they want”. Their lack of financial capital has meant they
can only operatively farm a quarter of the space of their farm. The lack of financial
return has meant both Adam and Leanne have had to take on other work, and have
had to go on the benefit which *...goes against everything we’ve been taught”.
Accessing reliable financial advice has also been an issue; last year they received
some help from Te Puni Kokiri, however they have since received detrimental
advice from accountants. Last year SO managed to successfully export through
Kiaora seafoods, however they could not meet the demand due to lack of labour
supply. They can only afford to pay labourers $10.50 per hour, and it is “rough
work” within a distant rural setting. To act as compensation they often let
employees live-in, however it is still “virtually impossible” to maintain a workforce.
Leanne and Adam Thompson conclude that *“...motivation becomes an issue when
you get constantly bashed around”, however this is something that has potential for

Maori people (Sunshine Oysters, Pers Comm).

A lack of support and poor relationships between TRoONW and some of its hapu (hapu-

iwi relationship) is identified as another barrier. Thomas de Thierry (Pers Comm) states
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the relationship “needs improvement” through better “communication” and that Te
Runanga needs to fulfil an “advisory” role. Sunshine Oysters state that they have had no
support from either level (hapu or iwi), and in some instances they have had to “fight our
own people” over the control of their farm (SO, Pers Comm). The Runanga level also
acknowledges this is an impediment and concludes that the Ngati Whatua *...diverse
hapu base” poses a serious threat of causing “...constant in-fighting and poor buy-in at

the Hapu level” (Toia and Forsythe 2006, p40).

External Barriers

The external barriers that were raised include the nature of the industry, issues at the
central and local government level, legislation and a negative socio-political

environment.

There are several inherent industry related barriers that affect iwi/Maori participation in
aquaculture. Several information sources identified costs and regulations as a key issue.
Sunshine Oyster (Pers Comm) state that “the costs are insane” and that they have joined a
co-op to cover MAF monitoring levies. The strict regulations also affect the farmer’s
ability to sell their product. The Tai Tokerau aquaculture report found that *“...compliance
systems within the industry attract levy costs that present barriers to entry [for Maori]”
(TTMC 2001, p24).

The high risk nature of the aquaculture industry, due to its relative newness as well as its
dependency on the environment and the market (both of which are volatile) causes
difficulties in attracting investment (Toia and Forsythe 2006). Sunshine Oysters (Pers
Comm) indicate this is an issue, and have only managed to get a quarter of their farm
operational due to an inability to secure investment. Several industry sources reiterate the
importance of focussing on the marketing end and the high costs involved. Biomarine

state there is a tendency in “...New Zealand to look at something it can grow, and then
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grow 1t, and then go to sell it, and realise it’s not worth anything”, but you have to start at

the marketing end (Biomarine Pers Comm, reiterated by John Hannah, Pers Comm).

The government’s approach to Maori aquaculture development at the central level is
both restrictive and provides no active support avenues. Within government policy and
legislation, Maori interests relating to resources are often restricted to the customary
sphere which limits the ability of Maori to commercially engage with the natural
environment. An example of this is in regard to Te Uri o Hau and the return of their
Kaipara Oyster reserves’ where use has been restricted to customary gathering, making
it uneconomical for these reserves to be developed (Toia, Pers Comm). Also, the central
government does not provide direct funding avenues to encourage Maori involvement in
aquaculture. Martin Mariassouce discusses the role of Te Puni K&kiri and the neo-liberal

philosophy that it adopts with regard to direct financial investment for profit;

“You have to understand our [TPK’s] position in the market place, and the
government’s position. We actually aren’t in a position to directly assist Maori.
That’s held to be a matter for the private sector, not the public sector” (Mariassouce,
Pers Comm)

Issues at the local government level that arose concerned the conflicts between rohe and
council boundaries and the lack of certainty resulting from short political timeframes.
Ngati Whatua deals with a multitude of regional, city and district councils® which is a
particularly serious issue as the Kaipara is under the authority of two regional councils
(Toia, Pers Comm). These arbitrary boundaries become an issue when they do not
appropriately coincide with iwi/hapu boundaries. For example, Thomas de Thierry’s
marae (Oruawharo) sits just on the Northern Regional Council (NRC) side of the council
boundary, however despite the fact that many of its people reside on the Auckland
Regional Council (ARC) side, by law the ARC is not obliged to consult with the marae.
When the ARC proposed to put an Aquaculture Management Area (AMA) directly in

% As part of the Te Uri o Hau Settlement Act (2002).
% Ngati Whitua interacts two regional councils, three city councils, four district councils, and has to take
into consideration the activities at least four other surrounding local authorities (Toia, Pers Comm).
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front of their Oruawharo marae, they had *“...no say in the matter” (de Thierry, Pers

Comm).

The changing council political agenda due to short periods in power is a major hindrance
to aquaculture. When Biomarine decided to try to farm in the Kaipara, they had a *“...pro
business council” who supported their proposal, however those councillors were all
*“...chucked out” in the local elections and the ARC “...suddenly withdrew their support”

(Biomarine, Pers Comm).

Several issues were raised relating to the aquaculture legislation. These issues focussed
around the AM (aquaculture management) process, the Maori Commercial Aquaculture

Claims Settlement Act (MCACS Act 2004) and the implementation of the legislation.

In 2003 the government reformed the legislation relating to aquaculture (discussed p28).
The current exclusion of Maori interests through the restrictive legislation caused Ngati
Whatua to lodge a claim with the Waitangi Tribunal (Wai 953, 2002). Ngati Whatua
claimed the reforms would further inhibit Maori involvement in the industry. An
Aquaculture Hui held in 2003 revealed that many Maori nation-wide held similar

concerns over the reforms;

“Maori would generally be unable to compete on financial terms with large business
interests...[and it] does not address equity of access to marine space for Maori”
(Aquaculture Hui Submission 2003, p6)'”

The devolution of responsibilities from the Crown to the local authorities through the
Aquaculture Management (AM) reforms is deemed inappropriate by both Regional
councils and Maori (LGNZ 2003; Toia, Pers Comm). Hally Toia (Pers Comm) explains
that it is *“...inappropriate to have national Treaty related issues resolved at the local

government level”.

"% Te Runanga o Ngati Whatua also participated in this Hui
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Several issues were also raised regarding the Maori Commercial Aquaculture Claims
Settlement Act, 2004 (MCACSA). The MCACSA was designed to settle Maori
aquaculture commercial interests'”’. However, multiple deficiencies within the Act are
raised (Arthur et al. 2005; LGNZ 2003; Toia, Pers Comm). The most disconcerting
reality is that this Act provides no guarantees of actual space for Maori (discussed earlier

page 32).

Several issues were also raised regarding the actual implementation of the legislation.
Due to uncertainties surrounding the AM reforms, many councils have put their
aquaculture planning on hold (LGNZ 2003). There are three options available for
councils to pursue. The positives and negatives embodied in the three options and the

referred option from the Ngati Whatua perspective'® are summarised in figure 11
p p g persp g

T The Act has been described as a “knee jerk reaction” (Biomarine, Pers Comm) and as a response to the
Foreshore and Seabed issue (Toia, Pers Comm).

' Diagram has been created from discussion with Hally Toia and from the key points from the TRONW
submission (2006) to the NRC on the proposed aquaculture management plan changes (completed as part
of the practicum component of this Masters).
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Figure 11. Review of the Three Implementation options available to Councils as they Affect Maori.
Source: Toia, Pers Comm [+ = advantage to Maori, - = disadvantage]

Conncil Inifiated Plan Change
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Due to the high expenses involved in the plan change process, invited and private plan
changes are most often preferred by council’s as the cost are devolved to would-be
applicants. This is a key factor for the Ngati Whatua opposition to these options as 1t

inequitable favours those with financial capacity.
The following case study addresses Biomarine’s experience with the legislative process,

which illustrates similar issues to those that Ngati Whatua applicants will face when

attempting to gain AMA space and resource consents;

Case Study 3 Biomarine’s Experience of the Aguaculture Process

Biomarine have indicated that the two most significant barriers to aquaculture
development in the Kaipara are opposition by NGO’s and legislation. Biomarine
believe most NGO/interest group concerns are philosophically derived in that
“...they don’t think you should make profit out of public water”. Recent attempts
by Biomarine to gain Oyster and Mussel farming consents have been rejected by the
Environment Court (mostly under Issues of National Importance s6 (a)(b)(d) RMA,
1991). The farms were going to create around 150 fulltime jobs and were supported
by TRoNW. The “randomness” of decisions made in the Courts regarding
development in the harbour is “disconcerting”'”. The legislation is also
“...incredibly more difficult than it was five or six years ago, because they have put
another layer of application on it”'*. The burdensome legislation places even more

costs on the applicant'® (Biomarine, Pers Comm).
pPp

"% For example, the courts approved a sand mining operation at the mouth of the harbour which poses far

greater environmental threats (Biomarine, Pers Comm).

"% Once an AMA is established, still have to go through the Resource Management Act process which is
costly, lengthy, and open to opposition/judicial redress.

1% For example, Biomarine spent around $15,000 on marine mammal and bird reports in their recent
Environment Court hearings.
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The following case study provides an alternative Environmental Non-Governmental
Organisation (ENGO) perspective on aquaculture and Maori involvement, offered by

Kaipara Forest and Bird'";

Case Study 4 An ENGO Perspective: Kaipara Forest and Bird

Suzi Phillips (convenor of Kaipara Forest and Bird) says that there is “insufficient
research” surrounding the ecological effects of aquaculture in the Kaipara harbour,
and it is an inappropriate development option. Many people enjoy the
“undeveloped” nature of the Kaipara and do not want to look out on “industrial
aquafactories”. Suzi says that Forest and Bird have a *...lot of respect for the Maori
people [who]...would not do something that would harm the environment” and that
they have a “‘moral right” to be involved more than industry. In principle, KF&B
would “...not oppose such [small scale] ventures by iwi”, but it would depend on
the situation, and environmental bottom-lines take precedence. Suzi suggests that
eco-cultural tourism has more scope for iwi than aquaculture tourism and will

provide more local jobs (Suzi Phillips, Pers Comm).

The final barrier that emerged relates to the negative socio-political environment facing
Maori (aquaculture) development. Political lobbying and purposeful misrepresentation
fuels negative public attitudes towards Maori development'””. Comments such as this

made by National Party member Phil Heatley are common;
“This is an industry that’s only 40 years old. It’s fanciful for Maori to claim Treaty

rights to any part of it” (Heatley 2004).

The next objective will present strategies embedded in these realities in order to achieve

Ngati Whatua aquaculture aspirations in the Kaipara harbour.

"% Appellants to Biomarine’s Environment Court hearing.
"7 A prime example of this is the media’s selective representation of the issue and the political lobbying of
the foreshore and seabed issue by the National party.
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Objective 4

To identify strategic ‘flax-root’ options for the implementation of Ngati Whatua

aquaculture aspirations

In order to overcome these barriers, strategies have been identified in the data-set based
in the realities and capacities of Ngati Whatua. Six different ‘root nodes’ (options)
emerged as depicted in figure 12 below; Joint ventures, supporting whanau ventures,
providing support avenues, relationship building, aquaculture tourism, and central
government lobbying. These six options will be discussed below, supported by quotes

and case studies.

Figure 12. Node Tree for Objective 4: Strategies for Implementing Neati Whatua Aguaculture Aspirations

Joint Ventures (JV)

The potential for joint ventures as a strategy was indicated by several sources (Pers
Comm: Toia, Hannah, Biomarine). Establishing joint ventures with industry would

enable shared costs and expertise. Hally Toia has already been meeting with various key
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players in the fisheries and aquaculture industry'®. The relationship between Biomarine

and TRoNW is one such potential joint venture option'”.

Below (figure 13) is a partnership model that would be appropriate from which to start a

JV with industry;

Figure 13. Joint Venture Partnership Model
Source. Toia, Pers Comm

The 20% (MCACSA) should be initially discounted with the remaining 80% divided on
an equal 50-50 partnership model. This leaves the industry partner 40% of the initial
space, and hence might lack appeal, however this is the only acceptable way to approach
this JV option (Toia, Pers Comm). This view is shared by Thomas de Thierry (Pers
Comm) who believes that if a hapu-industry venture is to be a reality, it would have to be
on a 50/50 basis, with “...both groups at the table receiving the same benefits”. Below is
a case study of a successful partnership formed between Ngati Kahungunu and Tasman

Mussels based on a similar model.

"% In the past Hally has met widely industry such as Sanford, Moana Pacific and Southern Storm, however
he has narrowed this down to two: Biomarine and Leah Fisheries.

"% Cadetships and scholarships were established during the recent consent application where Biomarine
agreed to give 0.5% of the gross annual income to NW scholarship fund (Toia, Pers Comm).
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Case Study 5 Joint Venture between Ngati Kahungunu and Tasman Mussels

Ngati Kahungunu adopted a partnership model with Tasman Mussels (40%) and
New Zealand Sea Farms (20%) when developing their offshore mussel farming
venture in the Hawkes Bay (see figure 14). The driving motives for establishing the
farm are similar to those of Ngati Whatua including tribal self-sufficiency,
improving the quality of the harbour and stock replenishment. Ngati Kahungunu
invested $8 million, and expects to see a return of $3 million annually. The farm is

expected to provide around 250 to 350 jobs (Ngati Kahungunu website).

Figure 14. Ngati Kahunungu’s Partnership Model. Source: Ngati Kahungunu website

Another strategy is to create joint ventures with other iwi (Pers Comm Toia, Hannah).
TRoNW has already adopted cooperation strategies with other iwi''” of the Tai Tokerau,
whereby Resource Managers, CEOs and iwi chairs have monthly meetings for general
discussions, which also acts as an action forum (Toia, Pers Comm). Joint ventures
through marketing co-ops is another way to streamline costs. Sunshine Oysters (Pers
Comm) had a positive experience exporting their product through Kiaora Seafoods. The
high standards required by export markets challenged them to grow a better quality

product. Biomarine (Pers Comm) also promotes marketing co-ops and suggests that;

"9 Ngati Whatua, Ngapuhi, Ngatiwai, Ngati Kahu, Te Rarawa, Te Aupouri.
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“...1f Ngati Whatua got involved, it would be my recommendation that they got
involved in something like this [JEMCO'"']”

The photo (figure 15) displays JEMCO’s end
product ready for export (frozen half shell
oysters for export to Japan). Joining co-ops at
the operative level to streamline the costs of
regulation and compliance is another option

(Sunshine Oysters joined such a co-op''?).

Photo: Monique Badham

Independent small-scale whanau ventures (WV)

Another option is to strategically pursue aquaculture on a small scale, through supporting
whanau-run ventures such as Sunshine Oysters. The case study below demonstrates the
potential such small scale whanau-run ventures have for achieving flax-root, self-

determined development opportunities;

Case Study 6 Sunshine Oysters- A whanau-run Venture

Sunshine oysters run a ‘whanau venture’ that produce oysters off 1.25ha (of a 3.9ha
lease) which was a former Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (MAF) farm (see

figure 16 below). Set up costs involved $10,000 (per quarter), and they have

" JEMCO is a marketing co op established by Biomarine which includes several big industry players, and
target the Japanese export market.
"2 However there was a lack of equality in that small farmers had to pay equal costs as the ‘big industry

players’ (SO, Pers Comm).
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managed to make an annual $25,000 profit. Their oysters take around 18 months to
grow to full harvestable size, and it takes around two years to see a return. They
believe that aquaculture has a lot of potential for their people, however the costs and
their inability to attract investment or support from their own hapu has tainted their
experience. The venture has been profitable, however it is a struggle to be able to

provide for the whanau in an industry that has so many barriers (Pers Comm).

Figure 16. Map showing location of Sunshine Ovster marine farm lease in the Kaipara Harbour.
Source: Waikato University Website
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The benefits of pursuing this ‘small scale’ option include that it produces more
employment opportunities per unit of capital invested, is more widely distributed
geographically, and is often locally owned enabling improved income distribution (Pillay
1990). Small-scale ventures also have less concentrated environmental effects, and would

possibly be more acceptable to environmental NGOs'".

" However, a recent review of Environment Court decisions found it approves more of large regularly
shaped blocks more than three nautical miles out to sea rather than in a lot of small developments closer to
the coast (Whakatohea Maori Trust website).
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Create Support Avenues (SA)

Another strategy is the creation of support networks by TRoNW for constituents who
wish to establish an aquaculture venture. Hally states that TRoNW is not in a financial
position to provide capital, but it can fulfil an advisory role (Toia, Pers Comm). One
possible avenue for TRONW to pursue includes information sharing. A potential format
is through an aquaculture database where all relevant documentation and advice can be
accessed (Toia, Pers Comm). Another avenue includes supporting and possibly
establishing training/education initiatives and grants, or at least directing interested

parties to available funding.

Relationship Building (RB)

It was suggested in the interviews that relationship building would be an advantageous
option to pursue. The relationship between TRoNW and its hapu (in particular Te Uri o
Hau) have been highlighted as an area that requires improvement (Pers Comm, de
Thierry, Toia). In order to implement any strategy, there needs to be greater cohesion and
cooperation between Te Runanga and its hapu. Maintaining open and useful lines of
communication with NGO’s and other interest groups is another critical strategy (as
demonstrated through the poor Biomarine-Kaipara Forest and Bird relationship). Hally
(Pers Comm) maintains there are no fundamental points of disagreement between Ngati
Whatua and ENGOs such as KF&B. Relationship building with industry is another
possible option. TRONW has been pursuing this path for years, having already

established relationships with Leah Fisheries and Biomarine (Toia, Pers Comm).

Aquaculture Tourism (AT)

Aquaculture tourism has been flagged as a potential fusing of industries which would
provide a compatible relationship and enhance the economic feasibility of aquaculture

(Jeffs 2003; Pers Comm, Hannah, Toia, Biomarine). A report on the potential for
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aquaculture in the Northland region found that “...aquaculture tourism is a growing
phenomenon worldwide™ and is a feasible option (Jeffs 2003, p165; supported by
Biomarine, Pers Comm). The Northland region is associated with its marine environment
and tourism is already an established economic activity (Jeffs 2003). Potential
aquaculture tourism activities include aquaculture site tours, recreational fishing,
restaurants and an oyster festival (Hannah, Pers Comm). Examples of aquaculture
tourism in New Zealand include a Malaysian prawn farm operation in Wairakei (which
conducts tours and has own restaurant), Ohiwa oyster farm (which operates a fish and
chip shop), and a Paua farm venture in Rotorua (which operates a visitor centre to sell

their product) (ibid).

The impact of aquaculture tourism on Havelock, a small Marlborough town,
demonstrates a successful fusion of these industries. Havelock became involved in
mussel farming around 20 years ago, and has managed to turn the tides of its dwindling
population and reduced economic opportunities. Havelock utilises its Greenshell™
mussel farms to encourage tourism in the town. The town also holds an annual Havelock
Mussel festival. Hannah believes aquaculture tourism has a lot of potential for small
coastal communities, such as those in the Kaipara (John Hannah, Pers Comm). Hally
envisions that a Maori run aquaculture tourism venture act as a cultural experience, and

could involve traditional knowledge narratives (Toia, Pers Comm).

Central Government (CG)

As discussed previously, Te Uri o Hau are restricted to ‘customary’ use of their oyster
reserves (returned as part of the Te Uri o Hau Settlement Act, 2002). Te Uri o Hau are
currently in the process of discussions with MFish to enable them to gain commercial use
of their oyster reserves. Continued lobbying to gain commercial rights to their customary

entitlements is another option that should be pursued (Toia, Pers Comm).
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Summary

This chapter has organised the data through nodal coding, and has presented the findings
through thematic narratives, quotes and case studies. For objective 1, themes surrounding the
nature of Ngati Whatua aquaculture aspirations and how they fit within the wider
development paradigm were presented. These aspirations are multi-faceted and holistic and
include wider agendas relating to ‘rights’, as well as ensuring cultural ‘responsibilities’. A
brief summary of the feasibility of the Kaipara harbour demonstrated that several species
would be suitable for aquaculture, and as a location the Kaipara has favourable
characteristics. However, objective 3 presented the social, economic and legal barriers that are
(and will) inhibit the realisation of these aquaculture, and wider development, aspirations.
The three case studies gave a diverse picture of the barriers faced from both a small scale
(Sunshine Oysters) and a large scale industry venture (Biomarine), as well as an
environmentalist view from Kaipara Forest and Bird. The final objective presented six
different options that Ngati Whatua could pursue. The options approached the issue from
several different angles including joint ventures, relationship building and pursuing
aquaculture tourism. However the commonality was the focus on ‘flax-root” options based on
practical and feasible iwi empowerment. The following chapter will analyse and discuss these

findings through Hutchings’ (2002) adapted ‘Mana Wahine Conceptual Framework’.
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Chapter 6 Analytical Discussion of Findings

“For well over a century Maori have been excluded from an active role in
mainstream governance, including environmental planning. The legacy of this
experience is a loss of Maori ownership and control over natural resources... and
[has] reduced their own internal capacity to develop and protect their remaining
lands” (Taiepa 1999, p27).

This chapter analytically explores the data presented in Chapter 5 using an adapted
version of Hutchings’ (2002) ‘Mana Wahine Conceptual Framework’ to guide the
discussion. This framework, in-conjunction with the literature review, key concepts and
background issues, will be used to identify and analytically discuss the thematic
relationships. The chapter will continue to use the objective structure, and will also
incorporate diagrams to analytically present the thematic interactions. At the completion
of this chapter, the adapted Conceptual Framework will be critically reviewed with regard
to its applicability to Maori development issues. Firstly, an examination of the adapted
Conceptual Framework and its intended use in this chapter will ensue, followed by a

review of the key literature findings.

Conceptual Framework

Hutchings’ (2002) ‘Mana Wahine Conceptual Framework” provides a useful Maori
centred model with which to guide the analytical discussion (see page 47 for further
justification). As was previously stated, Hutchings intends the framework to be fluid and
inclusive, and encourages researchers to ““...make it relevant and specific to their field”
(ibid, p152). Therefore post-literature review and data gathering, the ‘Critical Focus
Areas’ have been altered so that they are more specific to Maori development issues of

relevance to this thesis. The additions can be seen in figure 17;

99



Figure 17. Tukua te rangatiratanga [Maori Development] Adapted Mana Wahine Conceptual

Framework.
Source: Hutchings 2002, p151.

The adapted Framework maintains the same structure and ideological foundations''* as
Hutchings’ original model, however the following subtractions (due to the themes
absence) and additions (due to its presence in the literature and data-set) have been made:

removal of ‘intellectual property rights’ and the ‘de’ from ‘colonisation’, as well as the

"4 Compare with Hutchings’ original concept figure 5, page 51
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amalgamation of ‘kaitiakitanga’ and ‘Papatianuku’. Additions made include ‘ohaoha’
(economics), ‘TEK/matauranga’, ‘manaakitanga’ and ‘tino rangatiratanga’, as well as
adding ‘values’ to ‘fikanga’ and ‘Treaty of Waitangi’ to ‘Te Tiriti’. The addition of the
‘roots’ is to further indicate the interconnectedness between the different blades of the
harekeke (CFAs). As Hutchings (2004, p19) states, the framework is grounded in
“whakapapa”, hence the addition of ‘whakapapa’ and ‘mana whenua’ at the roots to
demonstrate the central issues of ‘rights’ and ‘responsibilities’ embodied in these
concepts. The circular border has been added to represent the notion of balance, and the

need to achieve harmony between the various agendas in a Maori development approach.

The following table (figure 18 over page) revisits the key points from the literature

review which will be integrated into this analytical discussion.
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Figure 18. Summary of Key Points from Literature Review

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

Development is a diverse concept with multiple understandings.

‘Eurocentric’ hegemonic understandings dominate and are biased towards economic
and materialistic advancement which marginalises alternative/Maori approaches.

A shift is occurring towards more holistic understandings of development (including
social, environmental, cultural, economic, self-determination and equity).

Maori occupy position of socio-economic disparity as a result of colonisation, which
is perpetuated through structural processes.

Maori have resisted historical assimilation policies and have taken control of their
own development agenda.

Is an issue of inequitable power; the decision-making sphere is dominated by
mainstream and monocultural institutions.

Evolution of MD at national level: Hui Whakapumau and Taumata, however
dominated by neo-liberalisation and economic policies.

Treaty process important role in MD (but viewed critically in terms of rise of
‘Indigenous elite’ and marginalisation of women and hapu).

Maori economy- asset-based, primary industry.

Common characteristics of MD; tino rangatiratanga, balanced, holistic, tikanga and
values, Maori ‘worldview’, environment interconnected and flax- root control.

Government has responsibility to facilitate MD. However ‘closing the gaps’ approach
1s paternalistic, Eurocentric and sets Pakeha standards. Refusal to address the
underlying structures responsible for inequality.

Diverse approaches to MD: “Holistic inventory approach’, ‘Tri-axial Framework’,
‘Partnership- Two Cultures Development Model’.

Multitude of barriers: internal capacity, geographical isolation, organisational and
legitimacy issues, conflicts between commercial and cultural aspirations and
collective resource ownership, discriminatory legislation, short political timeframes,
environmental opposition, marginalisation of Maori worldviews and negative socio-
political climate.

Indigenous literature- Indigenous populations under colonial governments face similar
circumstances when approaching self-determined development. Similarities in holistic
approach, importance of cultural values and control by community.
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Objective 1

To examine the nature of Ngati Whatua aquaculture development aspirations

The data presented in Chapter 5 indicated that Ngati Whatua aspirations for this resource
utilisation issue are complex and incorporate a range of social, cultural, commercial,
environmental, pplitical and even sniritual facets. It is useful to concentualise these
dimensions in a diagram (see figure 19) to demonstrate the relationships between these

aspirations, and the layers and levels on which they occur.

Figure 19. Conceptualising Ngati Whatua Development Aspirations

o

Community Commercial

e
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The core of the diagram features three overlapping circles, labelled ‘customary’,
‘community’ and ‘commercial’. These are the three main facets of Ngati Whatua
development goals. The gradually changing transparency of these three circles indicates
the hierarchy of importance between each sphere: ‘customary’ (lightest yellow), being the
most critical, followed by ‘community’, and finally ‘commercial’ goals (Pers Comm,
Toia). The interlocking of the three spheres demonstrates the interdependence of each for
the achievement of holistic development. The acknowledgement of hierarchy amongst
these goals is significant. The positioning of ‘customary’ goals as most important
indicates the cultural imperative of adhering to tikanga and other principles such as
manaakitanga. The placing of ‘community’ goals above ‘commercial’ demonstrates the
positioning of ‘people’ above ‘profits’. While TRoN'W acknowledges the
interdependence of these spheres, this prioritising has important consequences on their
development decisions (as was demonstrated in case study 1). Despite this notion of

hierarchy, the overall aim is to achieve an appropriate balance between these three goals.

The next two layers address the ‘rights’ and ‘responsibilities’ that underlie Ngati Whatua
development aspirations. The first layer behind the linking circles is labelled
‘responsibilities’ whereby the reciprocal (indicated by the arrows) themes
‘manaakitanga’ and ‘kaitiakitanga® feature. These have been highlighted by TRoONW as
central principles that drive the development agenda, and can also be considered the
‘bottom-lines’ of development; that nothing should negatively impact on Ngati Whatua

(NW) abilities to manaaki, or adversely harm Papatiianuku.

Figure 19 addresses the ‘rights” within which NW development goals are embedded.
These ‘rights’ essentially stem from their unique mana whenua status, as signatories of
Te Tiriti o Waitangi and partners with the Crown. Tino rangatiratanga was enshrined in
Te Tiriti/Treaty of Waitangi, along with the assurance that all raonga (including marine
farming) would be protected. The most outer circle in figure 19 is labelled the ‘Ngati
Whatua Development Paradigm’. This ‘paradigm’ refers to the overarching fundamental
NW philosophies and approaches to development. These have been coded as

‘collectivity’, ‘well-ness’ and ‘flax-roots’.
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While the focus of this research is on the particular resource use of aquaculture, the
discussion around these aspirations fits within the wider Ngati Whatua development
paradigm, and also within the broader Maori development literature. This next section

will analytically discuss these layers and interactions.

Firstly, the embedded nature of these aspirations in the sphere of ‘responsibilities’ places
Maori, as developers, in a unique position. These responsibilities are related to the
reciprocal cultural principles of ‘kaitiakitanga’ and ‘manaakitanga’. While Ngatt Whatua
emphasise the importance of these particular principles, the notion of responsibilities is
an integral component of the Maori development worldview. The multi-faceted principles
of manaakitanga and kaitiakitanga were addressed in depth in Chapter 1 which revealed
the reciprocal and integrated nature of these institutions. Manaakitanga embodies a
responsibility to utilise Papatiianuku to provide sustenance for humans; and kaitiakitanga
enables, and obliges, humans to reciprocate by acting as stewards, guardians, managers
and sustainable users of Papatianuku. These cultural responsibilities to both people and
the environment have important ramifications for Maori development decisions: Maori,
as tangata whenua, have interests in development that are historically rooted, long-term
in vision, and are above and move beyond political agendas and timeframes. These

interests position Maori as ideal ‘sustainable’ managers of their natural resources.

This development paradigm and its application to natural resource use has been practised
in a way that has enabled Maori to live in a state of equilibrium with their environment
for centuries prior to colonial contact. Many ‘sustainability’ tools (such as rahui,
restricted/rotational use and a complex system of knowledge/matauranga) existed to
ensure a balance between development, commerce, and customary imperatives was
attained. However, due to the process of colonisation, and the marginalisation of Maori
environmental worldviews and practices, these management tools and consequently their

interactions with the natural world have been significantly eroded.
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The case study into the Environmental NGO Kaipara Forest and Bird, examined a
hegemonic conservationist perspective, and how such views often come into conflict with
Maori approaches to environmental management. Suzi Phillips (KF&B) raised valid
issues around the potential ecological effects of aquaculture (reiterated by Thomas de
Thierry, Pers Comm) which are central to their organisational mandate. The fact that
KF&B (and many other ENGOs) respect Maori customary environmental imperatives
(such as kaitiakitanga), and that they acknowledge Maori have a “moral right” (Suzi
Phillips, Pers Comm) to become involved in the industry are promising. However, when
the discussion moved towards Maori rights to engage with, and gain economic benefits
from their own natural resources through aquaculture, the lines of support became

blurred.

This approach is reflected by the Crown in its dealings with Maori resources, whereby
‘rights’ to development are often acknowledged, however when practically implementing
these rights there is a tendency to compartmentalise Maori interests as either ‘customary’
or ‘commercial’, thereby inhibiting the ability of Maori to achieve holistic development
as defined in their own worldviews. The superimposition of ‘customary’ and
‘commercial’ boundaries upon Maori resource utilisation creates various internal tensions

by pitting Maori interests against each other.

A critical cultural component of a Maori environmental worldview is tikanga. The most
relevant aspect of tikanga for the practice of aquaculture is the notion of the sacredness
(tapu) of all things created by atua, and the need to acknowledge the interconnection
between all living things. As long as aquaculture, or any resource practice, does not
conflict with tikanga and undermine the sacrality and sustainability of the kaimoana or

Papatianuku, then it is essentially compatible.

While there is some legal ‘recognition’ of such Maori environmental concepts, they are

often interpreted one-dimensionally with weakly inscribed legal instructions'"”. For

"3 For example, the RMA (1991) includes the following Maori related provisions; ‘recognise and provide
for...the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi
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instance, kaitiakitanga, once transposed into a different cultural context, has been
interpreted (both in law and common understanding) as ‘stewardship’ or ‘guardianship’.
This implies a solely protectorate dimension to kaitiakitanga (as indicated in the KF&B
interview). However utilisation is a critical component of kaitiakitanga and such one-
dimensional views confine Maori to ‘guardian’ roles and ignore Maori rights to

development within their own environmental ‘lore’ and rikanga.

However, with these ‘responsibilities’ comes entrenched legal, customary and citizenship
‘rights’. The existence of ‘rights’ is a critical dimension of the NW development
paradigm, which also situates this issue within the political realm. Prior to colonial
contact, rights to natural resources were fluid and based on upholding mana whenua
status through occupancy, utilisation, warfare and diplomacy. However, with the arrival
of settlers and the establishment of colonial governance, these customary systems of
‘rights’ were undermined as Maori were alienated from their resource base. Despite the
legal solidification of Maori rights in the Treaty/Te Tiriti o Waitangi, they were easy for
the colonialists to repudiate. Abuses of these rights are not confined to the history books:
neo-colonial resource abrogation continues, such as the recent foreshore and seabed
confiscation, and to further denigrate Maori, common ‘rights’ to judicial redress as

citizens over such abuses are also denied.

Therefore, an inherent component of Maori development agendas (as illustrated in the
NW development paradigm, figure 19) is to gain recognition of these rights, and achieve
control and self-determination of the development agenda and their natural resources.
Ngati Whatua have pursued legislative avenues to gain recognition of these rights (for
example through the ‘Ahu Moana’ Wai 953 claim), however this research is embedded in
the reality that while various ‘rhetorical victories’ have occurred, the power of the Crown
to determine the access and control available to Maori 1s so monopolistic that alternative

self-reliant avenues must be pursued.

tapu, and other taonga’ (Part 2 s 6, ¢), ‘have particular regard to.. kaitiakitanga’ (Part 2 s 7, a) and ‘take
into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi’ (Part 2 s 8).
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Tino rangatiratanga also emerged as a key component of Maori development agendas
(more explicitly in the literature than the interviews). Durie (1998 in Harmsworth et al.
2004) discussed tino rangatiratanga as a spectrum, which includes calls for Maori
political sovereignty and control, as well as micro-level goals of regaining self-esteem
and belief at a personal level. This spectrum was evident in the interviews, whereby at the
whanau level, Alan and Leanne Thompson of Sunshine Oysters (Pers Comm) wanted the
opportunity to engage in an activity that would enable economic self-reliance. On a hapu
level, Thomas de Thierry (Pers Comm) spoke of Te Hanas’ aspirations to develop self-
determined economic and community opportunities for a small rural town with little
government support. At the iwi level, agendas for tino rangatiratanga became more
political, where TRONW has the mandate to act on behalf of its hapu to resist and

challenge abuses to their mana whenua rights.

Tino rangatiratanga is closely related to the issue of power. There has been reluctance by
the New Zealand government, and generally other colonialist governments, to address the
more political issue of Indigenous self-determination. This is evident in the New Zealand
government’s (and other colonialist governments’) recent refusal to sign the UN
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (1994, see p12), which reveals that
claims for tino rangatiratanga, however politically benign, are perceived to be a

challenge to national sovereignty and ‘one nation’ ideologies.

A further issue relating to this development paradigm is whose aspirations it truly
reflects. The literature raised issues around the ‘iwi-isation’ of Maoridom, and the
privileging of iwi over hapu as the legitimate organisational structure (Barcham 2000 and
Ballara 1998, in Cornell 2006). The interviews revealed that there does exist diversity
between the whanau, hapu and iwi level agendas; mostly in terms of the scale and
political nature. However, given that this paradigm has been formulated based on
inclusive interviews at the various levels, it can be claimed to be representative and

applicable to both macro (iwi) and micro (hapu and whanau) level aspirations.
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The outer circle of this paradigm (figure 19) features the three characteristics guiding the
broader Ngati Whatua development approach: wellness, flax-roots and collectivity. As
Tepania Kingi (Pers Comm) indicated, the ultimate goal for any NW development
venture is ‘wellness’, which is a similarly holistic concept incorporating spiritual
(wairua), physical (tinana) and psychological (hinengaro) dimensions. Once again, this
places Maori in a unique development position: providing for the ‘wellness’ of a people,
both present and future, is a long term task and not one that will be achieved by

degrading the resources on which this health depends.

The goal of ‘collectivity’ also has unique development outcomes. The Maori societal
structure is underwritten by whanaungatanga (kinship relationships), and the
responsibilities to support the collectively larger social unit. Therefore Maori
development is always part of a bigger picture. However, such social imperatives can
come into conflict when operating in a market-driven capitalist society which places
impetus on individualistic gain. The literature raises the potential disadvantages this
collectivist and cultural view of assets has when operating in an ‘individualistic’

world ',

The third characteristic of this broader development paradigm is the ‘flax-root” approach.
This approach is essentially about providing opportunities and local autonomy for
individual, whanau and hapu to pursue their own development agendas. It is also
premised on the belief that those closest to Papatianuku, those with mana whenua, and
who are the ahi ka are the ones who have the most legitimate mandate to control their
development agenda. This bottom-up, self-help approach also stems from the reality and
experience of negligible assistance from the government, as well as the Ngati Whatua
social and organisational structure which emphasises local autonomy (pursuant of Te

Runanga o Ngati Whatua Act, 1988).

11 (Harmsworth 20053; Bishop and Tiakiwai 2002; Sullivan and Margaritis 2000; Durie 2003; Loomis and
Mahima 2003; NZIER 2003).
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Therefore the data relating to the nature of Ngati Whatua aquaculture development
aspirations revealed that these goals fit within a broader development paradigm, which is
multi-dimensional, multi-layered and embedded within Maori worldviews. The next
objective in this research is to assess the feasibility of achieving these aspirations through
establishing aquaculture in the Kaipara harbour. However, as in the previous chapter this
objective will not contribute to the academic analysis of this issue and the findings have
been collated into a practical feasibility report for Ngati Whatua (see appendix 4). The
next objective concerns an examination of how this ‘holistic’ approach to development is

marginalised through investigating the barriers which are inhibiting Maori development.
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Objective 3

To determine the barriers that are inhibiting Maori, and in particular Ngati Whatua,

from achieving their aquaculture and wider development aspirations

The data presented in Chapter 5 revealed a plethora of socio-political, economic and
cultural barriers are inhibiting Maor1 in the development of their natural resources. A
diagram (figure 20) conceptualises these barriers and demonstrate the ‘bigger picture’ in
which Maori development agendas are operating. This figure will firstly be annotated in
order to justify the positioning of these nodes, followed by a discussion of these

relationships through the Conceptual Framework.
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The large globe in figure 20 indicates the decision-making context, whereby the upper
section is categorised as the ‘power’ sphere. The Crown is featured as dominating this
sphere, however ‘iwi/Maori’ placed inside a dotted circle indicates this monopoly is
unjust, and a partnership based on the rights enshrined in the Treaty/Te Tiriti should be
occurring. The Crown has negated its Treaty obligations which has negatively affected
Maori sovereignty and political influence. Also, many of the Crown’s powers and
responsibilities (including those to iwi/Maori) have been devolved to the local
government, who have consequently positioned Maori as ‘stakeholders’ with mere

consultation rights.

The smaller globe addresses iwi/Maori issues. This globe has been separated to
acknowledge the different worldviews and mana whenua rights which separate iwi/Maori
from the other ‘stakeholder’ interests. However, this different cultural context can create
issues when forced to operate in a western colonial context. This globe features the more
internally derived issues relating to capacity, hapu-iwi relationships and the deliberation
process. The lightning bolts are representative of the wider barriers which are inhibiting
iwi/Maori abilities to engage in their own development agendas. These include
colonisation, racism and stereotyping, western-value systems and restrictive legislation,

all of which contribute to an overall negative socio-political environment for Maori.

While the presentation of this objective was organised into the themes ‘external” and
‘internal’ barriers, such compartmentalisation is complicated due to the relationship of
causality between the barriers; external processes underlie most of the internal barriers
and several of the internal ‘barriers’ are only considered so when examined through an
external cultural lens. Therefore the analytical discussion of this objective will take a

more holistic perspective of the barriers and the relationships between them.

The fundamental barrier which is inhibiting Maori development is essentially the issue of
power, or a lack thereof. The sphere of decision-making power is monopolised by the
Crown, which consequently marginalises Maori rights to tino rangatiratanga. Despite the

legal protection of these rights in Te Tiriti/Treaty, the continual negation of this contract
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has undermined the legal foundations of Maori power and sovereignty. Devolution of
decision-making powers to local government further undermines Maori tino
rangatiratanga, as it creates ambiguities around the onus of responsibility for the Treaty,
as well as affecting the ability of iwi/Maori to gain a meaningful role (beyond

consultation) in the decision-making sphere.

In our market-driven economy, power and access to political influence is also
interconnected with economics. This is clearly evident in the political lobbying by
industry interests who have disproportionate influence, especially the agriculture and
fishing sector. However, given the historical situation of resource alienation and
confiscation, the Maori asset base has been significantly eroded, thereby further

undermining their power and influence.

However, such cultural imperatives (as raised in Objective 1) and values are at odds in a
regime which is heavily underwritten by western values and bias. The government’s
adoption of a neo-liberal philosophy is used to justify the avoidance of providing direct
funding to Maori, arguing it is in fact considered to be an issue for the “private sector”
(Mariassouce, Pers Comm). However, this philosophy has resulted in a *“...weakening of
the social contract” (Mathie and Cunningham 2003, p474) between governments and

under-privileged communities.

Such an approach also denies the validity of Maori holistic worldviews (which
understands economic pursuits to be deeply embedded in culture and values) and instead
imposes a compartmentalised management approach onto Maori resource development.
This can be seen with regard to the Maori Commercial Aquaculture Claims Settlement
Act (2004) which acknowledges only commercial interests, and alternatively the return of
Te Uri o Hau Oyster reserves in the Settlement Act (2002) where use is restricted to
customary harvesting. This was also revealed as a commonality with other colonial

governments, where Indigenous resource interests are continually defined as ‘traditional’
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(customary). This compartmentalisation is also evident in the conservationist sphere''’
through the tendency to romanticise Maori as customary protectors who are diametrically

opposed to development.

This marginalisation of Maori worldviews and values is again reflected in the
environmental management regime. The issue of council boundaries coming into conflict
with rohe boundaries and their mana whenua responsibilities was raised in the
presentation chapter. Such boundaries have an effect on their legal status (as an
‘interested party’) in the RMA, and Maori often have to engage with a variety of regional
and district councils, thereby increasing the burdens of consultation. This approach also
conflicts with Maori holistic management approaches and rohe wide responsibilities, and
can counteract integrated environmental management. This is a pertinent issue for NW
and the Kaipara harbour which is under the jurisdiction of two regional councils and is

therefore vulnerable to the different political agendas of each local body.

The diverse approaches available to local authorities when enforcing their new found
aquaculture responsibilities also emerged as an issue. The councils’ implementation

options'"®

demonstrated the degree to which each option would provide advantages
and/or disadvantages for Maori gaining involvement in aquaculture. Another legislative
area which inadequately deals with Maori interests is the Maori Commercial Aquaculture
Claims Settlement Act, 2004. The Act is imbued with a multitude of unresolved legal

ambiguities which render it potentially useless as a tool to provide space for Maori.

However, what little legislative and political recognition Maori do have could easily be
removed with the unstable changing political tides. The short political timeframes (in
particular the three-year government cycle), place Maori interests in a vulnerable
position, which are open to reversal at the personal whims of politicians'"®. Such short

political horizons of leadership are not conducive to long-term sustainable goals, and are

"7 As revealed in comments made by Suzi Phillips of Kaipara Forest and Bird (Pers Comm).

"'® Presented in figure 11, p88

"% For instance the New Zealand First political party recently attempted to pass a bill that would have all
references to the Treaty in legislation removed.
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in stark contrast to the permanence of Ngiti Whatua interests which are not transient or
politically motivated, and whose agenda will continue to be the promotion of collective

community ‘wellness’.

While such Maori approaches to development are given tokenistic inclusion in
government policy, evidence of practically supporting self-determined Maori
development is absent. The government has positioned itself dichotomously, as both a
protector and antagonist. In terms of the ‘protectorate’ role, the government states in its
‘Sustainable Programme of Action’ (Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet 2003,
p14) that its *“...commitments to Maori require it to actively safeguard matters that are
important to the wellbeing of Maori culture” (with regard to the Treaty). This embodies
an obligatory and paternalistic approach. Such statements of ‘safeguarding” are also
particularly ironic given that the Crown continues to threaten Maori development through

resource confiscation (for example the Foreshore and Seabed Act).

There is a refusal in both society, and the government initiated MD literature to
acknowledge the historical (and contemporary) role of colonisation in creating the current
poor levels of Maori development. The government’s policy concerning Maori has been
historically diverse: from annihilation, ‘smoothing of the pillow’, assimilation and
urbanisation, and the systematic erosion of Maori social and cultural resources. While the
government has to some degree supported the Maori cultural renaissance in recent
decades, overarching policy continues to adopt a patemalistic strategy of ‘closing the
gaps’. The focus continues to be one of aiding M3ori to ‘catch up’ to Pakeha, without
acknowledging the destructive role this history of colonial policy has played in creating
this unequal ‘playing field’. This approach sets inappropriate Pakeha horizons for Maori,
reiterates power inequities, and fails to acknowledge the diverse cultural values/
aspirations Maori have for their own development (Loomis 2000; Jenkins 2005; Kawharu

2001; Potiki 2000).

An examination of the role of colonisation provides a framework with which to analyse

the ‘internal’ issues that are undermining the abilities of Maori to engage in self-
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determined development. One such ‘internal’ barrier that emerged in the literature was
the appropriateness and efficacy of the tribal organisation as the major driver of Maori
development. However, the literature addressed the fact that Maori organisations are
essentially ‘colonial constructs’, and thus many have been encouraged to adopt corporate
management models to compete in the marketplace (Dodd 2000; Ballara 1998 and
Barcham 2000 in Comnell 2006; Barcham 1998). The encouragement of the “iwi-isation”
(Barcham 2000, p141 in Comell 2006, p23) of Maoridom through government policy has
further aggravated iwi-hapu relationships, which was revealed as a barrier throughout this

S
research'?’.

Another ‘barrier’ which has colonial origins is the Maori organisation decision-making
process. This process has been described as an impeding factor that leads to risk aversion
and slow resolutions (Loomis et al. 1998). However, this is a simplistic representation of
the issue, as this process is largely a result of the legal bureaucracy iwi organisations are
forced to operate within (consensus gaining is time consuming and difficult). It is also a
value-based criticism, as there exists a cultural imperative (at least within Ngati Whatua)
to remain transparent and democratic. This can therefore also be viewed as a strength

which creates robust and participatory-based decisions.

The multiple roles and considerations facing iwi/Maori organisations can also hinder
internal decision-making processes and create conflicts in a commercial environment.
Iwi/Maori organisations are required to act as commercial bodies, utilising collectively
owned and culturally significant (raonga) resources, adhere to a complex bureaucratic
legal system, provide a source of tribal identity, ensure a deliberative and democratic

process, all while operating within the often complex parameters of tikanga.

The cultural assumptions of these internal barriers are reiterated in the issue of the
‘geographical marginalisation” of Maori (Tai Tokerau Management Consultants 2001).

This affects market and labour accessibility for rural communities, which is of particular

120 Refer to page 82.
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relevance in the Kaipara harbour. This issue was evident in the case study of Sunshine
Opysters (case study 1) where their remote physical location has made it *“.. . virtually
impossible to attract and maintain a workforce” (SO, Pers Comm). This has been
described in government research as a M3ori rural locational ‘choice” with negative
consequences, however while this may disadvantage ventures economically it must be
waged against the cultural benefits of maintaining mana whenua and ahi ka . It is clear
that the processes of colonisation and urbanisation have marginalised rural populations
(of which a large percentage are Maori), which in turn effects their ohaoha/economic

opportunities.

Therefore Maori development models are often critiqued and marginalised due to the
complications of infusing ‘culture’ into a commercial world. One particular governmental
report has highlighted culture as an impeding factor which is *“...denying Maor1 the
benefits of development” (The Stafford Group 2000, pp14-15). Such assertions are
imbued with value based assumptions that the ultimate goal of development is
materialistic improvement. This is in opposition to most MD agendas which view cultural

and ohaoha spheres as interconnected, and ultimately place people above profits.

The final and most significant barrier that requires discussion is the negative socio-
political climate that MD is forced to operate within. When considered in light of the
public support of the neo-colonial foreshore and seabed issue, the question has been
raised in the literature; are we a society which supports racially discriminating legislation,
or were we victims of political manipulation and sensationalist media misrepresentation?
Whatever the answer, as long as those with a vested interest in perpetuating such a
negative climate against Maori maintain positions of power, self-determined Maori

development will not be achieved.

Therefore, these barriers can not be analysed in isolation, but must be viewed within the
wider framework of the historical and colonial forces which underlie, and continue to
perpetuate a negative climate for Maori development. An assessment of the barriers is a

crucial step prior to analysing the aquaculture development strategies for the final
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objective. Given the ‘flax-root’ approach, and the need to move beyond rhetoric towards
practical and achievable outcomes, the strategies addressed are embedded within the

realities of these barriers, as well as the capacities and capabilities of Ngati Whatua.
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Objective 4

To identify strategic ‘flax-root’ options for the implementation of Ngati Whatua

aquaculture aspirations

Following the identification of TRoONW aquaculture development aspirations (objective
1), the formulation of the environmental feasibility report (objective 2, see appendix 4),
and the examination of the barriers that may inhibit the realisation of these goals
(objective 3), the final step in the research process is to identify flax-root strategies to
overcome these obstacles and achieve NW aspirations. Hutchings’ (2002) adapted
Conceptual Framework will be utilised for the analytical discussion of this chapter,
however in order to strategically analyse the data, an alternative SWOT (Strengths,

Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) framework will also be utilised"'.

The traditional four-dimensional matrix will be used for the analysis of the six options,
however for the initial overview, David’s (1993 from Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit
website) six-dimensional-matrix will be utilised. The result of these analyses will be a
practical report for Ngati Whatua; ‘TRoNW: Strategic Aquaculture Options”22 (appendix
5). This report examines these six options in a practical format: identifying the costs,
responsibilities and timeframes as well as potential barriers and mitigation strategies. At
the end of the matrices a critical analytical discussion is presented based on the
Conceptual Framework’s Critical Focus Areas, and the degree to which each option will
achieve the aspirations discussed in objective 1. This chapter will commence with an
overview six-dimensional SWOT analysis (David 1993) of Te Runanga o Ngati Whatua

at an organisational level.

12! Refer to page 52.

22 While Te Runanga o Ngati Whitua have already embarked on strategic planning with regard to their
kaimoana resources (Toia and Forsythe 2006), they have yet to identify strategic options for aquaculture in
a comprehensive document, which is the outcome goal of this research.
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Overview SWOT Analysis for Te Runanga o Ngati Whatua for Enhancing

participation in Aquaculture

123

INTERNAL Strengths Weaknesses
Already have ties/good Lack of labour force and
relationships with other iwi | skilled workers
(esp. in Tai Tokerau)

Lack of financial capacity
Established industry (“asset rich but cash poor’)
relationships
Poor hapu-iwi relationships
Mana whenua over large
rohe- extensive coastal Rural setting of Northern
environment, high degree of | communities (affects labour
potential for A/C (esp. force)
Kaipara)
Balancing commercial/
MCACSA 2004 provides cultural/community
potential ‘bargaining chip’ | aspirations
Maori coastal land- (for Lengthy deliberative
land based A/C and process (positive
infrastructure) democratic outcomes,
negative for operating in
Customary relationship with | commercial world)
marine farming- kaitiaki/
TEK/matauranga
EXTERNAL
Opportunities Opportunity-Strength Opportunity-Weakness

Strategies

Strategies

Added value products (such
as Biomarine’s export
quality manufactured
oysters)

Marketability- ‘Indigenous’
selling point

Financial and support
avenues e.g. FRST, TPK

Learn from positive

Use already established
relationships to engage in
ventures with iwi and
industry

Utilise unique Indigenous
selling points and
assets/attributes

Embark strategically by
researching other iwis
approaches to JVs

Use scholarships to attract

training in this area, create

benefits to attract people to
rural settings

Open better lines of
communication between iwi
and hapu

Develop a clear decision-
making process to ensure
balance met between

123 Information for this matrix gathered from variety of sources; Toia and Forsythe 2006, interviews and

other aquaculture literature.
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examples (e.g. JV’s
between iwi and industry)

Utilise matauranga/TEK

differing aspirations

Threats

Threat-Strength
Strategies

Threat-Weakness
Strategies

Competition for workers
(with other primary
industries)

Governments restrictive
policies

Reliance on export dollar
Legal barriers

Opposition in RMA process
(ENGOs and other groups)

Inability of the MCACSA
to provide 20%

Negative industry attitude
to Maori- inability to attract
investment
Institutionalised racism
High risk nature of A/C

Intellectual property rights

Lack of decision-making
power

Most of external threats are
beyond the control and
influence of NW, some
options;

Build relationships with
NGO’s and opposition
groups

Continue building
relationships with industry
to overcome negative
perceptions

Collaborate at national level
with other iwi/hapu for
enhanced influence and
power in the realm of
decision-making e.g. Maori
aquaculture lobby group

Form better relationships
with hapu

Provide assistance for
whanau ventures
(alternatives to financial-
also information and
advice)

This overview SWOT analysis for TRoNW has assisted in the following four-

dimensional SWOT analyses of each of the six options identified in the presentation

chapter;
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Option 1 Joint Ventures [with industry, other iwi, and through marketing co-ops]

Strengths

Weaknesses

Reduce set up/operational costs

Increase possibilities e.g. scale, production
capacity

Iwi-iwi= common aspirations for iwi
development

Reciprocity in knowledge and skill sharing

Employment opportunities

Possible divergences in overall aspirations

Industry may not have any
community/cultural imperatives

Different tikanga (iwi-iwi)
Different management structures/approaches

Lack of trained skill base/labour force from
NW

Opportunities

Threats

Promising case studies of other such
ventures

Already established relationships with iwi
and industry

Already established markets (internal and
external)

Dispersed risk and responsibilities

Burdensome legislation

Current court interpretation not in favour of
A/C (adverse effects on natural character)

Opposition by stakeholder groups
High NZ dollar (negative for exporting)
Government unsupportive of A/C

Potential partner may be put off by the 50-50
partnership model

Inability for TRONW to provide initial
capital

May need to compromise goals for
commercial partnerships
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Option 2 Supporting (fiscal) independent small-scale whanau ventures

Strengths

Weaknesses

Greater autonomy placed in hands of
community/whanau (flax-roots)

Less burden/risks on Runanga

Small scale, less ecological effects, and
potentially more palatable to ENGOs

TRoNW ‘asset rich but cash poor’- (can
support through information, networks etc)

Less control/input by TRoONW- how ensure
works within parameters e.g. tikanga

Rural setting=lack of infrastructure, access
to markets and labour force

Opportunities

Threats

Provides employment and potential
training opportunities

Pride and self-dependency
Utilisation of TEK/matauranga

Maori coastal land (for land based options)

Lack of uptake/motivation- hard to gauge
interest

Lack of skills/ traming/experience in area

Legal issues and costs

Option 3 Create support avenues (non fiscal) for hapu and whanau

Strengths

Weaknesses

Fits within financial constraints of TRONW

Provision of information=tools for
establishment

Flax-roots approach

Lack of fiscal assets affects degree of
support

Lack of capacity to establish (time and
expertise)

Opportunities

Threats

Database with compiled
information/experiences

Mentoring/training by others already
involved (e.g. Sunshine Oysters)

Utilise networks- central government,
industry, research institutions (i.e. NIWA)

Low uptake and outreach

Passive approach to A/C development
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Option 4 Relationship building [with industry, hapu, other iwi, and stakeholders]

Strengths

Weaknesses

Minimal financial costs

Create understanding and pre-emptively
minimise opposition to resource consent

Streamline costs (esp. with industry, where

agendas similar)

Different worldviews/agendas
Historical causes for issues between
iwi/hapu- personal agendas of those in

power

Multitude of councils to deal with
(wariness/distrust of government)

Time capacity

Opportunities

Threats

Already established lines for engagement
with industry

ENGO (e.g. KF&B) respect for iwi

Idealised vision of iwi
(Indigenous=customary)

Lack of willingness to engage by external
parties

Council relegated Maori status to a
‘stakeholder’- not ‘Treaty partner’

Option 5 Engage in Aquaculture Tourism

Strengths

Weaknesses

Enhance economic feasibility of already
established ventures

Utilise tikanga/historical narratives-
‘Indigenous factors’

Low concentration of A/C in Kaipara affects
viability of option

Lack of finance for initial set-up costs

Opportunities

Threats

International and domestic examples of
success

Recent NIWA documents highlight it as
having high potential in Kaipara

Misappropriation of intellectual property
Opposition by ENGOs
Negative environmental effects

Negative Court interpretation of aquaculture

tourism (e.g. Biomarine case)
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Option 6 Lobby central government to commercialise customary reserves

Strengths

Weaknesses

Make utilisation economic

Empower hapu in own affairs (tino
rangatiratanga)

Issues in determining fair allocation-
potential for misappropriation by those in
power

Infighting

Unsustainable use (ecological effects)

Opportunities

Threats

Opportunities for replanting of spat for own
commercial/customary ventures

Spat selling ventures

Government will not come to the table

Governments approach- compartmentalised
view of customary/commercial spheres

This SWOT analysis has been useful to highlight the strengths and opportunities, as well

as predicting the potential threats and internal weaknesses that may compromise each

option. The following analytical discussion will address each option and the relationship

to the Ngati Whatua development paradigm (objective 1), as well as any potential

conflicts and issues which may arise.

The first option, ‘Joint Ventures’ (JV) will necessitate the greatest degree of compromise

to NW development aspirations. This compromise will probably be lessened with regard

to JV’s with other iwi, as the need to adhere to #/kanga and adopt a more holistic

approach (such as incorporating more community driven goals) is an imperative shared

by most (if not all) Maori organisations. JVs with non-Maori industry players will likely

require the adoption of a more profit-driven focus, which may compromise the desire to

achieve balanced iwi development. However, the inclusion of the 50/50 partnership

model (figure 13, page 92) will enhance tino rangatiratanga and power-sharing. Already

established relationships with industry players (such as Biomarine) also enhances the

potential for understanding and the incorporation of iwi/Maori values. The initial removal
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of the 20% (under the MCACSA, 2004) will also provide marine space to be utilised for
customary/community aspirations (such as providing kaimoana for sui and rangi). There
are several examples of other iwi operating successfully with industry through JV’s. An

option to avoid potential conflicts in aspirations/values would be to create JV’s at the

marketing end (as can be seen in the Sunshine Oysters case study 1).

The second option ‘Supporting (fiscal) small-scale whanau ventures’ (WV) is the most
congruent with a ‘flax-root” approach, however it is less feasible in terms of the fiscal
support required by NW. This option also places the autonomy and power in the hands of
the individual ‘would-be’ farmers. The second Sunshine Oysters case study (6, p94)
demonstrates the potential success of such an option, and how a lack of capacity and
support is responsible for the current issues affecting their farm. The fact that small-scale
aquaculture has less intense environmental effects is also in fitting with the imperatives of
protecting Papatiianuku and fulfilling kaitiaki responsibilities. It also guarantees the
benefits of development are distributed more evenly within the community. It also
enables the incorporation of local TEK/matauranga and creates community/whanau pride
by enabling economic/ohaoha opportunities in areas with high unemployment. However,
as indicated in the TRONW SWOT analysis, as an organisation they are ‘asset rich’, but
‘cash poor’ (Toia, Pers Comm), thereby reducing their ability to provide fiscal support for

such whanau ventures.

Option 3 to ‘Create support avenues (non-fiscal)’ (SA) is a more passive degree of the
above option. While the former option is more targeted and directly supportive (i.e.
through investment and fiscal support), this SA option focuses on the non-fiscal support
Te Runanga can offer would-be farmers. TRONW is in a position to provide information
and networking opportunities through its relationships with central and local government
as well as industry, and through its access to research. Dissemination of such information
could take the form of a database, whereby information from this thesis (including
background documents) would be made accessible to would-be farmers. While this
option is weaker in terms of the support offered in the WV option, it is embedded in the

economic/ohaoha realities of Ngati Whatua assets which are ‘tied up’ in quota and
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investments (largely due to the Treaty settlement process). This option is compatible with
a ‘flax-roots’ approach which seeks to give would-be farmers the tools with which to

pursue their own ventures.

Option 4, ‘Relationship building” (RB) is a supplementary strategy to complement other
options. The incorporation of this strategy is designed to mitigate the barriers created by
poor relationships due to misunderstandings, ignorance and historical damage. The three
different parties indicated for RB include hapu, industry and (E)NGO’s. Sunshine Oysters
highlighted the issue of the lack of support shown by their hapu, therefore RB between
Te Runanga and Te Uri o Hau will potentially create greater cooperation and congruency
in approaches in supporting its beneficiaries